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	En cent-quarante ans, de 1660 à 1800, la Grande-Bretagne a été en guerre pendant quatre-vingt six ans. Les deux tomes de cet ouvrage étudient les conséquences de cet état de fait sur la société, la vie et les arts.

        
	Le premier tome rassemble, outre une préface par Paul-Gabriel Boucé, quatorze articles. Ils analysent, sur l'horizon des lumières britanniques et européennes, les composantes historiques et sociales du phénomène (première partie : « Hommes, conflits, événements ») et l’émergence de concepts nouveaux (deuxième partie : « Guerres et Paix : Histoire des idées et idées de l’Histoire »).

        
	Le second tome de Guerres et paix examine les avatars littéraires de la dynamique dialectique engendrée par l’alternance de la guerre et de la paix. Defoe, Pope, Swift, Gay, Lillo, Haendel, Smollett, Sterne, Johnson, Cowper, Ann Radcliffe, Jane Austen apparaissent sous un jour nouveau. C’est l’occasion de bousculer un certain nombre de clichés, parfois encore solidement ancrés dans la critique contemporaine.
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           “War, horrid War! the sylvan scene invades,
And angry trumpets, pierce the woodland shades.”
(7-8)

           “And thou, fair Peace! from the wild floods of war
Come dove-like, and thy blooming olive bear.”
(200-01)

           William Broome:

           “A Poem on the Seat of War in Flanders,
Chiefly with Relation to the Sieges :
With the Praise of Peace and Retirement.”
Written in 1710.
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          Première partie : Hommes, conflits, événements

        

      

    

  
    
      
        
          
            Semailles de guerre, moissons de paix au XVIIIe siècle
          

        

        Paul-Gabriel Boucé

      

      
        
           Brutales, cruelles, voire grotesques dans leur sécheresse, les statistiques ont néanmoins l’avantage de dresser un bilan peu édifiant de l’activité guerrière au XVIIIe siècle. En cent quarante ans, de 1660 à 1800, l’Angleterre / Grande-Bretagne a été en guerre pendant quatre-vingt-six ans, et a participé à vingt-trois conflits, dont sept grandes guerres continentales.1

           Mais les statistiques citées plus haut ne sauraient rendre compte, comme l’ont fait Jacques Callot (1592/3-1635), Jean-Antoine Watteau (1684-1721), ou Goya (1746-1828) pour l’invasion napoléonienne de l’Espagne en 1810-14, des misères et des désastres de la guerre. Trop souvent l’histoire, et les avatars littéraires de la guerre, sont, comme l’analyse avec finesse Arlette Farge — dans Les Fatigues de la guerre (Paris : Gallimard, 1996), étude consacrée à un Watteau peu connu, peintre de guerre vers 1709-11 — aseptisés, déréalisés. Il y manque l’odeur de sueur, de sang et de poudre, la puanteur des corps étripés, le concert infernal des armes, des râles et des cris des mourants et des blessés sur le champ de bataille. Il faudra attendre le milieu du siècle et les chapitres maritimes relatant le fiasco de l’expédition amphibie de Carthagène des Indes (1740-41) dans le Roderick Random (1748) de Smollett pour que le sort tragique de milliers d’individus innocents soit pris en compte. Voltaire, à l’antimilitarisme parfois fluctuant, écrit dans la première édition de son Dictionnaire philosophique (1764), à l’article “Guerre” : “la guerre vient de trois ou quatre cents personnes répandues sur la surface du globe sous le nom de princes ou de ministres.” Le paysan, l’artisan, l’ouvrier, comme le montre Arlette Farge à l’aide de lettres et d’autres documents inédits, ne sont ni bellicistes ni belliqueux, malgré ce que l’on fit croire et à Louis XIV et à Louis XV. Ils n’aspirent qu’à la paix. Mais la guerre au XVIIIe siècle joue un rôle de régulateur socio-démographique léthifère, elle permet de maintenir un équilibre morbide qui écarte les troubles internes graves. Le duc de Wellington, guerrier qui ne manquait pas d’expérience en la matière, ne disait-il pas en 1831 que son armée était composée de “the scum of the earth — the mere scum of the earth” ? Opinion largement confirmée par les travaux d’Arlette Farge, qui définit la guerre comme :

          
            Une construction consciente, elle a l’extraordinaire faculté d’être énormément pensée. Elle n’est pas infligée comme on le croit si souvent, mais octroyée suivant des règles et des techniques dans lesquelles rien n’est d’abord inhumain, puisque tout est minutieusement inscrit et réglé dans une volonté de chaos, volonté la plus humaine qui soit. (Les Fatigues de la guerre 43-44)

          

           Certes, mais comme le soulignait Voltaire dans la citation ci-dessus, cette “volonté de chaos” vient rarement du peuple, sauf si l’opinion publique est soigneusement manipulée pour lui faire croire à une guerre “fleur au fusil" et “fraîche et joyeuse,” comme ce fut le cas en août 1914, et encore en septembre 1939. Même si, pour revenir au XVIIIe siècle, il existe tant en France qu’en Grande-Bretagne un discours de guerre royal, passablement coupé de l’opinion publique, rhétorique où se fond la gloire du monarque et l’adoration d’un Dieu qui accorde parfois la victoire. Telle est la fonction des “Te Deum" tonitruants qui consacrent dans toutes les monarchies, l’alliance de Dieu et du roi : “Gott mit uns !”

           Il a été jusqu’ici beaucoup question de la guerre, et assez peu de la paix. Mais c’est là un déséquilibre, hélas, naturel, qui se retrouve et chez les auteurs analysés dans ces volumes, et, à quelques exceptions près, dans la plupart des articles, même si l’idée d’une dialectique sous-jacente de la guerre et de la paix marque ces études. La guerre, c’est le sensationnel de l’horreur qui frappe les imaginations, alors que la paix, même s’il y a une tenace mémoire de guerre— à présent bien affaiblie grâce aux inepties catastrophiques de l’enseignement de l’histoire —ressortit à l’expérience, en apparence banale, d’un vécu quotidien sans heurts ni catastrophes. Comme le roi d’Yvetot (1815) de Béranger, un peuple en paix et heureux est “peu connu dans l’histoire.” Voire. Mais c’est ce qu’affectaient de penser les philosophes des Lumières, dont Arlette Farge souligne à raison les positions ambiguës (celles de Voltaire par exemple), fluctuant au gré chronologique des victoires et des défaites :

          
            Le XVIIIe siècle finalement exalte ses héros et sait mettre des limites à son pacifisme : même en étant chantre de la paix, l’esprit philosophique est acquis à la sublimité et au courage des Anciens. Le chevalier défunt gît dans tous les cœurs sans qu’on n’interroge jamais l’âme ni la philosophie du chevalier. Complexe XVIIIe siècle au soldat méprisé qui perd la vie dans l’indifférence. (55)

          

           Deux remarques finales avant de présenter chaque article. Tout d’abord, le lecteur de ces volumes devra se sou venir qu’à la différence de la France, en Grande-Bretagne la guerre n’est pas toujours aux frontières ou au-delà des frontières, ce qui provoquait sa marginalisation, comme le montre là encore Arlette Farge. La grande exception, capitale pour l’histoire et pour la littérature de l’Angleterre et de l’Ecosse, c’est la rébellion jacobite de 1745 — dont il est question ici dans au moins deux articles —, dernière guerre civile menée sur le sol national. En second lieu, peut-être à cause du caractère insulaire de la Grande-Bretagne qui tout au long du XVIIIe siècle se sent directement menacée, en particulier par les Français, peut-être à cause aussi d’un développement de la presse et d’une liberté d’expression supérieurs à ce qui existe sous la monarchie d’Ancien Régime en France, la guerre ne semble pas avoir été autant marginalisée en Grande-Bretagne qu’en France. Comme plusieurs articles le démontrent, en particulier ceux d’Elisabeth Détis et d’Andrew Varney, dès le début du XVIIIe siècle la guerre donne lieu à de multiples publications, non seulement de grands auteurs, comme Defoe, Pope, Swift, Gay, Fielding, Smollett, Hume, Sterne, Johnson, Boswell, mais d’obscurs poétereaux comme William Broome(1689-1745). Cet auteur est à peu près totalement oublié aujourd’hui,2 sauf des spécialistes de Pope qui le connaissent comme collaborateur, avec Fenton, de la traduction de l’Odyssée, publiée sous le seul nom de Pope en 1725-26. C’est pour cette raison que la double épigraphe de ce volume a été tirée d’un de ses poèmes composé en 1710 à propos de la guerre des Flandres et à la gloire de la Reine Anne et de Marlborough. Son long titre, donné en entier, par son oscillation dialectique entre guerre et paix, a paru programmatique.

          ***

           Guerres et paix : la Grande-Bretagne au XVIIIe siècle : comporte trois parties : I : Hommes, conflits et événements” ; II : “Guerre et paix : histoire des idées et idées de l’histoire ; III : “Guerres et paix : de Bellone à Érato,” soit respectivement six, huit et treize articles.

           La première partie couvre la quasi-totalité du XVIIIe siècle de la guerre de Succession d’Espagne aux guerres de la Révolution et de l’Empire, avec deux détours, l’un américain (Max Byrd sur Jefferson), et l’autre, indien (Florence D’Souza sur la guerre des Marathes).

           Michelle-Marie Dufau ouvre le feu — vu le sujet, la métaphore s’impose ! — en retraçant avec minutie le déroulement de ces campagnes continentales qui ont ensanglanté l’Europe de 1700 à 1713. S’il est un mythe populaire cher aux Français, piètres géographes et sans doute pires historiens, qu’il faille à tout jamais détruire, c’est bien celui de la “guerre en dentelles.” Pour ne rappeler qu’un exemple, la bataille de Malplaquet le 11 septembre 1709, entre les armées de Marlborough et du Prince Eugène, d’une part, et celles de Villars secondé par Boufflers, d’autre part, fit près de quarante-cinq mille tués et blessés. Certes, les statistiques des boucheries modernes durant la bataille de la Somme entre le 1er juillet et le 18 novembre 1916 — 418 654 Anglais tués ou disparus, 194 451 Français, et environ 650 000 Allemands — tendent à reléguer les morts de Malplaquet dans le bas du tableau de l’horreur guerrière. Et l’on a fait “mieux” depuis, avec le bombardement de Dresde ou celui d’Hiroshima. Mais il convient de se souvenir, en dehors de toute considération technologique, que pareille saignée doit se mesurer proportionnellement à la démographie anglaise et française du début du XVIIIe siècle. Autre trait frappant : la perméabilité osmotique des cultures et des nationalités.

           La future reine Anne, dernier souverain stuart, fut en partie élevée à la Cour de France. Le prince Eugène, fils du lieutenant-général des armées, le comte de Soissons, fut éduqué à Paris, mais devant le refus en 1683 de Louis XIV de lui donner un régiment, ce Français de naissance passe au service de l’empereur Léopold, et ébranle à plusieurs reprises la monarchie. La bataille d’Almansa, le 25 avril 1707, victoire franco-espagnole, est à cet égard exemplaire pour son inversion des rôles nationaux. Elle est remportée par un Anglais catholique, le maréchal duc de Berwick (1670-1734), royal bâtard de Jacques II et d’Arabella Churchill, sœur de Marlborough, contre deux Français huguenots, le comte de Galway, ancien marquis de Ruvigny (1642-1720) à la tête des troupes anglo-portugaises, et Jean Cavalier (1679-1740), redoutable chef des Camisards, commandant une troupe de protestants français. Avec son acuité coutumière, Voltaire dans son Siècle de Louis XIV n’a pas tort de qualifier la guerre de Succession d’Espagne de “guerre civile.” Il aurait tout aussi bien pu parler de “conflit familial,” où l’appartenance religieuse prend souvent le pas sur l’origine nationale.

           Michelle-Marie Dufau enchaîne, dans un second article, sur la conséquence architecturale de la tortueuse dialectique de la guerre et de la paix pendant la Succession d’Espagne, à savoir le palais de Blenheim et sa construction semée d’embûches politiques, personnelles et artistiques. Il s’agit d’une longue saga politico-architecturale, qui se déroula de janvier 1705, date du don par la reine Anne du domaine royal de Woodstock, et gage de la reconnaissance nationale pour les hauts faits de Marlborough, à la mort de Sarah, son épouse, duchesse de Marlborough, en 1744. Rarement œuvre architecturale aura donné lieu à tant de conflits politiques, esthétiques, financiers, juridiques et personnels. Il serait possible d’inverser le titre de Michelle-Marie Dufau et de décrire Blenheim comme “œuvre de guerres pour célébrer la paix.” Les hordes pacifiques de touristes qui, à longueur d’année, envahissent ce palais de la guerre victorieuse, sont sans doute, pour partie, les lointains descendants des dizaines de milliers de victimes tombées sur les champs de bataille de la guerre de Succession d’Espagne à travers toute l’Europe, ad majorem Britannicae gloriam pacis.

           Il est probable qu’une salle entière de bibliothèque serait insuffisante pour abriter tous les livres écrits depuis plus de deux siècles et demi sur la dernière rébellion jacobite de 1745, et sur l’écrasement définitif de la cause des Stuarts à la bataille de Culloden le 16 avril 1746. Mais il est rare d’avoir accès à des documents inédits de la qualité des lettres de ce jeune Anthony Murray de Dollerie, près de Crieff dans le Perthshire (Tayside), qui, peut-être sur un coup de tête, abandonne femme et enfants pour rejoindre les troupes du Jeune Prétendant. Que Factuel Laird de Dollerie, Anthony Murray, ami de Cassilde Tournebize, soit ici très vivement remercié pour avoir mis à la disposition des dix-huitiémistes ces lettres écrites en 1745-46 par son ancêtre et homonyme, ainsi que par d’autres personnes, mais ayant toutes trait au sort de ce jeune jacobite qui se fit tuer, ainsi qu’un millier de Highlanders à Culloden. C’est peut-être, au départ, de la micro-histoire familiale, mais la résonance humaine, souvent émouvante, de ces documents permet de mieux saisir le drame qui déchira alors l’Ecosse. Parmi les troupes victorieuses de “Butcher Cumberland” il y avait aussi des Ecossais. Ces lettres témoignent de l’enchevêtrement de multiples motivations, souvent contradictoires, voire antagonistes. Le vieux laird, “Auld Dullerie,” père d’Anthony Murray fait preuve d’une prudence aussi attentiste qu’embarrassée, et redoute une issue fatale pour son fils. Il se souvenait aussi sans doute des mesures de répression et des saisies de terres après la défaite de la rébellion de 1715. Le jeune laird, lui, fait preuve d’enthousiasme indéfectible pour la cause jacobite, mais ne laisse pas d’exprimer sa gêne devant les réactions possibles de son père, auquel il n’a pas osé faire part de sa décision de vive voix, mais seulement par lettre. A remarquer aussi la prudence des correspondants qui souvent ne signent ni ne datent leurs missives, de peur qu’elles ne soient interceptées par l’ennemi anglais, ce qui se produisit si fréquemment que l’on put par la suite publier un volume de correspondances saisies. Le jeune Anthony Murray exprime son admiration pour la personne et pour le courage de Charles Edouard, mais aussi son indignation devant l’inconduite notoire de ses troupes indisciplinées. Enfin, dans certaines lettres, apparaissent des doutes sur les avantages que l’Ecosse et son peuple pourraient éventuellement tirer d’une restauration des Stuarts.

           A tout cela il faut encore ajouter les fausses nouvelles, les folles rumeurs d’un débarquement — qui n’eut jamais lieu — de troupes françaises venant en renfort de la cause jacobite, la panique bien connue des Anglais à Londres quand l’armée du Jeune Prétendant parvint jusqu’à Derby le 4 décembre 1745. Sans être déjà de l’intoxication systématique, les inévitables rumeurs d’atrocités commises par les Highlanders se répandent en Angleterre : tout envahisseur est un Autre barbare qui, entre autres méfaits, tue et dévore les enfants. Mon grand-père paternel, passablement sceptique, me rapporta comment son enfance — il était né en 1888 — fut abreuvée de récits des “atrocités” commises par les Uhlans dans les campagnes normandes en 1870-71 : le meurtre et l’embrochage de nourrissons sur leurs lances à fin de rôtissage y figuraient en bonne place. Le Swift du Modest Proposal (1729) est éternel. La guerre ne s’arrête pas quand cessent les combats, elle continue longtemps encore dans l’esprit des peuples, et mine la paix d’indéracinables préjugés, de parti pris, et de haines refoulées qui couvent sous les cendres du temps et ne demandent qu’à se rallumer. La paix est grosse d’une mémoire diffuse, et pas toujours très exacte, de la guerre. Les Ecossais ont-ils jamais oublié, même dans les jeunes générations actuelles qui ne se distinguent pas particulièrement par la densité ni par la précision de leurs connaissances historiques, l’écrasement de la dernière rébellion jacobite et la répression systématique exercée ensuite par “Butcher Cumberland” ? Le folklore et la légende ont sans doute pris le relais de l’histoire, comme ces histoires terrifiantes de Uhlans citées plus haut. Même s’il ne s’agit que de traces historiques résiduelles dans le subconscient d’une nation écossaise qui aujourd’hui réclame sa “devolution,” il est loisible de douter que les Ecossais aient oublié totalement cette page particulièrement sanglante de leur histoire.

           H.J.K. Jenkins est un spécialiste bien connu de l’histoire maritime du XVIIIe siècle, en particulier des Caraïbes. De plus, il est spécialiste de la navigation dans les Fens, des origines jusqu’au début du XXe siècle. Cette bipolarité de ses intérêts se retrouve dans sa communication où il analyse l’interaction du commerce maritime britannique dans la dernière décennie du XVIIIe siècle et de la guerre de course menée par les Français avant la paix d’Amiens (1802). Dans un premier temps, Jenkins traite du commerce britannique dans les Caraïbes orientales, puis dans un second temps revient dans ses eaux territoriales de la mer du Nord. Il traite du cabotage si important, et vital même, pour la survie économique de la Grande-Bretagne. Dans les Caraïbes, Jenkins souligne le haut niveau de pratiques irrégulières tant du côté britannique que français. La guerre de course ne respecte même pas les neutres, mais il faut reconnaître que les bâtiments battant pavillon américain n’avaient pas toujours la conscience très nette, pas plus que leur connaissement, vu qu’ils travaillaient souvent de facto pour les Britanniques. D’où cette guerre larvée — “Franco-American Quasi-War,” disent les historiens anglophones — des années 1797 à 1801. Pour ce qui est de la mer du Nord, le rôle des petits bâtiments charbonniers, et autres “trading sloops” du même type que le premier bateau jamais commandé par James Cook (1728-79), l’explorateur du Pacifique, est capital. La mer du Nord, comme le savent encore les marins de nos jours, était une rude école de formation. Jenkins souligne le lien vital entre la navigation sur le réseau fluvial des Fens (Ouse et Nene) et le cabotage des ports du nord tels que Newcastle et Sunderland, et ceux du sud comme Londres. Ce furent-là des proies faciles pour les corsaires français, surnommés “Dunkerquois” en Angleterre, et dont Jenkins s’attache à analyser l’image détestée et crainte. Image peut-être plus injuste qu’exacte en temps de paix comme de guerre. L’exagération fait aussi partie de la manipulation des images typologiques dont se repaissent les peuples en tous temps.

           Claude Gamblin étudie l’histoire mouvementée et souvent malheureuse de ces Français qui servirent sous l’uniforme en Angleterre pendant les guerres révolutionnaires et napoléoniennes, de 1789 à 1815. Il s’agit là d’un symptôme et d’une séquelle des conflits nationaux et internationaux qui se déchaînent en France et en Europe dans le sillage tumultueux de la Révolution. Des Français servent dans l’armée britannique, et des Irlandais se battent dans l’armée française. Comme au début du XVIIIe siècle — voir l’article de Michelle-Marie Dufau sur la guerre de Succession d’Espagne — les convictions politiques et religieuses prennent le pas sur l’identité nationale. Gamblin n’oublie ni le sort pitoyable des prisonniers français entassés dans les pontons,3 ni la constitution de corps expéditionnaires dits “étrangers,” et en particulier irlandais, servant dans l’armée française. L’expédition désastreuse de Quiberont (1795), celle non moins désastreuse du général Hoche débarquant la veille de Noël 1796 en Irlande, la deuxième tentative de débarquement toujours en Irlande et toujours aussi catastrophique (1798), sont analysées par Gamblin. La France n’a guère su organiser et utiliser à bon escient ces troupes étrangères, qui semblent avoir été mieux assimilées, encadrées et entraînées au combat par l’armée britannique. En 1797, 12 000 hommes de troupe étrangers y servaient.

           Florence D’Souza offre à ses lecteurs un dépaysement exotique, qui sert à rappeler aussi que les guerres de la fin du XVIIIe et du début du XIXe siècle ne se déroulèrent pas uniquement en Europe et en Amérique, mais aussi aux Indes. Ces guerres marathes (1795-1817) vont affaiblir la puissance de cette fédération autochtone, fort instable au demeurant, d’états d’Inde centrale. Ainsi s’assurent la domination coloniale et la pax Britannica. L’auteur s’appuie sur des documents, en partie inédits, du colonel William Henry Tone (mémoires de 1796 et de 1797), et du général français Decaen envoyé en Inde avec deux mille hommes par le Premier Consul en 1802 pour y protéger les comptoirs français. Peut-être pour flatter les rêves napoléoniens de reconquête de l’Inde, le général Decaen, connaisseur bien moins averti des réalités indiennes que Tone, émet l’opinion qu’une aide militaire française à la fédération marathe pourrait permettre de secouer le joug britannique. Tone, plus réaliste et plus pragmatique, pressent le succès britannique et l’établissement durable de l’hégémonie coloniale en Inde. L’histoire lui donne raison jusqu’en 1947.

          ***

           La seconde partie de ce tome I, “Guerres et paix : histoire des idées et idées de l’histoire,” s’ouvre sur la longue et riche méditation de George S. Rousseau, “Regius Professor” et directeur du “Thomas Reid Institute” à l’Université d’Aberdeen. Il embrasse la totalité du XVIIIe siècle sous l’angle de la nostalgie et de l’aventure, corollaires socio-culturels de la guerre et de la paix. Nostalgie doit s’entendre au sens originel et médical du terme, apparu à la fin du XVIIe siècle dans les travaux de Hofer. C’est le mal de la patrie/maison (Heimweh). La maladie, dont il faut souligner les origines militaires, était celle des mercenaires suisses engagés dans toutes les guerres européennes du XVIIIe siècle. Tout écolier français savait jadis que les Gardes Suisses, créés en 1573 par Charles IX, se firent massacrer le 10 août 1792 lors de la prise des Tuileries, même si les bons manuels républicains occultent en général que ce crime d’une foule hystérique survint après qu’ils eurent déposé les armes sur l’ordre de Louis XVI. Il n’est donc pas surprenant que ce soit un médecin suisse alémanique, J.-J. Scheuchzerquien 1731 parachève la médicalisation de la nostalgie dans son traité, Heimweh. La nostalgie est toujours appréhendée nosologiquement à la fin du XIXe siècle. Emile Littré et Charles Robin dans la quatorzième édition (1878) de leur Dictionnaire de médecine la définissent ainsi : “Désir violent de revoir sa patrie. C’est, non pas une maladie, mais une cause prochaine et très puissante de maladie, qui peut même conduire à la mort.” Après une description clinique de ses trois phases, l’article conclut ainsi : “On trouve à l’autopsie les méninges cérébrales épaissies ou au moins congestionnées, ainsi que la muqueuse digestive.” Sur ce point particulier donc, les médecines des XVIIIe et XIXe siècles restent proches. Un mauvais esprit avancerait sans doute que le médecine de la fin du XXe siècle, même si elle possède tout un arsenal de neuroleptiques et d’autres tranquillisants, n’a en fait opéré qu’un changement taxinomique lorsqu’elle parle non plus de nostalgie mais de dépression, terme commode et fourretout par excellence. Rousseau retrace donc les avatars de la nostalgie en liaison avec ceux de la guerre, pour en arriver à sa démédicalisation sentimentale chez Sterne — bien que les guerres aseptisées et miniaturisées sur le boulingrin de l’oncle Toby restent un leitmotiv de Tristram Shandy —et chez les poètes romantiques.

           Autre corollaire socio-culturel et économique de la guerre, le type de l’aventurier exploite et en temps de paix et en temps de guerre les tensions politiques, sociales, économiques de toute nation en proie aux désordres. De nouveaux types d’aventuriers émergent et prolifèrent, comme le montrent abondamment des romans tels que Roderick Random (1748) de Smollett et le Tom Jones (1749) de Fielding, sans oublier ces portraits en pied d’archi-coquins comme Jonathan Wild (1743) et le Ferdinand Count Fathom (1753) de Smollett. Et les contreparties typologiques ne manquent pas dans la vie courante d’alors, comme Rousseau le montre avec cet aventurier international Zannowich, et comme je l’ai montré dans la préface de Ferdinand Count Fathom (Penguin Classics, 1990), avec des aventuriers comme William Stroud ou Théodore von Neuhoff, éphémère roi de Corse en 1736. A raison Rousseau souligne l’importance de Fathom, moins comme précurseur du roman gothique — l’extraordinaire scène d’effroi et de brigands meurtriers dans la forêt — que comme commentaire acéré de la société anglaise et européenne de la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle, où une série de guerres favorisèrent le développement et de la nostalgie et de la typologie de l’aventurier.

           Le jeune et brillant philosophe russe Vladimir Bychenkov analyse les réflexions de philosophes britanniques tels que Locke, Bolingbroke, Shaftesbury, Hume, Priestley, Adam Smith et de l’historien Gibbon, et les met en parallèle avec des penseurs russes du XVIIIe siècle comme Desnitsky et Tretiakov. Ces derniers furent influencés par Adam Smith dont ils suivirent les conférences à Glasgow, sur l’ordre du gouvernement russe. Pour Bychenkov, ces auteurs, tout en reconnaissant parfois une certaine utilité morale et nationaliste à la guerre, tendent néanmoins à la condamner, au profit d’une paix intérieure stable, étayée par les institutions du pays, et non par des conquêtes extérieures.

           Avec Allan Ingram, le lecteur fait une excursion dans le domaine de l’histoire des idées médicales, et plus spécialement psychiatriques. Ingram a déjà beaucoup publié sur la folie au XVIIIe siècle. Son ouvrage, The Madhouse of Language (1991), insiste déjà sur la révolution qui s’opère vers le milieu du XVIIIe siècle, en particulier avec le célèbre traité de William Battie, A Treatise on Madness (1758), où le discours de la folie est enfin pris en compte cliniquement. Il s’agit d’ailleurs en fait plus d’une évolution, lente, irrégulière, difficile. Il faudra plus d’un siècle pour établir un traitement de la folie qui ne relève pas de la seule coercion physique brutale, telle que la subit le malheureux Georges III lors de ses crises de porphyrie, qui n’étaient pas plus de la folie que le syndrome de Ménière qui affligea et tortura les dernières années de Swift. Dans notre civilisation occidentale, le fou a longtemps été suspect et passait pour possédé. Il agissait sous l’emprise de forces démoniaques qui se déchaînaient et dans son corps et dans son esprit. En lui, non seulement la raison et les pulsions irrationnel les se livrent combat, avec, pendant une longue période une forte dénotation religieuse. Le fou est alors le champ de bataille des forces du Bien et du Mal. Le fou est donc en guerre d’abord avec lui-même, ensuite avec le monde extérieur qu’il ne parvient plus à atteindre à cause de la violence qu’il fait subir au langage. Ingram retrace cette évolution cahotique, entachée de scandales — celui des asiles privés, en particulier — dénoncés par plusieurs enquêtes parlementaires : état repoussant des asiles, brutalité inhumaine du traitement, sévices physiques, remèdes inanes, abus de toutes sortes que Smollett avait déjà stigmatisés dans Launcelot Greaves (1760-61).

           L’eidétique de la guerre se retrouve en filigrane métaphorique dans les traités de psychiatrie tout au long du XVIIIe siècle. Le fou, dans sa lutte avec lui-même, est souvent considéré comme un monstre doué de surpuissance physique lors de ses crises aiguës. Par conséquent, son médecin aliéniste prend stature de héros, dont le but clinique est le retour à la paix du patient, et donc à la paix sociale. Si le corps du fou est en état de guerre, le médecin dispose d’un arsenal d’armes offensives : chaînes, camisoles de force, bains forcés d’eau glacée, saignées, vomitifs, purgatifs. Mais parallèlement à ces méthodes agressives, pour ne pas dire répressives, se développe, à partir du traité de Battie, l’idée que le fou est moins champ de bataille que blessé qu’il convient d’aider, de protéger et de soigner dans un milieu de paix, à l’opposé de l’enfer de Bedlam. D’où la fondation en 1792 de la célèbre “Quaker York Retreat,” érigée en 1796, où les malades mentaux sont enfin traités avec humanité, en tant qu’individus possédant une personnalité et une histoire, et non plus en tant que mécaniques anonymes déréglées. Il s’agit d’une véritable thérapie de paix.

           Le poète écossais Allan Ramsay (1686-1758), père du célèbre peintre portant le même nom, malgré sa bonne humeur conviviale, n’échappe pas aux déchirements civils et politiques qui marquèrent l’histoire de son pays de façon si meurtrière pendant la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle. Michael Murphy analyse les ambiguïtés d’un homme de lettres patriote, sans doute anti-unioniste, mais peut-être pas jacobite, tant par prudence que par attachement à une conception volontiers idyllique et bucolique de la paix. Il s’appuie non seulement sur les biographies de Ramsay mais aussi sur l’analyse de certains poèmes où se perçoivent les hésitations et les réticences de Ramsay. Le poète, tout en acceptant, plus ou moins à contre-cœur l’Union de 1707, reste profondément attaché à la spécificité historique et socio-culturelle d’un pays trop longtemps meurtri par une série de guerres civiles et autres rébellions, qui après la défaite finale des jacobites en 1746 laissèrent le pays exsangue. Ramsay, en 1745-46 était parvenu, comme auteur à succès et comme libraire, à une certaine aisance qu’il refusait de compromettre en affichant des opinions jacobites.

           Homme curieux de tout ce qui touchait à l’Ecosse, il pensait qu’en fin de compte l’Union et la paix des Hanovre étaient préférables à l’aventure belliqueuse des derniers prétendants stuarts, pour ce qui était du développement économique de son pays. Qu’il ait été un peu jacobite de cœur est probable, mais la raison lui imposait d’accepter une paix si brutalement imposée par Georges IL Son cas complexe, comme celui de tant d’autres Ecossais à l’époque, ne fut pas unique. Smollett s’indigne dans son poème longtemps resté célèbre. ’’The Tears of Scotland” (1746), de la façon dont sa patrie est foulée aux pieds et humiliée, mais lorsqu’il rapporte dans sa Complete History of England (1757-58) le déroulement de la dernière rébellion de 1745-46, tout en exprimant avec une émotion encore perceptible toute son horreur devant les massacres perpétrés par la soldatesque de “Butcher Cumberland,” il se garde bien d’y épouser la cause jacobite. Il ne s’agit pas là chez Smollett d’une quelconque couardise historique — ce qui ne lui ressemblerait guère ! — mais de réalisme pragmatique. Comme l’analyse Linda Colley dans son Britons : Forging the Nation 1707-1837 (1992), l’identité nationale britannique se forgea avec une douloureuse lenteur au creuset sanglant des guerres internes et externes menées par la Grande-Bretagne de l’Acte d’Union à l’avènement de la Reine Victoria. La pax Britannica va permettre alors d’asseoir un empire colonial gigantesque sur des fondements juridiques, commerciaux, linguistiques et militaires qui tiendront jusqu’en 1947, malgré la fêlure prémonitoire de la guerre des Boers (1899-1902), et malgré les ébranlements massifs des deux guerres mondiales.

           La recherche moderne s’est plus intéressée à David Hume philosophe, qu’à l’auteur de la célèbre — aux XVIIIe et XIXe siècles — History of England (1759-62), sans laisser pour autant son œuvre historique s’ensevelir sous la poussière de l’oubli, comme c’est malheureusement le cas pour la non moins célèbre (à l’époque) Complete History of England parue en 1757-58. Cet oubli est d’autant plus injuste que pendant près d’un siècle et demi après leur publication respective ces deux histoires furent découpées et rabouties par des éditeurs qui firent croire au public que l’Histoire d’Angleterre de Hume et de Smollett avait été à l’origine conçue comme un travail en collaboration. Or, il n’en fut rien, et ce monstre hybride naquit de la seule volonté commerciale d’éditeurs des XVIIIe et XIXe siècles associés en “conger,” pour reprendre le terme de librairie d’alors.

           Margherita Parrelli, formée à l’histoire des idées politiques en Italie et en Angleterre, analyse la façon dont Hume présente les trois guerres anglo-hollandaises de 1651-54, 1665-67, 1672-74. Elle établit le lien avec les idées morales et politiques développées par Hume dans son œuvre philosophique. L’histoire des siècles antérieurs n’est jamais ni parfaitement objective, ni innocente de toute influence idéologique contemporaine. Hume réprouve ces guerres inutiles et coûteuses. A leur occasion, il perçoit le danger d’un empiètement de l’autorité absolue sur le législatif. Cette thèse sera reprise une trentaine d’années plus tard — voir l’article de Marine Picon — mais avec une virulence toute jacobine par Thelwall. Les douloureux démêlés de Charles II avec son parlement illustrent à merveille cette thèse. La guerre met en péril les libertés religieuses et civiques, à la merci d’un pouvoir absolu appuyé sur une armée forte. Tout comme Smollett et les autres historiens de l’époque, Hume se proclame et se veut impartial, tâche aussi impossible que discutable et discutée. L’Histoire de Hume connut des détracteurs et des défenseurs tant chez les whigs que chez les tories. Mais impartialité ne veut pas dire absence de convictions politiques. Ce qu’il y a de remarquable dans les écrits historiques de Hume, c’est cet effort constant de s’élever au-dessus de la mêlée humaine, événementielle, et socio-politique pour privilégier, comme dans sa philosophie, le rôle d’observateur détaché, voire sceptique. Hume cependant, comme la plupart de ses confrères historiens et philosophes, croyait, malgré son scepticisme maïeutique, aux vertus économiques d’un commerce intérieur et extérieur s’appuyant sur une paix vigilante.

           Marie-Jeanne Colombani — d’origine corse, est-il besoin de le préciser ? — trace le portrait historique de “Corsica Boswell” (1740-95). L’ami et célèbre biographe de Samuel Johnson, peut-être avec une pointe d’ostentation théâtrale, prit feu et plume pour la cause de l’indépendance corse, à partir d’octobre 1765, comme en témoignent et son Account of Corsica (1768), et les British Essays in Favour of the Brave Corsicans : By Several Hands publiés sous sa direction à Londres en 1769. Avec quelque avance et sur la Déclaration d’indépendance américaine (1776) ainsi que sur celle des Droits de l’homme et du citoyen (1789) de la Révolution française, Boswell s’indigne de la passivité de son pays qui refuse de s’engager dans une guerre de libération aux côtés des Corses. Boswell ne voulait pas voir qu’une telle intervention risquait de déclencher un conflit — un de plus ! — avec les puissances continentales, et en particulier avec la France. William Pitt, adepte avant la date d’une “Realpolitik” pacifique, ne se laissa pas ébranler par les représentations éloquentes et passionnées d’un Boswell revêtu pour la circonstance d’un costume corse. Ainsi, à une guerre honorable — pour une fois ? — qui eût été menée pour les causes et de la liberté et du droit des peuples à disposer d’eux-mêmes, se substitue une paix ignominieuse, celle du traité de Versailles (1768), par lequel Gênes cédait la Corse à la France. C’est ainsi que Napoléon naquit français en 1769. Malgré son échec, l’action de Boswell consacre l’importance et d’une idéologie pré-révolutionnaire en matière de droit des peuples, et de la presse au sens large du terme — publications pamphlétaires et articles dans les journaux — comme puissant instrument de ce qui allait s’appeler la propagande. En ce sens psychopolitique le terme n’apparaît en français que pendant la Révolution, vers 1790-92, à la différence du sens religieux beaucoup plus ancien (1622), alors que propaganda n’apparaît en anglais qu’au début du XXe siècle. Comme quoi Goebbels n’inventa rien, pas même le mot. Il est loisible de se demander — petit exercice d’histoire virtuelle — comment Boswell eût réagi aux accords de Munich en septembre 1938. Il est peu probable qu’il se fût rangé aux côtés de Chamberlain.

           Comme dans sa superbe biographie romancée de Jefferson (1743-1826), troisième président des Etats-Unis de 1801 à 1809, Jefferson : A Novel, publiée par Bantam en novembre 1993, et suivie avec le même succès en mars 1997 de son Jackson : A Novel, notre collègue dix-huitiémiste Max Byrd présente avec son double talent de chercheur et de romancier un portrait intimiste de ce grand Américain que fut Jefferson en temps de guerre comme en temps de paix. Personnage énigmatique, déchiré entre une hostilité envers l’oppresseur colonial anglais vaincu en 1783 et son amour culturel de la “Mother Country,” il ne cessa d’admirer tout au long de son existence sa littérature, en particulier Pope, Thomson, Young, Sterne, mais aussi Gray, Collins, Akenside, Ossian. Epris de culture anglaise, il en aimait l’art inégalable des jardins et l’architecture. Byrd émet l’hypothèse bio-historique qu’à travers le souvenir d’une mère anglaise morte en 1776 et qu’il n’aimait guère, Jefferson a intériorisé les conflits de la guerre d’indépendance et les a transformés en une psychomachie ambiguë. C’est le même Jefferson, qui dans une lettre à La Fayette parle de “guerre éternelle” avec l’Angleterre, et qui dans la paix de Monticello communie avec le marquis de Chastellux, son hôte de passage, dans les mêmes amours enthousiastes (au sens voltairien du terme) et un brin délirantes pour la poésie d’Ossian. Le belliqueux patriote américain goûtait par-dessus tout la paix poétique trouvée dans la littérature anglaise.

           Historienne et philosophe de formation, Marine Picon analyse les avatars du patriotisme au XVIIIe siècle, et plus particulièrement l’épisode révolutionnaire centré sur l’action, hautement subversive pour l’époque et pour les autorités contemporaines, de John Thelwall (1764-1834) entre 1793 et 1796. Curieux personnage que Thelwall, qui après avoir travaillé comme mercier, tailleur et clerc d’avoué, décide de vivre de sa plume politique et polémique, aussi tranchante qu’une épée bien affûtée. En 1793 il devient membre de la “London Corresponding Society,” genre de club révolutionnaire fondé en 1792 sur le modèle parisien. Ses conférences publiques, fort populaires, de 1794 à 1796 dénoncent inlassablement la dialectique de la guerre et de la paix, les guerres imposées aux pauvres qui doivent se battre pour maintenir la paix des nantis corrompus des classes dirigeantes. Il fut arrêté en mai 1794, avec Thomas Hardy et avec John Horne Tooke. Leur procès pour haute trahison fin 1794 — Thelwall y fut acquitté — est resté célèbre. Thelwall, loin de se tenir coi, continue son action révolutionnaire et pacifiste dans le Tribune fondé en 1795, et qui donne surtout la retranscription de ses conférences. Bien que parfois proches de la position antibelliciste de jacobins comme Robespierre et Billaud-Varenne, les thèses de Thelwall sont marquées d’une spécificité toute britannique, nourrie de l’histoire des siècles passés, et aussi de réalités contemporaines, comme la pratique du recrutement forcé des soldats ou crimping. Paradoxalement, et pour le démarquer du jacobinisme français, Thelwall voit dans le refus de la guerre le seul et unique moyen d’éviter une révolution. Contradiction apparente donc puisque la guerre serait, sous couvert d’une paix à laquelle tous aspirent d’instinct, facteur de conservatisme social. Mais, là encore, il faut rappeler la spécificité toute britannique des arguments de Thelwall qui analyse la guerre et les pouvoirs discrétionnaires y afférents conférés aux dirigeants politiques comme un dangereux empiètement de facto du pouvoir exécutif sur les garanties légales et fondamentales de la liberté individuelle et nationale.

           Cette thèse était aussi celle de Robespierre dès décembre 1791. Mais l’argumentaire politique de Thelwall reste, en fin de compte, profondément imprégné de pensée légaliste attachée aux institutions anglaises telles que l’Habeas Corpus. Thelwall se situe donc dans la ligne de John Trenchard (1662-1723), co-auteur avec Thomas Gordon des Cato’s Letters (1721), critique féroce du gouvernement d’alors, ainsi que de l’historien Rapin de Thoyras et de Bolingbroke. Le “système de la guerre” ne peut que renforcer de façon quasi tyrannique les pouvoirs de l’exécutif au détriment des lois existantes. Dans l’idéologie révolutionnaire — du moins pour ses contemporains — de Thelwall s’imbriquent donc des éléments de l’idéologie d’un Robespierre, et aussi des thèmes chers aux penseurs tories du début du XVIIIe siècle. Mystère de la destinée humaine, Thelwall finit par quitter Londres et la politique (il revient par la suite à Londres) pour se consacrer à l’enseignement et à la pratique de l’orthophonie. Peut-être pensait-il que l’histoire, en sa dialectique pérenne de guerres et de paix, bégayait elle aussi.

          ***

           Troisième et ultime partie de ces deux tomes : “Guerres et paix : de Bellone à Érato.”

           Après ses travaux sur Defoe romancier, c’est à l’infatigable pamphlétaire des années 1698-1713 qu’Elisabeth Détis a décidé de s’intéresser. Pendant cette période cruciale, où vient de prendre fin la guerre de la Ligue d’Augsbourg (1689-97), et où se déroule celle de la Succession d’Espagne (1701-1713), Defoe fait preuve d’une activité polémique déchaînée. Il écrit 400 000 mots rien que pour l’année 1704, de quoi laisser pantois les plus farouches zélateurs de nos ordinateurs actuels ! Elisabeth Détis examine avec minutie ces écrits presque toujours composés à chaud, où Defoe apparaît tantôt belliciste enragé, tantôt apôtre de la paix, au nom des valeurs sacrées du commerce qu’il perd rarement de vue. Malgré son habituel brouillage de pistes, ses contradictions, ses retournements parfois spectaculaires, ses dérobades, ses excès, Defoe reste fidèle à lui-même et à quelques idées dominantes à travers cette quarantaine de pamphlets et autres libelles : son admiration indéfectible pour Guillaume III, son nationalisme ombrageux, son anti-papisme inébranlable. Au cœur de ses convictions parfois capricantes, Defoe revient inlassablement sur les avantages de la paix qui favorise les activités commerciales. Il a déjà cette intuition pré-capitaliste que les grandes nations ne sont pas les “Fighting Nations,” mais bel et bien les “Trading Nations.” La Grande-Bretagne colonialiste du XIXe siècle, qui sut asseoir sa puissance sur son expansionnisme économique, aurait sans nul doute comblé d’aise un Defoe qui écrivait en 1729 : “the longest Purse, not the longest Sword, gets the Day in the End.”

           Il n’est pas surprenant que la guerre de Succession d’Espagne au tout début du XVIIIe siècle occupe une place si importante dans ce volume tant pour les événements que pour les hommes, ainsi que pour les idées et pour les transmutations littéraires et artistiques auxquelles elle donna lieu. Ce fut une sanglante répétition des grandes guerres sur terre et sur mer qui allaient ravager l’Europe jusqu’en 1815. Le propos d’Andrew Varney est de présenter une analyse de la langue littéraire employée lors des controverses qui se sont déchaînées en Grande-Bretagne autour du traité d’Utrecht signé en 1713. Varney a dénombré cent vingt-cinq poèmes de tout genre et trente-cinq ouvrages ayant trait à la conduite de la guerre et à la signature de cette paix réclamée depuis longtemps, mais souvent jugée peu avantageuse pour la Grande-Bretagne.

           Il s’appuie sur un poème de 1711, en partie de Swift, publié en 1711/12, A Fable of the Widow and Her Cat, où la Veuve est la reine Anne, et le chat le duc de Marlborough, qu’elle décide de jeter en pâture au chien Towzer, à savoir le Parlement. Il évoque ensuite le Cato (1713) d’Addison, tragédie à succès, mais que son auteur voulait politiquement neutre, et l’opuscule d’Arbuthnot, Law Is a Bottomless Pit (1712) qui s’intégra ensuite dans The History of John Bull (1712).

           Fable politique, Law translate et traduit les affaires publiques en langue domestique et comptable. Il analyse aussi la publication qui eut sans doute le plus d’impact durant la période finale de préparation de la paix, le pamphlet de Swift intitulé The Conduct of the Allies (1711), ainsi que la pensée politique qui informe le célèbre poème de Pope, Windsor-Forest paru un mois environ (mars 1713) avant la signature du traité d’Utrecht (11 avril 1713). Non sans amertume, Swift s’aperçut plus tard qu’il avait été manipulé de façon aussi subtile qu’efficace. Ses désillusions ne cessent de transparaître dans Gulliver’s Travels lorsque Gulliver, avec son aplomb et avec sa mauvaise foi de splendide menteur, tente d’expliquer au roi de Brobdingnag et à son maître Houyhnhnm les mécanismes psychosociologiques et économiques de la guerre. Bien plus habile, ondoyant et multiple, est le panégyrique de la reine Anne et de la paix retrouvée dans le poème Windsor-Forest de Pope, qui décrit, dans la rhapsodie d’“Old Father Thames” une vision universelle de la paix et des avantages qu’Albion en pourra tirer.

           Mais certains passages, comme le démontre Varney de façon convaincante, par exemple celui de la chasse au gibier à plumes (vers 97-110), doivent se lire à un deuxième ou troisième degré. Ainsi ce vers aussi aérien que pathétique — “They fall, and leave their little lives in air” (134) — à propos des alouettes tirées en plein vol, pourrait bien se décoder comme hommage oblique et critique aux milliers de victimes innocentes sacrifiées pendant cette décennie sanglante où les princes de ce monde se livrèrent à leurs jeux guerriers favoris en Europe. Et ce “Kriegspiel” n’avait rien de virtuel.

           S’il fallait démontrer que poésie et politique ne sont pas des domaines étanches pour Pope et pour ses contemporains, il serait difficile de trouver exemple plus idoine que Windsor-Forest, déjà abordé par Varney, et que Clark Lawlor réinterprète sous l’angle de la guerre, de la paix et de ce qu’il nomme “sexual politics.” Ces éléments s’imbriquent dans le poème de façon aussi subtile qu’étroite. L’originalité du travail de Lawlor repose surtout sur l’examen minutieux et convaincant du passage mythologique, trop longtemps négligé par les critiques, qui traite de Diane et de la métamorphose d’une de ses nymphes, Lodone, en rivière pour échapper à la poursuite ardente de Pan. D’après Lawlor, pour Pope guerre et paix relèvent dans Windsor-Forest de la masculinité, alors que, par son instabilité volontiers transgressive, la féminité est susceptible de causer la guerre, à moins d’être dûment surveillée et maîtrisée par un pouvoir patriarcal (tory, bien sûr), incarné par le dieu de la Tamise, “Old Father Thames.” Même la reine Anne, à qui Pope rend un hommage sans détours dans Windsor-Forest :

          
            At length great ANNA said — Let Discord cease!
She said, the World obey’d, and all was Peace! (327-28)

          

           doit être soumise au pouvoir du dieu de la Tamise, emblème crucial de la masculinité qui domine le poème de sa puissante stature ruisselante d’eau et de lumière (vers 329-54).

           Même si elle risque de déranger, voire de heurter, quelques convictions critiques swiftiennes bien établies, la communication de Damian Grant a le courage d’aborder au sujet aussi difficile que passionnant : à quel genre appartient Gulliver ? L’ambiguïté féconde, qui irrigue tout le livre et nourrit le personnage éponyme, s’étendrait-elle aussi à son appartenance générique ? Selon toute apparence doté par la nature d’une solide virilité, qui lui permet, entre autres, d’éteindre l’incendie du palais de l’impératrice de Lilliput, Gulliver jouirait-il d’une sensibilité physique, psychologique et morale qui l’apparenterait au genre féminin ? Gulliver in utrumque paratus ? Ses réactions sont certes plus celles d’une jouvencelle apeurée que d’un mâle phallocratique lors de la tentative de viol que lui fait subir la jeune Yahoo en chaleur.4 D’autres épisodes, tel que celui de la grenouille géante à Brobdingnag qui aborde son bateau et le couvre de viscosités gluantes, ou encore la présence répétée de Gulliver dans de frêles esquifs, conduisent Grant à le voir en clitoris métaphorique à la lumière de l’expression argotique (postérieure au XVIIIe), “the little man in the boat.”5 Cette hypothèse psychanalytique avait déjà été formulée par Phyllis Greenacre dans son Swift and Carroll : A Psychoanalytic Study of Two Lives (1955) à propos de l’épisode du petit bateau et de la grenouille géante à la cour de Brobdingnag. Gulliver bisexuel, bifocal, pluriel, polyglotte et pervers polymorphe ? “Nobody’s perfect !” Swift déjà engagé dans la guerre des sexes, apôtre de l’émancipation féminine, et transgresseur ironique et insidieux de la normalité générique ? Voilà une hypothèse séduisante qui aura peut-être l’heur de le réconcilier, en une paix toute temporaire, avec les bataillons de critiques féministes sur le sentier de la guerre swiftienne.

           L’ami de Swift, John Gay (1685-1732) voulut exploiter à chaud le succès véritablement extraordinaire de son Beggar’s Opera (1728), qui selon le mot en chiasme rapporté par Samuel Johnson dans sa vie de Gay “had the effect… of making Gay rich, and Rich gay.” Il conçut donc un opéra comique Polly, en 1729, comme suite du Beggar’s Opera, ainsi intitulé en honneur de la charmante Polly Peachum. Polly ne fut jamais représenté du vivant de Gay, car le Lord Chamberlain, le duc de Grafton, l’interdit de scène, ce qui suscita un beau scandale mondain et artistique à la Cour de Georges II. La duchesse de Queensberry prit fait et cause pour son protégé, et se vit à son tour écartée de la Cour. Rien n’interdisait à Gay de publier son opéra, précédé d’une préface datée du 25 mars 1729, où il se défend, non sans une bonne dose de mauvaise foi, d’avoir voulu attaquer les grands de ce monde, et en particulier l’inévitable Robert Walpole sous les traits du planteur couard et opportuniste, M. Ducat, le bien-nommé. Donc, dès l’origine, Polly s’inscrit sous le signe de la guerre des idées et de la répression d’une censure qui bridait l’expression théâtrale. Huit ans plus tard, cette guerre entre auteurs satiriques et pouvoir aboutit au célèbre “Stage Licensing Act” (1737), dont le dramaturge Fielding, entre autres, fit les frais. Dans Polly, ainsi que l’analyse Norman Simms, Gay opère une translation coloniale, vers les Caraïbes, des personnages principaux du Beggar’s Opera. Macheath, échappé de sa transportation aux Amériques, est devenu chef-pirate. La guerre contre la société dominante continue donc par ce biais colonial, milieu hétérogène où s’affrontent colons, pirates. Indiens caraïbes dépossédés de leurs terres, esclaves noirs en rébellion, joli cocktail pré-révolutionnaire qui ne demande qu’à exploser.

           Il s’agit-là d’une représentation spéculaire d’une société britannique corrompue, avide de gains matériels, volontiers couarde, comme le prouve ce lointain avatar bourgeois de Falstaff, le planteur Ducat. Comme le souligne à raison Simms, Gay ne tombe pas dans l’angélisme. Ses rebelles, Macheath, et autres pirates d’opérette, Vanderbluff, Capstern, Hacker, Cul vérin, Laguerre, Cutlace, aux noms évocateurs, ne valent guère mieux. Guerres multiples donc dans Polly, soit factuelles, soit potentielles, soit métaphoriques, sans oublier la guerre des sexes, où les hommes, qu’il s’agisse de Ducat ou de l’infidèle Macheath — qui finit quand même par être pendu — n’ont pas le beau rôle. Les femmes ne sont pas épargnées non plus, puisque c’est une maquerelle locale, Mrs Trapes qui piège Polly et la vend à Ducat. Sous la légèreté apparente des dialogues et des airs d’opéra, la violence est protéenne, et légitime un rapprochement littéraire avec le personnage d’Edmund dans King Lear et avec le Leviathan (1651) de Hobbes. La fraîche naïveté de Polly, le sens de l’honneur du prince indien Cawwawkee servent de contraste dramatique et moral à tout cet entrelacs de lâchetés, de corruptions, de duplicités ambiguës. Ce que décrit Gay sous la légèreté opératique et sentimentale de Polly, c’est un état de guerre anarchique relevant du cynisme hobbesien. Et ce cynisme était sans doute bien plus dangereux — même si ni Gay ni ses censeurs n’en avaient alors pleine conscience — que les multiples traits de satire topique. Au prix de quelques compromis pragmatiques, l’état-Léviathan garantit de son autorité le statu quo. Le miracle, c’est que l’ironie constante et diffuse de Gay, ainsi que l’accompagnement musical, fassent passer une leçon aussi amère. Derrière les fulgurances de bluettes comme Polly, l’âme humaine et la société cachent les noirceurs d’une guerre sans trêve. La paix individuelle et sociale ne se gagne qu’au prix de compromis successifs, mais tout compromis n’implique-t-il pas une compromission ?

           L’idéologie pré-capitaliste de la guerre, menée à des fins expansionnistes, économiques et commerciales, marque le mercantilisme britannique du début du XVIIIe siècle. Or, cette vision de la guerre comme mal nécessaire mais économiquement utile peut basculer en sens inverse. La puissance financière des grands marchands est telle qu’ils peuvent aussi éviter la guerre et préserver la paix, pour le plus grand bénéfice de leur négoce. Dans la pièce de George Lillo, The London Merchant (1731) — année où Edward Cave lance son Gentleman’s Magazine — Doris Feldmann décèle une mise en abyme théâtrale de l’idéologie mercantile de la guerre. Dans la pièce, la “guerre des mots” fait rage et permet une présentation dialectique de la dyade antinomique “Guerre et paix,” à travers les personnages de la séductrice Millwood et de Thorowgood à l’onomastique déictique. Bien que située en théorie à l’époque élisabéthaine, l’action en fait illustre une problématique qui renvoie aux guerres du début du XVIIIe siècle, et aux jeux multiples et périlleux des puissances politiques, militaires, et financières. Comme le montre aussi Defoe — voir l’article d’Elisabeth Détis — le nerf de la guerre est l’argent encore plus que l’épée. Mais cette “method of merchandize,” pour séduisante qu’elle puisse paraître, implique aussi une guerre larvée dans le corps social, où les nantis s’arrogent le droit de discipliner et de punir les classes démunies représentées par les apprentis volontiers frondeurs, mais aussi par les femmes qui, comme Millwood, sont exploitées sexuellement. Dans cette nouvelle “anatomie politique” du XVIIIe siècle, le corps social, comme le corps humain, doit se montrer utile et docile.

           Bellona, déesse de la guerre, peut à l’occasion faire bon ménage avec les trois muses de la musique, Euterpe, Erato et Polymnie. Ce sont les échos musicaux de la guerre et de la paix retrouvée qu’analyse Joël Richard dans son étude des oratorios de Haendel de 1746 à 1749. Période difficile pour la Grande-Bretagne de Georges II, marquée par la fin de la guerre de Succession d’Autriche, après des revers comme le désastre de Fontenoy en mai 1745, ou après les débuts de la rébellion jacobite : le Jeune Prétendant débarque en Ecosse en juillet 1745. L’Angleterre et sa monarchie vont trembler jusqu’à l’écrasement des troupes jacobites à Culloden le 16 avril 1746 — voir l’article de Cassilde Tournebize dans la première partie de cet ouvrage —. Défaite aussi du duc de Cumberland et du Prince d’Orange à Lawfeld, dans le Limbourg, près de Maastricht le 2 juillet 1747. En revanche, les Autrichiens remportent des succès en Italie, et au Canada les Anglais s’emparent de Cap Breton. A l’initiative de la France, forte de ses succès récents, le traité d’Aix-la-Chapelle est signé le 18 octobre 1748.

           Pour le musicien d’origine allemande, naturalisé anglais en 1727, Georg-Friedrich Haendel (1685-1759) la période considérée ne manque ni de luttes ni d’échecs, ni de triomphes. Echecs, car au début d’avril 1745, Haendel se retrouve sans théâtre ni public. C’est la guerre qui sauve la paix créatrice de Haendel, à savoir l’invasion jacobite de 1745, qui lui permet de se montrer opportunément loyaliste, patriote et belliqueux. Grâce à The Occasional Oratorio donné à trois reprises en février 1746, Haendel revient au premier rang dans le monde musical de la capitale. Oeuvre d’inspiration biblique, The Occasional Oratorio, analysé par Joël Richard dans son article, recèle tout un jeu d’emboîtements où s’enchâssent reprises, citations, échos, emprunts. Seule l’analyse musicologique de ce langage historiquement connoté et codé permet de saisir tout le sens profond de cette œuvre. C’est un véritable péan — au sens étymologique de prière à Apollon pour la guérison — juste un mois avant le triomphe des troupes du duc de Cumberland à Culloden. Le propos politique était de réaffirmer avec solennité l’unité britannique face à l’envahisseur jacobite. Cette veine de l’oratorio politique et guerrier, Haendel la poursuit en 1747-48 avec trois autres compositions. Judas Macchabée, Josué et Alexandre Balus, toutes trois d’inspiration biblique. Elles chantent l’union du peuple contre les tyrans, la gloire de ses chefs de guerre Georges II et le duc de Cumberland, et le retour de la paix. Il n’y a donc pas qu’en littérature stricto sensu où l’on puisse trouver un écho direct des avatars de la paix et de la guerre dans la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle. Les arts aussi, comme la musique et l’architecture — voir le second article de Michelle-Marie Dufau — sont profondément imprégnés de cette mémoire de guerre et de paix qui irrigue et vivifie toute culture.

           Frank Felsenstein a raison de souligner la rareté relative6 d’études comparatives des Travels through France and Italy (1766) de Smollett, et du Sentimental Journey (1768) de Sterne. L’opposition apparemment antipodique entre l’esprit des deux auteurs et de leurs œuvres s’est à jamais et regrettablement cristallisée dans ce surnom polémique, quelque peu injuste, de “Smelfungus” que Sterne donne à Smollett dans A Sentimental Journey. Après avoir examiné les articles de Milic (1956) et d’Ogée (1991), Felsenstein analyse les deux œuvres sous l’angle novateur de leurs rapports directs ou indirects à la guerre de Sept Ans (1756-1763). Il démontre que les thèmes de la guerre et de la paix constituent un filigrane structurel qui parcourt les deux textes. Une gallophobie vitriolique marque parfois les Travels, ce qui n’est guère original à la fin d’hostilités sans merci entre la France et la Grande-Bretagne. Mais cette gallophobie n’est ni purement splénétique, ni gratuite. Plus ou moins directement, elle sert à l’exaltation du caractère britannique — “Britishness” — de la nation à une époque où, non sans mal ni luttes intestines, se forge l’identité nationale — “nationhood” — processus sociohistorique magistralement étudié par Linda Colley dans son Britons : Forging the Nation 1707-1837 (1992).

           De plus, Smollett, en tant qu’Ecossais, et suppôt de Lord Bute dans son malheureux périodique pro-gouvernemental, The Briton (mai 1762-février 1763), avait beaucoup à se faire pardonner aux yeux d’un lectorat violemment scotophobe. En revanche. Sterne, loin de rejeter les stéréotypes français dont se repaissait la gallophobie anglaise depuis la Restauration, par la médiation fictive et capricante de Yorick, s’efforce d’imiter la sentimentalité, souvent superficielle, de ces petits-maîtres que Smollett juge si insupportables. Il est nécessaire d’ajouter, au vu de la correspondance de Sterne, que ce dernier détestait d’ailleurs et méprisait, sans doute autant que Smollett, ces Français volages, bavards, indiscrets, impertinents, libertins, primesautiers, fats, etc, dont sa persona, Yorick, apprécie tant l’aisance de manières et la vivacité d’esprit. Même en temps de paix, la guerre des mentalités nationales ne cesse jamais, même si les facilités du tourisme moderne ont indubitablement rapproché les deux nations, sauf en temps de crise où le Sun et le News of the World s’empressent de se vautrer dans une gallophobie démagogique7 qui n’aurait point déparé une gazette anglaise contemporaine de Sterne et de Smollett. Et dans quelle mesure les eurosceptiques britanniques restent-ils proches des préjugés anti-français, et plus largement anti-continentaux, du XVIIIe siècle, malgré — ou à cause de ? — deux guerres mondiales menées côte à côte ? C’est le genre d’étude que l’on ne trouve malheureusement jamais.

           C’est à la demande du gouvernement alors au pouvoir que Samuel Johnson écrivit ses Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands qui parut en 1771 pour contrecarrer les Lettres de Junius et ce qu’il considérait comme leur influence désastreuse. Il s’agit donc d’un pamphlet politique violemment anti-belliciste. Boswell, qui n’en est pas à une contradiction près, dans sa biographie de Johnson publiée en 1791, oublie complètement ses positions anti-pacifistes à propos de la Corse quelques années auparavant — voir l’article de Marie-Jeanne Colombani — et admire sans réserves les Thoughts, où S. Johnson voulait de toutes les forces de son éloquence polémique éviter les misères et calamités d’une autre guerre encore, indigne d’une nation civilisée et chrétienne. Bref, pour lui, les Thoughts sont “one of the finest pieces of eloquence in the English language.”8 Curieuse histoire que celle de ces îles inhospitalières, perdues dans l’Atlantique Sud à la hauteur de la pointe méridionale de l’Argentine. Tour à tour françaises (Malouines), espagnoles (Malvinas), anglaises, argentines, et définitivement occupées par les Anglais depuis 1832, elles ont le don de resurgir périodiquement dans l’histoire. Une colonie anglaise fondée par le Commodore Byron à Port Egmont fut expulsée en 1770 par les Espagnols, et c’est de justesse qu’une guerre anglo-espagnole fut évitée. Les Falklands réapparaissent dans l’histoire avec la bataille navale du 8 décembre 1914 entre les escadres britannique et allemande, où l’amiral Von Spee perdit tous ses bâtiments sauf le Dresden. Nouvelle réapparition sanglante des Falklands en avril-juin 1982 lors de cette guerre anglo-argentine, courte mais brutale et coûteuse en vies humaines, qui par le “Falklands factor” — effet patriotique populaire belliciste — assura en 1983 la réélection de Margaret Thatcher, qui ne devait sans aucun doute pas connaître les Thoughts de Johnson à leur sujet. Rudolf Freiburg analyse cette guerre des mots sans pitié ni quartier que mène Johnson contre ces va-t-en-guerre acharnés d’une opposition qu’il fouaille de son mépris. Johnson, polémiste pacifique et pacifiste a décidé de gagner la paix à la pointe de sa plume, et il est vrai, comme le remarque Boswell, que son style devient une arme terrible, qui transforme mots, phrases, formules en missiles dévastateurs. L’auteur des Thoughts, qui avait une prédilection certaine pour ce pamphlet, malgré les critiques dont il fut l’objet par la suite,9 est imprégné d’un profond humanisme chrétien qui lui dicte d’être un jusqu’au-boutiste de la paix. D’où la citation d’Ovide cuncta prius tentanda : il faut tout essayer avant d’avoir recours à la guerre. Et pour une fois, la voix de la paix a réussi à couvrir celle de la guerre.

           La dialectique de la guerre et de la paix peut aussi s’intérioriser et provoquer une douloureuse psychomachie — voir l’article d’Allan Ingram — dont les causes se révèlent psychologiques, affectives ou spirituelles. Elisabeth Soubrenie étudie le cas du poète William Cowper (1731-1800), tenaillé par l’instabilité mentale et qui offre dans son œuvre en prose, Adelphi, écrite en 1772 mais publiée seulement en 1802, un récit de ses angoisses religieuses et spirituelles qui s’apparente à un éprouvant “pilgrim’s progress” personnel. La métaphore de la guerre, du combat intérieur du bien et du mal, de Dieu contre les tentations omniprésentes du Diable, parcourt les pages d’Adelphi. Il s’agit-là d’une tradition fortement marquée par l’examen de conscience puritain et par la hantise calviniste du salut inscrite dans la théologie de la prédestination : le récit de conversion. Comme le montre Elisabeth Soubrenie, le meilleur commentaire, antérieur à Adelphi d’un siècle et demi, est sans doute la section que Robert Burton consacre à la mélancolie religieuse dans son Anatomy of Melancholy (1621). A cela, et plus proche d’Adelphi, il serait possible d’ajouter des opuscules tels que celui d’Hannah Allen, A Narrative of God’s Gracions Dealings (1683), reproduit par Allan Ingram dans ses Voices of Madness (1997), ou encore ces pamphlets volontiers stridents d’Alexander Cruden (1701-70), l’auteur de la Complete Concordance to the Holy Scriptures (1737). Sans être particulièrement religieux, Cruden mène entre 1739 et 1754 un combat légaliste contre les asiles privés et contre les internements abusifs, dont il s’estimait la victime. Dans la psychomachie d’Adelphi, Cowper ne décrit pas un simple affrontement manichéen, mais une dialectique harassante de la guerre et de la paix spirituelles. La paix ne peut, pour lui, s’atteindre que grâce à la protection divine qui finit par vaincre les forces du mal. Le désordre mental s’empare à plusieurs reprises d’un Cowper psychologiquement fragile, et vient s’allier aux attaques du Malin, qui, pour un temps, lui fait douter de la vérité des Evangiles. Cowper est conscient des dangers de l’auto-aliénation, qui mène au désespoir absolu, ce célèbre “Slough of Despond” de Bunyan, à la folie, et enfin au suicide. L’homme sans l’aide de la grâce divine n’est qu’un naufragé, état de déréliction que Cowper décrit de façon si poignante dans son poème, “The Castaway” (1799). Dieu n’est pas synonyme de paix. Cowper, influencé par le calvinisme, le voit la plupart du temps comme déité du courroux. D’où l’abondance d’images de violence et de conflit dans Adelphi. Ce courroux est une arme puissante contre les machinations du Diable qui sera finalement vaincu. Les Ecritures sont l’arme la plus sûre pour mener le “bon combat” et pour gagner sa propre paix, d’après Cowper. Mais la paix spirituelle du converti ne saurait s’accommoder de passivité quiète : c’est la paix armée, parfois instable, de la foi en Dieu.

           Le lecteur sera peut-être surpris de trouver deux articles sur l’œuvre d’Ann Radcliffe (1764-1823), qui vécut dans l’aisance douillette une existence protégée qui n’avait rien de celle d’une aventurière et encore moins d’un foudre de guerre. Comme le montrent de façon complémentaire Alain Lauzanne et Gerald Butler, la guerre et la paix sont bien au cœur du procès romanesque radcliffien. A part un voyage pendant l’été 1794 en Hollande et dans l’ouest de l’Allemagne, Ann Radcliffe vécut loin du bruit, de la fureur et des dévastations déclenchés sur le continent par les guerres de la Révolution et de l’Empire. Dans cette partie de l’Allemagne en lutte avec la République française, Ann Radcliffe put constater les ravages et les misères de la guerre. La vue pitoyable d’un convoi de prisonniers français blessés sur la route de Godesberg est sans doute le spectacle qui la rapprocha le plus d’une horreur qu’elle n’avait fait jusqu’ici qu’imaginer. Car, comme le soulignent Lauzanne et Butler, de façon différente mais connexe, la guerre est bien un élément structurel de l’œuvre de Radcliffe, et ce depuis son tout premier roman, The Castles of Athlin and Dunbayne (1789) jusqu’à son long poème sur la bataille de St Albans en 1455, intitulé St Alban’s Abbey, composé vers 1812 et publié en 1826, après sa mort. Lauzanne retrace l’évolution dans la présentation que fait Radcliffe de la guerre, vue de façon lointaine, simple élément mécanique et théâtral de la diégèse au début, ressentie de façon plus personnelle et humanitaire à partir des Mysteries of Udolpho (1794). Comme tant d’autres de ses compatriotes à l’époque, sans pour autant se déclarer pacifiste, Radcliffe exalte les bienfaits de la paix, et bien sûr, en premier lieu, de la pax Britannica.

           Gerald Butler souligne que l’œuvre de Radcliffe se situe en marge de la grande tradition romanesque satirique du XVIIIe siècle et met en valeur, en liaison avec la notion de sublime, une conception newtonienne de la lumière et de la nature. Proche de celle de Burke, cette notion du sublime ressortit au pouvoir d’une nature universelle transcendant celui des hommes. C’est ce sublime qui sert de contraste à la sauvagerie aussi belliqueuse qu’inutile de l’humanité. Donc, Radcliffe n’éprouve pas le besoin de se plier aux détails chronologiques de l’historiographie. Les vrais conflits s’intériorisent dans l’esprit et dans le cœur de l’héroïne, et deviennent psychomachie. La torture mentale et autres tourments qui tenaillent les personnages de Radcliffe font contraste avec la paix intérieure qu’ils recherchent désespérément, et dont la présence bénéfique d’une nature imprégnée de sublime est le garant éternel.

           Enfin, pour clore cette troisième et dernière partie littéraire du tome II, Pierre Goubert réagit, avec autant d’élégance que d’érudition pertinente, contre la légende critique, trop longtemps accréditée, voulant que Jane Austen, douillettement retirée — un peu comme Ann Radcliffe — dans ses thébaïdes rurales du sud de l’Angleterre (Hampshire et Kent) aurait été indifférente aux guerres révolutionnaires et napoléoniennes. Ses romans, circonscrits dans un périmètre géographique, historique et social des plus restreints, seraient dénués de tout écho événementiel, humain et personnel, des conflits européens entre 1789 et 1815. Ce qui est, comme le démontre Goubert, parfaitement faux et injuste. Certes, Jane Austen n’a jamais, à la différence du jeune Smollett durant l’expédition contre Carthagène des Indes, été témoin oculaire de la guerre. Mais elle ne vivait pas, à bien loin près, dans un monde hermétiquement clos. Pour ne citer que cet élément biographique, ses deux frères, Charles et Francis, servaient dans la marine anglaise. C’est sur les côtes du Kent en 1805 que les Anglais prévoyaient et redoutaient un débarquement des troupes de Napoléon, tout comme cent trente-cinq ans plus tard (1940) celui des armées nazies. En s’appuyant et sur la correspondance personnelle de Jane Austen et sur l’analyse de ses romans, Goubert retrace l’évolution de la bonne dame de Chawton (Hampshire) vis-à-vis de la guerre et de ses impacts humain, social, économique. La romancière finit par se montrer sous un jour patriotique dans ses trois dernières œuvres, publiées entre 1814-1818, Mansfield Park, Emma et Persuasion. Elle a en quelque sorte assimilé ce phénomène de la guerre qui l’inquiète, la fascine, et la pousse à se mobiliser contre la dégénérescence des mœurs, séquelle morale des guerres qui bouleverse la paix retrouvée. Elle lutte contre ce qu’elle considère comme l’affaiblissement moral potentiel d’une nation en péril. Ce qui est bien dans la droite ligne de ses grands prédécesseurs comme Fielding, Richardson et Smollett qui percevaient toute influence culturelle continentale, et en particulier française et italienne, de la mode à la gastronomie en passant par les mœurs, comme l’action insidieuse et pernicieuse d’une “cinquième colonne” avant l’heure.

          ***

           Longue préface critique donc, et voulue comme telle. Il a semblé en effet qu’un volume aussi riche ne saurait se contenter d’une simple présentation de résumés. Le propos ici a été différent. Certes, les communications ont bien été analysées de façon synthétique, mais l’éditeur de ces actes s’est aussi constamment efforcé de les replacer dans leurs contextes bio-critique, historique, socio-culturel et littéraire, pour rétablir le tissu conjonctif interstitiel sans lequel tous ces événements, ces hommes, ces idées, ces œuvres littéraires ou artistiques, n’en déplaise aux tenants d’une littérature coupée de son contexte, perdent une grande partie de leur signification profonde. Nombreuses sont les dates, humbles moyens mnémotechniques, clous commodes sur lesquels viennent s’accrocher les connaissances. Car il est un ardent devoir de mémoire face à une génération d’étudiants (plusieurs générations, en fait) qui sont victimes des aberrations désastreuses d’un enseignement achronologique et de l’histoire et de la littérature. Triste et pernicieux résultats typifiés par le célèbre : “Hitler, connais pas !” Alors, quand il s’agit d’un Marlborough, d’un duc de Cumberland, de l’Odyssée traduite par Pope, ou des romans d’Ann Radcliffe ou de Jane Austen, tout se fond dans un vague mais épais brouillard. Pour nos étudiants — et il n’y a pas qu’en France — le Moyen Age s’étend désormais jusqu’au début des années 1970, au moins. Certes, ce volume s’adresse en premier lieu à des spécialistes du dix-huitième siècle qui — Dieu soit loué ! — ne sauraient être accusés de telles et coupables ignorances, mais rien n’interdit de penser, il faut même le souhaiter vivement, qu’il puisse intéresser un lectorat plus large incluant nos étudiants.

           Bref, cette préface critique, tout comme ce volume, relève d’un néo-historicisme bien tempéré, qui n’exclut en aucune façon l’utilisation de concepts opératoires empruntés à diverses théories critiques. “Fair Liberty was all his cry !” Grâce à cette mise en perspective historique constante, l’originalité et la forte unité thématique de toutes les contributions à ce volume n’en ressortent que mieux, et à travers l’histoire des mentalités s’établit le lien naturel entre événements et œuvres littéraires et artistiques. Ce lien a été souligné, tout au long de cette préface par des renvois à divers articles qui s’éclairent mutuellement. Ainsi, pour ne prendre qu’un exemple, l’analyse d’Adelphi de Cowper par Elisabeth Soubrenie ne peut que s’enrichir à la lecture du travail d’Allan Ingram sur la folie au XVIIIe siècle, et réciproquement.

           Le sujet des trois colloques internationaux tenus en Sorbonne et à l’ENS Jourdan les 16-17 décembre 1994, 15-16 décembre 1995, 1-2 mars 1996 par le “Centre d’Etudes Anglaises du XVIIIe siècle” (Paris III - Sorbonne Nouvelle) sous la direction des coresponsables, Suzy Halimi et Paul-Gabriel Boucé, s’imposait donc. Leur succès, et le nombre des articles publiés ici (vingt-sept) attestent de l’importance d’un sujet qui reste malheureusement d’une sanglante actualité.

           Reste une dernière question. Malgré la fréquence des guerres au XVIIIe siècle, pourquoi cette période de grands génies littéraires et artistiques ne produisit-elle pas de Symphonie Héroïque ni de Guerre et Paix, ce qui fut l’apanage du siècle suivant ? Certes, l’Eroica de Beethoven (1804), dédiée dans un premier temps à Napoléon Bonaparte, reste chronologiquement proche du XVIIIe siècle, ce qui n’est pas le cas du roman de Tolstoï. Il est possible d’avancer l’hypothèse que le génie satirique du XVIIIe siècle s’accommodait de cibles topiques rapprochées, comme c’est le cas de la Dunciad. Mais Pope, malgré sa conception d’une guerre contre la bêtise sous toutes ses formes — “Dulness” — et malgré la fin apocalyptique de son poème — “Thy hand, great Anarch ! lets the curtain fall ; / And Universal Darkness buries All.” —pas plus que ses contemporains et successeurs ne possédait ce souffle épique qu’il admira tant pendant qu’il traduisait Homère. Curieusement, sans négliger la représentation de l’événementiel, le XVIIIe siècle britannique a, semble-t-il, favorisé, des œuvres de Defoe à celles de Jane Austen, une intériorisation de la guerre et de la paix, sous forme de douloureuse mais vivifiante psychomachie. Dans sa thèse de médecine, La vie et l’œuvre de Philippe-Ignace Semmelweis (1818-1863), soutenue àParisenl924, Louis-Ferdinand Destouches et futur Céline, indigné par la bêtise criminelle des pontes médicaux qui au milieu du XIXe siècle refusèrent les découvertes de Semmelweis sur la propagation de la fièvre puerpérale et le persécutèrent jusqu’à ce qu’il meure dans la déchéance de la folie, écrivait : “Il n’y a pas que la guerre dans le cœur des hommes.”10 Pope et Swift, grands pourfendeurs de la bêtise et de la noirceur humaines, n’auraient pas renié cette pensée pessimiste mais lucide. La dialectique éternelle de la guerre et de la paix fonctionne autant dans l’esprit de l’homme que sur les champs de bataille.

          ***

          Post-scriptum

           C’est après la composition de cette “Préface critique” que j’ai reçu l’excellente étude de notre collègue Heinz-Joachim Müllenbrock, professeur à l’université de Göttingen, The Culture of Contention : A Rhetorical Analysis of the Public Controversy about the Ending of the War of the Spanish Succession, 1710-1713 (München : W. Fink, 1997) 219 pp. Cet ouvrage analyse méticuleusement l’apparition et la formation de l’opinion publique, à l’occasion du premier grand débat où journalistes, pamphlétaires, grands auteurs comme Defoe et Swift s’affrontent sans ménagement et forgent une rhétorique du discours de la controverse politique. Il s’agit là d’un travail en tous points remarquable pour sa méthode historiographique et pour son érudition minutieuse, qui fournit un arrière-plan complet et indispensable aux articles du présent volume, traitant de la guerre de Succession d’Espagne et de la paix d’Utrecht (voir M-M. Dufau, E. Détis, A. Varney, C. Lawlor, dans les parties I, II, III de ces volumes).

        

        
          Notes

          
            1
            Voir Quentin Wright,
            
               A Study of War,
            
             vol. 1 (Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1942) tables 34, 35, 36. Voir aussi David McNeil,
            
               The Grotesque Depiction of War and the Military in Eighteenth-Century English Fiction
            
             (Newark: U of Delaware P, 1990), qui traite (entre autres) de quatre grands auteurs: Swift, Smollett, Fielding et Sterne.
          

          2 William Broome est bien au DNB, mais il ne figure dans aucun des dictionnaires courants d’histoire littéraire, ni dans M. Drabble, Oxford Companion to English Literature (1985), ni dans I. Ousby, Cambridge Guide to Lite rature in English (1993 ed), ni, très curieusement, dans le New Oxford Book of Eighteenth-Century Verse (1984) de Roger Lonsdale. Ses Poems on Several Occasions furent publiés en 1727,1739, et en 1750 après sa mort. Son œuvre fut rééditée dans les grandes collections des poètes anglais de S. Johnson (1779-81) — qui lui consacra une étude dans ses Lives of the English Poets (mêmes dates) —, de Robert Anderson (Edimbourg, 1792-95), de Samuel Bagster (1807) et d’Alexander Chalmers (1810), pour ne citer que celles que j’ai pu vérifier. Pour les démêlés de Broome avec Pope, voir l’édition Twickenham de la Dunciad par James Sutherland, vol. 5 (Londres : Methuen, 1963) 431.

          3 Voir Philippe Masson, Les sépulcres flottants : prisonniers français en Angleterre sous l’Empire (Rennes : Ouest-France, 1987) 182 pages.

          
            4
            P.-G. Boucé, “The Rape of Gulliver Reconsidered,” 
            
              Swift Studies
            
             11 (1996): 98-114.
          

          5 Voir ma note éditoriale à la fin de son article.

          6 Felsenstein aurait pu citer, en plus de Milic et d’Ogée, Robert W. Uphaus, “Sentiment and Spleen : Travels with Sterne and Smollett,” Centennial Review 15 (1971) : 406-21.

          7 Voir le dossier : “Les Anglais détestent-ils les Français ?” dans Historia 605 (mai 197) : 36-71.

          
            8
            J. Boswell,
            
               Life of Johnson
            
             (1791; London: OUP, 1965) 449.
          

          9 Voir les critiques acerbes du Dr Joseph Towers en 1775, qui l’accusait d’avoir prostitué ses talents littéraires au service du pouvoir pour de basses raisons pécuniaires, fausses au demeurant, dans Life, 593-94.

          10 Louis-Ferdinand Céline, Mea Culpa suivi de La Vie et l’Œuvre de Semmelweis (Paris : Denoël, 1937) 91.

        

        
          Auteur

          
            Paul-Gabriel Boucé

            
              Université Paris III - Sorbonne Nouvelle
            

          

        

      

    

  
    
      
        
          De la guerre à la paix : quelques grandes figures historiques lors de la Succession d’Espagne, 1700-1714

        

        Michelle-Marie Dufau

      

      
        
           Depuis la Révocation de l’Edit de Nantes (13 avril 1598) par l’Edit de Fontainebleau (18 octobre 1685), un climat de francophobie assez intense, attisé par les conquêtes de Louis XIV, régnait en Europe. Trois ans avant que n’éclate la crise européenne provoquée par la Succession d’Espagne, il semblait que le traité de Ryswick (30 octobre 1697) mettant fin à la ligue d’Augsbourg qui avait regroupé l’Angleterre, l’Espagne, certaines principautés allemandes, la Hollande, la Suède, la Savoie, arrêterait l’expansion française. On prétend même que Louis XIV en avait accepté les conditions pour préparer à l’avantage de la France le magnifique héritage de Charles II, comprenant l’Espagne, les Pays-Bas espagnols (ou Flandre belge), une grande partie de l’Italie, le Mexique et presque toute l’Amérique du Sud. Charles II, qui allait mourir sans enfant, choisirait-il comme héritier un Bourbon, son neveu le Grand Dauphin, petit-fils de Philippe IV et fils de Marie-Thérèse sa demi-sœur, ou le jeune prince électoral de Bavière, Joseph-Ferdinand, petit-fils de sa sœur Marguerite, première épouse de Léopold Ier, ou un Habsbourg, né du second mariage de Léopold, fils lui-même de Marie-Anne sœur cadette de Philippe IV ?

           Les puissances maritimes, la Hollande et l’Angleterre, ne voulaient, pas plus que le reste de l’Europe, une reconstitution de l’empire de Charles Quint. Malgré leur hostilité, Louis XIV et Guillaume III signèrent donc le premier Traité de Partage à La Haye, en octobre 1698, car pour sauvegarder l’équilibre des intérêts économiques et politiques, il faut éviter une guerre de Troie “le pire fléau du monde…. Ils sont vraiment combles de paix, de désirs de paix. [Les] peuples autour de l’entretien se taisent et s’écartent…. Le privilège des grands, c’est de voir les catastrophes d’une terrasse.”1 On octroie donc à Joseph-Ferdinand, fils de Maximilien II électeur de Bavière, à la fois l’Espagne et les Indes occidentales, au Grand Dauphin, Naples, la Sicile, la province de Guispuscoa, à l’archiduc Charles, deuxième fils de Léopold, le Milanais. Charles II avait lui désigné d’abord Joseph-Ferdinand, puis Charles. Indigné par le démembrement prévu, il se déclare pour le prince de Bavière. Mais l’enfant, né le 27 octobre 1692, meurt de la variole à Bruxelles le 5 février 1699. Ce décès provoque un deuxième Traité de Partage en mars 1700 entre la France et l’Angleterre, la part de Joseph Ferdinand allant à l’archiduc Charles, son demi-frère, fils puîné de Léopold et d’Eléonore, elle-même fille de Philippe-Guillaume électeur Palatin de Neubourg, et sœur de Marie-Anne, seconde épouse du roi d’Espagne. Dans les deux traités, Louis XIV renonçait à la succession entière de l’Espagne, le non-paiement de la dot de Marie-Thérèse (500 000 florins) annulant une renonciation totale. Mais l’empereur Léopold refuse de signer le traité. Le duc d’Harcourt, ambassadeur de France à Madrid, conciliait à la France tous les cœurs déjà dressés contre l’archiduc, sauf en Catalogne. Sous la pression des grands d’Espagne et influencé par le pape Innocent XII, Charles II fait le 20 octobre 1700 un dernier testament en faveur de Philippe d’Anjou, second fils du Grand Dauphin, et meurt le 1er novembre.

           Si, selon Voltaire, “tous les droits de la nature étaient… dans la maison de France,”2 Léopold, petit-fils comme Louis XIV de Philippe III d’Espagne, comptait sur ses droits historiques, les liens ayant été constants entre les branches autrichiennes descendant de Maximilien II, et refuse le testament. Louis XIV envoie des troupes sur la frontière espagnole, et sachant que, quel que soit le parti qu’il prendra, il sera blâmé, accepte le testament en faveur du duc d’Anjou le 11 novembre 1700, d’autant plus que le Grand Dauphin, le visage enflammé, avait déclaré que la monarchie d’Espagne était le bien de la reine sa mère (morte en 1683), donc le sien, mais que pour la tranquillité de l’Europe il le cédait en entier à son second fils. Le 16 novembre, en présence de l’ambassadeur d’Espagne, Louis XIV annonce publiquement sa décision et s’adresse à Philippe d’Anjou : “Soyez bon Espagnol, c’est présentement votre premier devoir ; mais souvenez-vous que vous êtes né Français, pour entretenir l’union entre les deux nations ; c’est le moyen de les rendre heureuses et de conserver la paix de l’Europe.”3 Il n’y avait plus de Pyrénées.

           Philippe, après la scène d’adieux mémorables à Sceaux (4 décembre) chez le duc du Maine, part rejoindre ses états. La séparation finale avec son escorte française et ses frères se fait près de Saint-Jean-de-Luz le 22 janvier 1701, sur les bords de la Bidassoa, à l’endroit où avait été signé en 1649 le traité des Pyrénées dont l’une des clauses principales concernait le mariage de Louis XIV et de l’infante Marie-Thérèse avec la renonciation à l’héritage espagnol. Il semblait donc qu’il n’y aurait plus de lien entre l’Espagne et l’Empire germanique incapable ainsi de prendre désormais la France à revers.

           Victor-Amédée II de Savoie (1666-1735), petit-fils de Christine de France, sœur de Louis XIII, et époux d’Anne, fille cadette de Philippe Ier d’Orléans et d’Henriette d’Angleterre, nièce de Louis XIV, s’était détourné de la ligue d’Augsbourg en 1696 en signant le Traité de Turin moyennant des avantages financiers et le mariage (célébré le 7 décembre 1697) de sa fille aînée, Marie-Adélaïde (6 décembre 1685-12 février 1712) avec Louis (6 août 1682-18 février 1712), duc de Bourgogne, héritier présomptif de la couronne de France en tant que fils aîné du Grand Dauphin. Le 11 septembre 1701, il mariait sa seconde fille, Marie-Louise (17 septembre 1688-14 février 1714) à Philippe V d’Espagne. Le duc de Savoie était en effet “celui de tous les princes qui prenait le plus tôt parti quand il s’agissait de rompre ses engagements pour ses intérêts.”4 Il reconnaît donc Philippe V, comme le fait Maximilien II, électeur de Bavière et gouverneur des Pays-Bas espagnols, assurant ainsi aux Bourbons la possession de la Flandre espagnole et leur ouvrant au sein de son électorat un chemin possible jusqu’à Vienne. Tout semblait relativement assuré, quoique Louis XIV eût fait enregistrer un décret au parlement en décembre 1700 garantissant l’éligibilité de Philippe V à la couronne de France et que, sur son conseil, des troupes espagnoles fussent envoyées en mars 1701 dans les garnisons des Pays-Bas.

           Cependant, lorsque le 16 septembre 1701 meurt en France le roi catholique exilé Jacques II, son cousin germain, Louis XIV reconnaît le prince de Galles roi d’Angleterre et d’Ecosse sous le nom de Jacques III, et introduit ainsi dans son royaume le cheval de Troie en violant une des stipulations du Traité de Ryswick qui l’obligeait à admettre l’accès à la couronne d’Angleterre de son ennemi juré, Guillaume d’Orange. Si Louis XIV faisait souvent figure de tyran depuis la Révocation de l’Edit de Nantes et l’incendie du Palatinat, Guillaume III semblait lui une sorte d’usurpateur parricide depuis la Glorieuse Révolution qui lui avait donné la couronne de son beau-père. La Bruyère en a fait un portrait terrible : “homme pâle et livide… il a montré de bonne heure ce qu’il savait faire ; il a mordu le sein de sa nourrice, elle en est morte la pauvre femme… [son but a été] de prendre son père et sa mère par les épaules et de les jeter hors de leur maison.”5

           Les préparatifs d’une guerre larvée s’accélèrent avec la formation d’une nouvelle grande alliance ourdie par Guillaume III à partir de septembre 1701 entre l’Angleterre et les Provinces-Unies, le Brandebourg, le Hanovre, l’Autriche, et mettant également le Danemark dans ses intérêts contre la France et l’Espagne. Les seuls alliés des Bourbons sont les ducs de Mantoue et de Savoie (ce dernier jusqu’en 1703), le Portugal jusqu’au traité de Methuen de 1702, et la dynastie des Wittelsbach : Maximilien II, Electeur de Bavière, beau-frère du Grand Dauphin, et son frère Joseph-Clément. Electeur-Archevêque de Cologne.

           La guerre commence en Italie où Léopold envoie en 1701 contre les maréchaux Catinat et Villeroy, le prince Eugène (1663-1736), petit-fils de Charles-Emmanuel, duc de Savoie, et dont le père, le comte de Soissons établi à Paris, lieutenant général des armées, avait épousé Olympe Mancini, une des nièces de Mazarin. Elevé dans l’hôtel de Soissons (à l’emplacement de la Bourse du Travail) et à la cour de France, le prince Eugène, d’abord destiné à l’Eglise, demanda en 1683 un régiment à Louis XIV, se le vit refuser et passa au service de l’empereur Léopold. “Ne trouvez-vous pas que j’ai fait là une grande perte ?”6 demanda Louis XIV à ses courtisans lorsqu’il apprit la nouvelle. L’ironie tragique de la guerre qui allait suivre donne un sens différent à la question désinvolte, puisque le premier général qui ébranla la puissance française était un Français “né avec les qualités qui font un héros dans la guerre et un grand homme dans la paix ; un esprit plein de justesse et de hauteur ayant le courage nécessaire et dans les armées et dans le cabinet.”7

           Malgré Catinat, Eugène passe l’Adige. Catinat disgracié est remplacé par le duc de Villeroy (1644-1730), courageux mais incapable, protégé alors par Louis XIV. Très vite vaincu à Chiari en 1701, il est obligé de se retirer à Crémone où il est fait prisonnier par Eugène en 1702 bien que les Français soient victorieux. C’était, selon Saint-Simon, un homme accompli seulement pour présider un bal, et s’il avait eu la voix adéquate, pour chanter à l’opéra les rôles de rois et de héros.

           Cependant, le 8 mars 1702, la mort arrête le dessein qu’avait Guillaume III de se mettre à la tête des armées. Il faut laisser à Voltaire le soin de faire son éloge funèbre :

          
            Son caractère était à l’opposé de Louis XIV : sombre, retiré, sévère, sec. silencieux, autant que Louis était affable…. Ceux qui estiment plus le mérite d’avoir défendu sa patrie, et l’avantage d’avoir acquis un royaume sans aucun droit de la nature, de s’y être maintenu sans être aimé, d’avoir gouverné souverainement la Hollande sans la subjuguer, d’avoir été l’âme et le chef de la moitié de l’Europe…. de n’avoir jamais persécuté personne pour la religion…. ceux-là sans doute donneront le nom de grand à Guillaume plutôt qu’à Louis. Ceux qui sont plus touchés des plaisirs et de l’éclat d’une cour brillante, de la magnificence, de la protection donnée aux arts, du zèle pour le bien public, de la passion pour la gloire, du talent de régner. Ceux qui s’étonnent davantage d’avoir vu un seul état résister à tant de puissances ; ceux qui estiment plus un roi de France qui sait donner l’Espagne à son petit-fils qu’un gendre qui détrône son beau-père, enfin ceux qui admirent davantage le protecteur que le persécuteur du roi Jacques, ceux-là donneront à Louis XIV la préférence.8

          

           Louis XIV resterait lui encore sur la scène européenne pendant plusieurs années qui l’opposeraient au successeur de Guillaume, Anne Stuart (6 février 1664 - 1er août 1714). Envoyée en juillet 1668, à l’âge de quatre ans, en France pour s’y faire soigner les yeux, elle va d’abord vivre chez sa grand-mère, Henriette-Marie, tante de Louis XIV, qui meurt le 30 août 1669, puis chez sa tante Henriette-Anne, épouse de Monsieur, frère du roi, avec ses jeunes cousines : Marie-Louise (1662-1689), future épouse de Charles II d’Espagne, et Anne (1669-1728), future épouse de Victor-Amédée duc de Savoie. Henriette d’Angleterre meurt le 30 juin 1670 ; Anne et Marie-Louise prennent le deuil, vêtues de longs manteaux à traîne de velours violet. Avant qu’elle ne reparte en Angleterre, Louis XIV lui offre deux somptueux bracelets de perles et de diamants pour se concilier plus facilement le Stuart Charles II.

           L’enfant aura appris le français et restera influencée par le cosmopolitisme caractéristique de toutes les cours européennes. Sa mère, Anne Hyde, duchesse d’York, meurt le 31 mars 1671. Neuf ans plus tard, il y aura des pourparlers pour marier Anne à un autre arrière-petit-fils de Jacques Ier Stuart, le prince Georges de Hanovre (1660-1727) qui vient en visite à Londres de décembre 1680 à mars 1681. Par une curieuse ironie du cours de l’histoire, il sera amené à épouser sa cousine germaine, Sophia de Zell, et succédera à Anne quelque vingt ans plus tard sur le trône d’Angleterre. Anne épousera le prince Georges de Danemark (28 juillet 1683). Elle aura dix-huit grossesses dont plusieurs fausses-couches, cinq filles et quatre fils morts-nés et cinq enfants qui mourront tous, dont Mary née le 12 mai 1684, morte de la variole le 8 février 1687, précédée dans la tombe le 2 février par Anne-Sophie, née le 12 mai 1686. Guillaume-Henri, duc de Gloucester, né le 22 juillet 1689 mourra également de la variole à onze ans le 30 juillet 1700, ce qui amènera le parlement à passer “The Act of Seulement” en juin 1701 pour donner la succession à la lignée protestante de Hanovre descendant de Jacques Ier Stuart. Telle Niobé, la reine avait en vain espéré qu’au moins un de ses enfants survive : “Désormais sans famille, elle s’assit au milieu des cadavres de ses fils, de ses filles… le malheur l’a rendue insensible. Il n’y a plus dans toute sa personne rien de vivant.”9 A la suite de ce deuil, la reine restée inconsolable signera ses lettres à la duchesse de Marlborough (Mrs Freeman) : “your poor unfortunate faithfull [sic] Morley.”10

           Après la mort de Guillaume III, John Churchill bientôt marquis de Blandford, comte puis duc de Marlborough, beau charmeur et plein de dons, sera à la tête des troupes anglaises et hollandaises, et aura un rôle tout aussi important en politique tant que durera l’influence de sa femme et la sienne propre sur la reine Anne, la cour, le gouvernement, les finances et la conduite de la guerre par son alliance avec Godolphin. Ce fut :

          
            L’homme le plus fatal à la grandeur de la France qu’on eut vu depuis plusieurs siècles… plus roi que n’avait été Guillaume, aussi politique que lui, et beaucoup plus grand capitaine… guerrier infatigable pendant la campagne, il devenait un négociateur aussi agissant pendant l’hiver… il persuadait les Hollandais de s’épuiser pour abaisser la France ; il excitait les ressentiments de l’électeur palatin ; il allait flatter la fierté de l’électeur de Brandebourg.11

          

           Avec Antoine Heinsius (1641-1720), le grand pensionnaire des Provinces-Unies, et le prince Eugène, il anima l’alliance et la guerre contre la France. Ses premières campagnes dans les Flandres en 1702, qui l’opposent au duc de Bourgogne et au maréchal de Boufflers, lui permirent d’occuper la ligne de combat de la Meuse au Rhin, créant ainsi une base d’opération contre la barrière des forteresses françaises. Il s’empara de Venloo (23 septembre), de Stevenswaert sur la Meuse (5 octobre), de Ruremonde (6 octobre), puis malgré Boufflers, de Liège (29 octobre). Les forces du Haut-Rhin étaient commandées par le prince Louis de Bade (1655-1707). Fils de la princesse de Carignan, il était né à Paris et eut Louis XIV comme parrain. Enlevé par ordre de son père et de son aïeul, il fut formé à l’art militaire.

           La route de la Bavière lui fut barrée par la victoire que remporta à Friedlingen le 10 octobre 1702 Louis-Hector de Villars (1653-1734). Le soir même, Villars fut proclamé maréchal par ses soldats, titre qu’entérina aussitôt Louis XIV en lui envoyant son bâton de maréchal. Saint-Simon lui trouvait “une ambition démesurée… une valeur brillante… une audace sans pareille avec une fanfaronnerie poussée aux derniers excès… une magnificence de Gascon, une avarice extrême, une avidité de harpie, qui lui a valu des monceaux d’or pillés à la guerre.”12 Mais le même goût pour l’argent animait Marlborough, et les prises de guerre étaient alors normales.

           Un peu plus tôt la même année, le prince Eugène avait trouvé en Italie un général plus redoutable que Villeroy en la personne du duc de Vendôme. Ils s’affrontèrent au cours de la bataille indécise de Luzara (août 1702). Louis-Joseph de Vendôme (1654-1712) était l’arrière-petit-fils de Gabrielle d’Estrées et d’Henri IV. Saint-Simon admirait la noblesse de son visage, de son maintien, son esprit naturel, mais critiquait sa paresse, son laisser-aller, son manque d’organisation, tout en reconnaissant, comme le fit Voltaire : “sa hardiesse intrépide qui lui permettait de tout réparer un jour d’action par une présence d’esprit et par des lumières que le péril rendait plus vives.”13

           L’armée du Rhin du duc de Bourgogne, avec les maréchaux Tallart (1652-1728) et Vauban (1633-1707), s’empare de Vieux-Brisach le 6 septembre 1703. Tallart prend Landau le 20 septembre, et remporte le 15 novembre, la bataille de Spire, contre le prince de Hesse.

           Saint-Simon a décrit Vauban “petit gentilhomme de Bourgogne tout au plus, mais peut-être le plus honnête homme et le plus vertueux de son siècle avec la réputation du plus savant homme dans l’art des sièges,” en ajoutant qu’il n’exista jamais “homme plus doux, plus compatissant, plus obligeant… et le plus avare ménager de la vie des hommes, avec une valeur qui prenait tout sur soi et donnait tout aux autres.”14

           Sur le Danube, Villars et le duc de Bavière battaient les impériaux à Hochstadt le 20 septembre 1703, puis Maximilien II s’emparait d’Augsbourg, de Ratisbonne. Les armées franco-bavaroises commandaient donc la vallée du Danube, de sa source à l’Autriche, et étaient prêtes à effectuer leur jonction depuis le Rhin et la Moselle à la grande terreur de Léopold. Mais en octobre 1703, à la suite de pourparlers avec le secrétaire d’Etat Daniel Finch, comte de Nottingham, le duc de Savoie entre dans l’alliance contre les Bourbons et ainsi contre ses deux gendres.

           Quant à l’Espagne, en décembre 1702, l’amiral Rooke avait remporté la victoire de Vigo contre l’armée franco-espagnole. Il s’emparera de Gibraltar en août 1704 alors que l’année précédente l’archiduc Charles, proclamé roi d’Espagne à Vienne sous le nom de Charles III, passait par la Hollande puis l’Angleterre avant d’être débarqué dans la péninsule ibérique pour y retrouver des troupes anglo-hollandaises.

           En Languedoc, la révolte des Camisards entretenue par des protestants étrangers a commencé en 1702 et va culminer au cours de l’année 1704, terrible pour la France. Villars, qui ne pouvait s’entendre avec Maximilien de Bavière trop hésitant, est envoyé dans les Cévennes pour mettre fin à “ce feu qui pensa devenir un embrasement funeste,”15 tant les sévices exercés contre les huguenots à la suite de la Révocation de l’Edit de Nantes répandaient la terreur mais attisaient l’esprit de résistance sous la forme d’une guérilla avec cinq chefs dont le plus brillant fut Jean Cavalier (1681-1740). Après des revers et sans l’aide anglaise escomptée, Cavalier eut une entrevue avec Villars à Nîmes le 16 mai 1704. Le projet alors conçu d’organiser sous son commandement un régiment de protestants qui devait se battre pour la France au Portugal se concrétisa en 1706 de façon inverse puisque, menacé d’emprisonnement à Neuf-Brisach. Cavalier passa en Suisse puis en Hollande où on lui donna, pour lutter contre les Bourbons en Espagne, un régiment d’infanterie payé par l’Angleterre et par les Provinces-Unies.

           C’est le 10 juin 1704 que les forces du duc de Marlborough et celles du prince Eugène (qui avait achevé ses campagnes de 1703 contre les insurgés hongrois) vont se rencontrer pour la première fois, au-delà du Neckar. Eugène doit commander les troupes sur le Rhin. Marlborough l’armée anglo-hollandaise sur le Danube, le prince de Bade devant, lui, assiéger Ingolstadt. Le 12, Marlborough affronte victorieusement Maximilien au pied du Schellenberg au-dessus de Donauworth. L’électeur de Bavière doit se retirer vers Augsbourg pour sauvegarder ses communications avec les Français, et il refuse de rejoindre la grande alliance. En représailles, Marlborough et l’empereur laissent ravager trois cents villes et villages bavarois.

           Le 13 août, Eugène et Marlborough infligent la défaite totale de Hochstadt/Blenheim à l’armée franco-bavaroise avec Tallart fait prisonnier, et l’électeur Maximilien, à l’endroit où Villars avait triomphé l’année précédente. Après la sonnerie de trompette au champ pour honorer une dernière fois ses drapeaux, le régiment de Navarre les met en lambeaux afin qu’ils échappent à l’ennemi et les enterre au son lugubre des roulements des tambours. Il y eut 12 000 blessés et tués du côté des alliés, le double chez les Français et 17 000 prisonniers. Les nouvelles de la catastrophe arrivent à Versailles alors qu’on fêtait la naissance du premier duc de Bretagne, fils du duc et de la duchesse de Bourgogne : “L’étonnement et la consternation saisissent la cour accoutumée à la prospérité. Personne n’osait apprendre au roi une vérité si cruelle, il fallut que Madame de Maintenon se chargeât de lui dire qu’il n’était plus invincible,”16 tandis que lors du Te Deum à Londres retentissent, parmi les étendards pris aux vaincus, les paroles du psaume 58 (verset 11) “verily there is a reward for the righteous : verily there is a God that judgeth in the earth.”17 Les alliés victorieux sur le Danube peuvent entrer en Alsace où Louis de Bade s’empare de Landau le 19 novembre et de Trarbach le 23 novembre.

           En avril 1705, Villars rappelé du Languedoc est chargé de l’armée de la Moselle pour empêcher les alliés de pénétrer par la vallée de la Sarre et de prendre l’Alsace. Donnant une haute idée de sa valeur stratégique alors qu’il s’était surtout distingué jusque là par son courage téméraire dans les batailles, Villars choisit la forte position de Sierck au nord-est de Thionville où Marlborough n’ose pas l’attaquer, et il empêche ainsi l’invasion. Marlborough lui écrit : “Rendez-moi la justice de croire que ma retraite est la faute du prince de Bade, et que je vous estime encore plus que je ne suis fâché contre lui.”18

           Cependant Joseph Addison avait terminé son poème alors célèbre “The Campaign” en l’honneur de la victoire de Blenheim :

          
            ’Twas then great Malbro’s mighty soul was prov’d,
That in the shock of charging hosts unmov’d
Amidst confusion, horror, and despair
Examin’d all the dreadful scenes of war;

          

          
            Calm and serene, he drives the furious blast
And, pleas’d th’Almighty’s orders to perform,
Rides in the whirlwind, and directs the storm.

          

           En Espagne, le comte de Toulouse (1678-1737), Grand amiral de France, fils légitimé de Louis XIV et de Madame de Montespan, livre une bataille en août 1704 à la hauteur de Malaga contre les alliés qui sont obligés de regagner Gibraltar.

           A Versailles, le petit duc de Bretagne (né le 25 juin 1704) meurt le 13 avril 1705, tandis qu’en Espagne le comte de Peterborough s’empare de Barcelone contre le maréchal de Tessé, et conquiert la Catalogne pour l’archiduc. En 1706, Henri de Massue, marquis de Ruvigny, huguenot réfugié en Angleterre, après avoir combattu sous Turenne, et devenu comte de Galway, maintenant à la tête de l’armée alliée en Catalogne, s’empare de Barcelone, puis le 27 juin de Madrid où l’archiduc prend la place de Philippe V. En Flandre, Marlborough transforme la défaite de Villeroy à Ramillies le 23 mai 1706 en déroute totale, puis s’empare d’Anvers, Bruxelles, Ostende, Menin. Comme Blenheim avait sauvé Vienne, Ramillies entraîne la conquête du sud des Flandres dont la France est chassée.

           Alors Louis XIV tente les premiers pourparlers de paix fin juillet, ensuite fin août 1706, par l’intermédiaire de Maximilien, en prenant contact avec Heinsius qui en rend compte à Marlborough : Philippe aurait eu le Milanais, l’électeur de Bavière Naples et la Sicile, le reste de l’empire espagnol allant à l’archiduc. Le roi essuie un refus total. Villeroy rappelé est remplacé par Vendôme, tandis qu’Eugène remporte le siège et la bataille de Turin le 7 septembre 1706 contre La Feuillade qui avait refusé l’aide de Vauban, et bien que le duc d’Orléans ait tenté de secourir “Marcin et la France… avec un sens [sic] froid qui voyait tout, qui le conduisait partout où il avait le plus à remédier et à soutenir par son exemple.”19 Les Français chassés d’Italie, l’empereur Joseph, qui a succédé à Léopold mort le 5 mai 1705, fait la conquête de Naples et de la Sicile.

           Pierre II, roi du Portugal, mourait l’année de Ramillies, Louis de Bade le 4 janvier 1707, le maréchal de Vauban le 30 mars. Vauban avait construit trente-trois places fortes, fortifié trois cents places anciennes dans les Pyrénées, les Alpes, le nord, et conduit cinquante-trois sièges :

          
            Nul homme n’a davantage touché le cœur de sa patrie. Il en a été touché lui-même, il l’a aimé, cherché comme le médecin le plus attentif, il en a écouté les palpitations, et le cherchant ainsi il a trouvé la voix secrète de l’amour. Napoléon en 1808 fit prendre à l’église de Bazoches en Morvan le cœur de Vauban et le plaça aux Invalides ; il avait compris la légende française.20

          

           Le premier mai 1707, sous l’égide de la reine Anne, l’Angleterre et l’Ecosse devenaient la Grande-Bretagne. En Espagne, les Castillans refusant Charles III, font d’incroyables sacrifices pour sauver Philippe V. Lorsque Galway avait fait proclamer Charles III à Madrid, c’est le nom du Bourbon qu’ils avaient acclamé. La jeune reine Marie-Louise montrant “une intrépidité au-dessus de son sexe, une constance agissante dans le malheur,”21 allait de ville en ville recevoir les dons qui affluaient afin de reconstituer une armée. Les alliés harcelés manquent de vivres, tandis que Louis XIV redouble ses efforts pour aider son petit-fils. Le 25 avril 1707, la victoire franco-espagnole à Almansa sauve la situation. C’est une bataille mémorable remportée par un Anglais catholique, le maréchal duc de Berwick, fils naturel de Jacques II Stuart et d’une sœur de Marlborough, contre deux Français huguenots, le comte de Galway ancien marquis de Ruvigny, commandant les Anglais, et Jean Cavalier à la tête d’une troupe de protestants français. L’attaque, à laquelle participe un contingent portugais, se fait à la baïonnette dans un combat désespéré. Cavalier finira sa carrière militaire dans les rangs du duc de Savoie en Flandre contre la France, avant de terminer sa vie d’abord en Irlande, au sein de la colonie huguenote fondée par Ruvigny à Portalington (Leinster), puis en tant que gouverneur de Jersey (1738-40). Galway, gravement blessé, remplira ensuite essentiellement des missions diplomatiques.

           Louis XIV a rappelé Vendôme d’Italie pour l’opposer à Marlborough, tandis que contre la France victorieuse en Espagne, Eugène prépare un plan d’invasion en s’attaquant à Toulon. Un détachement des troupes de Villars l’emporte contre lui grâce à Tessé. Le siège de Toulon est levé le 22 août 1707, la Provence est sauvée comme le sera le Dauphiné menacé par le duc de Savoie. Villars mène en 1707 une campagne digne des plus grands généraux. Il perçoit les fautes dans l’organisation des lignes de Stollhofen au-dessous de Strasbourg, fait ses préparatifs en masquant la flottille de bateaux qu’il va utiliser et donne à Strasbourg un grand bal au milieu duquel, prenant à part ses officiers généraux, il leur donne ordre de gagner leurs postes. Il quitte lui-même le bal au point du jour, se montre avec son état-major sur le pont de Kehl pour abuser les impériaux tandis que la flottille française débarque sur le front de leurs lignes. C’est la victoire pour les Français le 23 mai 1707 ; le soir même Villars s’établit à Rastadt, occupe Stuttgart le lendemain, et met à contribution une partie de la Souabe.

           En mars 1708, une tentative financée par Louis XIV “par une idée pleine de grandeur et qui… n’était pas sans vraisemblance”22 pour rétablir le Prétendant Stuart Jacques III, échoue, les bateaux pris par la tempête devant revenir à Dunkerque. Désormais Jacques III se battra dans les rangs français sous le seul nom de chevalier de Saint-Georges. Le prince Eugène, revenu alors en Flandre commander les armées réunies grâce à son habileté diplomatique à La Haye, à Vienne, dans les différentes cours d’Allemagne, va œuvrer avec Marlborough contre l’armée de 100 000 hommes du duc de Bourgogne et du duc de Vendôme, incapables de s’entendre. En effet “il n’y avait rien de commun entre Vendôme, gras, voluptueux, présomptueux… et le jeune prince, maigre, timide et dévot.”23 Bourgogne refuse d’attaquer et Vendôme est battu à Oudenarde le 11 juillet 1708 ; ce ne fut pas "une grande bataille mais une fatale retraite,”24 l’armée française est perdue, comme l’était déjà en fait le pouvoir français dans le sud des Flandres, tandis que Lille, la seconde ville du royaume est menacée. La France est dans l’inquiétude :

          
            On voyait à Versailles le danger de ses plus proches, de ses amis… Les prières des quarante heures [pratiquées lors des grandes calamités] étaient partout. La duchesse de Bourgogne passait les nuits à la chapelle… A son exemple, les femmes qui avaient leurs maris à l’armée ne bougeaient des églises. Le jeu, les conversations même avaient cessé… Le Roi avait écrit aux évêques pour qu’ils fissent faire des prières publiques.25

          

           Au lieu de couvrir Lille comme le voulait Bourgogne, Vendôme perd du temps. Le maréchal de Boufflers (1644-1711), usé à la guerre, accourt pour essayer de défendre cette métropole :

          
            Il voyait tout, donnait l’ordre à tout sous le grand feu comme s’il eût été dans sa chambre… Sa bonté et sa politesse ne se démentaient en aucun temps… Et voilà comme il arrive quelquefois que la bonté et la droiture de l’âme étend l’esprit et l’éclaire dans de grandes occasions.26

          

           Frappé d’admiration, Eugène laisse évacuer les blessés, accorde des délais à Boufflers pour se retirer dans la citadelle. Mais Lille est affamée et Boufflers doit capituler le 23 octobre 1708 sur ordre du roi. C’était la plus grande perte territoriale du règne de Louis XIV. L’armée française laisse prendre Gand, Bruges. Après avoir tant craint pour ses états, l’empereur Joseph se voyait proche d’arriver à Paris, et les Anglais se réjouissent. Mais le 28 octobre, le prince Georges de Danemark meurt. Alors la reine Anne, brouillée avec la duchesse de Marlborough, et obligée depuis le début de l’année de régner avec un gouvernement whig en faveur de la guerre dont elle est lasse, se retrouve seule, ayant perdu tous ses enfants et son époux. “O Lord, when will all this dreadful bloodshed cease?”27 s’était-elle écriée après Oudenarde.

           L’hiver 1708-1709 est partout effroyable. Le peuple et les soldats français périssent de faim et de froid car la guerre avait épuisé les ressources. Suivi par la noblesse, Louis XIV envoie sa vaisselle d’or à la Monnaie. Le roi demande à nouveau la paix aux Hollandais qu’il avait écrasés autrefois. Le 16 mai, on fait à Paris la procession de Sainte-Geneviève, réservée aux événements dramatiques, sur l’ordre du roi, les arrêts du Parlement et les mandements de l’archevêque de Paris et de l’abbé de Sainte-Geneviève. Le négociateur français, le président Rouillé parvenu en Hollande est humilié. Quand on accepte de le recevoir, c’est pour lui signifier que si la France veut la paix, Louis XIV doit chasser lui-même Philippe du trône d’Espagne. Alors, pour seconder Rouillé, Torcy arrive à La Haye le 24 mai 1709. Le triumvirat formé par Eugène, Marlborough ainsi que Heinsius, jadis ministre de Guillaume d’Orange et menacé par Louvois de la Bastille lors de son séjour en France, rejette la proposition française d’abandonner la monarchie d’Espagne et d’accorder aux Hollandais une barrière les séparant de la France. Eugène surtout exige que Louis XIV force dans les deux mois son petit-fils à descendre du trône espagnol sans dédommagement et de livrer pendant ce délai quatre villes clefs de la Flandre. En plein conseil, le roi de France s’écrie : "puisqu’il faut faire la guerre, j’aime mieux la faire à mes ennemis qu’à mes enfants.”28 Le 12 juin 1709, il envoie sa célèbre lettre aux gouverneurs des provinces :

          
            Mon cousin, l’espérance d’une paix prochaine était si généralement répandue dans mon royaume que je crois devoir à la fidélité que mes peuples m’ont témoignée pendant le cours de mon règne la consolation de les informer des raisons qui empêchent encore qu’ils ne jouissent du repos que j’avais dessein de leur procurer. Je suis persuadé que [mes peuples] s’opposeraient eux-mêmes à la recevoir à des conditions si contraires à la justice et à l’honneur du nom français.29

          

           On redouble d’efforts alors autour du roi, comme la Castille l’avait fait pour Philippe, sans connaître pourtant les terribles paroles du prince Eugène “puisqu’on avait le dessus en France, il fallait la réduire si bas que les enfants des enfants n’eussent pas seulement la tentative de s’en vouloir relever.”30 Le 11 septembre 1709, l’armée française des Flandres commandée par Villars avec l’aide de Boufflers volontaire pour servir sous ses ordres, affronte à Malplaquet les forces alliées de Marlborough et d’Eugène au cours de la bataille la plus sanglante de l’époque : 25 000 blessés et tués du côté français, 20 000 de l’autre, surtout chez les Hollandais. Villars étant gravement blessé, Boufflers assure une retraite modèle. Les conséquences politiques de Malplaquet sont énormes car la France a montré qu’elle était toujours capable de se battre. Pour éviter que les Provinces-Unies ne se retirent de l’alliance, Marlborough fait signer le Traité de la Barrière le 24 octobre 1709, leur donnant le contrôle militaire et économique dans le Sud des Pays-Bas. Cependant les alliés s’emparent de Tournai et de Mons et continuent d’avancer dans les Flandres tout en voulant prendre la Franche-Comté avec l’aide du duc de Savoie.

           La situation est effrayante en France, et Louis XIV redemande la paix en 1710. Il offre de reconnaître Charles III, de ne plus secourir Philippe V, de renoncer à la souveraineté de l’Alsace, de combler le port de Dunkerque. Ses plénipotentiaires, le maréchal d’Uxelle, homme mesuré et froid, et le brillant cardinal de Polignac se rendent à Gertruydenberg dans le Brabant septentrional, de mars à juillet 1710. Mais, comme l’a dit Voltaire, “ce sont les victoires qui sont les traités,”31 et la France était presque vaincue. Les alliés exigent que Louis XIV détrône seul son petit-fils, dans un délai de deux mois. Le roi refuse, tandis que les alliés continuant à remporter des victoires (Douai en juin, Béthune en août, Aire, St-Vincent en novembre), menacent de plus en plus la France. Pendant ce temps, Philippe V auquel son grand-père ne peut plus envoyer de secours est battu par Guy de Starenberg le 20 août 1710 à Saragosse et doit à nouveau quitter Madrid au profit de l’archiduc. Mais il réclame Vendôme à Louis XIV, Berwick étant lui dans le midi de la France pour protéger la frontière française contre Eugène avec une armée austro-savoyarde. L’arrivée du duc de Vendôme soulève l’enthousiasme, amène villages, villes et communautés religieuses à fournir à nouveau aide et argent. Vendôme triomphe, ramène Philippe V à Madrid le 2 décembre, et avec lui défait complètement à Villaviciosa l’armée alliée de Starenberg qui se retire en Catalogne.

           En Angleterre le ministère whig tombé en juin 1710 est remplacé par un gouvernement tory en faveur de la paix avec le brillant Henry St. John, Lord Bolingbroke, et l’efficace Robert Harley, comte d’Oxford, Marlborough restant à la tête des troupes sur le continent. Louis XIV épuisé de tourment déclare au duc d’Harcourt : “si je ne puis obtenir une paix équitable, je me mettrai à la tête de ma brave noblesse et j’irai m’ensevelir sous les débris de la monarchie.”32 Mais au cours de l’année 1711, Villars optant pour la défensive, renforce les lignes de Montreuil à Valenciennes. Cette même année, le maréchal de Boufflers meurt, et sont enlevés par la variole le 11 avril à Meudon le Grand Dauphin, le 17 avril à Vienne l’empereur Joseph. Cette mort, dit Saint-Simon, “fut un grand coup et de ces fortunes inespérables, pour conduire à la paix et conserver la monarchie d’Espagne.”33 En effet, par un étourdissant retournement de l’histoire, une nouvelle menace plane sur l’Europe coalisée entre les Bourbons pour empêcher une monarchie presque universelle : la reconstitution de l’empire de Charles Quint. Les puissances maritimes s’épouvantent devant ce nouveau déséquilibre européen. Marlborough, encore en campagne en Flandre, prend Bouchain en septembre, et s’avance vers Le Quesnoy qui lui ouvrirait le chemin de Paris. Mais, accusé de malversation à son retour en Angleterre, il est disgracié en décembre par la reine. Son règne politique, militaire et diplomatique prend fin : “négociateur et général toujours heureux, nul particulier n’eut jamais une puissance et une gloire si étendues.”34 C’est en vain que le prince Eugène part à Londres où il restera de janvier à mars 1712 pour relancer la guerre. Il y reçut ’l’accueil qu’on devait à son nom et à sa renommée, et les refus qu’on devait à ses propositions,”35 et le Congrès de la paix s’ouvrit à Utrecht le 29 janvier 1712.

           Cependant de nouveaux deuils allaient s’abattre sur la cour de France. La jeune duchesse de Bourgogne devenue dauphine en 1711 était “l’âme de la cour, elle en était adorée ;… tout manquait à chacun en son absence, tout était rempli par sa présence.”36 Le roi ne pouvait se passer de cette petite-nièce arrivée en France à onze ans pour épouser plus tard le duc de Bourgogne, et éduquée en partie à Saint-Cyr. Pleine de vivacité joyeuse et familière dans la vie privée, elle savait être sérieuse, digne, mesurée en public. Le 15 février 1710 elle avait donné naissance à son dernier fils, alors duc d’Anjou, le futur Louis XV. Victime d’une épidémie de rougeole pourprée, la jeune femme de vingt-six ans meurt le 12 février 1712 : “avec elle s’éclipsent joie, plaisirs, amusements, et toutes les espèces de grâce ; les ténèbres couvrirent toute la surface de la cour… avec un vuide affreux.”37 L’oraison funèbre prononcée par Bossuet à Saint-Denis en l’honneur de sa grand-mère, Henriette d’Angleterre morte le 30 juin 1670 au même âge, aurait pu être reprise sans grand changement pour Marie-Adélaïde :

          
            Madame a passé du matin au soir, ainsi que l’herbe des champs. Le matin elle fleurissait ; avec quelles grâces vous le savez, le soir nous la vîmes séchée… Elle va descendre à ces sombres lieux, à ces demeures souterraines pour y dormir dans la poussière avec les grands de la terre, avec ces rois et ces princes anéantis, parmi lesquels à peine peut-on la placer, tant les rangs y sont pressés, tant la mort est prompte à remplir les places.38

          

           Six jours après, le Dauphin éduqué par Fénelon, détestant les maux causés par les guerres, mourut à vingt-neuf ans de la même maladie. Ce prince “d’un esprit ferme, intrépide, était pieux, juste, et il était fait pour commander les sages”39 toutefois, écrit Saint-Simon :

          
            Il était né terrible et que dans sa prime jeunesse de la hauteur des cieux il ne regardait les hommes que comme des atomes avec qui il n’avait aucune ressemblance mais Dieu fit de ce prince un ouvrage de sa droite, et entre 18 et 20 ans. il accomplit son œuvre… Tous les jours il croissait en quelque chose ;… il était mûr déjà pour la bienheureuse éternité.40

          

           Le roi, la cour sont accablés. Leurs réactions ont pu faire penser à ces vers de Virgile parlant de Marcellus dans le livre VI de, L’Enéide : “celui-ci, les destins le montrent seulement à la terre et ne permettront pas qu’il existe davantage.”41 Le nouveau dauphin, le deuxième petit duc de Bretagne, né le 8 janvier 1707, était emporté par la même épidémie le 8 mars 1712. En avril, le dauphin, la dauphine et leur fils aîné furent portés dans le même tombeau à Saint-Denis pour “l’enterrement de la France”42 s’écrie Saint-Simon, tandis que Voltaire, témoin lui aussi de ces malheurs, évoque “ce temps de désolation [qui] laissa dans les cœurs une impression si profonde que, dans la minorité de Louis XV, j’ai vu plusieurs personnes qui ne parlaient de ces pertes qu’en versant des larmes.”43

           Cependant il fallait faire face à la guerre qu’Eugène menait maintenant sans Marlborough contre la France avec des troupes des Brandebourg, Palatinat, Saxe, Hesse, Danemark, payées par la Hollande. Louis XIV confie à Villars la seule armée qui lui reste : “Si mon armée est vaincue, retirez-vous derrière la Somme ; cette rivière est très difficile à passer ; j’irai vous y rejoindre, et là nous sauverons l’Etat, ou nous périrons ensemble.”44 Le successeur de Marlborough, le duc d’Ormonde (1665-1745), se retire vers Gand. Dunkerque a été remis par le roi aux alliés le 19 juillet en préliminaire de la paix ; le 6, Eugène s’était emparé du Quesnoy et faisait le siège de Landrecies menaçant par là l’Ile de France. Mais le roi refuse de se retirer à Chambord et déclare qu’en cas de malheur nouveau “il convoquerait toute la noblesse de son royaume et la conduirait à l’ennemi malgré son âge de 74 ans, et périrait à sa tête”45 La victoire survient enfin à Denain le 24 juillet 1712 : Villars sauve la France en remportant la bataille contre Albermarle et Eugène, puis s’empare de toutes les positions vers Marchiennes, reprend Douai, Le Quesnoy, Bouchain. Par ses triomphes, il fait avancer la paix. Dans le château de Zeist près de la ville d’Utrecht enrichie par la fabrication du velours d’Utrecht grâce à un certain Havart, huguenot exilé, les traités d’Utrecht du 11 avril 1713 au 7 septembre 1714 mettent fin à la guerre entre la France, puis l’Espagne, et la Grande-Bretagne, les Provinces-Unies, la Prusse, le Portugal, la Savoie. Anne Stuart reine victorieuse et femme infortunée mourait le 1er août 1714 et ainsi que le dit le Dr Arbuthnot à Swift : “I believe sleep was never more welcome to a weary traveller than death was to her.”46 C’est à Villars et à Eugène qui s’estimaient que revint l’honneur de préparer les traités de Rastadt et de Bade entre l’empereur Charles VI et la France dans l’ancien château de Louis de Bade alors que les cours de France et d’Espagne sont endeuillées à nouveau par la mort à Madrid le 14 février 1714 de la très aimée reine Marie-Louise et le 4 mai à Marly par celle du duc de Berry. De Villars qu’il admirait Voltaire écrit :

          
            Il n’y a guère eu d’homme dont la fortune ait fait plus de jaloux et ait dû moins en faire… Il n’avait point d’art ni celui de se faire des amis, ni celui de se faire valoir, quoi qu’il parlât de lui-même comme il méritait que les autres en parlassent.47

          

           Le nouvel équilibre européen était fixé pour la génération suivante par la génération disparue ou proche de disparaître. La Grande-Bretagne prenait, aux dépens de la Hollande, une position primordiale dans le commerce mondial ; la France avait perdu, elle, la partie sur les mers, mais gardait à peu près les frontières acquises. La Flandre belge enlevée à l’Espagne passait à la Hollande ; les dédommagements italiens accordés à l’Empereur dispersaient ses forces, ce qui présageait, avec la royauté de Victor-Amédée en Sicile puis en Sardaigne, des crises ultérieures avant l’unification, tandis que montait la puissance prussienne. Voltaire qualifie la succession d’Espagne de guerre civile dans son chapitre XVI et à nouveau dans le chapitre XXIV : “J’ose encore appeler cette longue guerre une guerre civile.”48 Les familles des monarchies européennes et les peuples y furent opposés avec des retournements stupéfiants du destin, telles la mort de Joseph II et les victoires françaises succédant soudain à une défaite presque totale. Cette guerre fut-elle “la plus juste et la plus indispensable”49 comme l’affirme Voltaire ? Au-delà de quelques grands personnages historiques exceptionnels par leur valeur ou par leur destin, il est possible de conclure en remarquant que si la guerre de la Succession d’Espagne n’avait pas éclaté en 1701, la réunion des empires autrichien et espagnol en 1711 aurait provoqué sûrement une crise dramatique comme peut le faire penser la succession d’Autriche à partir de 1740, les guerres de Troie européennes n’ayant jamais pu être empêchées dans le passé.
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           Le 13 août 1704, John Churchill, duc de Marlborough, griffonne à la hâte pour son épouse un billet resté célèbre: “I have not time to say more, but to beg you will give my duty to the queen, and let her know her army has had a glorious victory.”1 C’est au château de Windsor que la nouvelle parviendra à la reine. A la suite de manœuvres d’une audace stupéfiante pour faire passer l’armée des alliés des Provinces-Unies jusqu’au Danube, il venait de remporter la victoire de Blindheim ou Blenheim (Höchstädt en français) contre les armées française et bavaroise, assurant la gloire de son pays comme la sauvegarde de l’Autriche. Stupéfaite, l’Europe coalisée envisage de vaincre définitivement Louis XIV et de mettre rapidement fin à la guerre de succession d’Espagne qui a débuté en 1702. L’imagination anglaise d’alors s’enthousiasma devant le succès, le nombre de prisonniers dont le maréchal Tallart, le Te Deum célébré dans la cathédrale St. Paul. Le don par la reine, en janvier 1705, du domaine royal de Woodstock (mille hectares) dans l’Oxfordshire pour perpétuer “the great services performed by the Duke of Marlborough”2 fut promulgué par le parlement en mars de la même année.

           Il était sous-entendu que la reconnaissance nationale impliquait le financement d’une nouvelle demeure par le Trésor entre les mains de Sidney Godolphin, ami de Marlborough. L’architecte choisi par le duc qui désirait alors faire bâtir une maison d’environ £ 40 000, fut John Vanbrugh, ancien militaire et dramaturge, devenu l’architecte de Castle Howard pour le comte de Carlisle, membre lui aussi du Kit-Cat Club. A ce stade ressortent cinq des protagonistes essentiels dans l’histoire du palais de Blenheim : la reine, le duc et la duchesse de Marlborough, Vanbrugh, Godolphin, dans ce qui va devenir une dialectique de la guerre et de la paix, où interviendront batailles militaires et politiques, ainsi que des conflits de toutes sortes. D’abord la première phase entre 1705 et 1710, soit :

          De l’enthousiasme militaire et artistique à l’opposition politique

           Pour la nouvelle demeure, Blenheim Palace, qui va être construite à Woodstock, Vanbrugh s’inspire du plan de Castle Howard mais en l’agrandissant avec une galerie, ce qui implique le déploiement des façades latérales pour mieux illustrer la geste héroïque à l’origine de l’œuvre. C’est ce qu’illustre le tableau de Godfrey Kneller (1643-1723) commandé en 1708 par la reine et où elle est représentée tendant l’acte de donation à un personnage incarnant la valeur guerrière. Sur le plafond du grand salon, peint par James Thornhill (1676-1734) plus tard, Marlborough offre lui le plan de la bataille de Blenheim à Britannia.

           En février 1705, Vanbrugh, en présence de Marlborough, choisit hardiment le site du palais, non pas dans la partie nord du domaine de Woodstock, mais en tenant compte du vieux château historique des Plantagenêts qu’il veut conserver : donc au-delà de la rivière qui s’enfonce abruptement dans la vallée, sur le plateau méridional du quart sud-est du parc inclus dans la vaste courbe de la Glyme. Comme accès à la nouvelle demeure, il prévoit une allée monumentale de deux kilomètres et demi partant du nord, et un pont rejoignant les deux rives au-dessus des prairies marécageuses, afin de voir, en arrivant, à la fois Woodstock Manor, le futur pont et le palais dans une composition semi-naturaliste. Marlborough est tout à fait enthousiaste. L’équipe de base se forme autour de Vanbrugh, avec Nicholas Hawksmoor (1661-1736) pour la demeure, Henry Wise (1633-1738) aidé de Stephen Switzer (1683-1745) pour les jardins et Charles Bridgeman (1709-1738) pour les plantations.

           Elle inclut des maîtres maçons réputés, Edward Strong père et fils, et Samuel Travers pour les rapports avec le Trésor. En juin 1705, mille hommes, puis mille cinq cents en août creusent les fondations de Blenheim et préparent les jardins, taillent les pierres provenant de dix-neuf carrières, convoyées par une armée de charretiers dans ce domaine de mille hectares totalement bouleversé. En août les fondations du bâtiment principal sont finies, les murs des jardins très avancés, de sorte qu’à partir du printemps 1706 Wise peut faire venir des tombereaux d’arbres et de plantes de Brompton Park. En 1708, les jardins sont presque terminés à l’exception du grand parterre et du “Woodwork,” ou jardin d’arbustes vivaces taillés et de fontaines, avec leurs murs à bastions inspirés des ouvrages de fortification militaire. C’est une création unique en son genre “very pleasing to all the martial genius’s [sic] of our country… after the Roman manner,”3 écrit Switzer. Le plan des jardins de Wise datant de 1705 montre également la maison dépourvue d’ailes en retour, au contraire du plan de Wise et de Vanbrugh dessiné par Bridgeman en 1709.

           En effet, deux extensions seront soumises à Godolphin en l’absence de Marlborough, approuvées et exécutées, comme l’écrit Vanbrugh au duc le 22 juin 1705 :

          
            
              The only Alteration is in the first entrance of the house, where by bringing the break forward the Hall is enlarg’d a Portico added… This alteration adds wonderfully to the Beauty, regularity and Magnificence of the Building.
              4
            

          

           Cela entraîne, le mois suivant, un emplacement différent des ailes: “the chappelle [sic] by this change is instead of lying behind the Collonade [sic] now at the end of it… and the kitchen the same in the other side.”5 A ce moment-là, Marlborough demande une maquette qui est exécutée et déposée à Kensington en août 1705 “so that every thing might be resolv’d, to prevent alterations.”6 Elles se produiront quand même.

           L’année suivante, d’une part les Pays-Bas espagnols passent à la grande Alliance grâce à la victoire de Marlborough à Ramillies (22 mai) qui provoque la déroute de l’armée franco-bavaroise, d’autre part la péninsule italienne s’ouvre à l’Autriche après la prise de Turin (7 septembre) par le prince Eugène. La duchesse mène elle une guerre d’usure contre la reine pour que son gendre Sunderland devienne secrétaire d’état. Quant à Vanbrugh, il remporte une victoire architecturale car le duc choisit son projet d’un pont grandiose jugé extravagant par sa femme. Il consiste en une arche centrale de trente mètres de long avec deux arches secondaires pour enjamber les trois bras de la rivière. Switzer et Wise engagent donc d’énormes terrassements nécessaires à la création d’une chaussée aux extrémités de l’ouvrage dont ils feront les fondations en 1708. Le site déjà rude se transforme en chaos dans l’alignement du palais naissant ; mais, le duc soutenu par ses succès guerriers, reste très attaché à ces plans :

          
            
              I am so persuaded that this campaign will bring us a good peace that I beg of you to do all you can that the house at Woodstock may be carried up as much as possible that I may have a prospect of living in it.
              7
            

          

           La troisième grande modification de Blenheim, au printemps 1707, concerne la façade sud ; les murs rustiques, en partie construits entre les tours et le portique, furent démolis pour être refaits avec un revêtement de pierre de taille. En 1708, les bases des colonnes doriques étaient transformées pour y appuyer des colonnes cannelées d’ordre corinthien, tandis que le vestibule de circulaire devient rectangulaire, puis s’ouvre par un portique sur la façade nord surélevée de deux mètres dans sa partie centrale, en juillet 1709. Cela entraîne le changement de l’ordre dorique en corinthien des pilastres et des colonnes dont les fûts doivent suivre l’élan vertical sans épaississement pour respecter les ouvertures envisagées. Marlborough avait donné son accord ; le clair-étage et le portique donnent plus de hauteur à la façade ainsi mieux recentrée, alors que pour les quatre tours sont prévues d’imposantes lanternes de plus de six mètres surmontées d’ornements martiaux d’environ quatre mètres. Finalement, le développement latéral des communs sert à créer par ailleurs l’immense cour d’honneur de plus d’un hectare. Les dépenses devenues exorbitantes, dépassent £ 500 par semaine.

           Mais, si en 1707, l’union des royaumes d’Angleterre et d’Ecosse est heureusement signée, la conduite de la guerre s’avère mauvaise. En Espagne, la défaite à Almansa (le 25 avril) des troupes impériales, par l’armée du duc de Berwick (neveu de Marlborough) établit Philippe V sur le trône. En France, l’attaque combinée de Toulon par Marlborough et par l’empereur échoue en septembre. Le duc et Godolphin, épuisés, aspirent à se retirer d’autant plus que leur pays commence à se lasser de la guerre. Le duc avait écrit à sa femme en juin :

          
            
              It is true what you say of Woodstock that it is very much at my heart, especially when we are in prosperity for then my whole thoughts are of retiring with you to that place for while I live if there be trouble, 1 must have my share of them.
              8
            

          

           Au début de l’année 1708, Godolphin et Marlborough menacent de démissionner si la reine ne renvoie pas Harley dont ils connaissent les intrigues avec les tories, et la contraignent ainsi à accepter un ministère totalement whig qui leur donnera son soutien dans la conduite de la guerre. La tentative de débarquement du prétendant Stuart, Jacques III, en Ecosse avec l’aide de la France, réveille le sentiment national. Mais, à la Cour, la mésentente s’installe entre la reine et Sarah duchesse de Marlborough, pourtant amies de toujours. La duchesse est en effet très jalouse de l’influence grandissante de la cousine et protégée qu’elle y avait fait entrer, Abigail Masham apparentée également à Robert Harley qui sait utiliser la situation. Avant que le duc ne reparte en campagne, la reine lui avait écrit :

          
            
              You know I have often had the misfortune of falling under the Duchess of Marlborough’s displeasure, and now, after several reconciliations, she is again relapsed into her cold unkind way. Some people will blame her, others me, and a great many both. Therefore for God Almighty’s sake, for the Duchess of Marlborough’s, your own and my poor sake, endeavour all you can to persuade Mrs Freeman out of this strange unreasonable resolution.
              9
            

          

           La victoire de Marlborough à Oudenarde (11 juillet 1708), bien qu’elle se transformât en désastre pour la France, n’est pas accueillie avec enthousiasme en Angleterre ; le Te Deum fournit une autre occasion à Sarah d’accabler la reine de reproches et de rappels des services passés et présents : “your Majesty chose a very wrong Day to mortify me when we were just going to return thanks for a Victory obtained by Lord Marlborough.”10 C’est en vain que Godolphin et le duc essaient d’apaiser cette guerre intestine dont ils subissent les conséquences. Le duc n’avait-il pas en mai 1708 écrit à sa femme: “when you are kind I covett [sic] of all things a quiet life with you.”11 La reine s’adresse inutilement à la duchesse en septembre: “… there being nothing I am more desirous of than to have a thorow [sic] understanding between deare [sic] Mrs Freeman and her poor unfortunate faithfull [sic] Morley.”12 La mort du prince Georges de Danemark le 28 octobre n’amène qu’un rapprochement momentané, et les intrigues tories s’intensifient comme leurs relations secrètes avec Anne Stuart par l’intermédiaire d’Abigail Masham et de Harley.

           Les pourparlers de paix du printemps 1709 étant un échec puisque le mot d’ordre whig reste : “no peace without Spain,”13 la Grande Alliance poursuit l’offensive. Tournai capitule (3 septembre), mais la sanglante bataille de Malplaquet (11 septembre) est l’antithèse émotionnelle de Blenheim pour les Britanniques. Malgré la prise de Lille (23 octobre-3 décembre), la guerre interminable et coûteuse aboutit au lieu de la paix espérée au traité de la Barrière au profit de la Hollande. Alors que Marlborough doit suivre la politique de la junte whig afin de continuer à avoir un appui, on commence à penser qu’il poursuit les opérations militaires pour sa propre gloire, surtout après sa demande à la reine de nomination à vie en tant que commandant en chef de l’armée.

           Quant à Vanbrugh, il procède à Woodstock aux extensions du plan du palais acceptées par le duc, en mettant la duchesse exaspérée devant le fait accompli : “The House was since the estimate resolved to be raised about six feet higher in the principal part of it.”14 Sarah réussit elle à entreprendre à cette époque la construction de Marlborough House à Saint-James, qui durera seulement deux ans et ne coûtera que £ 50 000. Irritée par les travaux de consolidation (£ 1000) du vieux château, elle en ordonne la destruction. Le 11 juin 1709, Vanbrugh lui adresse ses “Reasons for preserving some Part of the old Manor at Blenheim.”15 Très en avance sur son temps, il se montre innovateur pour ce qui est des relations entre jardins et peinture (“the Manor… would make one of the most Agreeable Objects that the best of Landskip Painters can in vent”) et de l’intégration de ruines dans un parc. Ce n’est qu’en 1758 que la terrasse de Rievaulx sera construite, en 1768 que Fountains Abbey sera incorporée à Studley Royal.

           Cependant, le climat politique se détériore. Les tories de la Haute Eglise anglicane, hostiles aux Dissidents, aux principes de la Glorieuse Révolution et à la guerre, choisissent un certain Henry Sacheverell (1674 ? - 1724) pour prêcher devant le Lord Maire et les échevins londoniens un sermon enflammé le 5 novembre 1709 pour la double commémoration de l’échec de la conspiration des Poudres et du débarquement réussi de Guillaume III. Sa mise en accusation devant la Chambre des Lords en janvier 1710 le transforme en héros, provoque les émeutes de mars contre les Dissidents, et quelques mois après, la chute des whigs. La reine et la duchesse auront eu une dernière entrevue dramatique en avril avant que Sunderland ne soit renvoyé en juin et Godolphin en août.

           A la suite du nouvel échec de tentatives de paix à Gertruydenberg (mars à juillet) et malgré la défaite de l’armée franco-espagnole à Saragosse (20 août) obligeant Philippe V à quitter Madrid au profit de Charles III, l’élection en masse des tories en octobre aboutit à la prise du ministère par St. John et par Harley. Marlborough est privé de ses soutiens habituels, et tout bascule dans une nouvelle phase où les batailles journalistiques vont renforcer les rivalités militaires et politiques, bientôt suivies de conflits juridiques. Les constructions à Woodstock vont en subir les conséquences, ce qui va faire l’objet de la deuxième partie.

          Blenheim dans la tourmente

           Henry Joynes, un des deux premiers contrôleurs et conducteurs de travaux, écrit à Samuel Travers que le renvoi du Lord Treasurer : “will make people in ye country not give such credits as ye worke [sic] will require.”16 Quelques chapiteaux et colonnes sont brisés par les ouvriers endettés puisque le Trésor envoie de moins en moins d’argent. La duchesse ordonne l’arrêt des travaux d’autant plus qu’à ce moment-là Marlborough découragé et las lui a écrit : “whilst Lord Godolphin was in and I had the queen’s favour, I was very earnest to have it [Blenheim] finished; but as it is, I am grown very indifferent.”17 Le 8 octobre, Travers arrive à Blenheim et donne £ 300 de sa poche aux ouvriers car: “some of the many poor starveing [sic] people liveing [sic] remote could neither subsist here nor go home.”18

           De son côté, Vanbrugh parvient à obtenir £ 7.000 pour couvrir le bâtiment central et l’aile des cuisines avant l’hiver. En effet, Harley craint à la fois la démission de Marlborough et l’opinion publique anglaise ; ainsi que l’architecte l’écrit au duc fin 1710 :

          
            
              altho [sic] it [Blenheim] was intended as a Privat [sic] Habitation for your Grace and your Posterity; yet it was at the same time meant a Monument of the glorious successes of her Reign [the queen’s] that accordingly in laying the Design the Principal regard was to be had on that side, which absolutely required Magnificence, Beauty and Duration.
              19
            

          

           L’année se termine avec la double victoire du duc de Vendôme en Espagne à Brihuega contre l’armée anglaise le 9 décembre, le lendemain à Villaviciosa contre l’armée autrichienne. Philippe V, roi désormais incontesté, regagne Madrid. La guerre paraît de plus en plus inutile. La duchesse de Marlborough n’a pas menacé en vain au cours de l’été 1710 de publier les lettres de la reine : elle est démise de toutes ses fonctions en janvier 1711. Harley devenu comte d’Oxford, et St. John vicomte Bolingbroke continuent momentanément à donner leur appui à Marlborough pour la campagne militaire qui se termine avec la prise de Bouchain le 14 septembre. Cependant, la mort de l’empereur Joseph II le 17 avril avait amorcé un nouveau déséquilibre européen plus grave encore que l’occupation du trône de Charles II par un Bourbon, puisque Charles VI d’Autriche se veut toujours Charles III d’Espagne. Bolingbroke mène donc des négociations secrètes de paix séparée avec la France, et Marlborough peut être renvoyé par la reine le 31 décembre 1711 sous prétexte de malversations, et être remplacé aux armées par le duc d Ormonde en 1712. La venue du prince Eugène à Londres pour relancer la Grande Alliance s’avère inutile.

           Le financement des travaux à Blenheim s’arrête en mai 1712. La dette s’élève alors à £ 45 000. Les attaques journalistiques de Swift avaient préparé l’opinion grâce à The Examiner lancé en juin 1710. Le numéro du 23 novembre établissait un cinglant parallèle entre “A Bill of Roman Gratitude… 2d. for a crown of laurel” et “A Bill of British Ingratitude,”20 soit £ 540 000 obtenues par Marlborough dont £ 40 000 représentant la valeur du domaine de Woodstock et £ 200 000 qu’avait alors coûté l’érection du palais de Blenheim.

           Quant à la paix, si la victoire décisive de la France à Denain (24 juillet 1712) la fit progresser, elle avait été préparée par Bolingbroke et par le pamphlet de Swift, The Conduct of the Allies (27 novembre 1711). Il y dénonçait la malhonnêteté égoïste des whigs et exaltait le patriotisme désintéressé des tories :

          
            
              their proceedings at present are meant to serve their country, directly against their private interest; whatever clamour may be raised by those who, for their vilest ends, would move Heaven and earth to oppose their measures.
              21
            

          

           La paix commencera enfin à être signée à Utrecht en 1713, puis à Rastadt et à Baden en 1714. Godolphin est mort le 15 septembre 1712. Les Marlborough quittent l’Angleterre pour partir en exil, et Blenheim est confié à deux hommes : Henry Johnes pour surveiller un hectare et demi de bâtiments en cours de construction ; Tilleman Bobart, mille hectares de parc et jardins. Vanbrugh lui s’installe dans le vieux château de Woodstock d’où il peut apercevoir son rêve de palais héroïque et théâtral, et l’immense pont toujours sans lien avec les rives. N’avait-il pas écrit à Harley en 1710: “I cannot help looking on this Building with ye tenderness of a sort of child of my own?”22

          
             
            Sa mention dans sa lettre du 25 janvier 1713 au maire de Woodstock des “continual plague and bitter persecution [the duke] has most barbarously been followed with these two years past,”
            23
             lui vaut son renvoi du “Board of Works” en cours d’année.
          

           Toutefois, la grave maladie d’Anne Stuart pendant l’hiver 1713, les pourparlers infructueux pour amener son frère Jacques III à devenir protestant et lui succéder aux dépens de l’Electeur de Hanovre, rendent précaire le pouvoir de Bolingbroke. Malgré le renvoi de Harley le 27 juillet 1714, c’est Shrewsbury que la reine mourante choisit comme Lord Treasurer afin qu’il prépare, non pas une succession stuart, mais hanovrienne. En débarquant à Greenwich (18 septembre 1714) Georges Ier salue le duc de Marlborough (rentré d’exil le 2 août) par ces mots : “My lord Duke, I hope your troubles are over.”24 Pouvait-il en être de même pour Blenheim ?

           L’insurrection jacobite qui éclate en Ecosse au cours de l’année 1715 suspend toute nouvelle campagne de travaux à Woodstock. Marlborough donne les instructions nécessaires pour le mouvement des troupes et fait collecter des fonds afin de soutenir la banque d’Angleterre. Les whigs à nouveau au pouvoir inculpent Harley, déchoient de leurs droits Bolingbroke et Ormonde qui se sont enfuis en France. L’ordre se rétablissant, Vanbrugh est nommé chevalier et retrouve ses fonctions. Il va à Blenheim avec Marlborough pour évaluer la situation. L’énorme dette (£ 45 000) est reconnue et évaluée par le Trésor. Le paiement intégral est assuré aux créanciers de moins de £ 10, un tiers seulement aux autres, dont Vanbrugh. La plupart des maîtres artisans et artistes, tel le sculpteur Grinling Gibbons, refusent désormais de travailler à Blenheim.

           Le chantier reprend vie malgré tout au cours du printemps 1716, mais sous la surveillance de la duchesse, car la mort de leur deuxième fille, la comtesse de Sunderland, le 15 avril a fini d’ébranler la santé de Marlborough déjà compromise par ses charges, ses multiples voyages, les conflits sans fin. Il aura une première attaque en mai 1716, une deuxième en novembre. Blenheim est alors dans un état apparemment désespéré : tout a été commencé, presque rien n’a été terminé comme le montre le plan de Tilleman Bobart : il n’y a pas de croisées aux fenêtres, pas de dallage dans le vestibule, pas de plafond dans la galerie, pas de marches pour les entrées, et dans la plupart des pièces tout reste à faire.

           Après s’être adressé à Vanbrugh, ami du duc de Newcastle, pour un projet de mariage entre ce dernier et sa petite-fille, Henrietta Godolphin, la duchesse utilise les services d’un marieur professionnel. Ses relations avec l’architecte se détériorent d’autant plus que leur antagonisme architectural n’a fait qu’augmenter. Woodstock Manor qu’elle croyait détruit depuis l’été 1709 est toujours là, bien consolidé. Vanbrugh lui écrit le 10 juillet 1716 avec une certaine naïveté provocatrice: “I am obliged to your Grace for the offer you are pleas’d to make me of the Lodge but I thought you had known I was remov’d three years ago in the Old Manor.”25 Toutefois Sarah est encore plus exaspérée par le pont: “that which makes it so much prettier than London Bridge is that you may sit in six rooms and look out at a window into the high arch, while the coaches are driving over your head.”26 C’est donc en vain que Vanbrugh avait essayé de la rassurer :

          
            
              I will venture my whole prophetic skill… that I shall have the satisfaction to see your Grace fonder of it than any part whatsoever of the House, Gardens or Park… And if at last there is a house found in that Bridge your Grace will live in it.
              27
            

          

           Poussée à bout, la duchesse envoie la liste de ses griefs à un ami de l’architecte (le général Richards). Ils se résument à deux hypothèses : soit Blenheim non terminé ne pourra servir au duc et à ses descendants, soit la finition des travaux compromettra sa fortune et celle de ses enfants. Vanbrugh, mis au courant, envoie sa lettre de démission le 8 novembre 1716 :

          
            
              I shall… have only this concern on his [the duke’s] account… that your Grace having like the Queen thought fit to get rid of a faithful servant; the torys [sic] will have the pleasure to see your Glassmaker Moor tnake just an end of the Dukes building as her Minister Harley did of his Victorys [sic] for which it was erected.
              28
            

          

           Deux jours après, Marlborough avait sa seconde attaque, et la duchesse conduisait en effet les travaux de 1716 à 1722 avec James Moore, très bon ébéniste mais non pas architecte. Hawksmoor lui succédera de 1722 à 1725. Les Marlborough peuvent enfin vivre dans les appartements privés en 1719. Entretemps, James Thornhill a peint le plafond du vestibule en 1716, Louis Laguerre (1663-1721) les murs du grand salon trois ans après, tandis que les beaux esprits d’alors, tel Lord Berkeley, se gaussaient du pont qui semblait inutile : “Now it is built, the business is to make a river, for at present you might without straining yourself, jump over it.”29 A partir d’avril 1722, la duchesse fait aménager de part et d’autre du pont un lac en deux parties reliées par un canal principal sous l’arche centrale et de deux petits canaux sous les arches latérales. Les travaux durent trois ans, mais n’apparaissent pas sur le plan de 1725 du second Vitruvius Britannicus. C’est John Boydell qui en fera les meilleures estampes en 1752.

           Le duc de Marlborough meurt le 16 juin 1722. Il a légué à son épouse £ 10 000 annuelles pendant cinq ans pour parachever Blenheim. Sarah fait terminer le pont sans les arcatures, les chaussées qui y conduisent, l’orangerie de l’aile orientale, la tour dans la cour des cuisines, celle de la cour des écuries, la chapelle. Mais cette dernière cour ne sera jamais terminée. En effet la duchesse fait construire deux monuments non prévus, en l’honneur de son mari : d’abord l’arc de triomphe entre le village de Woodstock et la vallée de la Glyme, ensuite la colonne de la Victoire à l’extrémité sud de la grande allée d’honneur, d’après le modèle de deux architectes palladiens, un amateur, le comte de Pembroke, un professionnel, Roger Morris (1695-1745). Néanmoins, une autre bataille avait commencé à propos de Blenheim, d’ordre procédurier cette fois-là, couvrant les années 1718 à 1725. Quand le Trésor arrête le financement de la construction en mai 1712, la somme due aux maîtres maçons Strong s’élève à près de £ 10 000. Deux tiers de la dette n’étant pas payés depuis 1716, en 1718 les Strong entament une procédure alternative contre Marlborough et son architecte auprès de la Cour de l’Echiquier. L’affaire est jugée en février 1721 donnant raison aux Strong contre le duc, tandis que d’autres créanciers ont entamé des actions similaires. La duchesse fait donc appel auprès de la Chambre des Lords. Vanbrugh se justifie en affirmant aux maîtres ouvriers et ouvriers que Marlborough est bien leur débiteur. Il produit par ailleurs le mandat que lui avait signé Godolphin le 9 juin 1705 :

          
            
              His Grace John Duke of Marlborough, hath resolv’d to erect a large Fabrick for a Mansion House at Woodstock in the county of Oxon. Know ye that I, the said Sidney Lord Godolphin hereby for; And on the Behalf of the said Duke, constitute and appoint John Vanbrugh Esq. to be Surveyor of all the Works and Buildings so intended to be erected… And do hereby Authorize and Impower him the said John Vanbrugh. to make and sign contracts.
              30
            

          

           L’appel étant rejeté, la duchesse, écrira Strong, “set on foot the great Cause against Every Body that had been concerned in that Building,”31 soit plus de quatre cents personnes dont Vanbrugh. Pour ce faire, elle s’adresse à la Cour de la Chancellerie :

          
            
              for they had combined or confederated together to load the Duke of Marlborough with ye payment of the debts due on account of ye Building, before her late Majesty putt [sic] a stop thereto [and had charged] excessive and unreasonable rates and prices.
              32
            

          

           Le chancelier Macclesfield ordonne en conséquence que tous les travaux de Blenheim soient remesurés pour une nouvelle estimation et décrète que Vanbrugh ne pouvait rien réclamer. Toutefois, ce dernier recouvrera sa créance grâce à l’aide de Robert Walpole: “in spight [sic] of the Hussys teeth, and that out of a sum she expected to receive into her hands towards the discharge of the Blenheim Debts.”33 Il ne restera plus à la duchesse qu’à pratiquer des escarmouches contre sa propre famille dans son livre vert intitulé : “An Account of the Cruel Usage of Any Children.”34 C’est en vain que son ancien chapelain, Francis Hare, lui avait écrit :

          
            
              you say you can’t think you are obliged upon any account not to say the truth or to deny yourself the pleasure of speaking your mind upon any occasion, which opinion is the Foundation of all I think wrong in your Grace’s conduct.
              35
            

          

           Cependant, les procès ont été conclus, les travaux achevés en 1731 pour un montant de £ 300 000 dont 50 000 pour les Marlborough. La paix va-t-elle pouvoir régner à Blenheim ou bien de nouvelles luttes vont-elles surgir ? Dans cette dernière phase va être étudié :

          L’Avènement difficile de la paix

           La pose de la première pierre portant l’inscription : “In memory of the battel [sic] of Blenheim, June 18, 1705, Anno Regina,”36 s’accompagna de cérémonies solennelles et joyeuses : argent jeté dans la terre, musique, danses folkloriques, tandis que des tables chargées de gâteaux, de vin, de bière, attendaient les différents participants. Ces rites ancestraux liés au culte ancien de la Terre Mère célébraient la gestation de la future demeure, représentée par cette pierre ensemençant symboliquement le sillon où elle était placée pour ensuite donner naissance à l’édifice dédié à Mars triomphant. Les entrées nord et sud de la demeure-temple sont des pronaos chargés d’allégories. Le premier, donnant sur l’immense cour d’honneur, est surmonté d’un fronton avec les armes de Marlborough et sa devise “Fiel Pero Desdichado.” (Fidèle mais Malheureux), puis, au-dessus, d’une statue de la victoire et de captifs, et enfin d’un boulet de canon. Pour le deuxième, avait été prévue une statue équestre du duc écrasant ses ennemis, flanquée du lion britannique et de l’aigle impérial auquel lui donnait droit son titre de prince de Mindelheim conféré par l’empereur Joseph II en 1705. Après la prise de la citadelle de Tournai (le 3 septembre 1709), Marlborough s’empara du buste colossal de Louis XIV et des trophées d’armes de la porte royale et les fit parvenir en Angleterre pour surmonter le portique sud. Il y emprisonnait le Roi Soleil, alors défait à plusieurs reprises. La décoration sculpturale des épis lanternes des tours est fondée sur la même symbolique de la victoire anglaise et de la défaite française : les fleurs de lys renversées sur un boulet de canon supportent la couronne ducale.

           L’ornementation devient allégorique sur les pilastres à l’entrée des cours où le lion d’Angleterre lacère le coq gaulois. Cela provoqua les critiques d’Addison dans son numéro 59 du Spectator (8 mai 1711): “Such a Device in so noble a Pile of Building looks like a Pun in an Heroic Poem.”37 Ce “poème héroïque” se poursuit avec la colonne de la Victoire de quarante mètres de haut supportant la statue de Marlborough élevant dans sa main droite une victoire ailée : sur la base sont gravés d’un côté le panégyrique composé en 1728 par Bolingbroke alors gracié, de l’autre “The Acts of Parliament. [which]… shall stand as long as the British name and Language last, Illustrious monument of Marlborough’s glory And of Britain’s gratitude.”38

           Seul Bolingbroke en effet s’était montré capable d’écrire des lignes dignes de Marlborough dont il avait pourtant provoqué la chute. La duchesse accepta donc son texte par un acte, non pas de réconciliation, mais de paix. Elle avait par ailleurs refusé à Vanbrugh l’entrée de Blenheim en 1725. En 1735, elle commanda à Rysbrack une statue de la reine Anne destinée à être placée dans la galerie de Blenheim : “I have a satisfaction in showing this respect to her, because her kindness to me was real. And what happened afterwards was compassed by the contrivance of such as are in power now.”39

           L’inscription choisie rapproche trois des personnes les plus importantes de Blenheim-Woodstock : la reine, qui en fit don et ne s’y rendit jamais, Marlborough, qui en rêvait, ne le vit pas achevé tout en pouvant y vivre quelques années, la duchesse qui sema la discorde, mais paracheva par amour pour son mari une œuvre qu’elle n’appréciait pas. En voici le texte: “To the Memory of queen Ann under whose Auspices John Duke of Marlborough conquered And to whose Munificence He and His Posterity with Gratitude owe the Possession of Blenheim.”40 En effet, Sarah avait déclaré : “I mortally hate all Grandeur and Architecture.”41 Son imagination se limitait au domaine domestique au contraire de Vanbrugh et du duc, même si elle écrivit à une de ses parentes en 1725 :

          
            
              “When… the whole Design [is] compleat’d [sic] it will certainly bee [sic] a wonderful [sic] fine Place, and I believe will be liked by everybody.”
              42
            

          

           Mais tout le monde n’aimait pas Blenheim, et une autre guerre, d’ordre esthétique, s’était déclenchée. Après avoir examiné les plans de Blenheim que Marlborough, très content, lui montrait en septembre 1705, Lord Ailesbury conclut que : “the house is like one mass of stone, without taste of relish.”43 Pope écrivit à peu près la même chose en 1717: “The whole is a most expensive absurdity; and the Duke of Shrewsbury gave a true character of it when he said, it was a great quarry of stones above ground.”44 Horace Walpole, lui, en 1760, jugera l’ensemble “execrable within, without, and almost all round.”45 Que s’était-il donc passé pour que Blenheim semblât si condamnable ?

           Au début de 1712, avant-dernière année de la guerre de la Succession d’Espagne qui va faire passer la Grande-Bretagne au rang de grande puissance européenne, le troisième comte de Shaftesbury écrivit à lord Somers (homme d’état de l’oligarchie whig à nouveau au pouvoir) “A Letter concerning the Art or Science of Design.” Elle circulera rapidement à Londres après la mort de son auteur à Naples, au cours du printemps 1713. Elle sera ensuite adjointe à la cinquième édition des Characteristicks (1732) après les traités d’Utrecht dont le comte attendait “a peace… answerable to that generous spirit with which this was begun and carried on for our own liberty and that of Europe.”46 L’union réussie des deux royaumes, l’équilibre politique confirmé entre monarchie et parlement, une nouvelle voie ne peut que s’ouvrir à l’art britannique s’il se détourne des œuvres de Wren (1632-1723), inspirées par une monarchie absolutiste comme le sont les modèles italiens et français. En conséquence, écrit Shaftesbury à l’encontre de Marlborough “when a great man builds, he will find little quarter from the public, if instead of a beautiful pile, he raises, at a vast expense, such a false and counterfeit piece of magnificence….”47 Switzer, malgré son admiration pour les jardins, les arts et les sciences de la France, émit l’hypothèse que Louis XIV avait encouragé leur essor “… [to] allure and dazle [sic] the Eyes of Europe, and thereby the easier carry on the scheme of Universal Monarchy.”48 L’idée d’un style architectural national rejetant surtout le baroque italien au profit de Palladio et d’Inigo Jones qui avaient su eux retrouver “the Antique Simplicity,”49 est à la base du Vitruvius Britannicus de Colen Campbell.

           Le premier volume paraît en 1715 avec des planches sur Blenheim Palace et Marlborough House dont les architectes respectifs sont prudemment qualifiés de “learned and ingenious gentlemen.”50 L’année suivante, Giacomo Leoni publie à Londres le premier des quatre livres d’architecture de Palladio, avec le texte traduit en français et en anglais par le huguenot réfugié Nicholas Dubois. L’ouvrage est dédié à Georges Ier. En effet, le nouveau style national s’incarnera pendant une trentaine d’années dans l’architecture néo-palladienne sous l’égide de la dynastie hanovrienne de tendance whig. Blenheim ne correspondait plus au nouvel idéal, et l’on se souvient que la colonne de la Victoire fut dessinée par des architectes de l’école palladienne anglaise et non par Hawksmoor à qui échappa également le projet du tombeau du duc au profit de William Kent.

           La duchesse meurt en 1744, mais les épigrammes contre les canaux qu’elle avait fait creuser continuent :

          
            
              The minnows, as through this vast arch they pass,
Cry ‘How like whales we look, thanks to your Grace.’
              51
            

          

           C’est l’arrière-petit-fils des Marlborough, Charles Spencer, quatrième duc en 1758, qui va mettre fin à la guerre esthétique menée alors contre les jardins géométriques, en faisant appel à Lancelot Brown (1715-83). Celui-ci va recouvrir les jardins de pelouses et créer le célèbre lac (deux kilomètres et demi de longueur) au moyen d’un barrage de retenue. Thomas Whately, en 1770, loue la transformation de “… the confined spot where it [Blenheim] was placed on an abyss… into a proud situation, commanding a beautiful prospect of water, and open to an extensive lawn.”52 Toutefois, l’appréciation faite en 1794 par les graveurs John et Josiah Boydell dans leur histoire de la Tamise va plus loin, car elle englobe les jardins et la demeure de Blenheim “cleared of all its former rude, huge and disjointed parts:… enlightened by the combined power of the water into an unrivalled display of magnificent beauty.”53 Comme Whately, ils apprécient la nouvelle et heureuse correspondance entre les dimensions du pont et la vaste étendue des eaux. Reynolds, lui, aura fait dans son treizième discours, en 1786, l’apologie de Vanbrugh “who composed like a painter.”54

           L’aménagement du lac fit disparaître la partie inférieure du pont si cher à Vanbrugh dans les eaux tranquilles qui lui composent un hypogée lacustre, tandis que le duc et la duchesse de Marlborough reposent dans la crypte funéraire de la chapelle du palais. Aux paroles vengeresses du psaume 58 (verset 10) chanté lors du Te Deum célébrant la victoire de Blenheim “The righteous shall rejoice when he seeth the vengeance: he shall wash his feet in the blood of the wicked,” semblent se superposer celles du psaume 23 (verset 2) “He [the Lord] maketh me to lie down in green pastures: he leadeth me beside the still waters.”

           Après d’innombrables conflits, la sérénité pouvait enfin régner dans cette œuvre de paix conçue pour célébrer la guerre qu’est Blenheim Palace. Il en part chaque année le 13 août, depuis près de trois siècles, une réplique de l’étendard de France pris lors de la bataille de 1704, pour être remise par le duc en titre à la reine dans son château de Windsor, afin de rendre hommage à l’Angleterre.
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            Note de l’éditeur

            Pour une traduction commentée et annotée des dix-neuf documents relatifs à Anthony Murray, voir l’article de Cassilde Tournebize, “Recueil de lettres relatives à Anthony Murray fils, de Dollerie et de Grange, Dunfermline, tué à Culloden en 1746,” Etudes Ecossaises 4 (1997) : 239-67.

          

           Les dix-neuf documents inédits concernant Anthony Murray le jeune, de Dollerie et de Grange, Dunfermline, tué à Culloden en 1746, font partie d’un recueil de textes manuscrits relatifs à une famille établie depuis quatre siècles et demi à Dollerie, près de Crieff, dans le Perthshire. Ce recueil est en la possession d’Anthony Murray, l’actuel Laird de Dollerie.1 Ces documents, des lettres à une exception près, retracent l’expédition d’Anthony Murray avec les “’forty-five,” depuis sa décision de s’engager auprès du Prétendant, vers le mois de septembre 1745, jusqu’à sa mort, probablement le 16 avril 1746. La dernière lettre reçue à son sujet est datée du 2 décembre 1746, soit près de huit mois après sa disparition. Cette correspondance a pour auteurs plusieurs épistoliers.

           Sur les dix-huit lettres, six sont écrites par Anthony Murray, les douze autres se partagent entre sept correspondants — parents ou amis de la famille. Une longue note récapitulative, résumant les informations recueillies par le père d’Anthony au sujet de son fils disparu à Culloden, constitue l’avant-dernier document. Les destinataires sont le plus souvent Anthony Murray l’ancien, mais aussi Margaret Murray, épouse d’Anthony.

           Les Murray de Dollerie forment, comme ceux d’Ochtertyre, une branche cadette de la grande famille des Murray de Tullibardine, devenue au XVIIe siècle Atholl. Ils peuvent cependant s’enorgueillir d’avoir eu en commun les mêmes ancêtres du XIIe au XVe siècles. Si les Murray d’Atholl se sont illustrés par leur bravoure, ceux de Dollerie ont joué un rôle plus modeste et plus humain à la tête de leur baronie et plus tard, aux XVIIIe et au XIXe siècles, se sont distingués au Canada, aux Indes, en Chine, en Australie.

           Anthony Murray était le fils unique du sixième Laird de Dollerie, près de Crieff, dans le Perthshire, à la frontière entre les Lowlands et les Highlands. Son père. Anthony Murray l’ancien, surnommé “Auld Dullerie” (1676-1761) était, à en croire Factuel laird, un Ecossais de la vieille tradition, parlant la langue des Lowlands, protestant pur et dur, aux idées bien ancrées sur ses droits féodaux et son rang, ses obligations envers ses tenanciers, et à l’aversion irrépressible pour les habitudes modernes envahissantes, comme celle de boire du thé — stimulant importé et par conséquent impie. Auld Dullerie avait, lors du soulèvement de 1715, joué un rôle au sein de sa communauté, pour essayer — en vain — de sauver Crieff que le Prétendant avait donné l’ordre de brûler.2 Anthony fut élevé à Dollerie, dans la vieille demeure paternelle et épousa Margaret Murray de Grange dont il eut trois enfants : un fils. Anthony, et deux filles, Grizzel et Christian. C’est à Grange où il vivait qu’Anthony Murray prit la décision de rejoindre les troupes des fidèles à la cause stuart, composées en grande partie de Highlanders.

          Attitudes à l’égard de la cause jacobite

           La première lettre de la collection, anonyme, est de toute évidence d’Anthony (par des preuves internes et externes) et adressée à son père, accompagnée de la mention “I hope you will pardon the not dating of it and not directing it.” On comprend qu’il s’agit là d’une mesure de sécurité indispensable au cas où la lettre serait interceptée. En ces périodes de troubles, le courrier pouvait en effet être saisi en route, et toute information imprudente risquait de se retourner contre l’expéditeur ou contre le destinataire. De nombreux messages de cette période ne sont ni signés, ni datés, et ne portent aucune indication permettant de localiser l’expéditeur. Un recueil de lettres n’étant jamais arrivées parce qu’elles furent interceptées par les agents gouvernementaux, fut publié sous le titre de Intercepted Post.

           Il est intéressant de constater qu’Anthony a préféré écrire à son père plutôt que de lui annoncer son engagement de vive voix :

          
            
              The Extreme anxiety I have towards the Prince’s Interest caused me to joine him, without doing myself the Honour (as I thought in duty) to have waited upon you. for I crave pardon for that neglect. Indeed I was afraid of your Displeasure if I should [have] suggested my Intention of the present affair that I have Engaged with….
            

          

           Deux explications peuvent être données à cette attitude : la première est qu’Anthony semble craindre la réaction d’Auld Dullerie. Il n’est pas sûr en effet, que le vieux presbytérien qu’il était aurait épousé la cause du Prétendant. Les partisans de la rébellion se recrutaient surtout parmi les épiscopaliens et les catholiques.3 Une lettre d’Anthony le jeune à sa femme Margaret confirme sa gêne à l’égard de son père en même temps que la fermeté de sa résolution: “I Know my Father will be offended att my not Seeing him but I must depend upon you for making the best of it with him Since I am Resolved to Stand by them Death or Life” (4e lettre). La deuxième explication — qui n’annule pas la première, mais peut la compléter — est que la lettre, montrant l’engagement d’Anthony sans l’accord de son père, mettait ce dernier à l’abri de représailles éventuelles en cas de malheur : “in case all should gang aglae,” selon la vieille formule écossaise, ce qui d’ailleurs arriva.

           Le fait est que pendant la rébellion de 1745, Auld Dullerie resta d’une discrétion totale, à l’image de bien des propriétaires fonciers ayant encore en mémoire la répression qui suivit le soulèvement de 1715. En général, les familles terriennes se réservaient un chemin de repli, de façon à préserver leurs biens, quelle que fût l’issue du conflit. Dans de nombreuses familles, d’ailleurs, certains membres se ralliaient au Prétendant tandis que les autres restaient neutres ou encore soutenaient le gouvernement anglais, ce qui équilibrait les risques. Un mémento rédigé par l’un des descendants d’Auld Dullerie, “Anthony the Lawyer,” plus d’un siècle après la rébellion jacobite, semble épouser la thèse de la neutralité prudente : “Memento of 1745 : Anthony Murray of the day did not take part in politics and had ribbons ready for events as they might turn out.” Cette neutralité avisée ne veut pas dire que les sympathies du vieux laird n’allaient pas au clan jacobite. Peut-être éprouvait-il le même sentiment que sa belle-fille qui, demandant son indulgence à l’égard d’Anthony, trouve les mots que bien des parents durent avoir : “I cannot denay my good will to the caus, for I think it just but at the seame time wold nether advised nor wished hem to go & ashours you I could not help it…” (7e lettre).

           Cette lettre traduit bien l’état d’esprit de la plupart des habitants des Lowlands. Si dans les Highlands il n’était pas besoin de faire usage de la force pour embrigader les troupes jacobites, bien que ce fût souvent le motif invoqué après l’écrasement de la rébellion, il n’en était pas de même dans les Lowlands où les lairds devaient parfois faire appel à des bandes de Highlanders pour contraindre leurs tenanciers à s’engager dans les rangs jacobites. Contrairement à ce qu’on a pu penser, peu jouèrent un double jeu, et si beaucoup n’ont pas pris position par crainte d’un dénouement fatal ou parce que l’adroite diplomatie gouvernementale du Lord Président Forbes les en dissuadait, ils étaient en fait jacobites de cœur (c’est ce qui s’avéra pour cet incorrigible mystificateur que fut Lord Lovat, qui le paya de sa vie).4 Il y a tout lieu de penser qu’Auld Dullerie répondait à cette définition ; le soin minutieux, marque de tendresse teintée d’admiration, avec lequel il recueillit, après la mort de son fils, le moindre témoignage sur l’engagement de celui-ci, relève d’une piété bien compréhensible, mais on peut également y voir une certaine sympathie à défaut d’une adhésion idéologique. Robert Duning, l’un des épistoliers, commerçant ou régisseur à Perth, ne semble pas avoir éprouvé à l’endroit de la cause jacobite des sentiments sans mélange. Sa lettre du 12 septembre 1745 évoque le départ des troupes du Prince — qui quittèrent Perth le 11 septembre — à son soulagement, semble-t-il : “Now we have great quietness here since Prince Charles & his army left this plaes….” Si le Prince lui fait bonne impression, il n’en est pas tout à fait de même de son armée :

          
            I hope you received no damage by the Prince’s Army wch. was a most loose kind of people and I really think acted far beyond what the Prince inclined who I took to be a Discreet pleasant youth. I seed him several times both on foot & horse Back made a very good Appearance seems very fitt for warlike expeditions. (2e lettre)

          

           Une deuxième lettre de R. Duning, datée du 6 novembre 1745, évoque son affliction après l’émeute anti-jacobite provoquée par l’un de ses amis, Robert Gardner, qui dut s’enfuir pour avoir la vie sauve, en laissant une femme et trois enfants en bas âge. Duning demande à Auld Dullerie d’intercéder en sa faveur auprès des Lords Drummond of Strathallan et Oliphant of Gask, deux champions de la cause jacobite, car bien qu’innocent, il est persécuté en tant qu’ami des instigateurs de l’émeute : “yea heaters of that most bass action are exceedingly ill lookt on for it.”

           Quant aux Highlanders, leur réputation n’est plus à faire: “It is now dangerous to be any way distant from this town because of open Robries committed on the highway by the highland men in this place that goes out to the country and damages people going and comeing very much, and as yet no notice taken of them” (6e lettre). Environ une semaine après, le 12 novembre 1745 (8e lettre), il remercie Auld Dullerie pour son intervention qui pourtant n’a pas eu grand effet. Sa seule consolation étant que d’autres sont aussi durement traités que lui. Le jugement qu’il porte sur les partisans du Prince est sévère :

          
            
              Here now doe I see the Prince’s Manifesta Broke & the Laws of France introduced not only agst me but against the Gentlemen in the Shire in summoning them in to pay some 100 some 200 and some 300 £ st for not riseing in Rebellion agst the Man theyve Sworn tu Support. But all this will never doe any Service to the Prince but farther make him and his Govt. abominable to the people.
            

          

           Il ne cache pas à Auld Dullerie ses sentiments sur cette malheureuse aventure: “I shall only say May the Lord pity poor Scotland under this present distress et dans sa dernière lettre (13e lettre, 6 décembre 1745) au Laird de Dollerie, il ne semble pas hésiter sur les intentions de Dieu: “I’m fully in the opinion that the Lord may allow the Country to get a Scourge yet never will he allow a Papist to sway the Scepter instead of a Protestant.” Faut-il en déduire que le laird de Dollerie partageait les vues de Robert Duning ? On est réduit à des conjectures, mais il est permis de penser qu’Auld Dullerie était un “canny Scot” de la vieille école, dissimulant ses sympathies pour sauvegarder sa situation.

          L’expédition d’Anthony Murray

           Il est difficile de savoir exactement quand Anthony Murray partit rejoindre l’armée du Prince, sa première lettre n’étant pas datée. La lettre de R. Duning (2e lettre du 12 septembre 1745), signale le départ des troupes du Prince le 11 septembre, après un séjour à Perth de près d’une semaine : Perth fut en effet prise le 4 septembre par les rebelles qui suscitèrent de nombreux ralliements, dont le plus célèbre fut celui de Lord George Murray, frère cadet du duc d’Atholl, qui se distingua par son courage et ses qualités incontestables de stratège. On pourrait penser qu’Anthony a suivi les hommes du Prince et se dirige vers Edimbourg. La troisième lettre de la collection, datée du 21 septembre 1745, est écrite par Anthony à Culross, village au nord de la Forth et à deux ou trois miles d’East Grange, sa propriété et celle de sa femme. Plusieurs questions se posent au sujet de cette lettre. Tout d’abord, que faisait Anthony si près de chez lui ? La seule réponse plausible est, semble-t-il, qu’ayant décidé de servir le Prince, il allait le rejoindre à Edimbourg — tombée sans résistance le 17 septembre — trop tard cependant pour participer à la bataille de Prestonpans (21 septembre 1745), victoire éclatante des troupes du Prince sur le général Cope. Quand il écrit sa lettre. Anthony sait que la bataille vient d’avoir lieu : “I am perfectly informed that the King’s army has got a defeat.” Mais les informations qui lui parviennent sont de faux bruits: “It is said that General Cope is killed or wounded, the Duke of Perth in the Saine Situation… It is generally talked here That the black horse are Cut off. Colonell Gardiner could not trust his men and the Scots refused to take the Front” ; or, ni Sir John Cope, lieutenant général, commandant l’armée gouvernementale à Prestonpans, dont les piètres qualités de stratège furent la risée du Royaume-Uni tout entier,5 ni le duc de Perth qui se battait du côté jacobite, ne furent tués ; quant au colonel James Gardiner, il trouva la mort dans les rangs gouvernementaux à Prestonpans. On peut aussi, au sujet de cette lettre, se demander pourquoi Anthony écrit à Margaret, sa femme, au lieu d’aller la voir à Grange puisqu’il en est si près ? La seule réponse vraisemblable serait qu’il vient de quitter Grange parce que sa décision de suivre le Prince est récente. Culross serait donc sa première halte sur la route d’Edimbourg. Il n’est donc pas sûr que la lettre no 1, écrite à son père, soit réellement antérieure à celle qu’il écrit à sa femme. Il est vraisemblable que sa décision de s’engager dans les rangs du Prince a été prise peu de temps avant d’écrire cette lettre.

           Nous le suivons deux semaines plus tard à Dudingston, aux portes d’Edimbourg, d’où il écrit le 7 octobre (4e lettre) pour faire part à sa femme de sa détermination inébranlable de suivre le Prince. Or, une lettre de Margaret, son épouse, écrite le 7 novembre (7e lettre), nous apprend qu’Anthony a passé cinq jours chez lui. à Grange, et n’a pas pu rejoindre l’armée des Highlanders dans leur marche vers le Sud. La raison en est qu’une chaloupe anglaise avait détruit toute embarcation susceptible de permettre le passage de la Forth à Alloa, ce qui l’obligea à remonter vers le nord-ouest pour traverser le fleuve en amont. Avant d’entreprendre sa percée vers le sud, le Prétendant avait passé plusieurs semaines à Edimbourg à organiser ses troupes en ce qu’on pourrait appeler des régiments de clans. Très peu de régiments venaient des Lowlands. Quatre compagnies de cavalerie, composées de “gentlemen” et de leurs hommes n’atteignaient pas cinq cents combattants en tout.6 Depuis Edimbourg, Anthony avait donc rendu visite à sa famille, en attendant le départ des troupes, et sa déception fut grande au retour de ne pouvoir traverser la Forth à Alloa. A Stirling, où une garnison progouvernementale était postée, tout passage présentait un risque extrême. Anthony dut faire un grand détour à cheval et passer par Donne Castle, en prenant la route de Gleneagles, espérant trouver du renfort chez un ami. Dans cette lettre, Margaret semble mettre en doute la sagesse de son mari qui est parti servir le Prince sans s’assurer qu’il avait suffisamment d’argent — son impécuniosité lui sera préjudiciable — et sans pouvoir compter sur la loyauté de ses serviteurs dont certains se désistent au dernier moment : “when he was just going away his man david then towld, and not till then, that he wold not go which you may believe angered hem not alettel his reason was his wiffe wold not let him but the plen reson was cowrdes….”

           D’après une lettre du 16 novembre (9e lettre) dont il reste peu de chose et dont on ne connaît pas le destinataire, on comprend qu’Anthony Murray se trouve à Doune, en mauvaise santé à la suite d’un rhume probablement attrapé durant son déplacement vers Doune. Il espère, une fois remis, rejoindre le détachement en marche vers le sud, mais il est trop tard et les troupes du Prince ont déjà atteint Carlisle.

           Le 27 novembre (10e lettre) Mary Clark apprend à Auld Dullerie qu’Anthony est à Perth et que son mari s’occupera de lui: “I cane assure you sir he behaves himself very weel so far as I Cane Learn, and I hope will continue to Doe so.” Elle l’informe également de la prise de Carlisle par le Prince (15 novembre 1745): “Sir pleas know ther is an exprese Come from the prince, giving aCount of Carlisle beinge surrendered, with eight thousand stande of armes, And also avaste Deal of moneye, and pleat, and agreat Number of Light horses, whish is of great use to the Princes Armie…” La nouvelle qu’elle donne, du débarquement de Lord John Drummond avec des troupes françaises est confirmée le lendemain par Anthony, depuis Perth (11e lettre): “Lord John Drummond’s Regiment is Expected on Ffriday having landed at Montrose, som days agoe.”

           Anthony Murray n’a toujours pas rejoint les forces du Prince fin décembre. Peut-être sa santé ne lui permet-elle pas d’entreprendre de longues marches. Il est plus vraisemblable de penser qu’il attend à Perth avec les différents détachements qui peuvent intervenir en cas d’attaque des gouvernementaux. Anthony se rend un jour à Dundee où, écrit-il, “there happened a Small Ship of war which to my thought mistook the time of ffireing and when we were safe in the town fired pretty vehemently but they did not the Least harm and So went down the water.” Pendant environ deux mois nous pouvons le situer à Perth ou dans ses environs, rendant visite à des amis comme les Clark, les Gask ou Lord Strathallan.7 Il est très possible qu’Anthony ait fait partie des Perthshire Horse, sous le commandement de Lord Strathallan et dans l’unité de Laurence Oliphant of Gask, compagnie composée non de soldats réguliers, mais de “gentlemen” et de leurs hommes. Cette unité se retrouva à Culloden.

           D’après la lettre que Margaret envoie à son beau-père le 22 décembre 1745 (12e lettre), nous savons qu’Anthony a certainement rendu visite à sa femme en décembre : “when Mr Murray was last hear he said he did not know want his muney.” Elle fait part à son beau-père des dernières rumeurs, d’ailleurs fausses, au sujet d’un débarquement français dont elle a oublié le lieu : “it is about 60 miles to the South of Lond,” et de l’émotion, proche de la panique, qui règne à Londres :

          
            
              and the parlement had sent an order to call in all the horses & oxen to stop their bagage (buts believe they are aforehand with the parlement) & that London is in a great confucation, at the seretenty of this the Duck [Duke of Cumberland] (as they call him) was called back with his army & Wead [Wade] is back to nowCastell its thought on his way to Lond….
            

          

           L’affolement des Londoniens est provoqué par la descente victorieuse des troupes du Prince vers le sud, par la reddition de Carlisle le 15 novembre 1745, de Manchester le 1er et 2 décembre, par la prise de Derby à 130 miles au nord de Londres, le 4 décembre. Le Prétendant et son armée étaient précédés par une réputation qui semait l’épouvante. On disait que les Highlanders mangeaient les enfants, qu’ils en faisaient même leur ordinaire. Ils étaient, pensait-on, des “gibbering aborigenes, speaking an alien tongue, dressed in strange garb, bearing the sort of shield their ancestors might have borne against Julius Caesar.”8 Il est vrai qu’à ce moment-là le prince Charles envisageait de marcher sur Londres, mais George Murray et les chefs écossais qui l’accompagnaient l’en dissuadèrent.

           Le 6 décembre, “vendredi noir,” Charles décida, la mort dans l’âme, le repli de ses troupes — retraite prudente — devant les deux armées anglaises qui se recomposaient : celle du général Wade avec 8 000 hommes et celle du troisième fils de Georges II, le duc de Cumberland (que Margaret appelle de son surnom “the Duck”)9 à Lichfield avec 10 000 hommes.10 Une troisième armée que Hogarth a immortalisée dans The March to Finchley était revenue du Continent pour la défense de Londres. Contre eux le Prince opposait une armée de 5 000 Highlanders mal équipés… Le Prétendant avait pénétré en Angleterre le 8 novembre, il en sortit le 20 décembre. Les nouvelles de sa remontée vers le nord — le 9 décembre à Manchester, le 13-14 à Lancaster, le 19 à Carlisle — font l’objet de rumeurs que Margaret transmet à son beau-père (lettre 12 du 22 décembre), sans réellement s’en alarmer :

          
            
              Sr. George Preston had got accounts that some hundreds of the Prince’s army was seen going in heast to Cartel [Carlisle] wherupon he concluded they had got a defeat & express to his Brother-in-law to Stirling who without any furder information shot around and alearmed all the countrie when ther was nothing but bonfires and rejoysing….
            

          

           Elle ajoute: “the reason of the Prince’s sending a reinforcement back to Carlel was on hearing of Weds [Wade’s] sending to lay seage to it, but there is no such thing as ether an engeagement or bagage taking.” Il semble donc que parmi les proches des rebelles, la confiance en leur victoire n’était pas encore entamée. La façon dont Margaret prend congé de son beau-père illustre bien son état d’esprit: “I am afrayed I have wierid you with my meny news but as theyre good I hop you’ll exquess it.” Dans sa lettre du 26 décembre (13e lettre), Robert Duning confirme la rumeur du débarquement: “It is talked here of French haveing landed but where I cannot tell and their is Different Accotts of the Prince’s retreat and of the D. of Cumberland’s march.” Au sujet d’Anthony, il peut dire : “Your son yet continues perfectly well living regularly,” mais il est assez hésitant lorsqu’il s’agit de l’engagement de celui-ci, sa méfiance envers les papistes l’incitant à la prudence :

          
            
              Your son gets a visit sometimes from the French officers here and they I doe believe would doe him all the services they could and if he would accept of ane Ensigns Commission in the Irish Brigade I believe he would get it but I think he should keep free of all posts yet among them till he sees what becomes of this Affair.
            

          

           Le 3 janvier Anthony est encore à Perth lorsqu’il écrit à sa tante Mrs. Adamson, à Dollerie, et essaie de lui expliquer les raisons de sa confiance en la victoire finale, mais on commence à percevoir quelques signes de doute :

          
            
              The hopes of restoring ane Injured Prince were the Motives of bringing out many to join this Cause and the firm persuasion of fforeign assistance made me believe it would have been more easie, However it is not to be doubted since the Kings of Ffrance and Spain are engaged in the Princes Side. That although Some unsuccessful Events may Ensue yet I firmly believe that He or His brother will Carry through their designs.
            

          

           Anthony se trompe sur l’engagement de la France et de l’Espagne. La France, en particulier, sur laquelle les Jacobites comptaient, avait retiré ses projets d’intervention parce que sa victoire à Fontenoy contre les Anglais, en mai 1745, changeait la conjoncture financière dans laquelle elle se trouvait après la défaite de Dettingen (juin 1743).11 Ce revirement de fortune servit les Hanovriens, alors qu’en 1744, il avait été convenu que Charles Edward rejoindrait l’Ecosse avec 10 000 soldats français à bord. Une expédition fut effectivement organisée sous le commandement du Maréchal de Saxe, au début de l’année 1744, mais de violentes tempêtes l’obligèrent à faire demi-tour.

           La situation était différente en ce début d’année 1746 et le Prince Charles Edward poursuivait sa retraite vers le nord. Ce sont d’ailleurs des forces bien affaiblies qui se repliaient, des troupes dont la composition changeait de façon imprévisible, selon les allées et venues de leurs recrues qui, sans réellement déserter, quittaient les rangs et laissaient parfois l’armée dans une situation de faiblesse. La lettre du 3 janvier montre l’état de précarité dans lequel vivaient les rebelles :

          
            
              It is an great Expense here and without Robing or Stealin many in this place cannot support themselves, but I have had recourse to no Shifts of that Kind. and the truth is the Inhabitants are not unwill to the army in generall. — I must borrow from one or more before this affaire is ended and am alreadie in Debt. The Horses are with the servant Half an Crown each day, I about ane fortnight ago had ane frank offer from ane Spanish Capt. of dividing pockets wt. me; Such persons are unquestionably valuable.
            

          

           La question importante semble être pour Anthony celle des dépenses encourues par un séjour prolongé à Perth: “I drink with none Spirits of any Kind and am happy wt Robert Duning in living very privately but I can give no guess as to the Expense as yet.” Son ami Mr. Clark a, dit-il, “Little or Nothing to live on and has gone through much money.” Il importe pour Anthony de se ménager des connaissances ou des sympathies car les temps sont durs: “it is not by Civill slow persons that this work is to be carried on and although I Know the Vices many are guilty of Yet I make ffriends at all hands in Case I need it ffor I am resolved to stand to the Last.“ Malgré ces circonstances plutôt éprouvantes pour le moral des troupes, Anthony fait apparemment entière confiance au jeune Prince: “My Father needs not be so very diffident of this Cause for although the Prince Retreat and Retreat again Yet his design is Not to Risk ane Engagement without ane probability of Success.” Cette lettre, par laquelle Anthony souhaite une bonne année à sa famille, sera la dernière de sa main.

           Une fois en Ecosse, l’armée du Prince eut pour objectif le château de Stirling, forteresse gouvernementale dont l’importance stratégique explique le nombre de batailles livrées dans ses environs depuis l’époque normande jusqu’à 1746. Charles Edward assiégea Stirling et battit à Falkirk les vétérans des Flandres commandés par le successeur du général Cope, l’incompétent général Hawley. Le récit des combats est donné à Auld Dullerie par Mrs. Oliphant de Gask (lettre 15) : elle recopie en fait la lettre de son fils, engagé dans l’armée jacobite, qui, depuis Bannockburn décrit les combats deux jours après la victoire de Falkirk le 17 janvier. Il ne fait aucun doute que les troupes rebelles ne paraissent pas encore battues : “the enemy have all gone back to Edin. & they say they would not alow the Dragoons to corne into town for fear of our being at their heels we have got a great victory though not a total one which was occasioned by the want of light”: l’action avait commencé, écrit-il, entre trois et quatre heures de l’après-midi, c’est-à-dire très peu de temps avant la tombée de la nuit, mais cette victoire laisse bien présager de l’avenir car “the enemy were the very best troops in Briton.” Il ajoute au sujet du général Hawley: “Hally [Hawley] said the day before the battle he would give any body ten thousand pound that would assure him the Highlanders would fight him, so he has gott his wish and his dichells [= his beating].”

           Malgré l’optimisme de cette lettre, les troupes du Prince poursuivirent leur retraite. Elles passèrent même quelques jours à Crieff, près de Dollerie. Le 3 février un conseil de guerre se tint à la Drummond Arms Inn où après une discussion houleuse il fut décidé de continuer à se replier vers le nord. Le Prince prit cependant le temps de passer ses troupes en revue. Rien dans les lettres qui vont suivre ne nous permet de savoir quand Anthony rejoignit les troupes du Prince. Etait-il à Falkirk ou à Bannockburn ? Nous ne le savons pas. Peut-être le passage des Highlanders à Crieff lui permit-il de les suivre. Eut-il la possibilité de revoir son père ? Toutes ces questions restent sans réponse.

          Culloden

           Le 14 avril 1746, Charles Edward avait réussi à rassembler une armée de 5 000 Highlanders, mal nourris et mal vêtus, sur la lande de Culloden, près d’Inverness, alors que le duc de Cumberland avec ses troupes des Flandres bien équipées, bien entraînées et surtout bien nourries, avait établi son camp près de la ville de Nairn, à douze miles de là. Le lendemain, jour de son vingt-cinquième anniversaire, le Duc fit distribuer de l’alcool à ses troupes qui passèrent une nuit reposante. Pendant leur sommeil, les Highlanders partirent pour une marche de nuit afin de les attaquer par surprise. Ce fut un échec. Ils se perdirent dans le noir, ne trouvèrent pas leurs ennemis et durent retourner épuisés à leur campement. Le 16 avril, à l’aube, Cumberland donna l’ordre d’attaquer.12 Une véritable boucherie attendait les partisans du Prince. Plus de 1 000 Highlanders furent massacrés.

           La seizième lettre, écrite par Henry Clark de Perth et adressée à Auld Dullerie, date du 19 juin 1746, c’est-à-dire deux mois après Culloden et la fin de la rébellion. Jusque là nul ne savait à Dollerie ou à Grange ce qu’il était advenu d’Anthony. Nous apprenons par cette lettre que la veille de la bataille de Culloden il rendit visite à Henry Clark à Inverness où celui-ci était cloué au lit depuis dix-huit jours. Henry Clark n’a donc pas pu participer lui-même à la bataille, mais il a eu des nouvelles d’Anthony: “I hear by several persons of Noate that your son was seen in the ffield with great Curreadge and was wounded and stouad out most Breavly: and by what I Cane hear he got off but to what place god knowes for I know not.”

           Une lettre d’Edimbourg, signée D.C. et remise au voiturier d’Auld Dullerie rapporte le témoignage de trois personnes ayant aperçu Anthony avant la bataille, mais l’ayant perdu de vue. C’est finalement un certain Currie, probablement l’auteur de la lettre précédente, ébéniste à Edimbourg, qui apprend au vieux laird la mort de son fils. Dans un document daté du 19 novembre 1746, Auld Dullerie transcrit minutieusement tout ce qu’il a entendu :

          
            
              Mr Currie told me sometime in September 1746 and thereafter the 12th Nbr that he was accueint with my son Anthony during the Highlanders undertaking for Prince Charles by being severall times in company with him and Mr Fidler ane Edinbr miller who had some consern about the Exchequer he with Anthony were under arms the whole night before the fight at Coloden that ane few minutes before the fight Dr Hume who is brother or relation to Hume of Bathgate Mr Fidler Mr Currie and Anthony Were together and beeing cold after the nights march and instantlie to engeidge the enemy ane or other of them asked if any of them had ane Dram, which Docter Hume answered he had and all these four took ane dram and in the moment after the firing began and Mr Currie never saw Anthony after but in the retreat northmost from Inverness he came up with Anthony’s servant riding on ane white horse with his masters cloghbad and that he asked him why he had left his master and drew his pistol and shoot him for so doing but Mr Fidler or some other stoped his hand, that he knew not the servants name or how I could enquire for anything in the Cloghbag.
            

          

           Ce compte rendu nous informe bien de l’état de fatigue dans lequel se trouvaient les hommes après une nuit de marche. A la question d’Auld Dullerie qui se demande si Anthony avait déjà bu ou était ivre au moment où il prit la rasade de whisky, Currie est formel : “Anthony was noways drunk… they were fatigued and wanted such an opportunitie to get themselves refreshed either with an eat or drink.”

           C’est finalement le témoignage indirect d’un certain Mr Johnston, sergent de son escadron, qui donne la dernière image d’Anthony chargeant courageusement et de façon intrépide contre l’ennemi :

          
            
              Mr Johnston was a serjeant to the squadron where Anthony was and that he told a relation of his att or near Culrosse when he was passing South That when the squadron were flying Anthony cryed Damn you for Cowards are ye — turning your backs, upon which he putt spurrs to his horse and rushed forward against the enemie and Mr Murray who hade been Clerk at Aloa told the same storie of Anthonys pressing forward amongst the enemie when the rest of his squadron gave way and it seems they never so much as stayed to engage the enemie.
            

          

           La dernière lettre vient de Perth et date du 2 décembre 1746. L’expéditeur est un ami de la famille, nommé Geo Stirling, qui pense mettre fin à l’angoisse du vieux laird en levant toute incertitude au sujet de la mort quasi certaine d’Anthony : “Their’s a Nice [niece] of mine here just now… who has seen severall gentlemen who was at the batle of C—n & they all agree, that your son fell their, for they never heard any more, this I thought fitt to auquent you….”Les documents pieusement recueillis par le vieux père s’arrêtent sur cette déclaration.

          Enseignement apporté par les lettres

           La présence de ces lettres permet de tirer plusieurs enseignements au sujet de cette période vécue de façon dramatique par toute une famille : Anthony laissa en effet une veuve de trente ans, un vieux laird de soixante-dix ans avec pour successeur un enfant de dix ans. Il semblerait cependant que, malgré sa stratégie de neutralité, Auld Dullerie n’ait jamais coupé les ponts avec son fils. On est en droit de penser qu’il avait écrit à ses amis ou connaissances de Perth pour leur demander de le tenir informé de l’évolution de la situation concernant son fils. On peut certes y voir à juste titre l’expression de l’angoisse d’un père qui craint pour la vie de son fils unique. On peut aussi y discerner le sentiment que la décision de ce fils est irréfléchie, pour ne pas dire irresponsable. Décrivant Anthony, Currie dit: “he was a qually [quality] gentleman that he never and never shuned hazards and was a man of good sense but that he thought him too easilie led….”

           Anthony était généreux, mais également prompt à dégainer pour relever un affront. La question posée au sujet de l’alcool pris avant la bataille ferait douter de sa sobriété, d’autant plus qu’une phrase de la lettre 14 : “I drink with no Spirits of any kind” pourrait faire allusion à une mauvaise habitude contractée avant les événements ; mais les circonstances, la dure et longue marche de nuit, peuvent très bien expliquer les craintes du vieux père qui sait comment on remonte le moral des combattants.

           Un autre point intéressant concerne le domestique d’Anthony que Geo Stirling décrit sur le cheval de son maître. A cette époque-là, seuls les pauvres partaient non accompagnés à la guerre. Les riches s’entouraient de leurs hommes qu’ils payaient pour les protéger. Anthony se plaint à un moment de manquer d’argent et Margaret, sa femme, critique l’un de ses tenanciers qui refuse de suivre son maître. Or, la position sociale d’Anthony, futur laird de la baronie de Crieff, impliquait qu’il devait engager des dépenses pour ses hommes et pour ses chevaux. Il semble cependant qu’Anthony n’ait jamais eu plus de deux hommes à son service, faute peut-être de pouvoir les payer. Dans la onzième lettre il se plaignait déjà : “the Truth is all here are at an invoidable Expense.” Le 3 janvier (14e lettre) il disait à sa tante que ses chevaux et son serviteur lui coûtaient une demi-couronne par jour. Cette question pécuniaire était probablement l’une des préoccupations d’Auld Dullerie, tout comme il devait craindre que l’ardeur un peu juvénile avec laquelle son fils s’était engagé pour la cause jacobite ne l’amenât à se faire enrôler dans un régiment catholique. Ces inquiétudes furent partagées par plus d’un père à cette époque-là. On trouve dans les Culloden Papers le témoignage de l’un d’eux: “Nothing ever vexed my soul so much as my son’s resolution to go and join the Prince, and venture his person with him, and this mad resolution struck him in the head as soon as he heard the Prince’s landing… I know by his answers that all the creation will not keep him front going to live with that Prince… I must submit to the will of God.”13

           Il apparaît cependant dans le document récapitulatif que ce à quoi Auld Dullerie attacha le plus d’importance était que son fils se soit conduit en gentleman et en homme courageux, qui ne tourne pas le dos à l’ennemi. La dernière image qu’il laisse d’Anthony chargeant sus aux Dragons de Cumberland alors que le reste de son escadron prend la fuite lui donne une stature héroïque. Cet acte de bravoure que confirment différents témoignages, était en accord, semble-t-il, avec le sens de l’honneur du vieux laird.

          ***

           On ne sait si Anthony tomba à Culloden ou s’il ne fut que blessé, auquel cas il dut faire partie des centaines de Highlanders qui furent massacrés alors qu’ils gisaient sur le champ de bataille. Ceux qui furent prisonniers moururent des mauvais traitements infligés. Cumberland gagna à Culloden son surnom de “the Butcher.” On a beaucoup parlé du “romantisme” de la rébellion jacobite, et lorsqu’on lit les lettres d’Anthony on pourrait être tenté de croire que son engagement tient un peu de cet état d’esprit. Il s’engagea de son plein gré comme son rang le lui permettait, et sa foi en la cause jacobite fut inébranlable. Son sens de l’honneur, son attitude chevaleresque et jusqu’à la façon de parler de sa femme (“if I had the three Kingdoms She might command them,” lettre 11, 28 novembre) font de lui un personnage un peu romanesque. William Ferguson rappelle cependant qu’il ne faut pas réduire la révolte jacobite à une aventure fantasque. “It had no such appearance in 1745, not to the government, to the rebels, to the general public nor especially perhaps to those who had to pay Jacobite cess” (149).

           Dans sa lettre du 28 novembre 1745 Anthony indique à son père que Mr. Clark, chez qui il habite, est à Dundee “taking up the Cess in company with 600 men who are Expected to Return with Lord John Drummond.” Il n’y a là rien de très romantique. Ce qui frappe cependant dans ce recueil de lettres, c’est la retenue, pour ne pas dire la réticence de certains correspondants d’Auld Dullerie, comme Robert Duning. On peut imaginer le climat qui devait régner au sein de bien des familles écossaises. William Ferguson a raison de rappeler que loin d’être une “rébellion écossaise” comme elle apparaissait aux Anglais de l’époque, la révolte de 1745 ressembla plutôt à une guerre civile (150). Il suffit pour s’en convaincre de penser qu’une bonne partie de l’armée de Cumberland à Culloden était écossaise.

           La réalité fut dure et sanglante et si Culloden vit la fin de la rébellion, l’esprit jacobite survécut en fait dans l’imaginaire écossais qui, sous l’impulsion du romantisme, donna à “Bonnie Prince Charlie” une dimension de héros national, oubliant sa fuite dépourvue de toute grandeur. Pour Auld Dullerie le phénomène de réparation morale et mentale était, semble-t-il, déjà à l’œuvre lorsque dans le courage, la loyauté et le sacrifice de son fils il trouva les valeurs qui pouvaient réconforter son coeur de père et de laird écossais.
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          1 Je voudrais exprimer ici toute ma reconnaissance à mon ami Anthony Murray, Laird de Dollerie, qui m’a autorisée à publier ces lettres inédites et m’a gentiment fourni les renseignements qui me permettent de resituer cette correspondance. Je voudrais aussi rendre hommage à Jean-Sébastien Dot, neveu d’Anthony Murray, qui a fait un mémoire de maîtrise intitulé : “The Story of a Scottish Family : The Murrays of Dollerie” 1994.
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          I

           This paper is firmly centred in that remarkable period associated with the French Revolution and the varied warfare which became linked with it. At an early stage of the French Revolution, a redrawing of the British political map resulted: and, in due course, the dynamism and upheaval of the Revolution led to many diverse forms of Franco-British interaction, some notable examples involving Britain’s large and often vulnerable sea-going trade. As will be shown, indeed, a part of Britain’s maritime commerce was to feel the weight of French impingement well before any clearcut declaration of hostilities. Within such a context, the very terms “war” and “peace” lose something of their clarity. In subsequent years, a measure of confusion, accompanied by a blurring of some traditional distinctions, continued to affect various aspects of maritime operations right up to the Peace of Amiens (1802).

           It is not surprising, therefore, that a number of the images commonly associated with such matters became, themselves, rather confused or blurred in their nature. The word “images” is used here in the sense of “representations in the mind.” It is one of the main purposes of this present paper to examine a range of such images, and to offer some comment on their validity, or lack of it.

           A word of explanation is necessary regarding the organisation of this paper: this will help to make the content easier to follow. In the first instance, the intention is to deal very briefly with a number of introductory elements, particulary those linked with the question of commerce raiding, i.e., operations against merchant shipping. Thereafter, there is examination of various aspects of the way in which French commerce raiding manifested itself in the Caribbean — for that theatre, especially the eastern Caribbean, is taken as an example to illustrate Britain’s long-distance maritime commerce in the late eighteenth century. Turning to Britain’s sea-going trade in home waters, the chosen example is what was termed the East Coast Trade, that complex pattern of coasting commerce which played a remarkable role in Britain’s economic development in pre-railway times. Consideration is given to the opportunities and problems which existed in both peace and war. By way of conclusion, attention goes to some of the images commonly associated with the matters which have just been indicated.

           Central to this paper is the question of privateering, that peculiar and “privatised” form of maritime warfare which was commonly aimed at achieving financial profit rather than sea power in the ordinary sense — and which was banished from the seas by international agreement during the Victorian period (1856). Immediately, it should be pointed out that privateering, of whatever nationality, tended to have a bad reputation. In the seventeenth century, C. Molloy’s legal treatise, De Jure Maritimo et Navali, took the line that the privateer was “but one remove” from the pirate.1 Nevertheless, there was a distinction: Molloy rightly acknowledged that duly licensed privateers were legitimate combatants and not pirates, though he considered that the nature of privateering lay rather close to piracy. This might well be viewed as a daunting verdict, when one reflects on the fact that virtually every maritime power made some use of privateering as a weapon.

           France, however, was a particularly notable exponent of privateering. This observation is not made in a spirit of condemnation. Especially in the period dealt with in this paper, there existed a whole range of reasons why French operations against merchant shipping were predominantly the work of privateers rather than of naval vessels. The words “les corsaires” and the associated phrase “la guerre de course” carry echoes from some of the most striking chapters in French maritime history. It is noteworthy that the phrase “guerre de course” (pronounced in the English manner) has been transferred into mainstream English usage, serving as a general term more or less equivalent to “commerce raiding.” This transfer of the phrase might well be taken as eloquent testimony to the British perception of the French as the great exponents of privateering, especially in the eighteenth century. Indeed, it could be argued that, in wartime, the large and extensive sea-going trade of Britain was, in itself, a distinct invitation to the French to become expert in operations against so tempting a target.

           Let us briefly examine the general circumstances of French privateering circa the 1790s. In her celebrated work, La France, les Etats-Unis et la guerre de course, Dr Ulane Bonnel has highlighted the rather confused and uncertain policies of Revolutionary France with regard to various aspects of privateering and associated matters.2 However, it is noteworthy that the English authority, Richard Pares, in his Colonial Blockade and Neutral Rights, had already pointed to some parallel and decidedly questionable British developments earlier in the eighteenth century.3

           Superficially, it might appear that privateering was an orderly and clearcut business. That last word is used deliberately, for privateering held out at least the lure of big profits, and this was a basic motivation for the whole affair. Licensed by the State, a successful privateer could seize vessels out at sea, and such seized vessels were termed “prizes” in English. After their cases had been considered ashore by what was termed a “prize-court,” the seized vessels and cargoes could be sold, the proceeds going to the privateer. So much for the basic principle, set out here in simplified form, but the reality was often far more complicated and prone to cause diplomatic difficulties.

           For a start, it must be borne in mind that privateers did not merely seize enemy vessels, but also neutrals suspected of improper trading which would militate against the legitimate interest of a combatant nation. The same remarks would have applied to naval vessels engaged in the general control of shipping in wartime. Indeed, neutral shipping, sometimes operating under highly questionable flags of convenience, led to all sorts of problems and accusations. Under the complex and novel circumstances of the period dealt with in this paper, the general approach to prize procedure, in both Britain and France, tended to make such procedure more of a weapon than a product of actual legal deliberation. The consequences for neutrals such as the emergent and highly enterprising United States were grave. In the spring of 1797, George Cabot, a noted figure in the world of American politics, made this comment: “The great extension of our maritime commerce has rendered us extremely vulnerable.”4

          II

           With those words of George Cabot in mind, it is natural enough to turn to the Caribbean, for the Caribbean, i.e., the West Indies, was the arena for some particularly remarkable interaction between the sea-going interests of Britain, Revolutionary France, and the emergent United States. The Caribbean was a major consideration for Britain in the late eighteenth century, for something like one-fifth of the nation’s long-distance maritime commerce stemmed from trade associated with the West Indies.5 Sugar and, to a lesser extent, such commodities as coffee and high-grade cotton meant that the West Indies formed one of the focal points within the trade-pattern for the Atlantic community as a whole. Britain, France, Spain, Holland, and the Scandinavian powers all set store on their Caribbean colonies and the maritime commerce associated with them. Major shipping-lanes linked the Caribbean theatre with Europe, Africa, and the relatively nearby United States.

           The United States, indeed, was to play a most important role in the Caribbean, with American traders and seafarers attempting to extract as much profit as possible from a commercial cauldron which was brought to the boil by active hostilities between Britain and Revolutionary France. The opportunities which existed for an enterprising neutral within this sort of situation were clearly very tempting. However, it is equally obvious that both major combatants were likely to view the influential American presence with a measure of unease and distrust. It is an old story: neutrals may well prove useful to combatants, but they cannot realistically expect to be trusted or liked by them. It is noteworthy that Caribbean events of circa 1796-98 played a significant role in provoking that curious and relatively brief struggle-within-a-struggle known to historians as the Franco-American Quasi-War. Although there was no formal declaration involved, and the Americans perceived themselves as outraged neutrals rather than as combatants proper, this conflict witnessed a great deal of French privateering activity directed against freighters of United States origin, and also the active intervention of the United States Navy against French armed vessels.6

           American independence dated back a mere quarter-century or so: the United States, with the status of a nation, was something of a novelty within the Caribbean arena. Thus, the thrusting ambitions and experimental policies of the young giant who had just walked onto the international stage added a whole new dimension to the West Indian situation in the period considered here. Similarly, the impact of French Revolutionary ideology was a most notable novelty in the Caribbean of that time. This is scarcely surprising, when one considers, in juxtaposition, the battle-cry involving Liberty and Equality, and the long-standing and hateful reality of a slave-based economy in the West Indies.

           The French Republic’s abolition of slavery in early 1794 was to affect many varied aspects of the Anglo-French struggle in those waters. Well before that, however, the sequelae of French Revolutionary upheaval had led to difficulties for British merchant shipping in the Caribbean. So early as 1790-91, i.e., some years prior to the declaration of Franco-British hostilities, the politically active Martiniquean port-town of St Pierre had sent to sea a number of armed vessels which had posed such a threat that Admiral Sir John Laforey, then directing the Leeward Islands Command (the Royal Navy’s forces in the eastern Caribbean), had intervened against the Martiniquean vessels in a way which came close to resembling actual warfare. This, moreover, was not an isolated instance of Franco-British confrontation afloat, in the period which led up to the fateful year of 1793 and its formal declaration.7

           In terms of actual privateering, though, it was the island-colony of Guadeloupe which was to play the cardinal role in the eastern Caribbean. Following a shortlived British occupation in 1794, Guadeloupe was recaptured by an expedition sent out from France: thereafter, this colony came under the control of Victor Hugues, sometimes styled “The Colonial Robespierre.” A former public prosecutor in the metropolitan country, Victor Hugues was of Marseilles origin, fiery by nature and unorthodox in his approach. The results quickly turned him into a revolutionary bogey-man so far as the British were concerned a bogey-man who, by means of varied operations, caused them a great deal of difficulty.

           For the purposes of this paper, though, it is best to highlight the extraordinary campaign of commerce raiding which Hugues launched in mid-1796, and which lasted until very late in 1798. This same campaign of commerce raiding has received specific attention in an article published in The Mariner’s Mirror (i.e., the Journal of the Society for Nautical Research), and it bore down heavily on American shipping as well as British.8 This point illustrates the fact that, at times, American sea-going commerce was viewed by the French as forming a sort of addendum to that of Britain: at times, indeed, the French perceived much of American sea-going commerce almost as a part of Britain’s. The Guadeloupean campaign of 1796-98 was characterized by great intensity, and a particulary severe attack was made on any sea-going commerce which involved Martinique, then under British occupation.9 The overall effect upon commerce in West Indian waters was massive, and it was the Royal Navy’s Leeward Islands Command which had to carry the main load in terms of counteracting the Guadeloupean campaign. Pungent comment can be found in the Command’s official despatches, for example, a remark of February 1798 to the effect that the authorities at Guadeloupe seemed to view the fitting out of a great number of privateers as their “sole Object.”10 In the preceding year the Leeward Islands Command had taken to providing convoy facilities for certain American freighters, and this underlined the fact that much of American commerce in the West Indies was openly supportive of the British presence at about this time.

           In functional terms, indeed, it was sometimes hard to differentiate effectively between British and American sea-going commerce. The sight of convoys proceeding jointly under British colours and the Stars-and-Stripes must have convinced many a Guadeloupean privateer-captain that, notwithstanding diplomatic pretensions, he was now confronted by something very like an Anglo-American alliance. It was hardly a coincidence that, in much the same period, Guadeloupe enacted legislation which. in effect, threatened the death-penalty for American seafarers who conducted trade with French colonies under British occupation. The international background to this legislation was complex and, in several respects, it reflected Guadeloupe’s move towards near-independence at about this time. An article on this subject was included in a special issue of Revue Française d’Histoire d’Outre-Mer, published to mark the two-hundredth anniversary of 1789, and the varied impact of the French Revolution overseas.11 It should be made clear that, despite brisk counter-measures, the energetic and daring commerce raiding from Guadeloupe at about this time led to hundreds and hundreds of varied merchant vessels being captured: the overall effect on commerce was very considerable indeed. Having used the phrase “hundreds and hundreds,” though, some comment is necessary regarding the small size of many of the vessels involved. It must be remembered that the scale of eighteenth-century trade was far different from that of nowadays. Thus, even the larger merchantmen found in the eighteenth-century Caribbean rarely exceeded a few hundred tons burden, and many a small freighter in those waters would have had similar carrying capacity to that of a modem juggernaut-lorry.

           Another feature of the great flock of merchant vessels trading to and from, and within, West Indian waters, involved the thorny question of flags of convenience. Flags of convenience have often occasioned serious problems in time of war, and this was never more so than in the Caribbean of 1793-1801. Freighters and cargoes belonging to one or other of the combatant nations sometimes attempted to pass under the protection of some neutral flag, and the acquisition of such flags was often little better than a flimsily legalised swindle. Around 1799-1800, moreover, numerous American freighters acquired very questionable status as allegedly Danish or Swedish vessels, so that they could breach the United States embargo which was placed on American trade with French territories during the Quasi-War.12 At first sight, this might seem an odd statement, but it has to be remembered that, even at the height of that conflict, a certain amount of Franco-American trade remained a reality. Truly, complications abounded! As for the commerce raiding vessels sent to sea by the French West Indian colonies, notably Guadeloupe, these were often very small and of meagre fighting-strength. Their success reflects the fact that, under the circumstances of the time, a highly effective commerce raiding force could be improvised in a way which would have been impossible once the technology of shipping and armament became more sophisticated. By way of illustration, one might consider such diminutive Guadeloupean raiders as the Quatre Amis, which operated against merchant shipping circa 1800. She was a schooner of a mere 25 tons, with an armament of just two cannon of very light calibre.13 It should be noted that she was by no means the smallest example in Guadeloupe’s flotilla of raiders.

           More complications need to be mentioned. Although commonly styled “privateers,” some of these small raiders were not really entitled to that term in its strict sense. The fact is that long-standing distinctions between duly licensed privateers and other categories had been blurred and eroded at the outset of the French Revolutionary Wars. This, to some extent, stemmed from initial British reluctance to accept the validity of licences issued by the Revolutionary Government and its agents. Theoretically, the consequences of the British attitude would have involved captured French privateersmen being dealt with as pirates, but this did not actually happen, because it was perceived in London that such a procedure would be monstrously unfair, and certain to provoke all sorts of French retaliation.14

           The varied examples given so far illustrate the uncertainty and irregularity which affected a great part of both commerce and commerce raiding in the Caribbean of circa 1793-1801. What should have been the regulatory role of the French colonial prize-courts, counteracting various abuses by privateers at sea, failed to function properly. This was partly due to the general sequelae of revolutionary upheaval, and partly due to increasing French outrage at varied irregularities involving flags of convenience. During the Quasi-War, for instance, the Guadeloupe prize-court seems, in many cases, to have ignored highly questionable “transformations” of various American freighters carrying British goods — transformations involving Danish or Swedish registrations bought very cheaply at one or other of the Scandinavian colonies in the Caribbean. For such reasons, it is sometimes difficult to say, realistically, just what was the nationality of some particular merchant vessel detained by the French West Indian commerce raiders. Such were the troubled waters within which British Caribbean trade struggled with French privateers during the pre-Amiens decade. The results were a complex matter, several aspects of which defy precise quantification. Clearly, though, the overall phenomenon was an important element within the general hostilities of the period.

          III

           It is time now to turn to European waters, and the sometimes neglected question of just how water transport made possible large-scale British economic development during the long period before railways transformed the situation. In particular, there should be discussion of what is termed the East Coast Trade, i.e., the extended coasting trade which, in combination with linking river traffic (and also canals to some extent) provided an effective System of heavy transport for the movement of a wide range of goods. It is noteworthy that this same System allowed, among other things, the great consumption-centre of London to grow in a way which would otherwise have been impossible. From the Scottish coal-ports such as Alloa and Kirkcaldy, right along Britain’s eastern shores as far as the River Tharnes and London, the extended coasting trade provided heavy transport at a tiny fraction of the cost which would have gone with long-distance land-haulage involving horse-drawn waggons. Indeed, several forms of eighteenth-century British trade would have been commercially impossible without the benefits of low-cost sea-going transport. Moreover, by means of trans-shipment of goods between sea-going freighters and barges which could penetrate far inland along various river-systems, it was possible to serve regions well away from the sea, though still avoiding the high cost of overland transport. Cheap barge traffic on the rivers, and cheap salt water commerce in the North Sea, complemented each other in a remarkable fashion.15 Crude and primitive in some of its characteristics, the resulting pattern was nevertheless highly effective in its own time. In practice, many different types of coasting vessel were involved: but, on this occasion, it is proposed to dwell upon just two of the most important sorts. First, then, let us look at what were commonly termed “trading sloops.” These were single-masted sailing vessels with a handy fore-and-aft rig. A vessel of this sort commonly had a crew of but three or four, and a cargo-capacity approximating to that of a large modem lorry.

           The newspaper Stamford Mercury carried particulars of a typical example during 1800, a vessel plying her trade between the Wash ports and London. Referred to as “an entire new Sloop, burthen 46 Tons,” this diminutive freighter was of Lincolnshire ownership. Her owner promised that every care would be taken of the corn and other cargo entrusted to his sloop, but, mindful of the period’s varied hazards, his advertisements insisted that he could not accept responsibility for what he summed up as “Act of God, the King’s Enemies, Fire, or any other Damages, or Accident of the Seas, Rivers, or Navigations.”16 Trading sloops of this sort were, in the period considered in this paper, general-purpose carriers of a wide range of varied cargoes. Much larger and more specialised —more distinctive in build and function— were the colliers, the vessels that routinely carried coal from the north-eastern coal-ports such as Newcastle and Sunderland, much of it going to keep London warm. By the standards of the time, the size of this coal trade along the east coast was very large indeed. Around mideighteenth century, it could realistically be measured in terms of so many hundreds of thousands of tons per year. In essence, an east coast collier was a massively constructed oaken box: lack of stylish lines and decoration resulted in the description “cat built,” a term perhaps derived from “cot built.” A collier of the larger sort could carry something like three or four hundred tons of coal (the weight of the old English “long” ton was within two percent of that of the metric tonne, i.e., virtually the same for the purposes of rough-and-ready calculations). The crew for such a vessel would number a dozen or so.

           Of the personnel on board, the master (i.e., the captain) was by far the most important. Indeed, the wonderful living computer within the experienced collier-captain’s skull was a most remarkable instrument, one which guided and controlled the vessel as it made its way through daunting problems. With a cumbersome craft under him, a very limited crew, and some of the most tricky waters in the world to be negotiated, the typical collier-captain was a superb practical seaman. At all levels, moreover, the “North Country Sailormen,” as they were styled, formed a pool of hardy and skilful seafarers upon which Britain could draw. Even in Joseph Conrad’s day, he was to describe the North Sea as Britain’s great “academy of seamanship.”17 Without straying too far from this paper’s subject, it is permissible to point out that Captain Cook, that celebrated eighteenth-century navigator and discoverer. learned the basics of his seafaring in the North Sea — and that converted sailing-colliers were the vessels which the British Admiralty chose for Cook’s great voyages to the South Seas.

           Reverting to the coal trade itself, it is worth noting a curious parallel with much later times, an essential similarity despite an apparent gulf caused by differences in technology as between the eighteenth and twentieth centuries. In both periods, coal mined in the north-eastern part of Britain was used to warm London households. In our own century, though, this commonly involved the coal being burnt in power-stations relatively near the mines, and the resulting electricity being used as the means of transmission. In the 1700s the level of technology meant that the coal itself had to be forwarded to London. In a manner of speaking, the sailing-collier might be viewed as the forerunner of the towering pylons and aerial cables of the national grid. If that underlying similarity is accepted, it must nevertheless be admitted that a great, and at times heart-rending, difference remained in terms of comfort and safety. By and large, electrical transmission is a process both clean and safe: but it was not so for the old-time seafarers who coaxed their cumbersome colliers through the hazards of the North Sea. For much of the time, they lived in conditions of considerable discomfort and even pressing danger. Salt spray and abrasive coal-dust competed to trouble them; and, if an onshore gale caught them while on passage, they were all too likely to meet their death. In recording the careers of the sailing-colliers, many an entry ends with such words as these: “driven ashore through stress of weather and lost with all hands.”

           The ports that figured in the East Coast Trade were numerous, and their names still carry echoes from its heyday: Alloa, Kirkcaldy, Leith, Newcastle, Sunderland. Hull, King’s Lynn, Yarmouth, and, of course, the great port of London itself. That list is far from being a complete one, but it gives some idea of the scope. To add a little flesh onto the skeleton, one can examine a few names in greater detail. Newcastle (i.e., Newcastle on Tyne) was a port that became the subject of a common expression in the English language, thanks to its links with the coal trade. Coal and Newcastle went together in the eighteenth-century mind, and this reflected the transport of coal along the River Tyne, from collieries well upstream, aboard those sturdy river-barges known as “keels.” Downriver came the laden keels, to Newcastle and the sea, and there the coal would be trans-shipped onto seagoing colliers, for passage to London or some other destination. It was often the practice of those times to express a sea-going collier’s cargo as so many keels of coal, i.e., barge-loads. This was a usage which spoke clearly of cheap transport on both fresh water and salt. Taking a different example, the Wash ports of King’s Lynn and Wisbech were, in the eighteenth century, great places for the export of agricultural produce. King’s Lynn and Wisbech were the sea-gates, so to say, which gave access to the extensive river-system known as the Ouse-Nene Complex, providing cheap water transport links with towns as far inland as Bedford and Northampton, communities in the very heart of England. As the dominant bargetype on the Ouse-Nene Complex, the freight-boats known as “Fenland lighters” gave good service, generally operating as floating trains, in effect, with around six hulls coupled closely head-to-tail so as to form an economical and operationally flexible unit. The trans-shipment of cargoes between sea-going vessels and Fenland lighters was long a feature of the regional economy.18 Turning to London, it was already a great consumer of both coal and corn. Situated on the splendid navigable waterway formed by the River Thames, London routinely handled both sea-going freighters and river-barges. Again, the links between traffic on fresh water and salt are plain to see.

           It should not be thought that sea-going trade along Britain’s North Sea shores was limited to cargo-work. Passengers commonly travelled on even such unlikely vessels as the grimy colliers. Reference to the practice can be found in a variety of eighteenth-century literature. In the second volume of Smollett’s Humphry Clinker, for instance, that remarkable character, Martin, hurries off to Sunderland so as to take passage on a collier bound for London.19 It should be noted that there would have been nothing unusual in such a method of travelling, at least for those seeking low fares. A far superior type of passenger service involved the London to Leith smacks. These were sizeable vessels, but with a single-masted rig and the handling qualities of enormous yachts. This smack service attracted many passengers: one cabin for the ladies, and another for the gentlemen: cramped quarters, but a fast run between the United Kingdom’s two capitals (for Leith served as the port for nearby Edinburgh). In one of the interpolated stories in The Pickwick Papers, Dickens has the Bagman’s Uncle use one of these fast-sailing smacks in connection with his Scottish travels.20 And, at least in the period that this present paper is concerned with, such smacks needed to be fast, if only to evade the pursuit of French privateers. Several of the earlier remarks on the subject of commerce raiding in the West Indies apply also to French privateering in the North Sea. In British circles. there was a marked tendency to describe all French raiders in these latter waters as “Dunkirkers,” although in practice they hailed from various ports, not just Dunkirk. Despite considerable irregularities at times, it seems fair to say that French privateering in the North Sea was less affected by abuse than was Caribbean raiding. Nevertheless, the British regularly heaped what might be termed “ritual insults” on the privateersmen involved. For example, when French privateers gathered in considerable numbers on some particular part of the British coast, the British commonly used the word “infest” to describe the resulting situation. The choice of that particular word is very striking.

           Because of the System of transport already described, involving a sort of chain which combined both river and sea-going links, even towns well away from the sea could, soon enough, feel the disruptive impact of successful French privateering. Thus, there was often a lively interest discernible in the newspapers of inland towns. Sometimes, too, there could be more colourful reasons. During 1797, for instance, the Norwich Mercury gave a striking account of how French prisoners-of-war had recently been marched through that city. Some of these captives were described as seafarers from “the piratical crews of petty privateers.” Though the fortunes of war had turned against them, the Frenchmen were evidently undaunted, for they were reported as giving voice to what were described as “revolutionary songs.”21 It must be repeated at this stage that, although abusive terms such as “piratical” were commonly applied to privateersmen, they were in most cases legitimate combatants.

           To illustrate the “petty privateers” just mentioned, one might well refer to the description of the Liberté which appeared in another edition of the Norwich Mercury. Captured and brought into Yarmouth, this diminutive raider carried just three small cannon, supported by a few swivel-guns, i.e., anti-personnel weapons which served, in effect, as super-shotguns to spray a quarry’s decks just before boarding. The Liberté was described as one of several raiders which had “for some time past infested the Norfolk coast.”22 There were, of course, some French privateers of markedly larger size and strength: but, overall, there was no real weight in the commerce raiding force available. This fact imposed a sort of ceiling upon the level of results which could be achieved. Serious harassment of trade, rather than actual strangulation, would be a fair summary of French privateering’s achievement in the North Sea. Of course, opinions will always vary regarding that particular point, and some interesting comment has been made on such matters by Dr Crowhurst, among others, during recent years.23 It should be remembered, though, that the effects upon the British mercantile community were often very remarkable. The fear of French privateering as a hazard for day-to-day commerce was sometimes a major factor, quite outstripping objective reality at sea. By means of lively parliamentary representation, such fear could at times throw most unwelcome pressure onto the British Admiralty. It is also worth pointing out that rather exaggerated fear of the French privateers played a part in promoting some of the canal construction witnessed in Britain around the close of the eighteenth century. Certain canals, running roughly north-south in direction, were seen as an alternative to the coasting trade, an alternative quite beyond the reach of even the most daring Dunkirker!24 It is noteworthy that various echoes of British unease about French attachment to the principle of privateering sounded long after the institution of privateering had actually been abolished. So late as 1898, for instance, the influential magazine, Navy & Army Illustrated, seemed to suggest that it was changed technological circumstances, rather than diplomatic agreements, which would prevent a resumption of privateering in the twentieth century.25

          IV

           Regarding the interaction between British sea-going trade and French commerce raiding in the years which led up to the Peace of Amiens, it has been necessary to telescope a large and complex subject so as to make it fit into the time available. Inevitably, compression of this sort leads to difficult choices when it comes to selecting particular examples to serve as illustrations. Nevertheless, it is time to consider a number of images commonly associated with the various matters discussed, and to examine the question of whether those images are, by and large, fair and adequate. In the first instance, there is the image —common in the English-speaking world of the period, and common still— which portrays French privateering in the West Indies of 1793-1801 in a most unfavourable light, a light which causes a great deal of such commerce raiding to seem little more than flimsily disguised piracy. There was, of course, a long tradition of abuse and malpractice connected with Caribbean commerce raiding: this was true enough for privateers of all nationalities present, and it was almost as if something of the old-time buccaneers’aura had settled more or less permanently on the theatre.26

           However, in the period central to this paper, traditional problems were exacerbated by upheaval stemming from the impact of French Revolutionary ideology, and also by the novelty of the United States as a formidable commercial entity with clearcut nation-status but an entity which, at times, was perceived by the French as operating hand-in-glove with British interests.27

           As a general comment, indeed, it can fairly be said that shipping of United States origin suffered very severely, at times, from the attentions of French West Indian raiders such as those associated with that remarkable privateering-base, the island-colony of Guadeloupe. It would be absurd to pretend that serious abuses did not occur on a large scale: abuses at sea, involving the privateers: abuses ashore, involving the prize-courts. Flowever, due consideration should be given to the background, which included such factors as highly provocative malpractice involving flags of convenience, spasmodic and unreliable communications with France, and a great measure of social and political uncertainty. Regarding the particular case of Revolutionary Guadeloupe, it is worth pointing out that that colony tended to perceive itself as an isolated and embattled scrap of territory in the midst of a most threatening environment. As a result, a combination of sheer anxiety and French Revolutionary ideology played a distinctive role in the colony’s commerce raiding. It was within this sort of context that neutral shipping, especially American, received harsh treatment on many an occasion.28

           Turning to a different matter, it would appear that there is a reasonably widespread awareness, at the present time, regarding the existence of the old-time coasting trade as a significant element within the eighteenth-century British economy. However, it is open to question whether the commonly held image, outside maritime historical circles, does real justice to the phenomenon. The commercial role of the East Coast Trade made it, in anatomical terms, a sort of exoskeleton for much of British life in the eighteenth century. It was a component with great significance for the nation’s internal operation, and yet it was a component situated on the outside, in the grey and chilling wastes of the North Sea. Moreover, it is doubtful if the commonly held image of the East Coast Trade gives anything like adequate recognition to the skill of the hardy “North Country Sailormen” who worked their cumbersome sailing-colliers up and down the North Sea’s hazardous waters. It is doubtful, too, if there is adequate understanding of just why that hazardous trade held such advantages over land transport. It should be borne in mind that a single collier with a dozen or so crewmen could transport as much coal as a hundred waggons pulled by several hundred horses, and requiring a hundred drivers.

           Equally, there is probably still need for varied efforts to emphasise eighteenth-century links between seagoing commerce and fresh water routes, i.e., navigable rivers and also associated canals. Despite what now appears as crude and primitive technology, there was a certain elegance in the concept of floating coal (to take that cardinal commodity as an example) almost from the mine-head to the consumer’s doorstep. Typically, this sort of process would involve a variety of hulls, each suited to some particular part of the journey: and —thanks to direct trans-shipment, vessel to vessel— the coal would often make such a journey without being landed anywhere along the way.29 The common and long-standing image of British transport, preoccupied first with the railways, and latterly with the motorways, has for a century-and-a-half tended to involve insufficient attention to eighteenth-century solutions which involved the movement of goods by means of inter-linking sea and river traffic. To that, one might add that there also seems to be, in the commonly held image, an inadequate grasp of just how vulnerable was much of British trade to interference from the privateers, in time of war.

           That point leads back once more to the question of privateering and its image. In so far as that image was, and remains, a rather troubled one, much of the explanation in volves the problem of neutral shipping in time of war. Abuse (actual or alleged) of neutral rights seems to have been the greatest cause of privateering’s bad image. It is noteworthy that considerations of that sort, coupled with the usual dislike of privateers found among naval officers of whatever nationality, led Admiral Villaret de Joyeuse, as French governor of Martinique during the Napoleonic Wars, to withhold, as far as possible, the issue of privateering licences at that island.30 But, although interference with neutral trade had been a constant source of American complaints against French privateers during the period up to the Peace of Amiens, it is perhaps misleading to leave the matter at that. Frankness requires some further comment. As American ambassador at London during much of the period dealt with here, Rufus King dealt with a regular flow of complaints centred on British seizures of American merchant vessels. The great majority of these allegedly unjustified seizures were made by warships of the Royal Navy. Even at the height of the Quasi-War, when Britain and the United States were in effect co-belligerents, American complaints about British activities of this sort, both at sea and in the prize-courts, were numerous and bitter. It is of particular interest that Rufus King viewed the motivation of many British naval officers as a reflection of what he termed “a sordid love of gain.” Moreover, he held a low opinion of the judges who presided over several British colonial prize-courts.31

           The truth may well be that American merchant vessels were tempting things in the eyes of both the French privateer and the officer of the Royal Navy. But, whereas the rapacity of the French privateer has received great attention in publications appearing in English, relatively little has been said about the possibility of similar motivation in British naval circles. Moreover, it must be remembered that some American traders and seafarers conducted themselves very improperly, i.e., in a way which made them highly suspect in the view of one or other of the combatant nations.32 Certainly, at various periods during the French Revolutionary Wars, many American freighters routinely carried cargoes belonging to the British, or intended for British use. Indeed, French perception of American seafaring as almost an element of British sea-going commerce played a great part in provoking the Franco-American Quasi-War. How far the resulting French attitudes were justified will al ways be, to some extent, a question of interpretation. It is most noteworthy that, for much of the time, the British suspected that the overall effect of American trade was perhaps favouring the French to some extent an interesting example of just how confused and confusing the relationships between combatant and neutral can become.

           What is beyond doubt, however, is the enormous importance of British seagoing commerce in general, around the close of the eighteenth century. Both in terms of the extended coasting trade, and the long-distance trans-oceanic routes, British seaborne traffic was vast, vital and vulnerable. It is small wonder that commerce raiding was a favoured method of warfare in French eyes. The broad facts of these matters are well-known, but it is hoped that this paper has added some useful detail. Moreover, some of the commonly held images associated with particular aspects of these matters seem to be less than adequate, less than fair. Perhaps they are images that do not give sufficient attention to the context within which various developments occurred. As much as anything else, it has been the purpose of this present paper to suggest some questions regarding various images, and to provide a few pointers towards the establishment of what may prove to be fairer and more accurate ones.
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          Les Français sous l’uniforme en Angleterre, 1789-1815
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           Il est avéré que différents régiments se sont constitués petit à petit en Angleterre, formés de volontaires émigrés, ou de simples fuyards de la Révolution. Or, en marge de ces troupes régulièrement organisées et intégrées dans les forces royales anglaises, des prisonniers de la République croupissent dans les geôles britanniques, dont, parallèlement, le sort malheureux mérite d’être mentionné. Et sur l’autre rive du Channel, pendant ce temps, sont mis sur pied, à la diligence de la République, des corps expéditionnaires “étrangers,” c’est le nom qui leur est donné, dans le but non dissimulé de préparer des débarquements ici ou là sur le sol anglais. On y trouve des hommes de troupe, entre autres d’origine irlandaise, que l’on prépare à des coups de main, voire à de prochaines invasions des Iles Britanniques. Ce sont les trois principaux volets de la présence de forces françaises en Grande-Bretagne à l’époque de la Révolution et de l’Empire.

          L’engagement d’émigrés français dans les armées de sa Majesté le roi d’Angleterre

           Dès le début de l’année 1792 le régiment d’émigrés appelé “Loyal Emigrant” est mis sur pied sur les instances du colonel duc d’Harcourt et sur la recommandation du Captain Malcolm. Le commandement en chef dudit régiment, au titre de la capitulation obtenue du gouvernement britannique en date du 25 mai 1793, est dévolu à Claude-Louis de la Châtre-Nançay, lequel affiche, dit-on, un orgueil à hauteur de sa laideur, et se montre épris de tradition quelque peu démodée, mais, à part cela, jouit de la confiance aveugle du comte de Provence. Sur l’action menée à Ostende par ce corps de troupe en 1793, on a peu d’échos si ce n’est qu’il devait comprendre quelque chose comme 1 200 hommes, dont probablement 800 engagés dans l’infanterie, neuf canons, etc. Or il y a constamment dans les hôpitaux du pays 110 à 130 malades, ce qui implique d’en répartir les frais sur la solde de la troupe1 du moins celle qui se trouve effectivement présente sur le continent. Un état des volontaires du “Loyal Emigrant” restés en Angleterre donne les chiffres suivants : 71 d’entre eux sans motif plausible, et une douzaine pour raisons de force majeure.2 Quoi qu’il en soit, ce corps de troupe, expédié à Ostende, retourne en Angleterre d’où il met à la voile de Southampton à Carnac sur des navires britanniques. C’est là que, pour son courage, l’un de ses membres, un Chouan nommé Corday d’Armont, le propre frère de Charlotte Corday, est fait chevalier de l’Ordre de St-Louis.3

           Etant donné l’échec de l’intervention en Bretagne, le régiment est de retour en Angleterre le 1er novembre 1793. De leur côté, les “York Rangers,” autre troupe d’émigrés placée sous le commandement du Captain Ramsay, participent au siège de Dunkerque, également en 1793. Ils demeureront sur les théâtres d’opération jusqu’en 1797. Un vote du Parlement du 8 mai 1794 autorise en effet le roi d’Angleterre à engager des natifs de France pour servir sur le continent. L’article 22 du règlement qui régit la tenue de ces corps de troupe précise que l’uniforme sera rouge, doublé de blanc, veste et culotte blanches sans aucun ornement autre que les marques distinctives des grades. La cocarde sera blanche, les drapeaux blancs avec trois fleurs de lys d’or. Les huit régiments sont confiés à MM. d’Autichamp, panache bleu-céleste, de Vioménil, blanc, de Bellizy, jaune clair, de Montmorency, jaune, de Mortemart, noir, de Castries, vert clair, de Dresnay, vert foncé, d’Hervilly, couleur ventre de biche.4

           Le Courrier de l’Europe, dans son édition de Paris, évoque la mise sur pied de ces troupes sous les auspices des autorités britanniques, à s’en tenir, selon ses propres termes, au contenu d’une dépêche de Londres datée du 12 octobre 1797, au lieu de s’occuper des Irlandais.5 Il est vrai que les indépendantistes irlandais —dont le mouvement est baptisé dans la presse britannique sous le vocable d’infâme association des Irlandais— sont en rébellion à ce moment-là, et tiennent des assemblées un peu partout, défiant le pouvoir britannique, en particulier dans les alentours de Dublin.

           En réalité les corps de troupe constitués avec l’appui de l’autorité anglaise revêtent une grande diversité du fait de leurs origines. Les régiments de Jean-Charles, comte d’Hector, lieutenant général des armées navales, et de Louis-Charles Le Cat, comte d’Hervilly (1755-95) sont, sur autorisation du roi Georges III en date du 17 octobre 1794, mis sur pied à partir d’hommes provenant de la marine royale française. Ils vont être malheureusement à peu près tous anéantis dans la fâcheuse opération de Quiberon (1795). Le “Royal-Louis” a également pour origine le recrutement de marins issus de la “Royale” française. Formé à Toulon, ce régiment est démantelé en 1793 en Corse. Ces hommes répondent aux ordres d’un commandant en chef d’origine irlandaise, Lord Moira (1754-1829), qui sera fait plus tard marquis de Hastings, et qui n’a, assure-t-il, d’autre prétention que de restituer son trône à Louis, ainsi que les places fortes, provisoirement enlevées au régime révolutionnaire, selon les considérations même de William Pitt (1759-1806).

           Cette attitude lui vaudra la gratitude du comte d’Artois, mais Pitt refusera toujours de confier à celui-ci le commandement en chef du corps expéditionnaire de Vendée. D’ailleurs, les émissaires en Angleterre du futur Louis XVIII se sont toujours fait répondre que l’archipel de Saint-Pierre et Miquelon, les comptoirs français de l’Inde, et l’île de Saint-Domingue pourraient bien être le prix à payer en échange de l’aide fournie aux émigrés par l’Angleterre.6

           Le comte de Puisaye (1754-1827), commandant en chef des Chouans, débarque en Angleterre à la fin de l’année 1794. C’est un démocrate aux idées libérales, admiratif du système parlementaire britannique. Il avait été élu député de la noblesse à l’Assemblée Constituante en 1789, puis avait bénéficié d’un commandement en Normandie, sous les ordres du général de Wimpfen, qu’il réussit à faire fuir avec lui en Vendée. Pitt l’accueille avec chaleur à son arrivée sur le sol britannique, car il lui attribue les mérites d’un général digne de conduire le corps expéditionnaire des émigrés outremer. C’est cependant le comte d’Hervilly que choisit le comte de Provence. Hervilly met donc à la voile en baie de Portsmouth à la tête de son régiment le 16 juin 1795, et jette l’ancre devant Quiberon le 25 du même mois. Le résultat de cette malencontreuse expédition, à cause de la dualité du commandement, est la déroute devant l’armée du général Hoche (1768-1797). Il existe de fortes présomptions qui permettent de supposer que les Chouans auraient préféré un des princes en exil comme commandant en chef, plutôt que l’un de ces généraux dénués de talent.7

           Dans une dépêche du duc d’Harcourt au roi, datée du 17 juillet 1798, le départ d’Angleterre du comte de Puisaye est annoncé pour la fin de ce même mois. Il s’agit en vérité d’une mise en congé de ce militaire qui “a cessé de plaire à Monsieur, frère du Roi,” lequel n’en veut plus pour le commandement des armées royales et catholiques. Le duc d’Harcourt n’exprime évidemment aucun regret à titre personnel, à l’occasion de ce départ, mais note toutefois que la dépense que cette “solution” entraîne, s’élève à 4 000 livres sterling remises à Puisaye, auxquelles il convient d’ajouter quelques concessions de terrains près de Montréal, où Puisaye compte se rendre en compagnie d’une trentaine de personnes”… il n’y a pas de regret à avoir sur les individus qui l’accompagneront,” estime le duc d’Harcourt.8

           Une mention spéciale doit être faite en ce qui concerne le régiment d’infanterie commandé par Edouard Dillon, connu sous le nom de “Edward Dillon’s Regiment,” car ce régiment est resté en opération de 1795 à 1814. Il a été constitué, pour commencer, d’émigrés français récupérés dans le nord de l’Italie, plus tard ramenés en Corse, où ils rejoignent la brigade catholique irlandaise, essentiellement composée de vieux militaires irlandais demeurés au service de la France. La famille Dillon était très dévouée à la cause de Jacques II avant d’émigrer en France. Les Dillon avaient pu mettre sur pied un régiment que l’on retrouve ensuite aux côtés des Français sur tous les champs de bataille, tout au long du dix-huitième siècle. Mais, hostile aux idées révolutionnaires, le régiment se joint à l’armée britannique, tandis que, durant l’été 1791, il faisait campagne à Saint-Domingue. Il constituera la force armée la plus puissante de l’émigration.9 Cette constance dans l’appui militaire lié à la cause des Bourbons n’est pas exempte de tribulations en ce qui concerne ce régiment.

           Un quotidien londonien du matin rapporte, en effet qu’en plein été de l’année 1803, S.A.R. le duc de Kent délaisse le 10e Régiment, dit “Dillon’s Regiment,” dont il a la charge, à Gibraltar, le temps, estime-t-il, de mettre au point les modalités de renouvellement de l’engagement de ces soldats après leurs sept années de service accompli selon les termes du contrat les liant à l’armée royale britannique. Les nouvelles qui parviennent en date des 22 juin, 3 et 21 juillet de Gibraltar sont alarmantes et font état de nombreux cas de fièvres et de scorbut dans la troupe, qui par ailleurs compte de nombreux ivrognes.10 Par décision du gouverneur, Sir Thomas Trigge, étant donné l’état de quasi-mutinerie où se trouve plongé le campement militaire, la troupe est finalement débandée et dirigée sur Algésiras, non sans qu’aient été obtenus auparavant du général espagnol Castanoz chargé de la ligne de front opposé, les laissez-passer pour que ces gens puissent traverser l’Espagne et se rendre en France, car l’on s’attend à ce que moins d’une dizaine d’entre eux accepte de renouveler leur engagement maintenant arrivé à expiration.11

           L’avenir montrera qu’il faut autrement plus qu’une inorganisation momentanée ou une défaillance passagère du commandement pour que soit mis fin à l’existence d’un régiment comme celui-là, plus tard présent dans d’autres combats. D’autres régiments d’émigrés qui n’ont pas encore été mentionnés ici, ont existé, tel celui de Dresnay, formé primitivement de Bretons appartenant à l’armée républicaine, et faits prisonniers de guerre, tel aussi le régiment de Rothalier, formé de 400 artilleurs ayant fui Toulon où ils servaient comme officiers dans les armées royales.12 Comment considère-t-on en Angleterre cette soldatesque, parfois assimilée à des mercenaires sans foi, ni loi ? Un quotidien du matin fournit peut-être la réponse faisant pièce à une information : le bruit court à Londres de l’arrivée sur le sol anglais de Dumouriez13 à qui pourrait être confié un commandement, mais l’information n’est pas favorablement accueillie : “Let us have British arms, British soldiers, British officers, everything British, and nothing but British.”14

           Diverses tentatives ont été faites visant à calculer l’importance de la participation française dans les guerres aux côtés des forces britanniques. L’estimation suivante est fournie par John W. Fortescue : 12 000 hommes de troupe étrangers semblent avoir été engagés au service des Britanniques en 1797, principalement constitués d’émigrés qui s’étaient réfugiés en Grande-Bretagne. La même année, l’Angleterre expédie plusieurs régiments d’émigrés français, quelque 4 000 hommes, en soutien à la défense du Portugal.15 Cette armée, qui rassemble environ 6 000 hommes, est placée sous les ordres du général Charles Stuart, lui-même mis à la disposition du commandant en chef portugais. Mais l’appréciation du général Stuart n’est pas élogieuse à l’égard de ses mercenaires : “I never in the course of my service saw regiments more disgraceful to the British name.”16

          Les prisonniers de guerre dans les geôles anglaises

           Le désespoir, en revanche, est immense parmi les quelque 30 000 prisonniers de guerre français dépérissant dans les prisons de Portsmouth ou de Bristol, et pis encore, dans les soutes des navires ou à même des pontons sordides de Plymouth ou de Chatham. La misère de ces gens que l’on dit vivre, il vaudrait mieux dire survivre dans une profonde détresse, est difficile à décrire. Aucune voix, pourtant, ni à la Convention nationale à Paris, ni où que ce soit ailleurs, ne s’est élevée, semble-t-il, pour réclamer la moindre mesure d’humanité en leur faveur. Le côté insoluble de leur situation est qu’ils détestent cordialement les émigrés qu’ils accusent d’être à l’origine de leurs malheurs. Cela n’est pas fait pour faciliter la tâche des prêtres catholiques français tout proches, dont certains se portent courageusement volontaires pour apporter à ces malheureux un réconfort tant spirituel que matériel, geste particulièrement louable si l’on considère la situation de ce clergé naguère chassé de ses presbytères et de ses paroisses par ceux qui appliquèrent aveuglément les ordres du pouvoir révolutionnaire. Les officiers, quant à eux, sont dans l’ensemble mieux traités, étant logés en ville sous le régime de l’assignation à résidence. Certains d’entre eux tentent de s’évader, et même y réussissent. D’autres ont moins de chance et se font reprendre en chemin. Ainsi, dans un quotidien britannique, critique-t-on le comportement de trois officiers français évadés de Plymouth, et appréhendés à Tavistock après avoir pris la clé des champs, non sans avoir dérobé au passage trois oies à un particulier. L’information fait état de deux autres évadés également retrouvés aux abords de la forêt de Dartmoor, et cette fois-ci internés comme les précédents, de même que huit autres repris près de Plymouth, également internés pour avoir renié leur Parole of Honour. Le chroniqueur qui révèle ces faits souligne que lors de la précédente guerre, pas un seul parmi les officiers français n’avait commis cet innommable forfait consistant à reprendre la Parole of Honour une fois donnée. Il faut dire, insiste le commentateur, que les officiers français d’alors étaient des gentlemen, hommes d’honnêteté et de probité.17 [!]

           Le temps est long pour ces nombreux prisonniers, les guerres s’éternisant et les lueurs d’espoir de retour s’estompant. Il y a pourtant de temps à autres des rapatriements, si ce n’est des échanges. On apprend, par exemple, par la presse, que 700 prisonniers français détenus dans une geôle temporaire à Stapleton, et transbordés à bord de vaisseaux d’incarcération mouillant au vu du quartier de Kingroad à Bristol, sont sur le point d’être rapatriés en France dès que le vent le permettra. Le commentateur se félicite de l’atmosphère particulièrement détendue que vont connaître ces prisonniers à la perspective prochaine d’embrasser femmes et enfants, après de si longues années de détention.18 Des échanges se font entre les deux nations à la suite de tractations, en vue surtout de récupérer du personnel technique qui fait cruellement défaut de part et d’autre. C’est la raison même de l’accord appelé “Cartel d’échange de prisonniers de guerre entre la France et la Grande-Bretagne.”19 Pour le reste, rien ne fait moralement obstacle à un prisonnier qui cherche à s’évader, témoin la “cavale” de Charles N. Pollet, ancien steward adjoint au commissaire de bord du navire corsaire Wimereux ; ce jeune homme, dit-on, est âgé de vingt ans, mesure 5 pieds 6 pouces et se trouve doté d’une corpulence moyenne, d’un teint clair et de cheveux bruns, selon son signalement paru dans un journal du matin, qui indique que l’on offre cinq guinées de récompense à qui arrêtera cet officier évadé de son domicile d’assignation sur parole à Thame, et qui présentement court la campagne.20 La question se pose de savoir finalement qui est prisonnier, ou considéré comme tel, et qui ne l’est pas. A son débarquement avec sa famille à Plymouth, Lucien Bonaparte est ipso facto considéré comme prisonnier et maintenu en liberté sur parole, puis conduit à Ludlow, où il est assigné à résidence. Dans cette ville, affirme-t-on, “the Nobility and the Gentry of Shropshire” ne manqueront pas de lui accorder l’hospitalité d’usage, pourvu que sa conduite la justifie. Les facilités de séjour lui sont offertes par Lord Powes, lord-lieutenant du comté, qui lui prêtera une de ses maisons dans la ville de Ludlow.21

           L’afflux de gens du continent, en particulier des Français civils ou militaires, dans les îles britanniques à la fin du dix-huitième siècle, ne pouvait certes pas passer inaperçu des populations mises à leur contact, on pourrait presque dire pour le meilleur et pour le pire. Comment savoir, à vrai dire, si le Français que l’on a en face de soi est ami, ou ennemi ? Ce genre d’investigation a sans nul doute provoqué maints soucis à bien des constables.

          Les corps de troupes étrangers au service de la République

           Sous le Directoire, l’idée fait son chemin d’aller porter le combat contre les Anglais sur le territoire même de la Grande-Bretagne, par la préparation minutieuse d’un débarquement, voire par la fomentation d’une chouannerie en Galles et en Cornouailles, et par n’importe quel procédé d’ailleurs destiné à ramener le conflit en plein cœur de l’espace royal anglais. Le 30 prairial an 4 (18 juin 1796), Lazare Hoche, général en chef des côtes de l’océan, propose aux citoyens directeurs” le regroupement de forçats au sein d’une Légion des Francs, puis l’organisation de leur descente en Angleterre, où leur ardeur affichée pour le viol, pour le pillage et pour l’assassinat promet de porter des troubles sévères au cœur de la puissance ennemie. On ne prend pas de détours à cette époque pour formuler des projets si odieux qu’ils soient.22

           En réalité, cette Légion des Francs, prévue pour réunir 1 600 hommes, verra le jour, mais jointe à un corps expéditionnaire plus important. L’armée, constituée en quelques semaines, se vit adjoindre le corps des brigades étrangères, formé à Morlaix le 12 brumaire an 5 (3 novembre 1796) des débris des 17e et 107e demi-brigades, du 2e bataillon d’infanterie, et de l’ancien 2e bataillon du 39e régiment d’infanterie. On verra plus loin ce qui en restera l’année suivante.23 La troupe reste consignée à bord des vaisseaux en rade de Brest, où pendant les mois de juillet, août et septembre, elle entrera en véritable déliquescence morale et physique. Dans sa lettre au général commandant de l’expédition (le général Hoche), adressée le 8 brumaire an 5 (30 octobre 1796), le chef de bataillon Bayle fait savoir qu’à bord de ses navires, les hommes sont “dans un état de dépérissement effrayant, occasionné par la mauvaise nourriture et le miasme putride qu’ils respirent. Il part [écrit Bayle à leur sujet] douze à quinze soldats par jour pour les hôpitaux, attaqués de fièvres continues.”24 On apprend que le fromage est la seule nourriture des soldats. Les officiers perçoivent en outre du genièvre, mais ne trouvent aucune place pour eux à bord, si ce n’est sur le pont. Un procès-verbal, daté du 4 brumaire an 5 (25 octobre 1796), établi par des officiers des 4e, 5e, 6e et 7e compagnies, fait état d’une rixe ayant éclaté à bord du Jeune Ange entre un caporal et des soldats à bord. Ces derniers ont en effet menacé les officiers de les jeter à la mer s’ils refusaient de les laisser entrer au port. On dénombre jusqu’à cinquante hommes malades simultanément à bord. Certains soldats, par désespoir, sont prêts à couper les amarres, préférant périr sur la côte que de mourir de langueur sur les navires. Cette atmosphère chez les hommes de troupe, ne laisse pas présager un succès complet de l’opération.

           Or, c’est dans ces conditions qu’est lancée par Lazare Hoche, secondé par le vice-amiral Morard de Galle (1741-1809), la première expédition irlandaise. Ces deux chefs dirigent les opérations à partir de la frégate La Fraternité, mais resteront en permanence introuvables sur le théâtre d’opération, ce qui, en revanche, ne sera pas le cas du général —plus tard maréchal de France— Emmanuel Grouchy (1766-1847) embarqué sur la frégate Immortalité, fidèle au poste, en compagnie du contre-amiral Bouvet. La flotte expéditionnaire est alors composée de dix-sept vaisseaux, treize frégates, six corvettes, six transports, une écurie et une poudrière. Elle emporte un corps d’armée de 18 000 hommes répartis au nombre de 600 par vaisseau, 300 par frégate ou transport. Le but final est l’ancrage dans la baie de Bantry, comté Cork. La flotte quitte Brest le 15 décembre 1796. Le soir même, mauvais présage, elle perd le vaisseau Le Séduisant avec 1 300 hommes sur un brisant. Le 19, arrivent toutefois en vue des côtes irlandaises une quinzaine de vaisseaux, dix frégates, huit corvettes et transports. Les deux commandants en chef sont absents. Conduits par Grouchy, 6 000 hommes, sous l’uniforme de la République, débarquent la veille de Noël en Irlande, mais une tempête de vent d’Est inattendue provoque un désastre. Bilan : 2 000 soldats tombés aux mains de l’ennemi, 1 500 hommes noyés, six bâtiments pris par les Anglais, quatre autres coulés, des millions de francs engloutis.25

           Une deuxième expédition en Irlande n’en sera pas moins mise sur pied dans l’année 1798 sous le commandement du général Joseph Amable Humbert qui engagera cependant un peu moins d’hommes, moins de 12 000, réunis dans le corps de troupe que l’histoire désignera sous le nom d’Armée d’Irlande. Beaucoup de hauts faits et d’actes de bravoure sont, il est vrai, mis au crédit de cette armée, alors qu’une partie seulement des navires parviendront finalement à atteindre les eaux territoriales irlandaises, le mouillage étant prévu dans la baie de Killala, comté Sligo. L’armée comprend deux divisions. La première est constituée à Rochefort. Elle a pour support logistique trois frégates : La Concorde, La Franchise, Médée, et une corvette. L’adjudant général, secondant le général Humbert, a pour nom Sarrazin. La deuxième division est formée à Brest, réunissant, quant à elle, un vaisseau de ligne, huit frégates et un aviso. Cette division ne mettra seulement à la voile que le 16 octobre 1798, alors que la première division a déjà effectué son mouillage dans la baie de Killala depuis le 27 août. De toute façon, cette deuxième division est malencontreusement battue en mer le 18 octobre ! Quant au général Humbert et sa troupe, débarqués en Irlande, ils livrent bataille à Castlebar dans le Connaught, comté Mayo. C’est un plein succès en face d’un ennemi très supérieur en nombre. Des Français sous l’uniforme républicain remportent ainsi coup sur coup deux victoires sur le territoire même de la Grande-Bretagne : après celle de Castlebar, où ils installent un commencement d’administration républicaine irlandaise, celle de Cloone, comté Leitrim, le 8 septembre, également devant une force considérablement supérieure à la leur. Des Irlandais, il est vrai, se sont engagés en assez grand nombre, à côté des républicains ; toutefois leur manque de préparation et une certaine indiscipline difficile à contenir ne permettent finalement de ne leur donner qu’un rôle d’appoint. “Eringo-brah !” c’est-à-dire, “Tout pour l’Irlande !”26 était le cri d’allégresse et de combat des Irlandais. Dans les armées anglaises, en face, figurent de nombreux étrangers : Français (émigrés), Allemands, Tyroliens, Italiens. Un commentateur témoin de ces combats rapporte que ces mercenaires à la solde des Anglais se montrent, écrit-il, “plutôt nos amis, que nos ennemis…. S’ils ne sont point passés de notre côté, c’est qu’ils nous voyaient trop peu de monde, et persuadés que notre perte était certaine, ils ne voulaient pas s’exposer à la potence.”27

           Le général anglais, Lord Cornwallis (1738-1805), responsable du maintien de l’ordre et de la défense du territoire irlandais, préoccupé par la fâcheuse tournure des événements, réunit un conseil de guerre et rassembla 30 000 hommes de troupe pour réduire la poche française. Battus, en effet, dans l’avancée qui s’ensuivit, les Français, parmi les rescapés des combats, furent envoyés, via Liverpool, dans les prisons anglaises. Peu d’Irlandais de souche qui s’étaient compromis avec les républicains échappèrent à la pendaison. La campagne avait duré seize jours. Pour comprendre l’atmosphère qui régnait dans les rangs de cette armée républicaine, où figuraient des Irlandais des brigades étrangères, et nombre d’Irlandais ralliés, il faut lire ce qu’écrit, dans une piécette en vers, un témoin oculaire :

          
            L’incroyable Humbert si fécond en idées,
De ce cri d’allégresse adopta le refrain ;
En passant dans les rangs on le voyait soudain
Chanter et répéter ces sublimes pensées :
‘Omia Erin-go-brah ! marchons à la victoire,
Omia Erin-go-brah ! va nous couvrir de gloire.’28

          

           Que voulaient, prétendument, apporter aux Irlandais, ces troupes républicaines ? Voici quelques extraits d’une proclamation adressée aux Irlandais:

          
            To the People of Ireland:
People of Ireland, the hour of your emancipation is at length arrived. We bring you arms, ammunition, artillery, stores, everything of which your tyrants have industriously deprived you…. We desire no more than to combat with you side by side, as to show you the way to glory. It will not be the first finie. [Puis sont citées les victoires de Fontenoy et quelques autres]…. And are Irishmen less sensible of disgrace and injury, or do they love their country less than Americans?…. Rise then, assert your liberties and the independence of your nation land! Let Ireland become a Nation and yourselves a People….29

          

           Le bureau de l’habillement de la division des brigades étrangères, évidemment assez au fait des effectifs, établit au 6 floréal an 6 (26 avril 1798), soit près de trois mois avant le départ du mouillage de Rochefort de la deuxième expédition irlandaise, le chiffre de ce qui reste des brigades étrangères, c’est-à-dire 623 hommes, à savoir : régiment de Lee, 102 hommes, de Ferdut, 230, de O’Meara, 133, de la Chastre, 158. Parmi les officiers irlandais des brigades étrangères, on apprend que O’Meara a, en date du 15 prairial an 5 (4 juin 1797), trente-quatre ans, qu’il est né à Dunkerque, est entré en service en 1776, a été nommé sous-lieutenant en 1780, a fait les campagnes d’Amérique en 1780-83, année où il passe à Saint-Domingue avec le bataillon Dillon le 12 janvier 1791 jusqu’au 20 prairial an 3 (9 juin 1795). De retour en métropole, il est promu colonel le 6 thermidor an 6. Quant à O’Connor, il a trente-et-un ans, il est né, lui, en Irlande, est entré en service le 1er mai 1788 comme sous-lieutenant, a fait ses campagnes en Inde, en 1790, en Amérique, en 1791-92, puis a été nommé capitaine cette année-là, affecté à Cherbourg et en Vendée. Le général Lee est plus âgé, est né à Avenet dans le nord. Son entrée dans l’armée a lieu en qualité de sous-lieutenant en 1748, il est promu général de brigade le 6 thermidor an IV (25 juillet 1796).30

           Diverses vicissitudes marquèrent les brigades étrangères qui furent l’objet successivement de démantèlements et de reconstitutions. On note qu’une inspection de la Légion irlandaise, en date du 19 vendémiaire an 13 (12 octobre 1804), permet de dénombrer un effectif de 629 militaires, dont 66 officiers. Enfin, sur décret impérial du 10 février 1809 est décidée la constitution du 1er Bataillon irlandais, qui sera bien formé à Flessingue, le 20 mars 1809. Il a, quant à lui, pour effectif : 117 hommes et officiers. Ce régiment reçut, en 1811, la dénomination de 3e Etranger, puis devint le 7e Etranger le 9 juin 1815.31 Il ne survécut pas, sembletil, à la Restauration. Quelles sont les causes qui empêchèrent la mise sur pied, dès le début de la Révolution, de troupes régulières irlandaises alliées aux armées révolutionnaires ? Les raisons sont en premier lieu politiques.

           Le nouveau régime, arrogant, certes, était profondément marqué d’instabilité et d’incertitude, quant à la conduite des affaires étrangères. L’attitude à l’égard des corps étrangers, irlandais entre autres, était fondée sur l’idée que leur création était purement éphémère. Les gouvernements en place n’ont pas su tirer partie des services que cette force était en mesure de rendre. Le grand rassemblement des Irlandais de brumaire an 5 (octobre 1796) à Morlaix, dont il a été question précédemment, avait offert la plus belle occasion de mettre en œuvre une telle force. Il y avait là, certes, nombre de gens de talent et de la meilleure réputation, mais aussi quelques étourdis, comme le major Mac Sheeby, qui, désireux de prendre la tête des troupes, dégoûtèrent le ministre français de la Guerre. Du coup, le corps des officiers, réuni pourtant si spontanément, resta sans affectation pendant plus de deux ans, en attente de décisions sur son sort, mais ceux qui avaient montré le plus de zèle et de disponibilité se retirèrent. Un emploi fut trouvé cependant à ce corps, dont le commandement fut confié beaucoup plus tard à un certain Pettrezoly, expert en mondanités, mais médiocre stratège, à qui on accorda, ainsi qu’à ses officiers, le commandement de 1 800 Polonais. Est-ce incompétence ou incompréhension ? Mais le bataillon irlandais se retrouve à Flessingue, ayant pris provisoirement le nom de 4e bataillon de la Légion du Nord. Les meilleurs éléments en sont tirés et expédiés en Espagne où ils reçoivent une organisation définitive : celle du 2e régiment, qui s’est bien battu, et a été admiré de toute l’armée. Les Irlandais, restés à Flessingue, n’ont pas démérité non plus. Du coup, ce régiment est augmenté et réorganisé à Landau, et porte le nom de 3e bataillon.

           Défaites et débandades provoquent des refontes, entre autres, avec le 123e de ligne qui accueille 152 hommes rescapés de ce bataillon, dont l’effectif a oscillé en quelques mois de 2 800 à 600 hommes. L’ancien 1er bataillon, fait prisonnier de guerre à Flessingue, est refondu avec le 4e bataillon, en attente d’une prochaine dissolution. Bref, le régiment irlandais s’est trouvé mis sur pied dans des conditions peu stables, où tout système suivi de recrutement et d’administration était exclu. Les bataillons constitués les uns après les autres, en l’absence de toute liaison établie entre eux, ont eu une vie précaire et totalement indépendante les uns des autres. Or, quel était l’intérêt de cette association des Français et des Irlandais, déjà si profitable au moment de la guerre d’indépendance américaine, et si préjudiciable aux finances de la Grande-Bretagne ? Des stratèges militaires ont reconstruit tardivement, au cours de l’année 1811, le schéma de ce qu’aurait pu être une fructueuse coopération franco-irlandaise. Il tient dans les huit points que voici :

          
            	Il aurait fallu cesser de considérer le régiment irlandais “hors ligne,” et au contraire lui attribuer un numéro, comme pour les autres régiments, et ne pas le considérer comme national irlandais, mais adoptif de la nation française. Les officiers, dans ce cas, auraient mieux senti que, pour eux, il y avait là motif à carrière, et à naissance d’un esprit de corps, au lieu de quelque “marchepied vers d’autres corps ou emplois.”

            	Accepter comme officiers les Irlandais de bonne éducation, et il y en a, conscients des intérêts qui lient la cause de leur pays à la France.

            	Ouvrir le régiment ainsi constitué à cette foule de jeunes Irlandais ayant trouvé refuge en France.

            	Permettre l’avancement des sous-officiers au vu de leurs mérites.

            	Prospecter en vue de recrutements, tels que définis ci-dessus, les hommes pour l’instant éparpillés dans des endroits tels que Hollande, Hanovre, villes hanséatiques et autres, sous réserve qu’il ne s’agira pas de vagabonds sans foi ni loi.

            	Reconnaître des pouvoirs élargis au chef du régiment ainsi constitué.

            	Fusionner les parties du régiment actuellement séparées et opérer une refonte des cadres des officiers.

            	Constituer un dépôt des matériels nécessaires à la guerre, confié à une comptabilité centralisée et assainie. En effet, au moment où sont mûries ces réflexions, ce genre de magasin se trouve confié à des éclopés ou à des handicapés, à la charge du gouvernement. Ces excellentes idées, renforcées au demeurant par le constat de saine gestion finalement tenue par les responsables desdits bataillons pourtant disparates, répartis sur différents fronts, donnent à penser à un major du régiment irlandais, auteur d’un rapport du 10 août 1811, adressé au ministre de la Guerre, qu’enfin aurait pu être mise sur pied une unité d’élite capable de rendre d’éminents services à la France.32

          

           Que penser de ces corps d’armée, créés en Angleterre pour des volontaires émigrés qui veulent en découdre avec les tenants de la Révolution, au bénéfice de princes héritiers, aidés par le gouvernement de sa majesté le roi d’Angleterre, plus ou moins chanceux dans leurs expéditions, en Vendée ou ailleurs, mais que penser de ceux qui, en face, a contrario, se constituent en régiments alliés de la République parce qu’hostiles au parti britannique, et qui, comble de tout, ne trouvent pas toujours le champ de bataille à la mesure de leurs espoirs et de leurs ambitions ? On n’a pu, et pour cause, interroger les morts par milliers de ces guerres franco-anglaises, ou leurs descendants qui ont parfois ignoré leur funeste sort. On ne peut, en revanche, qu’être affligé à l’écoute des doléances des malheureux prisonniers, qui, surpris dans l’action au milieu de tirs meurtriers, sont capturés et végètent dans les geôles où ils sont parfois, semble-t-il, confinés dans des conditions indignes, voire inhumaines. Certains s’en tirent pour raison politique, ou par nécessité technique, bénéficiaires d’accords bilatéraux tant est crucial, de part et d’autres, le besoin de spécialistes. Des officiers assignés à résidence s’évadent parfois, mais pour l’immense majorité, c’est la misère, voire la mort dans des conditions innommables, d’un côté comme de l’autre de la Manche. La paix revenue en 1815, provoque la libération des détenus et l’ouverture des frontières.
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           First, a brief sketch of the situation in the Deccan plateau in central India in 1795, since the last few years of the eighteenth century constituted a turning point from several points of view. The Marathas were under the rule of a figurehead monarch named Shahu Raja II (who reigned from 1777 to 1808) based in Satara, while the political affairs of the Maratha Confederacy were managed by the Peshwa from Poona. In 1795, Peshwa Madhavrao Narayan died accidentally when he fell from the balcony of his residence, aged only twenty-one. The Chancellor in Poona, Nana Fadnis, who had conducted all the current affairs of the Confederacy since the murder of Madhavrao Narayan’s father, Narayan Rao, in 1772, remained more or less at the helm of Maratha affairs until his own death in March 1800. After a lengthy succession conflict, following upon Madhavrao Narayan’s accidental death in 1795, Fadnis finally permitted the defunct Peshwa’s cousin, Baji Rao II, to be installed on the Poona cushion (or Gâdi) in 1796. Baji Rao II was to be the last Peshwa, since he was forced to surrender to Mountstuart Elphinstone in 1818, and Pratap Sinh Raja of Satara (1808-1839) signed a treaty of subsidiary alliance with the British the same year, acknowledging British paramountcy over Maratha Territory. Satara was finally annexed by the British Government in 1848 when the last Maratha Raja, Shahji Appasaheb (1839-1848), was forced into political oblivion.

           Among the other chiefs of the Maratha Confederacy in 1795 was Daulat Rao Shindé, the nephew and successor of Mahadji Shindé, who with the help of General de Boigne, had established a well-trained, well-equipped army at his headquarters in Gwalior (south of Delhi). Since de Boigne had decided to retire from service in 1795, following upon the death of Mahadji Shindé in February 1794, General Perron had taken over the command of Daulat Rao Shindé’s army. The Maratha Flolkar clan had established its stronghold in Indore, and Holkar affairs in 1795 were managed by Ahalya Bai Holkar, widow of the founder of the Holkar clan, together with Tukoji Holkar, a cousin. Ahalya Bai died in August 1795 and Tukoji died two years later in August 1797. Yeshwant Rao Holkar then took over the management of Holkar affairs in 1797. Yeshwant Rao signed a subsidiary alliance with Governor General George Barlow in 1805.

           In Baroda, in Gujerat, another Maratha chieftain, Fatehsingh Gaikwad, died in 1790, and was succeeded by his son, Manaji Gaikwad, who died in August 1793. Manaji’s brother Govindrao Gaikwad directed Maratha affairs in Gujerat from 1793 to September 1800. He was succeeded in 1800 by his eldest illegitimate son Anandrao, who signed three successive subsidiary alliances with the British in 1802, 1805 and 1817, surrendering more and more of his power to the colonialist government. He was succeeded by Sayaji Gaikwad in 1819, the latter being reduced to mere appearances by the British.

           Among the other powers in the Deccan in 1795, may be mentioned Nizam Ali, the Muslim Subah of the Deccan whose capital was in Hyderabad. From 1786, the Nizam had employed the French General Raymond to command his troops. He suffered a crushing defeat in 1795 at the hands of the Marathas (with Perron in command of Shindé’s troops) at the Battle of Kharda. Raymond died in unexplained circumstances in 1798 and the Nizam signed a subsidiary alliance with the British the same year. When Nizam Ali died in 1803, his illegitimate son Mirza Sikander Jha became a complete puppet in the hands of the British resident in Hyderabad, Kirkpatrick.

           To the west of the Nizam’s territories lay the Sultanate of Mysore, administered by Tipu Sultan since the death of his father Hyder Ali in 1782. Successively weakened by the Treaty of Mangalore in 1784, and the Treaty of Seringapatam in 1792, Tipu was trying desperately in 1795 to forge an alliance with the Maratha Peshwa and with French representatives of General Bonaparte, without much success. Arthur Wellesley’s elder brother, the earl of Mornington, finally defeated and killed Tipu Sultan in 1799, due to the treachery of Tipu’s Minister Mir Sadek.1 Mysore and Seringapatam fell completely under British control in June 1799 with the Treaty of Mysore. As for the French possessions in India, they had been occupied (the city of Pondicherry in particular) by the British in 1793 and were only returned in 1815, after the termination of the Napoleonic wars. Thus, French headquarters in the Indian Ocean had been shifted to the Isle of France from 1793, where General Malartic was Governor General until 1803. He was then replaced by General Decaen who held out until 1810, when the British finally succeeded in taking control of both the Isle of France (Mauritius) and the Island of Reunion.

           The Deccan having been the arena of multiple political rivalries and power struggles, in which the Marathas represented the most important force, around 1800 in particular, the written accounts by three European contemporaries throw interesting light on the unfolding of events concerning the Marathas at the time. On the one hand, a young British soldier, of Irish origin, Colonel William Henry Tone, born around 1766, who was the brother of the poet Theobald Wolfe Tone, founder of the United Irish Society. William Henry Tone enlisted as a recruit of the East India Company in 1792. In 1796, he entered the service of the Marathas, under the Peshwa in Poona. In 1802, Tone was killed while in military action near the town of Choli Maheshwar, under the command of Yeshwant Rao Holkar. Towards the end of 1796 and in 1797, Tone addressed a memoir entitled “Some Institutions of the Mahratta People” along with three letters dated 18 June, 3 September and 19 December 1796, to Capitain Malcolm of the British establishment in Madras. These documents contain ringside-view observations on the goings-on among the Marathas in 1796 and 1797, in English. They were published by the Courier Press in Bombay in 1798 and again in London the same year.

           Strangely enough, I came across a document that is more or less a word-to-word translation in French, with certain omissions, of Tone’s memoir. The French version is entitled “Observations sur les Marattes” and was compiled by Stanislas Lefebvre in January 1801.2 Lefebvre was the Aide de Camp of General Decaen when the latter was appointed Captain General of all the French establishments in India by France’s First Consul in 1801. Decaen’s expedition only left the port of Brest with 2000 men in July 1802. However, Lefebvre’s document is dated nivôse, an IX, which corresponds to January 1801. Therefore, the hypothesis is that Lefebvre gained access to Tone’s memoir, which had been published in 1798, and had translated what he considered as the most pertinent passages in it into French. probably for the benefit and information of General Decaen. Lefebvre’s memoir is dedicated to the First Consul and the French State. By another coincidence, some twenty years later, the French orientalist Louis Langlès, translated Tone’s original document into French and published it in Paris in 1820 under the title Voyage chez les Mahrattes.3 Langlès makes no mention of Lefebvre’s document which exists only in unpublished, manuscript form.

           General Decaen, in his turn, compiled a series of documents concerning the Marathas. They are ail addressed to Bonaparte and represent an attempt to convince the First Consul of the utility and advantage of financing and equipping military assistance to the Marathas with detailed plans for halting the growing political supremacy of the British in India. I have traced three memoirs by General Decaen addressed to the First Consul of France. The first is entitled “Situation politique et militaire de l’indostan” and is dated October 1803. The second, entitled “Précis de la Guerre de 1803 entre les Anglais et les Marattes” simply bears the date 1803. The third, which is much shorter than the other two (barely one manuscript folio in length), carries the title “Nouvelles hostilités entre les Anglais, Holkar et les autres chefs Marattes” and is dated July 1804.4 From the very titles of these three memoirs, it is clear that hostilities between the Marathas and the British dominated the political scene in the Deccan around 1800.

           If Tone’s memoir and letters are compared with the memoirs of Stanislas Lefebvre and General Decaen, some salient aspects are noteworthy. To begin with Stanislas Lefebvre’s “Observations sur les Marattes,” which is a truncated carbon-copy in French of Tone’s memoir, Lefebvre has systematically excluded Tone’s explanatory notes on Indian terms and ceremonies (like “Durbar” or princely audience, “Milling” and “Molhaukaut” which were ceremonial encounters, and "Khelat" or State apparel). Lefebvre has also deleted several economic and social details concerning the roles of various castes and tribes as well as descriptions of the corruption of the Brahmins, in his version of Tone’s text. In the introductory paragraph, which Lefebvre has added, he describes the Marathas paradoxically as “the Goths and Vandals of Indoustan” on the one hand, and as “the only Indian power with whom the French nation could possibly form an alliance in India,” on the other.5 Lefebvre terminates his text (like Tone does) with an assessment of the treasury and precious metal resources of the Marathas, though he has deleted Tone’s suggestions about the future evolution of European trade in India.

           The main similarity between Tone’s and Decaen’s texts lies in their description of the political and military structure of the Maratha Confederacy. Tone gives complete details on the disposition of the various troops during a field operation, the importance of the cavalry among the Maratha forces and the varied types of recruits in the foot establishments (including Rohilla Nezybs or matchlock men). He also mentions the key role of European commanders and European residents at the various Indian courts, for example the importance of the British officer Boyd’s action with the Peshwa’s troops in the Peshwa’s counter-revolution in August 1796 against the rival faction of Parshuram Bhau Patwardhan. Similarly, Decaen mentions the weakening effect on Holkar’s troops when the French commander Dudrenecq abandoned them to join Daulat Rao Shindé’s troops under Perron’s command in 1801. Decaen also mentions the debilitating and dominating presence of Colonel Roberts and Major Kirkpatrick at the Hyderabad court following upon the elimination of Raymond and his troops in 1798. Both Tone and Decaen include an inventory of the estimated financial reserves and military strength of the various Maratha chiefs, though Tone’s inventory is more detailed than Decaen’s. Such information undoubtedly had strategic importance at the time.

           There are, of course, important differences between Tone’s and Decaen’s comments on the Marathas and the British. First of all, the fact that Tone wrote his memoir some six or seven years before Decaen wrote his in 1803-1804 explains some of the differences, as things had evolved much between 1797 and 1804. Secondly, the fact that Tone was British and had arrived in India as an employee of the East India Company in 1792, whereas Decaen was a seasoned French General in command of a French expedition in 1803, would also account for certain differences in approach. Thirdly, it must not be forgotten that Tone had spent five years in India at the time of writing his memoir. He had spent all this time acquiring field experience and improving his understanding of things Indian.

           Decaen, on the contrary, landed at Pondicherry in early 1803 and was forced to withdraw to the Isle of France in September the same year. Having thus spent barely a few months on Indian soil, and these probably in Pondicherry only, Decaen understandably had a much more limited acquaintance with the intricacies of politics and procedures in India than Tone had, even if he was amply informed and briefed by able subordinates (like Stanislas Lefebvre, whose own knowledge and experience of India were, however, no deeper than his superior’s). Fourthly, Tone’s memoir and letters were addressed to a friend in Madras of equal if not inferior rank. Tone’s aim seems to have been to put his own experience and understanding of the Maratha government at the disposal of his British colleagues without any specific aim in mind. Decaen, on the other hand, addresses the First Consul of France personally in all his writings, and seems to have had the very concrete and specific goal of obtaining official permission and means to carry out a French “landing” on the Malabar coast. This difference of intention would explain Decaen’s greater insistence on military and strategic aspects.

           Three main différences in the contents of Colonel Tone’s and General Decaen’s reports on the Marathas can be identified. The first difference lies in a series of economic and social details on the Marathas in Tone’s text, which are totally absent in Decaen’s texts. For example, Tone gives a complete description of the bazars in the military camps of the Marathas. He includes details on nomadic merchant groups like the “Vanjaries” who earned their livelihood in these itinerant markets, as well as picturesque descriptions of the products available and the atmosphere of bustle and noisy excitement. Here is an extract:

          
            A Mahratta camp is formed without any order or regularity and always occupies a large extern of ground: the prince’s Marquie being pitched, the great Bazar is opened in front, in which all kinds of merchandizes are exposed to sale, and every art and trade carried on. The Chief draws a considerable sum from his Bazar, as every Bunga or Shopkeeper pays a certain monthly sum to the Sircar, and the number of Dokauns or shops sometimes amount to thousands; every person exercising a profession must pay this Dustoor, which is about five rupees per month: the Kunchenees or dancing girls, of which some hundreds follow a large camp are equally subjected to this regulation, as are also the Soodas or thieves, great numbers of whom accompany the native armies, and are protected by the sircar upon paying a monthly sum…. Upon the whole, a Mahratta camp has a very picturesque appearance.6

          

           Tone also includes a description of the Festival of Dussera in Poona:

          
            The Dussera, which took place on the 11th of October [17961 may be considered as a complete military festival. The monsoon is by this time generally over, the arrangements of the ensuing year are adjusted, and the operations of the approaching campaign determined on. In Poona, this Fete is celebrated with particular splendor. The Paishwa, accompanied by the great members of the Empire, march out of the city, preceded by the State equipages, consisting of Elephants superbly caparisoned, led Horses, and in short, all the pomp of Oriental magnificence. (104)

          

           Tone also includes details on the monetary System and describes the brutal methods of revenue collection which accounted for frequent desertion of fields, as well as the pitiless System of loans which left the borrower at the mercy of the lender for years together. All these aspects do not feature in Decaen’s reports, illustrating his limited familiarity with field reality.

           Another striking difference in the angles of approach adopted by Tone and Decaen appears in their treatment of the role of the British in the Deccan around 1800. Tone tends to view things in relation to British interests, in spite of the fact that he was an independent, mercenary recruit in the Peshwa’s and later in Holkar’s army. For example, Tone makes some pertinent remarks, about the arms trade which was almost monopolised by the British at the time, with the exception of Shindé’s foundries created in Agra by de Boigne. Tone criticises a recent East India Company regulation ordering the return to Britain of all unserviceable arms. He goes to the extent of explaining the advantages of disposing of old Company arms to the “Native powers” since this would prevent them from turning to French or other “neutral” arms suppliers on the one hand, as also from developing their own arms foundries because of the superior quality of European arms, on the other! (Tone 57-58).

           Tone adds a suggestion concerning British policy in India. He had observed that trade with the Indians had limited expansion prospects and had concluded that: “…the East India Trade, merely as such, must always be a losing concern to the nation that follows it” (Tone 80). He therefore recommends that the East India Company should develop its “territorial revenues” in India as these were “capable of affording the most substantial advantages.” Indeed, Trade and Land Revenue were to be the two corner-stones of British colonial presence in India. Debates between advocates of free trade as opposed to mercantilist principles, as well as disputes between proponents and opponents of Utilitarianism concerning land taxation were heated through the greater part of the nineteenth century.

           In contrast to this undisguised defence and illustration of British interests, Decaen presents the British as rivals and adversaries to be halted and checkmated at every opportunity. Decaen gives a detailed sketch of the different British commanders and the forces they controlled in connection with the series of wars Lord Wellesley waged against the Marathas in 1803 — Assaye, Laswari, Aligarh, Purandar, Baroda and Cateck. Tone didn’t need to list the British forces in the field since he was addressing an officer of the British military establishment in India. Decaen also repeatedly underlines the main arm of British tactics as consisting in winning over opponents through venal corruption and promises of protection, thus making British political successes “almost independent of the hasards of war,”7 much to Decaen’s exasperation! Decaen also denounces deliberate provocation and sustaining of hostile misunderstandings between Indian princes on the part of the British. The example he quotes concerns the Peshwa and Yeshwant Rao Holkar in 1802, which ended in the Peshwa signing the Treaty of Bassein (1 802) with the British, who, in exchange for protection against Holkar obtained very advantageous terms from the Peshwa!

           The contrast in the two approaches of Tone and Decaen is obvious in the way these two authors estimate the British chances of success in the Indian arena. For Decaen, there was not the shadow of a doubt that with proper coordination and timely assistance from the French, the Marathas would successfully rid themselves of the burdensome yoke of the British:

          
            It is clear from this presentation that the combined forces of the Maratha States could alone result in the complete expulsion of the British. The present war has probably made them aware of all the danger they are in if they do not actively halt the progress of these ambitious neighbours…. All these Indian princes on whom this yoke chafes the most are only waiting for a propitious moment in order to shake it off completely. They would definitely welcome the landing of French troops on some point of their coastline with extreme eagerness.8

          

           Tone’s anticipation of the future is diametrically opposite to Decaen’s estimations: “I certainly most sincerely deprecate a war between the British and the Mahratta power; but independent of natural predilection, I can see nothing in the prospect, but which promises the most certain hopes of ultimate success” (Tone 81).

           By the end of 1817, all the Maratha Chiefs had been neutralised and rendered totally inoperative by the British, pulling the curtain down finally on Decaen’s pipe dreams and proving Tone’s surmises to be perfectly accurate.
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           “It has often struck me that scholars have been reluctant to study war and peace in specific historic conjunction: possibly the perfection of Tolstoy’s novel with those very words for its title has exercised an inhibiting influence.”1

           The reluctance is patent in our generation despite the work of the new historians and critics of nationhood and endures into the late 1990s. My discussion commences with disease: an accurate barometer of cultural representation and, in this case, the birth of a malady once known as nostalgia. But I also attempt to enlarge the historical role of “adventure” in the general matrix of thought about war in the early modem period. The key signposts are nostalgia and adventure and the rhetorics and languages that attached to them; this in an attempt to provide greater resonance to the war and peace that constitutes the subject of this volume. What I say has resonance for later periods, those after the Napoleonic wars, and even the various Franco-Prussian and Franco-Germanic wars, but my main concern is to establish the seemingly unholy alliance of malady and social type, specially in this case, the alliance of nostalgia and the adventurer.2

           I begin with a cartoon that appeared in the London Times on November 20, 1994. Nothing had recently occurred to precipitate its appearance: no international tension between the Russians and English, other Europeans or even other Westerners; no recent outbreak of war, no sudden anti-Soviet prejudice, and the Berlin wall had long since been toppled in 1989. What can the cartoon have signified when it first appeared in a Russian newspaper unnamed by the Times, and why was it being reprinted now? It originated in Russia and was simultaneously reprinted in America and Britain with this intriguing caption that was syndicated worldwide and read as follows:

          
            A wave of nostalgia for pre-revolutionary glamour now sweeping Russia has reached the army. Military cadets are taught to waltz and speak French like their dashing forefathers. Aspiring officers wish the option of an extra year’s training to concentrate on comportment and the gallantry once considered de rigueur for any officer. Under communism this went to rot….3

          

           This captivating bagatelle of a cartoon actually suggests that a paradigmatic switch has occurred: under communism, the military man was a creature of gallantry and elegance, educated and erotically much desired, but the new soldier is a mere “reliable cabbage-and-potato peasant boy who assumed a mazurka was a shoulder-held missile.” Polite society —its values and norms— lies at the heart of the matter; even more so, at the centre of this version of nostalgia. As the caption commences: the current “wave of nostalgia….”

           Current it was but the conjunction of nostalgia and history is far more complex than appears. For one thing, we have utterly lost track of nostalgia’s original sense and configuration: a malady of the eighteenth century that has almost disappeared from popular sensibility today although it endures in pockets among those with longer historical memories. For another, we remain ambivalent about current versions of nostalgia despite our almost universal ignorance today of its origins and early development.4 And our ambivalence reveals more about us and our anxieties at the end of the twentieth century —especially our presentism— than the Enlightenment status of nostalgia as a special condition of homesick soldiers. For these reasons it is not excessive to be self-reflective about the convergence before plunging into war and peace as we construe them today and in relation to an imagined eighteenth century. This quite apart from the unassailable fact that war as a category of explanation for the eighteenth century possesses a vast historiography. Fred Davis, the American historian, has penetrated to the heart of the matter in his book Yearning for Yesterday when claiming that nostalgia’s origins are entirely medical and military and that the conjunction cannot be overlooked in any rigorous discussion of either: “… no sooner did the condition [nostalgia] receive benefit of a diagnostic category than numerous physicians, particularly ones with military affiliations, undertook the search to discover the nature and site of the organic lesion associated with the disease [of nostalgia].”5

          
            [image: image]
          

           The birth of the malady has never been recounted in any detail. Its origin appears in the seventeenth century as a particularized version of homesickness suffered by Swiss troops abroad (the Swiss origin and vulnerability is unmysterious, given that they were Europe’s ranking vanguard who hired themselves out to distant places and their peculiar attachment to their entirely mountainous country boasting the most sublime alps in the world). Its medicalization, rather than another form, was predictable given the Newtonian proclivity of time, the 1680s and 90s.

           Its first medical exegesis is in Hofer’s treatise of 1688 —not entirely accidental that it should be explained just as both civil and international war were recommencing in the world.6 Its subsequent refinement in medical Works by Scheuchzer (1731) is also predictable in the light of medical knowledge in the eighteenth century: everything medical generated earlier was restated or repackaged according to new nationalistic concerns. The doctors then agreed that nostalgia was also a sign of other, more threatening illness. It was thus semiologically encoded: not fatal in itself, but the symptom of an underlying mortal disease, no less than acute fever or consumption. Finally, nostalgia’s demilitarization and demedicalization: if not, as Davis has suggested, its utter “depsychologisation,” by which he means (and the distinction is crucial) the complete unhinging of the word and its concepts front any military or medical moorings it may once have had.7

           Our generation has also learned, of course, as did Tolstoy’s long ago when reflecting on his revolutionary War and Peace (1863-69), why disease provides such accurate indications of cultural construction. Today we recognize that malady —among the various thermometers, so to speak by which cultures measure themselves and are measured— is among the most accurate.8 But disease is also a barometer of personal ambivalence: in this case my own tension about war and peace in the eighteenth century for reasons I am trying to describe, especially the old and the new nostalgia. The attempt to unpack the ambiguities of the “old and new nostalgia” is one entry (among many others) into the as yet unretrieved meanings of war before the French Revolution and the advent of European romanticism.

           Nostalgia had also been the basic emotion of pastoral from the ancient world. Theocritus and Virgil and their imitators intimated this when their shepherds piped of lost loves in olden times. William Empson, the English critic, delineated the political ramifications of this version of yearning in Some Versions of Pastoral, and Laurence Lerner lucidly adumbrated its role in Renaissance literature of the Elizabethan period.9 Furthermore, any adequate social history of yearning (there has not yet been one) would necessarily include nostalgia and pastoral as topics, as well as the categories “war” and what I call for lack of a better term “the type of the adventurer.”10

           The seventeenth-century imagination was steeped in yearning, personal and collective: from Burton’s medicalized versions in The Anatomy of Melancholy (1621) to the Glorious Revolution’s rhetoric of a Golden Age of Stuarts in and after 1688.11 By the time (1688) Hofer published the first treatise on the medicalized version —he probably knew nothing about Glorious Revolutions in England— nostalgia had already invaded literary form in a major way12: not merely in literary pastoral, where it would be expected, but in the emerging forms of prose and especially in the newly developing novel; a tendency that would continue almost uninterrupted through the Victorians through Proust and Joyce who could see for himself as an exile in Switzerland what homesickness (heimweh) amounted to.

           War had been an ancillary theme in literary pastoral among arcadian pipers and poets. Although as a topos or leit motif it never rose to promethean status, it always lay close to the tip of the narrator’s imagination. War persisted in this literary niche throughout the late Renaissance, especially among Shakespeare and his contemporaries, but later on —in the eighteenth century— commingled with nostalgia in a curious way. David Lowenthal, a cultural geographer who has penetrated some of nostalgia’s mystique, has provided an acute account of its evolution; but one that ultimately begs more questions than it posits solutions for the transformative eighteenth century:

          
            Current antipathy to nostalgia reflects ignorance of its origins and diffusion. The nostalgic pastoral suffused Virgilian and other classical literature. Transformation from a medical into a mainly social complaint after the upheavals of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries made nostalgia pervasive in Western culture…. Even those most proud of Victorian material advances pressed nostalgic regrets for pre-industrial rustic calm.13

          

           One might have added: for a mythical Andalusian courtly love, for no one can be certain that the world we have lost ever existed, either in courtly love or preindustrial human arrangements. Such is the essence of nostalgia. Lowenthal is sagacious to caution us today to relearn nostalgia’s early association with war and to beware the sin of nostalgia. Citing middle-class bourgeois values, Lowenthal notes that “we are entering a future in which people may again die of nostalgia,”14 but he minimizes the pivotal significance of the eighteenth century as the transformative era.

           The unpacking or decoding of nostalgia compels us, furthermore, to inquire about the emergence of the malady in its original militaristic associations and contexts. After all, it arose specifically as the malady of Swiss soldiers. Moreover, the matter of subjectivity: the self pondering these matters, such as myself, and the themes being isolated. For the moment one takes heart when noting the proximity of this cultural configuration (military nostalgia) to the emergence of sentiment as an energized ideology. Can it be accidental that nostalgia, the military malady par excellence, and the cults of sentimentalism, emerged at approximately the same moment? Cultural historians have traced the “birth of the home” to an earlier period —the Dutch early seventeenth century— yet “the hearth” as a specific locale within this home is a particularly symbolic place: as the novelist Sterne and his Shandean inventions discover, it is a particularly sentimental place.15

           The further one unpacks meaning within these complex convergences the clearer it becomes that something fundamentally new has emerged. There was not, for example, any such phenomenon during the Thirty Years’ War or the English civil wars, when nostalgia as a malady was not yet born; if born, certainly unnamed as such, let alone yoked to war in this formidable and unequivocal way. A focus on war rather than malady may hold the due, for the eighteenth century was also one of unprecedented national identity; one proof of which was the sudden burgeoning of theories of national illnesses: the English disease, the French disease, the Dutch disease, and so forth.16 Besides, France and England became nations through the production of war, as John Brewer and Linda Colley have both shown,17 and long ago Saintsbury’s indefensible “peace of the Augustans” was exploded as a figment of his imagination.18 Despite his silence on both war and peace Saintsbury’s mythic tranquillity created havoc in the literary history of the first half of this twentieth century. The Peace of the Augustans (1916) was largely ignored by early twentieth-century historians: giving lise to the notion of a halcyon and enervated British literature from Addison to Blake and Swift to Burke, created in blessed islands of leisure and calm; to ideas of a “rising novel” spawned in peacetime, and to lyrical pre-Romantic poetry —especially the socalled melancholic “graveyard school” from Gray and Collins to Cowper and Blake— written far from the cries of war. Nothing, of course, had been further from the historical facts. The imaginative British literature of the century leading from the Glorious to the French Revolution was as much a war literature as it was anything else, its literary history replete with war novels and subgenres generated in response to war, as Uncle Toby knew so well. Not for nothing had he fought in the Siege of Namur.

           Nevertheless, however metaphorically proximate they may be, real and imagined wars fundamentally differ in their ravages on human societies. André Corvisier, the war historian, has admirably captured what is at stake here:

          
            The ancien régime, then, was filled with a military spirit, even when the actual concerns of the citizens in provinces untouched by war were far removed from the army. The social values were military values, and the exemplary act was, even up to the sixteenth century, one of chivalry. It will of course be recognized that the novels of chivalry constituted a literature of “escape” that harkened back to a world no longer in existence. But if chivalry had died well before Cervantes’ Don Quixote appeared, its ethic had not entirely disappeared.19

          

           This military spirit was not predetermined by geography or climate but by memory, will, and the socio-economic fact of life that war made nations rich. Except for Scottish uprisings and Jacobite invasions, no major wars were fought, admittedly, on native ground in Britain after the Restoration of Charles II; but it would be folly to omit other skirmishes or think war lay far front the tip of Everyman’s imagination then. Military spirit permeated every aspect of civilian life, as the imaginative literature of the century reflects and as the best historians have demonstrated. The matter, as Corvisier has argued, is the precise calibration of this military atmosphere, not the fact of its existence. Country by country he demonstrates its effects, in Britain especially the perpetual perception of the French enemy’s looming threats:

          
            The alert of 1745-46, when the troops of the Stuart Pretender arrived within 150 kilometers of London, woke England from her repose and raised again the question of reorganizing the militia. This led to lively controversy, since opposition to military service was strong. The idea of militia forces was defended by Townshend, and the Seven Years War hastened the solution.20

          

           All four main wars were geographically determined elsewhere: early in the century the wars of the Spanish Succession; the Polish wars of the 1730s fought near and around the Baltic; the Franco-Austrian wars of the 1740s fought throughout middle Europe; and the Seven Years’ global war battled out globally but primarily in the New World. The post-1750 period was also —at least in Britain— one of heavy taxation accompanied by a huge increase of soldiers. After 1763, peace ensued accompanied by a profusion of available currency owing to the harvests of war and profits in the colonies. But there was little hope of sustained peace — so much for war and peace. The longterm cumulative effect was that nationhood now required war as a condition for sustained power, and in Britain the perception that war was nearly perpetual: cosmologically incapable, so to speak, of becoming extinct and existing apart from the ordinary course of human progress.

           But as the new reconstructionist historians —Brewer, Colley, the historians of eighteenth-century consumption— have shown, war as a socio-economic phenomenon is fundamentally about money.21 To a more narrowly focused military historian like Corvisier the rise of the standing army may be indicative, as he claims, of this pervasive military spirit. Indeed, Corvisier and his colleagues claim it is the only way to discuss foreign policy and national might. The generic social historian, however, looks at broader categories to trace the fate of these same military values, especially as regards class, rank, work and ideas in relation to power and might, in this case to noblemen and their military careers because they were then still synonymous. And he views conditions such as nostalgia and adventurers as social types in their cultural milieu rather than isolated from these developments.

           Recent military arrangements since the Great War of 1914-18 have occluded this quintessential correspondence so well understood by war historians but overlooked by all manner of literary critics who remain more ideologically focused on war’s ravages. Corvisier has identified the matter when he compels us to recall the vast distinction between “the kind of military activity characteristic of the nobleman and that of the common man,”22 and “the second fact” —which he daims to be as crucial— “the practical distinction between the status of a nobleman and the profession of arms.”23 His point is convergence: the fact that “the nobility continued to be the military order,”24 in much the same way (to think analogically about the eighteenth century) that Italian opera continued, until Gluck and Mozart, to be commensurate with castrati. But if the nobility was the military order, and if morally “noble virtues” were precisely those of the soldier, “a military career,” as Corvisier notes, “was not in itself enough to make one noble.”25

           Nationhood altered some of these arrangements. If the aristocracy continued to be the military orders (at least until the French Revolution), the composition of actual armies representing new powers like England and France had altered vis-à-vis nationality. The nobles controlled armies and navies but did not actually fight in them in any numbers. National blends varied from country to country, as military historians have shown, with England having the fewest of its own nationals, as well as its own nobles, among the major powers.26 Whenever war is declared men are suddenly thrown into uniform, but where were the soldiers in England? All these arrangements touch on our war and peace and Corvisier provides an explanation that goes a long way toward explaining why British medicomilitary nostalgia took the morbid form it did:

          
            After the two revolutions in England, that country could no longer maintain a military character. In the eighteenth century the army seemed to be little connected with the nation, and even rather foreign to it as it existed early in the Hanoverian dynasty, up to the Seven Years War. Regiments were for the most part stationed in Ireland, on the continent, or in the colonies. The few troops in Great Britain itself were scattered throughout the towns, but the soldiers were looked on as strangers by the inhabitants.27

          

           At the time, for example in 1748-49 when war novels such as Roderick Random and Tom Jones appeared, England had the fewest number of regular troops in history per capita. This figure was smaller than that of all other European powers, even smaller than Prussia’s. Not having enough men, mercenaries were bought: it was that or subservience in foreign policy and national sovereignty. Warhistorian Childs (not to be confused with the Childs mentioned in relation to Casanova in note 48) has analyzed these figures for our period and their consequences: “If a State wanted to act independently in its foreign policy, then an optimum military strength was indispensable; without it a country [like England] was doomed to act in collaboration with others or not at all.”28

           Thus there obviously were great consequences of war for money (primary among economic conditions), not merely in the national keeping up with the Joneses through the hiring of mercenaries, but in the methods of recruitment. And yet so many British fictions of the period 1720-80 thrive on plots about runaways to the military that any conscionable cultural historian attempting to construct a map about the literary history of war and peace will inquire about enlistment. Corvisier States the matter even more baldly: “There is no question that the army appeared to be a refuge for any who wished to avoid all kinds of bondage: sons rebelling against parental authority or running away from punishment, fleeing family control; young men made impatient by social Controls… those unwilling to work and thus avoiding judicial control, delinquents sometimes encouraged by authorities to enlist, men threatened by lawsuits, and others using the enlistment bonus to pay serious debts.”29 The list is impressive, even without mentioning enlistment as the best means of escaping poverty. Recruitment was the best refuge for anyone having nowhere else to go within a wide repertoire of options.

           Recruitment and enlistment obviously had great consequences for the social classes, as they did for available currency. Economic historians have shown that there is always less money during wartime as a result of heavy taxes. Others have charted this fact decade by decade. Money encourages consumer culture, war impedes it. Yet neither can exist without the other. The effect of these developments for our literature has been greater than we have thought. Literary critic George Steiner, for example, has pronounced that the novels of one of our leading novelists (Smollett) essentially “show money being made and lost in rational and technical ways,”30 and the new breed of historians of nationhood continue to assure us that money cannot be discussed apart from war in the eighteenth century. The weight of both perceptions is impressive. How then —without seeming polemically abrasive— can we develop a contextual literary history of the period apart from the actual facts of war and its consequences? Or as close as we can come to established facts, given that we are not military or economic historians ourselves, but literary historians attempting to enrich the contexts of our literature by documenting its versions of yearning?

          II

           This yearning —especially manifest as nostalgia and encompassed in the typology of the adventurer who became so romanticised in the eighteenth century— was fueled by the tension of political and social struggle. On the one hand, as I have been suggesting, war was present everywhere in the popular imagination. It amounts to fallacy to think otherwise. On the other, the period is soaked in political power struggles rendered inexplicable without the backdrop of yearning. That is, the quest for power within a particular context of conjuring the past. The politics of nostalgia had been operative for at least a generation before the novels of mid-century: Fielding, Smollett, and company. This is the essence of the Kramnick thesis,31 demonstrating how Bolingbroke and the Tory wits had yearned for a better past: a golden age among Stuarts now gone — when war was hardly a contested fact of diurnal life.

           The quest was for an edenic and stable past before the realm became what it had after warmongering Walpole altered it. Desire was for an England in her simple past compared to the grotesquely urban octopus it had become at mid-century (post 1740s) when these versions of nostalgia incrementally enlarged. War had been an essential part of that prelapsarian stability, whether construed as art or science or as specific to a particular country; but it was not the great end-all it became for the Walpolian warlords after 1721. Within the mindset we call (after Kramnick) the politics of nostalgia —given the birth of medical nostalgia— it was not the disturber of peaceful “Esher’s graves,” as Pope claimed in Windsor-Forest, but the mighty lever of stability.32 However adverse to war the politics of nostalgia may have been, it required a vision of nationhood inclusive of it. Its great proponent was Bolingbroke (whom Pope died thinking the greatest man of his generation). And in himself and from his exile, Bolingbroke represented what it could be. His nostalgia for England approximated the malady of Swiss soldiers.33 Only while far away from home in France (his heimweh) did he by turns wax reflective, become philosophie, especially about history, view English power struggles in perspective, persuade himself about the travesty of contemporary Whig politics after Anne’s death, and become even more disenchanted after Walpole’s installment, as his letters before his death demonstrate.34

           Bolingbroke’s almost legendary exile was not the only proof of the nostalgie consequences of war. War also had dire effects on the progress of social mobility through travel: the Grand Tour, the birth of leisure and the social invention of the “weekend,” and in its symbolic versions as the voyage or quest: one of the great motifs, of course, of Western literature. If the chronological dials are set again to mid-century, the rich rather than a growing middle-class still travel, but now with more difficulty than in the 1730s when war was geographically less widespread. The Grand Tour routes were drastically altered by war’s outbreak (sea routes taken rather than land), and all ordinary land movement yielded to its impediments. These may seem trivial or obvious consequences to us (even commonsensical), but appear to have taken no toll on our literary history.35

           When troops of soldiers are scarce, as the historians of war cited above have shown, men need to be bought, hired, provided for. Travel becomes clandestine, spies proliferate, new social types emerge in new economic arrangements. The contrary state —peace— produces reversais, even if less neatly than patterned ones, as the visionary Blake would have perfectly well understood whether or not his paranoia had been so highly developed. Hence it makes a difference to the way texts are interpreted whether or not Saintsbury was right about The Peace of the Augustans: that much contested and allegedly enduring “peace” of the long eighteenth-century. Among literary historians his influential thesis about peace, and its antithesis war, has been a non-issue until recently.36

           This is not the place to develop à la Clausewitz a large picture of war, although no adequate context can be constructed without glances at this context— what Smollett in Ferdinand Count Fathom (1753) called “a large diffused picture of life.” War also provides heightened incentive to the uses of wit, especially in science, technology, and medicine. When the wolf is everywhere at the door, there is urgency to discover how better to fight.

           War, contrarily, is also a civilizing force and progressive urge in that it compels countries swiftly to grow wiser and older, perhaps through an Aeschylean type suffering, despite its horrors and the pitfalls of its inevitably heightened stereotypes of nations. J. E. Cookson, the war historian, captures the tensions between these strains:

          
            On the one hand, war in history could be regarded as a progressive or civilising force insofar as it had stretched man’s inventive and Creative capacities, strengthened the authority of governments, produced larger social conglomerations, greatly extended the intercourse of remote parts of the world, and so on. On the other, the frequency and universality of war seemed to beget the idea that man had the necessary endowments to create a better world. Christian belief provided several solutions.37

          

           A decade by decade catalogue of these inventions, classified by time of discovery in war or peace, would be impressive. In our century one need think no further than the discovery of vitamin C, scurvy, and streptomycin, all during war.38 Geoffrey Holmes, the British historian of the professions, has gone as far as to claim that war stimulates and regenerates whole professions: entails the up side of the professions in ferment.39 And I suggest that war also gives rise to, or permits the reification of, new social types; at least transforms old ones from a prior status: especially in a culture’s underbelly, as in the adventurer, quack, fraud, mountebank, ingénue, naïf — so many of the colorful character types on which early British fiction thrives for its particular tone and flavour.40

           War, paradoxically, also blurs these social types. If the underground mob proliferates during war to accommodate menacing conditions, new types of rogues concurrently emerge, with them new cultural representations. More than anything it is the great variety of rogues that war accelerates, as Defoe had suggested in his fictions. One ponders, for example, all those who must live by their wits. They are so diverse, they have no single name in English or other Western languages. Naming entails labelling as well: a privileged action under any political circumstance; but these types (what can one call them other than adventurers?) are unnamed because incapable of being facilely labelled. So protean do they remain. Historically they flourish during war and peace, but are more pronounced in war. They encompass marginal figures surfacing during crisis who suddenly become useful, as in Smollett’s silhouette-like adventurers; creatures of both genders, female bluebeards as well as male; the males more mobile as a consequence of their biological destiny. Women also played a major role in this nightime of early modem history, the boundaries between their types becoming clearer during peace as a consequence of financial arrangements. These shadowy types survive because war causes frantic crises and pressures of displacement, as chronicled by travel writers who comment on these sudden proliferations.41

           As sex during war takes on new symbolic dimensions, so too do human relations become more ephemeral than in peace. The early English novelists, Behn and Defoe to Smollett and Sterne, were attuned to these social prototypes who lived by their wits. No one should conflate these writers: transform a Goldsmith into a Smollett, or vice versa. Each possessed a unique literary imagination, travelled geographically and mentally in different ways; Smollett barely travelling except at the end of his life in search of health; the depressive and unstable Goldsmith less so than Smollett but always thrust forward by wanting to plough on, as it were, when he imagines himself travelling, as in his poem by this name: The Traveller (1764).42

           Smollett, who (like Defoe) was intrigued by the diverse social types of different locales, serves as an excellent case study of what is at stake in this discussion. Smollett remains, of course, one of our most lucid social commentators of the century, as well as individual prose stylists, together with Addison, Steele and Walpole.43 In his own time he was considered subversive, as well, for his eagerness to give voice to these shadowy adventurers. The negative reception of Ferdinand Count Fathom, his third novel, was owing in part to this seemingly subversive representation. Today the American brand of New Historicism claims that the lost voices of the oppressed in history remain high on its list of presentist agendas.44 But it is not merely “presentist concerns” that attracts us to these deviants and pathologues. Diverse groups of them flourished in the eighteenth century as well.

           The “adventurer” as a social type, or category of person, has reclaimed no place in our current historiographies populated by pirates, buccaneers, soldiers, mercenaries, gypsies, roving bands, all resurrected in the name of a more complete social history.45 Their female bluebeards were equally deviant. Not merely the “molls” and “bettys” and Louisas in Mrs. Cole’s “back-room,” but travelling bluebeards migrating from place to place and “living rough” in that frigid landscape where war never lies far from the tip of human imagination. Our literary history has been impoverished when we calculate what these types have meant to the rise of the novel. Defoe and Smollett, rather than more “polite” writers, continue to be the subversive authors endowing these adventurers with some of their first voices in English.

           Yet in any precise social phylogeny the rogue must be sharply distinguished from the adventurer. Both are “rogues” in the apparent underworld, but rogue denotes a moral judgment rather than social classification. The “adventurer type” is more mobile; for centuries had been associated with five main distinguishing characteristics, not all of which were roguish attributes: gaming, risk-taking, speculating commercially, extravagantly puffing himself, and —most notably— suddenly surfacing during wartime as if from nowhere. Bolingbroke’s nostalgic politics referred to earlier was predicated on a characterological horizon populated by adventurers. War was integral to that vision.

           The imaginative literature of the period, especially the journalism providing up to the moment information, intuited as much. Swift is almost as perceptive about his adventurers as about his famed projectors. His ephemeral poetry senses them lurking everywhere, also allegorically in Gulliver’s Travels and in the Tale of a Tub: “to encourage all aspiring adventurers.”46 Goldsmith, in the lustrous Life of Richard Nash, of Bath (1762), concocts a type of Peter Principle insofar as “wherever people of fashion come, there will adventurers congregate.”47 The vast archive, printed and unprinted, of commentaries on Bath (English home of sharpers and adventurers), embraced the “Principle” as a topos: a commonplace wherein adventurers lurk everywhere in the spa town waiting to milk a gullible, and rich, public. Later Johnson’s periodicals of 1753-54, named The Adventurer, imitated by Hawkesworth in the 1780s and resuscitated by Alexander Chalmers in 1808, are replete with asides and glances as well.48

           The point is not extension of this rich printed catalogue but distinctions made about the type, its mentalities and representations. The thoroughly unprincipled adventurer, for example, was a villain who lived by his wits to conceive fraud, deceit, hypocrisy, always for the same end. Wit, above all else, is the distinguishing characteristic: a native and creative illogic that produced economic prosperity. Compare him (it could be her, but under other conditions given biological necessitarianism) compare him to the “Casanova type” and the difference is marked. The biographical Casanova also lived by his wits but was more than an adventurer.49 He is the amorous equivalent of the adventurer who lives by his wits. All were mesmerists of sorts in that they “hypnotised” their audiences, their victims, out of their pockets. But the adventurer was often asexual or sexually deviant: the anti-Christ of Eros rather than a variation on the amorous Casanovas and Don Giovannis.

           Suzanne Roth’s psychoanalysis of the adventurer is immensely germane for the three criteria she brings to these hairpin distinctions.50 She claims the adventurer bore an almost pathological need for movement; was sexually promiscuous; and forever dreaming of mobility. All three partake in a radical degree of risk taking; hence the key to their villainy and differentiation from roguery. But villainy came, as still does, in degrees, and the ultimate villainy was then tantamount to the corrupt adventurer for whom there existed no upper limits, no bells to toll.

           War elicited this radical type and permitted it to flourish because of its crisis conditions. The adventurer in wartime was governed primarily by two political conditions: first, less formalized checks and balances owing to crisis, and then, the desperation of preparation which also blurs boundaries. Both permitted the dishonest adventurer to circulate, perambulate, and geographically disguise himself more successfully than during the halcyon days of peace. The peacetime System of checks and balances becomes extremely suspect in the peak of a military crisis, especially in small towns of the type Smollett’s characters rampage through in Ferdinand Count Fathom.51

           The gullibility of authority during crisis is retrospectively remarkable: all history documents it, as does the reception of particular adventurers at courts and in palaces. In an era defined by patronage and punctuated by perpetual war movements, imprecation entailed a way of life, and eighteenth-century social history is littered with aristocratic misjudgement. The proof is not “history” to be found in secondary books but disparately in archives and fiction. The adventurer’s sixth sense was for ingratiation; to a degree almost unknown to us today as the consequence of our complex codes of information-checks and administrative balances. Examples abound: in low-life adventurers, as well as in the follies of the high. How else could the young and dazzling Count Poellnitz have danced his way, so to speak, from court to court through Europe, persuading princes he was something he was not?52 What may be called “the Casanova phenomenon” an adventurer in another key — could only have occurred in the world of Walpole and Mozart. Earlier there was not wealth enough or transport to sustain a Casanova; later, the infrastructure of court and government administrations developed to detect his fraud. Casanova himself lay far from the radical fringe of the risk-takers I describe on this curve of high wartime adventure.

          III

           A figure perhaps unknown to most dix-huitiémistes who lies at the extreme left of these risk-taking adventurers duping the gullible is Stjepan Zannowich (1751-86).53 Born in Budva on the south Adriatic coast, halfway between Dubrovnik and the current Albanian border, he committed suicide in an Amsterdam prison at thirty-five. Helmut Watzlawick, the Swiss Casanova scholar, has documented his extraordinary life as best as it can be done in the light of extant material, and there is no reason to repeat his findings here except to note the degree of Zannowich’s successful perpetrated frauds. Yet to the end he survived crime upon crime, and cultural historians, including those interested in war and peace, must ask what European organization then was if it could be duped to this dire extent?

           The son a rich merchant, Zannowich was a Venetian subject until the age of twenty-six, thereafter stateless in an era racked by war. The sheer mileage he transversed during his adolescence provides the superlative missing link to his later versions of deviancy. As a boy he lived in Venice with his father, who taught him and his brother Primislas the intricacies of card games; until the father was expelled by the government for fraud, only for the brothers themselves to be banished for anti-religious conduct. By 1770 Zannowich, now eighteen, again teamed up with his brother and travelled the girth of Europe perpetrating one fraud upon another. Cardgaming served as their entrée; their frauds extending from forged bills to the trading of non-existent ships in the heat of suddenly declared wars. The pièce-de-résistance, however, was the so-called “Zannowich affair” in which death and diamonds almost combined to start a pan-European war.

           The thrust of their plot was the sale of non-existent shiploads of oriental produce to Dutch merchants against cash advances and diamonds. The figures involved are irrelevant for our purposes — effects count. None of this affair could have been perpetrated if the brothers had not won the confidence —fraudulently— of the Venetian ambassador in Naples, Cavalli, and the signatures for their invoices from the English banking firm Chomel and Jordan. When the Dutch merchants demanded the return of their cash and diamonds, Cavalli extricated himself through the Venetian senate who exonerated him and banished the brothers. But a diplomatic break ensued between the two nations —Dutch and Venetian— and near war. Watzlawick has chronicled this near outbreak of war, week by week in 1774, including the involvement of the Holy Roman Emperor, the Austrian and Italian States. Zannowich escaped, returned to Budva and refashioned himself once again. Within two years he resurfaced in a new identity and with a new name, moved to Berlin, ingratiated himself to Dr John Baylies, the English court physician, only to be found out again and disappear. These machinations continued in many European countries throughout the 1770s under different names: a ritual composed of ingratiation (the adventurer’s ploy), the predictable issue of invoices, followed by discovery when usually too late.

           Then, in 1778, Zannowich became entangled in a love affair with Elizabeth Chudleigh, Duchess of Kingston, who became his financial sponsor and who was more than thirty years older than he was.54 His ultimate ploy was the selfgenerated rumor of his own death in 1779 to escape his creditors. By 1781 he was in England attempting to extract vast sums from the Duke of Newcastle under the name “Abner.” His adventures continued to take him from one corner to another of Europe and into the orbit of Europe’s most glamorous settings: its glittering counts and countesses, such as the Prince de Ligne with whorn he, together with the Count d’Artois, spent long spells at the castle Beloeil. A favorite manœuvre was liaison with freemasons wherever he went as a means of instantaneous disguise; because freemasons in different countries were so insular in their information, Zannowich could survive his multiple self-fashionings and incarnations under different names.55

           Watzlawick is also recounting Zannowich’s last years, when he perpetrated a second crime against the Dutch. This time he again offered his imaginary Montenegro mercenaries to the Dutch government when Joseph II threatened to invade them in the dispute over the river Scheldt. Zannowich fabricated the existence of a mythical sloop —the Britman— and on the basis of both ship and soldiers extracted a fortune from the Dutch. Whenever exposed Zannowich explained his aliases by the need to escape Turkish or Venetian secret agents charged to kill him. But his luck ran out. Early in 1786 he was arrested for unrelated debts by the Dutch, imprisoned, and committed suicide in an Amsterdam prison on 26 May.

           It is an extraordinary tale patterned on ingratiation, fraudulence and escape that would make the basis of a superb historical novel. Except that it is historical biography rather than fiction, life rather than art. Its possibilities must be traced to the subtle timing of the epistle in the eighteenth century: all depended on the length of time it took for letters to arrive. His chicanery depended on dispatched letters, their calculated delivery time, and moment of reading. Two hundred years later, in the prestissimo of cyberspace and virtual reality we continue to underestimate the timing of letters as the dominant means of private and public communication in that early modem world between Shakespeare and the fall of the Bastille. A Zannowich-type could not have plunged Europe’s powers into near-war without these dispatches and their well-timed arrivals. Wartime or peace made a great difference to the dispatches, not least to the speed and mode of land or sea delivery.

           The radical male adventurer also thrived on an aesthetics of mobility and flight. In one sense, he was forever dreaming of flight as the resolution of his deepest psychological anxiety56: his entire career was, in this sense, configured (whether consciously or not is irrelevant) to fly from the terrors of confinement. The symbolic representation of this insulation in the adventurer’s imagination is impossible to retrieve from our vantage. But it is clear that war was, paradoxically, both the great facilitator and inhibitor of the travel on which his flights depended. If —the writers of fiction— the Smolletts and Sternes and lesser novelists of —the epoch are indicative— the adventurer developed new coping mechanisms during wartime. His sheer displacement boggles even the postmodern mind steeped in its jetlag mentality.

           All these configurations suggest a recalcitrant nostalgia that requires decoding through a sociology of certification and validation: how were the Zannowiches validated? How endorsed?57 That is, a sociology of the radical adventurer type captured in historical life by the Zannowich syndrome. But we are in a sense blind in that we do not know, as yet, which questions to ask. How did the network of adventurers function? Did the radical adventurer harbour any sense of “home?”58 To what extent were readers of adventure literature construing these stories vicariously? Thinking no further than the devilish Zannowich, who would vouch for whom —validation again— and under what conditions of trust? Can so little have been checked out or certified? This precisely amounts to a sociology of validation, even in times of peace. War merely accelerated the possibilities of duping and deceiving. Yet opportunities for gullibility appear to have been much greater during times of war than peace, and the schemes of civic gullibility mild in comparison; that is, the many non-military cases. Emmanuel Mendes da Costa, for example —the Portuguese Jewish naturalist who allegedly embezzled the Royal Society of London out of thousands of pounds59 — was a petty amateur compared to the treacherous Zannowich. His stolen or embezzled pounds: an armchair peacetime diversion compared to Zannowich’s pan-European crimes tailored to suit war conditions. The Zannowich syndrome occurring in the thick of military crisis was the consequence of war itself, one of its most felonious cruelties.

           The nostalgia resulting from such bald opportunities cannot have existed apart from the imagination of imprisonment —one reason John Bender, for example, was shrewd to enlarge the category as a region of the war imagination.60 Prison must always have been a region of the adventurer’s mind, never far from the range of his conscious options. Yet if money and prison existed in this parasitic symbiosis, so too did adventurers as runaway soldiers. Many had deserted the ranks and turned to these more profitable vocations. The armies curtailed the practice through flogging, but it was not always successful. Childs, the historian of war, writes that:

          
            Flogging [in the eighteenth century] was the principal method of correction in the British army, and it was used with lavish abandon to right the most common fault of soldiery disobedience. Removing the skin from a man’s back and shoulders did little good in the long run, as there was a basic lack of respect on the part of the British soldier for his officer…. in Great Britain the deferential society which formed the basis of most armies and their discipline was looser and waning.61

          

           Eighteenth-century prisons in the aftermath of Foucault and Bender have been altered in our historical perception. Yet even those scholars were silent on suicides within those walls, hardly differentiating between —for example— the suicide a Zannowich would have committed out of a lack of options and Clarissa Harlowe’s equally desperate attempt for altogether different reasons. Numerous adventurers killed themselves in prison, like Zannowich, a further reason the cultural historian wants to recover these voices of the past and reify them.62 The fact is that twentieth-century capturings of the earlier rogue tradition —the quixotic, Cervantic, picaresque— have discredited the sheer intelligence required for these versions of survival. The picaresque tradition reflecting these social arrangements is complex but one thing is certain: the male adventurer, certainly of Zannowich’s type, differed from the male picaro, as writers from Defoe to Fielding and Smollett showed.63

           All of which leads to the literary and visual consequences of these developments. The rise of the British novel was intimately concerned with these characterological distinctions and even gendered them.64 Few are the Behnean female novelists on male adventurers, but Smollett possessed a razor-sharp acumen into their typology. My point is not a formalist one about genre, although Clifford Geertz’s “blurred genres” helps us understand why Smollett’s third novel, the blurred and blended Ferdinand Count Fathom, best portrays these figures.65 I refer of course to the nostalgic Smollett, as in the visual caricature in plate one, rather than the author behind Roderick Random, while D. McNeil discusses Smollett’s exposure of war’s grotesquerie sans nostalgia.66

           Ferdinand Count Fathom is steeped in the social arrangements described above. Its author’s fictive imagination was, of course, shaped in large part by his Personal experience of war and the events following 1740: the war of the Austrian succession, the Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle in 1748, the subsequent fragile peace which Smollett always doubted, as his History of England (1757-58) reveals. In 1749, while Smollett was travelling for the first time to France, the British military machine was at an all time low, the Hanoverians forever trying to improve its low profile. But war is also pervasive in Fielding’s Tom Jones —it constitutes the abdomen of the middle half of the novel— and in Smollett’s earlier novels.

           Ferdinand Count Fathom is Smollett’s great statement about war nostalgia; far more substantial and original than the book’s Gothic content or its vestigial picaresque elements; and in this sense my theory is a revisionist one diminishing the Gothic to enlarge the nostalgic in its original eighteenth-century medico-military contexts. Here the eighteenth-century critical heritage provides little use, as it is silent on all these matters perhaps by dint of chronological proximity.67 Smollett is as eloquent on war nostalgia as he has been recognized for his vigor in the debates about luxury, ecology, and the rise of the professions at midcentury. Indeed, he may be our most perceptive social commentator on early Georgian England even if he never wrote so prolifically as the scribotic Horace Walpole.68 No comparison with a figure as remote as the Balkan-Venetian Zannowich (of whom Smollett was surely unaware) is necessary to display Fathom’s hardy existence as an adventurer. Smollett’s text provides the necessary evidence. From Fathom’s birth in 1708 to a war-camp follower in a wagon under way from Holland to Flanders, he is the product of this desperate war milieu. His mother suckles him with gin and marries a German trooper. After the Peace of Utrecht (1713), the Fathoms move to Prague —in tandem with the terrific geographical mobility discussed above— where Mrs Fathom opens a cabaret for Irish and Scottish mercenaries. The young Fathom witnesses a bloody battle between Turks and Austrians, after which event his mother murders the wounded Turks and ruthlessly despoils their corpses. The wounded Scottish officer she discovers —the Count de Melvile— is spared only because Fathom’s mother can profit further without cannibalising him. Like mother, the son; and Fathom’s most natural ability, according to Smollett, is emulation of his mother as a natural (this is the important aspect) adventurer.

           Treachery of every sort preoccupies the protagonist Fathom. Nothing construed by a Zannowich could have amazed Fathom as he lies, steals, cheats, disguises himself, and is complicit in acts of camp desertion, castration, dismemberment, and murder — all against the backdrop of war, another reason for the revisionist argument. When the War of the Polish Succession (1733-35) breaks out —and Smollett is explicit about the events and locations— Fathom and Renaldo unwillingly serve in Count Melvile’s regiment. A malingerer in every sense, Fathom switches sides, only to find himself operating in a counterpoint of flight into, and from, disguise.

           Everywhere his native wit proves to be the key of his survival. He masters languages and, like the disguised Zannowich, passes himself off as a native of almost every European country. Geographical and linguistic mobility proves his greatest asset: the ability to be here today and in another corner of Europe tomorrow speaking a foreign language he never had time to learn. Through these diverse languages Fathom meets Sir Stentor Stiles, the practiced gamester who (again like the Zannowich whose father brought him up on cards) tricks Fathom and walks away with all his money.

           This is not the place to trace Smollett’s plot, except to note the typology of his protagonist as radical adventurer rather than bland picaro; and I have been suggesting from the start that this type cannot be understood apart from its natural habitat in war and peace and within the nostalgia mediated by the two. Oddly it is “peace of the Augustans” -Saintsbury who intuits some of this war nostalgia configuration; the novel’s nostalgic tone: not merely yearning for the past but craving to live in it. Also, sentimental longing for nostalgia’s mindset (almost as if it were personified), and mobility (as in the young Fathom’s refusal to set up in one place). The nonexistent home as the site of tension and ambivalence: where is home for Fathom? Here Smollett and Sterne are galaxies apart despite their military commonground in Fathom’s brutal adventures and Toby’s comic fortifications. Somehow Saintsbury grasped the protoplasm of Smollett’s intention when claiming in his introduction to Ferdinand Count Fathom that Mrs. Fathom has been overlooked (it is she, after all, who opens the novel) and that the figure of Sir Stentor Stiles is the best drawn in the book. “There is no doubt that one of the best passages in the story —one of the very best passages in Smollett— is the famous incident when Fathom, imprudently attempting in Paris to play too much for his own hand, is “bit,” as his own day said, by the false Sir Stentor Stiles.”69 Adventurer duped by greater adventurer.

           Smollett’s first readers must have been awed by these versions of gullibility, yet Smollett also made gullibility romande, idealising all the action through the crucible of nostalgia. Smollett’s early critical heritage, as I have emphasized, is virtually useless here. We can conjecture about the experience of his early readers in the face of all this villainy but not replicate it. The amalgam of mobility, freedom, gullibility, duping, may have been no more than a literature of escape for these readers. Or it may have seemed a new realism to which they had been unaccustomed. Either way, one thing is certain: this is war literature, generated in waves of public nostalgia, anatomising and diagnosing the new social types emerging in war.

           If, then, this presentation appears as revisionism and reconstructionism, this is because it has retrieved Smollett the sentimentalist, among others, rather more so than Smollett the satirist.70 To be sentimental in fiction in this era —the period between Aix-la-Chapelle in 1748 and the outbreak of the Seven Years’War in 1756— is to be both nostalgic for war and the hearth because they exist in such a special relationship. It is not a universal synchronic truth but a local one, local especially to the mood of the 1750s.
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          36  Further examples include the war novels of our period; there existed, for example, no discussion of Sterne and war until D. McNeil, see supra note 2. The lay American imagination has now virtually eliminated war as a meaningful category, the Americans having witnessed no war fought on their own soil since the Civil War more than one hundred years ago.

          37  Cookson 31 n II.

          38  See R. A. Gabriel and K. S. Metz, A History of Military Medicine (New York: Greenwood, 1992).

          39  Geoffrey Holmes, Augustan England: Professions, State and Society, 1680-1730 (Allen & Unwin,1982); P.J. Corfield, Power and the Professions in Britain 1717-1850 (Routledge, 1995).

          40  These are utterly transformed from the ones discussed by Benjamin Boyce in The Theophrastan Character in England to 1642 (Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1947). Most recent secondary studies of the early novel, however thorough, discredit these minor figures on grounds they are irrelevant without inscribing their sheer number in this body of fiction: see J. Paul Hunter, Before Novels: The Cultural Contexts of Eighteenth-Century English Fiction (New York: Norton, 1990); Michael McKeon, The Origins of the English Novel, 1600-1740 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1987); Margaret Doody, The True Story of the Novel (New Brunswick: Rutgers UP, 1996).

          41  Casanova lived and traveled, of course, among these types and understood them as well as anyone in the eighteenth century.

          42  For Smollett’s travel, see Dr John Moore’s life of the author in The Works of Tobias Smollett. MD (Law. 1797). Goldsmith’s motives are shrouded in mystery: see G. S. Rousseau, Goldsmith: The Critical Heritage (Routledge & Kegan Paul. 1974).

          43  Paul-Gabriel Boucé, Les romans de Smollett: étude critique (Paris: Didier, 1971).

          44  The various agendas are presented by H. Veeser, The New Historicism (New York: Columbia UP. 1989).
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           This paper is devoted to the problems of war, peace and social institutions in 18th-century British philosophy. I will not go into details concerning the nature or the history of the social institutions such as those of the wars, but will limit myself only to some concise remarks. My task is much more modest and consists in analysing the correlation and the interdependence of the phenomena mentioned as these problems were understood by British thinkers of the 18th century. I would like also to make some allusions to those Russian thinkers of the past who assessed the political and economic situation in 18th-century Britain, her position in Europe and the development of her institutions and establishments from the viewpoint of war and peace, and who adopted, to a certain extent, the ideas suggested by their British contemporaries or predecessors on the same subject. I could reformulate the title of my paper as “Janus and Chimera.” The name of the ancient bifront god Janus needs no comment. But as for the other mythological figure mentioned, “Chimera” seems the best term to define the essence of social institutions which are something immaterial, incorporeal and impersonal. I shall consider the social institutions1 in the broad sense to be, first, such social norms as laws, rules, customs, traditions, patterns of social behaviour; secondly, social establishments and formations, organizations, collectivities (so-called bodies politic or corporate,2 and moral or juridical persons); thirdly, stable, established social phenomena on the whole, namely: power, government, property, and so on.

           Being alike in possessing the properties of existence and fixity in social life, in having superindividual nature and abstract character, social norms and formations differ from each other in some other respects. Institution-norms are to institution-formations what the predicate is to the subject. Every formation is, so to speak, surrounded by the “halo” of social norms defining its subject status and role in society. While institutions-norms are a kind of social objects or, so to speak, social entities playing the role of the mediator and means in the relations among people as social subjects, institution-formations themselves are subjects of social relations and actions and, in this sense, manage social objects, things, means. In other words, they are a kind of artificial persons created by people and at the same time replacing them in their subject role. I think there exist two classes of such institutions in social reality; namely; collective formations, or bodies corporate (politic), and what I call supercollective formations.

           The former include people taken in their empirical status, involve them, so to speak, inside itself and incorporate them; the latter rise above people, their collectivities and groups and cannot be reduced to aggregates of individuals personifying and representing them (in capacity of the personnel or staff of the institution) in social relations and actions.3 If making use of the “person” category, these two types of social subjects may be referred to as the collective person and the abstract person accordingly. In case artificial persons are subjects of social, political and economic relations, people become only instruments and mediators in relations between such artificial entities.

           Therefore we have the right to speak of three levels of social reality: individuals, collective formations, and supercollective formations. The private, or physical, person as the social and legal mask of the individual is immanent to him; the collective person is both immanent and transcendent to the collectivity or group (body corporate); the abstract person is only transcendent to the association of men above which it rises. Although the conventional and artificial nature of the collective person is not equal to that of the abstract person, both of them, once created, begin to live self-dependently and become (as well as abstract social norms do) a real Chimera dominating people. The abstraction acts personae vice or privatorum loco, as the Romans put it.

           The relationship between different (corporative and abstract, in essence) forms of social wholeness and subjectness, on the one hand, and the State of civil peace, social order which is more or less free of discords and animosities, on the other, was shown and described by David Hume, in his essay, “That Politics May Be Reduced to a Science” (published in 1741-42). Hume compares two different ways in which a Nobility may possess the whole, or any part of the legislative power of the State. In the Venetian Government the whole body of nobility possesses the whole power, and no nobleman has any authority which he does not receive from the whole. He shares the power only as a part of the whole body. On the contrary, in the Polish Government every nobleman by means of his fiefs, has a distinct hereditary authority over his vassals, and the whole body has no authority but what it receives from the concurrence of its parts. Hume finds a Venetian nobility to be preferable to a Polish one because of its beneficial influence upon social order. He writes:

          
            A nobility, who possess their power in common, will preserve peace and order, both among themselves, and their subjects; and no member can have authority enough to control the laws for a moment. The nobles will preserve their authority over the people, but without any grievous tyranny, or any breach of private property: because such a tyrannical government promotes not the interests of the whole body, however it may that of some individuals. There will be a distinction of rank between the nobility and people, but this will be the only distinction in the State. The whole nobility will form one body, and the whole people another, without any of those private feuds and animosities, which spread ruin and desolation everywhere.4

          

           The term “institution” is likely to be applied to bodies politic or corporate if there is so broad a gap between the collective wholeness of the formation and the individuals included in it, as to suppose the individual being alienated from the level on which the decisions are taken on behalf of the collectivity as a whole. It is in this sense that the social body is understood to be some sort of a person. According to Thomas Hobbes, the author of Leviathan (1651):

          
            A Multitude of men, are made One Person, when they are by one man, or one Person, Represented; so that it be done with the consent of every one of that Multitude in particular. For it is the Unity of the Representer, not the Unity of the Represented, that Maketh the Person One. And it is the Representer that beareth the Person, and but one Person: And Unity, cannot otherwise be understood in Multitude.5

          

           The similar situation also obtains in case decisions are made and orders are issued not by one person but the collegium, or council, of persons. In his Two Treatises of Civil Government (1690), John Locke writes that there, and there only, is a political society, wherever any number of men so unite into one society as to quit every one of his executive power of the law of Nature, and to resign it to the public having a common established law and judicature to appeal to. The individual remains distant from the level of collective power, no matter whether this power is concentrated in one person, in one council, or in the majority of the public. In Locke’s opinion:

          
            When any number of men have so consented to make one community or government, they are thereby presently incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein the majority have a right to act and conclude the rest…. For, when any number of men have, by the consent of every individual, made a community, they have thereby made the community one body, with a power to act as one body, which is only by the will and determination of the majority.6

          

           In his famous treatise, An Essay on the First Principles of the Government, and on the Nature of the Political, Civil and Religions Liberty (1768), Joseph Priestley distinguishes people acting as independent individuals and those who act as members of any collective whole. If truth and knowledge in some sphere belong to the greater number of people to act as the collective whole and not to the independent individuals, no one taken separately may make any decision until the majority agrees with it.

           David Hume shares the opinion that “in every kind of intercourse, a body politic is to be consider’d as one person.”7 Indeed, in A Treatise of Human Nature (1739-40), he finds this assertion to be just in so far as different nations, just like private persons, require mutual assistance, and their selfishness and ambition are perpetual sources of war and discord. Being alike in some respects, private persons and juridical, or moral ones differ in other respects. Thus the state-bodies are subordinated to the special set of rules —the laws of nations— which regulates, in particular, problems of war and peace. At the same time the three fundamental rules of justice, the stability of possession, its transference by consent, and the performance of promises are duties of princes (and, consequently, of the States, bodies politic, headed by them), as well as of subjects. Where possession has no stability, there must be perpetual war; where property is not transferred by consent, there can be no commerce; where promises are not observed there can be neither leagues nor alliances. “The advantages. therefore, of peace, commerce, and mutual succour, make us extend to different kingdoms the same notions of justice, which take place among individuals.”8 Thus the direct connection between social institution-norms, on the one hand, and war and peace, on the other, is established by Hume.

           It is worthwhile mentioning that the connection between the status of States, bodies politic, as artificial, moral, persons, and the problems of war and peace is emphasized by Immanuel Kant. Nations, as States, are like individuals, he asserts, in his treatise, Perpetual Peace (1795), and to incorporate a State with another State would be to reduce it from a moral person to the condition of a thing. Besides two special sets of rules that regulate the relations among men (the civil right, or jus civitatis) and those of nations among each other (the right of nations, or jus gentium), individuals and nations being taken in isolation, in the civil constitution there is also the cosmopolitical right, or jus cosmopoliticum, which is equally obligatory for men, as well as for States, as private persons and moral ones “are considered as influencing one another, in quality of constituent parts of the great State of the human race.”9

           What is the relationship between individuals and institutions? Karl Popper (1902-1994) writes, in his work, The Poverty of Historicism (1935, first published in 1944-45), that any long-range and long-term policy, especially deocratic policy, should be pursued by means of established social institutions and should not depend too much on any personal will and decisions. Institutions reduce the uncertainty of the personal element, although we cannot construct foolproof institutions, that is to say, institutions, whose functioning does not very largely depend upon persons. “Institutions are like fortresses. They must be well designed and properly manned.”10 But nearly the same was said long before Popper by Edward Gibbon who differentiated, in his work, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (1776-88), the social improvements resulting from the personal factors in social life and those resulting from the institutional ones. He States that the poet or philosopher illustrates his age and century by the efforts of a single mind, but this individual genius, these superior powers of reason or fancy are too rare and spontaneous productions to be a reliable basis for social progress. The benefits of law and policy, of trade and manufactures, of arts and sciences, are more solid and permanent. Nevertheless, this general order is the effect of skill and labour, and the complex machinery may be decayed by time, or injured by violence.

           Gibbon adds that the most useful, or, at least, the most necessary arts, can be performed without superior talents or national subordination, without powers of one, or the union of many. Each village, each family, each individual must always possess both ability and inclination to perpetuate the use of fire and of metals, the propagation and service of domestic animals, the methods of hunting and fishing, the rudiments of navigation, the imperfect cultivation of corn and other nutritive grain, and the simple practice of mechanical trades. And they are able to do so in spite of any historical troubles.11

           The influence of the useful innovations produced by arts and sciences is supposed by Hume to extend, perhaps, farther than that of the good laws, but the use of the former is not so appreciable as that of the latter, and the most honorable place in history belongs to law-givers and founders of States who give people Systems of laws and social institutions, establishments to ensure peace, happiness and freedom for the generations to come.

           While Gibbon compares institutional order with “complex machinery,” Lord Bolingbroke draws a parallel between social institutions and living organisms. In his work, The Idea of a Patriot King (circa 1740?), he writes that absolute stability is not to be expected in any thing human:

          
            The best instituted governments, like the best constituted animal bodies, carry in them the seeds of their destruction: and, though they grow and improve for a time, they will soon tend visibly to their dissolution. Every hour they live is an hour the less that they have to live. All that can be done, therefore, to prolong the duration of a good government, is to draw it back, on every favourable occasion, to the first good principles on which it was founded. When these occasions happen often, and are well improved, such governments are prosperous and durable. When they happen seldom, or are ill improved, these political bodies live in pain, or in languor, and die soon.12

          

           It is interesting that, over a century after Bolingbroke, the Russian philosopher, Konstantin Leontiev (1831-1891), developed similar ideas and made an attempt to explain the historical situation in 18th-century Britain from the view-point of his theory of phasic development. In his work, Byzantinism and Slavdom (1875), he assumed three stages of developing social organisms and cultures to exist: the period of original simplicity; the period of blooming complexity; and the period of renewed simplification. Nothing in the world can avoid this destiny. One of the main factors of such a simplification, in which the third phase consists, is the liberal, democratic and egalitarian tendency for all the social units to be equal. The progressists interested in the fast development of society are right in the first stage, but when society is already in the third descending stage, the conservatives and the reactionaries prove quite right. They try as much as possible to stop the decay and degradation, and return society, sometimes forcibly, to the cult of the statehood thanks to which the nation was created and Consolidated. Nevertheless, all these efforts can only retard the downward movement, but cannot stop it at all.

           In Leontiev’s opinion, the period of blooming complexity in Britain took place between Elizabeth I and George III, i.e., covered the 17th and the 18th centuries. There was less equality in England than in some other European countries and America. Britain saved herself from the simplification to come inevitably by means of a revolutionary process occurring in her North American colonies. After America became independent and separated from the parent-state (1776), nothing could help Britain to prolong the age of blooming complexity. In other words, nothing could be done for England to be spared the further simplification.

           British thinkers recognized nascent and further-developing social institutions to be strongly influenced by war as a social and historical phenomenon. This impact may be direct or indirect. According to Locke, people form society to avoid the State of war which they wage against each other. Whenever any number of men, in the State of Nature, enter into society to make one people one body politic under one supreme government, this puts men out of the State of Nature into that of commonwealth. It is necessary to differentiate the State of Nature and the State of war. The former presupposes that people have no common judge, no central power, and each of them lives according to his own mind; the latter means using force without right, which may take place irrespectively whether people have such a judge or not. Being in the State of Nature, people are able in principle to live in peace. The State of war is that of hostility, enmity and destruction.13 At the same time, internal war is considered as the cause for uniting people into bodies politic ruled by common reason which is concentrated in one person or in one council. From the modern point of view the difference between the State of Nature and the State of war may be interpreted as the difference between the principle of self-organization and that of organization from without.

           As opposed to Locke and other supporters of the theory of social contract, Flume sees the source of state-power in conflicts between members of different societies and not among members of the same society. In other words, the origin of the State, the political power and the phenomenon of citizenship are accounted for by external and not civil wars. To illustrate his point, Hume speaks about American Indian tribes which set an example of how people can live in peace and agreement while having no recognized government. They obey the orders of one of their tribesmen only when they wage war, and this State of subordination ceases after their return from the battle-field and conclusion of peace. But the advantages and benefits resulting from such a government are so great as to make people refuse part of their freedom also between wars. In the course of time people begin getting accustomed to obey their chiefs not only during war but also in peace-time. Those who have proved skilful leaders on the battle-field become rulers realizing their power constantly, unceasingly. Army camps with their System of orders to be executed as fast and punctually as possible are considered by Hume, in A Treatise of Human Nature, as the true fathers of the cities. He disproves the viewpoint according to which the origin of the civil government is derived from the patriarchal rule and the authority of the father as the head of the family.

           To generalize, the beginning of the government is sufficiently accidental and not so perfect as to regard the theory of social contract as right. One of the tribesmen rises from the ranks owing to his courage and gifts displayed during the war when these qualifies, just as unity and agreement, are required most of all, and the fatal consequences of the lack of organization tell upon the very existence of the tribe. Having become the leader of the society during the war, he extends his power to the peace-time, and becomes the arbiter, or the judge, for all his people. Nevertheless, at the beginning he has to rule only by means of persuasion, but in the course of time he becomes influential enough to resort to force if necessary.

           Considering war to be the most barbarous and savage occurrence among other social phenomena, Lord Shaftesbury at the same time recognized its role as the factor of strengthening social solidarity, people’s uniting into society and joining their efforts to achieve common aims. In Sensus Communis (1709), he States that the bonds of solidarity become more durable in times of war, facing the common danger people lend their support to each other, and the mutual attachment becomes apparent here. Shaftesbury finds heroism and love of mankind to be almost the same feeling, but if it turns out to go astray, the hero, the liberator and the keeper become the fierce madman, the oppressor and the destroyer. Being taken into account, this fact enables us to understand why the love for one’s native country and the social unity resulting from this love, on the one hand, and the split brought about by intrigue, on the other hand, take place simultaneously in peace-time under the civil government. It is quite natural for parts of society to stand apart when society extends excessively. Shaftesbury mentions that powerful commonwealths form their colonies overseas for more scope to appear at home.

           Incidentally, in Leontiev’s opinion, it is precisely this fact that explains why England could retard the process of simplification in the 18th century. But relations and connections between the parts of the great empire weaken in the course of time, and after all can be lost entirely. New unions and factions come into being in such state-bodies. The spirit of unification not being able to realize itself within the whole seeks for a more narrow sphere to carry out its practical activity. Nothing is more enjoyable for people than to form exclusive factions. So there are wheels within other wheels, and one empire is included into another empire. Briefly, the very spirit of these factions seems to be none other than the deformed expression of the love of mankind and the mutual attachment that is human.

           What reasons may explain this phenomenon? Shaftesbury considers the common good, the aims of the world as a whole to be a sufficiently distant and abstract philosophical subject. It is very difficult to understand the common interest of the whole nation or State. People feel better when they see the bounds of their community and know for the sake of what they have united. Such a distant sphere as the State unites different persons, different social strata and different social estates only in abstracto and, so to speak, not tangibly. To put it differently, the social unity within the State exists only to the contemplation or the idea of the State as such.14 The common aim of society as a whole, and the whole as such are none other than abstractions. Only in war time the force of unity displays itself in full.

           This opinion of Shaftesbury expressed in Sensus Communis appears most interesting and important in the light of the above-stated view-point concerning so-called artificial persons, these chimeras replacing and dominating people. In my recent book, Institutions: Supercollective Formations and Impersonal Form of Social Subjectness (1996), I suggest and use the term “institutionality” to define one of the most important characteristics of the social formation, body corporate, in case the level of social, “corporal,” wholeness is sufficiently distant from the level of real individuals forming the social body.15 In other words, institutionality in this sense defines the above-mentioned gap between the individuals and the collectivity as a whole. So it can vary, depending on such social factors as the numerical strength of the collectivity, the degree of rationalization and formalization of its internal relations, and the measure of alienation of the person from the level at which the decisions are made on behalf of the collectivity as a whole.

           At the same time, the term “institutionality” may be applied not only to particular bodies politic but also to society taken in its completeness. In this case, it acquires a different meaning and may be interpreted as impersonal subjectness. Now it defines the System of social relations in which impersonal and anonymous supercollective social formations, i.e., abstract persons, and not individuals and their collectivities as such are the true subjects of these relations. The abstraction turns out as the social subject and actor instead of the person. The relation between man and the abstraction created by him turn over: the means becomes the subject, and the subject becomes the means. Separating the abstraction from people leads to its transformation into something self-dependent, alien and transcendent to individuals, bending people to its impersonal will, making them its instruments. The abstraction begins to be perceived by people, as if it were man or even something supernatural. Further details on the topic may be found in my Institutions.

           The ideas suggested by Shaftesbury allow us to suppose British thinkers of the 18th century came nearer to understanding the subject role of the abstraction in society. Its power over people is so great as to exceed anything imaginable. The status of the abstraction predetermines the fundamentals of some social System. As to contemporary British thinkers, I can refer to one of George Orwell’s (1903-1950) essays, “The English People” (1944, first published in 1947). Orwell wrote: “English political thinking is much governed by the word ‘They’. ‘They’ are the higher-ups, the mysterious powers who do things to you against your will.”16 The domination of anonymous, impersonal force and power over people is well shown by the contemporary British writer Jack Trevor Story, in his novel Little Dog’s Day (1971).

           To make a long story short, the problem of parties and factions inside society, their impact upon the matters of civil wars and civil peace was of great importance to British philosophers of the 18th century. Hume believes people must hate the founders of the factions just as they must respect the founders of States. The factions undermine the System of government, make laws powerless and bring about hostility and wars among men who belong to the same nation and have to lend their support to each other. They propagate naturally for centuries and lead to the collapse of the System of government under which they came into being. Hume differentiates factions based on personal friendship of the members or on their Personal hostility to members of other parties, and those based on the real difference of opinion, interest and principle.

           Examining, in The Idea of a Patriot King, the reasons why people unite into parties, Lord Bolingbroke emphasizes difference in the ideas of social institutions. He States that a people may be united in submission to the prince, and to the establishment, and yet be divided about general principles, or particular measures of government. Parties may be divided by different notions and principles concerning some particular ecclesiastical, or civil institutions. Party is a political evil, and faction is the worst of all parties; the former is to the latter what the superlative is to the positive. The true image of a free people, governed by a Patriot King, Bolingbroke sees in that of the patriarchal family, where the head and all the members are united by one common interest, and animated by one common spirit.

           According to Jonathan Swift, the difference in opinion, that is in the social institution-norm, is one of the chief and usual causes, or motives that make one country go to war with another. In his Gulliver’s Travels (1726), he writes:

          
            Difference in opinion hath cost many millions of lives: for instance, whether/flesh be bread, or bread be flesh; whether the juice of a certain berry be blood or wine; whether whistling be a vice or a virtue; whether it be better to kiss a post, or throw it into the fire; what is the best colour for a coat whether black, white, red or grey: and whether it should be long or short, narrow or wide, dirty or clean, with many more. Neither are any wars so furious and bloody, or of so long continuance, as those occasioned by difference in opinion, especially if it be in things indifferent.17

          

           Although this statement alludes directly to the ecclesiastical institutions only, that is to the controversies over transubstantiation, church music, the images of worship, and the use of church vestments, it has also more general significance and concerns social institutions on the whole. What should the prince, the head of the State, do in the divided State where a party has been formed of spirit and strength sufficient to oppose, even in arms, the established government? Bolingbroke believes that a Patriot King will prevent the flame of rebellion from breaking out, if by art and management he can do it. If he cannot, he will endeavour to keep it from spreading; and if the phrenzy of rebellion disappoints him in both these attempts, he will remember peace, like Henry IV of France, in the midst of war. Likewise he will forgo advantages of pushing the latter, rather than lose an opportunity of promoting the former.

           We see thus that war presupposes and predetermines the formation and development of different social institutions and, in its turn, is presupposed and predetermined by them. The origins of not only institution-formations but also institution-norms may be accounted for by the reasons resulting from wars. The process of forming one such institution, the so-called right of primogeniture, was depicted by Adam Smith, in An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776). In the troubled times following the fall of the Roman empire, the chief military leaders of the German and Scythian tribes captured and concentrated in their hands the greater part of the land of the Western provinces of the former Roman empire. Every landowner was at the same time the sovereign, and the lease-holders of his lands were his subjects. He was their judge and legislator, law-giver in peace-time and their captain, military leader, during war. He often waged war against his neighbours and sometimes against his sovereign. The safety of the estate, and those who lived and worked there, depended to a considerable extent on its dimensions. To divide it meant to expose its parts to the danger of being torn asunder by the enemy. In view of this danger, the right of primogeniture was established.

           Nevertheless, recognizing the formative role of war could not change the negative attitude of most thinkers in the Age of Enlightenment to this social phenomenon. Some pages of Smith’s Inquiry are devoted to describing the damages caused to her economy by wars waged by England. During these needless and wasteful wars such squandering of national property took place that sometimes made the country much poorer by the end of the war than at its beginning. Four wars against France in 1688, 1701, 1742, and 1756 burdened Britain with a debt of £ 145 millions. Although this squandering retarded the increase of the wealth and the culture of the nation, it could not stop this process at all. The capital was being accumulated owing to the particular thrift and sense of private persons, their common efforts to improve their own financial position and welfare standards. Those very efforts, guaranteed by the law and allowed by the freedom to use one’s potential for one’s interest, ensured the development of wealth and culture in England.

           On the contrary, ceasing wars promoted the fast development of economy, sciences and arts on the national scale. In his Letters on the Study and Use of History (written during the second half of the 1730s, published in 1752), Lord Bolingbroke wrote:

          
            Our temple of Janus was shut by Henry the Seventh. We neither laid waste our own nor other countries any longer: and wise laws and a wise government changed insensibly the manners, and gave a new turn to the spirit of our people. We were no longer the freebooters we had been. Our nation maintained her reputation in arms whenever the public interest or the public authority required it; but war ceased to be, what it had been, our principal and almost our sole profession. The arts of peace prevailed among us. We became husbandmen, manufacturers, and merchants, and we emulated neighbouring nations in literature.18

          

           A similar opinion was put in almost the same words by the Russian thinker of the 18th century, the first Russian professor of law at the University of Moscow, Semyon Desnitsky (c. 1740-1789), who found, in his work, A Speech on the Direct and Immediate Way of Teaching of Jurisprudence, Delivered at the Public Meeting at the Imperial Moscow University on June 30th, 1768, Britain’s successes in economy, commerce and arts accounted for by her refusal to overindulge in war operations. Desnitsky and the other Russian thinker, Ivan Tretiakov (?-1776), were sent by the Russian government to Britain, and in 1761-67 studied at the University of Glasgow, where they attended Adam Smith’s lectures. Later, Desnitsky translated into Russian William Blackstone’s Commentaries on the Laws of England (1765-70) and wrote the continents on that work. The translation (vol. 1-3, published in 1780-82), though unfinished, was of great importance to Russian social thought.

           In his Discourse on the Causes of the Wealth and the Slow Enrichment of the States of Ancient, as Well as Modem Peoples, Delivered on June 30th, 1772, —its title is reminiscent of Smith’s treatise— Tretiakov reviewed the discussions that took place in England on the subjects mentioned. He wrote that, if the nation concentrated its attention on military affairs, it lost sight of developing economy and science, and missed the chance to increase its own wealth. He surmised that the necessary and useful skills and arts were abandoned by the Romans because they were interested only in war and conquests. Nevertheless, it should be added that, according to Hume, when based on principles of freedom, civil wars aided in developing eloquence and literature.

           In its turn, the development of different social institutions exerts great influence upon the course of wars. The 18th-century philosophers showed in their works that innovations in economy, commerce, law, and culture had considerably changed the character of wars, made them less resolute and destructive. As already pointed out, in Hume’s opinion, war is prevented from being perpetual by the stability of possession, which is one of the most fundamental legal institutions in social life. “In peace, the progress of knowledge and industry is accelerated by the emulation of so many active rivals: in war, the European forces are exercised by temperate and indecisive contest,” Gibbon wrote.19 That was also noticed by Desnitsky who wrote that it was impossible for the winner to seize the whole defeated State, or to ravage it completely because of the protest of other European powers connected with trade and commerce. Such connections were established among Britain, France, Spain, and other countries. Desnitsky holds that during the Prussian war (1756-62) many powers fought without result, i.e., without any conquest and benefit. Tretiakov supposed that the balance established among the main European powers prevented war from being destructive.

           Estimating the probable threat of a new barbarian invasion into Europe, Gibbon found that the successful development of the art of war required for such an invasion was impossible without assimilating the institutions of the civilized society, and presupposed transforming barbarous nations into civilized ones. Under those circumstances, the threat of a new barbarian invasion decreased. Gibbon mentioned Russia as an example confirming that historical fact. Some interesting observations were made in relation to the role of financial institutions during war and in peace-time. Tretiakov recommended learning from the British experience of bank business. The prosperity of England proved how advantageous the founding of banks was. A collapse of any bank could not harm considerably the financial System of the State.

           Adam Smith supposes that using bank notes instead of gold and silver coins makes the possible consequences of the unsuccessful war more dangerous as the bank notes lose their value in case the enemy has captured the capital of the State with all its gold and silver reserves. The direct connection between social institutions and conditions of war and peace was established by Joseph Priestley, in his Letters to the Right Honourable Edmund Burke, Occasioned by His Reflections on the Revolution in France (1791). He thought the great revolution in France and America opened new perspectives for the world, and expected the State authorities of different nations to concentrate their attention on public affairs and take care of the common good.

           According to Priestley, if the true principles of government prevail, one may expect all the national prejudices and hostility to disappear and general peace to be established. If the public affairs are taken care of by those who really understand and express the thoughts, feelings and interests of people, nations will not covet the riches of other nations and be involved in wars against each other. So the main causes bringing about wars will disappear once and for all.

           As to civil wars, there are two kinds of their causes to be considered as institutional. First, such wars are given rise to by soliciting power, public posts, or, in other words, by people wishing to get the right to prescribe social laws and rules, establish social institutions, represent and act on behalf of the social institution-formations, which have been referred to above as artificial persons, and, if using Popper’s above-quoted words, man such institutions properly, like fortresses. Secondly, civil wars result front differences in ideas of social institutions and forms of government. If people understand the true nature and tasks of all the public posts and civil duties, the power and advantages given by these duties will cease to be a casus belli, and the causes of civil wars will disappear just as those of external wars. To generalize, peace may be established only if the causes of civil and external wars resulting front the existing forms of government and their political principles are excluded. It is noteworthy that under these circumstances kings and other officials are supposed by Priestley to become in the course of time only the servants of the State and of society. This idea is to be interpreted in the sense that officials become only representatives and personifications of the social institutions, which are the true subjects of social relations and actions.20 With these subjects being supercollective, impersonal and transcendent to man, the political System in which the officials hold such positions, should be considered as based on the principle of impersonal subjectness.

           Priestley drew the conclusion that, taking into account all the calamities resulting from civil wars, people would use peaceful means and not the sword to settle their arguments and conflicts. He thought that reason would triumph in all the arguments and put an end both to civil and external wars. He believed the Kingdom of Reason would become the Kingdom of Peace.

           To sum up the ideas developed by the philosophical thought of the 18th century in relation to the problems dealt with in this paper, the views of the Russian philosopher, Iakov Kozelsky (c. 1728- c. 1794), expressed in his work, Philosophical Suggestions (1768), should prove helpful: the greatness of the State depends on its abilily to maintain the good and useful social institutions and not on its external conquests.

        

        
          Notes

          1  The term “institution” is applied to something well-established, having the quality of fixity. On the one hand, it can be an established law, custom, usage, or other element in the political or social life of a people; a regulative principle or convention subservient to the needs of an organized community or the general ends of civilization. On the other hand, it can be an establishment, organization, or association instituted for the promotion of some object, especially one of public or general utility, religious, charitable, etc., e.g., a church, school, college, hospital, asylum, reformatory, mission, or the like, as a literary or philosophical institution etc. See The Oxford English Dictionary [Oxford: Clarendon P. 1933] 5: 334).

          2  In English the term “body” taken in its social and not physical sense means in general “a corporate body, aggregate of individuals, collective mass” (1: 964). In law it is used to define “an artificial ‘person’ created by legal authority for certain ends; a corporation; commonly a corporation aggregate, but also applied to a corporation sole” (ibid.). In this sense it is always accompanied by defining adjectives: “body corporate,” “body politic.”

          3  The difference between these two types of social formations, or totalities, can be illustrated by the example of the difference between, let us say, the enterprise, university or governmental agency as such, on the one hand, and its staff or personnel, on the other.

          4  David Hume, Essays, Literary, Moral, and Political (London: Murray, 1870) 15.

          5  Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1980) 220.

          6  John Locke, Two Treatises of Civil Government (London: Dent 1953) 164, 165.

          7  David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1969) 618.

          8  Ibid.

          9  Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace (New York; Columbia UP, 1939) 11.

          10  Karl R. Popper, The Poverty of Historicism (London; Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979) 166. The term “social institution” is used by Popper, according to his own words, “in a very wide sense, to include bodies of a private as well as of public character. Thus I shall use it to describe a business, whether it is a small shop or an insurance company, and likewise a school, or an ‘educational System,’ or a police force, or a Church, or a law court” (ibid. 65).

          11  Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1952) 633-34.

          12  Henry St. John Bolingbroke, The Works of Lord Bolingbroke (London: Bohn, 1844) 2: 397.

          13  Cf. Kant’s statement: “With men, the State of nature (status naturalis) is not a State of peace, but of war; though not of open war, at least, ever ready to break out. A State of peace must therefore be established…” (Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace 10).

          14  Over a century later, considering the State as an idea, Bernard Bosanquet (1848-1923) wrote, in his work, The Philosophical Theory of the State (1899): “The Nation-State as an ethical idea is, then, a faith or a purpose — we might say a mission, were not the Word too narrow and too aggressive. It seems to be less to its inhabitants than the City-state to its citizens; but that is greatly because, as happens with the higher achievements of mind, it includes too much to be readily apprehended. The modem nation is a history and a religion rather than a clear-cut idea. Its power as an idea-force is not known till it is tried” (Bernard Bosanquet, The Philosophical Theory of the State [London: Macmillan, 1899] 321).

          15  Vladimir Bychenkov, Instituty: Sverkhkollektivnye obrazovaniya i bezlichnye formy sotsial’ noi subjectnosti (Moskva: Rossiiskaya Akademiya Sotsial’nykh Nauk, 1996) [Institutions. Supercollective Formations and Impersonal Forms of Social Subjectness (Moscow: Russian Academy of Social Sciences, 1996). In Russian], See also my article in English: Vladimir Bychenkov. “Man and Mana: Robert Codrington’s Discovery in the Age of the Rebellion of Archetypes,” RuBriCa (The Russian & British Cathedra) I (1996): 116-47.

          16  George Orwell, The English People (London: Collins, 1957) 24. The pronouns “they” and “it” singular (neuter gender) are often used to define something impersonal, anonymous, abstract which dominates man, deprives him of his status of the primary subject of socio-economic and sociopolitical relations, makes him secondary, and replaces him in his subject role. The Russian philosopher Nikolai Berdyaev (1874-1948) saw in the social collectivity not “we,” which always presupposes “I,” but “it.” The contemporary Polish sociologist, Peter Sztompka, writes that the government is often considered by people as “they” being in opposition to “we.” “It” and “they” have become the true symbols of our impersonal civilization. Following the contemporary British writer, Malcolm Bradbury (born in 1932), one may say that we live in the world of abstraction, abstractedness, in the depersonalized world.

          17  Jonathan Swift, Gulliver’s Travels (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1977) 292.

          18  Henry St. John Bolingbroke, The Works of Lord Bolingbroke, 2: 245

          19  Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire 633.

          20  Kant writes that the chief of the State may, as a person, be considered under a double point of view; sometimes as sovereign, free from all responsibility towards the State; sometimes as the first public functionary, accountable to its fellow citizens” (Immanuel Kant, Perpetual Peace 63).
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            One patient was found shut up in an apartment upon the ground-floor, appropriated for the reception of ten wet patients. This poor object was exceedingly dirty. much emaciated front an affection of the chest; and had a wooden bowl before him with a few dirty potatoes in it; but was without drink, medicine, or an individual creature to give him the smallest assistance; the floor, although apparently clean, was moist, and emitted a stench, so as not only to render it offensive to the senses, but extremely obnoxious to patients in the very vigour of life…. The plank was so wet, I could have written upon it. (27)

          

           “Dr John Weir” would have been the name written on the plank. He was Inspector of Naval Hospitals at the time of the 1815 Parliamentary Committee on Madhouses in England, and in this capacity gave evidence to the Committee concerning the Hoxton madhouses, near London, where a substantial number of “Naval Maniacs” were housed. Their numbers, with the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, had increased since the last years of the eighteenth century to something like 500. With his colleague, Dr James Veitch, Naval Staff Surgeon, Weir testified to the squalor, over-crowding, neglect and abuse that were, apparently, standard in Sir Jonathan Miles’s Hoxton houses. Beef and potatoes formed the unvarying diet, patients slept sometimes two to a crib in cold, unventilated rooms. There was little space for exercise and few washing facilities. Passive and violent maniacs were “blended together” (31). Moreover, in that in a single year, 1811, over £5000 was paid to Hoxton for the expenses of 140 naval inmates (30), it would seem that a considerable degree of profiteering was taking place. As Dr Veitch summarised:

          
            The ferocious, the imbecile, the melancholy, the convalescent, the clean and the unclean are 311 blended together. All is chaos and confusion, and decidedly exhibiting a want of proper System in the treatment of men whose sufferings give them a strong claim to attention from the benevolence, humanity and generosity of their country, in whose service their diseases have been contracted. (91)

          

           The 1815 Parliamentary Committee was set up principally to look into alleged abuses and malpractice in Bethlem Hospital, and the brunt of the investigation was borne by Bethlem staff, particularly by John Haslam, the apothecary, and Thomas Monro, the physician. However, the Committee, under the chairmanship of the campaigner George Rose, also invited a wide range of independent witnesses to give accounts of the conditions they had found in other madhouses across the country. The scrutiny of conditions at Hoxton, therefore, was wholly in keeping with the national concern for the State in which the insane were kept in the first decades of the nineteenth century. But Hoxton was itself nevertheless operating, in terms of treatment and attitude, within the mainstream tradition of the previous hundred and more years, and as such provides a useful introduction to the subject of this paper. It is not, however, the military insane that I shall be discussing, fascinating though that topic could be, but rather the much wider area of how far war —and peace— served as models for understanding and organising insanity during the eighteenth century, and the persistence, therefore, of images of warfare in particular in the treatment of madness, and also in the experience of it. In this context, the “Naval Maniacs” were neither better nor worse off than most other inmates (though undoubtedly more profitable for the contracting institution): they were simply receiving the stock treatment that conventional understanding of madness had decided upon.

           One substantial reason for this is the way the human body had traditionally been explained. The System of balances held by humoral theory had always had a potential for expression in images of struggle, and with the advances of the late seventeenth century a freshly turned mechanistic reading of the body liberated a dynamic of outright warfare in medical theory. Thomas Willis, in his Cerebri Anatome of 1664, puts his finger precisely on these new energies in describing the movement of the “animal Spirits” which:

          
            Being disposed within the several Muscles, according to the series of Fibres, seem as it were so many distinct Troops or Companies of Souldiers; all which being set as it were in a Watchtower, are ordained, as a new impression is carried to them by the Nerves, either from the objects outwardly, or more inwardly from the head, forthwith into various forms and particular orders for the performing of motion or sense of this or that kind. (129)

          

           Willis speaks of the force of these spirits “stirred up by a strong endeavour” as seeming “like the explosion of Gun-powder” (129), and their “too thick gathering” as resulting in a disturbing of “the orders” of “the Army of the Veterans” (130). Even his influential identification of the mania-melancholy alternation is a celebration of the dynamic potential of the body, albeit in its capacity for derangement. In this climate, madness and warfare are intricately wedded within the energies of the human frame, both corporeal and mental.

           Willis’s model was to stand as a pattern for psychiatric writers and practitioners throughout the following century. Images of warfare pervade medical discussions of madness, influencing attitudes towards conditions in asylums and the practical treatment of patients. Nicholas Robinson, for example, in his New System of the Spleen, Vapours, and Hypochondriack Melancholy of 1729, describes the State of mind and body of the raging lunatic (and for Robinson mental events are inevitably consequences of physical disturbances), in terms that indicate the enacting of a species of warfare within the constitution:

          
            That boisterous, raging Madness or Lunacy, that discovers itself in the tierce Looks, furious gestures, and daring Actions of some Persons, is the Effect of a System of Fibres greatly elastick, whereby all the Ideas of Objects are struck on the Seat of the common Sensorium, with a stronger Impulse. Hence arise Ideas in the Mind, that are bold, daring, and rash; Actions, in the Body, that are violently strong, and above the ordinary Powers of the Constitution to perform. For in this Case the Heart and Arteries beat more forcibly, the Machinulae of the Fibres that compose the Brain and Nerves, are strongly purs’d up, and drawn almost into a convulsive State; so that all the finest Sensations are abated, sometimes, to a Degree scarce able to create, in the Mind, an Attention to the necessary Cravings of Nature. (292-93)

          

           This is the State of being “loco furioso,” one of the two major types of lunacy depicted in Cibber’s famous twin statues that guarded the gates of Bethlem, “Raving Madness” and “Melancholy Madness.” Such people, says Robinson, “are bold, impudent, and of a most revengeful Disposition.” Moreover, they are “apt to quarrel, and think, and speak, and dream, if perchance they slumber or sleep, of nothing but Battles, Combats, and their Manhood.” Provoked, they are “most violent, outrageous, and ready to kill themselves, and all others, that come in their Way” (243).

           John Haslam, the apothecary who was to lose his place as a result of the Bethlem investigation, describes such a madman in his Observations on Insanity, published in 1798. “J.H. a man aged forty-two,” confined in Bethlem “upon the incurable establishment,” was of a “naturally violent” temper and “easily provoked.” Habitually, “when unoccupied,” he would “walk about in a hurried and distracted manner, throwing out the most horrid threats and imprecations. He would often appear to be holding conversations: but these conferences always terminated in a violent quarrel between the imaginary being and himself.” At the same time, “he got but little sleep” as “the greatest part of the night was spent in a very noisy and riotous manner” (67-68). This apparent indifference to normal requirements of nature, to sleep and to other “necessary Cravings,” has another side, and it is one that Robinson adopts in order to justify the usage and treatment of lunatics, thereby endorsing a line of practice, approved by Willis and other influential authorities, that involved the institutionalised neglect and abuse of psychiatric patients throughout the century and resulted in the Parliamentary Committee of 1815. Furious lunatics, says Robinson:

          
            Acquire a preter-natural Strength, greatly above the Power of the strongest man to oppose: They will break the strongest Bars of Iron with a single Impulse, throw off their Bonds, Chains, and Shackles, to the Wonder and Surprize of all that see them; nor are they scarce ever tired, tho’ they exercise their Bodies whole Days and Nights, and are almost continually without Sleep. They will endure the severest Usage, with a steady and equal Mind, nor shall you perceive them at all scarce affected with the Extremes of Cold, Fasting, and Stripes, that are enough to sink the Spirits of the most intrepid Mortals. (242)

          

           An understanding of madness in terms of inner warfare, a warfare that can transform a mere mortal into a monster of heroic capacity and endurance, demands equally heroic efforts from the physician in his treatment of the malady. It is, as Robinson implies, his duty as a humane being as well as his responsibility as a defender of civilised society. So, he continues, contrasting the physician as warrior with the physician as man of peace:

          
            Give me Leave to say, that no Man can have a tenderer, or more compassionate Concern for the Misery of Mankind than my self; yet it is Cruelty in the highest Degree, not to be bold in the Administration of Medicines, when the Nature of the Disease absolutely demands the Assistance of a powerfull Remedy…. It is owing to these safe Men, that do but little Good, and a great deal of real Mischief, that chronick Diseases are so rife now-a-days, and so generally incurable; not that they are so in themselves, but only rendered so by those, that are afraid to proceed in a Way only capable of curing them. (407)

          

           The physician must engage in an active warfare, using the most aggressive weapons at his disposal, against the condition that is itself to be understood in terms of violence and struggle. Madness can be combated, but only if the body of the patient is treated as a site for the battle against unreason:

          
            In this Case, therefore, the most violent Vomits, the strongest purging Medicines, and large Bleeding, are to be often repeated. While the Madness holds on, a spare, thin, attenuating Diet is known to be of singular Service, which. in conjunction with the foregoing Remedies, I believe will be able to relieve any Degree of Lunacy, capable of a Cure. (407)

          

           That John Monro, physician to Bethlem during the middle years of the century, could write in similar terms in his pamphlet Remarks on Dr Battie’s Treatise on Madness nearly thirty years later, in 1758, demonstrates not only how far the standard ideas kept hold but also how little progress was possible within the mainstream of medical practice. For Monro, too, the combat is carried on by means of “repeated vomits,” “Bleeding and purging “Issues between the shoulders” and “cold bathing.” What is more, the physician as war hero is reassured that Monro himself “never saw or heard of the bad effect of vomits, in my practice; nor can I suppose any mischief to happen, but from their being injudiciously administered;… or the person who orders them is too much afraid of the lancet” (50-52).

           One imperative of this orthodoxy, of course, is that the identity, the individuality of the patient is irrelevant. He (or sometimes she) is defined wholly in terms of the collection of symptoms that are displayed, and those symptoms themselves are inevitably seen as congregating within the stereotypes available for the diagnosis and treatment of madness. If the body of the patient is the site for battle, what business has the physician to look beyond to an identity that has absented itself from reason?

           James Carkesse, confined in Dr Thomas Allen’s madhouse in Finsbury in 1678 “only for having endeavoured to reduce Dissenters unto the CHURCH” (17), gives, in his ostentatiously “mad” poems, Lucida Intervalla, published in 1679, a patient’s view of the treatment that was already the standard later espoused by Robinson, the Monros and many of their colleagues. In “The Poetical History of Finnesbury Mad-house,” Carkesse describes, adopting Dr Allen’s own voice to do so, the series of treatments to which he was subjected:

          
            The Doctor his Argument urges;
This Parson must needs be Mad,
For on him. neither Vomits nor Purges,
Any Influence have had.

          

          
            …………………………..
Nay, I prescrib’d Chains of Iron,
To take him off of his Mettle;
But Brass did him environ,
He had rub’d his Face with a Kettle.
My Fetters they were but Straw,
To the Sinews of his Armes;
And he burst Bars and Doors, as I saw,
By I know not what mighty Charmes.

          

          
            …………………………….
My Chirurgeon he fiercely withstood,
And he led him such a Dance;
That to let this same Gown-man Blood,
A Sword was more fit than a Lance.
I order’d his Keeper, at Large,
On occasion to ply him with Blows,
That what Jugular did not discharge,
The mad Blood might come out at his Nose. (12-15)

          

           Deftly, Carkesse has succeeded both in rendering himself as merely a battleground for treatment and in giving voice to a strong vein of humour, and therefore of personality, through the borrowed bewilderment of his physician, here less war hero than charlatan. Yet the very poems that protest against confinement, that declare a kind of sanity, also enact a war against sense. As Carkesse declares in a poem addressed “To the Duke, General of the Artillery Ground, Overlookt by Finnes-burrough Mad-house, Where I was Confin’d,” “there’s War Proclaim’d ’twixt Armes and Gown” (4) —referring of course to the “Gown” worn by mad inmates, though also, by extension, to his assumed role as “Parson.” Carkesse, in fact, preserves identity, and expresses it robustly, by waging war not only against doctors but against the conventions of English poetry and even of the English language, as if only a deconstruction of normal rules, decorum and expectations can reveal his unique perspective on experience, can inscribe his name in the madhouse: “Doctor, I am (no ways, as worth Remarque is,/Your Patient, but) Your humble Servant, Carkesse” (61).

           Intriguingly, Samuel Johnson, setting out his intentions in his “Plan of an English Dictionary” in 1747, told Lord Chesterfield that “I am frightened at its extent, and, like the soldiers of Caesar, look on Britain as a new world, which it is almost madness to invade” (5:21). Where Carkesse gained a sense of individuality in the face of remorseless medical treatment by invading conventions of language and poetic expression, by disorientating and confusing, Johnson’s grip on mental security is shaken by the prospect of coming close to his native language, of seeking out its inconsistencies and inanities, and of attempting through force of scholarship to reduce it to order. Johnson’s mind, according to one of Boswell’s most memorable images, was like a gladiator driving back the beasts of unreason and fear (2: 106). One might well add “or like a physician,” for Johnson’s attitude towards disorder, unlike Carkesse’s, who could readily embrace it, was rooted in the military model: force of personality, mental integrity, waged a robust war against unreason in all its forms, including its unpredictable and unsettling presence within the sanctity of the English language. Samuel Johnson and Nicholas Robinson make curious companions, but in terms of attitudes towards madness they share a place at the front, along with many other mainstream writers and artists, especially of the early years of the century.

           However, an alternative tradition, and with it an alternative rhetoric, was also developing alongside the mainstream of medical understanding and practice. This, radically, saw the mad not as the focus for warfare but rather as the battlewounded for whom protection, asylum and even peace were required. Madness, says William Battie in his influential Treatise on Madness, published in 1758, “requires the patient’s being removed from all objects that act forcibly upon the nerves, and excite too lively a perception of things, more especially from such objects as are the known causes of his disorder” (68). Family, friends, servants are all to be excluded and an alternative environment, a safe area, created of tranquillity, moderation, neutrality. “Every unruly appetite must be checked,” says Battie, “every fixed imagination must if possible be diverted” (69). And in place of the “loathsome prisons” (93) that are traditional madhouses, the asylum should be a place of order and hygiene:

          
            The patient’s body and place of residence is carefully to be kept clean: the air he breathes should be dry and free from noisom steams: his food easy of digestion and simple, neither spirituous, nor high seasoned and full of poignancy: his amusements not too engaging nor too long continued, but rendered more agreeable by a well timed variety. Lastly his employment should be about such things as are rather indifferent…. (69)

          

           Battie was instrumental in founding St. Luke’s asylum in 1751 in explicit opposition to Bethlem, and his Treatise defined the outlook and practice he had attempted to make standard in the hospital of which he was first physician. St. Luke’s gave real impetus to the peace movement in asylums, but the roots of that movement, and especially its rhetoric, stretched back into the seventeenth century and, in contrast to the secular professional model, were in the nonconformist religious outlook of divines like Richard Baxter and Timothy Rogers. Their works, Baxter’s The Signs and Causes of Melancholy, published posthumously in 1716, and Rogers’s Discourse Concerning Trouble of Mind, published in 1691, lay stress on the mad individual not as a focus for opposing forces, a site where reason can battle against unreason, but as a victim, possibly of divine forces, but still in particular need of the exercise of religious virtues: understanding, sympathy, charity, love, “It is presupposed,” says Baxter:

          
            That God trieth his Servants in this Life, with manifold Afflictions…. Some are tried with painful Diseases, and some with wrongs by Enemies, and some with the unkindness of Friends; and some with Slanders, and some with Persecution, and many with Losses, Disappointments and Poverty. (33)

          

           When these trials produce melancholy madness in our friends and relations, a great part of our duty in their cure “lieth in pleasing them,” in “avoiding all displeasing Things,” in removing what upsets them, in diverting them “from the Thoughts which are their Trouble,” in interrupting “their Musings… with loving Importunity” (120-22), in creating, in other words, a version of the asylum that Battie attempted to institutionalise, to build in bricks and mortar, in 1751. Similarly, Rogers’s preface to his Discourse lists a long series of advices to those who have care of the troubled in mind:

          
            Look upon your distressed Friends, as under one of the worst Distempers to which this Miserable Life is obnoxious…. Look upon those that are under this woful Disease of Melancholly with great pity and compassion…. Do not use harsh Speeches to your Friends, when they are under the Disease of Melancholly…. You must be so kind to your Friends under this Disease, as to believe what they say…. Do not urge your Friends under the Disease of Melancholly, to things which they cannot do…. Do not mention to them any formidable Things, nor tell, in their hearing, any sad Stories…. Do not think it altogether needless to talk with them. (ii-xx)

          

           The rhetoric of peace differs most markedly from the war model in attempting to take the mad seriously. Not only must asylum be granted, but the patient should be given the right to identity: we must “believe what they say,” we must “talk with them.” Language is not reserved for the sane. a discourse that goes on around and about the patient but to which he or she no longer has access or relevance. Rather, the troubled individual is seen as not only participating still in the community of speech but as retaining sufficient hold on a coherent identity as to lend significance to that participation. These attitudes inform the work of certain non-mainstream physicians during the eighteenth century —John Woodward, most notably, and Peter Shaw, both of whom worked during the early decades of the century and who kept, untypically for the period, generous case notes— but they come together most explicitly and durably in the founding in 1792 of the Quaker York Retreat. The Retreat, like St Luke’s, was conceived in opposition to the war model of psychiatric thought and practice. As Samuel Tuke puts it in the famous Description of the Retreat, published in 1813,

          
            It was thought, very justly, that the indiscriminate mixture, which must occur in large public establishments, of persons of opposite religious sentiments and practices; of the profligate and the virtuous; the profane and the serious; was calculated to check the progress of returning reason, and to fix, still deeper, the melancholy and misanthropic train of ideas, which, in some descriptions of insanity, impresses the mind. It was believed, also, that the general treatment of insane persons was, too frequently, calculated to depress and degrade, rather than to awaken the slumbering reason, or correct its wild hallucinations. (23)

          

           Like Battie, Tuke stresses the necessity for asylum, or “retreat,” from everyday life, to a protective environment where “the comfort of the patients is… considered of the highest importance, in a curative point of view” (178). Moreover, the whole prospect and practical design of the institution were intended to induce feelings of tranquillity in the context of a stable and harmonious perspective, again making a sharp contrast to the massive façade and fearsome statues of Bethlem. “The Retreat,” says Tuke:

          
            Is situate on an eminence, at the distance of about half a mile from the eastern gate of the city of York. It commands a very delightful prospect, extending, on the south. as far as the eye can reach, over a wooded, fertile plain; and terminating on the north and east, by the Hambleton Hills and the Wolds; which are seen, in some places, at the distance of about twenty-five miles…. the absence of bars before the Windows, and the garden in front being defended from the road, only by a neat common hedge, prevent, entirely, the aspect of a place of confinement. There are eleven acres of land belonging to the institution. This little farm is chiefly occupied in the growth of potatoes, and the support of cows, which supply the family with milk and butter. The garden… contains about one acre. This furnishes abundance of fruits and vegetables. It also affords an agreeable place for recreation and employment, to many of the patients; being divided by gravel-walks, interspersed with shrubs and flowers, and sheltered from the intrusive eye of the passenger, by a narrow plantation and shrubbery. (93-95)

          

           Above all, in the tradition of Baxter and Rogers, the culture of peace was to be encouraged at the Retreat through attempting to enlist the comfort and sympathy of one’s fellows, here, specifically, through the model of the family. Confined away from those pressures and stresses that might include actual family, patients were located within the substitute family of a religious, healing community with its firmly embedded notions of support, mutual responsibilities and hierarchies. The weapons of war, both the aggressive therapies of a Robinson or a Monro and the traditional modes of restraint, were seriously demoted, to be replaced by “a milder and more appropriate System of treatment” (22) —warm baths, a full and varied diet, air and exercise instead of “Bleeding, blisters, seatons, evacuants, and many other prescriptions” (111). Chains were forbidden, and the strait-waistcoat was to be used only when violence threatened the safety of the perpetrator or of other members of the family. Most significantly of all, the notion of madman as battle-ground was so far superseded that even such restraint as was recommended was sometimes used, or not used, according to the word of the patient— applied at his or her request, or removed upon promise of good behaviour, as Anne Digby shows in her article “Moral Treatment at the Retreat, 1796-1846”: Samuel W. “at his own request with promises of good behaviour had the waistcoat taken off’and William W. requested that his arms be restrained to prevent his beating the wall with them (60). Where Carkesse had to commit violent assault on the English language in order to be heard, a patient at the Retreat could, ideally, be taken at his or her word.

           Here, then, is the culmination of the peace therapy. Rogers’s injunction to take the words of the mad seriously is allowed, at its best, to govern the pattern of freedom and restraint within the asylum. I am, of course, aware that the words of the mad had only a limited currency at the Retreat, and that any attempt to reason with patients over their “particular delusions” (151) was severely discouraged. This is something I discuss in chapter three of my book, The Madhouse of Language (75). But in terms of retaining the capacity to express at least intention or need through his or her own language, the mad individual is recognised as being not only individual but as participating in a language that can be acknowledged and validated within what is unquestioningly accepted as a shared System of order and signification.

           Ironically, however, when the mad —or recently mad— and especially the religious mad, are free to speak for themselves, the model most commonly adopted in the attempt to make sense of their experience is that of warfare. Published accounts of insanity, from George Trosse and Hannah Allen in the late seventeenth century and through to William Cowper in the eighteenth, see the mad self as the site for the battle not just between reason and unreason but between the forces of good and evil. Hannah Allen is characteristic, testifying on the title page of her Narrative of God’s Gracious Dealings with That Choice Christian Mrs. Hannah Allen, published in 1683, to “The great Advantages the Devil made of her deep Melancholy, and the Triumphant Victories. Rich and Sovereign Graces, God gave her over all his Stratagems and Devices.”

           The pattern is simple: that which was, at the time of experiencing, taken both by the sufferer and by her family and friends as madness is eventually interpreted as arising from the stratagems of the devil, and the whole experience can then be seen as making absolute sense in terms of the long warfare between the forces of good and evil. Moreover, the text that narrates this experience is able to benefit from a double focus, relating the bewildered terrors of sinking into insanity and being at the same time able to give the final explanation that places this within the orderly expectations of a religiously orientated universe. So, George Trosse in the narrative of his life, published posthumously in 1714, describes the violence towards himself that he committed while he “lay bound in Satan’s Chains” at the madhouse in Glastonbury:

          
            When I was off my Bed, and my Manacles on, I was tempted to break the Bones of my Arms, and did all that I could to do it, by striking them against the Iron; and thus put my self to very great Pain: So that, like the Damoniack in the Gospel, I tormented my own Flesh, and made Wounds and Breaches in it, tho’ I could not break my Bones. (97)

          

           Yet all the while, he subsequently realises, these effects were the product of “a disturb’d Brain, influenc’d by a deceitful and lying Devil,” so that “at length, thro’the Goodness of God, and by His Blessing upon Physick, a low Diet and hard Keeping, I began to be somewhat quiet and compos’d in my Spirits;… and gradually to regain the Use of my Reason” (100).

           The resolution of these battles might be, as narrated, the peaceful State of recovered sanity and strengthened faith, along with yet another victory against the devil, but the violence of the encounters and the apparent indifference of these forces towards the individual over whom the warfare is played out is as much of a threat to identity as traditional psychiatric treatment. In this context, the act of narrative is clearly, for Trosse and Allen, an act of renewed self-assertion in that individual language, albeit within the conventional form of spiritual autobiography, is made to give significance and distance to an experience in which self must be seen as having counted for nothing. Personal closure is enforced on an episode that trespassed on all that made for personality. Hannah Allen even marshals the power of personal naming in closing off her period of madness, identifying herself on the first page as being born Hannah Archer (1), and inserting into her title page that she was “(Afterwards Married to Mr. Hatt).” Only as Hannah Allen was she mad and bad enough to have been tempted into insanity by the devices of the devil.

           To have been mad in a religious framework might have involved adoption of the war model as explanation, but the explanation, nevertheless, was there for the asking, and the Allens, Trosses and Cowpers (though for Cowper, of course, only temporarily) derived peace and comfort from it. The non-religious —or non-Puritan— insane also looked to warfare for a satisfactory medium through which to express or cultivate their experience, but for them the explanation was less compelling and closure, therefore, less final. Alexander Cruden’s case is exemplary here. A religious man, he nevertheless resisted the religious explanation for his sufferings in favour of a series of pamphlets protesting against wrongful confinement: he was not mad but persecuted and outrageously injured.

           Cruden’s first experience of confinement was as a young man in Aberdeen when he was apparently held at the instigation of his parents after what they considered an inappropriate romantic involvement. Then, in 1738, when he was resident in London, and shortly after the publication of his famous Complete Concordance to the Holy Scriptures (1737), he was held for nearly ten weeks at Wright’s private madhouse at Bethnal Green after another attempted romance and a series of disputes with his neighbours. This led to two pamphlets, The London Citizen Exceedingly Injured and Mr Cruden Greatly Injured, both published in 1739, neither of which apparently succeeded in vindicating his character. Nor did the court case he attempted to bring against his chief antagonist, “One Robert Wightman.” It was in 1754, however, after a further confinement at a madhouse in Chelsea, that Cruden most explicitly developed a warfare model in his narrations, partly, no doubt, because this had always tended to underlie his relations with his immediate society, but also because his current problems began with a battle. This is described in the pamphlet, The Adventures of Alexander the Corrector— “Corrector” being a title which he had by then adopted, alluding to his occupation as corrector of the press, and to his vocation as corrector of the nation’s morals. On the afternoon of Monday, 10 September 1753, says Cruden:

          
            A quarrel surprisingly began in Southampton Buildings, wherein there was some skirmishing or fighting, the Corrector himself having encountered several persons, Solus contra omnes, One against many. A young man appeared in time of battle with a shovel or spade in his hand, and was guilty of swearing in the presence of Alexander, which so greatly offended him that, contrary to his usual custom, he took his shovel and corrected him with some severity. Upon which even one of the mob called out, You must not swear! This may be called an emblematical or typical battle; for how it began is somewhat mysterious; the Corrector however gave and received several blows. (5-6)

          

           Hereafter, Cruden refers as a matter of course to “the battle of Southampton” (18), to his confinement as the “Chelsea-Campaign” (26), and, modestly, to his own role as “a private soldier” in the Lord’s service who might be “honored” enough “to have a great hand in gaining the battle and obtaining the victory” (43). Cruden, in fact, is under-stating here. Never indifferent to a name, he has a much grander and more seriously warlike model in mind than the “private soldier.” Alexander the Great, whose example underpins much of the self-presentation in the pamphlet, comes specifically to the fore when a released Cruden describes his offering terms to one of the principal persecutors:

          
            The Corrector told him his terms. which were reasonable and favourable, if the crimes with their consequences were considered; and that he was like Alexander the Great who used to set up a piece of candle before a town, and if they submitted before it went out, then they had safety and protection; if not, they were put to the sword. But Mr. Wild would not accept of the terms. nor give any money. He was in a great passion and abused the Corrector in such a manner that he thought it prudent to walk off abruptly. (33)

          

           Cruden’s recourse to the courts is again unsuccessful, and narration, albeit in heroic terms, is, yet again, a last attempt to vindicate his character. Unlike Trosse and Allen, however, it is a narration that Cruden is condemned endlessly to repeat. For them, the act of telling is a final one: the battle has been won, God has triumphed, and the narration celebrates with the seal of peace. Cruden has always to protest. “The London Citizen” will always be “Exceedingly Injured” because no explanation will do: he has not been mad, the war was somewhere else, even though no one else will acknowledge it. If this prohibits closure in Cruden’s narratives, it also makes for increasingly violent, or grandiloquent, assertions of identity, because for Cruden, as no longer for Trosse or Allen, identity is persistently under threat. Peace can never be accepted: the war must go on. Self and language demand it.

           John Haslam records several cases in Observations on Insanity (1798) of Bethlem inmates locked, like Cruden, in recurring patterns of imagery, identities hopelessly bound up with an obsessional rhetoric involving repetition of items, titles and terms of war. One, “G.H. a man of twenty-six,” had been “a drummer with a recruiting party.” He was “in a violent and raving state about a month” before he died, during which time he “supposed himself with the regiment, and was frequently under great anxiety and alarm for the loss of his drum, which he imagined had been stolen and sold” (39-40). Another, “J. A. a man forty-two years of age,” conceived himself “the king of Denmark, at other times the king of France,” and “was persuaded he had some faint recollection of coming over to this country with William the Conqueror.” He was “very irritable” in temper and “disposed to quarrel with every body about him” (64-65). Yet another, “M.L. a woman aged thirty-eight,” supposed that “the overseers of the parish, to which she had belonged” were “deeply enamoured of her, and that they were to decide their claims by a battle” (74-75). All of these patients died in the hospital, still trapped within their narratives. But James Tilly Matthews, on whom Haslam devoted a separate volume, Illustrations of Madness, published in 1810, was the most extreme of the cases.

           Matthews had been to revolutionary Paris, returning to accuse the entire British administration of treason in its preparing to betray the country to the French. Confined in Bethlem, he believed himself to be perpetually “assailed” by a gang of revolutionists (“magnetic spy-workers coming from Paris” [63]) using an “Air Loom” to project “magnetic impregnations” through the walls of the hospital, thereby producing upon him a range of dreadful physical and mental sufferings, among them “Fluid Locking”, “Sudden death-squeezing; by them termed Lobstercracking,” “Apoplexy-working with the nutmeg grater,” “Lengthening the brain,” “Bomb-bursting,” “spark-exploding,” “burning out,” “vital-tearing” and “fibreripping” (30-38). Their intention, according to Matthews, was to drive him insane, for he alone stood between the revolutionists and the freedom of the British nation. His body, therefore, was for him quite literally a battle-field constantly over-run by alien forces and only liberated by his own physical and mental strength — liberated, but to be subjected to a repetition of the pattern of assault and repulsion in which personal identity was directly equated with the fate of the country. If the warfare was inescapable, the explanation was watertight, and could only have been reinforced by the failure of the British nation to fall to the French: Matthews was clearly doing his job. But Matthews’s case would seem to illustrate more clearly than any how far the war model of diagnosis and treatment, especially for those deranged “loco furioso,” accorded with the observable mental characteristics of patients and inmates, accorded with and reinforced in an endlessly repeating relationship between aggressor and victim, agent and object, order and counter-order, discourse and identity; the endless struggle to make one’s mark; to inscribe one’s name in the asylum. It can be no accident that Matthews’s contemporary, William Blake, the very type of “loco furioso,” wandering in anger through the chartered streets of his country’s psyche, found it necessary not only to rewrite the cosmos but to rewrite writing in order to assert a voice and a presence against the conventions of English culture.

           The continued confinement of Matthews, along with the barbaric restraint practised for eighteen years on the American sailor James Norris, became two principal issues in the parliamentary report on Bethlem. The Committee’s recommendations, its criticisms of the hospital, of Hoxton and similar establishments, accompanied by the resignations of Bethlem’s physician and apothecary, secured the explicit endorsement of the York Retreat as a model for the treatment of the insane. As far as the British parliament was concerned, the paradigm of warfare in the relations between sanity and madness was effectively laid to rest, or at least driven underground.

          ***
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          Allan Ramsay (1686-1758): Jacobite War or Hanoverian Peace?
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           A number of myths have been created about Allan Ramsay “the Scottish Jacobite poet.”1 The oldest of these developed from the introductory “Life” to Chalmers’s edition of 1800 which indicates that the “hilarity” of the Easy Club, of which Ramsay had been a founding member, “was suppressed by the rebellion of 1715” (14). The meaning is that the activities of this Edinburgh club, “consisting of young men… who wished to pass stated evenings in free conversation and social mirth” (13), were ended by the Jacobite rebellion of 1715-16. Though the “Life” also suggests that by changing their original club pseudonyms from those of English patrons to those of Scots they “were affecting great independence” (13), and though the accompanying “Remarks” by William Fraser Tytler, Lord Woodhouselee, does call the Easy Club members “antiunionists” (ix), an attitude often synonymous with Scottish Jacobitism after the Anglo-Scottish parliamentary union of 1707, neither section suggests that the club was a focus for militant Jacobitism.2 An account published in 1821 in the “Lives of the Scottish Poets” follows the Chalmers “Life” by declaring that “the civil discords which led to the rebellion of 1715… put an end to their [Easy Club] meetings” (76), while more explicitly describing the members as “all devoted friends to the Stuart family” (74).3 The “Appendix” to the Fullerton edition of 1848 attempts to portray the Easy Club as a socially and intellectually prestigious group including many wellknown older intellectuals such as Archibald Pitcairne, Thomas Ruddiman, Patrick Abercrombie, as well as Episcopalian clergymen, but admits this is all “conjecture” (302). However, by grammatical sleight of hand, the conjectured nature of the Jacobite-Episcopal group becomes “the cause… of the precautions and dispersion [of the Club] in 1715” (314).4

           Mackay’s edition of 1866 develops the conjecture into its final mythical form: the club “lasted till the Rebellion of 1715 when it was suppressed” (“Life” ii). The Easy Club of 1800 whose youthful “hilarity” was stopped by the serious events of 1715-16 has become, by 1866, an association of leading subversive intellectuals considered by the Hanoverian regime too dangerous to be allowed to assemble. J.L. Robertson (1886) continues to emphasize the politically compromised nature of this “very select social coterie” (23).5 Oliphant Smeaton (1896) no doubt represents the high-tide mark of the myth, declaring the club to be “a Jacobite organisation pure and simple” (49), for which it was “suppressed by Government” (56). No doubt Gibson’s clear refutation of the Victorian critics, using club records in his possession, and Burns Martin's acceptance of this, dammed the flow of the myth, particularly as Martin was one of the original editors of the standard modem edition (hereafter referred to as Works) where the club is said to have had “strong nationalist political leanings” but “a sentimental Jacobite impress” (Works 4: 10, 12, my emphasis). Works certainly does not envisage the Easy Club as a suppressed organisation of leading Jacobite intellectuals. However the lamed myth hobbies on: Lindsay (1981) repeats the claim that “Pitcairn and… Thomas Ruddiman were fellow members of the Easy Club” (307).6

           Another myth, a more recent creation, concerns the presence of Ramsay at the Jacobite court in Rome. McLynn (1988) has “the Scottish Jacobite poet” in audience with Prince Charles Edward at the Villa Ludovici in 1736 (47). Pittock (1990) is no doubt following McLynn when he States that “In 1736 [Allan Ramsay, the poet] visited the Jacobite court at Rome” (92). Pittock repeats the statement in The Invention of Scotland (54).7 In fact McLynn misread his source (Smart 1952), which describes Ramsay’s eldest son, also Allan, “hobnobbing with the Jacobite hierarchy” (27).8 A third and final myth concerns Ramsay’s behaviour and whereabouts in 1745. Edinburgh was captured by Jacobite forces on September 17, 1745, and occupied throughout October. However while Prince Charles held court at Holyrood, a Hanoverian garrison held the castle just one mile away. At the top of the Castle hill, near the entrance to the castle, stood a strategically situated house which was used by the Jacobite army.9

           The house was the retirement home of Allan Ramsay. We might expect the myth-makers to accuse Ramsay of letting his house be used by the Jacobite military forces. In fact this particular “tradition” tells how Ramsay remained in Edinburgh until he was summoned to Holyrood to receive an award from the Prince. That very day he is said to have left for the country where he was “seized with so severe an indisposition as to prevent him returning to Edinburgh for nearly five weeks,” thereby preventing the compromising encounter between Prince and poet from taking place for “[t]hough a… Jacobite, honest Allan knew upon which side his bread was buttered” (Smeaton 116). This is repeated as historical fact by Daiches both in 1964 and 1978: following the “tradition” he describes Ramsay as “cannily” absent from Edinburgh due to a "diplomatic illness” (1964: 28 and 1978: 119, respectively). Dulck (1979) explains the illness as the means of avoiding “une entrevue compromettante” (12), and Royle (1983) repeats that Ramsay was “prudently absent” from Edinburgh (323). However the apparently well-established facts of the 1970s were only allowed to be “possibly true” in 1952 (Smart 49), and Burns Martin (1931) implied strong doubt as to their veracity (42). For the “tradition” does not appear to go back further than 1896 and Oliphant Smeaton. Considering Smeaton’s worrying tendency to invent imaginary conversations and pad out Ramsay’s life, and his failure to provide any source for this particular anecdote, the whole episode must be treated as highly doubtful and probably a fabrication.10

          ***

           Since there is no certain proof of any militant Jacobite activity during any period of Ramsay’s life, must it be accepted that his Jacobitism was not really seriously held?11 The widespread use of the epithet “sentimental” to express the nature of Ramsay’s Jacobitism would suggest that it does.12 Indeed, it is no doubt the felt need to counter the charge that Ramsay gave merely sentimental support to the Stuart cause that explains, at least in part, the myth which attempts to make of Ramsay a more active Jacobite than he ever was in reality. Actions speak louder than words for the creators of the “Jacobite activist” image of Ramsay: for them, his Jacobitism is only really proven, or only really proven to be serious, if he can be shown to have been a member of a disbanded group of leading Jacobite ideologists or a visitor to the Stuart court in exile, actions which naturally merited the offer of a royal Stuart award in 1745.

           Does the fact that Ramsay was a pen-in-hand and not a sword-in-hand Jacobite necessarily make his a sentimental, armchair-belief, as opposed to the “real, serious” belief of more physically active supporters of the House of Stuart? Apart from the general argument that the views of one who does not act are not necessarily less seriously held than those of one who does act, one way of rejecting what amounts to a belittling or dismissal of Ramsay’s Jacobitism is to compare his apparent lack of militant activity with that of Bristle, the fiercely anti-Unionist Scot of “The Three Bonnets” (1722 Works 3:7-31). Anti-unionism was, of course, a major characteristic of the Scottish branch of Jacobitism after 1707.

           Ramsay himself suggests the parallel with Bristle by using this name to sign the unpublished manuscript of what seems to be a Jacobite poem: “The Men of Totness Town” (Works 3: 190).13 Despite what might seem to be acquiescence to the Union, unseen “Just Fury glows in Bristle’s veins” (line 127). He is “furious, but legally helpless” (MacLaine 24). Yet Bristle’s mind is free though his actions are constrained by the laws and potential sanctions of the new regime: “Tho by the Fate of War a Slave;/His Body only, — for his Mind/No Roman Power could break or bend” (66-68), the modern equivalent of Rome being the England of George Augustus. There is the suggestion that Bristle, a married man, needs to earn a living to “Maintain…. Wife and Bairns” (210-11) and cannot afford to imperil that living. There may even be the suggestion that Bristle is only awaiting the right moment to express his beliefs, and that these, like his bonnet, have not been given up or traded in, but remain in readiness for some liberating event. In particular, however, “The Three Bonnets” expresses a sentiment of powerlessness, not only through Bristle’s final silence, but by the repeated use of the vocabulary of emprisonment: Caractacus in “Fetters” (Canto I: 70), Sampson “in Chains” (Canto I: 181), Bristle “in his cage” (Canto IV: 138), and there is the doubleedged meaning of “your humble Slave” as used by Joukum, the “VILE Slave” (Canto IV: 7, 89). This powerlessness is primarily associated with the political “Power gi’en up” by Scotland on signing the Treaty of Union (Canto IV: 11). However it is also indissociable from the disempowerment resented by the many Scots who were, like Bristle and Ramsay, opposed to the Union, at least initially.14

           In February 1715 Ramsay had expressed similar feelings of powerlessness and constraint in terms of the necessity for Jacobites tobe seen, at least publicly, to pay homage to the Hanoverian “Usurper” if they were to keep their “ease,” that is not be subject to the hardship of anti-Jacobite measures: “for [Ease] Even Loyall Subjects just and True/To their Right sovereign often times do Bow/To ane Usurper” (“A Poem upon Ease”: Works 5: 49-50, lines 9-11).15 In the absence of any militant Jacobite activity are such words not a clear enough statement of Jacobite beliefs to prove them serious?

           But let me now identify another myth of sorts, one which may well be a major unspoken “source” of the three already examined: the myth that Ramsay was a serious Jacobite, but as a young man only, and moved away from it over time. This reading of Ramsay's Jacobitism first appears in the unfinished manuscript “Life” of Ramsay by Allan Ramsay junior, who had discussed it with Boswell in 1775 (Smart 155). The veiled mention to “some political ideas, not very orthodox” (Works 4:71) comes in a section on Ramsay’s strong beliefs on “the dignity and independency of the Kingdom of Scotland… “as expressed in his long poem "The Vision,” originally published under the secrecy of a pseudonym in 1724 and only ever tentatively assigned to Ramsay before his son's confirmation in the manuscript “Life” (Works 4: 71). The section concludes with a comment on the anti-Unionism of “The Three Bonnets”: “[Ramsay’s] good sense and observation getting, at length, the better of his early prejudices, this poem never obtained a place in any of his two volumes," referring to Ramsay’s Poems published in two volumes in 1721 and 1728, respectively (Works 4:72). Given the close relationship between Jacobitism and anti-Unionism in Scotland, the manuscript “Life,” known to Ramsay’s editors from Chalmers onwards, no doubt encouraged the view that Ramsay was a “serious” young Jacobite and anti-unionist, but an old “sentimental” one, perhaps even a de facto Hanoverian, having abandoned “early prejudices” once he had seen reason and had pragmatically observed the positive changes coming about in Scotland under the new regime.16

           If the “Life" has been interpreted as giving credence to the belief that Ramsay had abandoned his early anti-Union and Jacobite beliefs by the time of the publication of his Poems then, concerning the latter, it needs to be emphasized that explicit Jacobite views continue to figure in Ramsay’s poetry even after the publication of the second volume of Poems in 1728. In 1732 he published his imitation of a Jacobite poem in Latin written to celebrate the return to Scotland in 1731 of a leading Jacobite exiled since the’15. This unambiguously concludes: “Ye gods…. /Would you ail Scotland’s wishes crown/James with his Golden Reign restore” (“Mount Alexander’s Complaint… and Joy… Imitated from the Latin Ode,” Works 3: 193, lines 53, 55-6). Also in 1732 Ramsay produced a Prologue to Macbeth for a performance before the Royal Company of Archers, a group of leading Scots who seem to have had Jacobite inclinations. This includes the lines: “… Usurpation and Tyranick sway/Did in brave Calidonia’s vitalls prey/Till Heaven… /Defeat th’oppressor” (Works 3: 224, lines 3-6). As late as June 1736, when he had ceased public publication, Ramsay’s “Epistle to John Wardlaw” opens: “I charge ye by these royal names/Frae Fergus Furst, to Octave James” (Works 3: 238, lines 5-6). This recalls the Stuart claim to direct descent from Fergus I, supposedly crowned in 330 B.C. To further this dynastic myth, in 1684-86 James VII and II had commissioned the Flemish artist de Witt to paint portraits of the hundred Scottish rulers who linked James with his ancestor Fergus. “Octave James” refers to the Old Pretender, James VIII of Scotland (and III of England), as Scottish Jacobites called him.17 Ramsay’s Jacobitism is therefore seen to be an important and repeated element in his work after 1728 and until at least 1736.

           Even in such a major work as The Gentle Shepherd (1725) there may be Jacobite elements. In the final act, for example, “GOD Save the King, and save Sir William lang/To enjoy their ain… “(Works 2: 274, Act 8 lines 170-71) surely evokes the Jacobite tune “Let the King Enjoy His Own Again,” played notably at the “play house” in Leith in 1715 at the demand of some two hundred members of the Royal Company of Archers “nearly all Jacobites” (Weir 436). The account of Peggy’s “adoption” could also be given a Jacobite reading:

          
            Her Infant Life I Sav’d, when a Fa’se Friend
Bow’d to the USURPER, and her Death disign’d
To establish him and his in all these Plains
That by right Heritage to her pertains.
(Cowie Manuscript and 1725 first edition, Act II iii: 84 ff)

          

           Basing the plot of the play on the Restoration of Charles II and the return of his exiled supporters, itself a controversial good i n the eyes of the loyalists of the post-1688 regime, allows various ambiguous readings.18 The Restoration of Charles could be read as a reference to Charles Edward, the young Pretender, who was to “succeed” his father as “Charles III.” Again Patie, the gentle shepherd, could be read as a reference to a “Patrick,” that is a Catholic, as the Stuarts famously were, who would succeed to a William (Sir William Worthy is the father of Patrick the shepherd), referring to William III, whose arrival in England in 1688 had forced the exile of the head of the House of Stuart. It is no doubt vain to hope to establish, as certain myths attempt to do, that Allan Ramsay was ever involved in overt action in favour of a Stuart restoration. However, rather than accept that his Jacobitism was therefore merely armchair or sentimental support and not serious, we can read it as the frustrated expression of a “Bristle” who has a wife and bairns to support, and who to avoid trouble and keep his “ease” bows publicly to the new regime, powerless to do otherwise, while privately refusing to change his views. In any case it would be dangerous to rely on Allan Ramsay junior’s unfinished manuscript “Life” which suggests that the father no longer seriously held Jacobite views by 1728 at the latest, and may indeed be seen as a de facto Hanoverian, when the “unorthodox” dynastic views of the latter are still being versified for private circulation in 1736. Ramsay’s pen is his sword, as he puts it on several occasions, and his Jacobite activism, of the intellectual and literary variety, can certainly be read as serious.19

          ***

           In this concluding section I would like to modify somewhat the view which I have given of Ramsay, “the Jacobite poet.” While believing Smeaton’s story of Ramsay’s ’45 to be an invention, I do think that he has a point to make. He has the diplomatically ill Ramsay “recuperating” at Penicuik, the home of his friend and patron Sir John Clerk of Penicuik (1676-1755). Clerk had fled to England and spent the period of the occupation of Edinburgh at Durham, for he was a wellknown pro-Hanoverian and had been a leading negotiator of the Union of 1707. Smeaton’s implied suggestion is that by 1745 Allan Ramsay chose, or would have chosen, to be associated with Hanover and Unionism rather than with Jacobitism.

           Certainly by 1745 Ramsay had reason to wish to associate himself publicly with the new regime, or at least not to dissociate himself publicly from it. Personally he had become a man of property and had a comfortable retirement to be grateful for, or to forfeit. Also, particularly interested in the economic development of his country, he had no doubt become convinced that Scotland was finally beginning to reap economic benefits from the Union. His own son, Allan, was profiting from the opportunities of Union in London where he was recognised as the leading British portraitist (Smart 1992: 9). Ramsay was also on friendly, even intimate terms, with a number of leading Hanoverians such as Clerk of Penicuik and Duncan Forbes of Culloden, Lord Advocate of Scotland from 1725, then Lord President of the Court of Session from 1737 to his death in 1747. Finally, Ramsay’s poetry had, in an earlier period, expressed his attempts to come to terms with Scotland's new post-Union status.20 Any move towards coming to terms with the Union must be seen as a shift towards coming to terms with the Hanoverian regime.

           Ramsay, one of the last pre-Revolution, pre-Union generation of Scots, probably never fully came to terms either with the new Hanoverian dynasty or the Union of 1707. However, by attempting to construct a modified, post-Union identity for Scotland he was moving towards a de facto rejection of a major totem of Scottish Jacobitism, the belief that the Union was a foundation stone of the British Hanoverian dynasty, and that its destruction would be a key element in the restoration of the Stuarts. Anti-Unionism was not necessarily perfectly synonymous with Jacobitism in Scotland, but any move towards accepting the Union inevitably seems to deny Scottish Jacobitism much of the ideological (and emotional) force it hoped would bring it back to power. It was left to Ramsay’s son, Allan, artist to the House of Hanover and the busiest royal artist in Britain since Van Dyck served the Stuart, Charles I (Smart 1992: 12), to develop fully a new post-Stuart, post-Union Scottish identity, a North British identity which placed him and fellow Select Club members at the centre of a Scottish Enlightenment which made Edinburgh, for a time, once again a European capital.

          ***
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          Notes

          1  The phrase is McLynn’s 47.

          2  The Chalmers edition is the first to mention Ramsay’s dynastic views, notably as expressed in “The Vision,” originally published under a misleading pseudonym.

          3  A copy of the 1821 Lives of Scottish Poets written by T.T., held by the Mitchell Library. Glasgow (accession number B32261) has “[by Jo. Robertson]” handwritten on the inside cover page, perhaps added by “Alex. Laing,” whose handwritten name appears on the contents page of part one along with the date 1822.

          4  The conjectures gain the appearance of historical certainty by slipping from the conditional to the preterite tense.

          5  However, rather than being suppressed, Robertson believes “the suspicion [of its Jacobite activities] becoming warm, the Club broke up in some alarm” (24).

          6  Interestingly, the recent Law-Pittock debate on just how Jacobite the Easy Club was has Law (1989) finding no serious proof of any Easy Club Jacobitism while noting a certain anti-unionism, thereby making a distinction which is all too seldom made, though here the claim is clearly too minimalist. On the basis of a re-examination of attitudes, images and ideas in Easy Club papers and poems, Pittock (1990) believes at least “some [Easy Club members] clearly were” Jacobites (93). Goodridge has more recently described the Easy club as a “quasi-Jacobite convivial club” (182). Quite rightly, he writes that Easy Club poems “show jacobitism to have been a subject for ‘Easy Club’ poetry” (184).

          7  There is, in fact, no evidence to suggest that Ramsay ever left Scotland. Indeed he may never have left the Lowlands.

          8  This is not to suggest that Allan Ramsay junior was ever a Jacobite. In 1736 he was in Italy in the company of an older man, Alexander Cunyngham, M.D., an intimate friend of his father’s. Cunyngham continued an “increasing familiarity with the Stuart’s inner cabinet” (Smart Life 27), but Smart seems to indicate that Ramsay junior continued to be busy with his art studies. In any case Ramsay became a strong Hanoverian loyalist and portrait-painter to George III. In 1745 he is said to have written an anti-Jacobite poem after the defeat of the government army at Prestonpans, which suggests that although he had left London for Edinburgh in 1745, and was present during the Jacobite occupation of the city, he had not gone to join the rebels as Horace Walpole believed (Smart 49). Allan Ramsay junior is described by one of the leading specialists on his career as “a staunch supporter of the Union” (3) and a “solid Whig” in public affairs, though in private affairs “‘a great friend to the hereditary and indefeasible right of succession’” (Smart 63).

          9  Excavations in 1754 during work on Ramsay’s house and adjoining land turned up what have been described as relies of the Jacobite occupation, notably Catholic religious objects such as candlesticks (Martin 36).

          10  Elsewhere, Burns Martin declares Smeaton’s work of 1896 “hardly… worth the paper on which it is printed” (180) though, as I hope to have already shown, it does have its interest. Iain Gordon Brown, Assistant Keeper of the National Library of Scotland, feels similarly about the’45 tradition of Ramsay’s absenting himself from Edinburgh:.. we know that occupation of the Guse Pie house was attempted by rebels, and so I think it very unlikely that the poet wished or was able to remain there during those dangerous days. He must have gone somewhere; but where we do not know. Supposition then takes over…” Letter to the author, 22 November 1994.

          11  The fact that none of his critics, many hostile, mentioned anything about Ramsay’s dynastie views during his lifetime should perhaps encourage us to believe there never was any activism of the militant sort expressed by the myths. Burns Martin suggests this argument with relation to the possibility of Ramsay’s pro-Jacobite action in 1715 (22-23). I extend the argument to cover Ramsay’s whole adult life, notably the periods covered by the three myths examined above.

          12  The description of Ramsay’s Jacobitism as “sentimental,” with the implication that it was not really “serious,” is so common as to be measured rather in terms of the very few commentators who do not use it than of the nearly unanimous majority who do.

          13  Ramsay signs his manuscript poem “Birss,” the equivalent of “Bristle” and used as such in “The Three Bonnets,” for example in lines 73 and 165 of Canto I (Works 3).

          14  According to one of the leading negotiators, Sir John Clerk of Penicuik, the Treaty was signed “‘… contrary to the inclinations of at least three-fourths of the Kingdom [of Scotland]’ “(Lynch 313). Of course, he may have been exaggerating the opposition in order to increase the significance of his own rôle. For further treatment of Ramsay as a spokesman for Scottish powerlessness see my “Allan Ramsay’s Imitations of Horace.”

          15  It is interesting to note that, written at the request of the Easy Club, Ramsay’s poetic definition of “Ease” suggests that one of the functions of the Club was to serve as a private refuge for those who were uneasy at the necessary public obeissance to the House of Hanover.

          16  Smart, for example, explicitly reads the son’s reference to his father’s anti-Unionism as “critical of his… romantic brand of Jacobitism,” which he “eventually ceded to ‘good sense and observation’” (Smart 4).

          17  There is, however, a doubt about the authorship of “An Epistle to John Wardlaw.” See Martin 150, note 1.

          18  Ambiguity is often associated with Jacobitism; it was an attitude made necessary by the fear of anti-Jacobite government sanctions (see Pittock 1991: 91).

          19  Elsewhere I have described Ramsay’s “TO MR. LAW” (1720) as, arguably, a Jacobite poem. See my “Scots and Colonial Schemes.”

          20  See my “Allan Ramsay’s Imitations of La Motte.”
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           Dans une description de l’esprit des Anglais du dix-huitième siècle, Paul Hazard écrit :

          
            Et comme ils étaient orgueilleux de leur victoire, ces Anglais arrivés au premier rang ! Ils se retournaient pour voir le chemin parcouru, et disaient que d’une situation quasi désespérée, menacés dans leur liberté, leur religion, leur sol même, par le plus puissant des rois, en peu de temps les affaires de l’Europe avaient pris une face si nouvelle, que grâce au ciel, les méchants avaient été abattus et les justes exaltés : les justes, c’étaient eux.1

          

           Néanmoins, David Hume ne considère pas la Grande-Bretagne comme le seul pays des “justes,” car sa vision des choses n’est jamais absolue ni manichéenne. Il est vrai que la façon dont il regarde les événements du dix-septième siècle est celle d’un homme conscient d’appartenir à une époque totalement différente. En réalité, la période historique où il vécut n’était que le début de la montée en puissance de l’Angleterre et la stabilité politique de celle-ci était plus en train de s’établir que déjà complètement établie.2 Le nouveau régime se renforçait progressivement, les questions religieuses étaient ressenties avec moins d’ardeur,3 les rapports entre le parlement et le souverain avaient pris une forme régulière,4 et la révolution financière5 avait fourni les moyens nécessaires pour le développement économique. L’ensemble de ces éléments rendait particulièrement intéressante l’étude du passé, spécialement d’un passé plus récent. Cet intérêt devenait une urgence pour ceux qui se passionnaient pour la nouvelle vie politique, si fortement dominée par la présence des partis whig et tory auxquels s’ajoutait et se mêlait l’autre division fondamentale entre le court party et le country party.6

           Cela explique que cette période vit apparaître un grand nombre d’œuvres qui avaient pour but le soutien de l’un des deux partis. Parmi les politiciens et les historiens, l’objet principal de leur débat était l’interprétation de la constitution anglaise. Les uns réclamaient la reconnaissance des privilèges du parlement et leur autonomie face au roi ; les autres soutenaient la priorité des prérogatives royales.

           Quand Hume commença à écrire son Histoire d’Angleterre (1759-62), plusieurs auteurs avaient déjà tenté cette entreprise, peu y avaient réussi et personne n’avait obtenu un succès et une considération durables. Hume y parvint.7

           Le but de cette œuvre, à la forme policée et au ton modéré, était de fournir une histoire impartiale,8 capable de faire comprendre aux Anglais et aux Écossais du dix-huitième siècle qu’une époque complètement nouvelle avait commencé. La conviction qu’une nouvelle époque avait commencé à partir de la révolution de 1689 fait de Hume un historien révisionniste qui, en étant en dehors de l’arène politique, lisait le passé de son pays avec une grande liberté d’esprit. Les occasions où Hume mit en évidence la différence entre la situation politique du XVIIIe siècle et le passé sont nombreuses surtout dans les essais. Il est possible d’en trouver des exemples dans “Of the Coalition of Parties” aussi bien que dans “Of the Protestant Succession.” Le choix de s’adresser à un public beaucoup plus large que celui des spécialistes ou de cour est une caractéristique importante de la History of England. En effet, ses interlocuteurs idéaux sont constitués par les hommes et par les femmes des middling ranks qui faisaient partie de la société de la conversation. Ce choix n’est pas un cas, car il relève du projet philosophique de Hume ayant pour but d’encourager la modération en tant que base de la stabilité politique et des libertés anglaises. Un tel projet s’intégrait dans le processus de renouvellement du discours politique poursuivi par les élites britanniques de la première moitié du XVIIIe. Dans cette optique, l’analyse de la période de la guerre civile avait un rôle central. Pour cette raison, Hume commença d’abord son livre sur les premiers Stuarts.

           Son interprétation est constituée par trois idées principales. Premièrement, Hume insiste beaucoup sur le fait que la “constitution anglaise” au dix-septième n’ayant pas encore une forme bien établie rendait possibles des interprétations opposées. Ainsi, les rapports entre le parlement et le souverain n’étaient pas définis de façon précise. En outre, l’analyse de Hume montre que la dynastie des Tudors était pour les rois stuarts un exemple d’absolutisme plutôt que de monarchie constitutionnelle, et, comment leurs idées, leurs tendances, leur maladresse politique et la comparaison avec les autres états européens les poussaient vers une politique pas du tout conciliante à l’égard des institutions parlementaires. Deuxièmement, il considère la faiblesse structurelle de la monarchie anglaise, c’est-à-dire sa dépendance financière vis-à-vis du parlement et l’absence d’armée. Enfin, une importance particulière est donnée à la question religieuse, à l’opposition entre la conception des rois stuarts et les sentiments communs du pays et de ses représentants pris par la passion religieuse. A ces arguments s’ajoute une considération d’ordre général sur cette période historique, qui, d’après Hume, se distinguait par de profonds changements sociaux et culturels. Ces facteurs produisirent d’abord la révolution parlementaire et ensuite la guerre civile.

           Mais, l’aspect le plus important de l’Histoire d’Angleterre, celui qui rend sa lecture particulièrement intéressante et les interprétations contenues totalement différentes par rapport aux autres histoires contemporaines est la structure générale de l’œuvre, ses connexions avec la philosophie de l’auteur. De telle sorte que, seule l’analyse des liens avec le système de pensée de Hume permet d’apprécier la richesse de certaines réflexions et leurs implications théoriques.9 Dans cette optique, la lecture des trois guerres anglo-hollandaises devient captivante.

           La première guerre anglo-hollandaise, commencée en 1651 pendant la phase républicaine de la révolution et terminée en 1654 sous le protectorat de Cromwell, doit être replacée dans ce contexte. En revanche, la deuxième et la troisième eurent lieu lors de la restauration des Stuarts, plus exactement l’une de 1665 à 1667 et l’autre de 1672 à 1674. Les presque trente ans de règne de Charles II et de Jacques II sont interprétés par Hume dans la perspective de la Glorieuse Révolution. Si le comportement des premiers Stuarts pouvait être justifié dans les termes rappelés ci-dessus, celui de leurs successeurs n’est pas du tout justifiable. Un tel jugement est fondé essentiellement sur deux raisons. Restaurés dans leur autorité en 1660, les descendants de Charles Ier auraient dû faire leur miel des événements de la guerre civile et agir avec grande prudence. Ainsi, ils auraient dû être conscients de la nécessité d’entretenir des bonnes relations avec le parlement, surtout avec les Communes, de respecter les sentiments religieux du pays et d’éviter toute tentative d’établir une monarchie absolue. En même temps, la constitution, insuffisamment claire, était maintenant beaucoup plus précise en matière de droits du parlement et de restrictions des prérogatives royales. Pourtant, une attitude peu respectueuse n’était pas acceptable.

          La première guerre

           La première guerre contre la Hollande doit être resituée dans le contexte très particulier des années républicaines. La République avait été officiellement établie au début de février 1649, une semaine après la mort de Charles Ier avec un vote du Rump Parliament,10 abolissait la monarchie et la Chambre des Pairs. Sa durée se prolongea jusqu’à l’institution du Protectorat en 1653.

           D’après l’interprétation de Hume, l’expérience républicaine fut caractérisée par l’antagonisme entre un parlement modéré et faible qui était désireux de rétablir un état de normalité et une armée globalement plus radicale qui ne voulait pas être démobilisée. A la suite de l’exécution du roi, la confusion gagna tout le pays. En l’absence de toute autorité aussi bien civile qu’ecclésiastique, le seul point de référence était devenu le parlement. Or, celui-ci était composé d’hommes fanatiques, infectés de passion religieuse, partagés entre eux à propos des différentes conceptions qu’ils avaient de la forme que le nouveau régime devait prendre. Dans cette situation, tous les liens sociaux étaient défaits et les principes les plus dangereux pour la société se diffusaient, donnant lieu à l’existence de nombreuses factions.11 Vu cette situation, le seul soutien pour les républicains, qui même très minoritaires avaient maintenant assumé le pouvoir, était l’armée. Celle-ci, forte et bien organisée, était cependant formée par des hommes qui avaient une faible idée de la subordination. Un tel caractère rendait la dépendance du parlement vis-à-vis de l’armée très dangereuse et son existence des plus précaires. La faiblesse des parlementaires ne venait pas simplement des difficultés pratiques où ils se trouvaient, mais aussi de leur incapacité politique, de leur inaptitude à donner une forme concrète aux projets de réforme :

          
            The little popularity and credit, acquired by the republicans, farther stimulated the ambition of this enterprizing politician. These men had not that large thought, nor those comprehensive views, which might qualify them for acting the part of legislators: Selfish aims and bigotry chiefly engrossed their attention…. They made small progress in that important work, which they professed to have so much at heart, the settling of a new model of representation, and fixing a plan of government. (HE 60 : 39)

          

           L’impuissance du parlement d’un côté et la vigueur de l’armée de l’autre, corrélativement à l’opposition de leurs intérêts, produisirent l’accentuation d’un conflit entre les deux protagonistes qui devait se terminer par la défaite du premier. Il est intéressant de remarquer qu’une telle situation a un aspect paradoxal. En effet, l’ardeur militaire est considérée par Hume comme la conséquence directe d’un régime républicain qui globalement est jugé d’une façon négative. Le paradoxe consiste précisément dans le fait que malgré ses défauts, malgré sa distance du modèle idéal, le Commonwealth avait été capable de réveiller le sens civique et le génie militaire des Anglais12 :

          
            
              The military genius of the people had, by the civil contests, been rouzed from its former lethargy; and excellent officers were formed in every branch of service. The confusion, into which all things had been thrown, and given opportunity to men of low stations to break through their obscurity, and to raise themselves by their courage to commands, which they were well qualified to exercise, but to which their birth could never have entitled them. And while so great a power was lodged in such active hands, no wonder the republic was successfull in all its enterprizes. (
              
                HE
              
               60: 41)
            

          

          
            Though the established government was but the mere shadow of a commonwealth, yet was it beginning by proper arts to encourage that public spirit, which no other species of civil polity is ever able fully to inspire. (HE 60 : 43)

          

           L’appréciation de ces aspects n’affaiblit pas les critiques précédemment faites, la profonde instabilité de la république et le danger que de nouveaux désordres puissent y surgir. Pour cette raison, le personnage de Cromwell est présenté comme l’unique source de stabilité dans le pays, le seul moyen d’éviter le déclenchement d’une autre guerre civile. Une telle interprétation explique parfaitement l’évolution des événements successifs, c’est-à-dire la fin du conflit entre le parlement et l’armée, qui aboutit à la dissolution de la République et à l’avènement du Protectorat. Tout cela eut lieu pendant la guerre contre les Pays-Bas, dont l’explication est évidemment liée aux problèmes de la politique intérieure. Les victoires obtenues par l’armée en Irlande, en Ecosse et la soumission des colonies en Amérique avaient eu comme résultat le renforcement du pouvoir militaire plutôt que du parlement qui avait voulu ces entreprises. Au contraire, son crédit auprès de la population diminuait de plus en plus et aussi parce que ses membres ne donnaient aucun signe de vouloir procéder à des élections :

          
            
              The nation began to apprehend, that they intended to establish themselves as a perpetual legislature, and to confine the whole power to 60 or 70 persons, who called themselves the parliament of the commonwealth of England. And while they pretended to bestow new liberties upon the nation, they found themselves obliged to infringe even the most valuable of those, which, through time immemorial, had been transmitted from their ancestors (
              
                HE
              
               60: 39).
            

          

           En face de ces problèmes internes, l’assemblée parlementaire décida de focaliser son attention et celle de la nation sur une question de politique extérieure ; le problème étant constitué par les relations avec les Pays-Bas. D’abord, rapporte Hume, les Anglais imaginèrent pouvoir former une coalition avec les Hollandais de telle façon que leurs intérêts fussent rendus inséparables. Après, redoutant qu’un tel projet pût se réaliser, ils proposèrent une alliance défensive entre les deux pays. Ayant reçu une réponse négative et la simple proposition de renouveler l’alliance précédente, l’Angleterre commença la préparation de la guerre, qui débuta en mai 1652 et se termina le 5 avril 1654 par le traité de Westminster.13 Provoquer un conflit contre une puissance navale si considérable pouvait paraître dangereux surtout pour une république si instable, mais, explique Hume, il y avait plusieurs motifs qui poussaient à cette décision :

          
            Many of the members [of Parliament] thought that a foreign war would serve as a pretence for continuing the same parliament, and delaying the new model of a representative, with which the nation had so long been flattered. Others hoped, that the war would furnish a reason for maintaining, some time longer that numerous standing army which was so much complained of. On the other hand, some, who dreaded the encreasing power of Cromwel [sic], expected, that the great expence of naval armaments, would prove a motive for diminishing the military establishment. (HE 60 : 46)

          

           Les motivations en faveur de la guerre étaient au nombre de trois. D’abord, il y avait le désir des membres du parlement de prolonger leur mandat. Puis, tous ceux qui craignaient le pouvoir croissant de Cromwell et de l’armée espéraient que la guerre maritime pourrait fournir l’occasion de diminuer le poids de ces derniers. Enfin, d’autres étaient de l’avis contraire, c’est-à-dire de prolonger la période d’activité de l’armée. De cette façon, Hume ramène les choix de la politique étrangère à la logique des rapports de forces internes. Le conflit fut précédé par la promulgation du célèbre Acte de Navigation d’octobre 1651, par lequel les Anglais avaient l’intention de protéger leurs intérêts commerciaux et industriels en période de crise, mais qui en réalité avait pour objectif d’attaquer l’économie hollandaise :

          
            To cover these hostile intentions, the parliament, under the pretence of providing for the interests of commerce, embraced such measures as, they knew, would give disgust to the States. They framed the famous act of navigation; which prohibited all nations from importing into England in their bottoms any commodity, which was not the growth and manufacture of their own country. By this law, though the terms in which it was conceived, were general, the Dutch were principally affected; because their country produced few commodities, and they subsist chiefly by being the general carriers and factors of Europe. (HE 60 : 46-47)

          

           Bien qu’une telle interprétation ne donne pas suffisamment d’importance aux remarquables conséquences économiques de ce conflit, elle est très utile pour mieux comprendre les rapports de force existant entre le parlement et l’armée. Il est vrai que l’analyse de Hume n’entraîne pas la sous-évaluation des résultats positifs d’une telle guerre. En un certain sens, les avantages émergent indirectement du bilan des pertes que les Hollandais subirent, du contenu du traité de paix14 qu’ils furent obligés de signer, et du prestige international acquis par l’Angleterre. L’intention de l’analyse de Hume n’est pas de nier les effets économiquement positifs de la guerre, mais de spécifier les intentions originelles du parlement qui avait peur de perdre son pouvoir et cherchait un expédient pour prolonger la vie d’un régime assiégé par une armée forte et bien organisée sous la direction d’un homme redoutable.

           En tout cas, ceux qui avaient espéré arrêter la montée de Cromwell et préserver la vie de la République au moyen de cette guerre subirent une véritable défaite. Car le 20 avril 1653, les militaires commandés par le futur Lord Protecteur entrèrent en force dans le parlement et le déclarèrent dissous. Après cela, le conflit se prolongea encore un an et Cromwell fut le seul à en recueillir les fruits.

          La deuxième guerre

           Le contexte dans lequel se situe la deuxième guerre est tout à fait différent. La monarchie étant restaurée depuis le printemps 1660, le pays retrouvait son roi légitime et, avec lui, la certitude de la stabilité politique. Après la période tourmentée et bouleversante de la guerre civile et du Protectorat, après l’austérité religieuse et les aventures constitutionnelles, la vie reprenait joyeusement son rythme. Au début du premier chapitre consacré au royaume de Charles II, Hume décrit avec les mots suivants l’esprit des Anglais à cette époque :

          
            Agreeable to the present prosperity of public affairs was the universal joy and festivity diffused throughout the nation. The melancholy austerity of the fanatics fell into discredit together with their principles. (HE 63 : 157)

          

           Les années qui séparent la restauration de la déclaration de guerre en février 1665 avaient été dans l’ensemble bénéfiques. Le roi et le parlement avaient été capables de trouver un accord pour réaliser dans la pratique les principes énoncés dans la déclaration de Breda.15 Pourtant, un pardon général avait été concédé, la structure de l’église anglicane avait été rétablie, les questions liées à la propriété de la terre réglées et l’armée du général Monck démobilisée et partiellement intégrée dans celle du roi. La façon dont Hume décrit les quatre premières années du règne de Charles II est empreinte d’équilibre et de détachement, quoiqu’il n’oublie pas de noter les aspects négatifs de cette période. En particulier, il souligne que le parlement, passé d’un extrême à l’autre, était maintenant excessivement soumis au roi. A ce propos, il écrit :

          
            The other measures of this parliament still discovered a more anxious care to guard against rebellion in the subject than encroachement in the crown: The recent evils of the civil war and usurpation had naturally encreased the spirit of submission to the monarch, and had thrown the nation into that dangerous extreme. (HE 63 : 174)

          

           En même temps, il n’exonère pas le roi d’une critique qui, modérée en sa forme, se révèle très dure en sa substance. Ainsi, sa politique religieuse est attaquée à cause de l’excessive dureté de l’Acte d’Uniformité (1662) et pour la fausse libéralité de la Déclaration d’indulgence (1672). Celle-ci, sous prétexte de garantir une plus grande liberté de conscience, avait pour but de protéger les catholiques grâce à l’accroissement du pouvoir discrétionnaire du roi. A cause de cette attitude, le rapport de confiance entre le roi et le parlement commençait à se détériorer. Les propos de Charles II avaient été évidents lors de son discours d’ouverture du parlement le 16 mars 1664. A cette occasion, il avait demandé et obtenu l’abrogation de l’Acte Triennal (1641), qui donnait une régularité aux convocations des deux chambres. A propos de ce vote Hume écrit :

          
            As the English parliament had now raised itself to be a regular check and control upon royal power; it is evident, that they ought still to have preserved a regular security for their meeting, and not have trusted entirely to the good-will of the king, who, if ambitious or enterprising, had so little reason to be pleased with these assemblies. Before the end of Charles’s reign. the nation had occasion to feel very sensibly the effects of this repeal. (HE 64 : 191)

          

           Les membres de ce même parlement causèrent la rupture avec la Hollande, en déclarant que les torts provoqués par les Hollandais à leur pays empêchaient le développement du commerce anglais et que, pourtant, ils étaient prêts à soutenir toutes actions nécessaires pour défendre les droits de la Couronne. L’interprétation de l’opposition entre l’Angleterre et la Hollande devient intéressante si l’on considère en même temps l’optique adoptée par Hume pour la description des événements et pour son évaluation des motivations et de l’utilité de cette guerre.

           Comme déjà remarqué, l’une des caractéristiques fondamentales de l’Histoire d’Angleterre est constituée par la volonté de son auteur de présenter les événements de façon impartiale. Cette volonté ne répond pas simplement aux exigences déontologiques de Hume, mais aussi à la nécessité de rendre ses thèses plus fortes. Un tel choix, qui ne signifie pas suppression de l’examen critique, s’étend de la politique intérieure aux relations internationales. Grâce à une telle démarche, Hume peut librement reconnaître la valeur militaire des Hollandais, exprimer de l’admiration pour l’intelligence politique de leur chef de Witt, sur lequel il n’hésite pas à écrire : “A minister equally eminent for greatness of mind, for capacity, and for integrity” (HE 64 : 196) et, ce qui est plus important, dénoncer les torts des Anglais. Ce dernier aspect joue un rôle considérable dans la relation des agressions anglaises juste avant la déclaration de guerre et dans la présentation des motifs allégués pour justifier le conflit.

           En effet, les premières hostilités, secrètement organisées par les Anglais le long de la côte occidentale africaine et en Amérique du nord, avaient provoqué des remontrances hollandaises, dont Charles avait fait semblant de ne pas avoir été informé. Une telle attitude est présentée de façon critique par Hume. Également, très critique est sa vision des justifications utilisées par les Anglais pour la déclaration de guerre. A ce propos Hume écrit :

          
            It is remarkable, that all the pretended depredations preceded the year 1662, when a treaty of league and alliance had been renewed with the Dutch; and these complaints were then thought either so ill grounded or frivolous, that they had not been mentioned in the treaty…. These circumstances give us no favourable idea of the justice of the English pretentions. (HE 64 : 193)

          

           Le premier vote des Communes contre la Hollande est l’occasion appropriée pour présenter les raisons profondes d’un conflit qui autrement aurait pu paraître étonnant. D’après Hume, l’explication de ce conflit doit être recherchée dans le domaine des intérêts économiques, qui nécessairement tendaient vers la confrontation. Le désaccord avait explosé à une période où les deux pays avaient pu oublier le danger représenté par la France :

          
            That close union and confederacy, which, during a course of near seventy years has subsisted, almost without interruption or jealousy, between England and Holland, is not so much founded on the natural unalterable interests of these States, as on their terror of the growing power of the French monarch…. In the first years of Charles’s reign, when the ambitious genius of Lewis had not, as yet, displayed itself: and when the great force of his people was, in some measure, unknown even to themselves, the rivalship of commerce, not checked by any other jealousy or apprehension, had in England begotten a violent enmity against the neighbouring republic. (HE 64 : 191-92)

          

           Ce passage permet de tirer deux déductions : Hume considère la première guerre anglo-hollandaise comme une simple parenthèse causée par un régime instable et illégitime puis, il considère l’antagonisme entre les deux pays comme une chose négative qui aurait dû se résoudre pacifiquement. Historiquement la Hollande était le pays du commerce, sa richesse dépendait de sa capacité de transporter les marchandises d’un lieu à un autre à travers le globe. Une telle activité demandait avant tout un état de paix. En revanche, l’Angleterre, géographiquement tournée vers la mer, avait aussi de grandes potentialités commerciales. Dotés d’un pouvoir naval supérieur et d’une tradition maritime très ancienne, les Anglais étaient mortifiés par leur exclusion du commerce qu’ils ressentaient comme injuste. A leurs yeux, la guerre ne pouvait être qu’avantageuse. Dans un passage efficacement synthétique, Hume décrit les véritables raisons de cet antagonisme :

          
            Trade was beginning, among the English, to be a matter of general concern; but notwithstanding all their efforts and advantages; their commerce seemed hitherto to stand upon a footing which was somewhat precarious…. By the prospect of these advantages, they were strongly prompted, from motives less just than political, to make war upon the States; and at once to ravish from them by force, what they could not obtain, or could obtain but slowly, by superior skill and industry. (HE 64 : 192)

          

           Donc, la perspective d’obtenir des avantages économiques avait été pour les Anglais le ressort principal, sinon unique, du conflit. Mais, l’explication de Hume n’est pas neutre ni simplement descriptive, car un jugement de valeur précis est fourni. Si le but final de la guerre était ou pouvait être considéré comme raisonnablement légitime, voire juste, les motivations, en revanche, ne l’étaient pas, elles étaient plutôt injustes et politiques. Apparemment sibylline, cette affirmation devient beaucoup plus claire à la lumière de la signification des concepts qui la composent. D’abord, il faut expliquer comment il est possible que le but de la guerre soit légitime quand ses motifs ne le sont pas. Ce que Hume considère comme légitime, c’est la rivalité commerciale, la concurrence économique ; c’est-à-dire la possibilité pour un pays d’améliorer sa situation économique, de progresser. En réalité ce progrès n’est pas simplement possible, il est souhaitable. En ce sens, le but de la guerre est plus que raisonnablement légitime, il est juste car il rentre dans le déroulement normal de la vie sociale des êtres humains. Le problème surgit lorsqu’il faut considérer les motifs du conflit. Ceux-ci sont dits moins justes que politiques. A ce propos, il est utile de rappeler que les motifs auxquels Hume fait référence sont ceux officiellement présentés dans la déclaration de guerre. Leur caractère injuste dépend du fait qu’ils constituent un prétexte, prétexte utilisé pour déclencher un processus au cours duquel les rapports de force, caractérisant toute relation humaine, ne trouvent pas de solution pacifique. Cette analyse est compliquée par le fait que les motifs de la guerre sont aussi définis par le terme politique. Dans un tel contexte, cet adjectif n’a pas une valeur positive ; il n’indique pas la fonction réconciliatrice de l’activité politique, mais plutôt son aspect péjoratif, dit ordinairement machiavélique.

           L’évaluation donnée par Hume soulève trois autres questions très importantes. La première est une conséquence indirecte de l’utilisation du mot justice. En effet, dire que les motivations de ce conflit n’étaient pas justes implique la conception contraire qu’une guerre juste peut exister. Dans la philosophie politique de Hume on retrouve16 l’idée que les relations internationales doivent suivre un code moral et que certains types de guerres sont justifiables car elles sont nécessaires à l’intérêt de l’État. De cette façon, le problème se déplace de la définition de ce qui est juste pour le bien-être d’un Etat à la définition de ce qui constitue son intérêt. Naturellement, la détermination de cet intérêt appartient aux hommes politiques, lesquels ne savent pas toujours le comprendre ou le poursuivre avec les bons moyens. A ce propos, la conclusion de Hume n’est pas la négation de la dimension éthique dans les relations internationales, mais l’affirmation qu’en ce domaine, la moralité doit faire entrer en ligne de compte des contrastes plus difficilement conciliables. Ce dernier point devient clair si l’on considère que Hume explique l’origine des institutions morales dans le contexte de la science de la nature humaine. Cela signifie que la justice est regardée comme un phénomène qui se produit à l’intérieur de chaque société parmi les individus, lié aux caractéristiques des êtres humains, à leur bienveillance limitée, à leur désir insatiable de possession et aux conditions de vie extérieure caractérisées par une abondance limitée de biens. Pourtant, l’extension et l’application de ses règles au domaine des relations internationales sont vues de façon problématique.

           La deuxième question concerne la vision de la guerre comme solution des problèmes politiques. En effet, Hume préfère les moyens pacifiques pour résoudre toutes sortes de contrastes politiques, parce que la guerre représente toujours une défaite par rapport au développement des coutumes et au progrès de la civilisation. Une telle préférence s’explique aussi par la crainte de Hume que les engagements militaires, en augmentant la dette publique, ne finissent par détruire l’Etat lui-même.17 En même temps, cette conception négative de la guerre détonne avec l’autre qui la voit comme élément positif en tant que moyen vivifiant le patriotisme des citoyens. Cette opposition peut, d’ailleurs, trouver une solution si le patriotisme propre de la guerre est considéré comme une des expressions, plutôt que comme l’expression unique de la citoyenneté chez Hume.

           La troisième question touche à la fonction du commerce comme moyen pour éviter que l’agressivité humaine n’aboutisse à des conflits violents. En ce sens, l’exemple de l’affrontement anglo-hollandais semble prouver que l’activité commerciale donne naissance à des litiges inconciliables. Par conséquent, il devient indispensable de chercher à concilier cette idée avec l’autre du commerce pacifique, si centrale dans la philosophie de Hume. La solution à une telle contradiction se trouve dans ce qui peut être considéré comme le jugement final de la guerre. L’occasion en est donnée par l’offre anglaise à Louis XIV de s’associer contre la Hollande. En commentant négativement la proposition de Charles II, Hume écrit :

          
            The extreme weakness of Spain would have rendered the French conquests easy and infallible; but the vigour of the Dutch, it raight be forseen, would make the success of the English much more precarious. And even were the naval force of Holland totally annihilated, the acquisition of the Dutch commerce to England could not be relied on as certain consequences nor is trade a constant attendant of power, but depends on many other, and some of them very delicate, circumstances. (HE 64 : 198)

          

           La signification du passage qui vient d’être cité est très claire. A l’évaluation négative des motivations données par les Anglais dans la déclaration de guerre, s’ajoute maintenant l’observation que le conflit n’était pas le bon moyen pour atteindre le but, c’est-à-dire le progrès économique. La raison est évidente : le commerce est quelque chose de très complexe dont les règles ne peuvent pas être identifiées aux mécanismes de la guerre. En effet, l’économie d’une nation est prospère quand elle est capable de battre ses adversaires directement sur le marché, grâce à son habileté et non pas quand elle les détruit par l’utilisation de la force. La prospérité commerciale peut mieux être atteinte par des moyens pacifiques que par la guerre, car dans cette circonstance sa poursuite risque de perdre toute utilité.

           A la lumière d’une telle interprétation, la description du comportement de Charles II et de sa Cour et la narration des événements deviennent secondaires. Le roi avait été poussé vers la guerre par les pressions des Communes et du Duc d’York qui, étant à la tête d’une nouvelle compagnie d’Afrique, avait un intérêt personnel à la réduction du pouvoir commercial hollandais. Sa nature ne le rendait pas capable de concevoir un projet aussi vaste que cette guerre, mais, écrit Hume, les perspectives étaient trop alléchantes pour qu’il ne se laisse pas tenter. De plus, il espérait pouvoir rétablir l’autorité de son neveu, le prince d’Orange. Le début de la guerre avait été si favorable aux Anglais que Louis XIV avait décidé de soutenir la Hollande. De cette façon, tout espoir d’obtenir l’aide française avait été perdu. En même temps, le comportement incorrect du roi de Danemark produisit la rupture avec ce pays. Les tentatives de trouver un accord avec l’Espagne furent également vaines.

           Le 1er juin 1666 commença au large de Dunkerque la fameuse bataille navale des Quatre Jours, pendant laquelle les deux parties eurent une attitude très valeureuse, même si la victoire resta incertaine. Seulement à la fin du mois de juillet, il fut clair que les Anglais avaient gagné. Mais, la paix devait se faire attendre encore un an, au cours duquel Londres fut dévastée par la dernière épidémie de peste et par un terrible incendie et que l’Angleterre subissait l’humiliation d’une incursion navale hollandaise remontant la Tamise jusqu’aux environs de Rochester, à quatorze lieues de Londres. Cet épisode, d’après Hume, était le dernier témoignage de la mauvaise conduite par le gouvernement d’une guerre qui avait manqué presque tous ses buts :

          
            The Dutch, even when single, had defended themselves with vigor, and were every day improving in their military skill and preparations. Though their trade had suffered extremely, their extensive credit enabled them to levy great sums; and while the seamen of England loudly complained of want of pay, the Dutch navy was regularly supplied with money and every thing requisite for its subsistence. As two powerful kings now supported them, every place from the extremity of Norway to the coasts of Bayonne, was become hostile to the English. And Charles, neither fond of action, nor stimulated by any violent ambition, earnestly fought for means of restoring tranquillity to his people, disgusted with a war, which, being joined with the plague and fire, had proved so fruitless and destructive. (HE 64 : 207-08)

          

           Encore une fois, Hume fait remarquer que l’aboutissement de la guerre dans son ensemble avait été raté. De plus, il souligne un nouvel élément négatif : l’isolement international où l’Angleterre avait été reléguée par ce conflit. Isolement qui, bien évidemment, était contraire à tout développement du commerce. La phase la plus tourmentée des relations anglo-hollandaises se termina par le traité de Breda, signé le 31 juillet 1667. Les Anglais abandonnèrent la plupart de leurs exigences, mais acquirent le territoire de New York, dont Hume relève l’importance ; aux Hollandais fut reconnue la possession de l’île de Run en Malaisie. Après ce conflit, le parlement anglais ne voudra plus entreprendre aucune guerre contre les Pays-Bas, si bien que la troisième fut menée malgré lui.

          La troisième guerre

           Si les deux premières guerres anglo-hollandaises ont une signification presque exclusivement par rapport à la politique intérieure anglaise et surtout une valeur économique, en revanche, la troisième, en se déroulant dans un contexte européen, marque la rentrée de l’Angleterre dans les manœuvres d’équilibre politique du continent après la période de la guerre civile. Pour cette raison, l’interprétation de Hume présente un riche tableau de l’état de la situation européenne qui s’ajoute à une analyse des conditions du pays encore une fois précise.

           Le chapitre qui traite de cette guerre, s’ouvre sur une description du règne de Charles II au début de 1668. L’atmosphère était calme, les libertés du pays semblaient bien établies, le parlement avait confiance en la bonne volonté du roi et celui-ci était bien disposé à accepter les limitations de ses prérogatives. En réalité, cette tranquillité n’était qu’extérieure, car le besoin d’argent de la Couronne et ses sympathies religieuses pour les catholiques étaient destinées à causer de nouvelles tensions avec le parlement, toujours trop restrictif et craintif à l’égard du catholicisme. Bientôt, les intentions du roi et de ses conseillers se révélèrent dans toute leur ambiguïté. L’occasion fut donnée par la ratification d’un traité secret signé avec la France au détriment de la Hollande.18 La façon dont Hume présente cette décision est très critique, particulièrement si on la resitue dans le contexte politique des années précédentes.

           En effet, il faut rappeler qu’en 1668, la Grande-Bretagne avait formé une alliance, connue sous le nom de Triple Alliance, avec la Hollande et avec la Suède. Un tel accord avait été possible grâce à des changements qui s’étaient produits à la fin de la deuxième guerre contre la Hollande et qui avaient provoqué l’exil de Clarendon, défenseur tenace d’une politique pro-française, et à la décision de nommer Sir William Temple négociateur du même traité avec la Hollande. Le traité avait pour objectif d’encourager la paix entre Louis XIV et l’Espagne à la suite de l’invasion française des Pays-Bas espagnols.19 Hume considère une telle initiative avec beaucoup d’appréciation, soit pour le rôle joué par la Grande-Bretagne sur la scène internationale, soit pour l’effet positif que l’opposition au pouvoir de la France exerçait dans les équilibres européens. La description de la situation continentale est très intéressante et, en même temps, si importante pour comprendre le jugement de Hume sur la dernière guerre anglo-hollandaise, qu’elle mérite une lecture plus attentive. Hume présente les événements politiques du continent dominés par une France très active et forte :

          
            The glory of France, which had long been eclipsed, either by domestic factions, or by the superior force of the Spanish monarchy, began now to break out with great lustre, and to engage the attention of the neighbouring nations. (HE 64 : 216)

          

           D’après Hume, l’activisme français était le résultat de la pacification intérieure du pays, qui avait permis à l’esprit de la nation d’émerger, ainsi que de la montée sur le trône de Louis XIV :

          
            The independent power and mutinous spirit of the nobility were subdued: The popular pretensions of the parliament restrained: The Hugonot party reduced to subjection: That extensive and fertile country, enjoying every advantage both of climate and situation, was fully peopled with ingenious and industrious inhabitants…. The sovereign, who now filled the throne, was well adapted, by his personal character, both to encrease and to avail himself of these advantages. (HE 64 : 2 16)

          

           En face de ce pouvoir renouvelé, l’europe apparaissait désorientée et faible, de sorte qu’elle regardait l’Angleterre, maintenant elle aussi libre de tensions intérieures,20 comme seul pays capable de contrarier l’expansion française :

          
            
              The sudden decline and almost total fall of the Spanish monarchy, opened an inviting field to so enterprising a prince [Louis XIV], and seemed to promise him easy and extensive conquests. The other nations of Europe, feeble or ill-governed, were astonished at the greatness of his rising empire; and all of them cast their eyes towards England, as the only power, which could save them from that subjection with which they seemed to be so nearly threatened. (
              
                HE
              
               64: 217)
            

          

           Pourtant, lors de l’invasion française des Pays-Bas, l’Angleterre, en reprenant la ligne politique anti-française de la période tudor, était prête à défendre les libertés de l’Europe21 :

          
            The animosity, which had anciently subsisted between the English and French nations, and which had been suspended for above a century by the jealousy of Spanish greatness, began to revive and to exert itself. The glory of preserving the balance of Europe, a glory so much founded on justice and humanity, flattered the ambition of England; and the people were eager to provide for their own future security, by opposing the progress of so hated a rival. (HE 64 : 217)

          

           Le passage cité plus haut est très important pour comprendre la position de Hume à l’égard de la dernière guerre contre la Hollande. Tout d’abord. Hume exprime un jugement positif sur l’opposition entre la France et l’Angleterre, en donnant trois raisons principales. La première est une raison historique qui considère la France comme le véritable rival de l’Angleterre ; comme le pays auquel il fallait se confronter, si les Anglais voulaient acquérir une place dans les relations internationales. Cela à cause des dimensions de la France, de la richesse du pays, du nombre des habitants et des aspirations de ses gouvernants. La deuxième est une raison qui prend en considération la crainte des Anglais vis-à-vis du papisme, et donc de la France, en tant que moyen pour influencer les décisions de la cour stuart. En ce sens, s’opposer aux ambitions françaises est vu comme la meilleure des garanties possibles pour la sécurité future. La troisième est une raison profondément politique qui voit dans le maintien de l’équilibre en Europe le but le plus important de la politique étrangère d’un grand pays comme l’Angleterre. Ce dernier aspect mérite une réflexion plus approfondie, car le concept d’équilibre constitue, pour Hume, un élément fondamental de la théorie politique moderne.

           La question de l’équilibre politique, en tant que balance of power, est débattue par Hume dans deux contextes différents : celui de la politique intérieure d’une part, et celui des relations internationales d’autre part, ce dernier étant en opposition avec l’idée de monarchie universelle. En laissant de côté l’analyse de la balance of power dans sa première signification, cela bien qu’elle ait des connexions avec les choix de politique étrangère du pays,22 c’est le deuxième aspect du problème qu’il faut maintenant analyser.

           Il est évident que Hume considère la préservation de la balance of power comme l’objectif d’une bonne politique européenne. Pour cette raison, il écrit que la gloire acquise en se battant pour atteindre un tel objectif est fondée sur la justice et sur l’humanité, c’est-à-dire que toutes les actions réalisées à cette fin sont moralement louables, car elles sont faites en respectant les conventions de la justice. Or, si l’on prête attention à l’essai que Hume consacre au même sujet, on voit qu’une telle règle, “founded so much on common sense and obvious reasoning,”23 trouve sa raison d’être dans le danger de la monarchie universelle. D’après l’auteur, en Europe la maison d’Autriche d’abord et la France ensuite ont cherché à établir une telle monarchie universelle. Si dans l’essai “On the Balance of Power” Hume estime qu’à partir de la fin des années 1670 le danger de la France ait été nettement réduit, en revanche pour les années précédentes et particulièrement pendant le règne de Louis XIV son appréhension est très forte.24 D’ailleurs, le thème de la monarchie universelle était un sujet classique de la réflexion politique, débattu parmi tous les auteurs de philosophie.25 Le danger représenté par la monarchie universelle demandait, donc, une présence active et une maîtrise de la Grande-Bretagne sur le continent. En revenant maintenant à l’analyse du passage cité, il faut brièvement remarquer que celui-ci contient aussi un jugement potentiellement négatif de la dernière guerre contre la Hollande. Un tel jugement peut, indirectement, être déduit du ton d’appréciation utilisé par Hume à l’égard de la décision anglaise de s’opposer à l’expansion française. Mais la position de Hume devient encore plus manifeste quand il décrit le travail diplomatique accompli par Sir William Temple et par de Witt. Ceux-ci sont représentés comme deux “candid and able negotiators” (HE 64 : 221), jusqu’au jugement explicite de la Triple Alliance, grâce à laquelle “England now appeared in her proper station, and…. had recovered all her influence and credit in Europe” (HE 64: 221). Hume approuve ce traité qu’il commente, non sans une certaine exagération, comme suit : “and thus all Europe seemed to repose herself with security under the wings of that powerful confederacy, which has been so happily formed for her protection” (HE 64: 223).

           Dans le contexte ainsi présenté, la décision de Charles II de signer une alliance secrète avec la France est jugée très négativement.26 Avant tout, le choix du roi marquait le retour à une politique étrangère faible, dépendante de la France et sourde aux nécessités réelles de la politique internationale. Deuxièmement, il était contraire aux intérêts de la Grande-Bretagne. Troisièmement, il représentait une rupture irréversible dans le rapport de confiance entre le roi et le parlement. Ainsi, Hume souligne les différences entre les deux pays qui avaient permis cet accord. D’un côté, Louis XIV, “endowed with every quality, which could enchant the people,… surpassed all contemporary monarchs, as in grandeur, so likewise in fame and glory. His ambition, regulated by prudence, not by justice, had carefully provided every means of conquest;…. His finances were brought into order : A naval power created : His armies encreased and disciplinated” (HE 64 : 216).

           De l’autre côté, Charles qui devait affronter la pauvreté de la Couronne sans être doué du caractère nécessaire pour dépasser les limitations économiques. Le roi stuart, exposé à ses inclinations et à ses préjugés, est décrit avec : “His desire of more extensive authority, his propensity to catholic religion, his avidity for money.” De plus Hume affirme que “he seems likewise, from the very beginning of his reign, to have entertained great jealousy of his own subjects, and, on that account, a desire of fortifying himself by an intimate alliance with France” (HE 64: 216).

           Aux différences de caractère des deux rois, s’ajoutait la qualité de leurs collaborateurs. Si Louis XIV pouvait profiter des conseils et de l’habileté d’un homme comme Colbert, en revanche Charles, dans la période du conflit avec la Hollande, avait des ministres qui étaient “remarkably bad, or even criminal” (HE 64 : 239). Les ministres auxquels Hume fait allusion, connus sous le nom de la Cabale,27 sont considérés comme les auteurs de l’alliance secrète avec la France.

          
            The dark counsels of the cabal, though from the first they gave anxiety to all men of reflection, were not thoroughly known but by the event. They said, that the parliament… were still more attached to those powers and privileges, which their predecessors had usurped from the sovereign…; and would be sure to turn against the king all the authority which they yet retained….: That it was high time for the prince to rouze himself from his lethargy, and to recover that authority, which his predecessors,… had peaceably enjoyed…: That the French monarch alone… would be found both able and willing… to defend the common cause of kings against usurping subjects…. That under pretence of that war [against Holland], it would not be difficult to levy a military force, without which… the king would vainly expect to defend his prerogative…. And that by subduing the States, a great step would be made towards a reformation of the government; since it was apparent, that that republic… fortified, in his factious subjects, their attachements to what they vainly termed their civil and religious liberties. (HE 65 : 241-42)

          

           Pourtant, l’accord avec la France est la preuve des mauvaises intentions du roi, de son imprudence politique et de son incapacité de comprendre les véritables intérêts du pays. Dans cette atmosphère, la guerre commença sous le signe de la duperie, au détriment du parlement. Le 17 mars 1672 Charles déclara la guerre à la Hollande en alléguant “surely reasons more false and frivolous never… employed to justify a flagrant violation of treaty [the Triple Alliance]” (HE 65 : 257). Juste avant cette date, deux événements contribuèrent à la diffusion d’un sentiment d’insatisfaction dans le pays. Le premier, que Hume impute à la politique du roi, à la mauvaise administration des finances publiques et à la décision de ne pas réunir le parlement pour obtenir des nouveaux financements, est connu comme le Stop of the Exchequer et causa la banqueroute du 3 janvier 1672.28 Le deuxième concerne la Déclaration d’indulgence faite par le roi le 15 mars 1672 qui devait créer un climat détendu et coopératif en prévision d’une guerre, mais qui provoqua une réaction contraire.29 Le commencement de la guerre, aussi bien que son déroulement, est donc jugé par Hume très négativement. Le comportement de la diplomatie anglaise à l’égard des Hollandais est considéré comme très incorrect et le désaccord entre Charles et ses conseillers d’un côté, et le parlement de l’autre, est représenté comme de plus en plus fort. Comme cela a déjà été rappelé, Hume réprouve la guerre contre la Hollande en tant que choix de politique étrangère. En politique intérieure, Hume interprète cette guerre comme la preuve des mauvaises intentions du roi et il écrit :

          
            But every step, which he took in this affair, became a proof to all men of penetration, that the present war was intended against the religion and liberties of his own subjects, even more than against the Dutch themselves. He now acted in every thing [Hume refers here to the two abovementioned events] as if he were already an absolute monarch, and was never more to lie under the controul of national assemblies. (HE 65 : 252-53)

          

           Dans cette optique. Hume montre comment l’attitude différente du peuple, des soldats et du parlement devenait de plus en plus critique envers le roi et envers une guerre si injuste. Ainsi, il souligne que, quand les parlementaires anglais se réunirent un an après le début de la guerre, ils étaient les meilleurs alliés des Hollandais. Il interprète leur décision de ne pas financer la politique royale comme un signe de désapprobation. Également, avec un certain patriotisme, il remarque que les soldats anglais ne se battaient pas avec la même ardeur qu’avant car “they were disgusted at the present measures, which they deemed pernicious to their country; they were not satisfied in the justice of the quarrel; and they entertained a perpetual jealousy of their confederates, whom had they been permitted, they would, with much more pleasure, have destroyed than even the enemy themselves” (HE 65: 278).

           En outre, l’idée que la guerre était injuste est renforcée par la description que Hume offre au lecteur d’une Hollande qui, engagée dans une guerre terrestre et maritime, affronte seule la France et l’Angleterre. D’abord désorientée, conduite par un trop prudent de Witt, avec un esprit militaire affaibli par l’utilisation de troupes mercenaires ; puis partagée entre le parti des aristocrates et celui des orangistes ; enfin unie et courageuse avec le prince d’Orange, l’attitude de la Hollande est commentée avec une certaine admiration et suivie avec beaucoup de précision. L’inondation provoquée par les Hollandais pour arrêter l’invasion des troupes de Louis XIV, marqua un changement dans l’attitude des autres pays européens. A ce propos, Hume commente :

          
            The other nations of Europe regarded the subjection of Holland as the forerunner of their own slavery, and retained no hopes of defending themselves, should such a mighty accession be made to the already exorbitant power of France. (HE 65 : 272)

          

           La réunion du parlement en octobre 1673 constitua un tournant dans l’attitude des parlementaires qui, pour la première fois, manifestèrent leur mécontentement envers la guerre. A cette occasion, ils déclarèrent que “they would grant no more supply unless it appeared, that the Dutch were so obstinate as to refuse all reasonable conditions of peace” (HE 65: 281). Le 4 novembre le roi, pour arrêter les critiques du parlement, décida d’ajourner la séance, mais, avant que l’huissier puisse rentrer dans la Chambre de Communes avec son ordre, le président ferma la porte et les parlementaires votèrent une motion contre l’alliance avec la France et contre les mauvais conseillers du roi. Puis, la séance fut levée. Le 7 février 1674, Charles II, pressé par le besoin d’argent, convoqua encore une fois le parlement, mais “the disgust of the commons was fixed in foundations too deep to be easily removed” (HE 65 : 282) et leur attitude, leur attaque contre les membres de la Cabale, leur refus obstiné de voter de nouveaux subsides pour la guerre poussa le roi à signer une paix séparée. De cette façon, grâce à la fermeté des deux Chambres, la troisième guerre contre la Hollande, la moins justifiée et la plus insensée, finit “to the great joy of the people” (HE 65 : 281-82).

           Le travail de Hume historien commença en février 1752 quand il fut nommé conservateur de la bibliothèque des avocats d’Edimbourg. A cette époque, il n’était pas encore très connu, bien qu’il ait déjà publié toutes ses œuvres philosophiques. Mais en 1763, quand il décida de partir pour Paris pour travailler à l’ambassade britannique en qualité de chargé d’affaires, il était devenu une célébrité que tout le monde voulait rencontrer. Désormais, il n’était plus philosophe écossais, mais the historian.

           Son intérêt pour l’histoire n’était pas né de façon soudaine, mais remontait à la période de la rédaction du Traité sur la nature humaine. En effet, en 1749 il avait déjà écrit trois memoranda sur l’histoire britannique formant un ensemble de 150 pages.30 Cela peut témoigner du lien existant entre l’œuvre historique de Hume et sa réflexion philosophique, lien qui permet de mieux comprendre certains passages de l’Histoire d’Angleterre et de leur donner une plus grande épaisseur conceptuelle. Les raisons du succès de l’Histoire d’Angleterre étaient multiples. D’abord, cette œuvre se présentait comme la première histoire impartiale écrite par un Écossais, au moins en ce sens qu’elle n’était ni whig ni tory. Puis, c’était la première œuvre capable de respecter les critères classiques et d’être honorablement comparée aux travaux des auteurs anciens aussi bien que contemporains.31 Troisièmement, il s’agissait d’une histoire policée, écrite dans un style agréable, et sur un ton modéré, où les jugements étaient donnés avec beaucoup d’équilibre. Sa lecture était instructive sans être ennuyeuse, capable de transporter le lecteur dans le déroulement des événements avec son intelligence et avec ses sentiments. Enfin, le public auquel un tel travail s’adressait n’était pas celui des spécialistes, mais, pour la première fois, celui beaucoup plus large formé par les middling ranks, par les hommes et par les femmes qui faisaient partie de la “société de la conversation.”

           Dans ce contexte, la relation des trois guerres anglo-hollandaises est un bel exemple, d’une part des capacités descriptives de Hume et d’autre part de son effort pour être un narrateur impartial. Ainsi, un tel effort se manifeste clairement dans l’appréciation de la valeur des Hollandais ou des qualités politiques de de Witt ou du prince d’Orange et dans l’indication des fautes des Anglais et des motivations, ou plutôt des prétextes qu’ils donnèrent pour justifier ces trois guerres.

           Les trois conflits sont un bon moyen pour mieux comprendre la nature des relations politiques en Angleterre dans une période passionnante. La première guerre permet d’éclairer le moment du passage de la République au Protectorat, en expliquant les tensions internes entre le parlement d’une part, l’armée et Cromwell de l’autre. En revanche, la deuxième peut être considérée comme une analyse du processus à travers lequel des intérêts économiques mal interprétés peuvent produire un conflit. En outre, le deuxième conflit est l’occasion de signaler le début de l’opposition entre Charles II et le parlement et d’envisager le développement futur de son règne. Enfin, la troisième, voulue seulement par le roi et par ses conseillers contre les véritables intérêts économiques du pays, marque un changement radical dans l’attitude du parlement, en inaugurant la phase du conflit ouvert entre la Couronne et les deux Chambres. En même temps et malgré les nombreuses contradictions aussi bien que les mauvaises décisions du roi stuart, cette guerre permet d’envisager le rôle futur de la Grande-Bretagne dans la politique internationale. Surtout, elle est un moyen de comprendre le développement des équilibres politiques dans l’Europe des deux siècles suivants.

           En outre, il est possible de dire que l’interprétation de Hume donne tout d’abord une réponse à la question suivante : quelle est la signification de ces conflits du point de vue de la politique intérieure ? Enfin, la structure générale de son interprétation du dix-septième siècle, décrit comme une période de grands changements aussi bien pour l’Europe que pour la Grande-Bretagne, donne la possibilité de mieux comprendre la nature des trois conflits anglo-hollandais. D’après l’auteur, au XVIIe siècle la structure politique anglaise, insuffisamment flexible et mal gouvernée, éclata sous la pression de nouvelles exigences. Ce fut à ce moment-là que l’État moderne se forma, et ce fut en ce temps-là que le pays commença à découvrir ses potentialités et à considérer les relations internationales d’une façon différente.

           En conclusion, il est peut-être utile de rappeler encore une fois que l’interprétation que donne Hume de ces trois guerres se fonde sur l’idée que le commerce a une fonction essentiellement positive et que les guerres naissent à cause de mauvaises politiques. A bien y regarder, son analyse est un escamotage dont le but est de purifier le concept de commerce. A cet égard, il est possible de dire qu’en cette occasion l’optimisme du XVIIIe toucha aussi Hume le sceptique.

          ***

        

        
          Notes

          1 P. Hazard, La crise de la conscience européenne (Paris : Fayard, 1961) 60.

          2 Parmi les études concernant cette période de stabilisation progressive de la société anglaise, l’œuvre de Plumb occupe une place fondamentale. Par le terme de stabilité il indique “the acceptance by society of its political institutions, and of those classes of men or officials who control them.” Voir The Growth of Political Stability in England 1675-1725 (London : Macmillan, 1967) XVI.

          3 La stabilité fut réalisée aux dépens des protestants non-conformistes et des catholiques qui étaient exclus de la vie politique. Mais la condition des non-conformistes était nettement meilleure que celle des catholiques. En 1727 par l’Indemnity Act, il leur fut aussi possible de se porter candidats aux élections en jurant fidélité au roi après les élections au lieu d’avant.

          4 A ce propos, il est utile de rappeler l’importance de la reconnaissance de la part de Guillaume d’Orange et de Marie Stuart du Bill of Rights et de l’Act of Settlement qui délimitaient les prérogatives royales.

          5 Les deux éléments principaux de la révolution financière furent la création de la Banque d’Angleterre en 1694 —en 1695 fut créée la Banque d’Ecosse— et d’un système moderne de dette publique.

          6 L’utilisation des termes whig et tory, à l’origine désignant respectivement les rebelles écossais presbytériens et les bandits catholiques irlandais, devint courante à la fin des années 1670.

          7 Il est connu que dans la première partie du XVIIIe siècle il était courant parmi les hommes et les femmes de lettres de croire que les Anglais n’étaient pas capables d’écrire une histoire de leur pays, impartiale, au ton élevé selon le modèle classique. Pour une analyse de la culture historique anglaise de cette période, voir P. Hicks. “Historical Culture from Clarendon to Hume.” (PhD. Johns Hopkins U, 1988).

          8 L’impartialité de Hume est l’un des thèmes les plus débattus parmi les spécialistes du philosophe écossais. Hume a été considéré à la fois comme tory s’opposant au gouvernement et comme whig le soutenant. Ce désaccord se fonde principalement sur l’idée qu’il existe deux Hume différents. Le Hume du Traité sur la nature humaine et le Hume de l’Histoire d’Angleterre. Pour une réponse efficace à ces deux positions extrêmes voir : Duncan Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical Politics (Cambridge : CUP, 1975) et E.C. Mossner, “Was Hume a Tory Historian ?” Journal of the History of Ideas 2(1941).

          9 En ce qui concerne la connexion entre le Treatise et la History voir l’étude de Duncan Forbes, Hume’.s Philosophical Politics aussi bien que celle de David Miller, Philosophy and Ideology in Hume’s Political Thought (Oxford : Clarendon, 1981).

          10 Est appelé de cette façon le parlement épuré de ses membres presbytériens suite à l’intervention de l’armée en décembre 1648.

          11 La question du fanatisme religieux occupe une place fondamentale dans la science de la nature humaine. Dans son analyse du phénomène religieux, Hume distingue entre la superstition sur laquelle se fonde le pouvoir clérical, et le fanatisme-enthousiasme qui renforce la tendance à la liberté. Alors que la première produit une religion paisible qui soutient les régimes de gouvernement absolu, le deuxième est à la base d’une religion au début violente, mais qui après devient modérée et capable de soutenir un système politique libre, en exerçant, donc, une action positive à long terme. (Voir l’essai “Of Superstition and Enthusiasm”).

          12 Le fait que Hume mette l’accent sur la relation entre vertu publique, ardeur militaire et forme de gouvernement républicain est un signe important de l’attention qu’il accorde aux valeurs humanistes du républicanisme classique.

          13 Par ce traité les Hollandais acceptèrent de payer une indemnisation pour le massacre d’Amboine (1623), de donner un montant annuel pour pêcher dans les eaux anglaises et de respecter l’Acte de Navigation et l’obligation de rendre hommage aux navires anglais avec le salut conventionnel.

          14 Le traité de Breda établissait que les deux pays devraient expulser les ennemis et les rebelles de l’autre (une telle mesure avait pour conséquence l’impossibilité pour la Hollande de donner asile aux Stuarts) ; que la maison d’Orange serait exclue des fonctions publiques ; que l’Angleterre serait indemnisée pour les pertes subies pendant le conflit et pour le massacre d’Amboine.

          15 Par la déclaration de Breda, datée du 2 avril 1660, Charles II promettait sur les conseils du général Monck un pardon général, la confirmation de toutes les ventes de terrain faites pendant la guerre civile, le paiement des arrérages aux soldats et la liberté de conscience.

          16 Hume discute ce thème dans le Treatise on Human Nature, livre 3, partie 2, section 11 “Of the Laws of Nations.”

          17 A cet égard, il faut rappeler, parmi d’autres, l’essai “Of Public Credit” (1742) et la brillante analyse du problème faite par Hont dans l’article “The Rhapsody of Public Debt : David Hume and Voluntary Bankruptcy” paru dans Political Discourse in Early Modem Britain (Cambridge, 1993). Dans cet article, l’auteur explore les implications des relations entre dette publique, guerre, commerce et stabilité politique dans la philosophie politique de Hume.

          18 Le traité fut signé à la fin des négociations personnelles et secrètes entre Charles et Henriette le 1er juin 1670.

          19 A l’origine de cette invasion, rappelée efficacement et synthétiquement par Hume, il y avait eu la rétractation du roi de France de la renonciation à tous les droits héréditaires qui lui venaient du mariage avec la princesse d’Espagne. La guerre commença soudain en 1667, après une alliance avec le Portugal, et continua jusqu’au printemps 1668 quand la médiation anglo-hollandaise aboutit à la paix d’Aix-la-Chapelle.

          20 Il est intéressant de remarquer que Hume souligne la relation entre stabilité interne d’un pays et sa capacité de conduire une politique étrangère d’expansion.

          
            21
            A ce propos, Hume écrit : “But the invasion of Flanders discovered an ambition [on Louis XIV’s part], which, being supported by such overgrown power, menaced the general liberties of Europe” (
            
              HE
            
             64: 218).
          

          22 Cette connexion passe par l’idée, d’abord développée par Machiavel et ensuite reprise par Harrington, qu’un état bien ordonné et libre, où les citoyens vivent dans la certitude de la loi, développe une tendance à l’expansion extérieure et à la corruption dans un cycle d’ascension et de décadence.

          23David Hume. “On the Balance of Power,” Essays Moral, Political and Literary, ed. E.F. Miller (Indianapolis : Liberty Classics, 1985) 332-41.

          24 Pour une analyse des questions liées au thème de la monarchie universelle voir l’essai de J. Robertson, “Universal Monarchy and the Liberties of Europe : David Hume’s Critique of an English Whig Doctrine,” paru dans Political Discourse in Early Modern Britain (Cambridge, 1993). Dans cet essai Robertson souligne que la position de Hume par rapport au problème de la monarchie universelle changea à partir de la fin de la guerre de Sept Ans.

          25 Parmi tous les autres, voir les Réflexions sur la monarchie universelle en Europe, œuvre écrite par Montesquieu en 1734, que Hume connaissait et grâce à laquelle sa conviction que la France du XVIIIe siècle représentait un danger fut modérée.

          26 Le contenu de cette alliance, conclue à Dover à la fin de mai 1670, était connu seulement d’un groupe de ministres très proches du roi, les autres connaissaient un texte altéré.

          27 Une telle appellation était formée par les initiales des noms des cinq conseillers Clifford, Ashley, Buckingham, Arlington et Lauderdale.

          28 A ce propos, Hume souligne que la pire des conséquences fut la perte de confiance et la désorientation des gens : “A general confusion prevailed in the city, followed by the ruin of many…. And men, full of dismal apprehensions, asked each other, what must be the scope of those mysterious counsels whence the parliament and all men of honour were excluded, and which commenced by the forfeiture of public credit, and an open violation of the most solemn engagements, both foreign and domestic” (HE 65: 253-54).

          
            29
            “Another measure of the court contains something laudable, when considered in itself; but if we reflect on the motive whence it proceeded, as well as the time when it was embraced, it will furnish a strong proof of the arbitrary and dangerous counsels, pursued at present by the king and his ministry” (
            
              HE
            
             65: 254).
          

          30 A ce propos, voir dans la biographie de Mossner, Life of David Hume (Oxford : Clarendon, 1970), le chapitre 23 sur l’History of England.

          31 Pour une reconstruction de la culture historiographique en Grande-Bretagne aux XVIIe et au XVIIIe siècles, voir le travail de P. Hicks, “Historical Culture from Clarendon to Hume.” PhD. Johns Hopkins U. 1988. Le premier chapitre en particulier offre une analyse intéressante et précise du rôle des modèles classiques dans l’historiographie britannique.
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          “Corsica Boswell”: Ignominious Peace and Honourable War

        

        Marie-Jeanne Colombani

      

      
        
           The so-called Macaulayan formulation which turned James Boswell into “Corsica Boswell” has left its imprint in the realm of literary criticism. The label characterizes the author of An Account of Corsica, the Journal of a Tour to That lsland; and Memoirs of Pascal Paoli, published in 1768, as a somewhat histrionic, over-sensitive defender not only of the Corsican revolution of 1768-69 but of all preceding Corsican revolutions. Frederick A. Pottle, Boswell’s renowned biographer, defines such a cut-and-dried characterization of the effusive Scottish writer as being Etonian, “Men of the Etonian sensibility never wear their hearts on their sleeves, never ‘speak out.’ And they are made acutely uncomfortable by authors who do.”1 Indeed. young James Boswell was both outspoken and wholehearted when he embraced the Corsican cause as early as October 12, 1765, on setting foot in Centuri in northern Corsica. His perceptions of peace and war are those of a perky young man full of idealistic fervour and not those of a manicdepressive middle-aged man. Two facets illustrate the links which, to Boswell’s mind, equate peace with that which entails shame, dishonour or disgrace on the one hand, and war with that which dispenses honour and reputation on the other hand. One side focuses on Boswell’s comprehension of the history of Corsica. The other side develops from a different angle, that of an unfledged Scotsman urging Great Britain and the rest of Europe to take vigorous action in support of the Corsicans.

           Boswell’s insight into the unravelling of the Corsican history rests on one essential tenet: the unalienable right for a nation, for a people to resist and to revolt when peace means an ignominious repression of freedom. In 1763, two years before he visited Corsica, an unexpected detour on his Grand Tour, Boswell was not the mature lawyer making his way at the English bar and condemning the French Revolution from London. He was as can be read in his so-called “Inviolable Plan” drafted on October 15, 1763, determined “upon solid principles to be a man.”2 Both his youthful ambition and the melancholy streak in his character led him to delve into what he thought was the heroic resistance of the Corsicans against their oppressors. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, whom Boswell met in Môtiers, in December 1764 prompted his trip to Corsica the year after, as a cure for his melancholy. The conversation in French between the philosopher and the young Scottish traveller testifies, somewhat naively, to Boswell's noble aspirations:

          
            BOSWELL : Avez-vous besoin d’un Ambassadeur ?
Je vous offre mes services [sic], M. Boswell Ambassadeur extraordinaire de M. Rousseau à l’Isle de Corse.
ROUSSEAU : Voulez-vous être Roi de Corse [?]
BOSWELL : Ma foi! ha! ha! non. C’est au-dessus de mes forces, (with a low bow). Pourtant, je puis dire : “J’ai refusé d’être Roi.”3

          

           It is useful to specify that until the publication of the Tour to the Hebrides (1785), there is the utmost inconsistency in Boswell’s spelling, punctuation and capitalization. A few months after this conversation with Rousseau on the morning of October 11, 1765, Boswell started from Leghorn and embarked upon his Corsican adventures. The commander of the British squadron in the Mediterranean, Commodore Thomas Harrison furnished him with a document of identification which said that Boswell was “travelling for his amusement, instruction, and curiosity.”4 Though Boswell did not stay long in Corsica —he arrived on October 12, 1765 and left Bastia on November 20,— he succeeded in seeing the General of the nation, Pascal Paoli (1725-1807), who had been fighting against the Genoese since 1755. To Boswell, Pascal Paoli was the epitome of the heroic, honourable warrior rebelling against peace ignominiously imposed upon him by the Genoese invader. In An Account of Corsica, the Journal of a Tour to That Island; and Memoirs of Pascal Paoli, Boswell focuses on the grandiose nature of the warring nation. When he first met the General of the nation, Boswell paid him the following compliment: “Sir, I am upon my travels, and have lately visited Rome. I am come from seeing the ruins of one brave and free people: I now see the rise of another.”5 In an appendix containing documents on the State of Corsica —“Manifesta del Generale, e Supremo Consiglio di Stato del Regno di Corsica” and “Doge Govematori, e Procuratori della Republica di Genova” —published respectively on May 20, 1760, and May 9, 1761, Boswell was intent on stressing the antinomy between the Corsican principle of a just war, “La giustizia della nostra guerra contro la repubblica di Genova” and the Genoese stance based on paternalistic, treacherous peace, “paterna nostra amorevolezza.”6 In the second chapter An Account of Corsica dealing with the successive revolutions led by the Corsican people against its oppressors, Boswell asserts that Corsican history is a paradigm case, that of a concatenation of justified heroic wars waged with a fierce spirit of independence against the consecutive dominations of the so-called “pacifying” troops of the invaders: the Phenicians, Etruscans, Carthagenians, Romans, Goths, Saracens, Pisans, the Genoese and the French. To drive his point home, Boswell resorts to illustrious commentators of the Corsican plight. He refers to Montesquieu and L’Esprit des lois (1748), “Une république d’Italie tenait des insulaires sous son obéissance; mais son droit politique et civil à leur égard était vicieux.”7

           In his paradigmatic discourse on the past and present situations of Corsica epitomized by an antithesis between the legitimacy of revolutions and the peace of subjection, Boswell, the historian, was averse to factual descriptions. He revelled in embellishing his presentation of the past of the islanders with poetical fables. He thus chose to depict the Corsicans as the descendants of the stouthearted, legendary Argonauts. François Pommereul, a captain in the French service, completed his own history of the island of Corsica two years after An Account of Corsica was published. He criticized Boswell harshly for his zestful, enthusiastic bias:

          
            Ce romancier n'a vu dans les Corses qu’un peuple de héros, mourant sans regret pour la patrie, sacrifiant tous les goûts, immolant toutes les passions à la plus digne de l'homme, la liberté. On trouvait, il est vrai, beaucoup de ces vertus chez les Corses, mais la nation était loin d’être vertueuse; il la voyait avec les yeux de l’enthousiasme, et il la peignait comme il la voyait.… Quiconque fait profession de dire la vérité, doit être sourd à l’amitié comme à la haine.8

          

           Contrary to Pommereul, Boswell’s main objective was to prove that the Corsicans were not rebels and malcontents, but honourable patriots whose unflinching virtue had been their capacity for resistance. Boswell was following in the footsteps of Colonel Matteo Buttafoco (1731-1801) whom he met in Vescovato while on his tour of Corsica on November 8, 1765. The year before, Matteo Buttafoco, a Corsican in the service of the French, had sent Jean-Jacques Rousseau a memoir in which he justified the Corsican revolution against a tyrannical peace imposed by the Genoese. In his Life of Johnson, in a passage dated May 28, 1768, Boswell vindicates the concept of resistance, “But when restraint is unnecessary, and so close as to gall those who are subject to it, the people may and ought to remonstrate; and, if relief is not granted, to resist.”9 To Boswell, Corsica was the quintessence of reputable warfare since peace was equated with oppression, tyranny, and subjection.

           In the frontispiece of British Essays in Favour of the Brave Corsicans: By Several Hands, which were collected and published by Boswell in December 1768 as a contribution to his vibrant defence of the Corsican cause, the iconographical representation follows the tradition inaugurated by Cesare Ripa in his Iconologia of 1613. Ripa’s Corsica is worth examining.10

           The tutelary allegory symbolizing the Corsican nation is a female warrior who looks rough. The dog by her side is specifically Corsican. Boswell was quite familiar with those dogs since, as was mentioned in the London Chronicle of January 14, 1766:

          
            When Mr Boswell took leave of the General de Paoli, His Excellency made him a present of a gun and a pair of pistols of excellent workmanship made in Corsica, and one of the large mountain dogs so famous in that island for their hunting the wild boar and for their guarding their master.11
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          Fig.1. Cesare Ripa, Corsica, Iconologia (Siena, 1613) 1: 430.

           As for the weapon which the female warrior holds in her right hand, it is called a “corsesque,” a spear which was widely used by the islanders, and which, according to Ripa, was a reminder that Corsicans were valorous soldiers. In order to justify the violence which had its roots in their search for freedom and deliverance, Boswell, referring to Hobbes in An Account of Corsica, extolled self-defence, “By reason of the wicked oppression of the bad, even a good people, must in self-defence, have recourse to the qualities of war, force and fraud, nay to a kind of savage rapacity.”12

           But it did not take Boswell long to realize that self-defence, if unsustained by foreign aid and intervention, was of no avail to the islanders. In order to bring about the repeal of a Proclamation of December 29, 1763, that forbade British subjects to provide the so-called Corsican rebels with any aid, Boswell started a campaign that aimed at shaking Britain’s indifference to the unfortunate fate of the Corsicans. The balance of power in Europe and the general eagerness for peace shown by a country that was fiscally exhausted stood in the way of the young Scotsman. In his Account of Corsica, Boswell lingers on all the wars waged by the Corsicans against the Genoese since 1729. He focuses on the French interventions of 1738, 1748 and on the two treaties of Compiègne, that of 1756 and that of 1764 fixed for four years, and according to which the Genoese were provided with French military help. “If French soldiers were again in the island,” writes Boswell of those he regarded as vile oppressors, “continual skirmishes would ensue; France would be provoked, and a bloody war would be the consequence…,”13 The survival of the islanders was at stake and Britain’s desire for peace could appear but shameful if it meant not paying attention to the distress of an oppressed nation and not waging an honourable war in favour of liberty. As early as February 22, 1766, hardly ten days after his return to London from his tour on the Continent, Boswell paid a visit to William Pitt in order to enlist British support for the Corsican cause. The interview with Pitt is one of the most felicitous recoveries of the Malahide hoard, and Boswell's cousin, the Earl of Buchan, has recorded the fact that Boswell presented himself in full Corsican dress. Pitt emphasized the difficulty of his position but was nevertheless extremely sympathetic:

          
            Now, Sir, I will explain to you how I cannot properly recieve [sic] communications from General De’ Paoli, for I am a Privy Counselor…. Sir, I should be sorry that in any corner of the world, however distant or however small, it should be suspected that I could ever be indifferent to the cause of liberty.14

          

           Unfortunately, what with the frustrations of his policies at home and abroad, what with his real physical infirmities, Pitt, by early March 1767, had no real power left, and the Duke of Grafton carried on the ministry still given Chatham's name. In the face of all opposition, Boswell continued his propaganda campaign on behalf of the Corsicans to have Britain wage a just war and relinquish disgraceful peace. He had started a crusade in the British newspapers even before his Grand Tour was over on January 7, 1766. Boswell had all the information needed since he was the official translator of the Corsican gazette. In the London Chronicle of October 4, 1766, the Corsican gazette which was titled Ragguagli dell’isola di Corsica was described as a reliable source of information, “published by authority of the Supreme Government of the Island…. and the Public may be assured, that whatever they read under the Article of the Corsican Gazette is genuine news.”15 And yet, between 1766 and 1768 Boswell resorted to fiction and to inventions in order to arouse the British people’s numb conscience and change their discreditable policy of non-interference. Boswell praised English newspapers for their variety and versatility, “An English newspaper, while it informs the judicious of what is really doing in Europe, can keep pace with the wildest fancy in feigned adventures…,”16 Boswell’s taste for mystification was such that he created a Signor Romanzo sent to all the courts of Europe by Pascal Paoli in search for military assistance. His inventions aimed at drawing the attention of a government which was preoccupied with discontents and dissensions both in America and in England. Relations with nations on the Continent the government now considered of lesser import. Nevertheless Boswell tried to arouse the commercial spirit and interest of the British government. Fake economic conquests on the part of British companies in Corsica were reported in the papers. Pamphleteers gave Boswell fuel for further influence on the government. Joseph Cawthorne (fl. 1764-96), who had been a merchant in Madeira before he took to writing, sent a biting polemical letter to William Petty (1737-1805), second Earl of Shelburne, to stress the vital importance of Britain’s fish trade with Corsica.17 Boswell had every intention of giving the British a guilty conscience regarding their policy of nonintervention. To that effect, he concocted a last story for the London Chronicle, “Letters from Amsterdam say, that a treaty is actually on the tapis between the States General, and the Corsicans, by which the Dutch oblige themselves to send a formidable naval armament to the assistance of the Corsicans.”18 Boswell struck all possible chords to have Britain interfere in favour of the Corsicans, even if that meant putting an end to peace which had been freshly acquired.

           The treaty of Versailles by which Genova ceded Corsica to France on May 15, 1768, cast a temporary pall on his hopes, but it also unleashed a further bout of deeply felt resentment which found an outlet in the collection of the aforementioned British Essays in Favour of the Brave Corsicans. Boswell summoned up the spirits of some of his friends who contributed to the volume. General Oglethorpe (1696-1785), the founder of Georgia, was persuaded to write three essays in the name of what he held most dear — liberty. Edward Dilly (1732-79), a liberal and nonconformist bookseller wrote one and so did John Dick (1720-1804), British Consul in Leghorn, but Joseph Cawthorne, the pamphleteer, claimed to have written it at Dick’s request.19 In the preface to the Essays Boswell hoped that the volume would testify to the courage of the people of Great Britain who, as individuals, proved less wavering than their ministry.20 Indeed, there was a split in the cabinet until June 1768: whereas Shelburne and Chatham gave their full support to a military intervention in Corsica, Bedford and Weymouth contended that the island was not worth the risk of war with the French. They refused to get involved in hostilities over an island in which they felt Britain had no strategic interest.21 To counteract the blameworthy attitude of some Members of the Government, Boswell rejoiced over such private initiatives as those taken by “every true friend of liberty.”22 In the anonymous fifth essay which had been first published as an open letter in the Public Advertiser on June 1, 1768, a subscription on behalf of the Corsicans is proposed. The author who signs “An Englishman,” represents those worthy individuals in whom Boswell took pride. The author, of the British Essays was a propagandist who hammered his point home. He was always harping on the losses the British nation would incur if it stopped cultivating a trade with Corsica. In his sixth essay, he considered the pusillanimity of a ministry in the conduct of its foreign affairs responsible for the lawless riots in London. If the seamen were seditious, the reason was to be found in their being unemployed because of a lack of commercial intercourse with the Corsican islanders.23 The ministry was reluctant to break peace, however shameful it was to Boswell, because of seditious and factious troubles at home, but in the eyes of the hierophantic expounder of the Corsican fight for survival, the turmoil was partly due to Britain’s craven foreign policy of disengagement. Boswell’s plea was all the more forceful as Great Britain was the centre of attraction of all the powers of Europe:

          
            But all have fixed their attention on Great Britain, as on the power most immediately concerned, when her rival and constant enemy is evidently acquiring a command of the Mediterranean trade, and preparing in the most effectual manner, for a successful war.24

          

           Boswell felt that there was no time to waste. The urgency of the situation found expression in the intensity of the feelings. In the preface of British Essays, the stress is not laid on form but on emotional content:

          
            I do not publish the following collection of Essays as pieces of accurate reasoning and elegant stile. Whatever may be the abilities of some of their authours, those Essays have been written in a hurry, when there was no time to attend to correctness of composition; when those who wrote them wished only to express what they strongly felt, without any prospect of literary fame.25

          

           Boswell is arrayed in the costume of the pugnacious campaigner and proselytizer. His weapon is the explicit clarity of his message. He aims at getting across to the whole British nation and his thoughts are deliberately tautological, as the frontispiece of the volume he devised shows plainly. Its unambiguous Latin motto, Magna Britannia Corsicam protegit is repeated in an equally clear-cut commentary, “Great Britain, with a generous dignity, holds her shield over the head of Corsica, assuring her of safety.”26 Because Britannia is meant to protect Corsica from her French assailant, she is not shown reclining on her shield, as the tradition has had it since the earliest representation of the allegorical figure on a Roman coin of Antoninus Pius.

           Unfortunately, the incisive commentary of the Critical Review, which was published in January 1769, was to prove prophetic, “[Great] Britain holds her shield over [Corsica’s] head, though we think a little awkwardly, because by its direction it cannot protect her from a stab of a dagger which France aims at Corsica’s vitals.”27 Indeed, on May 8, 1769, the battle of Ponte Nuovo was fatal to the Corsican troops and to their General Pascal Paoli who were vanquished because they were unaided. Pascal Paoli fell a victim to an absence of real political will on the part of Britain and the whole of Europe. Changes within the Italian balance of power did not have any real political effects on the international scene. The defence of colonial interests was judged more significant than European issues such as Corsica. Peace, however reprehensible it seemed to Boswell and his acolytes, was preferred to a creditable war vindicating the rights of a people. In “Verses, in the Character of a Corsican at Shakespeare's Jubilee at Stratfordupon-Avon” dated September 6, 1769, Boswell expresses his dashed hopes in an elegiac tone:

          
            Behold a Corsican! — in better Days,
Eager I fought my Country’s Fame to raise;
When o’er our Camp PAOLI’s Banners wav’d,
And all the threats of hostile France we brav’d,
……………………………………..
And our Invaders tenfold Force prevail’d.28
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          Fig. 2. James Boswell, Frontispiece, British Essays in Favour of the Brave Corsicans: By Several Hands (London: Printed for Edward and Charles Dilly, in the Poultry, 1769) [N. pag.].

           The war of honour belonged to a golden past. Pascal Paoli, exiled in England had to endure peace which had been imposed upon him. And yet, in 1794, it seemed as if all oppositions came to an end when the Anglo-Corsican Kingdom (1794-1796) was founded. Boswell, who had always been persistent in his faith in the Corsicans, asked to be sent as a minister of his government to celebrate the honourable, long-awaited alliance but he was refused the appointment. Sir Gilbert Elliot was chosen as the Viceroy. Paoli, who had left England since 1790, was sent back in October 1795, because of the Viceroy’s hostile feelings towards him, but he was not to see his constant friend again.29 Boswell had died a few months before, on May 19, 1795. In his last letters sent to General Paoli on March 31, 1794, and in March 1795, the Laird of Auchinleck had remained critical of the British government.30 He regretted that the islanders should be under the dominion of Great Britain.31 The older man had not forgotten the lessons of the past. Corsica was freed from the French yoke, but Britain seemed to have replaced the former conqueror. The Corsican cause may have been to Boswell, as some critics have repeatedly claimed, an “ostentatious means of self-interest,”32 nevertheless it should be remembered that, thanks to his writings, the island won the attention of Enlightenment thinkers and political debaters.

        

        
          Notes

          1  Frederick A. Pottle, James Boswell: The Earlier Years 1740-1769 (London: Heinemann, 1966) 366.

          2  James Boswell, “Inviolable Plan,” ms. 88 Boswell Papers, Yale University Library.

          3  Geoffrey Scott and Frederick A. Pottle, eds., Private Papers of James Boswell from Malahide Castle in the Collection of Lt-Colonel Ralph Heyward Isham, vol. 4 (Mount Vernon: Privately Printed, 1928) 106.

          4  Geoffrey Scott and Frederick A. Pottle,—, eds., Private Papers of James Boswell from Malahide Castle in the Collection of Lt-Colonel Ralph Isham, vol. 7 (Mount Vernon: Privately Printed, 1930) 4-5.

          5  James Boswell, An Account of Corsica, the Journal of a Tour to That Island; and Memoirs of Pascal Paoli (Glasgow: Printed by Robert and Andrew Foulis for Edward and Charles Dilly in the Poultry, London. 1768) 292.

          6  Boswell, An Account of Corsica 243-45.

          7  Boswell, An Account of Corsica 82.

          8  R.J. Pommereul, Histoire de l’isle de Corse (1779; Nîmes: C: Lacour, 1990) 6-9.

          9  James Boswell, Life of Johnson (1791; Oxford: OUP, 1980) 397.

          10  Cesare Ripa, Corsica, Iconologia, Siena, The Short Title Catalogue of Emblem Books and Related Works in the Stirling Maxwell Collection of Glasgow University Library: 1499-1917, originally compiled by Hester M. Black (Glasgow: Scolar Press, 1988) no. 1382.

          11  Frank Brady, and Frederick A. Pottle, eds., Boswell on the Grand Tour: Italy, Corsica and France, 1765-1766, (London: Heinemann, 1955) 340.

          12  Boswell, An Account of Corsica 205.

          13  Boswell, An Account of Corsica 139.

          14  Scott and Pottle, eds., Private Papers, vol. 7: 80.

          15  “Corsican Gazette,” London Chronicle 4 Oct. 1766: 366

          16  Boswell. An Account of Corsica 225.

          17  A Letter to the Right Honourable the Earl of Shelburne, on the Fatal Consequences of Suffering the French to Invade Corsica, and Possess the Sovereignty of the Mediterranean Seas (London: Flexney, 1768).

          18  “Letters from Amsterdam,” London Chronicle 28 Apr. 1768: 402.

          19  Joseph Cawthorne, letter to James Boswell, 22 Sept. 1769, ms. C 771, Boswell Papers, Yale University Library.

          20  James Boswell, British Essays in Favour of the Brave Corsicans: By Several Hands (London: Printed for Edward and Charles Dilly in the Poultry, 1769) VII-VIII.

          21  John Fraser Ramsey, “Anglo-French Relations, 1763-1770: ‘A Study of Choiseul’ s Foreign Policy’” University of California Publications in History 17.3 (1939): 187-91.

          22  Boswell, British Essays 129.

          23 British Essays 27-40.

          24 British Essays VI-VII.

          25 British Essays X.

          26 British Essays [III-IV].

          27  Rev. of British Essays, Critical Review 27 (1769): 68.

          28  James Boswell, “Verses in the Character of a Corsican at Shakespeare’s Jubilee, at Stratford-upon Avon, Sept. 6, 1769,” London Magazine 38 (1769): 451-56.

          29  James Boswell: The Late Years, 1769-1795 (London: Heinemann, 1984) 482-83.

          30  James Boswell, letter to Pasquale de Paoli, 31 March 1794, ms. L 1025, Boswell Papers, Yale University Library.

          31  James Boswell, letter to Pasquale de Paoli [? March 1795,] ms. L 1027, Boswell Papers, Yale University Library.

          32  James Boswell, “Notes for a Projected Life of General Oglethorpe,” ms. M 208, Boswell Papers, Yale University Library.

        

        
          Author

          
            Marie-Jeanne Colombani

            
              Doctorante à Paris III
            

          

        

      

    

  
    
      
        
          Thomas Jefferson and Great Britain in Peace and War

        

        Max Byrd

      

      
        
           My subject is Thomas Jefferson’s attitude toward Great Britain in peace and war. And since I am now more practising novelist than scholar, let me begin by sketching a scene.

           In early March 1786 Jefferson, who was at that time the American Minister Plenipotentiary to France, was invited by John Adams, his counterpart in England, to come to London for a conference on certain matters of trade. They were to confer in London because Adams was a cranky man who disliked Paris very much, and also because representatives from Portugal and Tripoli were resident then in London. Adams hoped to arrange commercial treaties on the spot between those countries and the fledgling new nation of the United States. He also had dim (and unrealistic) hopes that the British government itself would be willing to discuss commercial treaties with them.

           Jefferson’s trip from Paris to London took six days. He arrived late in the day on March 11, spent one night at Adams’s house in Grosvenor Square —then and now the site of the American embassy— and the next day rented rooms for himself and his French manservant at 14, Golden Square, not very far away. He promptly hired a coach, a chariot, two horses, and an English coachman. And he likewise purchased a new pair of fine dress gloves—these were to wear when (and if) he was presented to the King.

           On Wednesday afternoon, March 17, Adams and Jefferson went to the palace of St. James for George III’s regular weekly levee. Most of the British court was present, as usual. Most of the foreign diplomats were present. Adams and Jefferson walked to their places in a great semi-circle of starched shirts and waited. After a time, ceremoniously, the monarch entered. Slowly he made his way along the semi-circle, gradually approaching the two American statesmen. He chatted with courtiers. He bowed to old acquaintances. His red Teutonic face with its bushy white eyebrows was fixed in an expression of cordial and professional politeness.

           He reached Jefferson. That is to say, he reached a strikingly tall red-headed man in his middle forties, dressed except for the fine new English gloves in the latest Parisian fashion. A man known to him, moreover, as the author of an extraordinarily influential revolutionary pamphlet from the year 1774, A Summary View of the Rights of British America. And worse still, the author of the actual Declaration of Independence of July 4, 1776, which had launched the long war of American rebellion that had concluded, in fact, only three years earlier with a humiliating British defeat. Adams, eager to be helpful, stepped forward and courteously presented his fellow ambassador to the King. Every eye in the room turned toward them. Jefferson bowed to the king, also with great courtesy. George III looked down at him coldly, said not a word, and then abruptly, swiftly turned on his heel, leaving Thomas Jefferson with a summary view of nothing but the royal Hanoverian rump (Malone 1951, 54-55).

           It was a deliberate and calculated insult, and Jefferson never forgot it. Thirty-five years later, writing an autobiographical sketch for his family, he still sounds furious. “On my presentation as usual to the King and Queen at their levees,” he says, “it was impossible for anything to be more ungracious than their notice of Mr. Adams & myself. I saw at once that the ulcerations in the narrow mind of that mulish being left nothing to be expected on the subject of my attendance…” (Jefferson Peterson 57). And in fact, for the rest of Jefferson’s stay in England, another five weeks, his only visit ever to that country, the government’s ministers took their cue from the King and flatly ignored him; they declined to answer his letters and spoke with him only when their paths happened by accident to cross. Jefferson was a particularly sensitive and thin-skinned individual. He smarted under this British coldness, which must have put him in mind of Samuel Johnson’s notorious remark a few years before: “I am willing to love all mankind, except an American” (Boswell 946).

           A year after his visit to London, still furious, Jefferson blurts out in a letter to a friend that the British “of all nations on earth... require to be treated with the most hauteur. They require to be kicked into common good manners” (Jefferson Boyd 12:193). And yet there is another side to the ledger. Jefferson was born and reared a British subject. His language and education were English. His ancestry was English and Welsh. Much as he identified himself as an American —he seems to have devised the very word “Americanism”— some part of his core nature was ineradicably English, and it was impossible for him to visit the Mother Country and come away merely angry. We may note, for example, the pleasure he took in that most eighteenth-century of English achievements, its gardens.

           On April 4,1786, after his snub by the King, Jefferson and Adams set out from Surrey to make a tourist circuit as far north as Birmingham and as far west as Oxford. Jefferson carried with him his personal copy of Thomas Whately’s Observations on Modern Gardening (1771), which he had brought over from Virginia, and a notebook reprinted in his collected works and entitled “A Tour to Some of the Gardens of England” (Jefferson Peterson 623-28). He visited Chiswick and Hampton Court. He stopped at Twickenham to see Alexander Pope’s celebrated garden and grotto. He went two days in succession to see Lord Loughborough’s Woburn Old Farm, whose sand and gravel paths and general landscape pleased him enormously. Later in the tour he saw the poet Shenstone’s garden and then the garden of Hagley Hall, which was the ancestral home of Lord Lyttleton, whose legal volumes on English property law Jefferson had read as a student. Here, as at the other gardens, Jefferson made careful notes and drawings, to be used afterwards when he returned to Virginia and set about redesigning his own celebrated house on top of a hill, “Monticello” (from Hagley Hall he took the idea of “roundabouts,” for example [Shackelford 57]).

           But English gardens were not the only things British that Jefferson found himself admiring. He took deep pleasure in the company of certain English political radicals, notably Joseph Priestley and Richard Price, and he discussed seriously the question of the abolition of slavery with Sir John Sinclair. He studied the Palladian architecture that he discovered everywhere in London. He saw the famous Mrs. Siddons act at Drury Lane as Portia in The Merchant of Venice and as Lady Macbeth. And above all he bought things. Jefferson was an acquisitive personality who deeply valued fine craftsmanship and mechanical ingenuity. He regarded the English as unsurpassed in these areas, and he took full advantage of his London sojourn to visit every interesting shop he could find. He bought scientific instruments — a British thermometer, a British protractor, telescope, microscope, hydrometer. He had a model made of a portable copying press, bought a self-sealing candlestick, and several sets of newly improved oil lamps. He ordered a British carriage to be built for him —and shipped to him in Paris —he ordered a British harpsichord for his daughters. And finally he visited the steam mill at Blackfriars Bridge, where he saw the newly developed mills and engines manufactured by Watt and Boulton, and in an enthusiastic letter to a friend in America he predicted that Watt’s steam engines would soon be able to navigate boats and one day would transform the face of American commerce (Shackelford 45).

           A nation, on the one hand, that required to be kicked into common good manners. On the other hand, a nation with a tradition of radical political thought, the world's leader in the mechanic, aesthetic, and commercial arts — Jefferson is one of the great representative figures of the eighteenth-century Enlightenment: his deep ambivalence toward the culture, the world of Britain in war and peace is worth looking at more closely.

          “Eternal War”

           What are the sources of Jefferson’s steady and nearly life-long hostility towards Britain, which he once described in a letter to La Fayette as “eternal war” (Jefferson Peterson 1366)? We may start with the personal and proceed to the general and representative. The most personal reason of all, perhaps the most intimate and private reason he had for disliking British manners and character, is that his mother Jane Randolph Jefferson was born in London, baptized at Shadwell Parish church, and apparently spoke all her life with an English accent. And Thomas Jefferson evidently disliked his mother very much. The record leaves little room for doubt. In a vast correspondence and legacy of papers, Jefferson refers directly to his mother Jane only twice, and one of those instances is a casual reference in passing, in a letter to her brother in London: “The death of my mother you probably have not heard of. This happened on the last day of March after an illness of not more than an hour. We suppose it to have been apoplectic” (Brodie 32-33). From several sources one can infer that Jefferson’s mother was probably of an interfering nature. There is evidence to suggest that she was proud of her English ancestors, the Randolphs, and frequently contrasted her lineage with the less-distinguished one of her husband Peter, Jefferson’s beloved father who died when Jefferson was a boy. On the first page of his Autobiography Jefferson remarks rather caustically that his mother’s family “trace their pedigree far back in England & Scotland, to which let everyone ascribe the faith & merit he chooses” (Jefferson Peterson 3).

           There is also a second highly personal reason for Jefferson’s hostility to Britain, less speculative than this. Let me sketch it in another scene. This time the setting is Charlottesville, Virginia, an ocean away from London, and the date is June 4, 1781 in the midst of the war of the American Revolution. For several weeks Lord Cornwallis’s troops had been menacing the Southern half of Virginia, raiding and marauding almost with impunity, just as the traitor Benedict Arnold’s troops had done six months earlier. At a little past midnight in a village tavern some thirty miles from Charlottesville, a huge young man, small-faced as a bear but taller even than Jefferson, suddenly put down his glass of whiskey and cocked his ear to listen. The young man, Jack Jouett by name, was a member of the Virginia militia and had just stopped in at the Cuckoo for a last drink after a hard day’s patrol, and then a dirty bunk upstairs. Even in the warm June night he still wore his long scarlet militia coat and his new captain’s bars, which he meant to show his father in Charlottesville the next morning. If there was anyone else in the room besides the sleepy bartender, legend has utterly lost him.

           Jack Jouett put down his drink and crossed the floor to the window. He lifted the curtain. On the other side of the village square, fifty yards distant, he heard harnesses clinking, spurs, the rattle of swords, the unmistakable rub and thump of horses. There was a quarter moon blanketed off and on by clouds that night. Through the Cuckoo’s shutters he could see only indistinct figures and shadows; then a candle came down the steps of the courthouse and plumed caps sprang into silhouette. If he had waited another ten minutes, Jack Jouett could have seen redcoated foot soldiers coming uphill at a quick march, bayonets flashing, to join the green-jacketed mounted British dragoons. And in their midst, holding the candle over a map on his saddle, he would have seen their leader Colonel Banastre Tarleton himself. Tarleton! —in London, Sir Joshua Reynolds had painted his famous full-length portrait, a beautiful baby-faced English dandy in skintight trousers, with a girl’s red lips and blond spit curls turned delicately up in place of sideburns. But in Virginia he was known simply as “the Butcher.” Earlier in the year his troops had left five heads in a Williamsburg farmhouse, severed crudely from the bodies and lined up neatly along the mantel, as if on display. In another house his men had stabbed a pregnant housewife in the belly and smeared the bloody words “No More Rebels” on her homespun sheets. Just a few weeks before this same Tarleton had ordered his cavalry to charge full speed, swords swinging, into a huddled group of American soldiers who had just surrendered — this was known in Virginia as giving “Tarleton’s quarter.”

           Jack Jouett never saw him. He was on his horse and thundering through the backwoods before the first foot soldiers ever reached the courthouse, thundering down backwoods and paths and alleys he had ridden all his life, night and day, sober and drunk, man and boy. Because whiskey or not, he was still clearheaded enough to guess that a troop of British cavalry mounted and armed at midnight was planning no harmless bivouac but was heading north toward Charlottesville, where the Governor of Virginia, Thomas Jefferson, slept unaware in his house on a hill. Jack Jouett rode till his horse’s heart nearly burst — down black tunnels of overarched catalpa and pine, parallel to the highway but far inland, gaining a mile an hour over Tarleton’s emerald-coated dragoons. By the time he pounded into the city limits of Charlottesville, the sun was rising behind him and his face was whipped bloody with cuts from branches and tree limbs. He paused long enough to hammer at doors along Locust Street, rousing some of his militia cohorts, then he kicked his horse again, and started up to Monticello.

           What followed next has never been settled. Jefferson's enemies said that once the Governor was awakened by Jack Jouett and saw the squadrons of British soldiers in the distance, hysterical panic seized hint — he shouted for his slaves, his best horse, he gathered an armful of silver and jewels and dashed away, helter-skelter, over the next ridge, called Carter’s Mountain, in full retreat front Tarleton’s dragoons. As soon as he was hidden front the green-coats, his enemies added, he promptly fell off his horse and broke his arm, so he had to stay in the woods for six weeks, until the Virginia legislature met to impeach him for cowardice. His friends, of course, had another version. In their telling of it, Jefferson stayed calmly at his house till he was certain all his official papers were safely hidden away in his cellar, and then he quite reasonably rode out of Banastre Tarleton’s path. But the disgraceful accusation of cowardice in the face of the British army would follow him the rest of his life. It would hardly endear the British to him. (By the kind of accident that makes one think that history really is the Muse of Coincidence, in Paris Jefferson would learn that his lover’s best friend was the mistress of that same terrifying Banastre Tarleton).

           A third reason for Jefferson’s hostility to Great Britain is partly personal, partly general. Perhaps the single most influential sentence written in the last three hundred years occurs at the beginning of the Declaration of Independence “We hold these truths to be self-evident: that all men are created equal; that they are endowed by their creator with certain inalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, & the pursuit of happiness...” (Jefferson Peterson 19). Less well-known is the fact that much of this ringing and immortal declaration of political truths is a sustained personal attack on that same George III that Jefferson was to meet in London, a personal attack on the King as representative tyrant, or more precisely as representative parent.

          Consider Jefferson’s Choice of Language

           Jefferson’s mother died in March 1776. In early June 1776, barely two months later, as a delegate to the Continental Congress he resisted a vote to declare American independence from England because, he said, certain States had not yet matured sufficiently for “falling from the parent stem” (Malone 1948, 204). In early July, when the vote was finally taken, it was still only a few months after the death of his mother, and his language shows him reverberating with unmistakable anger at that last unforgivable parental desertion. “Falling from the parent stem” is, after all, strange phraseology for a political revolution. When his mother died, Jefferson had suffered several weeks of debilitating headaches and diarrhea, classic psychosomatic illnesses. Break with a parent, willingly or not, in estrangement or love, and prepare for a deep, melancholy sense of unmendable loss. If you read the Declaration of Independence in this context, in its first drafts, you will find it a family document.

           You will find it a family document, for example, in the opening paragraph of American “grievances” against George III — Jefferson apparently wrote this passage with extraordinary speed on the first sheet of paper that came to hand: “The king has sent over not only soldiers of our common blood, but Scotch & foreign mercenaries to destroy us, invade us and deluge us in blood. This is too much to be borne even by relations. Enough then be it to say, we are now done with them.” Then a few lines later: “unfeeling brethren!... we might have been a great and happy people together.” And at the bottom of the same page, with many scratchings over and revisions, this “we acquiesce in the necessity which pronounces our everlasting adieu.” And finally crossed out and substituted, the exact phrase from Tristram Shandy that Jefferson would write six years later beside his wife’s deathbed “the necessity which denounces our eternal separation” (Jefferson Boyd 420-21).

           This, then, is the personal, the familial dimension of Jefferson’s attack on England and George III, a quarrel between parents and children, modulating into a quarrel between brethren. The larger political context is seen when we recall that in a long passage ultimately deleted from the Declaration of Independence, Jefferson denounces George III for his part in supporting the American slave trade: “He has waged cruel war against human nature itself, violating its most sacred rights of life and liberty in the persons of a distant people who never offended him, captivating them and carrying them into slavery in another hemisphere, or to incur miserable death in their transportation thither” (Jefferson Peterson 22). Jefferson’s phrasing, of course — “human nature,” “life and liberty” — springs from the terms of a central debate in eighteenth-century thought, the issue of human liberty raised here in its most extreme and troubling form as slavery.

           Now, Jefferson was an early critic of slavery in his home State of Virginia. He helped introduce a bill in the Virginia legislature giving owners the right to emancipate their slaves, and in one memorable instance he defended a slave in court with the revolutionary doctrine that “we are all born free” (Malone 1948, 122). We can trace his youthful opposition partly to his idea of “natural law” —a vast Enlightenment topic— and partly to the idea that has come to be known in American history as the “Saxon myth.” Its main idea can be quickly summarized. To the American Revolutionaries for whom Jefferson spoke in the Declaration of Independence, rebellion against the mother country was justified not only because of political disagreements, but also because contemporary England, the England that now ruled them, had fallen away from its Anglo-Saxon heritage of personal liberty and become a sink of modem corruption. For the American Revolutionaries, England in peace and war had lost its way: its population was declining, its political ministers were tyrannical, its people had become luxurious, drunken, and immoral.

           These were charges that Americans like Jefferson found in the literature of the Mother Country itself—in works, for example, like James Burgh’s Britain’s Remembrancer: Or, the Danger Not Over (1746), which thundered against “our degenerate times and corrupt nation,” especially the “idleness, gluttony, drunkenness, lewdness” of our people (Bailyn 86). John Brown’s well-known Estimate of the Manners and Principles of the Times (1757), another attack on British “luxury and effeminacy,” was widely read in America (Bailyn 87). The demonic figure of Robert Walpole was repeatedly invoked as a sign of political corruption. And Americans who travelled to England in the middle years of the eighteenth century tended to confirm these criticisms with reports of scenes of Hogarthian squalor and disorder. One of the signers of Jefferson’s Declaration, a Marylander named Charles Carroll, lived in England twelve years and returned home at last because he was convinced that the British nation was in its last stages of moral and political decay (Bailyn 91-92).

           What had been lost in this modem decay, the Americans thought, was the proud spirit of liberty that had flourished in England before the Norman Conquest. The old Saxon tribes —these were ideas that Jefferson drew from his study of English law, from Tacitus, and from certain radical English writings like Lord Kames’s Historical Law Tracts (1758), John Trenchard’s Cato’s Letters (1721), and Algernon Sydney’s Discourses concerning Government (1698; 1763; 1773)— the old Saxon tribes had introduced into England the institution of an elective kingship: they had an annual assembly of tribal chiefs that was the forerunner of Parliament; they established the right of trial by jury and all the other elements of common law.

           The Saxon world was thus prefeudal. It resembled, in fact, nothing so much as Jefferson’s idyllic, idealized world of the American yeoman farmer, with its Personal liberty and agrarian virtue. Others agreed. Voltaire had observed in his Lettres philosophiques (1734), that the Americans in Pennsylvania, living in perfect freedom and harmony, had actually brought about the “golden age” of myth (Bailyn 84). “The sum of English glory,” Jefferson writes prophetically in his book Notes on Virginia, “is fast descending to the horizon. Her philosophy has crossed the Channel, her freedom the Atlantic, and herself seems passing to that awful dissolution, whose issue is not given human foresight to scan” (Jefferson Peterson 191). When Jefferson proposed a design for the official seal of the new United States of America, he included on it the faces of the children of Israel and also the portraits of two Anglo-Saxon warrior chieftains, Hengist and Horsa (Beitzinger 98).

           Let me end this list of reasons for Jefferson’s hostility to England with a Personal speculation. In his visits to both England and France, Jefferson was greatly disturbed by the extremes of wealth and poverty he saw and by the haughty self-importance of European aristocrats. By contrast, he considered himself a complete democrat in practice as well as theory. After he was elected President in 1800 he made a point of dispensing with anything that looked like regal or aristocratic manners. The British ambassador to the United States at the time of his election was a notably pompous gentleman named Anthony Merry. When he went to the White House to pay his first call on the new president, Merry of course dressed himself in full diplomatic regalia, including medals and sword. He was met at the door, however, by Jefferson wearing “slippers down at the heels, and slovenly pantaloons and vest.” Merry took this as a deliberate insult, though it was in fact Jefferson’s usual costume for receiving visitors. A more calculated insult may have come later in that same week when Ambassador and Mrs. Merry dined at the White House with a large party of other diplomats and, in view of their rank and seniority, clearly expected to be led into dinner first. But Jefferson instead walked past Mrs. Merry, offered his arm to Dolley Madison, his Vice-President’s wife, and told His Britannic Majesty’s representative to take whatever seat at the table he could find, because in America they did everything “pell mell” (Stanton 650). The British poet Thomas Moore, perhaps stimulated by the Merrys’outrage, was later to return the insult with a series of gross poems about Jefferson's supposed liason with one of his slaves.

          Eternal Ties

           Against all these causes of hostility to England, personal and political, we need to set down as counterbalance the causes of his eternal ties. I have already mentioned some of the physical causes — the beauty of English gardens, for which Jefferson had a special weakness, the excellence of the English in the mechanical arts, the impressiveness to Jefferson’s eye of English Palladian architecture. It is well known that when Jefferson lived in Paris he liked to sit in a chair in the Jardin des Tuileries —then a private garden, for which you had to purchase a ticket of admission— and study the Hôtel de Salm as it was being constructed across the river on the Left Bank (we know it now as the Palais de la Légion d’Honneur). From it he took the idea of adding a dome to his house at Monticello. Less wellknown is the fact that the original stimulus for the whole design of the house was the Earl of Burlington’s suburban villa at Chiswick, which Jefferson knew from his English books on Palladio and Inigo Jones and which he saw in reality on his tour of England in 1786.

           There are deep personal ties between Jefferson and England as well. To begin with the most obvious, Jefferson attended the little college of William and Mary in Williamsburg, Virginia — whose central building, incidentally, was designed by Sir Christopher Wren. There in Williamsburg, on the very edge of the great American wilderness, he followed a traditional English curriculum, such as he might have studied in the Mother Country itself. His principal teacher was a Scotsman named William Small, a man of considerable talent and learning, who introduced Jefferson not only to modem English ideas in mathematics and science, but also to the chief English authors and teachers he himself had admired at Edinburgh University, especially Adam Smith and Francis Hutcheson. And he introduced Jefferson to more than authors and ideas. He literally introduced him first to a local Virginia lawyer and scholar named George Wythe, who was to become Jefferson’s law professor, and then to the English governor of the colony of Virginia, Francis Fauquier. Wythe was to lead his young student through virtually the same syllabus he would had studied at one of the Inns of Court in London — Sir Edward Coke’s Institutes of the Laws of England (1628-41), which Jefferson at first disliked but afterward came to value, in part for its information about the Saxon common law, in part by contrast with Blackstone, whom Jefferson saw as a champion of Parliamentary supremacy and thus an enemy to America.

           Sir Francis Fauquier in his turn introduced Jefferson not so much to English books as to English conversation. Indeed, he seems to have served Jefferson in much the same way Gilbert Walmsey served the young Samuel Johnson— as a model gentleman and intellectual. Fauquier had sound classical learning, a strong modem interest in science, and an urbanity of manners that made him by far the most popular and successful of all the English governors in Virginia. Years later Jefferson would say that in the dinners he enjoyed at the Governor's Palace in Williamsburg with Small, Wythe, and Fauquier he “heard more good sense, more rational and philosophic conversations” than at any other time in his life (Malone 1948, 73). To put the matter another way, although he was born and reared in the New World, and although he repeatedly praised France in contrast to England, Jefferson was intellectually English through and through. One of the paintings he commissioned for himself in London a year or so after his trip in 1786 was a set of portraits of his three personal heroes, the “three greatest men who ever lived” (Malone 1951, 211) Bacon, Newton, and Locke.

           This is a thoroughly Enlightenment choice of heroes— Bacon and Newton for their empirical science and their materialism, Locke for his theories of balanced government and personal liberty. Jefferson very likely made the acquaintance of all three authors when he was a student of William Small, in Christopher Wren’s college library; he clung to them as intellectual heroes for the rest of his life. We may add — and the observation leads us to the last and strongest of all Jefferson’s ties to England— that his three heroes are not men of action, but men of words, writers.

           Several years ago, I proposed to the chairman of my Department in the University of California that I might give a course in Thomas Jefferson and the Enlightenment. He looked at me gravely, shook his head, and said: “No, Thomas Jefferson wouldn’t do, Jefferson was not really a man of letters.” But the truth is, by any standard whatsoever, Jefferson is a great man of letters. He spoke French well, but with a pronounced Scots accent, thanks to his first teacher, another Scot named Douglas Maury, he read and wrote Latin, and he read Greek easily, especially Homeric Greek. But his deepest affinity is for English, which, my Chairman’s opinion notwithstanding, he wrote beautifully and whose literature he knew profoundly.

           All his life Jefferson kept by his side a handwritten volume known to scholars now as his Literary Commonplace Book. Certain of its entries surprise most students —the numerous quotations in Greek, the admiration for Alexander Pope’s friend Lord Bolingbroke (explained, perhaps, by Bolingbroke’s progressive, deistic politics), the early taste for David Hume’s History of England (1763-78). But the greatest surprise may be the depth of Jefferson’s engagement with the English literature of his own mid-eighteenth-century generation and the generation before him. He knew Shakespeare well, of course, and quotes him often. He valued Milton not simply for his revolutionary politics, but also for his mastery of blank verse, which (characteristically) Jefferson praised in terms essentially political (Jefferson Peterson 618). Pope, however, he had studied so thoroughly that in his Commonplace Book he even noted variants from Warburton’s edition as compared with earlier editions. In his correspondence he urges young friends to form their literary style on Pope; he thought so highly of Pope’s translation of the Iliad (1715-20) that he could quote passages from it well into his eighties. He told a friend that along with Shakespeare, Pope “gave him the perfection of imagination and judgment, both displaying more knowledge of the human heart —the true province of poetry— than he could elsewhere find” (Jefferson Wilson 178).

           Along with Pope he placed two near contemporaries, James Thomson and Edward Young, author of Night Thoughts (1742-45). It was Young, in fact, that Jefferson quoted romantically to the lovely Maria Cosway in Paris later in that same interesting year of 1786. Maria Cosway was the wife of the celebrated English society painter Richard Cosway, a gifted, charming Anglo-Italian woman with whom Jefferson fell briefly, passionately in love in Paris. Indeed, he not only quoted Young to his lover, he included long passages from him in a little-known essay he wrote at this time called “Thoughts on English Prosody” (Jefferson Peterson 593-622). From one point of view this essay may be taken as yet another attempt on Jefferson’s part to wrest away true English culture from England’s present degradation. He proposes a revision of Samuel Johnson's theory of prosody, “substituting accent” for what Johnson called “quantity,” and by implication showing that an American gentleman, untutored at Oxford or Cambridge, might nonetheless claim to understand the essential nature of the English language as well as he understands the true nature of English liberty. (We may add parenthetically that one of Jefferson’s lifelong enthusiasms is for the study of the ancient Anglo-Saxon language itself).

           From another point of view the essay on prosody demonstrates that, although he admired and quoted Shakespeare, Milton, and Pope, his own personal taste is ultimately for what is now often called the poetry of sensibility, the mid-century wave of verse that rolled out from Great Britain and washed over both Europe and America in a tide of Romantic and Sentimental tears. The most important poets in Jefferson’s study of English prosody turn out to be, in numbers and in enthusiasm, Gray, Collins, Shenstone, and Akenside. As a group, and in the selections Jefferson quotes, we see the central tenets of pre-Romanticism, especially the emphasis on feeling and the beauties of nature. Moreover, Jefferson’s deep Personal response to this new English —not American, not French, but English— way of writing and feeling has its prose parallel in his love of the works of (of all people) Laurence Sterne.

           A surprising but not unique connection. When Jefferson left the wilderness of western Virginia in the year 1760 to enter the College of William and Mary, the first two volumes of Tristram Shandy had just been published and Sterne’s meteoric rise of international fame had begun. It is certain that Jefferson knew his works well. His letters contain numerous allusions to Sterne; we know that he owned the Sermons and the Sentimental Journey as well as Tristram Shandy, and it seems clear that he not only read, but re-read these works. A passage quoted in the Commonplace Book, for example, belongs to a poignant moment in Jefferson’s life. In 1782, as his wife Martha lay dying at Monticello, she copied into a slip of paper the first part of a paragraph from Tristram Shandy —“Time wastes too fast: every letter I trace tells me with what rapidity life follows my pen. The days and hours of it are flying over our heads like clouds of a windy day never to return more. Every thing presses on—”. Jefferson then took up the piece of paper and completed the passage in his own hand: “And every time I kiss thy hand to bid adieu, every absence which follows it, are preludes to that eternal separation which we are shortly to make!” (Brodie 208).

           Later, less sublimely, in courting Maria Cosway Jefferson will allude in a letter to the interesting and not entirely decent episode of Slawkenbergius and the giant nose at Strasbourg (Brodie 298). The eternal tie, then, to England, in peace and war, resides in nothing less than the great inherited language that Jefferson first mastered as a student, and beyond it, in the powerful achievements of its literature in the mid-century. If Jefferson is a typical figure of the Enlightenment in his philosophic and political views, he is perhaps less typical in his response to the Romantic movement as it begins to find its earliest utterances in the poetry of sensibility and the novel of sentimentality. Another of his documents of courtship, so to speak, to Maria Cosway is a dialogue between the Head and the Heart in which the Heart apparently vanquishes the tyranny of reason by means of its profounder appeal to the emotions. Jefferson never showed more clearly his essential and characteristic mixture of English and American culture at midcentury.

          One More Scene, Then

           In April 1782 Jefferson was visited at Monticello by a French traveller, the Marquis de Chastellux, then on a tour of the New World. The Frenchman found his host courteous but reserved, accomplished but formal — rather English, in fact. And then, as Chastellux recalled in a memoir of his travels, after dinner one evening, conversing over a bowl of punch, someone happened to mention the poetry of Ossian. “It was a spark of electricity,” Chastellux wrote, “which passed rapidly from one to the other” (Brodie 205). Some years earlier, Jefferson declared, he had actually written to the brother of the “translator” of Ossian in London, to ask if he could purchase from him a copy of the original manuscripts. Money would be no object (Jefferson Peterson 746). The two men began to quote from memory passages of that “sublime” poet which they particularly treasured. Jefferson confessed that he thought Ossian perhaps “the greatest poet that had ever existed” (Brodie 205); Chastellux did not disagree. Jefferson sent for a copy of the book from his library. A second bowl of punch was ordered. There on a mountaintop in Virginia, surrounded by a green sea of forest and wilderness, they sat up till late into the night, reciting and savoring that strange (and as we now know) entirely fraudulent bard of the English past.

           Ossian appealed to Jefferson, as he did to so many others in the late eighteenth century, in part because of his passionate and flowing rhetoric. but in greater part surely because he recalled to Jefferson and Jefferson’s compatriots the Saxon myth, the golden age of heroism and liberty that had been England’s greatest achievement before the present age of corruption began. George III may have turned his vast and portly Hanoverian back on Jefferson as an act of deliberate insult, but it is safe to say that so far as England went, in peace and war, Jefferson’s eye was fixed on something more sublime.

          ***
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          “Guerre de principes” et paix sociale : les avatars du patriotisme anglais au XVIIIe siècle
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            In the 1790s something like an “English Revolution” took place, of profound importance in shaping the consciousness of the post-war working classes. It is true that the revolutionary impulse was strangled in its infancy; and the first consequence was that of bitterness and despair.

          

           C’est par ces mots que E.P. Thompson ouvre, à la fin de la première partie de The Making of the English Working Class,1 une réflexion sur le sens et sur la portée de l’activité des “démocrates” anglais pendant la Révolution française. La cause fondamentale de cet échec est pour lui la rupture quasi immédiate de la seule alliance capable d’accomplir cette révolution : celle d’une bourgeoisie d’entrepreneurs impatients d’obtenir la levée du Test Act (1673) et une réforme électorale, et le monde des petits artisans et des ouvriers. Mais la cause immédiate de la disparition du mouvement est, pour Thompson comme pour les auteurs de nombreux travaux ultérieurs,2 la guerre déclarée entre la France et l’Angleterre en février 1793. C’est en mettant en avant le péril national, l’idée que les institutions anglaises étaient menacées par les armées d'une République française conquérante, que le ministère de Pitt aurait restauré l’union nationale, et contre la propagande des admirateurs de la Révolution en suscitant un patriotisme antifrançais.

           Cette thèse a été débattue avec d’autant plus d’intérêt que le dernier quart du XVIIIe siècle apparaît comme la période de genèse des identités que revendiqueront au siècle suivant les différents groupes sociaux, qu’il s’agisse du monde ouvrier, des classes moyennes étudiées par Asa Briggs3 ou encore de l’aristocratie terrienne.4 A la suite du travail de E.P. Thompson, on a cherché dans les années 1790-1820 les origines de l’orientation réformiste des mouvements ouvriers au XIXe siècle. On a voulu expliquer par l’interprétation de cette période, non seulement pourquoi il n’y avait pas eu de révolution anglaise en 1793, mais pas non plus, par exemple, en 1848, alors que les conditions “objectives” en étaient réunies.

           C’est en ayant ces enjeux en vue que Linda Colley a fait le point du débat dans un article de 1986 sur le rapport entre patriotisme, nationalisme et conscience de classe.5 Rapidement, il s’agit de déterminer l’effet qu'eurent les guerres contrerévolutionnaires sur le rapport des Anglais aux institutions de l’Etat, et en quoi ces guerres influencèrent le rapport de force entre le gouvernement et les mouvements contestataires.

           Il est en tous cas certain, pour revenir à la période étudiée, qu’au mois de février 1793 —qui voit simultanément l’entrée de l’Angleterre dans la coalition européenne contre la France et la publication de Political Justice de Godwin— c’est la période la plus novatrice du mouvement radical qui touche à son terme. La fondation d'organisations loyalistes semi-officielles pour intimider les démocrates, et le procès de Tom Paine in absentia au mois de décembre 1792 ont marqué le début d’une réaction qui se dit “anti-jacobine” dans l’appareil d’Etat et chez la majorité des classes possédantes.

           Le mouvement réformateur, qui, depuis 1789 —c’est-à-dire depuis que Richard Price et Burke avaient engagé le débat par le Discourse on the Love of Our Country et les Reflections on the Revolution in France— n’avait pas seulement demandé la levée des incapacités légales pour les non-conformistes, le retour aux principes de 1688, le suffrage universel, mais envisagé aussi un partage de la terre —Spence—, un dépérissement possible de l’Etat —Godwin— la fin de la sujétion de l’ouvrier à son maître et de la femme à son mari —Wollstonecraft— ce mouvement se replie au cours de 1793 sur un petit nombre de revendications modérées, déjà anciennes, plus propres à obtenir le soutien des classes moyennes à une campagne pour la réforme électorale.6 C’est alors que John Thelwall (1764-1834), orateur des sociétés populaires, publiciste proche de Coleridge et de Godwin, se dégage comme la figure dominante du mouvement.

           Le contenu de ses conférences hebdomadaires et de ses articles, de 1794 à 1796, a principalement trait à la guerre. Ce sont ces textes que l’on examinera. On s’efforcera de montrer leur importance dans ce que E.P. Thompson a appelé “l’idéologie de l’artisan” —idéologie que les affrontements de la fin du XVIIIe siècle léguèrent au mouvement chartiste. Si ce thème est important, c’est qu’on voit s’y articuler l’argumentaire pacifiste, à la fois humanitaire et économique, élaboré par les Lumières au sens le plus large, et une pensée véritablement nouvelle de la solidarité des peuples contre leurs tyrans ; mais aussi, soutenant ce discours, les thèmes d’un patriotisme beaucoup plus ancien : celui professé par les “Commonwealthmen anglais,” longtemps avant qu'il ne soit question de république en France.

           Thelwall était entré en 1793 à la London Corresponding Society, société populaire réformatrice, fondée en 1792, sur le modèle des clubs parisiens. En octobre 1793, il devint délégué de la société de Spitalfields au comité général, et fut dès lors étroitement lié à la direction de la société. Thelwall était donc déjà connu —les rapports de police en témoignent— pour ses activités de publiciste réformateur dès la première année de la guerre. Mais les événements qui consacrèrent sa notoriété furent son arrestation, le 12 mai 1794, en même temps que celle de Thomas Hardy, secrétaire de la LCS, et de John Horne Tooke, et leur procès pour haute trahison à l’hiver 1794. En décembre 1794 Thelwall est un des trois “acquitted felons” stigmatisés par le ministre de la guerre, William Windham.

           Le Tribune commence à paraître tous les samedis à partir de mars 1795. Ses textes consistent essentiellement en la retranscription des lectures de Thelwall, afin d’une part de leur assurer la diffusion la plus large possible, et d’autre part, selon Thelwall lui-même, de se garantir contre les faux rapports des informateurs de police qui l’avaient présenté lors de son procès, comme un régicide en puissance. Mais si le Tribune est un véhicule nouveau pour les conférences de Thelwall, ses visées restent celles de janvier 1794. Cette période avait été celle d’une protestation de plus en plus amplifiée contre la politique de guerre, émanant tout autant de l'opposition parlementaire que des sociétés réformatrices. Celles-ci s’exprimaient par des “Adresses au peuple” qui devaient appuyer outdoors le groupe whig conduit par Fox qui demandait aux Communes l'ouverture de négociations avec la France.

           En mars 1795, la situation des partisans de la paix s’est à la fois affaiblie et renforcée par rapport au printemps de l’année précédente. Affaiblie, parce que, quelques semaines après l’arrestation des chefs radicaux, le gros des whigs conduit par le duc de Portland, jusque-là opposant à Pitt, s’était rallié au ministère et à sa politique d’intervention contre la France — unanimité sans précédent dans l’histoire du parlement anglais, galvanisé par l’alarmisme de Burke dont Windham et Dundas se faisaient les échos. Seul demeurait aux côtés de l’opposition populaire le petit groupe de Fox.

           En revanche cette opposition était sortie victorieuse de l’épreuve de force avec le ministère qu’avaient été les procès pour haute trahison. On avait frappé dans Londres des médailles à la mémoire du jury qui avait acquitté les trois accusés. Le prestige de leur avocat, Thomas Erskine, était immense. Enfin, la guerre durait depuis deux ans, et ses effets étaient ressentis d’autant plus durement par les milieux commerçant et artisan. 1795 fut, en Angleterre comme en France, une année de crise générale des subsistances. Les denrées de base atteignirent des prix sans précédent. Les impôts étaient de plus en plus lourds et de plus en plus mal supportés, d’autant plus qu’ils prenaient la forme de l’excise, impôt indirect depuis toujours impopulaire. Les revers militaires essuyés dans les Flandres et la désintégration de la coalition européenne mirent à son comble l’impopularité du gouvernement. Francis Place put alors écrire dans son journal que si le mécontentement du peuple s’exprimait avec toute sa force, le ministère devrait concéder tout à la fois l’ouverture de négociations avec la France, et une réforme électorale. Le Tribune se fait alors l’organe d’un pacifisme qui remet en œuvre les analyses du fait de la guerre par les encyclopédistes français, analyse qui rencontre en Angleterre celle qu’inspire le libéralisme des milieux unitariens. C’est en lecteur de Voltaire que Thelwall dresse un “Tableau des horreurs de la guerre” :

          
            Is it not strange, does not imagination sicken, does not reason stagger, when we conjure up this picture.... What can be the reason that so many thousands of human beings rush into the field of battle, with no provocation of malice, no one real interest to direct them? How astonishing it is that age after age, country after country, should have beheld... intellectual beings, with a mad and fierce enthusiasm, courting the stroke of death as if it were a blessing! (Tribune, 28 mars 1795, 66)

          

           La condamnation de la guerre au nom d’un sentiment d’humanité qui est ici le point de convergence de l’imagination malade et de la raison vacillante est absente des discours prononcés à l’hiver 1791-1792 par Robespierre et par Billaud-Varenne, les deux seuls opposants du club des Jacobins à l’entrée en guerre avec “l’Europe des despotes.” Si, pour eux comme pour Thelwall, la guerre est une machination du ministère et de la cour contre la Constitution, la vertu n’en exige pas moins le sacrifice à la patrie, une fois celle-ci déclarée en danger en juillet 1792.

           Deux patriotismes se distinguent ici : celui des jacobins français pour qui il est dévouement à la nation, qui sera bientôt la République une et indivisible ; celui des jacobins anglais, installé d’emblée dans l’opposition de la “nation” et du “gouvernement.” On verra qu’il l’est depuis le début du siècle, et que cette opposition a des fondements théoriques étrangement différents de ceux du libéralisme “éclairé” qui est à l’arrière-fond du pacifisme de Thelwall.

           Montrant comment les princes font se massacrer les peuples, il peut puiser à un fonds d’arguments et d’images communs à l’Enlightenment et aux Lumières. En revanche, son opposition à la guerre en tant que telle est proprement britannique lorsqu’il s’attaque à cet aspect concret de la réalité anglaise qu’est la pratique du crimping, c’est-à-dire du recrutement forcé, auquel la marine et l’armée de Georges III continuaient d’avoir recours depuis le début du XVIIIe siècle :

          
            The personal liberty of Englishmen is invaded with impunity by the lawless violence of pressgangs; our youth are ensnared by the artifices of recruiting parties; trading magistrates are invested with a despotic authority over the lower orders of the community; and our streets are nightly infested with snares, and atrocious depredations of crimps and kidnappers. (Tribune, 14 mars 1795 : “On the Distresses of the industrious Poor” 3. Cet article est un extrait de la conférence On the Proper Means of Adverting National Calamities, prononcée le 25 février 1795)

          

           Thelwall fait fond ici sur un réflexe ancien de protestation populaire : l’opposition au crimping était une composante essentielle du conglomérat idéologique du free-born Englishman. Un règlement avait bien été édicté dans les années 1780, stipulant que les soldats recrutés de cette façon devaient être présentés sous quatre jours au juge de paix le plus proche pour que leur enrôlement soit certifié volontaire. Mais le crimping était toujours perçu comme un abus de pouvoir. En août 1794, les crimping houses (auberges qui servaient de point de rencontre aux sergents recruteurs et aux juges) de la City, de Clerkenwell et de Shoreditch avaient été assaillies et détruites au cours de trois jours d’émeutes.

           Pour montrer la situation critique où la guerre a conduit le pays, Thelwall présente à ses auditeurs des statistiques circonstanciées de l’émigration vers les Etats-Unis. Si l’Angleterre se vide de “la partie la plus précieuse de son peuple, des artisans et des paysans indispensables,” ce n’est pas seulement parce que ses habitants sont à la merci des sergents recruteurs, mais parce que “our stagnated commerce and ruined manufactures present to the most useful order of men only the melancholy alternative of perishing by the sword abroad, or by lingering famine at home” (ibid. 3).

           Thelwall peut ainsi regrouper les arguments économiques de la campagne contre la guerre sous le titre “On the Exhausted State of Our National Resources, and the Consequent Condition of Our Labourers and Manufacturers” (Tribune, 21 mars 1795, 34-41). Son argumentation s’appuie sur l’axiome, commun à Paine et à Godwin auprès de qui il l’avait sans doute appris, selon lequel le travail est la source de toute richesse, et que ceux que l’Angleterre envoie aux champs de bataille sont “la partie la plus précieuse de la nation,” parce que la seule productive. Il est ici au plus proche des Eléments de républicanisme de Billaud-Varenne, et des textes dans lesquels Hébert définit le sans-culotte par le travail et le travail par l’utilité sociale. L’économie politique et morale qui s’esquisse dans ces discours contre la guerre sera systématisée par Thelwall en 1796 dans The Rights of Nature. Elle fournit pour l'instant les arguments d’un plaidoyer pour la cause du peuple adressé aux “middle ranks” qui forment l’auditoire des lectures. Thelwall décrit la misère des ouvriers réduits à un chômage au moins partiel, et se fait l'écho de la correspondance que la LCS reçoit de ses filiales provinciales : “l’anéantissement du commerce extérieur” est cause de la disette qui sévit dans les campagnes, alors que si la paix en rétablissait les conditions, “l’intérêt, égoïste dans sa cause mais philanthrope dans ses effets” inciterait de nouveau les peuples à échanger leurs surplus.

           Le Tribune en appelle alors à la compassion et à l’humanité de ses lecteurs pour “la misère des classes laborieuses.” Mais l’argument décisif de ses appels à la “justice universelle” est l’intérêt particulier qu’ont “les ordres intermédiaires” à la défense des plus pauvres :

          
            Oh citizens, reflect, I conjure you, that the common class of mankind and you are one! And that those who seek to oppress the lower, seek to annihilate the intermediate orders! It is their interest to have but two classes, the very high and the very low, that those they oppress may be kept at too great a distance —and in too much ignorance— to be able to seek redress.... Let me conjure the middle orders of society to remember that they are here particularly interested: that if we have not peace and reform in time, those who are now the middling must soon be the lower orders; for oppression, though it begins with the poor and helpless, mounts upward from class to class till it devours the whole. (Thelwall, Tribune, 9 septembre 1795, 232-35)

          

           On a cité ce texte de juillet 1795 fort longuement, parce qu’il est révélateur à plusieurs égards : il montre d’abord qu’il faut apporter des nuances aux conclusions des historiens pour qui Thelwall “a mené le jacobinisme au seuil du socialisme.”7 S’il est proprement jacobin, au sens français, c’est que, comme on le voit ici, ses interlocuteurs sont les “middle ranks,” les travailleurs indépendants et les petits patrons artisans propriétaires de leurs ateliers, qui sentent leur statut social menacé par l’aggravation des conditions économiques.

           Toute la démarche de Thelwall dans cette campagne pacifiste tend donc à renverser contre les alarmistes l’accusation de subversion : c’est l’épuisement des ressources nationales —particulièrement l’accroissement considérable de la dette— qui menacent l’ordre social et la sécurité de la propriété. L’expression, constamment reprise, “the proper means of adverting national calamities” signifie donc, dans le discours des jacobins anglais “the only means of avoiding a revolution.”

           Mais en mettant le doigt sur les visées despotiques de ceux qui ont intérêt à ce qu'il n’y ait que deux classes, les très puissants et les très pauvres, Thelwall esquisse l’analyse des enjeux intérieurs de la guerre, dont il va montrer qu'elle est de part en part une guerre politique.

           La guerre déclarée entre la France et l’Angleterre le 1er février 1793 était, de l’accord unanime de Pitt, de Burke, comme de Lord Landsdowne, une “guerre de principes.” Le discours alarmiste à l’égard de la “Révolution en France” et de l’agitation populaire en Angleterre avait d’abord été celui de Burke. Mais la diffusion et le succès sans précédent d’une brochure parue en février 1792 jeta l’alarme dans l’ensemble de la classe parlementaire et de la noblesse des comtés : il s’agit bien sûr de la seconde partie de Rights of Man. Un discours de Lord Jenkinson aux Communes du 15 décembre 1795 résume ainsi l’intention des milieux proches du gouvernement en entrant en guerre : mettre un coup d’arrêt à l’expansion française, mais aussi au radicalisme en Angleterre. Les démocrates seraient obligés, soit d’émigrer (ce qui fut le cas de nombre d’entre eux), soit “de se conduire comme de bons citoyens,” leur correspondance avec les Français devenant en temps de guerre acte de trahison.

           C’est bien ainsi que Thelwall entend cette politique lorsqu’il stigmatise: “A ridiculous (I had almost said an unprincipled) crusade to restore the fallen despotism of France” (Tribune, 14 mars 1795, 2). Mais elle n’est que trop clairement guidée par des principes : c’est la guerre des cours contre “la jeune liberté de la France” : “Are not persons hired to preach the doctrines most agreable to their employers... praying for thunder and lightning to consume the individuals who have presumed to differ from them in political and religious opinion, and whom their folly and presumption have converted from generous friends of the nation into implacable enemies of the government” (Tribune, 14 mars 1795: “The Impotence and Absurdity of Superstitious Observances” 10).

           La tâche de propagande la plus difficile que Thelwall entreprend alors est, en temps de guerre, de faire l’apologie de la Révolution française, alors que, dès septembre 1793, les massacres dans les prisons de Paris lui avaient aliéné la plupart des réformateurs modérés. Les radicaux en viennent ainsi à tenir un double discours. D’une part, celui d’un contre-alarmisme : la guerre sur le continent a épuisé les ressources du pays. Le peuple est affamé et l’Etat au bord de la banqueroute financière. L’ordre social n’y survivra pas. Mais en même temps qu’il montre les risques de révolution qui augmentent à chaque nouvelle campagne de l’Angleterre sur le continent, Thelwall s’efforce, conférence après conférence, de dénoncer le mensonge alarmiste qui tend à confondre les principes de la Révolution française dans l’horreur qu’inspirent en Angleterre les violences commises en leur nom :

          
            That, which I glory in, in the revolution of France, is this, that it has been upheld and propagated as a principle of that revolution, that ancient abuses are not, by their antiquity, converted into virtues; that man has rights that no statutes or usages can take away; that the object of society is the promotion of the general happiness of mankind;... that thought ought to be free. and that the propagation of thought is the object of every individual; that one order of society has no right, how many years soever they have been guilty of the pillage, to plunder and oppress the other parts of the community, whose persons are entitled to equal respect, and whose exertions have been much more beneficial to mankind. Those are the principles that I admire, and that cause me, notwithstanding all its excesses, to exult in the French revolution. (Tribune, 25 avril 1795: “On the Moral and Political Influence of the Prospective Principle of Virtue” 155-56)

          

           Et tandis que les souvenirs de la Terreur ne datent encore que de moins d’un an, il ajoute : “But I do not believe that violence and cruelties, I do not believe that scenes of carnage and execution can either be the promoters, or the consequences of principles like these. No: the excesses and violence in France have not been the consequences of the new doctrines of the Revolution; but of the old leaven of revenge, corruption, and suspicion which was generated by the systematic cruelties of the old despotism” (ibid. 156). On voit ainsi s’esquisser une position internationaliste, qui, si ce n’était le pacifisme qui l’accompagne, pourrait reprendre le mot d’ordre français “Paix aux chaumières, guerre aux châteaux.”

           Thelwall en vient alors —il faut mesurer le risque d’une telle position dans le contexte du XVIIIe siècle et de la part d’un orateur qui se réclame par ailleurs du légalisme le plus prudent— à souhaiter la victoire de la France. Il écrit en avril 1795 :

          
            One consolation, and only one, relieves the mind of the philanthropist, in the contemplation of this gloomy picture; and that, strange to say, arises from our disasters and defeats. The Project is not likely to succeed. The despotism of the Bourbon —that despotism hitherto so fatal to the repose and to the morals of Europe— will not be restored. And the dead bodies of our countrymen that were intended to have been made the stepping stones for the ambition of a Prince de Condé and a Comte d’Artois, have paved the way for the triumphant armies of a Republic, invincible from the conviction that every individual is fighting for his own independence, and his own rights! (Tribune, 14 mars 1795, 3)

          

           C’était là un pas que la majorité de l'opinion anglaise n’était pas disposée à franchir : le gouvernement put s’appuyer sur de telles déclarations pour présenter les démocrates anglais comme des agents de l’ennemi. Et ce n’est pas la moindre contradiction de Thelwall que, si déterminé à mettre au jour les enjeux politiques de la guerre, il n’ait pas perçu, ou ait choisi d’ignorer l’usage du sentiment national que pourraient faire les organisations loyalistes pour couper les réformateurs de leur public.

           On peut bien dire en ce sens —et c’est une réponse partielle à la question que l’on posait en introduction— que la guerre a été un facteur de conservatisme social. Mais ce qui frappe comme une contradiction chez Thelwall vient de ce que l’exploitation politique de la guerre est analysée par lui de façon très différente, dans des articles qui tournent autour de la notion de “prérogative ministérielle” :

          
            Those persons who are at the helm during a time of war have a pretence for vesting themselves with discretionary powers; for increasing their own arbitrary authority; for trampling down the liberties of the people; and putting them under restrictions, which, in time of peace, there could be no pretence for doing; and, consequently we find that one of the blessed harvests of the present war... is the happy suspension of the Jacobinical Habeas Corpus. (Tribune, 28 mars 1795 : “Ministerial Prerogative” 68)

          

           C’est alors l’accusé des procès pour haute trahison qui s’adresse à son auditoire pour lui montrer, dans l’entrée en guerre avec la France, une manœuvre du gouvernement pour se donner les moyens judiciaires de réprimer le mouvement réformateur. La soudaine attaque du gouvernement contre les sociétés londoniennes avait bien été précédée de l’épisode écossais : en septembre 1793 les délégués de la London Corresponding Society à la convention des sociétés populaires d’Edimbourg avaient été arrêtés, puis condamnés à la déportation au terme de procès dont l’irrégularité avait frappé même les milieux modérés en Angleterre. Encore ceux-ci conservaient-ils la certitude d’être protégés de semblables abus par les garanties du droit anglais. La plus importante de ces garanties, l’Habeas Corpus, fut suspendue le 23 mai 1794, après l’arrestation des chefs de la LCS. Le ministère put ainsi les faire tenir emprisonnés durant cinq mois avant que le Grand Juge ne décide des faits qui leur seraient reprochés. Mais le sentiment de vivre sous un régime d’exception —où, sous prétexte d’état de guerre, l’Etat de droit est suspendu— fut renforcé par la teneur de l’acte d’accusation. Thelwall reprend dans son article “Ministerial Prerogative” du 28 mars 1795, l’analyse que William Godwin avait fait paraître dans le Morning Chronicle, sous le titre “Cursory Strictures on the Charge Delivered by the Lord Chief Justice Eyre to the Grand Jury, October 2, 1794,” où il était démontré que la définition du crime de haute trahison dans la loi d’Edouard III ne permettait en rien de l’appliquer au cas présent. Cette interprétation de la guerre —de toute guerre— comme permettant un empiètement de facto du pouvoir exécutif au mépris des lois existantes rejoint de façon frappante l’intuition prémonitoire de Robespierre qui dès décembre 1791, quelques semaines avant la déclaration de guerre que réclamaient les Girondins, déclarait :

          
            La guerre est toujours le premier vœu d’un gouvernement puissant, qui veut devenir plus puissant encore. Je ne vous dirai pas que c’est pendant la guerre que le ministère achève d’épuiser le peuple et de dissiper les finances, qu’il couvre d’un voile impénétrable ses déprédations et ses fautes ; je vous parlerai de ce qui touche directement le plus cher de nos intérêts. C’est pendant la guerre que le pouvoir exécutif déploie la plus redoutable énergie, et qu’il exerce une espèce de dictature qui ne peut qu’effrayer la liberté. (Robespierre, cité par J. Godechot, La Pensée révolutionnaire [Paris, 1964] 180-81)

          

           Pour l’un comme pour l’autre, la guerre est d’abord la situation qui fait taire les lois qui protègent les droits des citoyens. On se trouve donc, à deux ans de distance, devant deux intuitions très comparables du verrouillage judiciaire de l’Etat qu’amènerait la guerre et de ses conséquences pour la Révolution française comme pour l’activité des sociétés populaires anglaises. La thèse de fond de Robespierre était l’étroite liaison de la menace extérieure et de la menace intérieure que représentaient les menées concertées de la cour et des émigrés —la première ne faisant que dissimuler la seconde. C’est comme en écho que Thelwall parle de “complot,” de “piège” fomenté par la cour. Pour l’un comme pour l’autre il y a un “système de la guerre" qui, indépendamment des circonstances particulières de tel ou tel conflit, sert toujours le même genre d’intérêt : la tyrannie. On peut donc en faire une théorie générale : Robespierre démontre que toute guerre renforce le privilège du pouvoir exécutif jusqu’à la dictature. Thelwall intitule un de ses principaux articles de mars 1795 “Extreme Difference between the Interest of the Minister and the Interest of the People with Respect to Peace and War.” Mais si l’histoire de Rome vient étayer les arguments de l’un comme de l’autre, l’utilisation que chacun en fait est comme l’indice d’une différence inaperçue entre ces deux “jacobinismes.” Tandis que la référence au triumvirat et l’influence croissante de La Fayette font surtout craindre à Robespierre le césarisme d’un général victorieux, Thelwall va s’avérer être l’héritier, via les propagandistes anti-walpoléens de la première moitié du siècle, de la représentation polybienne de la constitution mixte et équilibrée de l’Angleterre. Tandis que Robespierre craint un retour sur les acquis d’une révolution radicalement novatrice, le “système de la guerre” fait partie pour Thelwall d’un processus général de corruption d’une norme immémoriale.

           C’est en ce point, au cœur même de la théorie générale de la guerre, que l’on va voir s’articuler les éléments très spécifiques du patriotisme anglais et comprendre, du même coup, l’apparente contradiction dans ces textes entre un légalisme, un attachement aux institutions anglaises constamment réaffirmés et par ailleurs l’adoption par Thelwall du sobriquet de jacobin. Il se garde bien de faire référence aux discours de Robespierre. C’est au contraire un classique de l’historiographie whig qui vient confirmer son interprétation de l’usage de la guerre par le ministère : l’Histoire de l’Angleterre de Paul Rapin de Thoyras, publiée à La Haye de 1724 à 1727. Le numéro 4 du Tribune en publie un extrait sous le titre : “Historical Sketches or Motives for a King and His Ministers, in Former Times, for Making War for the Purpose of Overturning a Republic” :

          
            When Charles II and his CABAL [Clifford, Ashley, Buckingham, Arlington, Lauderdale] were determined to overthrow the liberties of the People, and establish despotic power upon their ruins, they thought it necessary, as a preliminary measure, to enter into a grand alliance with several other continental despots, for the overthrow of the Republic of Holland. (4 avril 1795, 77)

          

           C’est toute une thématique beaucoup plus ancienne de la pensée politique anglaise que l’on voit ici émerger : celle des moyens détournés que prend le pouvoir exécutif pour se renforcer aux dépens des autres états du royaume : les Lords et les Communes ; empiètement —ou, pour parler le langage du temps, “corruption” —qui doit être fatale à terme à la “mixed and balanced constitution of England.”8 Rapin parle de la guerre avec la Hollande conduite par Shaftesbury, mais il vise à travers elle la Guerre de Sucession d’Espagne, et il est clair que c’est contre les ministres whigs de la reine Anne que ce texte est dirigé. Toutes les mises en garde du country party contre la tyrannie antérieures à la Glorieuse Révolution sont reprises pour attaquer le ministère de 1710. De la même façon, Thelwall reprend cette analyse à son compte pour montrer dans la guerre contre-révolutionnaire de Pitt une mystification menaçant les institutions anglaises.

           Il peut parler alors de façon ironique de “l’heureuse suspension de l’Habeas Corpus jacobin.” Comme pour Richard Price, qui, dans son Discourse on the Love of Our Country de 1789, voyait dans la Révolution française une réalisation plus achevée des principes de 1688, Thelwall revendique le nom de jacobin si c’est ainsi que des ministres despotiques veulent appeler les défenseurs des libertés anglaises.

           On voit alors se juxtaposer au panégyrique de la Révolution française la diatribe bolingbrokéenne contre les guerres whigs : cette rencontre de deux patriotismes se marque particulièrement dans les textes de Thelwall sur les dangers d’une armée permanente et de son cantonnement dans les faubourgs ouvriers. Il y retrouve les arguments élaborés par John Trenchard à la fin du XVIIe siècle en faveur des milices des comtés : toute la tradition de l’humanisme politique néoharringtonien est ici sollicitée pour montrer que, telles de nouvelles cohortes prétoriennes, une armée de métier est un instrument de tyrannie dans les mains de la cour.

           L’argumentation politique perpétuée au cours du XVIIIe siècle par les représentants de la gentry milicienne, lasse de financer par la taxe foncière la politique étrangère des rois hanovriens, est ressuscitée en 1795 par les admirateurs de la Révolution française. Et cette reprise est d’autant plus marquée que ce n’est pas seulement la menace d'une répression violente qui les alarme : quel que soit l’usage qui en est fait, l’existence même d’une armée de métier est un facteur de corruption du corps politique. Pas plus que les parlementaires dont le ministre achète le vote en leur conférant une sinécure, les officiers stipendiés ne peuvent prétendre à l'indépendance dont la pensée “patriote” faisait la première condition de la vertu civique. J.G.A. Pocock a montré que ce glissement d’une mise en garde contre l’usage “anticonstitutionnel” qu’un roi pouvait faire d’une armée permanente, à la dénonciation du règne d’une faction gagnée au ministère dont elle tient ses charges est à l’origine du discours des whigs d’opposition pendant tout le XVIIIe siècle.9 Leur patriotisme, qui les rapproche du parti country, est la dénonciation de la double tendance tyrannique du pouvoir exécutif : lorsqu’il doit renoncer à s’imposer par la force, c’est par la corruption qu’il s’attache les représentants du peuple.

           C’est pour cela que Thelwall insiste, conférence après conférence, sur le “système de la guerre” : s’il y a système, ce n’est pas seulement parce que le prétexte de la sécurité nationale sert au gouvernement pour s’arroger, au mépris des lois, les prérogatives des anciens Stuarts. C’est parce que la guerre est, en elle-même, le facteur d’un renforcement des pouvoirs de la cour au-delà de leur limites constitutionnelles, puisqu’elle permet de multiplier les charges que pourra distribuer le gouvernement. Les textes de Thelwall sont donc dominés par une vision de l’Etat comme fonction parasite assurant sa propre hypertrophie. C’est le point central du discours patriote de la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle, et c’est là que se fait la jonction entre le journalisme country de Swift et des Lettres (1769-72) de Junius et les jacobins lecteurs de Paine, thelwall retrouve, dans ses articles contre les fournisseurs de l’armée, les invectives de lord Bolingbroke contre “ceux qui trouvent dans les calamités universelles leur intérêt particulier” et les arguments par lesquels Swift montrait, dans la campagne de 1710-1711 de l’Examiner, que la Guerre de Succession d’Espagne n’avait pour effet que d’appauvrir les propriétaires terriens pour enrichir les financiers et les chefs whigs dont les fortunes prospéraient sur l’administration des forces armées. Pour le premier comme pour les seconds l’Angleterre est devenue “le Don Quichotte de l’Europe” (Tribune, 28 mars 1795 : “On the Probable Consequences of Continuing the Present System of Ambition and Hostility” 58),10 mais c’est cette fois pour s’être lancée dans : “une ridicule... croisade pour restaurer le despotisme déchu de la France” (Tribune, 14 mars 1795, 2).

           La guerre qui paraît opposer les nations n’est jamais que celle des princes contre les peuples, des classes improductives contre les ordres utiles de la société. Si l’on a pu chercher dans ces textes les premiers signes d’une conscience de classe naissante, on a vu qu’ils n’en sont pas moins tributaires d’une théorie politique beaucoup plus ancienne. La campagne des “jacobins” londoniens contre la guerre témoigne, par ses tensions-mêmes, de la transition d’un patriotisme humaniste, centré sur la notion d’indépendance et de vertu civique, à un patriotisme libéral et internationaliste. On ne peut ignorer l’intrication profonde du second dans les thèmes du premier, cette coexistence de l’idéologie de la Révolution française avec celle des torys du début du siècle. A la question de savoir quelle fut l’influence de la guerre sur l’évolution du mouvement radical, on peut proposer comme élément de réponse que, au moins autant que les circonstances de la guerre —le rapport de forces qu’elle modifie à l’intérieur entre les sociétés populaires et le pouvoir— c’est la pensée même de la guerre par les démocrates —les catégories dans lesquelles elle s’organise— qui hypothéquait pour nombre d’années à venir l’issue révolutionnaire de ce mouvement.
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          8  Ce poncif de la propagande whig était au cœur du conglomérat idéologique du “free-born Englishman” (voir E.P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working Class, chapitre II). On pourrait définir le radicalisme “jacobin” qui naît dans les années 1780, par la dénonciaiion de cette formule comme d’un leurre politique. C’est à son propos que Thelwall écrit (Tribune, 28 mars 1795, 50): “We have long been amused which egotistical tailes… echoed again… by the peasants pining for want in the midst of that plenty they produce.” C’est contre ce leurre qu’il lance le mot d’ordre “Information and enquiry” (51). Mais plus que le précurseur d’une théorie moderne de l’aliénation idéologique, Thelwall est l’héritier des théoriciens de la “servitude volontaire” (voir sur cette question Michael Rosen, On Voluntary Servitude : False Consciousness and the Theory of Ideology [Cambridge : Polity Press, 1996] 61-65. Si J.G.A. Pocock peut parler du “whig Montaigne” (Virtue, Commerce and History [CUP, 1985] 218), Thelwall analyse encore le système de la tyrannie selon le modèle qu’avait donné Etienne de La Boëtie, par exemple dans une conférence prononcée en 1794 dont le titre était : “An Enquiry into the Degeneracy of Mind That Induces Man to Submit to Tyranny.”
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           Daniel Defoe a souvent été dépeint comme le chantre de la suprématie commerciale de son pays.1 Moins connue, mais tout aussi fondatrice de sa personnalité, son attirance pour la chose militaire fut chez lui une constante. Enrôlé sous la bannière de Monmouth (juin 1685), il offrit en outre de lever un peloton de cavalerie pour se racheter d’avoir offensé la reine en publiant The Shortest Way with the Dissenters (1702).2 Les questions touchant à l’armée étaient de celles que Defoe évoquait avec autant de sérieux que de délectation. Ses écrits de fiction prenant la guerre pour thème principal (The Memoirs of Major Alexander Ramkins [1719], Memoirs of a Cavalier [1720]) semblent tellement refléter le goût de leur auteur que les batailles d’experts n’ont cessé de faire rage à propos de l’inclusion dans le canon de The Memoirs of an English Officer (1728), connu aussi sous le titre de The Military Memoirs of Captain George3 ainsi qu’au sujet de The History of the Wars of His Present Majesty Charles XII, King of Sweden (1715) et de The History of the Wars of His Late Majesty Charles XII, King of Sweden (1720).4

           Journaliste, il traitait volontiers, dans sa Review (19 février 1704-11 juin 1711)5 d’événements se déroulant hors de l'Angleterre, et ce de façon à la fois plus polémique et plus vivante que la London Gazette, publication officielle dont les articles étaient fondés sur des rapports d’ambassade. Dans Mercator : Or Commerce Retrieved (26 mai 1713-20 juillet 1714), dans lequel l’écrivain défendait (notamment contre Steele) ses idées sur le commerce du vin et des tissus, les articles pro-Utrecht se multipliaient. Après les traités de Ryswick (1697), ses très nombreux écrits politiques, publiés à partir de 1698, attirèrent sur lui l’attention du public. Après 1713 et surtout 1715, sa production se concentra presque exclusivement sur les problèmes ayant trait au commerce, à la société et à la religion.

           Entre ces deux dates, une quarantaine de pamphlets permirent à l’auteur d’aborder le contexte guerrier de son époque, tantôt en va-t-en guerre, tantôt en apôtre de la paix, toujours en zélateur des échanges commerciaux.6 Deux séries d’écrits parurent, l’une concernant la guerre de la Ligue d’Augsbourg (1689-1697), l’autre la guerre de la Succession d’Espagne (1701-1714). Leur qualité est, il faut bien l’avouer, inégale, ce qui n’a rien de surprenant lorsque l’on songe aux circonstances de leur publication. Celle-ci se faisait le plus souvent dans la plus grande hâte. Un délai de trois semaines entre écriture et mise sous presse était un maximum. Pour réussir ce tour de force, l'auteur s’installait souvent dans le quartier du Temple où il était plus près de son imprimeur. Ce dernier n’hésitait pas de son côté, si Defoe choisissait de rester dans sa maison de Stoke Newington, à lui envoyer l’un de ses apprentis devant qui l’écrivain relisait ses textes afin de ne pas perdre de temps (Backscheider 371). L’auteur était lié par un contrat permanent avec John Baker qui lui garantissait la somme de deux guinées chaque fois que cinq cents exemplaires à six pence étaient vendus. Lorsqu’il choisissait un autre éditeur, Defoe s’entendait avec lui pour lui fournir, sous quelques jours, de la copie sur un sujet donné. En outre, la rédaction, pendant la période la plus fructueuse sous le règne d’Anne, ne fut sans doute pas le fait d'un seul Defoe, mais de trois, le père se faisant assister par ses deux fils, Daniel et Benjamin. Enfin, la prudence et la diplomatie exigeaient de brouiller les pistes. La publication se faisait souvent de manière anonyme (surtout à partir de 1711), ou bien l’éditeur se servait de périphrases quelque peu racoleuses (By the Author of The True-Born Englishman, By the Author of the Review, By the Author of Reasons for Putting an End to This Expensive War). La revendication pouvait aussi venir de façon ultérieure mais irréfutable de Defoe lui-même, quand il décidait de reproduire tel ou tel pamphlet dans l’édition de ses œuvres.

           D’où la dernière hypothèque méthodologique qui doit être levée avant de commencer l’analyse et qui est celle de l’attribution des pamphlets. Le choix fut de ne tirer de conclusions définitives que de ceux que l’auteur a inclus dans A True Collection (1703) et dans A Second Volume of the Writings (1705)7 ou de ceux pour lesquels les preuves externes existent. Il a paru toutefois réducteur de laisser entièrement de côté les écrits autour desquels s’affrontent avec vigueur les spécialistes de Defoe. C’est pour cette raison qu’un titre tel que A Defence of the Allies (1711) par exemple a été retenu.8 D’autres, trop contradictoires par rapport à certaines oeuvres dont la source est certaine ou fort probable, ont été écartés. C’est le cas par exemple de A Short Narrative of the Life and Actions of Marlborough ; By an Old Officer in the Army (1711) attribué à Defoe par Lee et contenant un panégyrique du duc qui aurait été écrit au moment même où les partisans de Harley demandaient sa mise en accusation. En revanche un pamphlet publié fort en dehors des dates retenues a été choisi pour servir à la mise en perspective du triple thème de la guerre, de la paix et du commerce, présent dans le corpus élu mais plus nettement théorisé dans ce dernier (The Advantages of Peace and Commerce, 1729).9 Enfin, les a priori de Defoe étant tout aussi indéniables que sa volonté de modération et de tolérance, il a été jugé bon de faire appel à d’autres textes militaires primaires de la période, notamment français, et ce afin de faire mieux ressortir tant la participation de l’auteur aux idées qui étaient dans l'air du temps que son originalité.

           Il s’agit donc de présenter les pamphlets dans leur ordre chronologique mais en les regroupant, tout en les reliant au contexte historique qui les fit naître. Une évolution indubitable dans les positions de leur auteur se fait en effet jour en fonction de l’actualité. En conclusion, leurs caractéristiques communes pourront être cernées, ainsi que les liens qui, aux yeux de Defoe, unissent la guerre, la paix et le commerce sur un mode non plus diachronique mais synchronique.

          ***

           Le premier groupe de pamphlets publiés par l’auteur sur ce sujet représente sa contribution à la bataille de libelles qui suivit les traités de Ryswick, conclus l’un dans la nuit du 20 au 21 septembre 1697 entre les Provinces-Unies, l’Espagne, l’Angleterre et la France, l’autre le 30 octobre entre l’empereur d’Allemagne et Louis XIV. En Angleterre, comme en France, la guerre avait coûté cher en vies humaines et en deniers. Dans les deux pays le poids financier de telles campagnes se retrouva au centre du débat. A Paris, certains cercles proches de Louvois, ministre de la guerre allèrent même jusqu’à souhaiter que le pays ne conservât pas une marine trop chère à entretenir. Il fallait attaquer le commerce des ennemis pour mieux les affaiblir et renflouer les finances publiques. Cette attitude n’était pas vraiment neuve, ainsi qu’en témoignent les nombreux rapports d’officiers. L'un d’eux par exemple dit avoir rendu visite à un “capitaine de flibustiers,” rentré la veille “avec deux vaisseaux anglais qu’il avait pris au vent de la Barbade, l’un de douze canons et l’autre de dix-huit, venant à droiture d'Angleterre très richement chargés” (Prise de deux vaisseaux anglais 275). Si le traité avait consacré la perte par Louis XIV de presque toutes ses conquêtes et la reconnaissance de Guillaume III, il contenait aussi la cession aux Français de la partie occidentale d'Haïti et la promesse de l’Angleterre de s’abstenir de piratage aux Antilles.

           Le traité fut bien accueilli en Angleterre, car il signifiait que la France reconnaissait enfin la révolution de 1688. Il prévoyait en outre une paix perpétuelle entre Louis, Guillaume et leurs successeurs. Le roi d’Angleterre, plus au fait des réalités de l’équilibre des puissances en Europe que ses sujets, fit alors part à la nation de son désir de maintenir en temps de paix une armée de métier qui resterait sous contrôle du Parlement. Cette proposition éveilla sur-le-champ les craintes de ses sujets qui redoutaient la menace d’un pouvoir absolutiste et guerrier de type Cromwell. Sir J. Trenchard, ex-partisan de Guillaume, et Walter Moyle tirèrent les premiers et firent paraître en octobre 1697 An Argument Shewing That a Standing Army Is Inconsistent with a Free Government. John Somers, ministre de la justice fut alors chargé d’orchestrer la riposte. Son propre pamphlet Letter, Ballancing the Necessity of Keeping a Land-Force in Times of Peace, with the Dangers, paru en novembre 1697, adopte le ton de la propagande.10

           Defoe, quant à lui, écrivit Some Reflections on a Pamphlet Lately Publish’d, Entituled, an Argument Shewing That a Standing Army Is Inconsistent with a Free Government (1697), An Argument Shewing That a Standing Army with Consent of Parliament Is Not Inconsistent with a Free Government (1698) et A Brief Reply to the History of Standing Armies in England (1698).11 Le deuxième de ces pamphlets a été réimprimé par Defoe dans le premier volume de ses œuvres. Que l’auteur ait été commissionné par les ministres whigs en faveur de la politique de Guillaume III ne fait aucun doute. Ce libelle témoigne donc de la logique implacable dont sait faire preuve l’auteur lorsque le sujet n’est pas de ceux qui le passionnent spontanément. Son tempérament le portant plutôt à la recherche de solutions raisonnables, il commence cet écrit par un rappel des arguments divers qui le conduit à demander aux factions en présence de savoir raison garder. Ce qu’il cherche, lui, c'est la voie moyenne (“safe medium” [203]), celle qui contentera tout le monde. Un retour dans le passé lui paraît nécessaire afin de prouver que c’est lors des périodes où l’Angleterre n’avait pas d’armée de métier qu’elle a été presque constamment envahie. Sous Elisabeth Ire, l’invasion par l’invincible Armada n’a pu être évitée que grâce à une intervention proprement divine (204). Depuis, une armée de métier ou du moins une organisation qui y ressemble fort, a toujours existé dans le pays. L’Angleterre doit prendre sa part dans le concert des nations afin de faire échec aux volontés expansionnistes de la France (205).

           Si les Anglais ne souhaitent pas se battre chez eux, alors ils doivent accepter la mise sur pied d'une armée de métier qui livrera bataille en Europe, et plus spécialement contre le roi de France (207). De même ces milices dont les opposants à ce projet se gargarisent tant, ne peuvent pas être envoyées par le roi à l’étranger. Et ici Defoe interrompt brusquement la poursuite de son argumentation pour faire une nouvelle fois vibrer la corde patriotique de ses compatriotes. Leur pays n'a-t-il pas toujours été un sujet d’admiration pour l’Europe quand son armée était puissante ? L’auteur n’hésite pas alors à nommer Olivier Cromwell, suivant sans doute l’idée qu’il vaut mieux parler du loup que de laisser ce soin à d’autres. Adroitement il établit une filiation entre Elisabeth Ire et Guillaume III : leur gloire n'est-elle pas due en grande partie aux armées qu’ils ont pu lever ? Ici Defoe n’a pas de mal soutenir une idée fort répandue en Angleterre comme en France.12

           Le fil du raisonnement proprement dit est repris par le passage, réel mais non-dit, d’arguments qualitatifs à d’autres de type quantitatif. En effet, soutient Defoe, il n’est pas question de défendre ici l’idée d’une grande armée comme aurait pourtant pu le faire croire la citation biblique placée en épigraphe du pamphlet et qui rappelle au lecteur que la cavalerie du roi Salomon comptait, elle, 12 000 soldats. (II Chroniques 9. 25.). L’armée anglaise ne serait forte que de 6 000 hommes en tout, chiffre qui ne peut pas plus faire peur aux citoyens que celui des milices existantes. Donc, conclut-il : “a small army can never hurt us” (212). Le raisonnement perd quelque peu de sa force pourtant, quand on songe que les milices n’étaient pas vraiment prises au sérieux par la plupart des gens.

           Le Parlement ne suivit pas les recommandations de Defoe et de ses amis puisqu’il vota en 1698, avant même la dissolution de la garde hollandaise de Guillaume III en 1699, une nouvelle réduction à 7 000 soldats des forces armées, dont il avait déjà fait passer le nombre à 10 000 en 1697. Les temps avaient changé et les oppositions étaient devenues autant politiques que financières comme le fait remarquer le Mémoire pour servir d’instruction au comte de Tallard. Les “Parlements anglais ont bien paru soumis depuis que le Prince d'Orange est monté sur le trône et empressés à lui donner tous les subsides qu’il a demandés” (82). Il fallait donc s’attendre à ce “qu’ils fourniroient aux dépenses d’une guerre qu’ils avaient désirée avec trop de passion pour ne pas y contribuer de tout leur pouvoir” (82). Aujourd’hui cependant : “Les Anglais ne souhaitent plus la guerre, les dépenses immenses qu’ils ont faites pour soutenir la dernière sont pour eux de fortes raisons de désirer la paix” (84).

           Les mêmes belligérants devaient pourtant se retrouver sur le champ de bataille au cours de la guerre de Succession d’Espagne. La deuxième série de pamphlets concernant cette période est beaucoup plus volumineuse et variée. Les écrits s’attachent tour à tour à justifier le recours à la défense armée, à glorifier les héros des victoires alliées, à défendre la succession protestante, à rejeter la solution d’une paix séparée avec la France, puis à la défendre, pour enfin relier les enjeux de la paix avec ceux du commerce, et notamment avec la défense de la Compagnie des Mers du Sud. La guerre de Succession d’Espagne en effet déboucha vite sur des questions de prééminence économique. Le roi d'Espagne était un homme malade, sans héritiers, dont l’Europe attendit la mort pendant trente-cinq ans. Afin de faire pièce aux volontés hégémoniques de la France, l’Angleterre, les Provinces-Unies et l’Empereur signèrent le Traité de la Grande Alliance le 7 septembre 1701. Jacques II mourut avant que ce traité ne soit rendu public et son fils fut reconnu comme Jacques III, roi d’Angleterre, d'Ecosse et d’Irlande par Louis XIV, malgré ses engagements antérieurs vis-à-vis de Guillaume III à Ryswick. En Angleterre cette décision fut ressentie comme une provocation. Le danger que faisaient courir à l’Europe les ambitions françaises fut accentué par la mort du Roi d’Espagne, événement dont les conséquences apparaissaient à tous comme incalculables. Saint-Simon note par exemple dans ses Mémoires que “dès que le roi d’Espagne fut expiré,” la curiosité de tous fut telle “qu’on s’étouffoit dans les pièces voisines de celle où les grands et le Conseil ouvroient le testament. Tous les ministres étrangers en assiégeoient la porte” (Mémoires I : 788).

           Pendant cette période troublée, Defoe publia huit pamphlets dont la double conclusion était chaque fois la même : il ne faut pas admettre la possibilité qu’un roi dont la foi protestante n’est pas avérée puisse coiffer la couronne anglaise et il faut accepter que le pays doive entrer en guerre pour défendre cette idée et l’indépendance du pays. Quatre libelles se succédèrent donc qui prirent pour thème la succession anglaise. The Two Great Questions Consider’d (15 novembre 1700), The Two Great Questions Further Consider’d (2 décembre 1700), The Succession to the Crown of England Considered (1701) et The Present State of Jacobitism Considered in Two Queries (1701).13 Le second répète, en les approfondissant, les arguments du premier et les deux sont reproduits par l’auteur dans le premier volume de ses œuvres. Le sous-titre de The Two Great Questions Consider’d est éclairant: I. What the French King Will Do, with Respect to the Spanish Monarchy, II. What Measures the English Oughtto Take. Dans sa préface, Defoe prévient son lecteur qu’il n’avait pas encore connaissance du testament espagnol avant de rédiger ce pamphlet, mais que ce dernier garde pourtant toute sa pertinence. Les questions dont il traite sont en effet d’ordre structurel et non purement conjoncturel. L’isolationisme prêché par beaucoup et les divisions internes de la nation ont affaibli l’image du pays à l’étranger. Le congédiement de nombreux corps d’armée a eu la même conséquence, soutient-il dans une première partie (Works : I. 356). Dans un deuxième temps, il souligne que ses compatriotes doivent se rendre compte de la valeur de ce roi dont ils sont les seuls à se plaindre et que l’Europe respecte. Heureusement pour eux qu’ils ne vivent pas sous le règne d’un Jacques II dont les penchants catholiques le feraient se rapprocher du roi de France (363). En outre si ce dernier et le roi d'Espagne deviennent trop proches, il faudra alors craindre leur puissance coalisée et notamment celle de l’armada espagnole et de la marine française devant lesquelles même la flotte anglaise si puissante fera piètre figure (364). L'insistance sur la dimension maritime de la menace amène enfin Defoe à la lier à la perte de la maîtrise des mers et donc au déclin du commerce anglais, qui à son tour ferait le lit d’un affaiblissement militaire, puisque l’argent est bien le nerf de la guerre : “for this I presume to lay down as a fundamental axiom, at least as the wars go of late,’tis not the longest sword, but the longest purse that conquers” (364).

           Le deuxième pamphlet The Two Great Questions Further Consider’d. With Some Reply to the Remarks fut écrit en réponse à une satire anonyme intitulée Remarks, issue de milieux hostiles à la politique royale. Cela explique sans doute le ton très polémique adopté par l’auteur et qui ne correspond pas à ses habitudes. La cible préférée de Defoe y est l’esprit borné d’une grande partie des sujets britanniques, et notamment des tories pour lesquels tout ce qui ne menace pas directement leurs terres n'a aucune réalité tangible (378). Il fustige aussi l’indifférence avec laquelle la plupart des gens ont accueilli la nouvelle du testament espagnol (380). A ses yeux en effet, le sort d’une nation ne peut être dissocié de celui des autres. “But to say’ tis nothing to us who is King of Spain is as ridiculous as to say ’tis no matter to us who has the kingdom of Ireland’’(383).

           Les deux autres pamphlets de ce groupe, publiés avant la déclaration de guerre touchent la même corde. Dans The Present State of Jacobitism Considered in Two Queries, la première partie s’interroge sur l’attitude du roi de France à l’égard de la personne et du titre du Prince de Galles, tandis que la deuxième est présentée comme une conséquence de la seconde et concerne la conduite des jacobites en Angleterre même. Defoe va même jusqu'à revenir à ses anciennes amours en écrivant un panégyrique de la famille du duc de Monmouth dans The Succession to the Crown of England, Considered (1701).

           En alternance avec ces quatre libelles plus spécialement centrés sur la succession protestante et sur les menaces que faisait peser sur elle l’arrogance du roi de France, quatre autres parurent à la même époque traitant du même sujet mais préparant peu à peu les esprits à la guerre. The Danger of the Protestant Religion Consider’d, from the Present Prospect of a Religious War in Europe date du 9 janvier 1701 et précède de peu The Apparent Danger of an Invasion (février 1701). Quant à Legion’s Memorial to the House of Commons, il fut présenté à la Chambre le 14 mai 1701 d’une manière que certains critiques s'accordent à qualifier de rocambolesque.14 Cette pétition demandait au Parlement d’approuver le vote de crédits militaires nouveaux face à la menace française. Defoe la prenait si peu à la légère qu’il résolut de composer un pamphlet au titre et au contenu ironique Reasons against the War with France (octobre 1701) sous-titré Or an Argument Shewing that the French King’s Owning the Prince of Wales King of England, Scotland and Ireland Is No Sufficient Ground ofa War. Il s’agissait pour lui de s’élever contre ceux qui soutenaient qu’il valait mieux combattre l'Espagne que la France : les conséquences commerciales bénéfiques en seraient plus directes. L’avenir lui donna raison. En effet, c’est aux Français que l’Espagne accorda en 1702 le contrat “asiento” à la Compagnie de Guinée. A celle-ci, rebaptisée pour l’occasion Compagnie de l’Asiento, il permettait d’introduire, dans les colonies espagnoles, entre 38 000 noirs en temps de guerre et beaucoup plus en temps de paix.

           Du début de la guerre à 1706, Defoe fit preuve dans ses pamphlets d’une fascination certaine pour la gloire militaire que conféraient les batailles gagnées de haute lutte. De cette époque datent de très nombreux écrits dont The Spanish Descent (novembre 1702), A Hymn to Victory (août 1704) et The Double Welcome (9 janvier 1705) dans lesquels Marlborough apparaît comme un grand stratège tandis que Rooke est présenté comme un incompétent.15 Pour la seule année 1704, l’auteur n’écrivit pas moins de 400 000 mots, d’après Backscheider (141) et vécut exclusivement de sa plume. Désireux de prouver sa reconnaissance à Harley après sa première banqueroute et son séjour à Newgate, il se lança à corps perdu dans son activité de pamphlétaire. The Spanish Descent, poème de 388 vers, réimprimé dans le premier volume des œuvres est signé de l’auteur du True-Born Englishman à sa publication. C’est un texte enthousiaste sur la victoire de Vigo en Galice et qui adopte la même forme que Reformation of Manners publié la même année, l’essai en vers. Lorsque Defoe en vient à évoquer les actions militaires de Rooke en revanche, il n’a pas de mots assez durs. Le 12 août 1702, l’amiral commandant la flotte anglo-hollandaise forte d’une trentaine de vaisseaux et de 160 000 hommes, se lança à l’attaque de Cadix. Non content de ne pas réussir à s’approcher de la ville, il ne put que se livrer au pillage de villages sans défense. Et Defoe de souligner avec cynisme : “The Unattempted Town Sings Victory” (10).

           Les seules personnes qui se souviendront du passage des marins anglais sont les prostituées andalouses, insiste-t-il (10). Rooke décida le retrait des troupes sans avoir vraiment livré bataille (16). Pourtant sa bonne étoile fit qu’il eut connaissance de la présence de la flotte espagnole en baie de Vigo. L’attaque se conclut par la capture de sept galions richement chargés. Defoe n’était-il pas très partial dans ses critiques de ce tory qu’il détestait au point même que ses amis eurent des démêlés avec les siens ? En effet, une erreur d’interprétation est toujours possible pour un stratège. Le récit donné par Saint-Simon du combat naval de Velez-Malaga (24 août 1704) rejette ainsi la responsabilité de la prise de Gibraltar par les Anglais sur le mentor de la flotte. Le comte de Toulouse “avait défense de rien faire” sans l’avis de ce dernier (Mémoires 280) et accepta donc, à contre-cœur, sa décision de ne pas attaquer Rooke à nouveau. “Ils ne tardèrent pas à apprendre avec certitude que c’en était fait de la flotte ennemie s’ils l’eussent attaquée ; et tout de suite de Gibraltar, qu’ils auraient trouvé dans le même état qu'il avait été abandonné” (281).

           La même partialité, mais en sens inverse, se lit dans le portrait du duc de Marlborough brossé dans A Hymn to Victory (1704) et dans The Double Welcome (1705). Le premier de ces pamphlets eut un grand succès puisque la deuxième édition (9 septembre) suivit de onze jours la première (août). Il faut dire que le sujet était de ceux qui permettent de flatter le patriotisme anglais. Defoe composa son poème à la hâte et produisit quelque cinquante-sept pages en deux semaines. La nouvelle de la victoire de Marlborough était arrivée en Angleterre le 29 janvier et seize jours après le poème était publié. Il ne fut pas l’écrivain officiellement commissionné pour célébrer cette victoire comme le fut Joseph Addison (The Campaign 14 décembre 1704) et ne fit même pas partie de ceux que le gouvernement encouragea par des arguments sonnants et trébuchants comme Prior ou John Dennis qui reçut cent guinées pour Britannia Triumphans (Backscheider 150). En dépit de cela, la ferveur patriotique de Defoe est profonde, comme en témoigne son portrait du duc, forçant les lignes ennemies plutôt que s’épuisant dans de longs sièges (10). Pourtant, comme souvent, il mêle des remarques critiques aux louanges de circonstance. Les Anglais feraient bien de se souvenir de leurs hésitations lorsqu’il s’agissait de donner des crédits à l’armée du roi Guillaume :

          
            Parties decide the Nation’s Doom
Fighting abroad’s a Jest, the War’s a Throne.
(A Hymn to Victory 16)

          

           The Double Welcome, sous-titré A Poem to the Duke of Marlbro, réimprimé par Defoe dans le deuxième volume de ses œuvres, parut le 9 janvier 1705, peu après le poème d’Addison, The Campaign. Defoe, dépité, ne s’y montre pas sous son meilleur jour et attaque clairement son rival qui, selon lui, n'écrit pas une ligne avant de savoir combien il sera payé (Works II : 174). La requête adressée en conclusion à Marlborough de ramener la concorde en Angleterre (“calm our wild debates” [II : 178]) semble avoir des implications plus personnelles que nationales. Pourtant les accents de triomphe du premier écrit n’en sont pas absents. Le duc est un général de toute première envergure et il est doublement bienvenu chez lui en tant que combattant victorieux et en tant que modérateur de la vie publique anglaise (II : 180).

           Si Defoe a souvent, jusqu’en 1705, des accents de va-t-en guerre, il a pourtant toujours eu conscience que la paix était un état éminemment désirable. Déjà en 1703 et en 1706, deux pamphlets témoignaient de cet état d’esprit, A Challenge of Peace, Address’d to the Whole Nation, with an Enquiry into Ways and Means for Bringing It to Pass (23 novembre 1703) et A Hymn to Peace, Occasion’d by the Two Houses Joining in One Address to the Queen (8 janvier 1706).16 Du groupe de libelles suivants, aucun ne paraît avant 1711 et tous préconisent des négociations en vue de préparer la fin de la guerre. La situation politique intérieure et extérieure avait, il est vrai, beaucoup changé. Le ministère de Godolphin était tombé en août 1710 à la suite notamment des concessions faites par les whigs aux Hollandais dans le traité de succession et de barrière de La Haye (29 octobre 1709) que Marlborough avait, lui, refusé de signer. L’article 15 en particulier affaiblissait la position commerciale anglaise puisqu’il stipulait que F Angleterre s’engageait à partager avec les Provinces-Unies tous les avantages qu’elle pourrait obtenir, ce qui supposait l’abandon de l’Asiento et de Minorque obtenus de Charles III. La dissolution du Parlement ouvrit la voie à une victoire tory et à la fin de la guerre à outrance. Harley en effet donna une orientation radicalement différente à la diplomatie anglaise et Defoe fut bien forcé de s’y adapter.

           Il n’épousait toutefois pas entièrement les idées de ce dernier et, tout en écrivant selon la ligne prescrite dans la Review, il publia anonymement un pamphlet intitulé An Essay on the South-Sea Trade with an Enquiry into the Grounds and Reasons of the Present Dislike and Complaint against the Seulement of a South-Sea Company (13 septembre 1711).17 Il allait à l’encontre des opinions de Harley qui souhaitait une paix signée avec la France au détriment des Alliés. Il partagea en effet longtemps l’idée que le Parlement avait exprimée après l’échec des négociations de paix de 1709 sous la forme d’une résolution “no peace without Spain.” Des tractations secrètes avaient toutefois eu lieu et, dès décembre 1710, le comte de Jersey, l’un des envoyés de Harley, avait accepté l’idée que Philippe garderait l’Espagne contre l’engagement que l’Angleterre pourrait commercer librement avec les Amériques. Defoe lui ne croyait pas à la bonne volonté commerciale des Espagnols et des Français et ne pensait pas qu’il fallait se hâter vers ce qu’il considérait comme une paix trop rapide et peu fructueuse pour son pays (An Essay 6). De plus cette Compagnie des Mers du Sud que Harley voulait mettre sur pied à la fois pour financer l’effort de guerre et pour créer un gisement d’argent concurrent de la Banque d’Angleterre, trop whig à son goût, paraissait à l'auteur un projet trop timide par rapport à celui d’une colonisation véritable.

           Pourquoi les Anglais ne réussiraient-ils pas aussi bien que la France (6) ? Le commerce avec les mers du Sud devrait avoir trois volets : le négoce proprement dit avec les ports d’Amérique comme l’Angleterre le fait déjà aux Antilles (36), une installation dans les possessions espagnoles (37) et une conquête de terres “to settle, plant and inhabit the same as a Colony” comme le sixième article de la Grande Alliance le permet (37). C’est dans ce sens que le gouvernement se propose d’aller et, sur ce point, l'auteur du pamphlet est tout à fait d’accord (37). Un événement imprévu changea alors le cours des choses. Matthew Prior, envoyé secrètement en France, porteur d’un billet de la reine Anne et lui donnant pouvoir de négocier avec les Français, fut arrêté à la douane en compagnie du diplomate français Nicolas Mesnager. Inquiets à l’idée de la colère de leurs alliés hollandais, les Anglais signèrent en toute hâte le double accord du 27 septembre 1711.18

           Il fallait donc s’acheminer vers la paix et Defoe, en fin connaisseur des opinions de ses compatriotes, savait que la nation était lasse de cette guerre, et ce surtout depuis la bataille de Malplaquet (11 septembre 1709) que tout le monde s’accordait à qualifier de victoire à la Pyrrhus. Avant la fin de 1711 (d’octobre à décembre) il fit paraître une dizaine de libelles sur le sujet. Le plus connu, bien qu'il soit anonyme, est sans doute Reasons Why This Nation Ought to Put a Speedy End to This Expensive War publié en octobre 1711.19 Tous les critiques sont d’accord pour l’attribuer à l’auteur, malgré les références à “The Review, or his party” (39) qu’il faut entendre sur le mode ironique. Prenant le contre-pied de la position qu’il avait naguère (septembre) ridiculisée dans la Review, il dresse un tableau de l’Angleterre, amoindrie par vingt ans de guerre, et de ses habitants, écrasés d’impôts levés à cet effet (3). Le ton est hyperbolique: “Now we see our treasures lost, our funds exhausted, all our public revenues sold, mortgaged and anticipated” (5). Dans un deuxième temps, plaide Defoe, nos victoires ont été trop chèrement payées par nombre de blessés et de morts (6). Par exemple celle de Malplaquet a vu la mort de 22 000 hommes et l’enjeu territorial était vraiment très mince (6). Outre les enjeux économiques, une raison politique majeure fait que l’heure des négociations de paix, même sans l’Espagne, a sonné. La mort de l'Empereur change entièrement les données du problème puisque c’est sans doute l’Archiduc Charles que les Alliés ont déjà reconnu comme roi d’Espagne qui règnerait alors sur les deux couronnes, mettant en danger l’équilibre européen, au moins autant que la solution française (29). Les Alliés, en demandant trop de la France, ont compromis les chances de paix. Or cette dernière n’est pas à genoux comme cela a pu être dit et l’Angleterre ne peut continuer longtemps de se ruiner pour l’effort de guerre. Toutes les parties ont donc intérêt à l’arrêt des combats et l’heure des compromis a sonné (35). Et Defoe de reprendre son tableau apocalyptique. Le commerce de l’Angleterre stagne comme jamais. “Si la guerre doit durer, des impôts viendront immanquablement peser sur les vêtements et même sur les denrées alimentaires” (42).

           L’année 1711 fut donc celle de la publication successive de pamphlets répétant à l’envi les mêmes raisons de faire la paix. Reasons for a Peace : Or, the War at an End (1711) reprend presque terme à terme les arguments de Reasons Why, la ligne conductrice de la démonstration étant la charge financière insupportable que la guerre fait peser sur l’Angleterre. Tous les moyens sont bons, les références directes comme celles plus obliques. Armaggedon représente une variante bien venue en raison de son titre et de son ton ironique. Le sous-titre en est en effet : Or, the Necessity of Carrying on the War If Such a Peace Cannot Be Obtained, As May Render Europe Safe and Trade Secure. Les tendances didactiques de Defoe se font jour au contraire dans An Essay at a Plain Exposition of That Difficult Phrase A Good Peace (novembre 1711). A cette série de libelles mettant l’accent sur les enjeux économiques de la guerre, s’ajoute un groupe d'écrits plus particulièrement tournés vers les éléments de politique étrangère du débat, ce qui ne veut pas dire que les considérations commerciales en sont absentes, bien au contraire. Dans The Ballance of Europe (1er novembre 1711), Reasons Why a Party among Us, and Also among the Confederates Are Obstinately Bent against a Treaty of Peace (29 novembre 1711) et The Felonious Treaty (décembre 1711), Defoe insiste que l’Angleterre est maintenant en position de force pour négocier des concessions territoriales notamment outre-mer. Si elle ne le fait pas, la poursuite des engagements militaires signera l’arrêt de mort de son commerce international.20

           Comme le soulignait Reasons Why, “The case is alter’d now” (6), et l'année 1712 s’ouvrit sur la disgrâce de Marlborough (le 4 janvier), symbole avec les whigs d’une guerre terrestre au service des intérêts des Habsbourg, au détriment de ceux de l’Angleterre. Defoe n'eut sans doute pas trop de mal à se faire l’écho des préoccupations des tories qui avaient décidé de ne pas privilégier les problèmes d’équilibre entre les Bourbons et les Habsbourg pour mieux se consacrer, sur mer, aux enjeux coloniaux en Méditerranée et aux Amériques. Le 29 janvier les tractactions commencèrent à Utrecht et le 10 mai Bolingbroke fit parvenir au Duc d'Ormonde l’ordre d’éviter de se battre contre les Français, sans en aviser les Alliés (“the infamous restraining orders”). Un certain nombre de libelles de cette année reprirent, en les modifiant légèrement, des arguments déjà présents dans ceux de 1711. C’est le cas de The Conduct of Parties (24 janvier 1712) qui stigmatise l’opposition whig au traité de paix, de Peace or Poverty et de An Enquiry into the Danger of a War with the Dutch qui lient prospérité économique et succession protestante.21

           En revanche, trois pamphlets datant de cette année-là valurent à leur auteur une réputation d’apostat. Deux concernent Marlborough, Reasons against Fighting (7 juin 1712) et No Queen, or, No General (1712).22 Defoe y critique ce haut personnage aussi nettement qu’il a naguère vanté ses mérites. Dans le premier, des allusions à Malplaquet ont pour but de montrer l’inanité d’une telle victoire et donc de dévaloriser l’action du duc (3). Le deuxième défend la décision de renvoi prise par la reine. Tous deux pourtant n’attaquent pas l’homme, mais le rôle que les événements l’ont amené à jouer. En fait Defoe n’a sans doute jamais cessé d’admirer le vainqueur de Blenheim, ce personnage couvert de gloire (“most glorious"), victime d’un malheureux concours de circonstances [Atalantis Major (7)]. A propos de A Further Search into the Conduct of the Allies (1712), le problème se pose en des termes différents. Defoe y attaque Swift et son Conduct of the Allies23 dont les six éditions entre le 27 novembre 1711 et la fin janvier de la même année l’ont sans doute rendu jaloux. Il avait pourtant fait l’éloge du même écrit dans A Defence of the Allies (1711). La question peut être résolue si l’on adopte le point de vue de Furbank et d’Owens qui contestent l'attribution de ce dernier écrit à Defoe (“Defoe and the Dutch Alliance” 176-77)24 Il est vrai que A Defence semble en outre défendre une position inverse de celle contenue dans Reasons Why a Party among Us... Are Obstinately Bent against a Treaty of Peace (1711).

           Lorsque Anne annonce la signature du traité d’Utrecht au Parlement le 9 avril 1713, cela fait plus d’un an que Defoe écrit essentiellement au sujet des négociations et du danger jacobite que leur échec ferait courir au pays. Pas moins d’une vingtaine de libelles sont consacrés durant cette periode aux tractations proprement dites. Deux concernent plus particulièrement les dispositions commerciales du futur traité. An Essay on the Treaty of Commerce with France (mai 1713) et Considerations upon the 8th and 9th Articles of the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation (2 juin 1713).24 Il est difficile de se prononcer sur l’opinion personnelle de l’auteur. Sa gêne paraît perceptible quand il admet par exemple que les Anglais qui travaillent dans les manufactures de soie souffriront sans doute des dispositions du traité: “I do acknowledge it is a hard and melancholly Circumstance when any publick Transaction so clashes the parts of the Body, I mean the Body of the Nation, that one can hardly live without the Destruction of the other” (42). Mais, explique-t-il, la production lainière est tellement plus importante que toutes les autres et puis, que les soyeux se rassurent, même leur activité se trouvera bien du traité (42). Le Parlement ne devait tenir aucun compte de ses arguments et le traité de commerce et de navigation fut repoussé le 18 juin 1713.

           Ce qui est sûr en revanche c’est que, loin d’adopter l’attitude revancharde de la plupart de ses compatriotes, Defoe choisit de raisonner en fonction de la France, et ce notamment dans trois pamphlets anti-jacobites mais non anti-français parus la même année. Dans Reasons against the Succession of the House of Hanover (février 1713), l’imbrication étroite des questions de politique intérieure et extérieure est au centre du libelle. Si les maîtres écoutaient ce qui se dit en cuisine, voilà ce qu’ils entendraient : “High Church, No Dutch Kings, No Hanover,” et en face “No French Peace, No Pretender, No Popery” (506). And What If the Pretender Should Come ? affirme que l’Angleterre doit être le plus proche possible du souverain et du peuple français pour des raisons tant politiques que commerciales :

          
            Every one knows how vast an advantage we reaped by the French trade in former times, and how many hundred thousand pounds a year we gained by it, when the balance of trade between us and France ran so many millions of livres annually against the French by the vast exportation of our goods to them. (536)

          

           Les ambitions du roi de France ne doivent pourtant pas être sous-estimées, souligne-t-il dans An Answer to a Question That Nobody Thinks of What If the Queen Should Die? (avril 1713).25 Bien sûr, celui-ci a reconnu que la paix voulue par l’Angleterre lui a permis de sortir d’une guerre qui, si elle avait continué, aurait mené son pays à une “éclipse” (485) financière totale. Toutefois, le Prétendant, qui ne fera sans doute rien tant que la Reine est en vie, trouvera en lui un appui le moment venu (487).

           Ces quelque quarante pamphlets parus à l’occasion d’événements historiques précis partagent un certain nombre de caractéristiques, certaines qui leur sont propres, d'autres communes à tous les libelles de la même plume. La tendance politique, le ton, la démarche, la voix, les thèmes de ces écrits dessinent un tableau cohérent, sinon homogène. Ils sont, plus que les autres écrits concernant la religion et les mœurs, critiquables quant à la stabilité des opinions exprimées. Le Conduct of the Allies de Swift est tantôt un travail remarquable (A Further Search), tantôt un tract dont le style déshonore son auteur (A Defence of the Allies). Les Hollandais sont soit des alliés loyaux (A Defence of the Allies 6), soit des partenaires ne respectant pas leurs engagements (A Justification of the Dutch). Les idées whig paraissent bien souvent alterner avec les prises de position typiquement tory, faisant de Defoe l’écrivain du parti au pouvoir. Pourtant, outre les questions d’attribution qui, résolues, rétabliraient peut-être une harmonie, les constantes l’emportent de loin sur les variantes. L’admiration sans bornes pour Guillaume III, le respect vis-à-vis de Marlborough, l’anti-papisme systématique (“popish agents” [An Answer 492], “your bloody papists” [Reasons Why 508], le chauvinisme (“it was never heard that the French ever went about to make a Piece of Bays in this World, no, nor are they able to do it” [An Essay on the Treaty of Commerce 40]) reviennent sans cesse. Plus particulièrement tous les libelles de l’année 1712 préparent l’opinion à la perte de l’Espagne (Sutherland 25).26

           Le ton utilisé est extrêmement varié. Moins enthousiaste et moins hyperbolique que dans les écrits vantant les bienfaits du commerce, il peut aller du didactisme à l’ironie en passant par la modération ou l’exagération. Lorsque Defoe veut expliquer des décisions politiques complexes et souvent fluctuantes à ses contemporains, il choisit l’attitude moralisatrice du parent envers l’enfant (Reasons against the Succession 513), enfermant son lecteur dans ses propres contradictions “People ! People! If ye cannot resist the French king, ye must submit to a French pretender” (Reasons against 512). Comme l’illustre cette dernière affirmation, l’ironie n’est jamais bien loin. Dans le même pamphlet n’affirme-t-il pas : “The pretender will no doubt bring us good medicines, and cure us all of our hypochondriac vapours that now make us so giddy” (515) ? Cependant même ce parti pris est fluctuant. En conclusion Defoe affirme clairement en effet : “it is inconsistent with the constitution of this protestant kingdom to be governed by a popish prince” (526). La modération dont il fait presque toujours preuve n’a d’égale que sa délectation à noircir le trait lorsqu’il le faut. Il a alors des accents très swiftiens : “What if this popery, like the vomit made of poison, be the only physic that can cure you ? If this vomit make you spew out your filth, your tory filth, your idolatrous filth, your tyrannic filth, and restore you to your health, shall it not be good for you ?” (Reasons against 515-16).

           La démarche adoptée vise à faire oublier ces excès, à les banaliser. Elle est en effet presque toujours logique et vise à l’exhaustivité. Defoe a l’habitude de numéroter ses arguments. Dans An Essay on the Treaty of Commerce with France par exemple, il reprend le traité incriminé article par article (16-25). Dans An Answer to the Question, les articulations du raisonnement apparaissent très nettement : “From toleration in England, come we to the constitution of religious affairs in Scotland” (491), “From religious matters, come we next to consider civil interest” (493), "From this piece of civil right, come we to those things we call liberties” (495). Defoe cherche à être complet, à faire le tour du problème, en se servant notamment d’incursions fréquentes dans le passé. Celles-ci peuvent même constituer un titre comme dans The Felonious Treaty : Or, an Enquiry in the Reasons Which Moved His Late Majesty King William of Glorious Memory to Enter into a Treaty at Two Several Times, with the King of France, for the Partition of the Spanish Monarchy (1711). Ces rappels historiques sont bien sûr plus nombreux dans les tracts proprement politiques. A propos du traité dont il est question en 1713, Defoe rappelle ceux de Breda (1667), de Nimègue (1678) et de Ryswick (1697) (An Essay on the Treaty of Commerce 5-11).

           Cette méthode possède quelques autres aspects moins avouables, mais tout aussi efficaces. Elle est en effet également répétitive, imagée (quelquefois à outrance), réductrice, procède du raisonnement par l’absurde et enrôle le lecteur, souvent à son corps défendant. Les listes chères à Robinson ne sont pas absentes des libelles, souvent introduites de façon assez cavalière. Parlant des garanties offertes aux Anglais par leurs lois et par leur souverain, Defoe écrit par exemple : “In like manner for our properties, our estates, inheritance, lands, goods, lives, liberties, etc.” (An Answer 496). Il faut convaincre par accumulation. Les images sont essentiellement médicales et animales quand il s’agit de décrire l’esprit de faction, les prétentions du roi de France, la menace papiste. Elles font plutôt appel aux métaux précieux ou au grand large lorsque c’est de paix civile et internationale ou de commerce qu’il est question. L’irrationnel fait ainsi son entrée dans ce monde en apparence si ordonné. De même, les affirmations à l’emporte-pièce dont Defoe n’est pas avare visent à susciter une réaction plus émotionnelle qu’intellectuelle. Dans The Ballance of Europe par exemple, il affirme: “If any Man enquired what we fought for in this War, the Answer was short, we fought for Spain” (4). Ce dispositif est complété par celui qui consiste à prendre le lecteur à partie, parfois violemment (Reasons against the Succession 506).

           La dérobade de l’auteur n’est en effet pas moins indéniable dans ses pamphlets que dans ses œuvres de fiction. Les titres, très travaillés, trahissent le soin mis à instituer une distance entre son lecteur et lui-même, ou plutôt entre l’image que ce dernier s’en fait et celle que ce pamphlet en particulier va modeler. Reasons against a War with France et Armaggedon : Or the Necessity of Carrying on the War en sont les meilleurs exemples. Chacun veut dire l’inverse de ce que son titre indique. La publication anonyme est un autre élément de la voix. Elle permet de maintenir l’ambiguïté du locuteur choisi. Sutherland remarque que, de celui des Reasons against, il est difficile de dire s’il est satiriste, jacobite ou simple observateur (60).

           L'incohérence ne préside pourtant pas au traitement des thèmes de la guerre, de la paix et du commerce, malgré tous ces détours d’écriture. L’une des illustrations principales en est l’utilisation de vocabulaire financier pour parler de la guerre (Reasons Why 5) et du lexique guerrier pour débattre du commerce (The Trade with France 6). Les relations étroites entretenues par ces trois activités sont magistralement exprimées dans un pamphlet extérieur à la période retenue, mais cristallisant parfaitement leur imbrication. The Advantages of Peace and Commerce, publié en 1729,27 part d’un postulat simple: “Peace and Trade have so far got the Start of War and the S word, that the Trading Nations of the World are now become infinitely superior in Wealth and Power, to those who might properly be call’d the Fighting Nations” (3). Bien sûr la paix et le commerce font bon ménage : “Peace is certainly the Right Hand of Trade ; it is its Support and Defence” (20), de même que la ruine économique est la compagne de la guerre. Ces idées qui soustendaient la plupart des pamphlets de la période considérée sont toujours valables, mais doivent être remises en perspective. En effet la paix et le commerce ne sont pas des fins mais des moyens : “But generally speaking, the longest Purse, not the longest Sword, gets the Day in the End; and as nothing can furnish Money like Commerce, so the Trading Countries have manifestly the Advantage in a War” (23). Ce qui fait la force des nations commerçantes est aussi pourtant leur talon d’Achille : “And tho our Trade, being the greatest without Dispute in the World is therefore best able to support us in a War; yet our Trade too would suffer most by a War, even for this very Reason, because it is the greatest” (24). Commercer est donc pour un pays une question non seulement de survie, mais aussi de puissance. Si les temps de paix y sont plus favorables que les temps de guerre, l’éventualité d’un engagement militaire ne doit pourtant pas faire peur à une contrée de négociants qui savent, quand il le faut devenir, des belligérants. Même si la vie militaire possède un attrait indiscutable, les vraies batailles à mener sont celles qui se livrent contre les puissances économiques rivales. Tel est le message ultime des pamphlets considérés.

          ***
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           Editor’s Note. In addition to Heinz-Joachim Müllenbrock’s The Culture of Contention: A Rhetorical Analysis of the Public Controversy about the Ending of the War of the Spanish Succession, 1710-1713 (1997) mentioned at the end of the Preface, see Jeffrey Hopes, “La Poésie de guerre au XVIIIe siècle,” BSEAA 44 (1997): 37-59.

           The War of the Spanish Succession, in which the English and the Dutch were allied in a long struggle to prevent a union of the French and Spanish monarchies, began in 1702, was protracted through a series of military campaigns conducted mainly on the Iberian Peninsula and in the Low Countries, and finally came to an end with the signing of the Peace of Utrechl in April 1713. During the early years of the war British public opinion was solidly behind the war effort and featured the bullish, confident, chauvinistic zeal for which the next century found the term jingoism. The hugely successful general, John Churchill, made Duke of Marlborough, was a national hero. As the war dragged on however, with Churchill’s victories never seeming to bring a conclusion any the nearer, opinion started to divide. In broad terms, the Whigs supported the war and wanted it prosecuted until Spain was taken securely out of the reach of Louis XIV and the French were conclusively defeated; the Tories wanted to make the best of advantages gained and to come to a negotiated peace. There had been one or two false starts at peace negotiations early in the war, but from 1710 to 1713 the question of ending the war became the nation’s most pressing political issue and the occasion of ferocious controversy at all levels, from the Queen and her ministers to citizens throughout the realm who had experienced the war through recruitment, impressment and taxation.

           The controversy over the peace-making was articulated in a mass of writing — songs, ballads, animal fables, serious discourses in verse, parodies, panegyrics, prose narratives in the form of romances or imaginary voyages or oriental tales, and, on the stage and in print, tragedies, comedies, and theatrical interludes and entertainments. I have counted over one hundred and twenty-five notable separately printed poems bearing on the peace-making, and this does not include poems simply expressing party-political venom or ones which just rework common themes. Likewise, there are some thirty-five Works which exploit the resources of prose fiction in some way or another in order to illuminate peace issues. It is harder to quantify the influence of the peace controversy on the stage as peace issues are deeply embedded in the ideological structure of most tragedies presented in the peace-making years rather than made explicit, and as comedies often contain incidental characters — rascally soldiers or lecherous French prisoners, for instance — who reflect public experience, but stage comedy seldom deals very directly with controversial issues. There is for example a young army officer in Charles Shadwell’s The Humours of the Army (1713) who is worried about his employment prospects if there is a peace and who declares he will “pray for another War,”1 but this remark forms no part of any wider discussion in the play.

           In these turbulent years, writing was a primary arena of public life and not simply a mirror of it. In January 1711/12 Swift wrote to his friend Stella in Ireland about a poem, probably a verse fable attacking Marlborough for profiteering in the war, that he and others including Robert Harley the Prime Minister, or Lord Treasurer as he was then styled, had devised between them. Swift often dined with the Prime Minister and with the Secretary of State Bolingbroke. He tells Stella,

          
            I was in the city to-day, and dined with my printer, and gave him a ballad made by several hands, I know not whom. I believe lord treasurer had a finger in it; I added three stanzas; I suppose Dr Arbuthnot had the greatest share.2

          

           The poem itself is a lively verse fable that works by discovering in the discourse of the kitchen an imagery and a language for the public story of the times. Called A Fable of the Widow and Her Cat (1711), it presents Queen Anne as a Widow who keeps a favourite Cat, the general Marlborough. The Cat riots in her kitchen with his friend the Fox, the Whig statesman Godolphin. Eventually the Widow can tolerate the Cat’s behaviour no longer and decides to have him “worry’d” by Towzer the dog, or Parliament. The Cat starts to defend himself, but the Widow stops him and reasonably and fairly explains why she will have him dismissed and punished:

          
            I am a Cat of Honour. — Stay,
Quo’ she, no longer parly;
Whate’er you did in Battle slay,
By Law of Arms became your Prey,
I hope you won it fairly.

          

          
            Of this we’ll grant you stand acquit,
But not of your Outrages;
Tell, Perfidious! was it fit
To make my Cream a Perquisite,
And steal to mend your Wages?

          

          
            So flagrant is thy insolence.
So vile thy Breach of Trust is,
That longer with Thee to dispence,
Were want of Power, or of Sense:
Here Towzer! — Do him Justice.

          

           Marlborough was stripped of all his offices in December 1711. This dismissal had been made possible by a change in the political climate in large measure due to Swift’s enormously influential pamphlet The Conduct of the Allies of November 1711.

           The extreme eagerness of the population to find articulation of their pressing public anxieties is interestingly witnessed in the case of a dog which, unlike Towzer, did not bark. When plays were printed after their production on the stage they almost always bore an extremely flattering dedication to some patron, usually chosen more for the depth of his or her pocket than for literary discrimination. Joseph Addison’s fine tragic drama Cato appeared in April 1713, the month in which the Treaty of Utrecht was concluded. The play is generally Whiggish in sentiment, but it very clearly repudiates both foolish improductive warmongering on the one hand and a cowardly capitulation to tyranny on the other. Addison was extremely anxious that the play should not be taken as a party play and adopted by one side or the other, and although it was suggested to him that the Queen herself would appreciate a dedication, he published it without one, that there should be no handle for either Whig or Tory to take hold of the play by.3 In fact this discreet silence did little good. The success of the play was such that a group of Tories came along en masse to a performance and collected a purse of fifty guineas to present to the actor, Booth, who had played Cato. The managers of the theatre were disturbed by this apparent purchase of the play by one party, and so they immediately presented Booth with a similar sum of money to counteract it.4 Cato had an unusually long run in the theatre that season and earned a great deal of money. Addison had attained a discourse of such sustained nobility that neither party wished to expose themselves by taking exception to it. Addison in fact carried his high-minded disinterest to a level unparalleled in the history of the English drama: he took no share of the profits for himself.

           Addison’s silence, his refusal to print a dedication with his play, was of course a kind of statement in itself: it asserted what was often insincerely alleged by writers who were flagrantly parti pris, that there was a kind of authorship that was above the rage of party. Addison’s hauteur had its match in the form, heroic tragedy, of Cato, and in this respect it is comparatively unusual, although there is a number of peace poems written from a distinctive party viewpoint in the elevated panegyric style. It is more usual for writers to appropriate a more vulgar form for the purposes of propaganda, and I will turn to one such case now.

           John Arbuthnot’s Law Is a Bottomless Pit was published on 6 March 1712 and became the first part of a series of prose narratives known collectively as The History of John Bull (1712). The first thing to be said about Law Is a Bottomless Pit is that when it first appeared it was a very scruffy little publication. It came out as a small unbound duodecimo pamphlet of twenty-four pages and it sold for what was even in 1712 a modest three pence. There is nothing about it that makes a claim for the high ground in the way that Cato did. In fact it is dressed in the rudest garb of Grub Street. This might seem strange as Arbuthnot was comparatively eminent in society. He was physician to the Queen, and a distinguished medical theorist. He was a friend of Swift, Pope and Gay, and so a member of the literary/political circle that included Lord Treasurer Harley and Secretary of State St. John, made Viscount Bolingbroke in the same year that the pamphlet was published. Given this starry provenance, we have to see the author as deliberately choosing to cast Law Is a Bottomless Pit as a cultural product of a lowish kind. The title-page reads:

          
            Law is a Bottomless Pit, Exemplify’d in the Case of The Lord Strutt, John Bull, Nicholas Frog, and Lewis Baboon. Who spent all they had in a Law-Suit. Printed from a Manuscript found in the Cabinet of the Famous Sir Humphrey Polesworth. London: Printed for John Morphew, near Stationer’s Hall, 1712. Price 3d.

          

           I do not think that one can conceive of a reader simple-minded enough to believe that this is a factual account of an actual law-suit. If he had wit enough to read, he would also know that Strutt, Bull, Frog and Baboon are not for the most part common English surnames. From the very beginning then, we have a text that is playing with the conventions to which it ostensibly belongs. In the narrative Lord Strutt (Charles II of Spain) has died and the right to his estate (Spain) is disputed in a ruinously expensive law-suit (the War of the Spanish Succession) between on the one side John Bull (England) and Nicholas Frog (the Dutch), and on the other Lewis Baboon (Louis XIV — Bourbon king of France). The title-page will have told the reader that what is offered is clearly an animal fable, and it will have told him more. Collections of fables had long been popular, but their popularity had been given added impetus by lhe publication of Sir Roger L’Estrange’s Fables of Aesop in the 1690s.5 L’Estrange’s fables had carried a very distinctive high-Tory emphasis; subsequent fables and collections of fables had often been used, like The Fable of the Widow and Her Cat, to articulate political themes, and they had all been on the Tory side. Thus the title-page of Arbuthnot’s pamphlet not only alerts the reader to the fact that he is going to read a political fable but also suggests to him the kind of attitudes he is likely to find encoded in it. The title-page is in fact a text of very considerable sophistication, but I will notice just one further small point about it: the fact that the name of the publisher and the place of publication are given indicates to the reader that the ensuing work has some legitimacy. More subversive publications often appeared under a spurious imprint — “Olreeky” for instance, or “Amsterdam” to suggest that the work emanated from the Dutch-loving Whigs — with the design of frustrating pursuit and prosecution of the printer, bookseller and author responsible. So Arbuthnot’s pamphlet presents itself as a legitimate contender in an open disputation on affairs of state.

           The central strategy of Law Is a Bottomless Pit is to translate public business into the language of the domestic hearth and the counting-house, thus bringing the force of familiar experience and common sense to bear on apparently arcane national and international issues. In the narrative the story is revealed of John Bull’s two marriages. He is is a cloth merchant and his first marriage is to a scheming and unfaithful wife, representing the warmongering Whig ministry; she is having an affair with the fraudulent lawyer, Humphrey Hocus (the Duke of Marlborough), and she continually urges John Bull to press on with the disastrous law-suit and even to take up the law himself. By contrast, John Bull’s true and faithful second wife, the peace-making Tory ministry, urges him to abandon the law and to look after his business. England should give up the war, make peace, and promote its trading interests. The commercial clauses of the Utrecht treaty took a long time to negotiate but they brought Britain lasting economic benefits.

           The skill of the pamphlet does not really lie in this simple allegorical schema, but in its development through the resources of a robust fictional narrative. Among these is the generation of plausible characters to carry the story, and this will serve to illustrate something of Arbuthnot’s inventive brilliance. For example, when he draws the character of John Bull the reader is not just being offered a comic character: he is being presented with the political temperament of his own nation:

          
            For the better understanding of the following History, the Reader ought to know, That Bull, in the main, was an honest plain-dealing Fellow, Cholerick, Bold, and of a very unconstant Temper, he dreaded not Olde Lewis either at Back-Sword, single Falcion, or Cudgel-play; but then he was very apt to quarrel with his best Friends, especially if they pretended to govern him: If you flatter’d him, you might lead him, like a Child. (10)

          

           This is in truth quite a delicately nuanced account of the British public temper in the period, and it reflects the discourse of the time not simply in its patriotic celebration of the physical robustness and courage of the British people (however much the motives and strategies of the Whigs and Marlborough might be called into question, there was no forum of public discussion in which the martial prowess of the British armies could be doubted), but also in its exasperation with the volatility and unreliability of the British electorate (“very apt to quarrel with [their] best Friends”), and in its sense of frustration that there was something lodged in the national make-up that always made the British work against their own best interests.

           The peace-making Tories saw Britain’s allies, the Dutch, as untrustworthy, avaricious, puritanical, self-serving, keen to prolong the war. If Britain were to make peace with Louis, the Dutch had to be discredited. Arbuthnot’s account of Nicholas Frog, who represents them, is therefore rougher and cast in a lower stylistic register than his treatment of John Bull:

          
            Nic. Frog was a cunning sly Whoreson, quite the reverse of John in many Particulars; Covetous, Frugal; minded domestick Affairs; would pine his Belly to save his Pocket, never lost a Farthing by careless Servants, or bad Debtors: He did not care much for any sort of Diversions, except Tricks of High German Artists, and Leger de main; no Man exceeded Nic. in these, yet it must be own’d, That Nie. was a fair Dealer, and in that way had acquir’d immense Riches. (10)

          

           This is mostly fairly brutal stuff: there is outright insult, and also the high-Tory disdain for the careful, penny-pinching and joyless ways of the puritan temperament. Even not losing money by careless servants seems less a piece of sensible management than a preoccupation with petty material detail. The rough narrative voice thus has religious, ideological and social modulations. But the last point, that Nic. had prospered hugely by trade was a subtler one. John Bull had been pouring money into the war for years and had gained nothing. If he were to take a leaf out of the Dutch book, he could be as rich as he had shown himself to be bold.

           The aim of ail propaganda is to locate the discourse of public affairs in an arena where disagreement is impossible or perverse. Arbuthnot’s story uses narrative to situate the peace-making issues in the home and the small business. It does not reach out for the grand language of patriotism, of church and State, of resistance to tyranny. It finds its arguments in the world men knew. If you cannot see what John Bull ought to do then you are either irredeemably foolish or, like the Whigs and Marlborough, you have a sinister and selfish hidden agenda.

           The lucid simplification at the heart of Arbuthnot’s strategy is also the key to the most influential political pamphlet of the peace-making years, Swift’s The Conduct of the Allies. I am not concerned here with the detail of this pamphlet, which is a clear and careful deconstruction of all the reasons which had been advanced for initiating and prosecuting the war, and an exposé of how the interests of Britain’s Dutch allies had been served at a terrible cost to Britain’s own interests. It is the style and tone that Swift deploys which interest me now. These are determined in the opening sentences:

          
            THE motives that may engage a wise Prince or State in a War, I take to be one or more of these: Either to check the overgrown Power of some ambitious Neighbour; to recover what hath been unjustly taken from Them; to revenge some Injury They have received; (which all Political Casuists allow); to assist some Ally in a just Quarrel; or lastly to defend Themselves when They are invaded. In all these Cases, the Writers upon Politicks admit a War to be justly undertaken.6

          

           Swift here attains simplicity through clarity of expression and idea. The reader is to be compelled into assent by the force of lucidity. Swift’s writing is normally quite straightforward, but here he attains a transparency and directness unusual even for him. I believe that this was a way of writing about public affairs which he learned in part from his experience as a young man when he worked as a secretary under the patronage and direction of Sir William Temple at Moor Park. The character of Temple’s habits of thought and exposition can be illustrated in a brief extract from his An Essay upon the Original and Nature of Government (1680), where he talks about what makes one people want to exercise military domination over another:

          
            … the Original of Subjection was, I suppose, when one Nation warring against another (for Things necessary to Life, or for Women, or for Extent of Land) overcame their Enemies; if they only won a Battle, and put their Enemies to Flight, those they took Prisoners became their Slaves, and continued so in their Generations, unless infranchised by their Masters.7

          

           What makes Swift’s use of this simplistic style of Temple’s discourse for The Conduct of Allies interesting is that he revisits it in his later work and parodies it cruelly.

           In Part IV of Gulliver’s Travels Gulliver’s Houyhnhnm master asks him to explain “what were the usual Causes or Motives that made one Country go to War with another.” Gulliver replies that the causes are “innumerable,” and he mentions the particular virulence of wars waged over “Differences of Opinion.”8 He then offers what we recognize as a bitterly sardonic account of the origins of wars in Europe. The paragraph comprising it begins,

          
            SOMETIMES the Quarrel between the two Princes is to decide which of them shall dispossess a Third of his Dominions, where neither of them pretend to any Right. Sometimes one Prince quarrelleth with another, for fear the other should quarrel with him. Sometimes a War is entered upon, because the Enemy is too strong, and sometimes because he is too weak. Sometimes our Neighbours want the Things which we have, or have the Things which we want; and we both fight, till they take ours or give us theirs. It is a very justifiable Cause of War to invade a Country after the People have been wasted by Famine…. (246)

          

           In its early part in particular this passage mocks by the travesty of simplification the doctrine of the balance of power which forms the basis of much eighteenth-century diplomacy and which in particular lay at the core of the War of the Spanish Succession. It also mocks by parody the naive style of Sir William Temple’s rudimentary philosophical bricolage. It was a style which Swift had learnt to despise during his years of dependence on Temple at Moor Park, and that the experience there irked him until late in life, into and beyond the period of Gulliver’s Travels, is seen for example in his refusal even to mention Temple’s name in the brief biography of Stella which he wrote following her death in 1728.9 But in mocking Temple Swift is of course simultaneously mocking the style which he had himself exploited for The Conduct of the Allies in the peace-making years.

           Between the opening sentences of the pamphlet and the passage in Gulliver’s Travels there are similarities of substance: “to check the overgrown Power of some Neighbour” — “Sometimes… the Enemy is too strong.” The passages are also alike in their flatfooted deliberateness and simplicity of manner. The significant difference between the two passages is a difference of mode: The Conduct of the Allies is not satirical; the passage from Gulliver’s Travels is entirely so. This is signalled principally by the context in Gulliver, but also by changes towards a coarse reductiveness and directness which enforces the sardonic tone: the assertion that a “wise Prince or State” may “justly” undertake a war “to recover what hath been unjustly taken” is brutalized into “Sometimes our Neighbours want the Things which we have, or have the Things which we want; and we both fight.. Motive is taken out of the realm of statesmanship and justice and located in Personal greed; the “wise Prince or State” has been personalized into “we,” and the abstractness of “what hath been unjustly taken” is supplanted by the dismissive “Things.”

           Between the signing of the Treaty in 1713 and 1726, when Gulliver’s Travels was published, Swift was effectively in exile in Ireland — removed from the world of power, out of sympathy with the new Whiggish world of Walpole and the other Whig grandees, robbed of hope and disappointed of ambition. He brooded on the years when he had been close to the centre of power and reflected on how he had seen it work at such close quarters. He had been disappointed and betrayed. All his heroic endeavours on behalf of Harley and the peace-making Tories had gone wholly unrewarded, and he had been shocked to discover that his social and intellectual friend the Secretary of State Bolingbroke had not simply been promoting a peace, but had been secretly and treacherously conducting negotiations with the exiled Stuart court at St. Germain. Swift’s disillusion emerges again and again in Gulliver’s Travels in its presentation of corrupt, vain and perfidious rulers. But it is also pitilessly there in his parody of his own earlier voice in The Conduct of the Allies. Swift is now revolted by his earlier self, not because he thought that he had been wrong in terms of policy — Swift was a constant opponent of war, but because in the peace-making years he had taken over uncritically and at face-value the criteria of a political world for which he has now only the strongest distaste. And what is more, and worse, he above all others had given that world a voice, the simple, naive, emphatic amateurishness of Sir William Temple. Swift now knows that voice not to have been the discourse of pure reason, truth distilled into its conceptual and stylistic essence, but the voice of the ingénu, the dupe, the spaniel of exploitative, devious, ruthless and powerful statesmen.

           The publication of The Conduct of the Allies was in fact manipulated so that it would become a political event in itself. Swift was working on it throughout the autumn of 1711. On October 30 Swift declares in the Journal to Stella:

          
            … the ministers reckon it will do abundance of good, and open the eyes of the nation, who are half bewitched against a Peace. Few of this generation can remember anything but war and taxes, and they think it is as it should be; whereas’ tis certain we are the most undone people in Europe, as I am afraid I shall make appear beyond all contradiction.

          

           The Conduct was designed to be published to coincide with the meeting of the new Parliament, when an important vote would be taken in which the Whigs would oppose the idea of any “Peace without Spain.” Parliament’s meeting was delayed, and so was publication as a result. Swift was getting tired of it, as he was repeatedly called on by the Secretary of State and the government agent, the poet Matthew Prior, to incorporate amendments. It was eventually published as the parliamentary session began on November 27. A second edition was called for within two days, with Lord Treasurer Harley requiring a couple of alterations. This sold out immediately and a third editon was printed and half sold out. Swift saw Harley again, and Harley made more suggestions for the fourth edition. By the end of January 1712 six editions, amounting to the amazing total of eleven thousand copies — more than ten times as many as the hardback of a modem novel can be expected to sell, had been sold out. And by this time, of course, the Tory ministry was totally dominant. The Whigs were trounced, and their great champion the Duke of Marlborough disgraced and dismissed front all his offices. The active and dynamic collaboration between the world of letters and the world of affairs had resulted in a spectacular political coup.

           It was not simply the case that the political parties exploited the resources of literary composition for their own ends over the peace. Public affairs also provided topics and a show-case for writers who wished to display their talents. This is particularly true of the verse which was produced to celebrate the Peace and to compliment those who made it. What this verse could do with its elevated style, formal diction, noble sentiments and stately manner, was to lend public affairs a voice that gave them dignity, lifted them out of the raucous hullabaloo of party conflict. Something of its character can be gauged in a typical example, Bevil Higgons’s A Poem on the Glorious Peace [1713]. Higgons (1670-1735) first gives an account of the moves which led to the European peace. Under the Whigs — “A Potent Faction, turbulent and bold” (3) — England had been oppressed with numerous wrongs:

          
            Her Treasures spent, her Blood like Water spilt,
While both so ill employ’d increas’d the Guilt;
A long Decay her perish’d Vitals feel,
And balmy PEACE her wounds cou’d only heal. (2)

          

           But help was at hand in the shape of the Lord Treasurer:

          
            This HARLEY saw, and touch’d with gen’rous Grief,
Flew to his Country’s, and his QUEEN’s Relief. (3)

          

           But he cannot end the war alone. So God helps— “Almighty Power felt pity move his Breast” — and sends the Archangel Raphael down to earth; Raphael disguises himself as the Secretary of State Bolingbroke, and in this guise goes to Versailles to confront Louis XIV. Louis is in poor shape, a magnificent structure in ruins:

          
            Here in his Losses great the Monarch lay,
Like some vast Pile Majestick in Decay. (6)

          

           With the words “Attend, O Bourbon, and receive thy Doom” the archangel Bolingbroke lays down the conditions of peace on the lines of the Utrecht settlement. Louis submits:

          
            … The Monarch bow’d his awful Head,
Himself collected, and submissive said,
Let this be done; Thy QUEEN has triumph’d more
Now by her Goodness, than her Arms before:
Expecting Nations her Decision wait,
Let her Decrees be mine, and Europe’s Fate. (7)

          

           This is not good poetry, and it is terrible history, but it represents a genuine attempt to find a style that will rehabilitate the Peace from the deceptions and compromises that really produced it. The discourse reinvents the Peace as more than a diplomatic success; it becomes the beginning of a new order that will prosper under the guidance of reason and religion.

           The fullest poetic articulation of the deep significance of the Peace is offered by Pope in the poem which he eventually published in March 1713, the month before the formal completion of the Peace at Utrecht, Windsor-Forest. This poem celebrates Queen Anne as a universal peacemaker and arbitress of Europe:

          
            At length great ANNA said — Let Discord cease!
She said, the World obey’d, and all was Peace! (327-28)

          

           It does not rehearse the immediate story of the war and the peace as Bevil Higgons’s poem does, but opts instead for situating the Peace in a broader context of British history. Taking the royal forest at Windsor, and the River Thames which flows past it, as its controlling images it makes the Peace come as the blessed conclusion of the long series of tyrannical abuses and military conflicts which have marked British history from the time of the Norman conquest onward. This deeper context has of course the effect of lifting the Peace still higher above the ruck of party conflict and lending it a more profound significance. The Peace ends not merely a war but an era. The last section of the poem, which is 434 Unes long, is occupied with a rhapsody spoken by Old Father Thames himself in which he looks forward to a future in which the benefits of peace will flow out from Britain to embrace the whole of the world and in which all nations, from both the new and the old worlds, will be United in liberty and bound together by peaceful and prosperous reciprocal trading relationships instead of the fervent and destructive intimacies of war. This rhapsodic vision draws to its close like this:

          
            The Time shall come, when free as Seas or Wind
Unbounded Thames shall flow for all Mankind,
Whole Nations enter with each swelling Tyde,
And Seas but join the Regions they divide;
Earth’s distant Ends our Glory shall behold,
And the new World launch forth to seek the Old.
Then Ships of uncouth Form shall stem the Tyde,
And Feather’d People crowd my wealthy Side,
And naked Youths and painted Chiefs admire
Our Speech, our Colour, and our strange Attire!
Oh stretch thy Reign, fair Peace! from Shore to Shore,
Till Conquest cease, and Slav’ry be no more:
Till the freed Indians in their native Graves
Reap their own Fruits, and woo their sable Loves,
Peru once more a Race of Kings behold,
And other Mexico’s, be roof d with Gold.
Exil’d by Thee from Earth to deepest Hell,
In Brazen Bonds shall barb’rous Discord dwell:
Gigantick Pride, pale Terror, gloomy Care,
And mad Ambition, shall attend her there.
There purple Vengeance bath’d in Gore retires,
Her Weapons blunted, and extinct her Fires:
There hateful Envy her own Snakes shall feel,
And Persecution mourn her broken Wheel:
There Faction roar, Rebellion bite her Chain,
And gasping Furies thirst for Blood in vain. (397-422)

          

           Beneath the extravagance of this is a vision of a world united in a single society of reciprocal relationships, equal in freedom, and living in a climate not simply free of external conflict but also psychologically purged — all the destructive emotions and impulses that lead to war, such as Pride, Ambition and Envy, have been exiled to hell.

           It is not however in the fulsome sonority of this passage that I think Pope best exploits the resources of poetry to explore the issues that were agitating the nation as Europe inched its way towards peace.

           Windsor-Forest actually began as a landscape poem about the Forest and Pope had started writing it sometime in the middle years of the war. I have argued elsewhere that he actually did a rather deft scissors-and-paste job in turning it into a complimentary poem on the Peace,10 but even in passages which are ostensibly about the Forest itself the poetry reflects with great subtlety the mood of the nation, as complacent patriotic celebration of British victories was yielding to an anxiety about the questionable benefits of Marlborough’s long prosecution of the war.

           Pope argues that under previous monarchs, under the Norman kings especially, the Forest had been a site of cruelty and tyranny. Now, he says, under the benevolent rule of Anne, it is dedicated to the harmless pastime of hunting — the Queen was in fact a great lover of hunting, huge and immobile though she was. (She followed the hunt in a strong carriage, drawn by what must have been seriously muscular horses). Pope first describes how young men go out into the fields to capture partridges in nets, and compares this with the besieging and capture of towns by English armies in the war:

          
            When milder Autumn Summer’s Heat succeeds.
And in the new-shorn Field the Partridge feeds,
Before his Lord the ready Spaniel bounds.
Panting with Hope, he tries the furrow’d Grounds,
But when the tainted Gales the Game betray,
Couch’d close he lyes, and maditates the Prey;
Secure they trust th’unfaithful Field, beset,
Till hov’ring o’er ‘em sweeps the swelling Net.
Thus (if small Things we may with great compare)
When Albion sends her eager Sons to War,
Some thoughtless Town, with Ease and Plenty blest,
Near, and more near, the closing Lines invest;
Sudden they seize th’amaz’d, defencetess Prize,
And high in Air Britannia's Standard flies. (97-110)

          

           These lines have been traditonally interpreted as celebrating the innocuous delights of sport, combining this with an elegant compliment to the victorious British armies. They do this, but the poetic language works at another level as well. The partridge are exposed and vulnerable in the “new-shorn Fields”; they are captured while they feed; the “ready Spaniel,” a dog whose misfortune it is to have been always associated with fawning subservience, is lying hidden in wait for them, panting with hopeful excitement. The unwary partridge feel “Secure,” and they “trust” the field; but the field is “unfaithful,” and their scent on the “tainted" wind will “betray” them. They have no escape when “hov’ring o’er ‘em sweeps the swelling Net.” One cannot help feeling that the partridge are unwary innocents taken by superior strength and guile. It is not a very equal or honourable contest, but it is compared to an activity habitually seen as “great.” Albion’s “eager Sons” lay siege to a “thoughtless” — unsuspecting — town “bless’d” with “Ease and Plenty.” They move up on it stealthily, “Near, and more near” and then suddenly capture it when it is off its guard, “amaz’d, defenceless.” Britannia’s flag now flies over what sounds like a very soft target. Marlborough's glory seems easily attained. That Marlborough is in Pope’s mind is confirmed in the lines as they were originally printed in 1713. (I have been quoting the final version of the poem.) There, we read:

          
            When Albion sends her eager Sons to War,
Pleas’d, in the Gen’ral’s Sight the Host lye down
Sudden, before some unsuspecting Town….

          

           The passage which follows also reflects on military glory. It describes the shooting of a pheasant. This time it is the pheasant, with his bright purple and scarlet (imperial and military) colours, his shining plumes and his golden breastplate, who represents vainglorious soldiery. He rises from the ground in exultant triumph, as Marlborough had done, but is suddenly brought down by a gunshot. Marlborough was notoriously vainglorious and extravagant. The magnificent Blenheim Palace near Oxford, given to him by the government as a reward for his famous victories, was a huge and increasingly resented drain on the national finances, and his sudden downfall was partly precipitated by an extraordinary request he had made in 1711 to be made Captain-General of Her Majesty's forces for life. This is the story of the pheasant gloriosus:

          
            See! from the Brake the whirring Pheasant springs,
And mounts exulting on triumphant Wings;
Short is his Joy! he feels the fiery Wound,
Flutters in Blood, and panting beats the Ground.
Ah! what avait his glossie, varying Dyes,
His Purple Crest, and Scarlet-circled Eyes,
The vivid Green his shining Plumes unfold;
His painted Wings, and Breast that flames with Gold 7(111-18)

          

           The last hunting section of the poem is preceded by a brief mention of hunting hares with dogs. Pope comments parenthetically,

          
            (Beasts, urg’d by us, their Fellow Beasts pursue,
And learn of Man each other to undo.) (123-24)

          

           There immediately follows a winter scene describing wild-fowling. Here there are no encoded references to the war or to Marlborough. They are not needed. By this stage in the poem our sensibilities have been sufficiently alerted, and the image of “th’unweary’d Fowler” with his “slaught’ring Guns” tirelessly roving the silent peaceful Forest and bringing death to the small wildfowl that get in the way of the Jove-like “Thunder” of his weapons speaks for itself. Pope’s commentary is articulated entirely through the attitudes and the pathos of his poetry:

          
            With slaught’ring Guns th’unweary’d Fowler roves,
When Frosts have whiten’d all the naked Groves;
Where Doves in Flocks the leafless Trees o’ershade,
And lonely Woodcocks haunt the wat’ry Glade.
He lifts the Tube, and levels with his Eye;
Strait a short Thunder breaks the frozen Sky.
Oft, as in Airy Rings they skim the Heath,
The clam’rous Lapwings feel the Leaden Death:
Oft as the mounting Larks their Notes prepare,
They fall, and leave their little Lives in Air. (125-34)

          

           The sensibilities revealed in this passage would not have been very appropriate to a poem celebrating Queen Anne’s Forest as a place of harmless recreation, but as part of a poem celebrating the Peace which had brought to an end many years of widespread and wasteful destruction they are moving and articulate in a context far wider than their immediate subject.

           The peace-making years in England were animated with ferocious controversy. The story of the war and the peace reached into the lives of every citizen. The debate about the peace extended all the way from the Queen and her ministers to the scruffy boys who sold badly printed half-sheet ballads and songs in the muddy streets of London, and it found its many voices in an urgent and responsive literature of the Street, the stage, the club and the drawing-room. At its lowest level that literature traded in vituperation and insult; it was often sharpened into a witty and biting irony; at its most sublime it could reach deep into the feelings by finding in the image of the little larks whose song is snatched from them by the leaden shot just as they start to sing a symbol for all the innocent lives left in air by Europe’s terrible decades of unproductive war.
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           I will begin my discussion of war, peace and sexual politics in Alexander Pope’s Windsor-Forest (1713) by quoting a piece of doggerel poetry from an entirely different source. The German eighteenth-century commentary on Renaissance iconographer Cesare Ripa’s representation of Rapine reads:

          
            The Sabine’s rape, one must concede,
With the Romans peace did breed. (69)

          

           This is roughly translated from the German, but the essential point is retained, and it is a shocking one: that rape causes peace. Violence against women can bring peace for men.

           The Sabine women were supposed to have been abducted by the Romans at a spectacle to which all the Sabine people had been invited. After taking up arms against the Romans to avenge this mass rape, the men rather surprisingly made peace and migrated to Rome, where they settled with their new allies. This episode seems to end up being more to do with male bonding and peace, than the fierce and vengeful war that one would expect.

           What has this got to do with an eighteenth-century poem written to celebrate the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713? The simple answer is that both connect the themes of war, peace and rape through the classical heritage. Alexander Pope’s poem Windsor-Forest is probably the most important poetic meditation on the issues of war and peace in the first half of the eighteenth century by the most important British poet. The full version of Windsor-Forest was published a month before the completion of the peace of Utrecht, celebrating the great benefits that this Tory peace would bring to the British economy. Trade agreements such as the Asiento meant that Britain had a monopoly of slave routes in the West Indies and parts of the New World, thus enabling the vast profits on which the industrial revolution was to be based. The Peace of Utrecht ended the dispute with France and the Wars of the Spanish Succession.1

           Hence Pope represented peace as a glorious Tory achievement heralding a new golden age under Queen Anne, and war as a barbaric and unprofitable spectacle, caused by the previous mismanagement of the Whigs, a greedy and unbalanced lot whose vulture-like pickings from the war included the Duke of Marlborough’s hideously ostentations Blenheim Palace near Oxford. This is the political background to war and peace in the poem, but it does not explain the entanglement of gender, war and peace with which I began this discussion and which permeates Pope’s poem. Indeed I intend to tackle some aspects of the poem that many eminent and skilled critics have either been puzzled by, or purely ignored.

           My overall argument is that Pope relates war to transgressive femininity, and that peace is related to masculinity, even if a woman is chosen to be the symbol of peace. The first half of my paper deals with the ostensible contrast of Queen Anne with the allegorical figure of the goddess Discord — that is, a woman represented as being firmly under the control of patriarchy (embodied in the person of old Father Thames), opposing a grotesque and warring female figure. The second half explains the enigmatic Lodona episode, variously called “a puerile Ovidian excrescence” and a “piece of literary bric-a-brac.”2 The beneficial “rape” of the nymph Lodona (who represents transgressive and warlike femininity) forces her back under patriarchal control, bringing peace to the nation and profit to the men. As one reviewer put it, the poem gave the men a feeling of “manly and rational satisfaction.”3 Sadly, the women couldn’t say the same.

          Political Context

           Firstly I will examine the political context of Windsor-Forest, a poem which is ostensibly a sylvan panegyric to Queen Anne. For Thomas Edwards “Augustan England represents the flowering of human civilisation, the triumph of the neoclassical virtues of order and harmony over chaos and barbarism” (7). Pope takes Anne to be the embodiment of the peaceful State of England that keeps out the hostile forces of political and moral warfare, representing her as what I will call, following John Barrell, a “classical” body appropriate to such a body politic.4

           However, in order to fully understand Pope’s representation of Anne as the peaceful State it is necessary to outline the political and economic context of the poem. When Pope wrote the first version of Windsor-Forest around 1704 his relation to the State was at least one of optimism. Queen Anne, who reigned from 1702-1714, increasingly favoured the Tories, partially because they upheld the royal prerogative, and partially because they largely supported the established church. Many Tories (I know this term is highly debatable) were Pope’s friends, including Harley, Bolingbroke, Atterbury and, of course, Swift. Despite his religious difference with Anglican Tories and his pose of being above the faction of party strife, Pope’s overall political tendencies were towards Tory Humanism, very probably with Jacobite tendencies.5 The reign of Anne therefore came to be seen as something of a Golden Age for Pope and his Tory contemporaries. An optimism of tone is present to a certain extent in both versions of Windsor-Forest which was published in full on the 7th of March, 1713. It was dedicated to Lord Lansdown as the principal instigator of the peace of Utrecht which was signed only a few weeks later on April the 11th.

           The earlier version had been written as a balanced exploration of the theme of concordia discors, or harmonious strife at a time when the peace was only a glorious vision. As Pope himself notes, the later version, from line 290 onwards, was written in 1713 very soon before publication when the vision had been realised by his friends. Utrecht was a Tory peace, negotiated over the objections of the Whigs, who preferred an uncompromising military victory. The Tories, billing themselves as comparatively peaceable, conceded territorial control in favour of trading rights with the West Indies; it was as a result of this Tory settlement that England gained the slave monopoly in the Spanish New World. In this context, then, Pope produced a poem celebrating the peaceful expansion of commerce and all the possibilities for the creation of wealth that it seemed to offer.6

           At another level, however, the final version of the poem was written against the background of the Revolution Settlement that ensured the succession of the throne to the Hanoverian Electress Sophia, should Anne leave no heir. At the time of writing the final part of the poem in 1713 Anne was indeed childless and ill, and Pope’s fears were ultimately to be justified in every way when she died in August 1714. Further, as David Morris observes, the threat of violence hung in the air with the Pretender, the son of the Stuart James II, sheltering in the French court and plotting his return (104). Although Pope may have favoured the restoration of the Stuart line, assuming Anne died childless, the threat of a civil war with the memories of previous carnage so fresh in the mind must have seemed a fearsome prospect. Although Anne is the classical bringer of peace, an Astraea returned to earth, she is also, in potential, a grotesque bringer of violence and war.

          Ambiguity of the Moon: Isis

           Pope shared with most males of his period a fear, whether conscious or unconscious, of the potential for disruption and war inherent in the ambiguous figure of the female monarch. We find in this poem that Pope tends to overdetermine his images of women with his various political, economic and sexual concerns. Thus Anne becomes related to the two categories of classical or controlled femininity, and grotesque or destructive femininity, by one image that is nevertheless characterised by an essential ambiguity: the moon. More particularly, Anne is associated with Diana, the virgin huntress who commands the tides, rules the forest and is symbolised by the moon. Anne’s role as protector of “the Sylvan Reign/The Earth’s fair Light, and Empress of the Main” (163-64) makes her obviously analogous to the goddess, and the poem repeatedly returns to this formula.

           This is not a simple symbolic equation, as Diana, or the moon goddess Isis, is a tripartite being. As Douglas Brooks-Davies has noted, this important mythological influence on Pope’s imagination has “a threefold office”; she is Luna in the heavens, Diana upon earth, and Hecate in hell.7 This triple division in fact tends to collapse into a binary opposition in Pope’s poetry, an opposition that corresponds to the peaceful and the warlike.

           The peaceful aspect of Diana/Isis is the “higher” part: Diana and Luna, or Luna Diana: these two were occasionally conflated into one goddess. They are characterised by a cleansed purity of body and spirit, the “law of Diana” being the law of chastity. The grotesque aspect is the “lower” half: Hecate, a witch who brings madness, destruction and war.

          Diana and Luna: Peace

           Anne is clearly associated with Diana Luna, taking on the image of the classical body: virginal, removed front the mundane physical sphere like a goddess. Anne becomes the virginal and peaceful protectress of Windsor Forest, just as Diana rules the forests of Ortygia:

          
            Let old Arcadia boast her ample Plain,
Th’ Immortal Huntress, and her Virgin Train;
Nor envy Windsor! since thy Shades have seen
As bright a Goddess, and as chast a Queen. (159-62)

          

          Nursing Mothers

           At another level, the virginal queenly body is allowed not sexuality, but the image of motherhood, more specifically, as the mother of the entire nation. This was a representation that Anne herself embraced as a means of bolstering her monarchical authority in terms of her gender. Her chosen text for the Coronation was “Kings shall be thy nursing Fathers, and Queens thy nursing mothers” (Isa. 49.23).8 This kind of image enabled Pope to call on the link of Isis with Ceres as earth-mother or Magna Mater:

          
            Here Ceres’ gifts in waving Prospect stand,
And nodding tempt the joyful Reaper’s Hand. (39-40)

          

           Here Anne becomes the ideal combination of reassuring mother/nurse. Pope somewhat naturally focused on the representation of Anne as the beneficial mother, an image of female sexuality nullified and directed to the benefit of men like himself.9

          Patriarchs: The Stuart Line

           Anne’s gender is further downplayed in the lines after the State mother allusion. Only her function as a harmonious dynastic element in the expansion of capitalism is described as her sexual identity drops out of view:

          
            Here Ceres’ Gifts in waving Prospect stand.
And nodding tempt the joyful Reaper’s Hand,
Rich Industry sits smiling on the Plains,
And Peace and Plenty tell, a STUART reigns. (39-42)

          

           The first Stuart, James I, set before Parliament a vision of a time of “Peace, Plenty, Love,” an era to be gained by the union of England and Scotland.10 One hundred years later in 1707 Anne realised this prophecy by giving royal assent to the act of unification. This reference has been used to argue for Pope’s Jacobitism, but whether or not this is so, it certainly puts Anne into a line of Stuart patriarchy which brings plenty to the land. The process started by James I is merely continued by Anne, a monarch who happens to be female, anomalously carrying the blood of the Stuart line. Thus the celebratory fertile pastoral scenery reflects the acquisition of expanded trade routes provided by the Treaty of Utrecht. The English “Oaks” bear “precious Loads” back from foreign lands in a rather phallic assertion of imperial power where there is no need to envy India her “weeping Amber” or “balmy Tree” because the “Realms [are] commanded which those Trees adorn” (29-32). Pope even spells out the synecdoche of Oaks and ships and their dominance over “the lands whence they came.” The oaks represent England and its qualities, but there is also a reference to the oak in which Charles II sheltered after the battle of Worcester (1651). Since this royal oak bore the weight of Charles, the “precious loads” borne by the sea-going oaks are the Stuarts, possibly referring to the anticipated return of the king across the water waiting in the French court, the Old Pretender, James III.11 Indeed Douglas Brooks-Davies argues for the connection of another monarchical patriarch with Charles through Pope’s mention of the star Arcturus at line 119: King Arthur, the archetypal English patriarch. Further, as Earl Wasserman (161) observes, Pope blames all England’s subsequent ills upon the execution of Charles I, also buried at Windsor, and the consequent interruption of the Stuart line. Anne’s position in a line of patriarchs is further emphasised if one realises that her command,

          
            At length, great ANNA said — Let Discord cease!
She said, the World obey’d. and all was Peace! (327-28)

          

           was originally modeled on the divine fiat:

          
            Let there be Peace — She said; and all was Peace.

          

           It is not clear whether Pope changed his original line because it would be too blasphemous to put a woman in place of the greatest of all patriarchs, or merely whether any mortal should be allowed such power; very possibly it is a combination of these two reasons, but the overall effect remains the same. The problem of Anne’s gender is largely hidden beneath the cover of male authority and justification that is supplied not only in her blood line, but also by the divine right of kings. In other words, by the direct sanction of God.

          Thames: Patriarchy and Control over Anne

           To complete Anne’s assimilation to peaceful patriarchy, she is placed under the literal father figure of old Father Thames, the patriarch introduced by Pope into the final version of the poem, no doubt to provide a sense of closure through the feeling that a male is ultimately in control, mythologically if not sociologically. A contemporary review in the Guardian said that the poem gave “a manly and rational satisfaction,” and it is undoubtedly the case that the presence of Father Thames gives a rather irrational basis for this rational satisfaction.12 This reading is borne out by the reaction of the critic who has provided the most comprehensive reading of Windsor-Forest so far: Earl Wasserman. He finds that Anne’s banishment of Discord “is an incomplete and wholly unsatisfactory resolution of the two conflicting themes of the poem, war and peace, activity and reflective retirement” (162). For Wasserman, this is a “deathly peace,” unrepresentative of concordia discors because, for some reason, it does not reflect the tensions of Creative energy.

           Much more exciting for him is the introduction of Father Thames as a virile spokesman for the British people: “dramatically Father Thames, the symbol of England’s commerce, can now rise and dominate the final stage of the poem. It is he who makes the exalted prophecy with which the poem closes” [my italics]. This, he says, is what is really needed: the rather passive and decorous Anne gives way to a thrusting male who can “dominate” the conclusion of the poem. Only a man can be “satisfactory” and “complete.” To make this point even more obvious, Wasserman calls Father Thames Pope’s “crowning symbol” (163), making it sound very much as if Thames is actually the king and, by implication, in charge of Anne, his queen.

           To strengthen the patriarchal dominance even further, Father Thames takes on the characteristics of Saturn, the father of Astraea and the Golden Age (Hauser 481). Saturn too is a bearded old man with a blue/grey mantle and often with a ship or an oar as his emblems. Similarly his attributes are those of a prophet possessing great wisdom who holds all time in his hands and has the role of the spokesman for the nation. As David Hauser (480) has shown, Anne is associated with Astraea in the poem as she too is the bringer of a new Golden Age. Thames therefore becomes the father of Anne in a mythological sense. It is Father Thames who physically bears the English oaks which unite the world, and it is he who actually speaks for the nation in the poem. Hauser calls him the “mouthpiece” (474) for the world’s rebirth under England. Anne is silent, barring the one reported statement, at which point Thames is introduced to do the “real” job. Anne as female remains a passive, speechless symbol, whilst Thames is given the active power of prophecy.

          War and Women — Discord

           Anne, although at present firmly under masculine control, carries the potential for war through the very fact of her femaleness, particularly the reproductive capacity of her wasted body — she bore seventeen children, all of whom died.13 If Anne did not provide an heir, there was the potential for a struggle over the succession between the Hanoverians and the Stuarts. The most vivid symbol of war and its possibilities in the poem is embodied in the goddess Discord, who appears just at the end of Thames’s climactic speech and before Pope closes the poem with an image of pastoral poetic contemplation. He inserts the grotesque bodies of Discord and her followers, a disruptive multiplicity of feminine disorder to be suppressed by Anne. The raised symbolic topography of the classical Anne/Diana Luna is suitably counterposed to the location of Discord in the grotesque lower darkness of “deepest Hell” (413).

           Discord, by implication, becomes Hecate, the sexualised and violent member of the moon goddess triad. She was considered to be the queen of Hell, goddess of witches, a destroyer of men, and a general instigator of misery and discors without the concordia. As Alexander Ross put it: “Hecate was the name of a cruel woman, who delighted in hunting, and instead of killing or shooting beasts, murthered men” (153). Hecate therefore becomes one of Susan Gubar’s monstrous mothers, who gives death rather than birth (390-92). Her love of hunting men transforms her into a destructive Diana, and consequently links yet contrasts her with Anne, whose enjoyment of the sport was in any case well known (Gregg 343).

           The representation of Discord and her other female cohorts such as Envy conveys the sense of powerful females waiting to wreak havoc with their power if only they could be released from the controlling might of Anne. In fact it is Jupiter who exiles Discord originally; and, given the context of who is actually speaking at the end of the poem, there is always the feeling that it is Father Thames/Saturn who is really in control. Even so it is important that Anne is seen to represent warlike Discord’s peaceful Other; the “good” female who nevertheless, because she is female and therefore ambiguous, has the potential to change into her obverse State and become an “evil” woman. Thus one finds an underground female community which becomes the hideous opposite of Diana and her female followers:

          
            Exil’d by Thee from Earth to deepest Hell,
In Brazen Bonds shall barb’rous Discord dwell:
Gigantick Priée, pale Terror, gloomy Cure,
And mad Ambition, shall attend her there.
There purple Vengeance bath’d in Gore retires,
Her Weapons blunted, and extinct her Fires:
There hateful Envy her own Snakes shall feel,
And Persecution mourn her broken Wheel:
There Faction roar, Rebellion bite her Chain,
And gasping Furies thirst for Blood in vain. (413-22)

          

           Not only is Discord female, but also her devilish cohorts are repeatedly indicated to be of the same gender: “her weapons,” “her fires,” “her own snakes,” “her broken wheel,” “her chain.” These are also females with the power to have a possible effect upon the State, warlike women bearing “weapons,” covered in “Gore” and thirsting for blood. However, as will be seen in the second part of this paper. Discord is not the only instance of warlike chaotic femininity in the poem. The rape narrative of the nymph Lodona will show the need to achieve a masculine peace through the suppression of disruptive women.

          Lodona: Rape and War

           To return to the problem raised at the beginning of this paper: the problem of rape and peace. The figure of the wood nymph Lodona and her Ovidian rape narrative, in which she evades Pan’s pursuit only to be transformed into a silver stream, has puzzled critics, as it is not immediately clear what such a mythological épisode has to do with the rest of the poem in quite the same way as those of Father Thames and Discord, for example. The Twickenham editors refer to the Lodona passage as being “so often dismissed as a puerile Ovidian excrescence,” and Reuben Brower criticised it as a “piece of literary bric-a-brac” (Pope 140; Brower 57). Critics such as Wasserman have rightly historicised the episode, but they do not account for the full significance of the attempted rape of Lodona, and it is this sexual/political logic of the narrative that I wish to explain. Lodona’s transformation is a sexual and political allegory that depicts the salvation of Britain from Whiggish war to Tory peace through the vehicle of a transgressive femininity being controlled, ironically, by the threat of male violence. Pope chooses the name of the nymph Lodona as it was the name of the river in Arcadia where the nymph Syrinx met her fate in the Ovidian narrative that Pope uses as the basis of this episode. The name of this mythological river is linked with the actual river Loddon, a tributary of the Thames that flows through Windsor Forest and actually meets the Thames near Pope’s former home in Binfield. The immediate connection is made between the protectress of Windsor, Anne, and the protectress of the Arcadian woods and the nymphs therein, Diana. It is said that Diana once roamed the “Windsor shade” (in Pope’s mythology):

          
            … arm’d with Silver Bows, in early Dawn,
Her buskin’d Virgins trac’d the Dewy Lawn. (169-70)

          

           Indeed Lodona is pointedly similar to her mistress. We are told that Lodona was famed “above the rest” and that

          
            Scarce could the Goddess from her Nymph be known,
But by the Crescent and the golden Zone. (175-76)

          

           Diana’s “golden Zone” is a girdle or a belt, so it is only in terms of what she wears that Lodona can be distinguished from Diana. We are also informed that Lodona “scorn'd the Praise of Beauty, and the Care” (177), because she follows “Diana’s law” of virginity. In fact the females in the other Ovidian rape episodes that Pope draws upon at this point, those of Arethusa, Callisto and Daphne, are all followers of Diana and Diana’s law, and are all compared to Diana at some point. It seems here that Lodona is linked with the control of sexuality literally embodied in Anne and Diana Luna, a sexuality that metaphorically implies war if unchecked. Here hunting is symbolic of controlled war, of war-like instincts channeled into a productive game, the classical concordia discors. Although Lodona seems to be connected to peaceful activities, one finds that she is deceptive and quite unlike Anne and Diana in her transgressive behaviour.

          Feminine Transgression

           One crucial aspect of the Lodona episode that all the critics seem to have noted is that it is in fact the victim of the attempted rape who is at fault rather than the aggressor, that it is she who has committed a crime:

          
            It chanc’d, as eager of the Chace the Maid
Beyond the Forest’s verdant Limits stray’d.
Pan saw and lov’d, and burning with Desire
Pursu’d her Flight; her Flight increas’d his Fire. (181-84)

          

           There is a sense that Lodona has transgressed some boundary, has overstepped the legitimate mark of feminine activity or allotted role in her eagerness for the usually masculine sport of hunting, thus straying “beyond the Forest.” From the patriarchal perspective she has invited Pan to pursue her as she has ignored the “limits” set out for her. Earl Wasserman’s commentary reflects this rather perverse judgement of Lodona. He significantly notes (133-34) that Pope has added the fact that Lodona is pursued because she strays beyond the limits of the forest without any hint in Ovid, and that his erudite audience would be aware of this. He believes that "Pope's audience could be counted on to detect something unnatural in the impetuosity of the nymph Lodona. From the very outset the nymph is identified as the river Loddon, since she is the ‘Offspring’ of the Thames [170], but the river had long been notable for its slowness…. The nymph therefore can be understood to be acting contrary to the nature of the river she represents” [my italics] (134-35).

           Wasserman explains the strange behaviour of the nymph, or rather the strange interpretation put upon it, by revealing its true nature as a political allegory. Lodona in fact represents the English people who are controlled by Anne/Diana, and Windsor Forest is England/Arcadia, the terrain over which Anne has control. To Wasserman therefore, Lodona can be read as the English people out of control, lead by the Whigs who have an “unnatural excess of the human warring instinct, symbolised by Lodona’s eagerness for the chase, that impels her beyond the confines of England, beyond the protection of the ‘natural’ political structure” (135). Pope thus expresses warlike political behaviour, that is, the transgression of what he regards as the “natural” boundaries of the body politic, in terms of “unnatural” feminine behaviour which crosses the boundaries of the sexual body politic. Wasserman observes that Lodona has “scorn’d the Praise of Beauty, and the Care,” and comes to the conclusion that “Lodona has disdained the order, the harmony, the shaping care required to mold her wild energy into concordant strife” (135). “Praise of Beauty” must obviously come from men, and it is precisely men that she has no thought for when she herself penetrates “with her Dart the flying Deer” (180). From the male point of view Lodona is warlike at this point because she usurps the power and position of the male. Amazons were of course often used as symbols of transgressive femininity (Barker-Benfield 276-78; Brown, Ends of Empire 135-69). Vincent Carretta also sees the Lodona episode as a political allegory, a mythic representation of the evils that befell England when she transgressed the bounds of Gloriana’s constitution (433). For him Pan, the god of irrational lust, represents the excesses of war that embraced England in the seventeenth century, although I interpret Pan less as a Symbol of war than as a punitive patriarchal device. The way the Lodona episode is framed makes it clear that Lodona brings her misfortunes upon herself — her transgression brings war.

           Another male critic puts a rather more mythological interpretation on Lodona’s rape. David Hauser comments on the fact that the fates of all four nymphs that Lodona is based on arise from that their adherence to “Diana’s law.” Their determination to remain chaste only intensifies the desire of the pursuers, and each nymph finds herself in difficulty because she attempts to achieve the status of a goddess (467). It appears that Hauser identifies that old chestnut of female pride as the cause of rape, rather than the overt desire to remain chaste. Pride, as should be remembered, is the cardinal sin in the Essay on Man (1733-34), and Pope continually attacks female pride throughout his poetic career, and most especially in The Rape of the Lock (1712-14) where Belinda’s desire to retain her virginity, stay unmarried and wield female power over men leads to exactly the same symbolic fate that Lodona suffers. The male critics echo Pope's emotional judgements on women’s aspirations. For them too female pride and female power is a negative characteristic. Both Wasserman and Hauser put the blame of the attempted rape upon the victim —a familiar outcome in a patriarchal society. In this reading the claims of Wasserman and Hauser are presented as compatible rather than being exclusively political, or sexual and mythological.

          Masculine Peace Reestablished

           Such an act of warlike transgression is not allowed to remain uncontrolled, however, so in the middle of Pan’s pursuit of Lodona we are prepared for the restoration of the nymph to the “natural” order. At this point Pope interpolates an image of natural “hunting” within the chase:

          
            Not half so swift the trembling Doves can fly,
When the tierce Eagle cleaves the liquid Sky;
Not half so swiftly the fierce Eagle moves,
When through the Clouds he drives the trembling Doves;
As from the God she flew with furious Pace,
Or as the God, more furious, urg’d the Chace. (185-90)

          

           This identification of male as penetrative solidity, the aggressive pursuer, and of the female as passive victim. receptive liquidity (although this also means transparency) and softness is a return to the norm. The effect of this passage is to prepare the reader for the reversal of the warring Lodona into a peaceful, classical Lodona, both at the sexual and political levels. Thus the return to masculine control in this simile is paralleled in the ultimate conclusion of the myth:

          
            In vain on Father Thames she calls for Aid,
Nor could Diana help her injur’d Maid.
Faint, breathless, thus she pray’d, nor pray’d in vain;
‘Ah Cynthia! Ah — tho’ banish’d from thy Train,
Let me, O let me, to the Shades repair,
My native Shades — there weep, and murmur there.’
She said, and melting as in Tears she lay,
In a soft, silver Stream dissolv’d away. (197-204)

          

           Lodona moves from the fluidity of the “liquid Sky” to the literal fluidity of her metamorphosis into a river. She is now emphatically “soft” and yielding. Politically, Wasserman (138) relates Lodona’s plea to the request of the people to be returned to the sanity of English (Tory) rule under Anne after the removal of the Whig ministry in 1710 and Marlborough’s loss of his post in December 1711. Lodona now begs to be returned to her native shades. Unfortunately Diana is unable to return Lodona to her previous State, just as Anne cannot recapture that of England before the war. Therefore by turning into a river that flows through the forest Lodona is at one level returned to sanity and peace both politically and sexually. This recuperation is confirmed in the following lines in which Lodona’s virginity is retained, but where it was once a Symbol of her independence, it now marks her subjection to outside forces and peaceful ways:

          
            The silver Stream her Virgin Coldness keeps.
For ever murmurs, and for ever weeps;
Still bears the Name the hapless Virgin bore.
And bathes the Forest where she ranged before. (205-08)

          

           Rather than the heat of the pleasure of the violent hunt, and, by implication, the possibility of positive female sexuality, she is sealed in the deathliness of “her Virgin Coldness.” Although still a “virgin,” Lodona is now “hapless,” and merely "bathes” where she once “ranged.” Ruth Salvaggio also reads this passage as a return to classical stasis:

          
            Nature is both colourful and “to Advantage dress’d,” splendidly ordered within this garden in which no one is tempted into transgression. Even the young nymph, pursued by a lustful Pan, retains her virginity and is transformed into a cold, silver stream. Her watery nature, far from disrupting the order of the forest, provides it with a “Glass” mirror in which its beauty and symmetry are reflected. Nature, colour, woman — they are all fixed in place in this perfect garden, mastered by a poet who would put them all in the service of his art. (72)

          

           Salvaggio is not quite correct in the sense that she ignores Lodona’s original transgressive State, but she does identify the recuperation of such a State. Wasserman agrees with this interpretation, seeing Lodona as no longer impetuous, becoming the “slow” Loddon (217): “the formerly chaotic Lodona now reflects in her gentle placidity the world-harmony” [my italics], Warring huntsmen are replaced by the Shepherd who sees “the harmony of total representation” (144). The active huntress Lodona has now given way to the passively retired and meditative river which is subjected to the controlling gaze of the (male) poet. The warring woman has been neutralised into the stasis of a masculine peace.

          Male Regeneration: Pope and Father Thames

           The point of the Lodona episode is not merely to enact the parable of active femininity brought back under male rule; it does more than that in the context of the whole poem. In using a rape myth to effect the transition of the unruly female to the ruly, Pope is exploiting a long tradition of the rape (or symbolic metamorphosis) of a woman in order to benefit or reenergise men. Looking back to the German commentary on Ripa’s Rapine: “The Sabine’s rape, one must concede,/With the Romans peace did breed,” (69) one finds that whilst the Ovidian victims are dubiously consoled by being transmuted into various symbolic entities such as laurels, reeds and rivers, the pursuers appear in a positive new light: Apollo’s adolescent boasting gives way to prophecy; Pan’s lust yields to aesthetic creativity, and Jupiter reassumes his divine character (Hauser 468). Masculine transcendence of the feminine now yields a productive peace at both the mythological and political level.

           Lodona’s fall is ultimately fortunate in two ways: firstly and historically because she is restored, as the English people, to the peaceful cause of British Destiny (the Thames) after the Stuart Restoration of 1660 (Carretta 433), or more specifically to the Tory cause under Anne; secondly and mythopoetically because Pope as Apollo/Pan is transmuted onto a higher level of control and creative ability. Just as Anne is placed under a line of patriarchs leading up to God, so Lodona is subordinated first to Pope, the ultimate controller of the poem, and to Father Thames, the pivotal patriarchal figure who also displaces Anne to give the poem its “manly and rational satisfaction.” This patriarchal hierarchy is reinforced by the mythology of the poem throughout. The river Loddon is identified by Pope as the “Offspring” of the Thames (172). In the Daphne episode in Ovid, one of the sources for Lodona, her father Peneus is a river god. She attempts to avoid marriage, being another follower of Diana, by hiding away in the woods to shun men. Her father agrees to this, but her beauty defeats her aim anyway. Phoebus sees and pursues her; she runs and calls on her father, rather than Diana, to help. He turns her into a laurel tree which then becomes Phoebus Apollo’s Symbol of poetic achievement. Father Thames is therefore identified with Father Peneus, and the lesson learnt by Daphne/Lodona is that the avoidance of marriage is a sign of unnatural female pride and will be ultimately punished, despite the nominal retention of virginity. Following this kind of logic. Lodona, having been observed by the poet, performs the advantageous function of linking Windsor Forest with London, country with city, whilst she is passed from the poet-shepherd to Father Thames (Hauser 474):

          
            In the clear azure Gleam the Flocks are seen.
And floating Forests paint the Waves with Green.
Thro’ the fair Scene rowl slow the lingring Streams,
Then Foaming pour along, and rush into the Thames.
Thou too, great Father of the British Floods!
With joyful Pride survey’st our lofty Woods,
Where Tow’ring Oaks their growing Honours rear,
And future Navies on thy Shores appear. (215-22)

          

           Father Thames has not answered Lodona’s cry for help because it is back to him that she ultimately flows, back to the “great Father.” The “Tow’ring Oaks” become symbols of the peaceful warfare of commerce and the future navies of British imperialism, the oak being doubly useful as a powerful Symbol of British national unity. The critics also reflect this logic of a return to patriarchy. Vincent Carretta sees the Symbolic defloration of Lodona as necessary for her incorporation into the proper order of things: “A sadder, wiser, and no longer innocent Lodona-England is restored to the symbol of British Destiny, the ‘great Father of the British Floods’” [my italics] (433). Earl Wasserman notes the change of pace of the river as she rushes into the Thames: she regains her “impetuous energy” but “now her energy is in accord with Nature, not a violation of it” (163). Lodona can flow constructively into the outside world as Thames does with commerce. Paradoxically, according to patriarchal logic, it is Lodona who “violates” Nature, the victim who is to be blamed. The wrongs of political history are mapped onto a sexual history which provides a resolution for such problems. Tory paternalism wins the day in both areas as the Lodona myth allows Father Thames to displace and control both the transgressive females in the poem: Lodona and Anne herself.

           The fundamental assumption of Pope’s representation of war and peace in Windsor-Forest is that masculinity is stable and conducive to peace. On the other hand, femininity is unstable and likely to result in war unless measures are taken to bring it under masculine control. The most crude example of the feminine as war is the grotesque figure of the goddess Discord, a traditional allegorical icon. Queen Anne seems to be the very opposite in her promotion of a commercial peace, but even she has to be subordinated to Father Thames in the sexual-political logic of the poem. Lodona is a more subtle figure of feminine transgression and war than Discord, but as with Anne the chain of control leads back to patriarchy in the figures of the poet-shepherd and Father Thames. Hence Pope resolves problems both political and sexual by recourse to the symbolic rape of Lodona, as masculine power is asserted over female deviancy. The crucial male figure in the poem is Father Thames, who literally channels the destructive and unstable feminine energies of war into a productive peace. It is his celebration of peaceful patriarchy that gives the poem its feeling of “manly and rational satisfaction.”
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          Notes

          1  For the general background of Windsor-Forest see Wasserman, Gregg and Brown (Alexander Pope).

          2  See Brower (57) and the editors of the Twickenham edition of Pope’s poetry (Pope 140).

          3  Quoted in Hagstrum 214.

          4  See especially Bakhtin 7, 29 on the concept of the balanced, harmonious and politically stable “classical body,” Stallybrass 12, 22, 82, 107-08 and Barrell 73-74, 150, 173-75 on its manifestation in the eighteenth century.

          5  Clearly there is some debate on this issue: see Brooks-Davies’s Pope’s Dunciad and the Queen of the Night for a strong version of Pope as Jacobite. But see also Erskine-Hill and Downie.

          6  Again see Wasserman and Brown (Alexander Pope).

          7  Brooks-Davies, Pope’s Dunciad and the Queen of the Night 6.

          8  Brooks-Davies, Pope’s Dunciad and the Queen of the Night 6.

          9  See Rumbold 24, 41-42, 46-47 on Pope’s close relationship with his own mother, Edith.

          10  See the introduction to Pope 137.

          11  See Brooks-Davies, “King Arthur’s Star in Pope’s Windsor-Forest.”

          12  Quoted in Hagstrum 214.

          13  See Gregg 402 on Anne’s failed pregnancies and the ironies of her situation as “nursing mother” to the nation.
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           With due respect for Damian Grant’s novel metaphorical interpretation of Gulliver’s presence in various small boats, a chronological caveat should make clear that the phrase “little man / boy in the boat” was unknown to Swift and the eighteenth century. The word bout, as recorded by Eric Partridge, Shakespeare’s Bawdy (1969 ed.), may refer, by a shape allusion, to the female pudend. This should be compared with the phrase “Have a passage in Venus’boat,” recorded as early as 1658 in The Crafty Whore: see Claude Rudigoz’s excellent, if unfairly neglected, Systématique génétique de la métaphore sexuelle, 2 vols, vol.1 (Paris: Champion, 1978) 85. Eric Partridge in his Dictionary of Slang (1963 ed.) also gives pleasure-boat for the female pudend, but as a nineteenth-century phrase, while he records “little man in the boat” as “low” for the clitoris (mid-nineteenth century). The phrase is not recorded in Francis Grose’s Classical Dictionary of the Vulgar Tongue (1785; 1963 ed.), but it figures in Tony Thorne’s Bloomsbury Dictionary of Contemporary Slang (1991 pb ed.) with the interesting gloss: “So-called because of a supposed resemblance [with the clitoris], though it is unclear why the pilot of this particular craft is invariably male. In the 19th century the same phrase referred to the navel” (316). One may well wonder how Damian Grant would have interpreted Gulliver’s sailing in small boats, had he plumped for the umbilical meaning of the phrase. He was also asked during the conference what he might make of Jerome K. Jerome’s Three Men in a Boat(1889), let alone the frisky and wayward dog Montmorency, a question he prudently declined to answer. P.G.B.

           We have recently become accustomed to thinking about the eighteenth century as a much more turbulent time than it once appeared to historians —including literary historians. Reading Swift inevitably makes one wonder how so many wars real and metaphorical, so many battles of men and books, could ever have been so elided in the collective recollection. So out of curiosity I found myself looking up Saintsbury’s Peace of the Augustans to see how this critic could possibly have accommodated Swift within that excessively bland presentation of the eighteenth century as a place of “rest and refreshment” (26). What I (re)discovered was that of course Saintsbury couldn’t do any such thing; what we have in the opening chapter is in fact a distinctly unpeaceful account of Swift —appropriate perhaps to the year in which the book was published, 1916. But this does not derive, interestingly, from Swift’s radical analysis of human aggression and belligerence (as, for example, in Gulliver’s enthusiastic portrayal of modem warfare in Gulliver’s Travels bk. 4, ch. 5). Rather, what destabilizes Saintsbury’s account of Swift is the vivid sense he provides —a remarkable sense, even, at the time— of the gender ambivalence of Swift’s writing. What is promised to the reader as a place of “rest and refreshment” turns out to be a much more tense, even tortured area: one which coincides exactly with that I myself wish to explore in this paper.

           Saintsbury begins his account by conceding that Swift fits awkwardly with his general thesis: “It may well seem to be either an idle paradox or a wanton absurdity to speak of the ‘Peace of the Augustans’ in connection with their greatest man, Jonathan Swift” (20). But he defends his position by arguing that it is Swift’s very coolness, his control, which permits the application of his metaphor: “… in Swift’s actual works there is never any moaning or raving; there is as little of the inky cloak and the skull in the hand as of the desperado’s yellow boots and the fist shaken at heaven” (20). It is Swift’s control, what Coleridge applauded as a writer’s aloofness, that allows his most remarkable effects. Over the whole “immense range” of his work (measured in formal terms, for its variety). Saintsbury argues that Swift “always manages to satisfy the reader in one sense, to keep him unsatiated in another, and so still full of intellectual appetite and intellectual curiosity” (37). There is no actual reference to Coleridge here, but the terms Saintsbury uses have a distinctly Coleridgean feel to them; and even a hint, perhaps, of Barthes, the sense he gives us of the very jouissance of reading? After proposing a series of comparisons —all favourable to Swift— with Addison, Pope, and Voltaire, Saintsbury goes on:

          
            But Swift never wearies, for as Bossuet said of human passion generally, there is in this greatest master of one of its most terrible forms quelque chose d’infini, and the refreshment which he offers varies unceasingly from the lightest froth of pure nonsense, through beverages middle and stronger, to the most drastic restoratives— the very strychnine and capsicum of irony. (37)

          

           The “peace” of Swift’s writing, that is to say, may be located in its balancing and refraction of ambiguities; at the still centre of irony itself.

           Most interestingly, movingly, and relevantly for my purpose, Saintsbury locates an instance of this ambiguity in four words to which he devotes two pages of commentary: “the famous final words, ‘Only a woman’ s hair’.” In what is a profoundly sympathetic and imaginative passage, Saintsbury sees these words —which have perversely been read as evidence of Swift’s misogyny— as expressing “the riddle of the painful earth… more poignantly and finally than it has been expressed by any uninspired being other than Shakespeare” (32-33). This comment makes claims not only for Swift’s technique —a concentration, a reverberation, a depth of focus in the phrase that stands outside eighteenth-century rhetorical norms— but also, inevitably, for what he sees as Swift’s profound, instinctive sympathy and identification with the female; the female that he could ‘torture’ because he knew it so well.

           Saintsbury proposes the Journal to Stella as the extended and elaborated example of this sympathy. It’s significant that Saintsbury reserves his very highest praise for this work: the two pages devoted to it are a real “rave review” that takes us (that took me, anyway) by surprise. “I have sometimes thought,” he says, “that the Journal, long before others, is the first great novel, being at the same time a marvellous and absolutely genuine autobiography” (31):

          
            hardly has the greatest work of Fielding, of Miss Austen, of Thackeray himself attained the essence of novel representation better than this ‘True History’ has in being at the same time a story of actual truth —the story of a life from day to day, and an artistic presentation of incident and character, after the fashion Aristotle was really thinking when he spoke of poetry being ‘more philosophie’ than history. (30)

          

           Its qualities go beyond comparable works by Pepys, Rousseau, Goethe; it is written “not in ink but in blood, traced not on paper but on ‘the red-leaved tablets of the heart’ and the pulsing tissue of the brain” (31). It may be questioned, says Saintsbury, whether the eighteenth century “ever gave us again, or whether its successors have ever given us, anything so strange, so great, so true, and at the same time so recreative as this astonishing production” (30-32). It is useful to be so challenged in our critical assumptions, and our formal categories; and I am grateful to Saintsbury for serving as a springboard into my subject.

          II

           No-one before now (to the best of my knowledge) has ever considered it necessary to question Lemuel Gulliver’s gender. He is, after all, a respectable (if absentee) husband and father of two children; and even if this evidence might in our sceptical times be questioned —after all, we’re not even sure any longer that Walter Shandy is Tristram’s father— the memorable means with which Gulliver extinguishes the fire at the Empress’s palace in Lilliput surely leaves no room for doubt: he is equipped as a man. It is no part of my intention to argue over Gulliver’s sex, therefore; I am perfectly happy to accept the conventional view of the case. Even my eight-year-old son, upon enquiring what I was working on, observed with all the scorn that children reserve for their parents’ pursuits that “everybody knows Gulliver is a man.” But of course biological sex and cultural gender are different matters; and what I do want to argue in this paper is that we might come to a better understanding of Swift’s celebrated satire if we consider the eponymous hero of Gulliver's Travels as culturally female: as representing, in many of ‘his’ manifestations, his actions and experiences, features and values more usually associated (then as now?) with the female sex.

           There are two obstacles to my argument which I must acknowledge at the outset. One is that the best critical opinion on Gulliver’s Travels reminds us, rightly, that Gulliver is not a ‘character’ in the novelistic sense: therefore. how should his gender matter? To this I would make the provisional answer that the gender-identity I have in mind is indeed not an ‘individual’ trait, not a feature of a consistent and developing personality, but a rhetorical trace on Swift’s part (the way Gulliver’s ‘identity’ functions as part of the argument of the work), the recognition of which is therefore quite consistent with a respectably sophisticated reading of the work.

           Then there is an objection (well documented in feminist criticism) to the gender identification of human characteristics, especially when these are polarized: as for instance, mind=male, body=female. This typology I shall nevertheless have recourse to in this paper; and meanwhile in (provisional) defence I will quote D. H. Lawrence, who says in his Study of Thomas Hardy that “the division into male and female is arbitrary, for the purpose of thought” (Phoenix 448). I will also assert my own belief —which is as often confirmed as questioned by my reading of feminist criticism— that it is only when we can use the terms in this way (as it were, algebraically) that we have freed ourselves of their prejudicial associations. I hope at least that this is true; and that the elaboration of my argument will help to demonstrate the fact.

           In naming the culture as gendered I am not confirming or perpetuating a stereotype but rather exhibiting it for critical attention. There are differences, that have to be named; feminists themselves share the structuralist perception that we need to resort to binary Systems, in order to think at all (that is, in order to think our way out of them). As Hélène Cixous remarks: “Thought has always worked through opposition… through dual, hierarchical oppositions… logocentrism subjects thought —all concepts, codes, and values— to a binary System” (Cixous, 63-64). And in that the sexual system/terminology is deeply imbricated with other Systems of discrimination, it is actually helpful to use it —deliberately, consciously, critically— in order to explore those other Systems. This does not imply, as Stephen Heath argues, that in doing so we have to accept what he calls the whole “Sexual Fix”; that the terms masculine and feminine “serve only to and oppressively to naturalize cultural realizations and representations of human activity that should and must be analyzed as such” (Heath 142). Such a disabling reaction is in my view a travesty of the real rhetorical situation, a locking up of energies that may be harnessed and put to radical use from within this metaphorical circuit. I would rather cite the conclusion of another study in this area, which suggests that with the “tuning” appropriate to our times sexual difference is a “dichotomous variable” that will “continue to be an important basis for social comparison” (Archer/Lloyd 214). But at this point it is necessary to get back (or get on) to Gulliver: and to the absorbing subject of Swift’s sexual rhetoric.

          III

           The cultural markers I want to put down relate, then, to language and the body. The body we are familiar with as a female entity, or a metaphor for the female in the sexual semiotic (though there is ideological resistance to this idea, as we are all aware). The masculine body and the feminine body are equally ‘female’ from this perspective: the sentient self, the dark self, the dumb, physical self, as opposed to the reflective, luminous, spiritual and articulate self: which is thought of as male. In one of her most iconoclastic fictions, Angela Carter even identifies the penis itself as man’ s most characteristically female part: “his instrument of mediation between himself and the other” (Carter 128). But despite the intimidating phallogocentric structures of Freud and Lacan —which would seem at times to deny woman the right or the possibility of speech altogether: (theoretically, how can a woman invade the symbolic order, how can she possibly speak at all?)— there is also a cultural tradition which recognizes the language facility itself as female. We talk of “the mother tongue,” we learn our first language from our mothers, (Wordsworth’s infant drinks in language as well as passion from his/her mother’s eye); Julia Kristeva, we know, has theorized the “semiotic” (in contrast to Lacan’s symbolic order), a pre-Oedipal phase where the child shares the mother’s fluid language, her libidinal syntax, as it has shared her bloodstream and been nurtured by her milk. In the terms of the metaphor used by Hélène Cixous in “The Laugh of the Medusa,” “There is always within her at least a little of that good mother’s milk. She writes in white ink” (Cixous 251). These two traditions merge in the idea of “speaking the body,” an idea we find in Virginia Woolf (Lily Briscoe asks herself in To the Lighthouse, “How could one express in words the emotions of the body?… It was one’s body feeling, not one’s mind” [Woolf, 202-03]) and also, again, in D. H. Lawrence: “All the emotions belong to the body, and are only recognized by the mind” (Phoenix II 493).

           Both of these “cultural markers” are important in Gulliver’s Travels, and I want to spend a little time adducing the evidence for my case; beginning with language. Although Gulliver studies navigation, mathematics, and “physick” (that is, medicine) to equip himself for his travels, he is really (unlike Mary Shelley’s unreconstructed naturalist Victor Frankenstein) a student of the humanities:

          
            My Hours of Leisure I spent in reading the best Authors, ancient and modem; being always provided with a good Number of Books; and when I was ashore, in observing the Manners and Dispositions of the People, as well as learning their Language; wherein I had a great Facility by the Strength of my Memory. (GT 4).

          

           This facility is called upon on all four of his voyages, and Gulliver is very specific —on each occasion— as to how he learns the language. It is especially interesting that in Brobdingnag he is taught the language by the nine-year old daughter of the family he first lives with, who is only forty feet tall, washes and dresses him like a Cindy doll, and gives him the name Grildrig. Gulliver calls her Glumdalclitch, or “little nurse”: but there are other, more intimate meanings encoded in the name, which I will return to later. She teaches him with the help of “a common Treatise for the use of young Girls, giving a short Account of their Religion; out of this she taught me my Letters, and interpreted the Words” (91). Later on, Gulliver is “much diverted with a little old Treatise” that he finds in Glumdalclitch’s bedchamber and which belongs to her Governess, “who dealt in Writings of Morality and Devotion”: “The Book treats of the Weakness of Human kind; and is in little esteem except among Women and the Vulgar" (131).

           Note the disparaging association of “women and the vulgar”; significantly, we will find it used again (in Book 3) in the context of language —which, it is implied, is better left to their care and control than to the administration of a (male) academy: least of all the Academy of Lagado. It is here that Gulliver informs us of the project proposed by three Professors in their School of Languages (as it might be, their Faculty Research Committee): this is “a Scheme for entirely abolishing all Words whatsoever,” which is urged “as a great Advantage in Point of Health as well as Brevity”:

          
            For, it is plain, that every Word we speak is in some Degree a Diminution of our Lungs by Corrosion; and consequently contributes to the shortning of our Lives. An Expedient was therefore offered, that since Words are only Names for Things, it would be more convenient for all Men to carry about them, such Things as were necessary to express the particular Business they are to discourse on, (184)

          

           And Gulliver assures us that “this Invention would certainly have taken Place, to the great Ease as well as Health of the Subject, if the Women in Conjunction with the Vulgar and Illiterate had not threatned to raise a Rebellion, unless they might be allowed the Liberty to speak with their Tongues, after the Manner of their Forefathers: Such constant irreconcileable Enemies to Science are the common People” (185). Here is one of the many instances where the irony works at Gulliver’s expense, as he identifies himself with the dislocated and deranged male position; while the rhetoric of the text clearly points in the other direction, towards the sanity and security of female nurture.

           There is another celebrated episode in Book 3 which I must allude to here before passing on to the theme of the body in Gulliver’s Travels, partly because it works in the same way as this last example (against the grain of Gulliver’s own stated opinion), and also because it will serve as a very appropriate introduction to the politics of the body —rather than the body politic— in the text as a whole. This is the story that Gulliver tells us while still on the Flying Island of Laputa, of the court lady —the wife of the prime minister, no less— who in despair of life among the rarefied spirits of the flying island, with their culture of mathematics and music, their flappers and their abstraction, has absconded to the mainland below with her lover, “an old deformed Footman, who beat her every Day” (162). She has been brought back from below once (“much against her Will”), but later contrives to “steal down again with all her Jewels, to the same Gallant” (163), and this time disappears from view. Once again, Swift lets Gulliver fall into the trap of articulating the conventional patriarchal position:

          
            This may perhaps pass with the Reader rather for an European or English Story, than for one of a Country so remote. But he may please to consider, that the Caprices of Womankind are not limited by any Climate or Nation; and that they are much more uniform than can be easily imagined. (163)

          

           But it is clear to the attentive reader that this passage —like the whole text of Gulliver’s Travels, as I am trying to argue— needs to be read from a female perspective, in order to yield its satirical sense; or indeed, to bear its humanistic meaning. The life of the body, we are to understand, including the biological functions and the prompting of the passions, is a surer guide to human behaviour than the trigonometrical calculations native to the flying island: or, for that matter, than the horse-sense (which of course isn’t horse-sense at all) of the rational equine Houyhnhnms. Back in Brobdingnag, we may remember, Gulliver is much better received by the Queen than by her husband: she carries him “in her own Hand” to His Majesty, who “conceived I might be a piece of Clock-work” (94).

           The sheer wilfulness and perversity of the rational, scientific, male mind is perhaps best exhibited in the celebrated operation on the dog, where an experimental physician, having accidentally killed a dog by blowing up its guts with “a large Pair of Bellows” (180), is observed “endeavouring to recover him by the same Operation” (182)—a notable instance of that blinkered perversion of the mental process known as “vertical thinking”; although the Doctor in the School of Political Projectors comes a close second in this respect with his radical scheme for dealing with party factions:

          
            When Parties in a State are violent, he offered a wonderful Contrivance to reconcile them. The Method is this, You take an Hundred Leaders of each Party; you dispose them into Couples of such whose Heads are nearest of a Size; then let two nice Operators saw off the Occiput of each Couple at the same Time, in such a Manner that the Brain may be equally divided… [the two half-heads are then joined together, and]… the two half Brains being left to debate the Matter between themselves within the Space of one Scull, would soon come to a good Understanding. (189)

          

           This sublime satirical notion contains in itself an ironic perversion of the sexual “coupling” which (as Swift remarked in his “Thoughts on Religion”) is one of those crucial “points of the greatest moment to the being and continuance of the world" in which “God hath intended our passions to prevail over reason” (Nonesuch Swift, ed. John Hayward, 1949; 466-67).

           But what are we to make, then, of Gulliver’s own deepening disgust at the body and its functions, through the four stages of his travels? Gulliver maintains a distinctly physical presence throughout his four voyages. It is remarkable that in Book I, he is as much concerned to record the “Demands of Nature” (7) upon himself as he is to describe Lilliput and its inhabitants. When first delivered from the sea, he finds himself immediately “much inclined to sleep,” and lies down on the grass “which was very short and soft, where I slept sounder than ever I remember to have done in my Life” (5). Later in this first chapter Gulliver expresses his hunger “by putting my Finger frequently on my Mouth, to signify that I wanted Food” (7-8); a gesture which is fortunately understood by the Lilliputians. And afterwards, naturally (but not inevitably, in such a narrative) he has “to ease [himself] with making Water; which I very plentifully did, to the great Astonishment of the People” (10). Chapter 2 finds him in an even more awkward predicament:

          
            I had been for some Hours extremely pressed by the Necessities of Nature; which was no Wonder, it being almost two days since I had last disburthened myself. I was under great Difficulties between Urgency and Shame. The best Expedient I could think on, was to creep into my House, which I accordingly did; and shutting the Gate after me, I went as far as the Length of my Chain would suffer; and discharged my Body of that uneasy Load. (14)

          

           Later, Gulliver assures us, things are better organized: in that he defecates in the open air, “and due Care was taken every Morning before Company came, that the offensive Matter should be carried off in Wheel-barrows, by two Servants appointed for that Purpose” (14-15). (Defoe’s Crusoe, for all his literalness and calculation, never descends to these bodily details; nor is there — in this work at least —any of the dialectic of gender which goes with such registration).

           But it is in Book 2, the land of the giants, that Swift will have much more opportunity to explore the physicality of our natures, as the diminutive Gulliver is now exposed to the grossness of his new hosts. The nurse’s “monstrous Breast,” its nipple “about half the Bigness of my Head, and the Hue both of that and the Dug so varified with Spots, Pimples and Freckles, that nothing could appear more nauseous” (82), the queen’s equally nauseous eating habits (97-98), and the flies that “would sometimes alight upon my Victuals, and leave their Loathsome Excrement or Spawn behind” (101); the “Woman with a Cancer in her Breast,” the “Fellow with a Wen in his Neck”, and “the Lice crawling on their Cloaths” (105); the “coarse and uneven” skins of the maids of honour, who lift their smocks and urinate in his presence (111-12), and the decapitation of the criminal whose “Veins and Arteries spouted up such a prodigious Quantity of Blood, and so high in the Air, that the great Jet d'Eau at Versailles was not equal for the Time it lasted” (112), are all magnified versions of a physicality that Gulliver cannot but find offensive.

           However, it is the total immersion of Gulliver himself in this physicality that is the most interesting thing, for my present argument. Far from being alienated, or hermetically sealed like the Laputans themselves against the realities of the body, he is relentlessly implicated in what Yeats (himself a distinguished student of Swift) referred to in his poem “Byzantium” as “the fury and the mire of human veins.” It’s not only a matter of the body in isolation —as in a controlled experiment, or on an operating table. Physical reality as a whole seems ready to engulf Gulliver at every turn. On one occasion he nearly drowns in a “Silver Bowl of Cream” (100), on another he falls up to his neck in a “fresh Mole-hill” (110), and once, when he is sailing his boat, a frog climbs in and over him, “dawbing [his] Face and Cloaths with its odious Slime” (114): I will return to this episode, which has another interesting aspect. In the last chapter, when inside the box made for him by Glumdalclitch, he falls finally into the sea— from which he is duly rescued by “Mr. Thomas Wilcocks, an honest worthy Shropshire Man” (139), to whom we are all indebted for the survival of our narrator. But it is the body itself which is the locus of our true engulfment: the female body, whence we issue (the body of the mother), and to which we return (episodically, in our sexual experiences; and ultimately, in death, to the symbolic earth or the sea). Remember how Gulliver describes the cancer in the woman’s breast: it is a truly remarkable perception, in both physical and psychological terms.

          
            There was a Woman with a Cancer in her Breast, swelled to a monstrous Size, full of Holes, into two or three of which I could have easily crept, and covered my whole Body. (105)

          

           This is certainly sexual in a generalised sense, in its intense registration of physical otherness, if not exactly erotic: Gulliver is being imaginatively incorporated into the body he finds so repellent (though does the adverb “easily” suggest some other disposition?). But we cannot avoid the explicit erotism of the passage where Gulliver-as-victim describes how the maids of honour use him as their plaything. Here, he is mounted on the nipple of a frolicsome girl of sixteen, “with many other Tricks, wherein the Reader will excuse me for not being over particular” (112): it will not, I think, be too prurient a suggestion to make, that the diminutive Gulliver has served as some kind of sexual toy for the maids. Indeed, after offering her own account of Gulliver’s “fascinated revulsion towards the physical,” Carol Houlihan Flynn refers to “Gulliver turned dildo” in this episode (Flynn 89, 108).

           Book 4 brings Gulliver to the extremity of his experience: and to the extremity of this physical identification too— the furthest the text can take us in exploring (however obliquely) the rhetoric of the sentient female. It is here, to begin with, that the vulnerability of the human body is most exposed: he is espied asleep by the Sorrel Nag, naked, and later strips off his clothes to show the “poor, bare, fork’d animal” he is to his Houyhnhnm master (who concludes that despite superficial differences Gulliver “must be a perfect Yahoo” [238-39]); in the next chapter, his master gives an elaborate analysis of the manifest defects of the human body (244-45); and then the accounts that follow of the violence done to the body in war (250-51), by disease (257) and —worse— by medicine (258) are also strictly relevant.

           It is here also that Gulliver tries most strenuously to dissociate himself from the body —from the dimension of the human— in pursuit of “pure reason”: “When I happened to behold the Reflection of my own Form in a Lake or Fountain, I turned away my Face in Horror and detestation of my self” (286). But the narrative into which Gulliver is plunged makes it clear that this abstention will not be tolerated; episode after episode reminds him that he is but a man. There is a gross instance in ch 1, when Gulliver first encounters the Yahoos: “Several of this cursed Brood getting hold of the Branches behind, leaped up into the Tree, from whence they began to discharge their Excrements on my Head… [I] was almost stifled with the Filth, which fell about me on every Side” (226). It may be going too far to suggest that the tree in question may be a debased or carnivalized version of Yggdrasil, the Scandinavian Tree of Life (and source of Stephen Dedalus’s ashplant in Ulysses); but it should perhaps have occurred to Gulliver that you are only ever shat upon so purposefully by your own kind. A more pointed instance occurs later on, when to his horror Gulliver is embraced by a female Yahoo as he is bathing naked in the pool:

          
            Being one Day abroad with my Protector the Sorrel Nag, and the Weather exceeding hot. I entreated him to let me bathe in a River that was near. He consented, and I immediately suipped myself stark naked, and went down softly into the Stream. It happened that a young Female Yahoo standing behind a Bank, saw the whole Proceeding; and inflamed by Desire, as the Nag and I conjectured, came running with all Speed, and leaped into the Water within five Yards of the Place where I bathed. I was never in my Life so terribly frighted; the Nag was grazing at some Distance, not suspecting any Harm: She embraced me after a most fulsome Manner; I roared as loud as I could, and the Nag came galloping towards me, whereupon she quitted her Grasp, with the utmost Reluctancy, and leaped upon the opposite Bank, where she stood gazing and howling all the time I was putting on my Cloaths. (272)

          

           This intrepid female should perhaps be recognized as the heroine of Gulliver’s Travels; and we do actually learn a little more about her in the next paragraph:

          
            Neither was the Hair of this Brute of a Red Colour, (which might have been some Excuse for an Appetite a little irregular) but black as a Sloe, and her Countenance did not make an Appearance altogether so hideous as the rest of the Kind; for, I think, she could not be above Eleven Years old. (272)

          

           It is probably significant, too, that the rest of this chapter is taken up with a description of the desiccated social and sexual life of the Houyhnhnms; their loveless marriages, the unfeeling education of their children, their general affective impoverishment. Gulliver’s own willing association of himself with this way of life is a measure of his madness; and it is with an awareness of this radical alienation that we have to read the account of his return to his wife and children:

          
            My Wife and Family received me with great Surprize and Joy, because they concluded me certainly dead; but I must freely confess, the Sight of them filled me only with Hatred, Disgust and Contempt… And when I began to consider, that by copulating with one of the Yahoo-Species, I had become a Parent of more; it struck me with the utmost Shame, Confusion and Horror. (298)

          

           Gulliver’s own excuse to the reader for the circumstantiality of the physical detail throughout his Travels is that of the natural philosopher (or scientist); these details, like any other details, are deserving of objective record. But the reader is unlikely to be misled by such an observation. Criticism suggests that he/she is more likely to make the mistake of taking the disgust at its face value: as evidence of Gulliver’s (and hence Swift’s own) unease with the body. But I want to argue that we should read it with exactly the opposite sense; the best evidence we could have of a complex and imaginatively refracted but in the end unconditional love of the body, an impassioned acknowledgement of the order of the physical, disseminated unmistakeably through the text. To return to the exploits of the newly identified heroine: the fact that, as Gulliver is forced to acknowledge, “the Females had a natural Propensity to me as one of their own Species” (272) is more significant as a determinant of the text’s ultimate meaning than any attempted ideological deflection on Gulliver’s part. George Saintsbury himself, it may be worth remarking, considered that Gulliver’s discomfiture in this particular episode provided the best instance in the Travels of Swift’s “intus et in cute satiric knowledge of human nature” (Saintsbury 26).

           Of course, I don’t propose to attribute this to the “ghost” of Gulliver, nor to the shadow of Swift. Given the rhetoric of Gulliver’s Travels, we are not reduced to this stratagem. We can’t speak with any confidence of the “signifying System” that was Swift himself, the Dean at his desk (that is to say, the langue); there is only the text, the local parole. And the evidence of the text itself suggests large “plates” of meaning (to invoke a geological metaphor) running against each other to create that tension and contradiction that are such essential features of his work: features which were as evident to Saintsbury as they are to us.

          IV

           At this point I would like to invoke the very interesting discussion of gender in Swift provided by Ellen Pollak in her excellent book The Politics of Sexual Myth: Gender and Ideology in the Verse of Pope and Swift (1985): a book which is the more welcome because (with few exceptions: such as in the work by Carol Houlihan Flynn, referred to above) Swift does continue to be either ignored or used as a whipping boy by feminist critics of the eighteenth century —or by critics of the eighteenth century who happen to be women. In her book, Pollak contrasts the ideological formation underlying the poetry of Swift and Pope in terms which may readily be adopted for the fiction, and which provide persuasive support for my argument. Whereas Pope, she says, represents the discourse of the male (binary, definitive, patriarchal, imperious/al), Swift is curiously incorporated into the discourse of the female by the very energy of his resistance to it. Swift’s “savagely reactionary response to modem discourse” in works such as A Tale of a Tub “reflects an aversion to an all-absorbing textuality for which woman is a central metaphor” (Pollak 172); but at the same time:

          
            … even as the cluster of physical metaphors by which women, the body, and modem discourse are reciprocally disparaged remains intact within his texts, Swift nonetheless engages in a curious swirling around the stasis of those fixed analogies, so that the double negativity of his relation to modem writing and to the figures it assumes takes on the aspect of an affirmative attitude…. Swift’s toying with the rethinking of sexual metaphor is a possibility built into the infinitely negative pressure of his thought that he never quite responsibly embraced. Thus Swift’s texts manage to remain both open and closed at the same time… they are simultaneously occasions for the affirmation and cancellation of cultural codes. (Pollak 178)

          

           In the spirit of this analysis, I can now propose that when Gulliver describes his urination and defecation in such graphic detail, he (or the body of text which incorporates him) is actually celebrating those bodily functions, no less than is Joyce when he describes the loosening of Leopold Bloom’s bowels in Ulysses. When Gulliver describes his being dandled on the nipple of the maid of honour, he is claiming his share in the erotics of the text; as he is also when he relates (with whatever adventitious disgust) the amorous approaches of the young female Yahoo. When he observes the holes in the cancer in the beggar-woman’s breast “in two or three of which I could have easily crept, and covered my whole Body” (105) he is indeed entering that body, fascinated by its otherness, identifying himself with the most palpable manifestation of the physical there can be: an organism dying of its own excess. And he is returning at the same time to the female body, to the breast, the source of nurture. And when, as throughout Book 2, he describes himself as relentlessly engulfed in the physical, the viscous —the bowl of cream, the frog’s slime— he is symbolically readmitting himself to the slime of his own physical substance: as we might say, converting the Biblical metaphor to something more literal, “remember man thou art but slime, and unto slime thou shalt return.”

           I have appealed already to the cultural identification of the body as such with the female. But there is further evidence of a symbolic, coded nature that I would like to adduce here and in conclusion. Gulliver reaches each of his islands in a small boat (bk.1: 5; bk.2: 75; bk.3: 151; bk.4: 229). During his stay in Brobdingnag he even has perilous adventures in a boat, about which Swift is curiously specific. It is the queen who has a boat made for her mannikin, “a Pleasure-Boat with all its Tackling” (113), in the belief that “a little Exercise of Rowing might… be convenient for my Health” (112); and in this boat Gulliver entertains the ladies with his skill:

          
            Here I often used to row for my Diversion, as well as that of the Queen and her Ladies, who thought themselves agreeably entertained with my Skill and Agility. Sometimes I would put up my Sail, and then my Business was only to steer, while the ladies gave me a Gale with their Fans…. (112-13)

          

           Now, we know that the “man in the boat” is a colloquial reference to the clitoris, the erectile tissue in the female organ which is found so offensive in some cultures —as an usurpation of male prerogative— that it is actually excised. The metaphor has its origin in Latin (navicula = little boat, naviculans = clitoris); Mc Conville and Shearlaw record “widespread usage in Britain and (especially) Ireland” (The Slanguage of Sex 122). The clitoris is the badge of the woman’s bisexuality; what has even been claimed as her “omnisexuality.” And I see Gulliver as planted there; born, on each voyage, out of and into the female body. This is simply the most explicit episode; especially in the near-disaster that befalls him in the boat, when a frog tries to climb aboard:

          
            When the Frog was got in, it hopped at once half the Length of the Boat, and then over my Head, backwards and forwards, dawbing my Face and Cloaths with its odious Slime. The Largeness of its Features made it appear the most deformed Animal that can be conceived. (114)

          

           We may remember that it is the Yahoo creature itself that Gulliver later refers to as “singular, and deformed” (225). The frog here —itself a favoured vehicle for sexual metaphor —can be seen, in its largeness and deformity, as a peculiarly grotesque reminder of the sexual base of our own natures. It is this passage, also, that tempts me to look for a coded reference to the clitoris in the name Gulliver gives to his little nurse, Glumdalclitch; perhaps there is even an allusion to an absorption in the body in the form of female masturbation here, to balance the evidently punning reference to “my good Master Bates” in bk. 1, ch.1 (4). And this would fit with my not unserious suggestion (mentioned above), that we should read Gulliver’s own name Grildrig as an anagram of ‘rig’d girl’: a girl in drag, a woman in man’s disguise. For one so alert to etymologies as Gulliver (and his author/scriptor Swift), these things cannot be disregarded as accidental. As is noted by Turner (327), P. O. Clark in his 1953 “decoding” of the names in Gulliver’s Travels proposes “girl thing” for Grildrig, and “grim doll clutch” for Glumdalclitch; perhaps we can better penetrate Swift’s meaning in these enlightened times.

           There is a well-known article by Pat Rogers entitled “Gulliver’s Glasses,” in which Rogers argues that his obsession with his glasses identifies Gulliver’s spectatorial role in his book; he is always an observer, never involved in the action. Furthermore:

          
            Swift shares Gulliver’s instincts, to hide and to peer out, to avoid bodily contact which squeezes and pains us. He wants to do this while at the same time negotiating at a safe distance with the physical world, through his sight… the desire to escape from the body —to conceal its frailties and repress its urges — was Swift’s very own. (Rogers 187)

          

           It is the purpose of this paper to argue the contrary (or at least complementary) position: that although Gulliver may not take much part in the action as character, he is symbolically inglutinated in the body throughout the text, thereby defeating Swift’s plan of escape. As Ellen Pollak remarks: “For Gulliver, the creation of an identity is an infinitely regressive enterprise; he is constantly absorbed by that which he defines himself as not” (Pollak 179). And in this process, according to the terms I have proposed here, he crosses the binary divide and becomes an honorary woman; bisexual, bifocal (if spectacled at all), at once male Gull and female bearer of veracity; plural, polyglot; the perfect performing instance of the polymorphous perverse.

          V

           The argument I have been trying to advance in this paper is a contribution to the discourse of gender (to which we are all committed, both professionally and personally). It is not possible to evacuate our discourse of gender, any more than we can simply step outside of binarism —in this or any other instance— and refuse to have anything to do with it. Binary structures provide discourse with its very dimension; and the sexual divide (however perceived) is an ineluctable element of the System. Feminist critics have wrestled for a generation with this problem. As Elaine Showalter remarks, “All [feminist criticisms] are struggling to find a terminology that can rescue the feminine from its stereotypical associations with inferiority” (Showalter 16). What we can, and must do, is to revalue, reincorporate, reclaim, recuperate, reinvest the terminology of binarism in a more mobile, a more carnivalesque, a more collaborative discourse; one adapted to the evolution of our ideas of sexuality itself. As one of Angela Carter’s (female) characters remarks: “Well… one day, you’ll discover that sexuality is a unity manifested in different structures and it’s a hard thing, in these alienated times, to tell what is and what is not’” (Carter 66). And here the critical theories of Bakhtin and Barthes, of Kristeva and Cixous, are an incitement, as are the exemplary texts that they return to. From Ovid’s Metamorphoses to Angela Carter’s (Thousand and One) Nights at the Circus —via the heteroglossia and polyphony of Rabelais, Dickens, Dostoevsky, Joyce— these are the texts that avail us in the continuous reconstruction of consciousness; and the reclamation of our common —if sexually polarized— humanity.

           Swift, far from being a misogynist monster and pillar of the patriarchy, is actually an unexpected ally in this process, in all his diverse and diversely ventriloquised works; and even Lemuel Gulliver, retired to Newark (xl) after all his misfortunes (Newark which is, accidentally or not, an anagram for ‘wanker’), might be understood as an apostle of emancipation. To put it another way: that the often-attempted fifth book of Gulliver’s Travels is actually there, in ghostly paradigm; revealed to us as a voyage in time, into modernity; into the brave new world of “gender bending,” of sexual morphology.
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           1. When the rebellious pirates Capstern and Laguerre under the nominal command of Macheath declare war against the whole world, they change, at least for a few minutes, the tone and texture of John Gay’s comic opera Polly (1729).1 Like its nominal first part, The Beggar’s Opera, this continuation set in the West Indies where several of the main characters from the earlier play have been transported or arrived as indentured labour, seems to work in a satirical mode. The strokes of satire are simple and broad, and finally as superficial as those of the pastoral or sentimental comedy. The foibles and sins of normal English society are viewed in burlesque through a reductive metaphor: but where the first part, actually staged and very popular, looked at Newgate Prison and its denizens as though it were the true image of middle-class English society, the second part, Polly, never permitted on the boards (Loftis 102, 139; Burgess note 3, 79-80) and subsequently put aside in most general awareness of Gay’s work,2 displaces the tensions of bourgeois life to a colonial setting and finds there that the structures of society are both replicated, with all their faults, and exaggerated for comic and corrective purposes. The ruling elite, made up of plantation owners and their families, demonstrate the craven, self-centred characteristics of the rising bourgeoisie in England, and the transported felons and the poor who sell their labour for a chance to start afresh in the colonies tend to show an obsequiousness and selfishness that undercuts any pretensions to a new start for society. Escaped criminals formed into pirate bands and slaves always fomenting rebellion surround and pervade the microcosmic colonial community with real dangers. However, the presence of Indians. which seems to be the explicit danger feared by the colonists, provides a different sort of context for the Englishmen and women. Noble savages, these Indians image forth the lost or forgotten Roman ideals of honour, courage, and self-control absent from the transplanted British community, but they too, fail to provide a sustainable alternative to the realities of the modem colonial regime.

           The plot of the opera turns on the arrival of Polly Peachum in search of Macheath, whom she takes as her legal husband, and to whom she seeks to give love, honour and obedience, despite his violence, philandering, and neglect. After escaping from the sexual advances of one of the great planters, Mr. Ducat, and taking advantage of a rumoured slave uprising, Polly disguises herself as a youth and seeks to join the pirates of whom Macheath, under the name and disguise of Morano,3 the runaway slave, is the chief.

           When we look at the different kinds of war presented in this play, there are some which are literal and some which are metaphorical, but the real distinction lies in their ideological import. It is here that we must distinguish between a formal state of belligerence in which the laws of a kingdom and between nations comes into play, that is, the rules of warfare, as distinct from the code of honor between individual soldiers and of soldiers towards civilians. War in this sense is a matter of law and of traditional conduct. But it may also involve the use of force by the state for the preservation or expansion of its territories, protection of its trade, and other public “goods” which it feels threatened.

           But while the government of the colony is duty-bound to call up its militia and fight against the Blacks who are seeking to free themselves from bondage, there is also an apparent right suggested by the structures of the play for the slaves to engage in violent acts to force the colonial government into recognizing their status as free men; this would be the kind of situation we know in the twentieth century as a war of national liberation. There is also another kind of warfare inherent in the structure of Gay’s play that resides in the constant fear that the Indians will break their treaty with the English regime and make war in the sense of one state against another state represented by the colonial government. The question here is whether or not the savage Indians constitute a sovereign state and so can engage in legitimate warfare. but the treaty between the Crown and the natives already grants to the Indians a tacit legal status that makes war a formal possibility.

           The menace of the pirates, however, requires a war of a different sort, since here it will be the legitimate government of the colony acting in a police operation against these criminal outlaws (Schonhorn XVI-XXII). This would be a war only in the sense that the criminals form a dangerously large and permanent threat to the settlers. This is war in the figurative mode, but the figure is that of exaggeration: there will be real military operations and even pitched battles. The pirates do not have a recognized social structure and their leader is not granted any sovereignty by legal means. Macheath rules by his forceful personality and by the respect accorded to his self-proclaimed violent nature.

           Even more metaphorical is the social war between the middle-and upper-class settlers who constitute the governing elite and the servants, craftsmen, and petty merchants who work as indentured labour or as a quasi-proletariat not yet permitted to participate in the governing of the State. Gay had developed this aspect of the satirical plot in The Beggar’s Opera, although the dominant metaphor there was the double reversible image of Newgate prison: England was seen to be a criminal society writ large, while the roles of law-makers and lawbreakers were ambiguously differentiated, the one just as easily the other. Here in Polly the monopoly of violence that is claimed by the colonial government on behalf of the sovereign is not just ambiguously similar to that of the pirate gang but also more complex in that many criminals have achieved positions of power and authority within the West-Indian community and their use or misuse of that power is both an exaggeration and a parody of the displays of power in the metropolis of London.

           There is also another figurative war that is alluded to in the contention between male and female, the war of the sexes. The Ducat family is seen satirically as the site of oppression by the tyrannic husband and of sabotage and rebellion by the ambitious wife. Ducat’s attempt to rape Polly, with the various degrees of collusion by other women, ranging from Lady Ducat to various procuresses and servants, further indicates that the war between the sexes is a class war and a cynical means of self-empowerment through betrayal and guile (Sloterdijk, Simms).

           But the war declared by the rebellious pirates both against their own leader and the whole of the outside world belongs to a different order altogether, one that recalls, in the first instance, the State of nature described by Thomas Hobbes in The Leviathan (1651), but also a more deeply ambiguous cynical and grotesque order of reality that goes beyond the satirical and comic aspects of the play and comes close to the special malignancy of Edmund in Shakespeare’s King Lear.

           2. Before sketching out the Hobbesian and cynical nature of this war declared against the whole world and discussing how the tone and textures of the comic opera are briefly and deeply disturbed, we need to set out the ways in which the different kinds of warfare, literal and figurative, mark the comic and satirical directions of Gay’s work. Like the Indians, with their sense of honour and self-controlled dignity, Polly Peachum represents a positive coordinate which at once exposes the comic follies of the other persons in the play and reveals the deeper faults in its satiric structure. Polly’s “naiveté” serves to highlight the duplicity, weakness and incipient lack of principle in settlers, servants, pirates —everyone, in fact, except the Indians. The comedy of her innocence in the midst of such deceptiveness and self-deception gives a romantic charm to the play that on occasion approaches sentimentality, since her emotions of love and loyalty strike through any realistic necessities that life in the colony calls forth. Even when she turns away from the noble professions of love from her Indian suitor, Polly responds not so much out of a racial prejudice that stigmatizes her as part of the colonialist regime, but also by the conventions of the pastoral and comic theatre. Although this racism is a muted presence and complicates her character beyond that of the sentimental role she enacts, she acts within the limits of the romantic code she lives by, which finally is seen to exclude the Indians, in spite of their satiric presence as foils to European hypocrisy and weakness of character. The Indian prince, unlike a shepherd swain, represents a different level of natural idealism, one that would draw Polly into another kind of social and political order, not just merely allow her to live in a perfected version of the European model.

           The romantic and sentimental qualities of Polly are closely related to the Stoic virtues embodied in the Indians and act as further coordinates within the comic and satirical model of the play. As we can see in some of Dryden’s heroic plays and in Aphra Behn’s novel Oronooco, (c. 1688) the Indians —like Black princes, Turkish and other Middle Eastern heroes in plays like Dryden’s The Indian Queen (1664)— embody the Roman ideals which are missing or perverted in European society. Insofar as the Europeans are thereby viewed as foolish, cowardly and weak-willed individuals when set against the Stoic duty, loyalty and self-control of the exotic others, the model creates comedy; and insofar as the wit penetrates into a more incisive critique of the structural and institutional faults of modem European society the satiric paradigm functions. The satiric model goes beyond a mere contrast between them and us, or a use of the other as an optic through which to read the otherwise hidden text of hypocrisy and selfishness, and begins to evaluate the presumed principles by which European society has been established in both its private and public institutions. In Othello, Shakespeare can figure his tragic hero in a comic way, when he seems like an out-of-control comic character, a Black Man caught in the intrigue of Italian passions and ambitions; for he then demonstrates the weaknesses of all great men whose ideals have been superseded by the Machiavellian realities of the modem world:

          
            Farewell the plumed troop, and the big wars
That make ambition virtue! O, farewell!
Farewell the neighing steed and the shrill trump.
The spirit-stirring drum, th’ear-piercing fife,
The royal banner, and all quality,
Pride, pomp, and circumstance of glorious war!
And O ye mortal engines whose rude throats
Th’immortal Jove’s dread clamours counterfeit,
Farewell! Othello’s occupation’s gone.
(Othello, 3. 3. 353-61)

          

           The glory of war, with its warrior’s code of honour, courage and respect for the enemy, is revealed as a form of madness, an uncontrolled violence to those who must now learn the arts of politics and domestic intrigue. Similarly, for all the respect which Polly has for the nobility of her Indian friends, when it comes to marrying one of them, the great King Pohetohee’s son, Prince Cawwawkee, she is unable to cross over from being a European romantic mistress to a savage wife. Like Desdemona, albeit with greater rational self-consciousness, she would risk arousing the passions of a husband that are too great for the bourgeois model of her life as a European woman.

           Instead of war being the theatre of heroic activities, it becomes the place where everything valuable in bourgeois society is put at risk. The Stoic behaviour of the Indians can only function in contrast to that of the colonial government and its internal enemies. Their antique virtues cannot provide an adequate matrix in which a modem European individual or family can feel comfortable or safe. Hence the nobility of the Indians functions as a satiric ploy in the opera and becomes unacceptable when other perspectives are turned on it. Any marriage between Polly and her Indian prince would immediately turn into a war between cultures, Kulturkampf as well as between the sexes.

           Shakespeare has shown in King Lear how Edmund’s bastard status puts him in a similar position to the savage others, like Othello. But Edmund seeks to defy the cultural laws by claiming in a modem, rational, secular way the rights due him by nature; that is, he too must declare war on the whole world of civil law in order to find what he considers to be a rightful place for himself in that society.

           The key passage in Hobbes’s Leviathan (1651) occurs in Part I, Chapter 13. There are, according to this argument, “three principal causes of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory.” When there is no central government to order social relations, these three features of human nature go out of control and result in a war; but not just any war: “such a war as of every man against every man.” Then Hobbes goes on to explain how war is to be taken in a wider sense than the contention of warriors or armies, and also is to be seen in an analogy with bad weather, a comparison that reminds us of King Lear:

          
            For war consisteth not in battle only, or the act of fighting, but in a tract of time wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently known; and therefore the notion of time is to be considered in the nature of war, as it is in the nature of weather. For as the nature of foul weather lieth not in a shower or two of rain, but in an inclination thereto of many days together; so the nature of war consisteth not in actual fighting but in the known disposition thereto. during all the time there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace.

          

           In this State of war, “where every man is enemy to every man,” there is no place for culture, arts or letters, but in their place “continual fear, and danger of violent death,” and hence arises the (in)famous passage that marks out the natural condition of mankind: “and the life of men, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short….”

           To those who object that there was never really such a time. Hobbes responds that this picture is a myth in the sense of providing a fundamental paradigm for the nature of humanity without a properly constituted government, and besides that, he argues, one has only to look at the savage peoples of America to see how true his description is. Once this paradigm is accepted as a functioning description for the State of primal warfare, then Hobbes can argue that in this condition of war by every person against every other, there are no distinctions possible between right and wrong, justice and injustice, and “Force and fraud are in war the two cardinal virtues….” Moreover, only when this war is brought under control and peace established can there be the idea of property, respect for the integrity and possessions of each person. To establish such a peace, in which there are “desire of such things as are necessary to commodious living, and a hope by their industry to obtain them,” reason dictates that humanity must follow the Laws of Nature. In other words, the natural State of mankind is unnatural, and the peace that is the condition of rational life derives front a respect for natural laws.

           The paradox inherent in this posture is brought out by Edmund in King Lear where the words “nature” and “natural” play off their inner contradictions as kind, mad, uncultured, savage, violent, loving. and so forth. As a bastard son. a love child, Edmund is outside the legal scope of inheritance front his father. unless his father makes a deliberate legal public declaration. To achieve that goal, the bastard son seeks to stir up a contention between the legal son, Edgar, and his natural father, Gloucester. In this way, Edmund manifests at once the savage selfishness of the natural human born outside the conventions of law and government and the slick, Machiavellian politics of the rational, modem man who rejects the conventions of society because they are arbitrary and sentimental. Hence, when Edgar comes on stage, Edmund mockingly describes him as a creature of the medieval morality plays who will be, by his own foolish goodness, the author of his own destruction: “And pat he comes, like the catastrophe of the old comedy; my cue is villainous melancholy, with a sigh like Tom O’Bedlam” (King Lear 1.2.129-31). If Edgar is scorned as a relic of the sentimental morality of the past age, Edmund is cool and rational, a cynic of the modem age.

           3. The pirates do not appear on stage until the first scene of Act II, when Polly, dressed as a young man, goes into the countryside to search for her missing husband, Macheath. Then the pirates —Capstern, Hacker, Culverin, Laguerre, and Cutlace— talk above the hidden, sleeping figure of Polly. They discuss their occupation, their relationship to the newly appointed leader, whom they believe to be an escaped black slave named Morano, and their own individual reasons for becoming pirates.

           As they have failed in their immediate mission to either gain booty or find out information relevant to the slave uprising, they discuss how best to present themselves to their chief, and decide, cynically, that they can easily make up some news and so compensate for the lack of treasure: treasure which in any case, they further reveal, they would have held back for themselves. From the first, then, the audience sees the individual pirates as lacking in the romantic posturing that marks out Macheath, even if it is in itself a hypocritical pose. These men are selfish, conniving, duplicitous, weak-willed and cynical. They are cynical in suiting their words and deeds to the occasion and reassuring one another that any real principles or ideals are, in the end, neither possible nor worthy of holding. In this, they are very much in the tradition of the literary picaros who begin their lives on the margins, move even further out of civil society, and either by choice or circumstance, take up lives of criminality in which, as they pass through the world, they discover in the hypocrisy of all classes, respectable and shabby, reason for a hard-nosed disbelief in ideals of any sort. The narrative of the picaro thus is more than a satirical inversion of the courtly romance or even of an anti-romance in the style of Cervantes’s Don Quixote; the picaresque tale is an autobiographic statement of cynical discontent with the world.

           In Gay’s comic opera, however, the frank statements of the pirates do not develop the cynical mode, but rather work through a number of comical and satirical strategies. As in rhetorical prosopopoeia, the speeches of the wicked characters explain their own hypocrisy and lack of principles frankly and boastfully, thus they at once contrast themselves to the idealism of Polly and the romantic postures of Macheath, and suggest very strongly a matrix of selfishness that includes Mr and Mrs Ducat and the entire colonial administration. The confessions reduce the pirates to ineffective farcical types and set them up as satirical points of reference to measure more complex characters and situations.

           Deciding they can invent necessary lies to avert the displeasure of Morano, the pirates prepare themselves by commencing two preliminary acts to this false presentation: they plan to drink and sleep. But once they start to drink, they also start to boast, and in parading their reasons for becoming pirates they sketch out typical picaresque histories, partly grounding their occupation in the historical insecurities and inequalities of early modem times, and partly revealing the way in which the picaresque life provides an epistemological vantage point for assessing the contours of that early modem society.

           Hacker makes the first autobiographie statement in his cups, and in this way sets out the grounds of the cynical argument upon which each of the subsequent pirates justifies his life as a pirate. His view is Hobbesian to the extent that he has discovered, in the course of his experiences, that society is built on hypocrisy and pretensions, in which the people and institutions of authority hide their true intentions from the masses of the people, middle-class and below, and those who are exploited by these institutions and individuals, instead of being ennobled by their suffering or perceptive enough to see the perversion of higher truths, are either active collusion in the cynical ruse or worn down into passive complicity. The pirate’s life, in its frank anti-social criminality, has the advantage, he believes, of the only nobility possible —that of being true to itself. What Hacker and the other pirates cannot recognize. though, is the sincerity of Polly’s sentimental idealism nor the stoic virtue of the Indians. Even though these two forms of ideal will be revealed in the course of the play as less than perfect paradigms for modem society to live by, nevertheless they hold the play from developing fully in the direction of the dark cynical conceit. When Hacker tells his companions, in Act II scene 1: “I had always a genius for ambition. Birth and education cannot keep it under. Our profession is great. brothers, What can be more heroic than to have declared war with the whole world!” (34), his four-part speech looks as though it will deepen and darken the comedy of the play beyond comedy, and even satire, to the Hobbesian vision of primal anarchy. First, like Edmund or Iago, Hacker sees himself as naturally endowed with ambition. Such ambition is unlike the metaphysical hybris of the ancient Greek theatre and more like the over-reaching greed of capitalism, and the uncontrollable jealousy against those with power and prestige by the nascent picaro. Rather than rail against the heavens, the picaro steals, seduces, and inflicts pain, and at the end of his life looks back to justify his behaviour through denunciation of a world unworthy of its pretensions. Constitutionally at odds with himself, that is, with the nature that makes him forever uncomfortable in the world he is born into, the pirate also rejects the society that legislates the leviathan System meant to control the natural forces which he defines as his own real self. His ambition is the cause and the consequence of the Hobbesian war of every man against every other.

           Hacker’s second statement expresses both his frustration and his shared hostility to society as presently constituted. Neither birth, that is, inherited positioning in the civil hierarchy, nor education, that is, the inculcation of society's constraining rationalizations for that hierarchy can put out the flames of his natural ambition. Culture is thus a block to nature’s fulfilment, and a pirate has no real choice but to move away from society in order to attack it from without, to make war on it. While the desire for wealth, power, sexual gratification and prestige are strong, they are not coordinated into any policy or principles; and the war that is declared on society results, not in an all-out assault on civil government —certainly not in a political sense that could be construed as revolution or rebellion, even— but merely as furtive raids, and these particular, random sallies are subject to constant interference as each individual pirate is diverted by some immediate personal goal. Fear of capture or death is enough to prevent any grand concerted war of pirates on government, and it begins to emerge that the radical negativity —or even nihilism— of the dark cynical conceit is itself a posture, that the pirates can themselves be momentarily sentimental, stoical, satirical or comic because, finally, they lack coherence at the centre (Fray and Fray XI). Just as the man they follow, Morano, is not what he seems to be, and even as Macheath is hypocritical in several ways, depending on circumstances, so too what they say about themselves lacks ideological cohesion; and in the end, the pirates fall apart into snivelling fools.

           By the third sentence of his speech, Hacker is declaring that the pirates compensate for their discontented place in society by sharing in the project of piracy. To call their occupation “great” is to take a word which, as readers of Pope and Fielding recall, has come to signal the presence of canting hypocrisy. Whether the Macedonian Alexander, or some current prime minister, or London thief-taker, the “Great Man” is the very reverse, morally and politically, of what he pretends to be. In their collective identity as pirates, these weak individuals, unable to participate in rational society for both good and bad reasons, expose the ever present reality of Hobbes’s harsh insight into the human condition. Hence Hacker’s fourth and final statement becomes the key to the argument of this paper that the nature of anarchie warfare at the heart of Gay’s play is impossible to develop without destroying the operatic lightness of the comedy and the sentimental superficiality of the satire. It is possible that among the reasons for banning Polly from the stage the censors recognized the dark cynical conceit that is much more frightening in its implications than the social satire developed in The Beggar's Opera, but it is more likely that neither they nor John Gay himself could perceive the implications of the Hobbesian insight which for a few seconds breaks through the more superficial textures of the play.

           In the last sentence, Hacker says: “What can be more heroic than to have declared war with the whole world!” At first sight, given the word “heroic” in this exclamation, the statement would seem not to be Hobbesian at all, but merely the insane utterance of a mad malcontent. As such, it cannot be taken as a clear philosophical assertion; it is a speech in a play and has dramatic function —this is what one drunken pirate says to his fellows as they try to screw up the courage to confront their leader with lies.

           Moreover, the war declared on the “whole world” is not the same as the war of every man against every other, that Hobbes’s text speaks. Hacker is not describing a primal scene before the advent of civil government but of the ambitious antisocial feelings of a small band of outlaws who are out to wreak revenge on a society they feel has harmed them. He speaks for criminals who simply want to rob and murder for the sheer fun of it all. Hacker also wants his speech to Sound like the romantically puffed-up vaunts of some world conqueror —an Alexander the Great. In the play, he echoes the cynical boasts of Macheath to his latest mistress, Jenny Diver. Hacker wants to exalt his negative feelings into something his fellow pirates will approve of—a positive, expansive ambition.

           Yet once Hacker moves into his personal narrative, he is much more the typical picaro than the satirical foil to Great Men. Through the supposed group ambition of the pirates, the petty individual grudges turn into something that has a collective goal; but the more each of the pirates tells his personal life history, the more it is clear that there is no solidarity amongst them. Each one is selfish and willing to sell out his fellow when it is advantageous. Not even the negativity is radical, then; the cynicism has no coherent core to it.

           This collapse of the absolute negative in the pirates, shown by their response to offers of bribery and imminence of capture and imprisonment, gives to the outlaws a farcical quality. Yet there is also a kind of retreat in the other counters of the play, the sentimentality of Polly, the stoicism of the Indians, and even the hypocrisy of the colonial rulers. West-Indian society provides a sufficiently tough matrix for the playing out of these various options, so that there can be no purely romantic, comic or satirical actions or personalities.

           For example, when later in Act II, Polly offers Cawwawkee the chance to escape from captivity, he at first rejects the opportunity on the grounds that it would involve an act of dishonesty. Polly, still in the disguise of a would-be-pirate youth, urges him on by saying, “Had you means of escape, you could not refuse it. To preserve your life is your duty.” But this pragmatic imperative is denied until Polly further argues: “But stratagem is allow’d in war; and ’tis lawful to use all the weapons employ’d against you” (56). In saying this Polly begins to sound like Swift’s Lemuel Gulliver justifying European weapons of mass destruction to the King of Brobdingnag. If war legitimates all dishonorable deeds, provided the other side first uses the ignoble weapons first, then really there are no ideals to live up to, and the combat is evaluated simply by who wins and who loses. The end justifies the means.

           Polly then begins to negotiate with the pirates for the release of the Indian prince, an agreement which has the pirates turn against their own leader Morano, and which Cawwawkee agrees to by accepting the pragmatic option. He is convinced by Polly that there is no honorable intent on the part of his captors, and so there is no reciprocity required of him —and no taint to his honor. In these negotiations, the pirate named Laguerre stands out, and thus forms an insight into the way in which Gay conceives of the primal Hobbesian war of each against each. Laguerre, in fact, says: “Every man for himself, say I. There is no being even with mankind, without that universal maxim" (57). To “be even” with mankind signals the need to wreak revenge on the entire human race which, constituted as a Leviathan State, seeks to control and thereby limit the natural ambitions —that is, the unruly antisocial behaviours— of the would-be world conquerors. What impels the pirates is, according to Laguerre, a universal maxim, which is not just a principle of human natural aggression but something more unprincipled and cynical, as one of the other outlaws, Capstern, puts it: ‘‘If we gain our ends, what matter how we come by it?” (57). In short, the end justifies the means.

           This second maxim, more fundamentally Machiavellian than cynical, where there is a knowing desire to undercut the pretensions of a hypocritical world, allows for any sort of betrayal or criminality provided it seizes the moment of essential selfishness. Why? Because it does not rest on any assessment or pretended assessment of a relationship to a world hypocritically set up to exploit the gullible and the weak. Like the stage-Machiavel of an earlier age, the villains in this piece —and even the good people— refer to the figure of cynicism as “the politician,” the man of policy, who puts personal and institutional convenience ahead of morality and the good of the commonweal, but who pretends in so doing to be acting out of the best motives.

           Thus, as the deal for releasing Cawwawkee is concluded and the pirates are promised a place in court as their reward, Laguerre tells the Indian prince: “You will consider, prince, our own politicians would have rewarded such meritorious services: We’ll go off with you” (58). The Indian’s compromise, prompted by Polly’s appeal to the pragmatic option, is designated the normal behaviour of English parliamentarians, and the places distributed are classified not as bribes but honorable rewards for services rendered. The Leviathan State functions, then, by secret manipulations which are rendered public only under the code words and dress of honorable patriotism. As Polly observes the pirates patting each other on the shoulder for what they believe is a sly deal pulled off for their own interests, not for the Indians or their own leader, Morano, she says: “’Tis thus one able politician outwits another; and we admire their wisdom” (58).

           To admire the “wit” and “wisdom” of a politician in this context is strictly to inhabit the space of satire, where the key words undercut the real behaviour of the Machiavellian agents. This is certainly the case with Mr. Ducat. When he appears in Act III to lead the colonial militia against the slave rebels and the pirate raiders, he really seeks to avoid any heroic action, yet wishes to take credit for the benefits that accrue to the State when the fighting has ended. In this, like Falstaff, he is quite open in making discretion the better part of valour; but nevertheless, he lacks the warmth of Prince Hal's companion and the hearty and earthly charms of Don Quixote’s Sancho Panza:

          
            For my own part, I think it wiser to talk of fighting, than only to be talk’d of. The fame of a talking hero will satisfy me; the Sound of whose valour amazes and astonishes all peaceable men, women, and children. Sure a man may be allow’d a little lying in his own praise, when there’s so much going about to his discredit. (66)

          

           The difference between a Falstaff or Sancho Panza and a Mr. Ducat is, to begin with, that this man is the officer in charge; he is not the friend or sidekick of the hero. Second, what he presumes to is the fame of a hero with the charismatic power of an Othello, whose very narrative of “big wars” is enough to win over Desdemona’s love, but he wants the words without the substance. Thirdly, Ducat’s speech calls to mind Polly’s words about the “wit” and “wisdom” of politicians, and Mr. Ducat's disarming frankness serves only to place him in the spotlight of the satiric gaze. Like Laguerre and his fellow-pirates, this leader of the colonial militia has no real sense of responsibility to anyone but himself, although he is in a position to take credit for the heroic behaviour and diplomatic abilities of others, especially here of Polly and her negotiations with the Indians and pirates. It is thus not the statement per se that sets him into the class of the Machiavellian politician but the fact that he is in power and uses his position cynically; the others are out of power and act in ways that protect them from exploitation and give them some small share in the glory or wealth of the State. Thus Mr. Ducat goes on: “I had better too be upon the spot, or my men may embezzle some plunder which by right should be mine” (67). The right by which this plunder should be his, rather than a pirate chief’s, like Morano, is only a relative one, imposed by the laws of Leviathan, not intrinsic to the heroic or moral actions performed. Those who balk at the rights of the State to act in this way opt out of the System and cannot claim its rewards. Insofar as Polly and the Indians take the moral high ground, they present a pastoral or stoical alternative, but despite some minor compromises to their virtue the Indians remain savages outside of any practical alternatives to be followed, and Polly’s sentimentality allows her to speak of necessary, pragmatic modifications in her sentimental posturing so that she can return to England. These alternatives do not really threaten the status quo, and Mr. Ducat remains in charge and the pirates will continue to raid the margins of civil society. The Blacks remain enslaved, the indentured women servants continue to be sexually abused, and the middle classes compromise their principles for the sake of profit and safety within the State. Gay allows no room for a dark cynical conceit to undermine that authoritative Leviathan, though his comic opera seems to permit a brief holiday in the West Indies from its most oppressive pressures.

          ***

        

        
          Bibliography

          Works Cited

          Burgess, C.F. ed. The Letters of John Gay. Oxford: Clarendon, 1966.

          Fray, Linda and Marsha Fray. Societies in Upheaval: Insurrections in France, Hungary, and Spain in the Early Eighteenth Century. Contributions to the Study of World History No. 6. New York: Greenwood Books, 1987.

          The Plays of John Gay, vol. II. London and Dublin: Chapman & Dodd, [1923]. 1-154.

          Loftis, John. The Politics of Drama in Augustan England. Oxford: Clarendon, 1963.

          — Comedy and Society from Congreve to Fielding. Stanford: U of California P, 1959.

          Schonhorn, Manuel, ed. Introduction. A General History of the Pyrates. By Daniel Defoe. 1724. London: Dent, 1972.

          Simms, Norman. My Cow Comes to Haunt Me. New York: Pace UP, 1995.

          Sloterdijk, Peter. Critique of Cynical Reasoning. Trans. Michael Eldred. Theory and History of Literature. Vol. 40. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1987.

          Tillotson, George, Paul Fussell, Jr. and Marshall Waingrow, eds., with the assistance of Brewster Rogerson. Eighteenth-Century English Literature. New York: Harcourt, 1969.

        

        
          Notes

          1  Because of the censorship of the play, Gay published the text himself on 25 March 1729.

          2  Although most books of theatre or dramatic history of the eighteenth century do not mention the play, Loftis speaks of Polly as “the celebrated sequel to The Beggar’s Opera,” Comedy and Society 106. More typical is the comment made in the Introduction to John Gay in the standard undergraduate anthology of Eighteenth-Century English Literature eds. Geoffrey Tillotson, Paul Fussell, Jr. and Marshall Waingrow, with the assistance of Brewster Rogerson, when they call it “the pallid Polly” (494).

          3  The similarity between Macheath’s assumed name of Morano and the name Marranos given to those Jews in Portugal and Spain who lived a double-life as assumed Christians does not seem to be at work in any of the levels of satire or comedy in the play. Tradition has Macheath in blackface to play the part of the runaway slave (Loftis, Comedy and Society 109).
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           At first sight it may seem surprising, or even strange, that George Lillo’s The London Merchant, that most famous example of eighteenth-century domestic tragedy, should refer to topics of national relevance like war and peace. It was, after all, an explicit and central concern of this genre in the eighteenth century to turn away from the “fall of nations” and to concentrate on “private woe”1 instead. A playwright could at best establish a connection between the domestic subject and its public, that is, its political, relevance if the characters’ actions represented those of rulers or governments, or if matters of State assumed the dimension of latent politics, of an ideological power struggle. Accordingly, in this paper I shall deal with the representation of conflicts between nations or within a nation in the form of warring creeds and with the discourse of personal relations in terms of a political discourse. More specifically, I will focus on the new and discontinuous ways in which Lillo’s The London Merchant, as a prime example of domestic literature, maintains a mercantile ideology of peace while waging a war with words.2

           The very title of the play contains an element of public relevance. It evokes the prototypical representative of London's mercantile life. Interestingly, Lillo separates the theoretical dimension from the individual case: The London Merchant; or, the History of George Barnwell.3 In doing so, he distances the mercantile sphere from the tragic action of his play. In his role as merchant, the figure of Thorowgood indeed seems to have no part in the domestic story. This exclusion entails discontinuities in terms of dramatic structure. The play does not open with the tragic hero, or indeed, with an exposition for the plot. It opens with a discourse presenting the values and attitudes of the ideal merchant. Thorowgood first asserts the immense political power of the group he represents, for it is a group which decides about war and peace; then he demonstrates his role as an exemplary father presiding over a well-regulated household. In the following scene, the vixenish Millwood prepares to seduce Thorowgood’s apprentice Barnwell. As the embodiment of the antagonistic principle, she challenges the ideal set by Thorowgood. Far from being an incidental flaw in construction, the disjunctive structure of this beginning plays a vital role in shaping the drama’s meaning. It sets the frame which defines the ideology of domestic tragedy in general and that of The History of George Barnwell in particular, with Thorowgood embodying the ideals of peacefulness, order, civilization, and Millwood embodying their opposites, namely war, civil disorder, and barbarous exploitation. Thus Thorowgood’s presence, which critics have frequently found obtrusive and unmotivated in terms of dramatic necessity,4 is important in terms of ideological necessity. Validated by the respect accorded to him by all of the characters except Millwood, Thorowgood’s viewpoint provides the standard against which Barnwell’s behaviour is measured.

           In the first scene, Thorowgood introduces Trueman, the exemplary apprentice, to the ideology of peace and a stable order as inherent in the mercantile ethos:

          
            THOROWGOOD…. you may learn how honest merchants, as such, may sometimes contribute to the safety of their country as they do at all times to its happiness…. (1.i.16-18)

          

           Thorowgood supports his assertion of the political importance of trade by using terms appropriate to international relations and foreign policy:

          
            THOROWGOOD. The Bank of Genoa had agreed, at excessive interest and on good security, to advance the King of Spain a sum of money sufficient to equip his vast Armado. Of which, our peerless Elizabeth (more than in name the mother of her people) being well informed, sent Walsingham, her wise and faithful secretary, to consult the merchants of this loyal city, who all agreed to direct their several agents to influence, if possible, the Genoese to break their contract with the Spanish court, (1.i.31-39)

          

           In having Thorowgood recount the British merchants’ efforts to prevent a Spanish invasion, Lillo places the action of the play in Elizabethan times. However, his forceful construction of the merchant’s public identity belongs squarely within an eighteenth-century context. The social and political legitimation of the merchant class can be found in Steele’s The Conscious Loyers (1722-23) as well as in The Spectator (1711-12) and in The Gentleman’s Magazine launched in 1731; and both Defoe and Addison contributed to this kind of discourse.5 Lillo’s mercantilist propaganda indicates how early the merchant class had become aware of its importance in British political and social life. In Thorowgood's statement, the London merchants are responsible for providing political stability:

          
            THOROWGOOD. ’Tis done. The State and bank of Genoa, having maturely weighed and rightly judged of their true interest, prefer the friendship of the merchants of London to that of a monarch who proudly styles himself King of both indies. (1.i.39-43)

          

           In defeating the powerful Spanish king, the merchants seem not so much to act under the Queen’s commission, as to act like a king on behalf of his country, thus affirming Defoe’s dictum that “Our Merchants are Princes, greater and richer, and more powerful than some sovereign Princes.”6

           While Thorowgood's explanations have no specific historical basis in the sixteenth century, they do reflect a political tendency in the eighteenth century. Those merchants who belonged to the companies of the City of London and who controlled the Bank of England did indeed exercise immense political influence. The government’s financial credit depended on new financial institutions such as the Bank of England, and therefore the trade and financial confidence were essential conditions for the conduct of foreign policy and war.7 In Lillo’s play, however, instead of financing the army and the navy, the merchants prevent military action; instead of assisting statesmen and officers, the merchants replace them. Thorowgood’s apprentice Trueman reacts to his master’s paean to the merchants of London in the following way:

          
            TRUEMAN. Happy success of prudent councils! What an expense of blood and treasure is here saved! (1.i.44-45)

          

           The ideological substitution of military by mercantile techniques radically changes the nature of the dramatic action: traditional political heroes would have resorted to arms, but merchant heroes need do no more than use their influence to prevent the outbreak of a war between Spain and England.8 The indirect, practical operations of middle-class business affairs have taken over from the direct drama of military heroics. The battle is won with money, not with blood; it is won in the banking house, and not at sea. Thorowgood claims that such merchants deserve the designation “gentlemen” and the attribute “honorable”9 because they have assumed the responsibilities of men of honour.

           Such amalgamations of middle-class and aristocratic elements reflect eighteenth-century realities. Thorowgood’s arguments are based on the historical fact that, during the first half of the century, a close relationship and a mutual dependence existed between the ruling (landed) classes and a broadly-based urban mercantile and commercial community.10 On the one hand, the long-term loans that supplied successive governments with money came in the main from merchants, businessmen, and traders. On the other hand. British merchants and traders relied on the State for advantageous legislation and for the maintenance of law and order that made commercial transactions feasible and safe. In addition, overseas merchants required naval protection on the more dangerous trade routes if they were to have access to captive markets overseas. Thorowgood’s claim that military action could be avoided by the exercise of economic mechanisms was not borne out by historical fact. It does belie the tremendous profits merchants had made from the wars in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. Eight years after the first performance of Lillo’s play, Trueman’s vindication of the peace-making results of commerce were again refuted by history: in 1739 a major war broke out against Spain over the British demands for commercial trading concessions in Spanish America, which Britain had originally won in 1713, in return for its participation in the War of the Spanish Succession. A principle motive for undertaking the war was a desire to protect and enlarge English trade with the Americas, which had been restricted by the Spaniards in their own interest. Hence British merchants were among the strongest proponents of the War of Jenkins’s Ear.11 This war proved, in fact, to be a fiasco. But the Seven Years’ War (1756-63), with its huge gains in territory and prestige, seemed to confirm the view that commerce could be united with and made to flourish by war, that, in short, the power of the British State and commercial profit went hand in hand.

           Significantly, in The London Merchant, Lillo’s characters see peace, rather than war, as the best way of furthering economic interests. Trueman expresses his admiration for Queen Elizabeth’s policy of peace in terms of gain:

          
            TRUEMAN. Excellent queen! Oh, how unlike to former princes who made the danger of foreign enemies a pretense to oppress their subjects by taxes great and grievous to be borne. (1.i.45-48)

          

           Seen in connection with Trueman’s disapproval of the way earlier monarchs had acted, his praise of Elizabeth I is of great significance in terms of contemporary politics. After the War of the Spanish Succession ended in 1713, the tax rate was allowed to decline. Under the Hanoverians, and especially during the years of Whig supremacy under Walpole, a longer period of what passed for peace followed. These twenty-five years of peace meant not only twenty-five years of lower interest rates and land taxes, but also twenty-five years of political stability.12 During these years of relative peace, however, Britain was involved in two major clashes in the Mediterranean with Spain (in 1718 and in 1727) over violations of the Peace of Utrecht. What is characteristic of this period then is not a series of conventional wars, but a prolonged struggle with other contenders for commercial and imperial primacy. This peculiarly pervasive conflict, which in many respects resembles a cold war in the twentieth-century sense, played a crucial part in forging a sense of British national identity by exposing the country to persistent danger from without. The threat of war brought Britons into confrontation with a hostile “other” and encouraged them to define themselves collectively against it.13 The patriotism and nationalism which arose informs Thorowgood’s mercantile discourse in The London Merchant14:

          
            THOROWGOOD. Heaven be praised! The storm that threatened our royal mistress, pure religion, liberty, and laws, is for a time diverted. The haughty and revengeful Spaniard, disappointed of the loan on which he depended from Genoa, must now attend the slow return of wealth from his New World to supply his empty coffers ere he can execute his purposed invasion of our happy island….(1.1.2-8)

          

           By presenting a nation unified against an external enemy, Thorowgood’s rhetorical strategies ignore the cultural differences within the British nation and the political and socioeconomic differences among the audience.

           The denunciation of the Spaniards, far from being dramatically irrelevant, relates to the ostensibly more private and domestic concerns which follow. It provides the ideological context which defines a central character of the tragic action: the prostitute Millwood serves as the hostile “other,” the alien culture against which British nationality, British cultural identity, and a specifically British Protestant order can be specified. Millwood identifies herself with the Spaniards and their (imagined) practices, thus revealing herself as the villainess of the play and at the same time appealing to the audience’s sense of national identity in terms of her “otherness” (as a prostitute and a pro-Spanish person) and in terms of a potential ideological conflict:

          
            MILLWOOD. I would have my conquests complete, like those of the Spaniards in the New World, who first plundered the natives of all the wealth they had and then condemned the wretches to the mines for life to work for more. (1.3.24-27)

          

           Millwood’s maid Lucy confirms the oppositional political level of meaning (in the way Millwood describes herself) by answering: “Well, I shall never approve of your scheme of government” (1.3.28). As a counterpart to Thorowgood, Millwood completely contradicts his peaceful and civilized management and methods. When first introduced, she is, although seemingly preoccupied with private activities, symbolically preparing for battle and assuming the role of a female warrior:

          
            MILLWOOD. How do I look today, Lucy?
LUCY. Oh, killingly, madam! A little more red, and you’ll be irresistible!…What new conquest are you aiming at? (1.3.1-5)

          

           The dialogue which prepares for Millwood’s seduction and enslavement of Barnwell abounds in a vocabulary of struggle, conquest, and subjection:

          
            MILLWOOD. We are but slaves to men.
LUCY. Nay, ‘tis they that are slaves most certainly, for we lay them under contribution.
MILLWOOD. Slaves have no property — no, not even in themselves. All is the victor’s. (1.3.18-22)

          

           By identifying Millwood with the allegedly warlike, aggressive, tyrannical, and exploitative policy of the Spaniards, Lillo displaces critical recognition of Britain’s own colonial exploitation onto its external counterpart.15 Sir John Eyles, for instance, to whom Lillo's play is dedicated, was appointed Sub-Governor of the South Sea Company, Governor on 31 January 1721. This company transported thousands of Africans to the Americas for sale as slaves.16 The starkly antithetical structure of the play, however, frees Thorowgood for a glorification of foreign trade in terms of universal peace and harmony:

          
            THOROWGOOD. Methinks I would not have you only learn the method of merchandise and practice it hereafter merely as a means of getting wealth. ‘Twill be well worth your pains to study it as a science, see how it is founded in reason and the nature of things, how it has promoted humanity as it has opened and yet keeps up an intercourse between nations far remote front one another in situation, customs, and religion; promoting arts, industry, peace, and plenty; by mutual benefits diffusing mutual love from pole to pole. (3.1.1-9)

          

           In his extremely idealized representation of commerce as a general principle, Thorowgood unites even the most divergent nations into one peaceful international business community by dismissing the cultural differences among nations as irrelevant. Their only interesting quality consists in their being possessors of exchangeable goods. Here the impulse, immanent in capital, towards global expansion goes hand in hand with the principles of the Enlightenment, pulling down prejudices and trade barriers all at the same time. Thus Lillo is able to construct the British merchant as an empire builder and at the same time as a man of peace, one whose activities serve as nothing less than the catalysts of civilization:

          
            TRUEMAN. I have observed those countries where trade is promoted and encouraged do not make discoveries to destroy but to improve mankind — by love and friendship to tame the tierce and polish the most savage; to teach them the advantages of honest traffic by taking from them, with their own consent, their useless superfluities, and giving them in return what, from their ignorance in manual arts, their situation, or some other accident, they stand in need of. (3.1.11-19)

          

           This is one of the many versions of the contemporary cult of commerce17 —a cult which was based on the assumption that trade, especially foreign trade, was the foundation of Britain’s greatness. Britain had indeed become a great power in the eighteenth century, and it comes as no surprise that “Rule Britannia,” with its refrain “Britons never shall be slaves,” was composed at that time. Britain’s power was, however, dependent on naval superiority, on controlling the seas, for that power alone made possible dominance in the growing market of imperial trade.

           This question of dominance and submission is also one of the central issues of Lillo’s play, for the tasks of the merchant’s civilizing mission include whipping into line the ‘errant’ part of the world, the ‘errant’ rest of society — an activity which is anything but peaceful. The play’s militant partisanship for mercantilist ideology, expressed in Thorowgood’s endless protestations that the commercial principle promotes reason, harmony, and peace, is in itself enough to arouse suspicion that the results of “the method of merchandise” (3.1.1-2) were at least debatable. Moreover, Barnwell’s and Millwood’s crimes belie the claim that the general pursuit of profit makes people reasonable, peaceable, and happy. Their exploitative and violent methods of acquiring money through theft and murder reveal the aggressive side of the economic System which Thorowgood so enthusiastically propounds. Thus The History of George Barnwell demonstrates that humanitarianism and peace, instead of resulting from the commercial principle, only come as the rewards of education towards a civilized, a disciplined behaviour. That is why The London Merchant is a “moral tale” (Prologue 24), a didactic play.

           Since the issue of morality dominates in The London Merchant, it is necessary to take a closer look at the merchant" s civilizing mission in terms of social ethics. The social implications of spreading a particular culture as a “civilizing” force are explored in the domestic story of the play. Barnwell’s tragic fall transforms the external threat of a Spanish invasion into an internal threat to the civil order, to domestic peace, as posed by Millwood’s tactics. The two opposing spheres between which Barnwell is torn confront each other in act four of the play. Here the clash between Thorowgood and Millwood expresses itself in a rhetorical struggle. The outcome of this struggle, however, questions the very integrity of the dividing line between Thorowgood’s position and that of Millwood. In using a vocabulary that is clearly taken from the economic sphere, Millwood, in her own account of her situation, demonstrates that the same commercialism which has made Thorowgood rich has made a commodity of her virtue:

          
            MILLWOOD…. I curse your barbarous sex who robbed me of ‘em [perfections], ere I knew their worth, then left me, too late, to count their value by their loss. Another and another spoiler came, and all my gain was poverty and reproach. My soul disdained… dependence and contempt. Riches, no matter by what means obtained, I saw secured the worst of men from both. I found it, therefore, necessary to be rich and to that end I summoned all my arts. (4.18.11-18)

          

           In her speeches of accusation, which. incidentally, have been partly cut or watered down by translators,18 Millwood displaces guilt and responsibility onto society. Millwood denounces the hypocrisy, injustice, and corruption found within British religious and legal institutions, and even maintains that the effects of such practices are more devastating than those of war:

          
            MILLWOOD. From suburb-magistrates, who live by ruined reputations, as the unhospitable natives of Cornwall do by shipwrecks, I learned that to charge my innocent neighbors with my crimes was to merit their protection…. (4.18.26-30)
MILLWOOD. War, plague, and famine has not destroyed so many of the human race as… pretended piety has done, and with such barbarous cruelty as if the only way to honor Heaven were to turn the present world into Hell. (4.18.53-56)

          

           Thorowgood acknowledges her charge: “Truth is truth, though from an enemy and spoke in malice” (4.18.57). Lillo underlines the impression that Millwood has won the rhetorical battle in this scene by allowing her an extensive closing speech, in which she focusses on the destructive powers of a politics of male injustice and on her ensuing vision of an endless series of female retaliatory attacks:

          
            MILLWOOD. Thus, you go on… harassing, plaguing, and destroying
one another; but women are your universal prey
Women, by whom you are, the source of joy,
With cruel arts you labor to destroy.
A thousand ways our ruin you pursue,
Yet blame in us those arts first taught by you.
Oh, may, from hence, each violated maid.
………………………………………………………
From your destruction raise a nobler name;
To right their sex’s wrongs devote their mind,
And future Millwoods prove, to plague mankind! (4.18.66-78)

          

           Although Millwood emerges triumphant in the play’s war of words,19 Thorowgood maintains the upper hand in the action of the play, and this action unfolds in absolute moral terms. As she lacks the necessary self-discipline which modifies economic individualism. Millwood is called a “sorceress” (4.16.22), a “monster” (3.4.111), and even a “devil” (4.48.4); she is accused of being “the sole cause” (4.16.46) of Barnwell’ s crimes and is sentenced to death. In conceiving morality in terms of the polar categories of immorality and absolute morality, Lillo creates a hopeless either-or-situation. Thorowgood does —at least partly— acknowledge that potential social struggles, as those of class and gender, lie behind the discursive struggle. In doing so. however, he is able to demonstrate the need for the greatest possible discipline and for severe punishment. This helps in part to explain why a brief moment of sexual license suffices to propel Barnwell into a fatal career in crime. Taken in its historical context, the story of Barnwell’s road to the gallows reflects the social problems caused by the enormous increase in the numbers of the urban poor in general and by the exploitative nature of the apprentice System in particular.20 Despite his innate goodness and naiveté and despite the fact that he is victimized, Barnwell must be severely punished because he belongs to an unruly class that must be kept in its place, disciplined, and reformed.21

           Thus, in The London Merchant “the method of merchandise” (3.1.1-2) has a double disciplinary function: on the one hand, it appears as the process of spreading civilized manners in the colonies, and on the other hand it appears as the rigid discipline by which the lower classes, as represented by the apprentices, are to be kept under control. Taken in its ideological context, the equation of colonial and sexual exploitation, of malfeasance and sexual desire, can be interpreted in terms of the strategies of a modem disciplinary society. Such strategies belong to what Foucault, in Discipline and Punish, calls a new “political anatomy,” which was established in the eighteenth century.22 It focusses on the body as the object and the target of power, and it imposes docility and utility upon the bodily forces. The exercise of self-control, required for a disciplinary power which seeks to produce docile bodies, can be seen at its best in Thorowgood’s virtuous daughter,23 the melancholy Maria, who, in pining secretly for Barnwell, shuns the company of the noble lords who court her. Maria sees herself as part of Thorowgood's system of values, for she claims that her “only merit” (I.2.21-22) is that she is his daughter. The conflict between love and duty, a potential cause of struggle between parent and child, can be avoided because Maria has completely internalized Thorowgood's disciplinary power:

          
            MARIA…. my inclinations… shall ever be submitted to your… authority;… love shall never make me act contrary to my duty. (1.2.67-70)

          

           In addition. Maria constantly observes and investigates her behaviour in terms of sexual morals. Such transformations of external constraint into self-constraint tend to subvert the tragic possibilities of the action. That is why the play ends on a note of reconciliation which emphasizes Barnwell's repentance, and that is why the gallows scene was left out.24

           It is this “civilizing” model of political and social assimilation that most domestic tragedies negotiate. The genre propounds an ideology which aims at substituting the direct, physical means of warfare with the indirect and subtle workings of education and reform, and, in doing so, uses rhetorical violence and the ideological dictatorship of virtue for the rigorous enforcement of middle-class norms. Thorowgood’s well-ordered household thus indicates a highly controlled, because vulnerable, political and social System.25 The outcome of the political and social struggle depends on the behaviour of the domestic characters, who can be seen as metaphorical sites of national or international conflicts. Later domestic tragedies sought to disentangle the language of personal and of sexual relations from the language of politics.26 They tended to individuate the collective body, the body politic, in order to attach personal motives to what had been the openly political behaviour of contending groups. Thus all national and international tensions were privatized to such a degree that it was possible to diffuse and disguise the political nature of the struggles and to dissolve all political discrepancies into more harmonious constructions: domestic tragedies became domestic dramas or melodramas, which exalted the domestic woman. In The London Merchant, however, Millwood can still be identified as a major threat to the British nation and to British society. For no other reason than this could Lillo present Barnwell’s fall as a tragic fall, that is, as an event of general public and political relevance. To consider this domestic tragedy in terms of the categories of political history, like war and peace, then, is not, as it may seem, to present a contradiction in terms, but to identify a paradox that shaped domestic literature in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.27
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          13  This is one of Linda Colley’s major arguments in her intriguing study Britons: Forging the Nation 1707-1837 (New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1992) esp. 1-6 and 56-71.
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          17  Contemporary economic texts show the same optimistic attitude as Thorowgood’s statements. For a survey of mercantilist texts in the 1730s, see Richard C. Wiles, “Mercantilism and the Idea of Progress,” British Journal for Eighteenth-Century Studies 8 (1974): 56-74.

          18  See Lawrence M. Price, “George Barnwell Abroad,” Comparative Literature 2 (1950): 126-56, here: 155.

          19  In terms of sexual politics the rhetorical battle between Millwood and Thorowgood can be seen as an encounter between the male and the female spheres in a patriarchal society. For an analysis of the characters’ oppositional rhetorical styles in such a gender context, see Stephanie Barbe Hammer, “Economy and Extravagance: Criminal Origin and the War of Words in The London Merchant,” Essays in Theatre 8 (1990): 81-94.

          20  Jones DeRitter provides further historical information on these socio-political conflicts and their relevance as dramatic subject matter in his essay “A Cult of Dependence: The Social Context of The London Merchant,” Comparative Drama 21 (1987-88): 374-86.

          21  The praise which contemporaries lavished on Lillo’s play as an instrument to discipline apprentices and young employees is symptomatic in this context. Some of the early performances of The London Merchant were sponsored by merchants, whose apprentices went to see the play at the Christmas holiday. The potential disciplinary power of The London Merchant can still be discerned in Charles Dickens’s well-known reference to the play in his novel Great Expectations (1860-61), in which he ironically stresses the repressive effects of Mr. Wopsle’s edifying reading of The History of George Barnwell to Pip on the eve of the hero’s apprenticeship. For a survey of responses to the play, see Ada L. and Herbert L. Carson, Domestic Tragedy in English: Brief Survey, 2 vols. (Salzburg: Salzburg Studies in English Literature, 1982), vol. 1: 140-41. For a stage history of the play, see James L. Steffensen, “Introduction to The London Merchant,” The Dramatic Works of George Lillo, ed. James L. Steffensen (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993) 113-47, here: 120-28.

          22  See Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, transl. Alan Sheridan (Harmondsworth: Peregrine Books, 1979) 136-39.
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          24  Lillo added the controversial gallows scene to the text nearly four years after the first performances of the play. See McBurney x.

          25  Seen in terms of political history, domestic tragedies like The London Merchant have their origin and authority in a modem political and social order, which has freed people from traditional obligations and bonds, and which relies for stability on the self-control of individuals. Sexual excess in these dramas can therefore be regarded as a form of symbolic action standing for any mode of behaviour which tends to violate the social contract. That is why domestic tragedies tend to have rigid didactic messages in terms of sexual morals. For a general discussion of the social ethos of the drama of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries in this context, see Wallace Jackson, “Dryden’s Emperor and Lillo’s Merchant: The Relevant Bases of Action,” Modern Language Quarterly 26 (1965): 536-43.

          26  In its explicit concern with foreign policy as well as in its strong assertion of the values of mercantilism Lillo’s domestic tragedy is virtually unique. For an investigation of later domestic dramas, see Doris Feldmann, Gattungsprobleme des ‘domestic drama’ im literarhistorischen Kontext des achtzehnten Jahrhunderts (Amsterdam: Grüner, 1983) 153-212.
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          Chant de guerre, chant de paix : les oratorios de Haendel de 1746 à 1749

        

        Joël Richard

      

      
        
           En 1745, Haendel a toutes les raisons de chanter la paix. La lutte sans merci qui opposait depuis plus de dix ans sa compagnie à celle du très aristocratique Opera of the Nobility vient de prendre fin. La déroute de Lord Middlesex paraît totale et le champ de bataille tant convoité est désormais libre de toute concurrence : Haendel s’installe au King’s Theatre, sous les ors d’un théâtre pour lequel il livra si souvent combat afin d’y faire jouer ses propres opéras italiens puis, à partir de 1732, ses oratorios anglais. En 1745, donc, l’ennemi est enfin terrassé, la victoire semble assurée. Elle ne dure pourtant que quelques semaines. Dès le 17 janvier de cette même année 1745, après deux exécutions de Semele et la création de Hercules, “[played] to empty walls,”1 Haendel doit, pour la première fois de sa carrière, suspendre les abonnements. Il s’adresse à ce qu’il pensait encore pouvoir être son public, “the Nobility and Gentry of this Nation,”2 dans une lettre au Daily Advertiser qui parle d’échec, de perte et de ruine :

          
            I am… persuaded, that I shall have the Forgiveness of those noble Persons, who have honor’d me with their Patronage, and their Subscription this Winter, if I beg their Permission to stop short, before my Losses are too great to support, if I proceed no farther in my Undertaking; and if I intreat them to withdraw three Fourths of their Subscription, one Fourth Part only of my Proposal having been perform’d.3

          

           Ce sont finalement seize concerts qui ont lieu, sur les vingt-quatre soirées annoncées. Dès le 4 avril 1745, Haendel se retrouve sans théâtre, car il lui faut quitter la scène du King's Theatre, où Lord Middlesex s'installe une dernière fois. Il se retrouve également sans public. Les aristocrates n'ont applaudi ni Samson (1743), ni Saül (1738), ni Joseph and His Brethren (1744), alors que les middle classes ont, quant à elles, été déroutées par les amours licencieuses de Semele (1744) et la mythologie codée de Hercules (1742).4 Enfin, Haendel est alors comme sans musique. Semele ne sera jamais repris de son vivant ; Hercules entame une traversée du désert qui durera quatre ans, et Messiah, présenté à Londres pour la seconde fois, est à nouveau un échec. Haendel, depuis plus de trente ans partout et toujours présent sur les scènes londoniennes, se tait et disparaît alors. C’est de ce silence en forme d’échec et d’apparent renoncement que va naître la trilogie d’oratorios bibliques et anglais la plus guerrière, la plus politique, et la plus… bruyante qui soit.

           Une fois encore, ce sont des événements que l’on serait tenté de qualifier un peu vite d’extérieurs qui vont susciter chez Haendel la composition d’ouvrages en quelque sorte “de circonstance.” Qualificatif en effet un peu hâtif, puisque, depuis 1714, tout ce qui touche de près ou de loin à la situation des rois d’Angleterre intéresse au premier plan celui qui fut le Kapellmeister de l’Electeur de Hanovre avant de devenir le musicien tantôt officieux, tantôt officiel de Georges Ier puis de Georges II. Ainsi, lorsque Charles Edouard, le Jeune Prétendant Stuart, débarque en Ecosse en juillet 1745, lorsqu’il défait les armées de Sir John Cope, envahit Edimbourg et progresse toujours plus au sud, vers Derby, qu’il occupe le 4 décembre, c’est avec un savant mélange d’opportunisme commercial, de “flair” artistique et de loyauté politique que Haendel réagit. Dès le 14 novembre, il fait exécuter au théâtre de Drury Lane un choeur intitulé “Stand Round My Brave Boys. A Song for the Gentlemen Volunteers of the City of London,” dont le titre laisse assez deviner le contenu, à la fois belliqueux, patriotique et loyaliste. Musique de circonstance s’il en est,5 musique de propagande à laquelle Haendel ne cherche pas même à donner une forme dramatique, et qui rappelle, en cela, les Wedding et autres Coronation Anthems qu’il a déjà composés à la gloire de la famille royale. Musique sans lieu, enfin, puisque les notes de Haendel ne résonnent plus désormais que greffées après telle ou telle pièce, dans un théâtre “d’emprunt,” peu propice à ce type de concert. Il manque encore des mots, une action et une scène capables de transformer l’histoire en représentation. Il manque un miroir, et c’est à Covent Garden que l’Angleterre va désormais venir suivre la chronique de ses batailles et entendre le son de ses victoires.

           Jamais une saison d’opéra ou d’oratorio n’aura été aussi courte et pourtant, en 1746, il suffit à Haendel de trois exécutions de The Occasional Oratorio —les 14, 19 et 26 février— pour imposer à nouveau sa voix dans la capitale. Le caractère éminemment “occasional” de cet ouvrage n'échappa à personne, comme en témoigne sans détour une lettre du révérend James Harris datée du 8 février 1746, où l’on peut lire : “The words of his Oratorio are scriptural, but taken from various parts, and are expressive of the rebels’flight and our pursuit of them. Had not the Duke carried his point triumphantly, this Oratorio could not have been brought on.”6 Mais quelles notes et quels mots se cachent derrière ce terme de “expressive” ? Sur scène, aucune bataille, aucun combat : les chanteurs et le choeur sont, comme toujours, immobiles, puisque depuis 1732, les oratorios haendéliens sont exécutés sans mise en scène. De plus, The Occasional Oratorio ne renferme, à proprement parler, aucune action : il s’agit d’une succession d’airs et de choeurs qui rappellent eux aussi, par le ton et par la forme, les anthems composés précédemment. Puisque, d’une part, Haendel ne peut donc pas montrer la guerre, et que, d'autre part, l’oratorio impose la Bible comme texte premier, objet de réécritures qui ne sont jamais innocentes, c’est par tout un jeu d'encodage, fait de références et d’échos, que se dévoile le sens caché et que se révèle la signification de cette musique “à message.” En effet, les mots et les notes parlent un double langage et peuplent la scène de héros et d’ennemis qui n'ont de bibliques que le nom.

           Du reste, dans The Occasional Oratorio, Haendel ne prend pas même la peine de nommer ses personnages : voix sans nom, et on serait tenté de dire voix sans corps, immobiles, comme figées dans un chant manichéen qui permet toutes les identifications, et où l’on reconnaît sans mal les tyrans envahisseurs, “whom no cov’nants bind, / Nor solemn oaths can owe, / [who] Strove to enslave the freeborn mind,/Religion, liberty and law.”7 Face au rebelle s’élève l’épée du juste, “The sword that’s drawn in virtue’s cause / To guard our country and its laws.”8 Combat pour la liberté, le droit et l’église reconnue —“the true church”9 — où le public de Covent Garden sut entendre le récit en miniature des batailles qui faisaient alors trembler le royaume.

           Car, dans cet oratorio, il était en effet aisé de reconnaître la chronique d'une invasion dont l’issue, bien que, sur le terrain, encore incertaine en février 1746, ne faisait, semble-t-il, chez Haendel, sur scène, déjà plus aucun doute. Le livret s’ouvre sur le complot des gentils : “The Princes in their congregations / Lay deep their plots throughout each land / Against the Lord and his Anointed.”10 On suit alors l’invasion et l’avancée de l’ennemi : “Of many millions the populous rout, / I fear not, though encamping round about / They pitch their tents against me.”11 On assiste aux combats qui meurtrissent le pays : “When warlike ensigns wave on high. / And trumpets pierce the vaulted sky, / The frighted peasant sees his field/For corn an iron harvest yield.”12

           Enfin, la victoire tant attendue est annoncée : "Prophetic visions strike my eye : / In vain our foes for help shall cry, / War shall cease, welcome peace, / And triumphs after victory. / The hostile band, by his right hand / Discomfited, forsakes the land.”13 C’est pourquoi le jugement sévère de Charles Jennens, librettiste de Messiah, — “Hamilton… has cooked up an Oratorio of Shreds and Patches”14 — trop souvent cité, ne doit pas faire oublier combien cette mise bout à bout d’extraits de la Bible était, en raison même de sa simplicité extrême, d’une lisibilité et d’une transparence tout à fait adaptées au propos de Haendel.

           Du reste, avec The Occasional Oratorio, la cohérence dramatique de l’ouvrage passe presque toujours au second plan derrière le chant belliqueux qui devait avant tout manifester (parfois bruyamment) la fidélité de Haendel à son monarque. En ce sens, Jennens se trompait lorsqu’il écrivait : “’Tis a Triumph for a Victory not yet gain’d, & if the Duke does not make hast [sic], it may not be gain’d at the time of performance.” Le propos de Haendel n’était pas alors de célébrer une victoire, puisque victoire il n’y avait pas encore ; en 1747, Judas Maccabaeus remplira cette fonction, mais, en février 1746, la musique devait surtout faire entendre l unité du peuple et du souverain face à l’envahisseur. Car si l'on veut comprendre tout à fait le sens du terme “expressive” noté plus haut chez Jennens, c’est sur ce chant, c’est sur ces notes qu’il faut se pencher, plus encore que sur les mots du livret. Pour ce faire, il faut étudier une question —celle des citations musicales— qui passionne les musicologues, mais sur laquelle peut également se pencher avec profit l’historien des idées et des sensibilités.

           Comme toujours chez Haendel, le recours aux citations d’autres œuvres musicales ne saurait s’expliquer par la seule hâte du compositeur : un air peut en cacher un autre, et ce jeu des emprunts et des échos n’est jamais innocent. Il convient d’évoquer ici trois modalités de ce “recyclage,” depuis la simple parenté d’écriture jusqu’à la greffe pure et simple d’un air préexistant, afin de montrer comment, grâce à ces notes venues d’ailleurs, Haendel tisse des liens entre oeuvres officielles et oratorios bibliques, entre la Cour et le théâtre.

           La nature des oeuvres citées importe tout autant que les modalités de ces citations. Un premier constat s’impose : lorsqu’il compose cet oratorio en fin de compte plus politique que sacré, Haendel choisit de détourner de leurs finalités d’origine et de leurs contextes premiers des oeuvres qui renvoient elles-mêmes à la sphère du politique. En 1713, à peine installé à Londres, presque inconnu à la Cour, Haendel compose une Ode for the Birthday of Queen Anne. On ne sait pas si l’ouvrage fut jamais exécuté dans ce cadre officiel, mais, au cours des ans, il réapparut lors de nombreux concerts, souvent tronqué, souvent raccourci. Parfois, seul le premier mouvement, “Eternal source of light divine,” était interprété, en partie pour son introduction instrumentale, dialogue très purcellien entre la trompette et la voix de contre-ténor.

           Si, trente ans plus tard, Haendel semble se souvenir de ces notes lorsqu’il compose l’air pour basse “To God, our strength, sing loud and clear,” n’est-ce pas pour créer chez ses auditeurs, grâce à une parenté d’écriture, un écho de cette ode elle-même très politique, où l’on pouvait entendre les vers suivants : “Let Envy then conceal her head, / And blasted faction glide away ? Evocation délibérée ou rappel inconscient, l’ode de 1713, qui en appelait à l’unité du royaume, semble ressurgir dans l’oratorio de 1746 qui chante l'union du Seigneur, du souverain et de son peuple.

           Si l’on peut s’interroger sur la portée réelle de ce type d’écho sonore, il est, en revanche, des citations musicales qui ne laissent aucun doute quant à leur sens. A trois reprises, Haendel réutilise in extenso des airs composés en 1739 pour Israël in Egypt, cet oratorio presque entièrement choral qui chante la fin de la captivité du peuple juif et sa sortie d’Egypte. L’un des airs retenus évoque la violence aveugle et meurtrière de l’ennemi : “The enemy said : I will pursue, I will overtake, / I will divide the spoil : / My lust shall be satisfied upon them. / I will draw my sword : my hand shall destroy them.” Quant aux deux autres choeurs réutilisés, ils chantent le pouvoir sans bornes du Seigneur et la victoire qu’il assure aux justes qui combattent à ses côtés15 : l’insertion de ces airs dans un oratorio qui dénonce les agissements sanguinaires des tyrans et qui appelle à la protection divine ne saurait surprendre.

           A mi-chemin entre le simple écho et la citation pure et simple se trouve, dans The Occasional Oratorio, un cas passionnant qui combine reprise musicale et réécriture du texte. En effet, Haendel conclut son oratorio sur un choeur qui fait entendre, presque note pour note, la musique du très célèbre premier choeur des Coronation Anthems composés pour Georges II en 1727. Cette fois-ci, l’écho musical est sans aucun doute délibéré et porteur de sens : il s’agit de faire résonner, en 1746, sur la scène d’un théâtre et dans les circonstances que l’on sait, les notes qui, près de vingt ans auparavant, avaient ouvert la cérémonie du couronnement à Westminster Abbey. The Occasional Oratorio pose le souverain comme en majesté dans ce dernier choeur, véritable point d’orgue de l’ouvrage. Mais alors qu’en 1728, Zadok the Priest, le premier des quatre Coronation Anthems, évoquait Fonction du roi Salomon et le rôle du prophète Nathan, le nouveau texte élimine toute référence à l’histoire biblique et proclame dans un même souffle les louanges du Seigneur et celles du roi : “Blessed are they all that fear the Lord. / God save the King, long live the King, / May the King live for ever !” Une fois encore, le livret se caractérise donc par son immédiateté, par ce souci commun à toute musique éminemment politique de transmettre un message clair et accessible à tous.

           Or ces échos, ces reprises et ces citations n’ont en réalité d’intérêt que si le public est à même de les percevoir : alors les rapprochements font sens, alors les associations se font. En 1746, la situation à Covent Garden est assez particulière, puisque les exécutions de The Occasional Oratorio sont réservées aux riches abonnés de la saison précédente, inachevée au King’s Theatre, —“with intent to make good to the Subscribers (that favoured him last Season) the Number of Performances he was not then able to complete…”16 Il s’agit donc essentiellement d'aristocrates londoniens, ceux-là mêmes dont on sait qu’ils remplissaient les salles de concert, fréquentaient, pour certains, la Cour, et qui connaissaient des oeuvres comme Israël in Egypt ou les Coronation Anthems. Il est donc probable que les citations étudiées précédemment furent reconnues comme telles, et que les rapprochements qu’elles cherchaient sans doute à établir —entre œuvres officielles et oratorios sacrés— furent perçus par certains des auditeurs.

           Dès la saison suivante, et pour s’attirer les faveurs d’un public plus large, Haendel abandonne une fois pour toutes les abonnements, et commence à vendre les places de concert chaque soir, à l’unité. Au cours des années, le public de Covent Garden va donc se modifier sensiblement, la présence aux concerts n'étant plus subordonnée à cet investissement coûteux —huit guinées en 1744-45— qui limitait l’accès des middle classes à l'opéra et aux oratorios. Or l’adoption de ce nouveau type de commerce musical à partir de 1747 correspond chez Haendel à la composition de trois ouvrages qui exploitent cette veine de l'oratorio politique et guerrier dont The Occasional Oratorio était, en quelque sorte, le prototype. Si une partie de l’aristocratie s’empresse de regagner le King’s Theatre, il est certain qu’une frange non négligeable de ces middles classes, alors en plein essor, ne peut manquer d’être sensible à ce discours patriotique, voire nationaliste, et à ce ton belliqueux et conquérant qu’exploitent Judas Maccabaeus (1747), Joshua (1748) et Alexander Balus (1748).

           Ce sont les livres historiques de la Bible, en particulier Josué et les Maccabées, qui sont à l’origine des trois livrets du révérend Thomas Morell, avec qui Haendel poursuit sa collaboration. Le choix de ces sources ainsi que la réécriture opérée par le librettiste méritent d’être analysés dans le contexte politique et militaire du moment. Tout d’abord, il s’agit de trois livres bibliques qui multiplient les récits des conquêtes du peuple juif, affrontant ses nombreux ennemis sous la protection de Jéhovah, dieu plus qu’ailleurs guerrier et invincible. Morell disposait donc là d’un matériau de choix pour écrire des livrets efficaces du point de vue dramatique, mais, en 1747, il s’agissait avant tout de célébrer, si possible bruyamment, la victoire remportée le 16 avril 1746 par les armées du duc de Cumberland lors de la bataille décisive de Culloden. Peu respectueux de ses sources, Morell condense donc les épisodes, simplifie les intrigues, se soucie peu de la psychologie des personnages.

           Il adopte par trois fois une structure dramatique élémentaire, dont les trois temps forts sont le choix d’un chef militaire par les Juifs, le départ au combat, et le retour des guerriers, nécessairement victorieux. Ce faisant, le librettiste gomme à dessein tout ce qui, dans la Bible, avait trait aux rivalités et aux luttes intestines qui divisaient le peuple élu.17 Judas Maccabaeus chante donc l’union des Juifs —“The hearts of Judah, thy delight, / In one defensive band unite.”18 — et Joshua montre les fils d’Israël partant trois fois au combat sous le commandement de Josué, dont la soif de pouvoir —pourtant dénoncée par la Bible— n’est jamais évoquée dans le livret. Car les failles et les défauts des personnages sont soigneusement dissimulés par cette réécriture idéologiquement marquée. Ainsi, Alexandre, le héros de Alexandre Balus, roi de Syrie et allié des Juifs, périt-il à la fin de l’oratorio du fait de la seule trahison du roi d’Egypte, Ptolémée, alors que le livre des Maccabées le montre avant tout rusé et calculateur. C’est donc très clairement le contexte politique et militaire des années 1747-48 qui a guidé cette réécriture de la Bible : sur scène, chaque héros des oratorios était perçu comme la “représentation” soit du duc de Cumberland, soit du roi Georges II lui-même. Du reste, c’était bien l’intention première de Haendel, à en croire une lettre de Morell de 1765, où l’on peut lire : “The plan of Judas Maccabaeus was designed as a compliment to the Duke of Cumberland, upon his returning victorious from Scotland.”19

           On retrouve donc dans les trois livrets ce discours très politique déjà noté dans The Occasional Oratorio. C’est toujours contre les tyrans —“lawless tyrants with ambition blind”20 — que se soulèvent les Juifs ; pour le droit, l'église et la liberté qu’ils sont prêts à mourir —“For laws, religion, liberty, we fall.”21 — pour l'intégrité de leur territoire qu’ils prennent les armes— “To long posterity we here record… the land restored,”22 — pour l’union du peuple et du souverain qu’ils combattent : “Secure stands the throne that on concord relies, / As by concord preserv'd are the earth and skies.”23 Pendant deux ans, en 1747 et 1748, l'oratorio haendélien est donc plus politique que sacré s’il chante le courage des héros bibliques et les victoires du peuple juif, c’est pour mieux dire la vaillance des armées anglaises et la toute puissance du royaume. “Occasional,” ces oratorios le sont donc à plus d’un titre. Du reste, à partir de 1748, après la création de Alexander Balus (qui ne tient l’affiche que trois soirs), le public se lasse très vite de ces ouvrages aux livrets par trop identiques, et dont l’actualité décroît peu à peu. Or au fur et à mesure que le matériau dramatique s’épuise à force d’être réutilisé, c’est la musique elle-même qui, par un étonnant phénomène de clôture, semble, elle aussi, incapable d’innover.

           Winton Dean a relevé huit citations musicales dans Judas Maccabaeus, douze dans Alexander Balus, seize dans Joshua (qui fut composé en dernier, bien que créé avant Alexander). Deux remarques permettent de comprendre ce que l’on entend par “clôture.” Tout d’abord, Judas Maccabaeus réutilise par deux fois des airs qui proviennent l’un de The Occasional Oratorio, l’autre de Joshua.24 Comme si à la parenté des livrets notée plus haut faisait écho un “recyclage” musical unifiant ces oratorios politiques autant sur le plan des mots que des notes. Encore peut-on, chez Judas Maccabaeus, noter d’autres emprunts, à Telemann, Bononcini ou Muffat. Or, ensuite, avec Alexander Balus, Haendel ne cite plus que ses propres oeuvres, sonates ou concerto grosso, cantate italienne, oratorios anglais et italiens. Le livret exploite pour la troisième fois une structure dramatique minimale, répétitive, et la musique semble désormais incapable de faire autre chose que répéter des notes déjà entendues ailleurs. L’oratorio, forme jusque là ouverte et changeante, se met à bégayer.

           A cette clôture des citations répond une unité —à moins qu'il ne s’agisse d’une uniformité— de tons et de sons. A partir de Judas Maccabaeus, et jusqu’à Joshua, l’écriture pour flûtes, hautbois, bassons, mais surtout pour cors et trompettes, devient la marque distinctive de ce chant haendélien des batailles et des victoires. Deux exemples suffisent ici. Le premier, de 1747, provient de Judas Maccabaeus, le dernier des oratorios où Haendel a recours à une écriture à trois voix pour les trompettes, instrument dont on sait, depuis les deux trompettes d’argent battu de Moïse jusqu’aux sept trompettes qui font choir les murailles de Jéricho, quelle symbolique guerrière lui était associée. Le choeur des Juifs répond à l’appel de Judas Maccabée —“Sound an alarm ! Your silver trumpets Sound, /And call the brave, and only brave, around.”25 — et part au combat alors que retentit le “pleasing dreadful call” des trompettes. De ce départ au combat au retour victorieux du “conqu’ring hero” de Joshua, il n’y a qu’un pas : cors, hautbois, timbales et grosses caisses —figure sur la partition la mention timpani ad libitum— constituent l’essentiel de la structure harmonique et rythmique du choeur le plus célèbre de l’ouvrage, “See the conqu’ring hero comes !”

           Jamais chez Haendel trois ouvrages —quatre si l’on intègre, en forme de prologue, The Occasional Oratorio— n’auront présenté tout à la fois une telle unité de ton, s’appuyant essentiellement sur les percussions, sur les bois et sur les cuivres, et une semblable parenté de sens, fondée sur un discours guerrier et nationaliste et porteur d’un message politique, l’un et l’autre si unificateurs. Ce “cycle” des “victory oratorios” se referme-t-il donc avec Joshua, un soir de mars 1748 ?26 On serait tenté de le penser, puisqu’en effet, à partir de 1749, les guerriers quittent définitivement la scène des oratorios bibliques de Haendel. Un chant de paix s’élève alors, et c’est dans la voix de Salomon, souverain d’un royaume désormais apaisé et prospère, puissant et respecté, que le public de Covent Garden vient désormais reconnaître son roi et ses héros. Pourtant, c’est sur une autre scène que les oratorios politiques des années 1746-1748 trouvent leur véritable épilogue.

           Car trois jours après la création de Solomon (1749), les accords résolument guerriers et confiants de la “Grand Overture of Warlike Instruments” commandée à Haendel pour célébrer le traité d’Aix-la-Chapelle du 18 octobre 1748 retentissent dans les jardins de Vauxhall en présence du roi et —est-ce un hasard ?— du duc de Cumberland.27 Le chant des guerriers bibliques s’est tu : mais la Fireworks Music (1749) parle le même language. Elle est un peu cet oratorio sans voix dont les instruments —pas moins de vingt-quatre hautbois, douze bassons, neuf cors et neuf trompettes— disent encore la fortune et la gloire du souverain anglais. Ultime jeu d’échos : pour signifier, dans un théâtre, la toute puissance des troupes de Josué, et pour faire résonner, dans un jardin, la gloire militaire des armées anglaises, alors victorieuses sur tous les champs de bataille, une même musique s’élève : “Sound the shrill trumpets, shout, and blow the horns !”28

           De 1746 à 1748, de The Occasional Oratorio à Alexander Balus, Haendel chante la guerre, pendant que l’Angleterre la fait. Du théâtre des opérations militaires à la scène d’un théâtre londonien, rarement la distance aura été aussi courte. Alors que l’histoire s’écrit au rythme des combats et des traités, le compositeur réécrit la Bible, une Bible guerrière et conquérante, où l’Angleterre veut lire le récit fantasmé de ses propres victoires. Que les héros des oratorios s’appellent alors Judas Maccabée ou Josué, c’est bien la voix du royaume qui s’élève par leur chant.

        

        
          Notes

          1  Lettre de Mrs Elizabeth Carter à Miss Catherine Talbot 2 avril 1745, citée dans Otto Erich Deutsch, Handel : A Documentary Bibliography (New York : Norton, 1955) 610.

          2Daily Advertiser. 17 janvier 1745 (Deutsch 602).

          3  Deutsch 602.

          4  On pense en effet que derrière les personnages de ces deux “oratorios mythologiques” se lisait une critique des relations qui liaient alors Georges II et sa maîtresse, Lady Yarmouth.

          5  Il semble bien que ce choeur ait été composé pour la compagnie de volontaires “levée” par Lacy, “Master of His Majesty’s Company of Comedians,” administrateur du théâtre de Drury Lane. Le 14 novembre 1745, il fut exécuté pour sa création, après une représentation de The Relapse : Or, Virtue in Danger, de Sir John Vanbrugh.

          6  Deutsch 629-30. Nous soulignons.

          7The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 3. air pour ténor : “Tyrants, whom no cov’nants bind….”

          8The Occasional Oratorio. Acte 3. air pour basse : “The sword that’s drawn in virtue’s cause….”

          9The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 2, chœur : “May God from whom all mercies spring….”

          10The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 1, air pour basse : “Why do the gentiles tumult….”

          11The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 1, récitatif pour ténor : “Of many millions the populous rout….”

          12The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 3 air pour soprano : “When warlike engines wave on high….”

          13The Occasional Oratorio, Acte 2, air pour soprano : “Prophetic visions strike my eye….”

          14  Lettre de Charles Jennens à Holdsworth. datée du 3 mars 1746. L’écrivain (de peu de renom) Newburgh Hamilton fut le librettiste de Haendel pour Alexander's Feast (1736), Samson (1743), ainsi, peut-être que pour Susanna (1749) et Solomon (1749).

          15  Il s’agit de “I will sing unto the Lord” et de “Who is like unto thee, O Lord, among the Gods ?”, tous deux au début du troisième acte.

          16Daily Advertiser 31 janvier 1746 (Deutsch 629).

          17  On songe, par exemple, aux manœuvres du prêtre usurpateur Alcime, dont le premier livre des Maccabées (7. 1-50) rend compte en détails. De même, Morell reste très “discret” au sujet du crime commis par Acan, qui explique qu’en représailles Dieu fasse périr des Juifs face aux armées du roi Aï.

          18Judas Maccabaeus, Acte 1, chœur : “Oh Father, whose almighty pow’r….” Deutsch 851.

          19  Deutsch 851.

          20Joshua, Acte 3. récitatif (Caleb) : “While lawless tyrants, with ambition blind….”

          21Judas Maccabaeus, Acte 2, Chœur : “We hear, we hear the pleasing dreadful call….”

          22Joshua, Acte 1, chœur : “To long posterity we here record….”

          23Alexander Balus, Acte 1, air (Ptolémée) : “Thrice happy the monarch, whom nations contend….”

          24  Il s’agit bien entendu, dans le cas de Joshua, d’une réutilisation a posteriori, lors des reprises de Judas Maccabaeus, du très fameux “See, the conquering hero comes….”

          25 Judas Maccabaeus, Acte 2, air (Judas Maccabée) : “Sound an alarm !”

          26  En effet, Joshua ne sera repris par Haendel qu’en deux occasions, en 1752 et en 1754, et Alexander Balus ne sera joué à nouveau qu’en 1754.

          27Daily Advertiser, 29 avril 1749 : “His Majesty and the Duke of Cumberland, attended by the Dukes of Montague, Richmond, and Bedford, and several others of the Nobility, were at the Library to see the Fireworks” (Deutsch 668).

          28Joshua, Acte 2, récitatif (Josué) : “’Tis well, six times the Lord hath been obey’d….”
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           Admirers of Laurence Sterne have always been aware of the symbiotic relationship of his second masterpiece, A Sentimental Journey through France and Italy by Mr. Yorick (1768), to Tobias Smollett's controversial Travels through France and Italy, published just two years before in 1766. The parodic echo established on the title page of Sterne's work is evident throughout the text of Sentimental Journey in which it will be recalled that the cantankerous Smollett is immortalized, however unhappily for him, as “the learned SMELFUNGUS,” “the man who can travel from Dan to Beersheba, and cry, ‘Tis all barren—.” Yet, despite the welter of connections, it is strange that very few critics have endeavoured close contextual comparison of the two works. Among those who have, two come to mind immediately.

           In 1956, Professor Louis Milic of Columbia University contributed a brief piece to Notes and Queries, succinctly entitled “Sterne and Smollett’s Travels”, in which he claimed that because Smollett's “Travels is unread today and topical satire loses its punch with time,” modem readers of Sterne “have failed to note the extent of his satire of Smollett.” Milic’s article presents a number of intriguing parallel passages which are juxtaposed as evidence of what he calls Sterne’s “twitting Smollett for his dyspeptic concerns.” A Sentimental Journey, says Milic, is satirical of Smollett as a “self-conscious tourist… incapable of enjoying new experience and constantly carp[ing] because things were not as in England.” According to Milic, Smollett as Smelfungus is for Sterne "the typical British traveller of the mid-eighteenth century…, a conspicuous exemplar of the irascible Britisher.”1 In the forty years since Milic’s important recognition of Sterne’s textual and parodic indebtedness to Smollett, travel literature, for so long a kind of terra incognita among critics has once again become fashionable as an exponential source of study. Literary taste has evolved in such a way that the Travels through France and Italy is no longer “unread” and, as a consequence, it is now far easier for us to savour the relationship of the two works. In addition, postmodern critics have turned their attention (sometimes, it has to be said, with more alacrity than common sense) to addressing issues of national self-identity and what constitutes “Englishness” and “Britishness,” so that Milic’s notion of the Scot Smollett as “a conspicuous exemplar of the irascible Britisher” can strike a particular resonance within such discourse. It is a point that I shall return to much later in my discussion.

           A second — and considerably more discursive — comparative piece, entitled “Channelling Emotions: Travel and Literary Creation in Smollett and Sterne” by the French critic Frédéric Ogée (Paris VII), appeared as recently as 1991 in Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century. Ogée contextualizes the two Works by seeing them within a larger tradition of eighteenth-century travel writing. If I am not oversimplifying. the main points of his argument are twofold:

          
            	that the traditional “structure of a journey is circular” with the traveller (or “hero,” as Ogée calls him) returning home to normality after “a series of trying adventures” which constitute a kind of learning experience. But, where Smollett adopts such an “Homeric pattern” (36), Sterne opens up this “viciously circular” (41) design and translates it into a larger “metaphor of artistic creation” (42), so that A Sentimental Journey “is not so much a book of fiction as a book on fiction, in which travelling becomes a synonym of reading, a conversational journey of the reader’s heart” (41).

            	that as a consequence, Travels through France and Italy with its relentless “pseudo-scientific” (42) preoccupation with factual detail may be interpreted as a work that may be said to epitomize “the Augustan Age of Reason” (29), whereas A Sentimental Journey should be read as a harbinger of the new Age of Sensibility. “…written only a few years later, [it] is the prefiguration of a later era whose anguish and interrogations momentarily find refuge in transient bursts of sensibility, in sentimental epiphanies” (42).2

          

           While Frédéric Ogée’s argument commends itself as in many ways an attractive one, it also seems to me that it falls short in a number of respects. First of all, it assumes a teleological perspective that would have been unfamiliar to both Smollett and Sterne whose works are made to fit a historical blueprint that too readily and too simplistically periodizes literature. Unquestionably, we all (or most of us?) tend to use labels such as the Augustan Age, the Age of Sensibility, the Romantic Age, etc., but we do so with an increasing degree of circumspection. Postmodern criticism has helped us recognise that these labels are largely of our own construction. They are our own somewhat inadequate means to try to make sense of literary history by interpreting it as something that is “ongoing.” Perhaps it is. But I doubt that our two authors either intended or would have been able to decode it in this way. Hindsight gives us a perspective that too easily distorts or deracinates a literary work from the context in which it was written. Ogée’s account, for all its pious reference to literary epochs, fails to give us sufficient sense of Smollett and Sterne as writers in and of their own time.3

           Equally serious, it seems to me, is Ogée’s assumption that both Smollett’s Travels and Sterne’s A Sentimental Journey should be treated as Works of fiction. In visibly favouring Sterne over Smollett, he describes the former as capable of converting the experience of the journey into imaginative fiction, whereas Smollett is castigated for never managing “to see beyond the reality he abhorred and to transmute mere facts into genuine fictional creation” (38). I have no quarrel with Ogée over his belief that A Sentimental Journey, though bearing some essential relation to Sterne's actual experience of travelling, is intrinsically fictive. But, it is a totally mistaken assumption to suggest that Smollett too intended his Travels through France and Italy to be read as fiction, a work that he pragmatically claimed prior to its publication “may be usefull to other valetudinarians who travel for the Recovery of their Health.”4 If we were to borrow for our purposes the oxymoronic concept of “factual fictions,” popularized several years ago by the American critic Lennard Davis in his examination of “the confusion [in the early novel] between the factual and fictive role of narrative,” then at least here it seems clear that the impulse of Sterne’s work is primarily fictive, that of Smollett factual.5 Even to attempt to interpret the Travels as fiction is to introduce a false criterion by which to judge what is essentially an autobiographical work of travel.

           If Ogée errs here in failing to recognize Smollett's composition as a bona fide travel book, the mistake may perhaps be explained as a genuine response to the kind of narratological interpretation of the Travels favoured by a clutch of critics in the late 1960s and early 1970s. These critics argued that for the purpose of narration within the Travels Smollett deliberately created a splenetic or melancholic “persona which, although closely resembling the author, has an existence separate from and independent of its creator.”6 According to this narratological viewpoint, it is not Smollett but his splenetic or melancholic “persona” who wages war with sundry innkeepers from London to Nice and from Nice to Rome, castigates the French as a nation of fashion-mad and conniving petits maïtres, and dismisses the Italians as a people “villainously rapacious” (294) and full of pride. But why the extravagant views expressed in the Travels should be those of his “persona” and not those of Smollett himself, these critics singularly fail to explain. Are we to assume perhaps that the real Smollett stayed at home but sent out his “persona” to undertake the part of traveller? Ogée is not, I think, being too harsh in dismissing such critics reading of the Travels as being “often beside the point” (36)! What his own viewpoint and that of the narratological critics does expose, however, is an uncertainty as to how to interpret the authorial voice of the Travels. Why does Smollett appear deliberately to set himself up as a kind of guardian of no-nonsense British values pitted against and seemingly under constant threat from contamination by things foreign? Is this merely a kind of divertissement, an entertaining way by which the British can once again bash the French (at least rhetorically) so soon after the cessation of actual hostilities, or may we dismiss it as little more than crude xenophobia? And how are we to interpret Sterne or Mr. Yorick’s far more conciliatory position announced as if upon the instant as the opening gambit of A Sentimental Journey, “—They order, said I, this matter better in France—.”7

           The theme of the present international colloquium, guerre et paix, opens up a vista by which to review several of these questions from a fresh perspective. It obliges us to consider Smollett and Sterne’s respective positions vis-à-vis the war of 1756 to 1763 (the Seven Years’ War) insofar as these may have coloured their published accounts of travel in France at the very end of hostilities. I wish to propose that notions of guerre and paix infuse the two texts. I want to suggest that the Travels resonates a recurrent gallophobia in English (though not necessarily British) popular thought brought to the fore here by the terms of the Peace of Paris of 1763. commonly represented in opposition newspapers and prints as an “inglorious” peace engineered by an unpatriotic and self-seeking administration, headed (not by an Englishman but) by the Scot, Lord Bute. A Sentimental Journey, on the other hand, polarizes such notions of paix and guerre in its compelling recognition that the stereotypical dismissal of an enemy nation is ultimately an implicit admission of a fundamental failure to grasp its essential character. Paradoxically, rather than rejecting the conventional English view of the French as a nation of petits maîtres, it seems to me that Sterne (through the persona and actions of Yorick) endeavours to replicate or copy those very characteristics which are, at least for the seeker after “sentiment and fine feelings,”8 deemed admirable and more than worthy of imitation. What is castigated in the character of the French in Travels through France and Italy becomes the object of emulation in A Sentimental Journey.

           But in turning specifically to the two works, it would seem valuable to attempt to recreate the respective attitudes of Smollett and Sterne towards the recent war and even more recent peace. Fresh scholarship by Byron Gassman, who edited (1993) the Georgia text of The Briton, has helped to highlight the extent to which Smollett became identified particularly in the final year of the war with the policies of his fellow Scot, Lord Bute, whose ministry was instrumental in negotiating the Peace of Paris of 1763.9 But, it is also apparent from a reading of Smollett’s Continuation of the Complete History of England, published in five volumes from 1760 to 1765, that Smollett’s disposition towards the war underwent a dramatic turnaround during this period. The Continuation was written to supplement Smollett’s immensely popular History of England that had chronicled events up to 1748, the year that had seen the peace of Aix-la-Chapelle and the end of the War of the Austrian Succession. The Continuation seems to have been devised to bring forward events to 1760, the year in which George II died, but in its final two volumes proceeds as far as the beginning of 1765.10 When we turn to his preface “To the Public” at the beginning of the first volume of the Continuation, it is evident that Smollett wishes to distinguish between the earlier war, which in 1748 had left England with “at home, an administration without vigour; abroad, a war without success,” and the new situation in 1760 when:

          
            Our military operations are now planned with so much wisdom and sagacity, and executed with such spirit, as revive the lustre of past ages; and the glory of our late conquests even rivals the renown of those heroic atchievements which dignify and adorn the ancient annals of Great Britain. We behold valour tutored by conduct, sentiment United with courage, and the godlike virtues of humanity shining in the midst of slaughter and desolation. What is still more extraordinary, and above all other circumstances redounds to the honour of our national councils, we feel none of those rude tempests that are raised by the furious breath of war. Notwithstanding all the hostile efforts of the most formidable enemy, which Discord could have armed against this island, we enjoy the blessings of security and repose, as if we were hedged around by some Divinity; and our commerce flourishes undisturbed as in the bosom of peace.

          

          
            Themes like these cannot fail to warm the heart, and animate the pen of the historian, who glows with the love of his country. Yet he will carefully avoid the imputation of enthusiasm. In the midst of his transports he hopes to remember his duty, and check the exuberance of zeal with the rigid severity of historical truth.11

          

           The passage, written perhaps with recent military successes overseas at Quebec, Quiberon Bay, Milicien, etc. in mind, reverberates with patriotic fervour. It enlists into the ranks of our armies and navies powers that are almost God-like. It extols the ancient heroism not just of the English but noticeably (as far as a Scot like Smollett is concerned) of the whole people of Great Britain. It exploits the powerful myth of a united kingdom enjoying within itself “the blessings of security and repose” as against foreign mayhem ignited by “all the hostile efforts of the most formidable enemy [i.e. the French], which Discord could have armed against this island.”

           The same myth has been explored in far more breadth than I can give it here by Linda Colley in her influential book, Britons (1992), where she has argued that the “Seven Years’ War was the most dramatically successful war the British ever fought” and also the war in which for “the first time ever, the British army had been able to recruit men on a massive scale from the Scottish Highlands.” The sub-title of Dr. Colley’s book is Forging the Nation 1707-1837, and part of her argument depends upon a recognition that, as a result of the Seven Years’ War, not just England and Wales but also “Scotland as a whole… had [now] invested in British patriotism.”12 The passage from Smollett can be said to exemplify just that. Colley examines in chapter 3 of her book (entitled “Peripheries”) the extraordinary and in terms of their numbers disproportionate success of the Scots from about the time of the Seven Years’ War through the remainder of the eighteenth century in securing positions of eminence in politics. the law, the army, the world of learning and letters, science and medicine, and so on. For many such Scots who moved south to England, Colley contends, it was possible “to reconcile their Scottish past with their English present by the expedient of regarding themselves as British.”13

           In responding in 1762 to the petition of his fellow Scot, Lord Bute, that he might edit a political journal in support of the ministry and its efforts to secure an end to the war, it is far from accidental that Smollett chose The Briton for its title. The title doffs a deferential tribute in the direction of King George III, who shortly after his accession to the throne in 1760 had extolled his own Britishness (“I glory in the name of Briton” he told Parliament in his first address) and called for an end to that “bloody war” with France.14 The masthead of The Briton shows the English lion and Scottish unicorn supporting the royal insignia containing the three lions passant gardant of England, the Welsh pendragon, the Irish harp, the rampant lion of Scotland and (anachronistically you may argue in the context of forging the nation of Britain) the fleurs-de-lis of France.15 A factotum of the figure of Britannia appears at the head of the text in thirty-five of the paper’s thirty-eight weekly numbers, a further iconographic statement of its propagandist intentions (see fig.).16

           As is well known, the success of The Briton was extremely shortlived and its function as a bolster to an unpopular ministry totally abrogated through the immediate counter-publication by John Wilkes, Smollett’s one-time friend, of The North Briton, a paper specifically created to embarrass and slight Lord Bute and his (supposed crew of) Scottish acolytes. Wilkes achieved an unprecedented popularity by the agility and opportunism with which he stirred English resentment against the Scots, appealing to latent fears of encroachment and xenophobic distrust of things foreign. Such fears may have had the conviction of authority at the time of the Jacobite revolt of 1745, but by 1762, as Samuel Johnson was famously to remark (no doubt with Wilkes in mind) false patriotism of the kind could be considered as no more than “the last refuge of a scoundrel.”17 Wilkes’s appeal was a reactionary throwback to a phony ideal of an England of old unencumbered by the union with Scotland and baying for English “liberty” from foreign encroachment. Linda Colley describes it well as a “swaggering and intolerantly Little English patriotism… an important and emotive part of the English national memory.”18

           As a Scot who had spent most of his adult life in England. Tobias Smollett will have been particularly aware of and sensitive to the perverse effects of the worst forms of English xenophobia. There is a marvellous story told by his lifelong friend and fellow Scot, Alexander Carlyle, of having been in the company of Smollett at a coffeehouse in 1746 when news of the English victory over the Scots at Culloden reached the city:

          
            London all over was in a perfect uproar of joy…. About 9 o’clock I wished to go home…. I asked Smollett if he was ready to go…: he said he was, and would conduct me. The mob was so riotous, and the squibs so numerous and incessant that we were glad to go into a narrow entry to put our wigs in our pockets, and to take our swords from our belts and walk with them in our hands…; and, after cautioning me against speaking a word, lest the mob should discover my country and become insolent, “for John Bull,” says he, “is as haughty and valiant tonight as he was abject and cowardly on the Black Wednesday when the Highlanders were at Derby.” After we got to the head of the Haymarket through incessant fire, the Doctor [Smollett] led me by narrow lanes, where we met nobody but a few boys at a pitiful bonfire…19

          

          
            [image: image]
          

           Even as early as 1746, in the aftermath of the Jacobite revolt, Smollett shows himself as instinctively street-wise to the anti-Scots mood of the mob. For me, the most telling part of the description is Smollett’s caution to Carlyle to utter not a word lest his brogue might give him away, “lest the mob should discover my country [Scotland] and become insolent.” Its effect is almost metonymic, the dialect of a Scot becoming perhaps the most acute cultural marker of his non-Englishness or Otherness. Language and accent in the eighteenth century (only less so then than now because fewer people travelled) are specified as primary means of pigeonholing a person’s particular social and national identity. For a Lowlands Scot of good family like Smollett, who after 1746 came increasingly to earn his living by his pen, the non-verbal employment of written English was one means of asserting his “Britishness” in a language that in print was almost indistinguishable from and as readily understood as that of a highly literate and cultivated Englishman. The ubiquity by the middle of the eighteenth century of what Alvin Kernan has helpfully dubbed “print culture” should not be underestimated in any discussion of the sometimes almost intangible progression towards a recognizable or distinct British national identity.20

           Smollett’s uncomfortable editorship of The Briton (as well as his shoddy treatment by Lord Bute who appears to have dropped him once it became apparent that the propagandist element of the paper had failed) means that his earlier support for the kind of euphoric Britishness advocated by George III may have emerged somewhat bruised. He registers on several occasions an acute awareness of the difficulty of coping with English hostility towards the Scots. Some evidence for this may be found in no. 34 (15 January 1763) of The Briton in which he satirically invents a letter from “a true-born Englishman” who, though rabid in his hatred of the Scots, derives some crumbs of comfort from the fact that “above thirty thousand of these vagabonds have perished in the land-service of this kingdom since the beginning of the war…. and that every one of those, filled up the place of an English subject, so we may fairly infer, that the valuable lives of threescore thousand Englishmen have been saved by the use of these vermin.” The strongest argument that the fictitious correspondent puts forward in favour of the war is that a continuation of hostilities may prove “the means of extirpating this pernicious race” of Scotsmen, a variant of ethnic cleansing endorsed by Smollett with increasingly heavy irony.21

           But, of far more interest for our purposes as evidence of Smollett’s frustration at the treatment of the Scots by the English is the final volume (vol. 5) of the Continuation of the Complete History of England, covering the period from 1762 to the beginning of 1765 and published in October 1765, which he almost certainly compiled while in Nice during 1763-65. His sojourn in Nice, amply described in the Travels through France and Italy, gave Smollett the opportunity to review at a distance the events that had left him so utterly disillusioned with the process of politics. His commentary on the political treatment of Lord Bute gives us his most ample excoriation of English attitudes that threatened the very fabric of the union:

          
            The jealousy of the English nation, towards their fellow-subjects on the other side of the Tweed, had discovered itself occasionally ever since the union of the crowns; and ancient animosities had been kept alive by two successive rebellions which began in Scotland: but the common grudge was founded upon the success of the Scots, who had established themselves in different parts of England, and risen from very small beginnings to wealth and consideration. They had prospered in many different provinces of life, and made no contemptible figure in the cultivation of the arts and sciences. In a word, the English people looked upon them with an evil eye, as interlopers in commerce and competitors for reputation…22

          

           Smollett shows himself here as hyper-conscious of the still anomalous position accorded to the Scots by the English and, putting a shoe on the other foot, points out that “Had the natives of North Britain proved equally combustible, the flames of civil war would have certainly been kindled; and in that case, the ruin of a mighty nation might have been effected.”23 Ultimately, though, he concludes that “England and Scotland are now too intimately connected in point of interest and communication, to be disjointed without such violent convulsions as would endanger the safety of either, and even the existence of both.”24 Smollett shows himself to be a strong advocate of the union of the two nations while also recognizing how easily faction and political interest can undo the best efforts of those who subsumed their local identity under the umbrella of Britishness.

           Given Smollett’s acute sensitivity on the subject of his nationality, it is noticeable that in the Travels through France and Italy, written over the same period as volume five of the Continuation, there is almost no direct reference to Scotland or to the author’s Scottishness. In the first Letter of the Travels, he writes as follows to his anonymous correspondent:

          
            You knew, and pitied my situation, traduced by malice, persecuted by faction, abandoned by false patrons….

          

          
            You know with what eagerness I fled from my country as a scene of illiberal dispute, and incredible infatuation, where a few worthless incendiaries had, by dint of perfidious calumnies and atrocious abuse, kindled up a flame which threatened all the horrors of civil dissension.25

          

           The orotund latinisms here provide hardly the most auspicious opening to his book of travels, yet they appear to disguise almost over-conspicuously the pain and private suffering, both physical and mental, that impelled Smollett into self-imposed exile.26 Concealment of such deeply felt personal feelings seems almost a deliberate strategy throughout the book. The Travels cannot be read as a kind of inner journey or revelatory work in the way in which we might approach, say, the Confessions of Rousseau.

           Yet, there is a sense in which we can read the Travels through France and Italy as a work in which, through the experience of foreign climes, the author is seeking to authenticate his Britishness. It is interesting that when, in the passage I have just quoted, he refers to “my country” the allusion is unquestionably to Great Britain just as (in the earlier anecdote) for Alexander Carlyle—as also for Smollett himself—a few years before in 1746 "my country” had been Scotland. In the final letter of the Travels (Letter 41), he is also alluding to Britain when he remarks that “I am attached to my country, because it is the land of liberty, cleanliness and convenience,”27 qualities that he finds singularly lacking in the France of the Ancien Régime. Paradoxically, however, Smollett, the Scot translated to England and now further translated abroad, finds it particularly difficult to validate his Britishness without resorting to a similar jingoism that he had found abhorrent in the English treatment of the Scots. In assuming the patriotic voice of a “true” Briton, defending no-nonsense British values against the frivolities of French fashion, Smollett often appears almost as a caricature of an English John Bull. The French cultural critic, Jeanine Surel, has shown that a necessary characteristic of John Bull in English iconography is its inveterate gallophobia and that the figure often also contains inherent contradictions, appearing both as “malcontent” and “loyalist.”28 When we consider that France and Scotland (partners in the Auld Alliance) have no significant tradition of animosity against each other, it begins to become understandable why Smollett appropriates for his purposes many traditional English attitudes towards the French in writing about them so soon after the war. Rather than creating a specific persona (in the way once advocated by critics), Smollett in the Travels is merely subsuming certain English attitudes within his larger representation of “Britishness.” If the conjunction of Scottish values and English attitudes often appears to be on the verge of deconstructing itself, this seems to me to be a reflection of the uneasiness still present in the 1760s in the definition of what constitutes a British national identity. That Smollett took the question pretty seriously, even after the Travels, is apparent from the fact that in his final novel, The Expedition of Humphry Clinker (1771), he depicts a gallimaufry of national characters—Welsh, English, Scottish, Irish—on a journey across Great Britain that serves to define the essence as well as the shortcomings of their Britishness. Before then, however, Laurence Sterne had taken exception with Smollett as traveller cruelly immortalizing him as Smelfungus which has entered our vocabulary to mean “a discontented person; a grumbler, a faultfinder” (OED).29

           Finally, a few remarks on attitudes in Sterne to war and peace insofar as they may affect a reading of A Sentimental Journey. Sterne’s general interest in the progress of the war is apparent from a letter from London to his Yorkshire friend, Stephen Croft, sent on Christmas day 1760, in which (like Smollett in the Continuation)30 he expresses his horror (“never was known such havock amongst troops”) at the carnage caused by the land war in Germany, and several weeks later, he writes to the same correspondent that he has spent the day in the visitors’ gallery witnessing “a pitched battle in the H[ouse] of C[ommons]” over the conduct of the German war: “the cry for peace,” concludes Sterne, “is so general, that it will certainly end in one.”31 Like many others, including Smollett, Sterne seems to have turned against the war as a whole because of the expense in money and sheer loss of life caused by the war in Germany. I am not aware of (though may have missed) any specific statement by Sterne that could be examined as an expression of enthusiasm or patriotic fervour for the global expansion of the theatre of war into North America, the West Indies, India, etc. Questions of Britishness and patriotism are of diminished interest in Sterne by comparison with Smollett.

           However, war and the military are metaphorically at the centre of Tristram Shandy, in which Uncle Toby has Corporal Trim dig up the bowling-green at Shandy Hall in a hobbyhorsical attempt to recreate the moment of his wounding in a certain uncomfortable place at the siege of Namur of 1695. The precise location of his wound obsesses among others the widow Wadman who lays siege to Uncle Toby’s heart, but needs to be assured that his ammunition has not been shot away. It will be recollected how (with blushing glances “towards the waistband of my uncle Toby’s red plush breeches.” Book 9, ch. 26) she bombards the poor old soldier with questions as to the exact place in which he had been wounded, only to be answered — “Namur.” In A Sentimental Journey, sexual innuendo is no less important, but its function is essentially different. In typical parodic fashion, Sterne recalls Smollett’s remonstrations in the Travels through France and Italy against the extraordinary attentions of the French petits maîtres who will try

          
            to make love to your wife, if she is handsome; if not, to your sister, or daughter, or niece. If he suffers a repulse from your wife, or attempts in vain to debauch your sister, or your daughter, or your niece, he will, rather than not play the traitor with his gallantry, make his addresses to your grandmother; and ten to one, but in one shape or another, he will find means to ruin the peace of a family….32

          

           But, rather than criticize the French for their excessive amorous proclivities, Sterne (or rather Yorick) deems such behaviour entirely worthy of imitation. He is full of admiration at the gallantries in the Street at Calais of “a little French debonaire captain, who came dancing down the Street” to reward the bashful Yorick with a French lesson in how to make love to the fair sex:

          
            popping in betwixt us, just as the lady was returning back to the door of the Remise, he introduced himself to my acquaintance, and before he had well got announced, begg’d I would do him the honour to present him to the lady —I had not been presented myself— so turning about to her, he did it just as well by asking her, if she had come from Paris? —No: she was going that rout, she said.— Vous n’etez pas de Londre? —She was not, she replied. — Then Madame must have come thro’ Flanders.— Apparamment vous etez Flammande? said the French captain. —The lady answered, she was.— Peutetre, de Lisle? added he —She said, she was not of Lisle.— Nor Arras? —nor Cambray?— nor Ghent? —nor Brussels? She answered, she was of Brussels.

          

          
            He had had the honour, he said, to be at the bombardment of it last war—that it was finely situated, pour cela —and full of noblesse when the Imperialists were driven out by the French (the lady made a slight curtsy)— so giving her an account of the affair, and of the share he had had in it —he begg’d the honour to know her name— so made his bow.

          

          
            Et Madame a son Mari? —said he, looking back when he had made two steps— and without staying for an answer—danced down the Street.

          

          
            Had I served seven years apprenticeship to good breeding, I could not have done as much.33

          

           Sterne employs here the language of besiegement by which the taking of Brussels by the French (during the War of the Austrian Succession) becomes metonymic for the “conquest” of the lady, the little French debonaire captain having elicited of the lady all the “intelligence” that Yorick desired but was too delicate to ask. Where Smollett would have complained of the pertness of the petit maître, Sterne revels in the French way of doing things, of ordering this matter better in France. In creating in Yorick an Englishman who is to all intents and purposes thoroughly “frenchified,” Sterne inverts traditional ridicule of such figures, who were prominent in English cultural representation, most memorably on stage from the time of the Restoration. One thinks of Etherege’s Sir Fopling Flutter in The Man of Mode (1676) or of Monsieur de Paris in Wycherley’s The Gentleman Dancing-Master (1671), described in the dramatis personae to the play as “a vain Coxcomb,… newly returned from France, and mightily affected with the French Language and Fashions.” About Monsieur de Paris, one of the characters asks, “is he no man?” “No faith,” comes the reply, “he's but a monsieur.” (1.1.). In the Travels through France and Italy, Smollett had appropriated the effeminized French fop as a ubiquitous figure of ridicule and as a counter to British values and manners. The clash of values between things British and matters French in the Travels often verges on cultural warfare between the two nations. Sterne, writing far more in the spirit of reconciliation following the Peace of Paris, endeavours to strike a balance between what the “old French officer” at the opera comique (yet another military man from whom Yorick learns) calls “Le POUR” and “Le CONTRE”:

          
            Le POUR, et le CONTRE se trouvent en chaque nation; there is a balance, said he, of good and bad every where; and nothing but the knowing it is so can emancipate one half of the world from the prepossessions it holds against the other — that the advantage of travel, as it regarded the sçavoir vivre, was by seeing a great deal both of men and manners; it taught us mutual toleration; and mutual toleration, concluded he, making a bow, taught us mutual love.34

          

           Sterne’s view here, for all its good intentions, may strike us today as rather too sententious. It is ultimately a question of taste. Nevertheless, the notion of peace and peace-making provides a central motif running through the whole of A Sentimental Journey, which needed the Seven Years’ War to be well and truly over before it could have been written. Sterne appears to set Yorick’s visit in the year 1762 at the time when negotiations towards the Peace of Paris were already well underway, and he loses no opportunity to remind us that “the Bourbon is by no means a cruel race” and “When man is at peace with man, how much lighter than a feather is the heaviest of metals in his hand!”35 Even in “The Case of Delicacy,” the final episode in the book when Yorick is deliciously obliged to share his bedchamber with the Piedmontese lady, the consequence of the “two hours negociation” is that “at the end… the articles were settled finally betwixt us, and stipulated for in form and manner of a treaty of peace?”36

           Before he died, Sterne only completed two out of a projected four volumes, so that it is impossible to do more than speculate the extent to which our conference theme of guerre et paix might have been reflected in A Sentimental Journey had he finished it. Like Smollett, the purpose of his travel was valetudinarian but, unlike in the Travels through France and Italy, this aspect is minimized in A Sentimental Journey. It is, however, a recurrent and obsessive topic in his Personal correspondence. In an important letter written from Toulouse in May 1763 to Robert Hay Drummond, Archbishop of York, Sterne writes as follows about his physical condition:

          
            …I have been fixed here with my family these ten months,… having since the first day of my arrival here been in a continual warfare with agues, fevers, and physicians —the 1st brought my blood to so poor a State, that the physicians found it necessary to enrich it with strong bouillons, and strong bouillons and soup a santé threw me into fevers, and fevers brought on loss of blood, and loss of blood agues —so that as war begets poverty, poverty peace, &c. &c. —has this miserable constitution made all its revolutions; how many more it may sustain, before its last and great one, God knows—like the rest of my species, I shall fence it off as long as I can… I have preached too much, my Lord, already; and was my age to be computed either by the number of sermons I have preached, or the infirmities they have brought upon me, I might be truly said to have the claim of a Miles emeritus, and was there a Hotel des Invalides for the reception of such established upon any salutary plan betwixt here and Arabia Felix, I wd beg your Grace’s interest to help me into it…,37

          

           Where paix was to become such a recurrent motif of A Sentimental Journey, guerre infuses his thoughts in his description of the “agues, fevers, and physicians” that appeared in combat for his life. The macabre jingle, “war begets poverty, poverty peace,” providing an eighteenth-century snatch to our theme of guerre et paix, is also cited by Sterne in Tristram Shandy (Bk. I, ch. 21), though not in A Sentimental Journey. Verse antecedents of this traditional snatch can be traced back possibly as far as the sixth century. In its fuller version, sometimes known as “The World’s Whirligig,” which was frequently set to music in eighteenth-century songbooks (and was still quoted as an “old saw” during the Great War of 1914-18), it reads as a kind of fatalistic roundel:

          
            War begets Poverty,

          

          
            Poverty Peace:
Peace maketh Riches flow,
Fate ne’er doth cease:
Riches produceth Pride,
Pride is War’s ground,
War begets Poverty, &c.
[And so] the World goes round.38

          

           When we think of the profusion of references to poverty and riches, peace and war, humility and pride, in A Sentimental Journey, is it possible that Sterne may have had in mind this English danse macabre when he set loose Yorick among the French at the end of the Seven Years’ War?
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            Much was at stake: what we were fighting for eight thousand miles away in the South Atlantic was not only the territory and the people of the Falklands, important though they were. We were defending our honour as a nation, and principles of fondamental importance to the whole world — above all, that aggressors should never succeed and that international law should prevail over the use of force. 1

          

           With these words, Margaret Thatcher introduces her chapter on the Falklands War in her autobiography The Downing Street Years. Her presentation of the critical months of the year 1982 displays a certain extent of pride and a general satisfaction with British efficiency and decisiveness. The “Iron Lady” lavishes praise on the high professionality of the British troops, admires the sophistication of her own plans and — after duly remembering in one sentence the “agonizing days and nights” of “wives and families” who lost their husbands and sons — proceeds to cherish the memory of her most important victory.2 Self-confidence, certainty, belief in honour and nationality, a complete absence of doubts in the justification of the impending war are the hallmarks of her personal reminiscence. Only briefly does she wonder, whether “the game is worth the candle.”3

           It is not the first time in English history that just this question has been raised. The Falklands War of 1982, is the sad last act to date in a series of military performances presented on the world stage that display the absurd features of tragedy, comedy and farce.4 In this context, it is significant that Mrs Thatcher on the more than sixty pages that she devotes to the presentation of the Falkland Crisis does not consider it necessary to refer to the “First Historian” of the Falklands,5 Samuel Johnson, who in his Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands (1771) anticipated the Iron Lady’s pragmatic approach to the theme,6 but — unlike his successor — heeded the principles of humaneness rather than those of politics.

           The Prime Minister’s neglect of Johnson’s tract is symptomatic of the general fate that the pamphlet has suffered throughout the last two hundred years. Macaulay’s famous portrait of Johnson as a staunch Tory prevented later critics from studying the Great Cham’s politics meticulously.7 Macaulay’s view of Johnson might thus be regarded as the nadir of that low esteem in which Johnson’s political writings were generally held. While conceding that he might claim great merit for his achievements as a moral writer, Johnson’s contemporaries usually disdained his political writings, regarding them as incontestable symptoms of party spirit and sycophancy,8 Boswell remarks, that the pamphlets “drew upon him numerous attacks.”9 Criticism on Johnson as a political writer culminated in the reproach that Johnson, who only recently had been granted a pension by the government,10 had turned into a “prostitute of the pen” who sold his own convictions for the sake of personal advancement. In his Letter to Dr. Samuel Johnson (1775), Joseph Towers offers the phrase “Dr. Samuel Johnson has a pension” as a satiric explanation of Johnson’s pro-government attitudes in a way that is typical of most of “Dr. Pomposo’s” opponents;11 Towers has even lost interest in Johnson’s Rambler:

          
            Should I hereafter be disposed to read, as I heretofore have done, the most excellent of all your performances, THE RAMBLER, the pleasure which I have been accustomed to find in it will be much diminished by the reflexion, that the writer of so moral, so elegant, and so valuable a work, was capable of prostituting his talents in such productions, as the False Alarm, the Thoughts on the Transactions respecting Falkland’s Islands, and the Patriot.12

          

           As a “rancorous writer of a party” Johnson, says Towers, only produces pamphlets which are “remarkable for bitterness of invective, unjust and uncandid representations, the most bigotted prejudices…. and the highest strain of contemptuous insolence.”13

           Johnson himself, however, thought highly of his political writings, and he preferred The False Alarm to the Thoughts since he regarded it as more subtle.14 Adam Smith preferred the second pamphlet because it “displayed in such forcible language, the madness of modem wars.”15 In recent time, acclaim for the pamphlet was renewed, as one of the most renowned and prolific Johnsonians, Donald Greene, ascribed to the Thoughts an extraordinary status as “certainly the best written and no doubt the most generally successful of the four tracts.”16 Greene’s verdict led to an intellectual fray between himself and Patrick O’Flaherty that. without doubt, would have amused Johnson himself, since this “battle of the articles” clearly mirrors the escalation of hostile acts as Johnson describes them in his pamphlet.17 With these two antagonists I share the belief in the importance of Johnson’s Thoughts, but I do not want to enter their particular controversy. Instead, I wish to demonstrate that the pamphlet belongs to the anti-war-propaganda movement, which — although already existing in ancient times — gathered new momentum with the rise of English humanism.18 I want to argue that Johnson definitely stands in this tradition, and that he — inspired by Enlightenment philosophy — employs his own stratagems of rhetoric. Historical report,19 moral reflexion, satire and essay-writing are elements of his particular art of persuasion. Johnson plans a veritable crusade against war. My intention is to portray Johnson as an intellectual soldier in the sense that Erasmus gave this term, and that Johnson, like Erasmus, wages war against war. He did so by using three classes of arguments:

          
            	arguments derived from pragmatism

            	arguments derived from psychology

            	arguments derived from morality and humanism.

          

           But let me first briefly explain the events that gave occasion to Johnson’s miracle-working pamphlet.

          II

           The proper history of the Falkland Islands starts with Lord Egmont and Captain Byron.20 Commissioned by Egmont, Byron had taken formal possession of the Falkland Islands in 1765. One year earlier. however, the Frenchman Bougainville had already founded the first settlement on the Islands. The Spanish had bought this settlement from the French in 1767, so that now Byron’s seizure collided primarily not with French but with Spanish interests. In 1769 Captain Hunt, who followed Byron, was formally called upon by the Spanish governor of Port Solidad to abandon the settlement;21 Hunt, however, refused to follow these orders. On the 4th of June 1770, Spanish war ships approached the English settlement; in the ensuing brief battle they proved superior to the English forces, who had to capitulate on the 10th of June. The Spanish allowed the English to retreat honourably, although with a certain delay. After this showdown, the conflict, which so far could be regarded as merely local, attained national and international status, provoking a cold war between England, Spain and France, that from now on was fought with diplomatic means. In the first phase of this battle, France and Spain planned to go to war, partly because they hoped to get revenge for losses they had suffered during the Seven Years’ War. England’s opponents were sure that the young new minister Lord North would have neither experience nor courage enough to risk a war against France and Spain.22 They were wrong, however, and North’s determination not to tolerate the alleged injury that King George III had suffered by the Spanish, led the French, who were not really prepared for war, to rethink the whole matter. A decisive turn was the dismissal of Louis XV’s foreign minister Choiseul, who was one of the most zealous warmongers. Without this support, Spain’s Carlos III and his minister Grimaldi abandoned any plans for fighting and embarked on secret negotiations instead. The result of these was that English losses were made up. Bucarelli’s expedition was formally disavowed by Carlos, and Port Egmont was restored. Although the question of sovereignty, which throughout the quarrel was at stake, had not been solved, England had reason to be satisfied. War had been avoided. The politics of North and Rochford of course did not meet with unanimous acceptance. The political opponents at home lavished abuse on the “cowardice” of the minister, reproaching him for having tolerated England's disgrace. Besides the former minister Chatham, the number of writers who blamed the government for its extraordinary procedure was legion. The faction was headed by Junius, an anonymous author, renowned for his polemic letters.23

           This, briefly, was the State of affairs when Johnson entered the fray.

          III

           As a document of pragmatism, Johnson’s Thoughts were definitely meant to be a defence of government policy. North and Rochford needed a literary champion to match Junius’s provocations and Johnson, the Great Chain of Literature, was cut out to oppose Junius. Johnson felt averse to the critic and his disciples, and he deeply desired to give them a dose of their own medicine.24 But commissioned to write in favour of the Government as he was, he also saw the chance to express his own views of recent history and his attitude towards war.25 Johnson’s Thoughts are thus not appropriately defined as a mere apology, but rather display a kind of transgeneric structure, combining the conventions of apology, polemic, satire, essay-writing, and historical documentation. Few could have brought such insight to the task of “yoking the most heterogeneous genres together without using too much violence.” The text displays a transparent rhetorical structure:

          
            	Essayistic exordium

            	Historical report

            	Digression: essayistic meditation on the worth of the islands and on the relationship between politics and morality

            	Resumption of historical report: the proper acts of hostility

            	Report of the diplomatic cold war

            	Striking the balance: synopsis of profits of Britain and losses of Spain

            	Meditations on war

            	Pragmatic defence of peace

            	Refutation of adverse arguments

            	Conclusion.

          

           Although this scheme does not precisely follow the rules of classical oratory, a high degree of rhetorical structure is incontestable. The macrostructure is mirrored in a microstructure of each of these ten parts, so that Johnson here adopts a rational pose in his writing that could be compared to the stratagems of waging war with words. This procedure is enhanced by the gravitas of Johnsonian prose, a formidable weapon to wield against opponents. If Johnson “talked for victory,” in his pamphlets he wrote for it as well.

           As a pamphleteer, Johnson is extraordinary. He could only be compared with Swift, who had opposed the Spanish War of Succession and delivered highly effective ad hominem satires on the Duke of Marlborough decades before Johnson. In his pamphlet, Johnson actually imitates Swift’s satire as he had already done in his famous Idler No. 22. But this description conveys only half the truth. Satirists and pamphleteers usually display an extraordinary talent for pragmatism, a clear view of reality and an understandable predilection for particularity.26 Defoe’s and Swift’s pamphlets, and no doubt those of Junius as well, demonstrate the usefulness of wearing masks when writing polemic tracts.27 In this respect, Johnson diverges from the convention. Instead of using a persona in order to exert influence on his readers he argues in propria persona. Johnson wants to be recognized as the person he actually is. Unlike his Rambler and Idler essays, his pamphlets seem to convey his genuine views on politics and war.28 The reason for this procedure seems clear. As a rhetorician, Johnson knew of the twin concepts of ethos and pathos, which are of predominant significance in oratory. In his pamphlet, Johnson continually wavers between sobriety and passion,29 but seen on the whole, ethos for him is the more important term. In Johnson’s character, in which, owing to the high popularity he had gained through his Dictionary, Rasselas, Rambler and Idler, elements of his particular philosophy of life merged with valuable devices of satiric writing, authority takes shape. Everyone who has read either the Rambler or Idler essays will confirm that there is a persistent tendency away from particularity towards abstractness, universality or generality.30 Usually this tendency would run counter to any satiric intentions. But in Johnson's case these two forces are merged to their mutual advantages. As an accepted vir bonus esteemed even by his opponents, Johnson profits from his experience in life and from his insight into the psychology of both individuals and nations. From the very beginning his tone is not that of a nervous party hack but that of a serene, detached philosopher, who, somewhat against his will, is still part of that situation he sets out to analyse:

          
            To proportion the eagerness of contest to its importance seems too hard a task for human wisdom. The pride of wit has kept ages busy in the discussion of useless questions, and the pride of power has destroyed armies to gain or to keep unprofitable possessions.31

          

           Johnson differs from common political scribblers by approaching his subject from a lofty perspective. It is as if he had taken the whole world from “China to Peru” into consideration, as if he knew neither limits of space nor of time. Here a man speaks, who is exempt from all anxieties of petty politics, and who condescends to let the readers share his vast amount of both experience and insight. The moral undertone reminds one of the Rambler, evoking a mood of composure for which one seeks in vain in other pamphlets of the time; the reference to pride in the second line betrays the theologian’s interest in mortal sin. Deeply convinced of the “vanity of human wishes,” the speaker nevertheless gets involved in a political conflict, for the benefit of mankind. His introduction sounds like the meditation of an omniscient narrator, who cannot help but comment on the world he so reluctantly sets out to depict. It is clear that he is political and “metapolitical,” even metaphysical to a certain degree. Johnsonians know that one of the favoured perspectives Johnson adopts in his moral writing is that from the “hill of truth,” that grants him the greatest opportunity of surveying the scenery. A technical term that he frequently uses in his essays is sub specie aeternitatis. From this lofty point of view almost any human activity must shrink into insignificance, and this is precisely the moment when his usually non-satiric perspective becomes vitriolic. This detached position permits him a devaluation of the world and its events.32 The phrase sub specie aeternitatis and the satiric device of meiosis work hand in hand, and Johnson gives free rein to the forces of diminution and reduction. The keyword of the first lines clearly is “proportion.” Judging from an eternal universal stance all human endeavours seem grotesque,33 absurd, distorted; men appear as little insects, as in Swift’s famous episode when the King of Brobdingnag describes human beings as “the most pernicious Race of little odious Vermin.”34 From the very start, Johnson uses the technique of belittling the causes that might have led to a war for the sake of the Falkland Islands. Although he pretends to deliver an objective chronology of the discovery and early history of the Falkland Islands, his presentation is severely distorted by the intention to render the whole conflict absurd.

           If events of national and international interest seem grotesque when viewed from a superior stance, this is even more true when one thinks of a place like the Falkland Islands. By depreciating the islands, Johnson intends to render any reason for war absurd. It is thus only consistent if, in his apparently objective chronology of the “history” of the Falkland Islands, he puts such emphasis on the fact of the anonymity of the place. The lack of a non-interchangeable name signifies the amount of indifference that was shown to the place by France, Portugal, Prussia and Italy. In maps of the time the islands are called “Hawkin’s Maidenland,” “Sebald’s Islands,” “Falklands Island’s,” and “Maloines.”35 The subtle rhetorical question implied by enumerating various names for the same place of course is the one Thatcher repeated two centuries later: “Is the game worth the candle?”. Like a medieval philosopher, Johnson analyses the “proprieties” of the place and his descriptions are indelibly stamped by negative selection from the material the Government had provided him.36 True, he mentions Anson’s favourable account of the Falkland Islands,37 but the onus falls on negative descriptions like the one of Bougainville. Here is the essential excerpt from the Frenchman’s travelogue: “Un vaste silence, quelquefois interrompu par les cris des monstres marins; par-tout une triste uniformité.”38 Johnson definitely endeavours to enforce this sad impression of the islands. In his pamphlet, he describes them as “a few spots of earth, which, in the deserts of the ocean, had almost escaped human notice….”39 He refers to Captain Macbride’s presentation of the place as “a mass of islands and broken lands, of which the soil was nothing but a bog, with no better prospect than that of barren mountains, beaten by storms almost perpetual.”40 Johnson devalues Anson’s argument for the strategic use of the Falkland Islands by alluding to his experience and pointing out, that in recent history such islands were turned into hiding-places for pirates and smugglers. If this were true, the ludicrous purpose of war would be to encourage the immorality of illegal trade.41 Johnson’s moral stance, which already in his gloomy poem “The Vanity of Human Wishes” had turned the military achievement of Sweden’s Charles XII into the sad moral of an absurd tale,42 renders any cause of a war for the Falkland Islands ridiculous. Is it really an honour, he seems to ask, to be considered “the undisputed lords of tempest-beaten barrenness” and a mere “Magellanick Rock”?43 When Johnson compares the losses of Spain with the profits of Britain, there is no pride in his endeavour to strike the balance; what, he asks, has Britain gained?

          
            What, but a bleak and gloomy solitude, an island thrown aside from human use, stormy in winter, and barren in summer; an island which not the Southern savages have dignified with habitation; where a garrison must be kept in a State that contemplates with envy the exiles of Siberia; of which the expence will be perpetual, and the use only occasional; and which, if fortune smile upon the labours, may become a nest of smugglers in peace, and in war the refuge of future buccaniers.44

          

           His attack on the reasons of war by belittling the alleged object of desire into a symptom of national narcissism, a device he employed frequently throughout his life,45 ushers in the second phase of his attack on war. This attack is launched from the basis of psychology.

          IV

           Proportion is a product of design and rationality. Lack of proportion means grotesqueness and enables fancy, imagination, and hope to rule reason.46 Viewed from the perspective of eternity the world dwindles almost into nothing, all worldly glamour, all fame, all reputation and material riches, even — as Johnsonians will confirm — all alleged modes of human happiness seem futile. This is perhaps the most important of all “Johnsonian truths,” the idea that any permanent happiness and any genuine value can only be found in a life “beyond the grave.” Johnson’s nature contained contradictory seeds. pragmatism on the one hand and a kind of contemptus mundi on the other. His essays teem with proofs of the vanity of human wishes, of the futile happiness of wealth, power, fame, luxury or the pleasures of the senses.47 His psychology could be explained by way of a syllogism: if war is the most violent means of gaining material riches, and if material riches are utterly worthless, then war itself is the essence of vanity. To Johnson, war was the model example of preposterous human activity. It cost humanity an enormous amount of money, time, energy and even lives only to witness its absurdity in the end.48 War is particularly preposterous, because as Swift had shown in the Tale of a Tub, it might well have its origin in madness.49 If it is true, that for Johnson war is more a psychological than a political matter,50 then the theme of war must be outlined in terms of both psychology and epistemology. Here Johnsonian philosophy touches Baconian epistemology, with its three categories memoria, ratio and imaginatio. Just as Bacon had tried to clear the realm of natural science from the cobwebs of the mind and to free epistemology from the disturbing influence of idols, Johnson, too, sets out in his essays, in Rasselas and also in his political pamphlets to deconstruct the false notions, mainly those that instigate men to cruelty, envy, pride and violence. One source of these false notions is a genre which Plato had ascribed to liars, which Sidney had interpreted as the iconography of philosophy, so to say, as the best of the two worlds of history and philosophy, but which in Bacon’s view, too, was prone to lead men astray. Thus a reader of Johnsonian writings must be extremely alert whenever he comes across terms like “fiction,” “fable,” “tale,” “romantick,” or “heroick scheme.” It is thus no coincidence, that the admiral with whom the trouble in the South Atlantic region starts, is described in precisely these terms. Johnson characterises Lord Egmont’s plans as “romantick projects” and “airy speculations.”51 There is a tendency in “airy speculations” to become autonomous, to shut out reality, or more precisely to supersede reality. Combined with the various hues of narcissism or nationality they gild the object of desire and attribute a value to it, that would never be able to stand the test either of time or of scepticism. As to war, the dynamics of deception and self-deception become the dynamite of later battles and butchery. They lead to grotesque ends, but they cause both casualties and deaths. Barren rocks change into paradises, spots in the desert ocean become idylls, and places of tempest-beaten barrenness are metamorphosed into Shangri-Las of inconceivable beauty. It seems worthwhile dying for them. Johnson harshly condemned any mode of mental alchemy, any philosopher’s stone in people’s minds, by which “darling schemes” and false notions can be concocted. This is the philosophical, moral and epistemological background to his famous sentences:

          
            It is wonderful with what coolness and indifference the greater part of mankind see war commenced. Those that hear of it at a distance, or read of it in books, but have never presented its evils to their minds, consider it as little more than a splendid game; a proclamation, an army, a battle, and a triumph. Some indeed must perish in the most successful field, but they die upon the bed of honour, ‘resign their lives amidst the joys of conquest, and, filled with England’ s glory, smile in death.’52

          

           And then the typical Johnsonian keyword makes his intention crystal-clear: “The life of a modem soldier is ill represented by heroick fiction.”53 Here Johnson, the man of experience, the sceptic, the rational moralist and the paragon of enlightenment brushes away the cobwebs of naive minds.54 His reference to Addison’s famous poem “The Campaign” serves him as an intertextual example of dangerous illusions and “darling schemes.” semantically symbolised by the technique of using euphemisms. Johnson sets out to devalue the formula “dulce et decorum est pro patria mori.”

           Besides fiction and heroic schemes it is also false rhetoric that he holds responsible for the horror of war. A representative of this diabolic ars bene dicendi is clearly Junius,55 characterised by Johnson as an ignis fatuus, a “meteor” or “cornet,” fugitive, futile and vain. His products are described equally as “falsehood,” “sophistry,” “bawl of Bellas.”56 The worst products of a mind obsessed by imagination. Johnson leaves no doubt what he thinks of his antagonist: “As a rhetorician, he has had the art of persuading when he seconded desire; as a reasoner, he has convinced those who had no doubt before; as a moralist, he has taught that virtue may disgrace; and as a patriot, he has gratified the mean by insults on the high.”57 This portrait, for which Johnson revives the devices of paradoxical character-writing à la Earle or Overbury,58 presents Junius as an intellectual mountebank who sells idols for truth: “He that contradicts acknowledged truth will always have an audience; he that vilifies established authority will always find abettors.”59

           Next to the deconstruction of the errors of fiction he intends to dispel the fogs of rhetoric and to lay bare the true nature of Junius’s letters, with their almost Æolian quality of mere Sound and noise.60 Thus he manages to reveal their warnings of false alarm, and to stigmatize Junius and his faction as those human screech-owls that he had described in his Rambler No. 59 and as those vultures he had presented in his Idler No. 22.61

          V

           The blend of philosophy and pragmatism, the synthesis of Christian faith and politics, the combination of essayistic and polemic passages in his writing indicate that Johnson revives the time-honoured tradition of Christian humanism. In a world in which Platonic philosopher-kings are conspicuously absent, the poet and moralist has to fulfil a difficult task, presenting advice to the ruler or the government, which usually is not very welcome. The ever recurring theme in Renaissance mirrors for magistrates, the problem if and how a philosopher might serve his king, is taken up by Johnson. Raphael in Thomas More’s Utopia gives numerous reasons why it would be preposterous to try and advise a governor; the advice a wise man would choose to give would be paradoxical, opposed to the staunch orthodox beliefs of the ruling class. Based on a firm ground of Christian ethics, the council a philosopher gives are likely to run counter to common expectations. In a world view that esteems the value of a human being lower than that of any petty amount of material wealth, Christian humanism will probably only provoke laughter, disdain, and ridicule. Thomas Morus despised war. considered it inhuman and absurd, and in his ideal State, it was veritably the last remedy the Utopians thought of when they were attacked.62 Material losses usually were not considered as legitimate reasons for waging war.63 The principles of benevolence, charity, and gentleness were incompatible with the cries of war. The refutation of any modes of cruelty might be considered as a hallmark of humanistic ethics;64 Montaigne, for example, dedicates a whole essay to the damnation of cruelty,65 the tradition of the speculum principum clearly includes clementia in its catalogue of ideal virtues for a governor.66 Johnson, throughout his life, detested cruelty. In his essays he harshly censures the perversion of cruel virtuosi who tormented animals for pleasure’s sake;67 in his discussion of Soame Jenyns he used cruelty in life as an argument against the false notion of a prestabilised harmony à la Leibniz.68 Johnson’s Rambler No. 114 (1751) almost literally echoes the treatment of capital punishment as presented by Thomas Morus in his Utopia. In my view, however, the most important source for Johnson’s ideas on war is the philosophy of Erasmus, the humanist who towers among his well-known contemporaries.69 For Erasmus, war was the definitive perversion of human nature.70 Almost each of his writings may be looked upon as a plea against war. Incompatible with both the ethics of the New Testament and the stoic philosophy of ancient times, war in Erasmus’s view was “living hell,” and he keeps on asking: “Where does Satan's kingdom lie, if not in war?”71 It is true, it would be wrong to view either Erasmus or Johnson as Renaissance and neo-classical precursors of modem pacifism.72 Both humanists detest war, although they would concede that there are certain situations in life and politics in which war is unavoidable. But Morus, Erasmus, Montaigne, and Johnson share the belief that war is the last remedy, the last means to choose if all other alternatives have failed. Refuting the Aristotelian idea of regarding war as a legitimate way of acquiring possession, which led to the justification of war in Machiavellian philosophy and to the definition of life as bellum omnium contra omnes in Hobbes’s doctrine, the humanists adhere to those principles of war philosophy that had been developed in patristic theology, especially that of St Augustine. The discussion of war in patristic writing concentrates on the legitimacy of the reasons for war.73 The traditional Aristotelian definition of acquiring material wealth by war was severely refuted; a war could only be justified if its reason was just. To put it succinctly, the end of war had to be the restoration or defence of “good.” Intentio recta is the ethical sine qua non of waging war, the intention of achieving a good goal in the ethical sense of the word. This is why Johnson belittles the significance of the Falkland Islands in his pamphlet; being of minor importance, they cannot provide enough reason for a war. The concept of a bellum iustum, the essential topos of patristic and humanistic war philosophy, is thus per definitionem inapplicable in the case of the Falkland Islands.

           Thus, the humanistic tradition is the yardstick against which Johnson measures arguments for war.74 Throughout his life, he was amazed by the amount of suffering humanity had to endure. His own existence was frequently shattered; grief and suffering were extremely familiar to him.75 Deeply influenced by New Testament ethics, Johnson felt intense pity for any form of human ordeal.76 There is evidence enough of his solidarity with the poor, the sick, with sinners and the mad in his essays and in his other writings. To a certain degree, one might say that he pleads for the solidarity of all God’s creatures,77 since it is particularly in suffering that all men are equal. Naturally the primary task of every human being is to alleviate fear and pain, not to enforce it. In this respect, then, war had to be for Johnson — as it was for Erasmus — the perversion of humanity, the very lowest human nature could sink to. Johnson would have shrunk from Bacon’s cynical definition that war is the “physical exercise of the body politic,” comparable to the exercises of the physical body.78 For Johnson, war is the ultima ratio. The only justification for war he could think of was that of a therapy for an acute disease where all other means had failed:

          
            As war is the last of remedies, cuncta prius tentanda,79 all lawful expedients must be used to avoid it. As war is the extremity of evil, it is surely the duty of those whose station intrusts them with the care of nations, to avert it from their charge. There are diseases of animal nature which nothing but amputation can remove; so there may, by the depravation of human passions, be sometimes a gangrene in collective life for which fire and the sword are the necessary remedies: but in what can skill or caution be better shewn than preventing such dreadful operations, while there is yet room for gentler methods.80

          

           Modern critics analysing this passage should heed the fact that in Johnson’s time amputation took place without anaesthesia.81 It is real pain, not the glorified version in “heroick fiction,” about which he speaks here. It is genuine ordeal, not the gilded adventure of war idolatry against which Johnson sets out to warn his readers, although he concedes that there is a certain “dignity in danger.”82 At the same time he refutes Rousseau’s definition of war: “La guerre n’est donc point une relation d’homme à homme, mais une relation d’Etat à Etat…,”83 Johnson demonstrates that whatever philosophers and theoreticians might say about war, it is still the common soldier who has to bear the brunt of this “extremity of evil.” Thus it is completely wrong to infer any kind of pro-militaristic attitude from Johnson’s interest in soldiers; it is equally wrong to State that his “manly and bulldog spirit” was naturally attracted by fighting men.84 Johnson saw soldiers not primarily as fighters, just as he did not regard prostitutes as harlots in the first place; he saw them as human beings. For once, one has to agree with Boswell who praised Johnson’s “descriptions of the miseries [of war] as one of the finest pieces of eloquence in the English language.”85 Just as the humanists before him, he did not only quote from books,86 he did not only refer to ancient doctrines or patristic philosophy in order to describe the “calamities of war,” as Boswell said. Experience was just as important to him as knowledge taken from books. And in his life, Johnson had the sad opportunity of witnessing several wars. Still vivid in his memory was the massacre of the Duke of Cumberland — “Butcher Cumberland” — in 1746. Most important, the Seven Years’ War brought ample evidence of cruelty in battle; Johnson especially attacks the absurdity of the massacres of Ticonderoga (1758) and the loss of human life during the conquest of Louisburg (1758).87 Dispelling the idols of false romance, Johnson provides a grint description of “unheroick” and dull suffering:

          
            The life of a modem soldier is ill represented by heroick fiction. War has means of destruction more formidable than the cannon and the sword. Of the thousands and ten thousands that perished in our late contests with France and Spain, a very small part ever felt the stroke of an enemy; the rest languished in tents and ships, amidst damps and putrefaction; pale, torpid, spiritless, and helpless; gasping and groaning, unpitied among men made obdurate by long continuance of hopeless misery; and were at last whelmed in pits, or heaved into the ocean, without notice and without remembrance. By incommodious encampments and unwholesome stations, where courage is useless, and enterprise impracticable, fleets are silently dispeopled, and armies sluggishly melted away.88

          

           With these lines, Johnson proves to be the “Chairman of Humanity,”89 as a Johnsonian put it in a recent article.90 But his Thoughts on Falkland’s Islands are not only a defence of peace, they are also an attack on war, and for some critics it is hard to understand in which way a plea for peace can be uttered in such aggressive language. True, one might call satire a “war with words,” and in some respects it seems indeed absurd to provide an example of aggressive pacifism. Usually Johnson is not a very potent satirist, his attacks are commonly mitigated by a deeply Christian attitude, a hallmark of all his writings. But there are exceptions to the rule. Whenever he talks about envy, for instance, he grows really furious. Similarly he never displays any sympathy for cruel men. It is self-evident, then, that war as the extremity of evils provokes his anger, evokes that saeva indignatio that makes him write punitive satire like Juvenal, Rochester, or Swift. If one reads his sardonic satire on war in Idler No. 22, 1758, where he makes a vulture define man as a creature that has “only the appearance of animal life, being really vegetables with a power of motion,”91 one has to agree with the commonplace judgement that this is “even worse than Swift.” There are some topics in life which deserve no leniency, and war definitely is one of them. The treatment of war may be presented in bellicose language; it is legitimate to wage a war with words as long as the underlying intention is a Sound one. Johnson’s intentio recta in his Thoughts is to get rid of Junius and his despicable faction, who, like the vultures in his grim satire, are only waiting to “revel in human blood” and to be “delighted with a wide carnage.”92 In a passage that demonstrates both Johnson's talent for satire and his achievement in writing terse and concise prose, he pours abuse on war-profiteers and scavengers:

          
            If he that shared the danger enjoyed the profit, and after bleeding in the battle grew rich by the victory, he might shew his gains without envy. But at the conclusion of a ten years war, how are we recompensed for the death of multitudes and the expence of millions, but by contemplating the sudden glories of paymasters and agents, contractors and commissaries, whose equipages shine like meteors and whose palaces rise like exhalations.
These are the men who. without virtue, labour, or hazard. are growing rich as their country is impoverished; they rejoice when obstinacy or ambition adds another year to slaughter and devastation; and laugh front their desks at bravery and science, while they are adding figure to figure, and cipher to cipher, hoping for a new contract from a new armament, and computing the profits of a siege or tempest.93

          

           This passage reminds the reader of Swift’s attacks on the Duke of Marlborough. Johnson is dressed to kill, presents himself in a warrior-like pose. The way he treats Junius and his faction is a good example of a relentless war with words. He compares his antagonists with a “political phthiriasis,”94 and eventually dwarfs their significance as he had belittled that of the causa belli before: “To fancy that our government can be subverted by the rabble, whom its lenity has pampered into impudence, is to fear that a city may be drowned by the overflowing of its kennels.”95 And Johnson concludes his pamphlet by delivering the coup de grâce to his victims, which reminds one of the bloody rhetoric of Defoe’s High Church Tory in The Shortest Way with the Dissenters.96

          
            No man hates a worm as he hates a viper; they were once dreaded enough to be detested, as serpents that could bite; they have now shewn that they can only hiss, and may therefore quietly slink into holes, and change their slough unmolested and forgotten.97

          

           The alleged paradox involved in the concept of an aggressive plea for peace, in the belligerent refutation of violence, and in the cruel treatment of cruelty is dissolved when one again alludes to the tradition of humanistic anti-war propaganda. If war is the worst of all evils, and if the battle against evils is regarded as a iusta causa belli, a just reason for waging war, then the war against war belongs to the most noble tasks a humanist may fulfil. War against war is bellum iustum. And characterising Junius as a kind of walking “vice figure”, equally prepares the just war against him, rendered in form of an ad hominem satire. In this way, Johnson may be considered a fighting humanist, a Christian warrior, who — like Erasmus before him — tolerated everything but intolerance. Fighting for peace, then, becomes the ultima ratio of any intellectual strife. In his essays, Johnson usually employed the language of “battle,” “fight,” “siege,” “victory,” “calamity” when he endeavoured to describe the dangers of sin, or the perils of an impending death.98 To Johnson, the “vice figure” Junius and his faction are enemies of a similar quality. All means taken against them are legitimate. If all other attempts to either convince or persuade the antagonists who keep on championing their policy of inhumanity have failed, if all devices of rhetoric have proved ineffective, then it is time to start unrelenting verbal war for the benefit of mankind, its most frightful weapon being satire. Johnson only reluctantly wields it, but when he does so, he proves formidable. War in life as the satirical war in words is the last remedy. Or as he put it: Cuncta prias tentanda..99

        

        
          Notes

          1  Margaret Thatcher, The Downing Street Years (London: Harper Collins, 1993) 173.

          2  Thatcher 217.

          3  Thatcher 184.

          4  For a detailed description of the various crises concerning the Falkland Islands see among others Julius Goebel, Jr., The Struggle for the Falkland Islands: A Study in Legal and Diplomatic History (Port Washington, N.Y., and London: Kennikat P, 1971 [1927]) especially 271-410; Barry Gough, The Falkland Islands/Malvinas: The Contest for Empire in the South Atlantic (London and Atlantic Highlands, NJ: The Athlone P, 1992); Lowell S. Gustafson, The Sovereignty Dispute over the Falkland (Malvinas) Islands (New York and Oxford: OUP, 1988); R. Reginald and Jeffrey M. Elliot, Tempest in a Teapot: The Falkland Islands War (San Bernardino, Cal.: Whitehall, 1983).

          5  See John J. Burke, Jr., “When the Falklands First Demanded an Historian: Johnson, Junius, and the Making of History in 1771,” The Age of Johnson 2 (1989): 291-310.

          6  The international press during this time, however, made intense use of Johnson’s pamphlet; for information on this subject see Donald J. Greene, “Thoughts on the Latest Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands,” JNL 12 (1982): 1-3.

          7  See Thomas Babington Macaulay, “Croker’s Edition of Boswell’s Life of Johnson,” Critical and Historical Essays, 2 vols.; vol. 1 (London: Longmans, 1888) 165-190, especially 183 ff.

          8  See Helen Louise McGuffie, Samuel Johnson in the British Press, 1749-84: A Chronological Checklist (New York and London: Garland, 1976) 82-87.

          9  James Boswell, Life of Johnson, ed. R. W. Chapman (London, Oxford, New York: OUP, 1970) 592; Boswell himself, however, praised the pamphlets; see 449.

          10  This is also the tenor of graphic satires on Johnson; see for example John a Boot’s Ass (1762) which is reproduced on plate 16 in Robert DeMaria, The Life of Samuel Johnson: A Critical Biography (Oxford: Blackwell, 1993), between 172 and 173.

          11 -For the derisive epithet see London Evening Post (11 April 1771); here quoted from McGuffie, Samuel Johnson in the British Press, 1749-84 83.

          12  Quoted from James T. Boulton, ed., Johnson: The Critical Heritage (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1971) 225.

          13  Boulton 216-17. Johnson was called the “huge Colossus of polemic literature”; see McGuffie, Samuel Johnson in the British Press, 1749-84 82.

          14  Boswell, Life of Johnson 459-60.

          15  Quoted from Edward A. Bloom, Samuel Johnson in Grub Street (Providence: Brown UP, 1957) 104.

          16  Donald J. Greene, The Politics of Samuel Johnson (Port Washington: Kennikat P, 1973 [1960]); nevertheless Greene only dedicates about two pages in his monograph to Johnson’s pamphlet.

          17  Patrick O’Flaherty, “Johnson as Rhetorician: The Political Pamphlets of the 1770’s..” SBHT 11 (1969-70): 1570-84, which provoked Donald Greene, “Comment on Patrick O'Flaherty. Johnson as Rhetorician: The Political Pamphlets of the 1770’s,” SBHT 11 (1969-70): 1585-88. O’Flaherty countered with “A Reply to Donald Greene,” SBHT 11 (1969-70): 1589-91, which led to Greene’s “Comment on Patrick O’Flaherty’s Reply,” SBHT 12 (1970-71): 1695-99, followed by O’Flaherty’s “A Further Reply to Donald Greene,” SBHT 12 (1970-71): 1701-03.

          18  It is not easy to present a precise definition of this term; one has to agree with J. E. Svilpis, who States in his article “Johnson, Humanism, and ‘The Last Great Revolution of the Intellectual World”.” Studies in Eighteenth-Century Culture 11 (1982): 299-310, here 300: “There are as many humanisms as there are romanticisms.”

          19  For praise of Johnson’s achievements as a historian see among others John A. Vance, Samuel Johnson and the Sense of History (Athens: U of Georgia P, 1984) 123-27.

          20  Byron was nicknamed “Foul-Weather-Jack”; he was the grandfather of the poet Byron.

          21  His name was Felipe Ruiz Puenta; responsible for the whole region of the Falkland Islands was Francisco Bucarelli, who resided in Buenos Aires.

          22  In England, Lord North had followed Chatham and Grafton, and Lord Weymouth, who as Secretary of State for the Southern Department was responsible for the Falkland Islands was replaced by Rochford.

          23  For further information on Junius see Alvar Ellegård, Who Was Junius? (Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell, 1962).

          24  One might argue about the degree of Johnson’s democratic feelings: for him, Junius was definitely “beyond the pale,” more a radical than a democrat; for an analysis that concentrates on Johnson as a “democrat” or “reactionary,” see John D. Ramage, “The Politics of Samuel Johnson: A Reconsideration,” SBHT 15 (1974): 221-40; see also Carl A. Stecher, “Samuel Johnson’s Anti-Enlightenment Theory of Government and Law,” Enlightenment Essays 1 (1970): 120-26.

          25  See also Johnson’s entry under “war” in his Dictionary: “War may be defined the exercise of violence under sovereign command against withstanders; force, authority, and resistance, being the essential parts thereof. Violence, limited by authority, is sufficiently distinguished front robbery and the like outrages; yet consists in relation towards others, it necessarily requires a supposition of resistance, wherby the force of war becomes different from the violence inflicted upon slaves or yielding malefactors,” A Dictionary of the English Language (London: Frederick Westley and A. H. Davis, 1834 [1755]) 1324.

          26  See for example the explanations of satire in Edward W. Rosenheim, Jr., Swift and the Satirist’s Art (Chicago and London: University P, 1967 [1963]); see also Hermann J. Real, “An Introduction to Satire,” Teaching Satire: Dryden to Pope, ed. Hermann J. Real (Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1992) 7-20.

          27  See Samuel Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands, The Yale Edition of the Works of Samuel Johnson, vol 10, Political Writings, ed. Donald J. Greene (New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1977) 349-86, here 376. All quotations are taken from this edition.

          28  I here clearly side with Greene, who thinks that the pamphlets convey a genuine impression of Johnson’s authentic views and that the reader is not confronted with mere rhetorical games the author plays, although I widely agree with the Sound analysis that O’Flaherty gave of the rhetorical structure. For the articles concerned see footnote 17.

          29  For the precise role of ethos and pathos in the System of rhetoric see Heinrich Lausberg, Elemente der literarischen Rhetorik: Eine Einführung für Studierende der klassischen, romanischen, englischen und deutschen Philologie (München: Max Hueber, 1987 [1963]) §§ 37,1; 43,2; 68; 69; 467.

          30  See the definition of the tasks of a poet in Samuel Johnson, The History of Rasselas, Prince of Abissinia, ed. D. J. Enright (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1984 [1976]) 60-62.

          31  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 349.

          32  See, e.g., the valuable analysis of the grotesqueness of war by David McNeil, The Grotesque Depiction of War and the Military in Eighteenth-Century English Fiction (Newark: U of Delaware P. 1990) 30-53.

          33  In her book Samuel Johnson and the Scale of Greatness (Leicester: Leicester UP, 1986) 83-84, Isobel Grundy refers to the comic aspects of this procedure when she compares Johnson with the laughing philosopher Democritus.

          34  Jonathan Swift, Gulliver’s Travels, ed. Paul Turner (Oxford: OUP, 1971) 126.

          35  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 351-52.

          36  See Thomas M. Curley, Samuel Johnson and the Age of Travel (Athens: The U of Georgia P, 1976) 60-61.

          37  See George Anson, A Voyage Round the World in the Years 1740, 1741, 1742, 1743, 1744 (London: John and Paul Knapton, 1748), especially 91-92, where Anson describes the strategic advantages of the Falkland Islands; the central sentence is: “This, even in times of peace, might be of great consequence to this Nation; and, in time of war, would make us masters of those seas.”

          38  Bougainville, Voyage autour du monde par la frégate du Roi La Boudeuse et La Flûte d’Étoile; en 1766, 1767, 1768, & 1769 (Paris: Souillant et Nyon, 1771).

          39  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland's Islands 350; the same thought is repeated two pages later, 352.

          40Thoughts 357.

          41Thoughts 354-55.

          42  See Johnson, “The Vanity of Human Wishes,” Samuel Johnson: Selected Writings, ed. Patrick Cruttwell (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1988 [1968]) 144-45, lines 221-22.

          43  See Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 358, 372.

          44Thoughts 369.

          45  In the Literary Magazine, or Universal Review, in which Johnson had attacked British policy in the Seven Years’ War, he characterises Canada as a “cold and uninviting region, from which nothing but firs and fish were to be had,” the “Ohio valley” becomes a “trackless desert,” and Louisburg is reduced to “a place so obscure and inconsiderable that its name is known only to the French and English”; for these examples see Donald J. Greene, “Samuel Johnson and the Great War for Empire,” English Writers of the Eighteenth Century, ed. John H. Middendorf (New York and London: Columbia UP, 1971) 37-65; Greene draws a parallel between these expressions and Voltaire’s “quelques arpents de neige” in Candide, see 42n5. Another parallel would be Horace Walpole’s description of the Falkland Islands as a “morsel of rock that lies somewhere at the bottom of America”; Walpole, too, renders the cause of the war absurd: “Next century I suppose we shall fight for the Dog Star and the Great Bear.” Quoted from Gough, The Falkland Islands/Malvinas xi. See also McNeil’s reference to the “eggshell” and “straw” as absurd reasons for war in The Grotesque Depiction of War 32.

          46  For the relationship between the idea of proportion and Locke’s epistemology, see DeMaria, The Life of Samuel Johnson 251; although I should say that the Baconian influence on Johnson is more important, I agree with the following sentence: “War is here much like the glass-furnace into which Locke invited idealists to put their hands before espousing their epistemology” (251).

          47  See for example Rambler Nos. 16; 29; 33; 58; 71; 118; 120; 165; 172; 203 in The Yale Edition of the Works of Samuel Johnson, vols 3, 4, and 5, The Rambler, eds. W. J. Bate and Albrecht Strauss (New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1969), and Idler Nos. 62; 73; 75; 99 in The Yale Edition of the Works of Samuel Johnson, vol. 2, The Idler and The Adventurer, eds. W. J. Bate, J. M. Bullitt, and L. F. Powell (New Haven and London: Yale UP, 1963).

          48  See the important excerpt from The Gentleman’s Magazine 19 (1741): 8, that Greene quotes in his “Johnson and the Great War for Empire,” 48; the war is here compared to the fireworks by which its outcome is celebrated: “In this will consist the only propriety of this transient show, that it will resemble the war of which it celebrates the period. The powers of this part of the world, after long preparations, deep intrigues, and subtle schemes, have set Europe in a flame, and after having gazed a while at their fireworks, have laid themselves down where they rose, to inquire for what they had been contending.”

          49  See Jonathan Swift, A Tale of a Tub, eds. A. C. Guthkelch and D. Nichol Smith (Oxford: OUP, 1973 [1958]) 166: “The same Spirits which in their superior Progress would conquer a Kingdom, descending upon the Anus, conclude in a Fistula.”

          50  See Lionel Basney, “Samuel Johnson and the Psychology of War,” Midwest Quarterly 16 (1974-75): 12-24, especially 16.

          51  See Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 356.

          52Thoughts 370.

          53Thoughts 370.

          54  See also Lothar Fietz, “Literature and War: A Chapter in the Decline of the Heroic Ideal in Eighteenth-Century England,” Literaturwissenschaftliches Jahrbuch 34 (1993): 101-14; Fietz quotes Walt Whitman’s remark: “The real war will never get into books” (106).

          55  Johnson is not the only one to reproach Junius with distorting the laws of rhetoric; see for example the criticism of Alciphron in the Public Advertiser of August 22, 1771 in Ellegård, Who Was Junius? 22-23.

          56Thoughts 377.

          57Thoughts 377.

          58  For information on the tradition of character-writing see among others Edward Chauncey Baldwin, “The Relation of the English ‘Character’ to its Greek Prototype,” PMLA 18 (1903): 412-23, and his “The Relation of the Seventeenth Century Character to the Periodical Essay,” PMLA 19 (1904): 75-114; Ludwig Borinski, “Zur Vorgeschichte des englischen Essays,” Anglia 83 (1968): 48-77; and Wendell Clausen, “The Beginnings of English Character-Writing in the Early Seventeenth Century,” Philological Quarterly 25 (1946): 32-45.

          59  See Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 376; also 384: “… and when they could no longer make the people complain of grievances which they did not feel, they had the comfort yet of knowing that real evils were possible, and their resolution is well known of charging all evil on their governours.”

          60Thoughts 386; see also the traditional concept of the alazon and the article by Joseph Bentley, “Semantic Gravitation: An Essay on Satiric Reduction,” Modern Language Quarterly 30 (1969): 3-19; and Werner von Koppenfels, “Swift’s Tale of a Tub und die Tradition satirischer Metaphorik,” Deutsche Vierteljahresschrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte 51 (1977): 27-54.

          61  See also Graham W. Nicholls, “Radical Sam Johnson,” The New Rambler 16 (1975): 2-8.

          62  For the meaning of Morus in the eighteenth century see Jacques Gury, “The Image of Thomas Morus in the Age of Enlightenment,” Bulletin de la Société d’Études Anglo-Américaines des XVIIe et XVIIIe siècles 24 (1987): 53-61.

          63  See Thomas More, Utopia, trans. Paul Turner (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1965) 109-117; see also S. Avinieri, “War and Slavery in More’s Utopia,” International Review of Social History 7 (1962): 260-90; F. Brie, “Machtpolitik und Krieg in der Utopia des Thomas Morus,” Historisches Jahrbuch der Görresgesellschaft 61 (1941): 116-37; and J. J. Reilly, “War and More’s Utopia,” Catholic World 154 (1941): 151-59.

          64  For a discussion on further attitudes towards war see Hans-Joachim Diesner, Stimmen zu Krieg und Frieden im Renaissance-Humanismus (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1990).

          65  See Michel de Montaigne, “De la cruauté,” Œuvres Complètes, eds. Albert Thibaudet et Maurice Rat (Paris: Gallimard, 1962) 400-15.

          66  A representative example would be the treatment of clementia in Elyot’s mirror for magistrates; see A Critical Edition of Sir Thomas Elyot’s The Boke Named the Governour, ed. Donald W. Rude (New York & London: Garland 1992) 11 1-74, especially 136 ff.

          67  See in particular Idler No. 17, 1758.

          68 Free Inquiry into the Nature and Origin of Evil, The Works of Samuel Johnson, vol. 8 (London: T. Longman et al., 1792) 46-47.

          69  Erasmus was taught by Johnson in his academy; see his “Scheme for the Classes of a Grammar School” in Boswell, Life of Johnson 71-72.

          70  One might even define the idea of peace as the pivotal centre of all his writings; see, e.g., Léon E. Halkin, “Bilanz eines Werkes: Die schöne Literatur, der Frieden und die Philosophie Christi,” Erasmus von Rotterdam: Eine Biographie (Zürich: Benzinger, 1989) 309-24.

          71Erasmus 318; see also L. E. Halkin, “Érasme, la guerre et la paix,” Krieg und Frieden im Kontext des Renaissancehumanismus, ed. Franz Josef Worstbrock (Weinheim: Acta Humaniora, VCH, 1986) 13-44.

          72  See William Kent, “Dr. Johnson (Pacifist),” Socialist Review 17 (1920): 345-52.

          73  The technical term is iusta causa; a good historical survey of the philosophy of war is to be found in Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie, ed. Joachim Ritter and Karlfried Gründer, vol. 4: I-K (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1976) 1230-35.

          74  This does not mean, of course, that Johnson could be considered a precursor of modem pacifism; in Taxation No Tyranny (1775), for example, he clearly recommends war as a legitimate political means of fighting against the American rebels, and thus becomes “Sam John Bull”; see, e.g., John Wain, Samuel Johnson (London: Papermac, 1988 [1974]) 283-85. One might even detect a change in his attitude towards war, when one compares the pamphlet under study with Johnson’s “Life of Drake”; see Curley, Samuel Johnson and the Age of Travel 61.

          75  W. Jackson Bate has copiously documented Johnson’s sufferings in his biography Samuel Johnson (London: The Hogarth P, 1984 [1975]); see 115-29; 371-89; 438-39; 448-61; 575-78.

          76  Boswell reports how Johnson stunned Oxford dons with his now famous words: “Here’s to the next insurrection of the negroes in the West Indies.” Life of Johnson 876.

          77  It is amazing with what courage Johnson reviles the war against Indians in his The Present State of Affairs (1756), where he denies that the Europeans have any right to take the land away from the Indians. See Johnson, Political Writings 184-96.

          78  In his essay “Of the True Greatnesse of Kingdomes and Estates” (1612), see McNeil, The Grotesque Depiction of War 38.

          79  Johnson took this Latin phrase from Ovid’s Metamorphoses. In Book I, lines 190-91, Jupiter justifies his decision to wage war: “Cuncta prius temptanda, sed inmedicabile corpus/ Ense recidendum est, ne pars sincera trahatur.” Quoted from Ovid, Metamorphosen, ed. Michael von Albrecht (Stuttgart: Reclam, 1994) 18.

          80  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 370; see also the similar thought 375: “But as peace is the end of war, it is the end likewise of preparations for war; and he may be justly hunted down as the enemy of mankind, that can chuse to snatch by violence and bloodshed, what gentler means can equally obtain.”

          81  I found this important thought in Thomas Woodman, A Preface to Samuel Johnson (London and New York: Longman, 1993) 165; Woodman presents a good introduction to both the historical background and the rhetorical devices of Johnson’s pamphlet, see 163-66.

          82  Boswell, Life of Johnson 927.

          83  Quoted from Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie 1233.

          84  This interpretation is given by “Captain” H. R. Kilbourne, “Dr. Johnson and War,” ELH 12 (1945): 130-43, here 131. Although Kilbourne concedes that particularly Johnson’s pamphlet on the Falkland war is a definite “plea for peace” his emphasis lies on the attempt to prove Johnson’s sympathy for everything military.

          85  Boswell, Life of Johnson 449; for contradictory evidence, especially the famous dialogue in which Johnson says he would rather follow Charles of Sweden than Socrates, see 926-27.

          86  For Johnson, “literacy” and “morals” are closely connected; “learning to speak” may precede “learning to think.” Humanism also means a reanimation of ancient moral wisdom, see Svilpis, “Johnson, Humanism, and ‘The Last Great Revolution of the Intellectual World’,” 308-09.

          87  See Greene, “Johnson and the Great War for Empire,” 57-58. Greene also refers to Johnson’s essay on the “bravery of the English common soldiers” which he compares with Goldsmith’s “The Distresses of a Common Soldier”; for further information see Greene 61-62, and Johnson’s plea for charity towards French prisoners 63-65.

          88  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 370-71.

          89  Johnson’s ideas were quite progressive for his time; it is a symptom of his wisdom that he expressed a view that only centuries later would contribute to the foundation of the Red Cross Movement; see “Un Siècle avant Solférino,” Revue Internationale de la Croix Rouge 33 (1951): 969-71, which reprints Johnson’s pamphlet in a French translation.

          90  See James B. Misenheimer, “Samuel Johnson’s Christian Humanism,” New Rambler 13 (1973): 1-22; here Misenheimer States that Johnson may be characterised as a humanist by the following features: common sense, love of truth, knowledge of human nature, passionate interest in the science of human life; firm grounding in the classics and didactic character of his writings, see 2.

          91Idler No. 22, Yale edition, vol. 2, 320.

          92Idler No. 22.319; 320.

          93  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland’s Islands 371.

          94Thoughts 386.

          95Thoughts 386.

          96  See my article “Daniel Defoe: The Shortest-Way with the Dissenters,” in Teaching Satire 91-130.

          97  Johnson, Thoughts on the Late Transactions Respecting Falkland's Islands 386.

          98  See, e.g.. Rambler, No. 78 (1750).

          99  For the linguistic support I received in this paper I would like to thank my friend and colleague John Coates, University of Göttingen. My thanks also go to Jackie Wittig for typing parts of this manuscript and to Susanne Steiner, Hans-Georg Erney, and Jan Schnitker.

        

        
          Author

          
            Rudolf Freiburg

            
              Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg
            

          

        

      

    

  
    
      
        
          War and Peace in William Cowper’s Spiritual Autobiography: Adelphi

        

        Élisabeth Soubrenie

      

      
        
           It would be unfair to remember William Cowper (1731-1800) only as a poet. He also left several autobiographical prose writings, which offer relevant insight not so much into his tormented self as into the deeper grounds in which both his literary achievements and his spiritual progress were rooted. Adelphi is a twofold short pamphlet written in 1772, but published posthumously in 1802. In this work Cowper endeavoured to trace back all the main stages of his spiritual evolution up to 1767, the turning-point year when he decided to put an end to his writing; then, in a second, far less developed part, he did the same with his younger brother’s last moments of illness; hence the title Adelphi. As the subtitle has it, this pamphlet is “an Account of the Conversion of William Cowper, Esquire.” Indeed, it reads like a proper conversion narrative, along the lines set by most of his forerunners endowed with a highly religious turn of mind, mainly puritans, with special reference to Bunyan’s Grace Abounding (1666).

           War and peace are pervasively present throughout Cowper’s narrative. Needless to say, these two notions are to be taken here only on a metaphorical level, as the only aim of this pamphlet consistently remains an individual and spiritual one, without any mention ever of any historical or otherwise external contingency. The sustained warlike metaphor actually proves an accurate definition of the usual State of his soul as striving for evidence of election. Such a metaphor really sounds most appropriate, as the point is to convey the constant and crucial antagonism between God and the devil, Christ and Antichrist, good and evil, election and reprobation, as can be traced in the following paragraph:

          
            The Lord said, ‘Peace, be still’, and it was so. Blessed be the God of my Salvation. No trial has befallen me since, nor any temptation assailed me greater than must needs be expected in a State of warfare. Satan, indeed, has changed his battery: before my conversion my appetite for sensual gratification was the weapon by which he sought to destroy me; being naturally of an easy, quiet disposition, I was seldom tempted to anger; yet the passion is at present, of all others, that with which I have the sharpest conflict, and which gives me the most disturbance. But Jesus being my strength I fight against it, and if I am not conqueror, yet I am not overcome. Glory be to His great name! I know that He will get Himself the victory over all my enemies.1

          

           The main reason why Cowper proved such a close observer of the spiritual warfare which rent his soul apart lies in his own personal whereabouts: it should not be forgotten that Cowper was liable to mental instability, and always about to fall a prey to the English malady of the XVIIIth century, namely psychiatric disorders.

           His mental failure was increased by the gloomy ascendancy of some Calvinism-oriented trends with which he came into contact through the Reverend John Newton (1725-1807), a staunch propagator of the Evangelical movement who also proved a very influential friend to Cowper, and incidentally the first editor of Adelphi in 1802. Those extreme trends imposed on him a heavy strain that increased his almost innate fear that he might be one of the reprobates who should never be admitted to God’s grace, although he was first persuaded that faith had been granted to him by his conversion in 1764.

           As has already been discussed, madness in similar pamphlets is extensively expressed in terms of warfare as illustrative of the constant battle between good and evil in a disturbed brain. Awareness of impending madness is sometimes clearly referred to as part of the devil’s strategy to lure the self into a warped perception of both outer and inner reality. Indeed, Cowper’s example could be studied as a case of religious madness; it might then offer the possibility of a more clinical approach to the symptoms and effects of a specific category of madness. In this case, the body would become the very battlefield on which war is bound to outweigh peace, as long as the writer is considered mad, since, according to this view, war identifies with evil and madness, and peace with good and sanity restored.

           Yet, in the specific case of Adelphi, it may be more illuminating still to focus on the religious and literary testimony originated by the writer’s mental unbalance, since Cowper is not known to have experienced the real physical effects of madness, and did not have to be confined to an actual lunatic asylum, except for a short period when he stayed at St Albans with Dr. Nathaniel Cotton, a friend who specialized in the treatment of mental disorder. In his work, brain disorder very soon meets the religious heritage of predestinarian theology. The cross fertilization is therefore so obvious that it would be pointless to wonder which is the cause of the other: it is beyond doubt that Cowper’s precarious mental State could not but pave the way for the disastrous influence of those extreme Evangelical trends, which in turn were to work a deeper void into his mind.

           Since Adelphi self-purportedly resorts to a definite literary category, namely the conversion narrative, it then becomes more rewarding to see not the body, but the mind itself as the very battlefield on which spiritual warfare could be waged endlessly. Actually, a close study of the metaphors used in this text would serve to show how medicine and religion overlap, in so far as spiritual warfare is often described in terms of physical disorder. This points to an interesting reversal, perhaps typical of a disturbed mind: to Cowper, physical disorder always appears as his metaphorical interpretation of his metaphysical fears, and physical symptoms show once he has expressed his religious trouble, as their very expression indeed. The metaphysical then points to the physical, which eventually shows how reciprocal the interaction may be.

           Apart from Cowper’s poetical work itself, and however chronologically paradoxical this may sound, the best commentary of this pamphlet seems to have been offered a priori, as early as 1621 by Robert Burton in the final section of The Anatomy of Melancholy, entitled “Religious Melancholy.” Despite the obvious gap in dates (1621 vs. 1772) and the subsequent technical improvements in the medical analysis of this form of trouble, Burton’s description still proves remarkably accurate and illuminating when confronted with Cowper’s account of his spiritual condition. What might sound more unexpected than anything is the fact that such a pessimistic mind as Cowper's, obsessed as he was with the darker side of predestination, nevertheless could write a proper conversion narrative.

           From a puritan point of view, conversion basically means full-fledged certainty that one belongs to the elect, one of those happy few for ever admitted to partake in God’s grace. It follows that a conversion narrative is a brief confession conveying a straight evolution from doubt to certainty. The war waged on the devil’s strategy of temptation is to be succeeded by access to God’s peace. As has been characterized by Owen C. Watkins in his critical essay on The Puritan Experience, the typical structure of such a narrative is a peace-disturbance-peace sequence, which can be explained as follows: the soul is first so engrossed in its initial sinful condition that it finds peace and contentment in it, before it feels shaken off its rest into conversion by the effect of divine grace. The final aim is of course to lead it to true eternal peace based on the certainty of salvation and ensuing bliss.

           So what is the balance betweeen war and peace in Cowper’s Adelphi? One should not be content to dismiss this work as a mere Manichean confrontation in which the assaults of the devil might identify with war, and God’s arguments with peace. Cowper’s psychomachia proves much deeper and more subtle than that. It might even be considered a sort of emblem in which the soul might stand both for the target of the fight and the battlefield itself. War seems to overwhelm peace in so far as either party will alternately display its forces. Peace will not possibly follow until the devil has been for ever superseded by God’s counter-attack to protect the Christian soul against his assaults, as religious tradition has it. Of course, this strongly oriented view is reinforced by the retrospect provided by the autobiographical vantage point, which accounts for the strong unity and the straightforward progress related in Adelphi.

          ***

           Along the lines set by Christian tradition, spiritual warfare is initiated by the devil. His main action consists in watching out for a breach in a dedicated Christian conscience, especially in the case of a mentally weak individual. The aim is to work doubt and all forms of temptation into such a mind, by entrapping it within a thick network of physical, psychological and mental delusions. Temptation operates as the incentive through which the devil may re-enact his own fall by initiating that of a Christian soul.

           The devil’s offensive starts on a physical level. In the opening pages of his confessions, Cowper recalls his childhood as a time of constant conflict with his fellow-creatures: “I was singled out from all the children in the school… as a proper subject… for many acts of barbarity” (5). His autobiographical retrospect later allows him to consider this an early harbinger of his predestination to everlasting damnation. Cowper knows that if he ever fails to fight against this view, he will be likely to sink into a biassed paranoid approach that might prove even worse than that developed by his French coeval Rousseau. For instance he writes: “A finger raised against me was now more than I could stand against” (16). Indeed, conflict metaphors pervade his outlooks on his social intercourse which comes close to warfare. Yet he is aware that it is but an early stage of the process to follow. “The capital engine in all the artillery of Satan had not yet been employed against me” (27).

           Other effects, more numerous still, tend to create a sense of alienation, as Cowper’s mental fragility is known to ail, especially to the Fiend: “my mind at this time began to be disordered” (20); “I certainly was given up to a strong delusion” (20), “my conscience scaring me” (32), “disorder and a confused imagination” (32). Thus he himself may well present his enemy with some of his most dreadful weapons by being made to use his own weakness against himself: “Satan furnished me so readily with weapons against myself” (28).

           Danger is impending, as Cowper is now weak enough to indulge in a warped interpretation of everything he comes across. For instance, his dreams always prove revealing and ominous, but only to him: he dreams “only to be terrified in dreams” (27). “A sentence of excommunication from all the churches upon earth would not have been so dreadful to me as the interpretation I could not avoid putting upon this dream” (28). He suffers from hallucinations: “I awakened with ten times a stronger sense of my alienation from God than ever. Satan plied me close with horrible visions and more horrible voices. My ears rang with the sound of the torments that seemed to await me” (31). This description actually reads like an accurate illustration of Burton’s symptomatic analysis:

          
            The terrible meditation of hell-fire and eternal punishment… terrifies those poor distressed soules, especially if their bodies be predisposed by melancholy, they religiously given, and have tender consciences… Many of them in their extremity think they hear and see visions, out-crys, confer with divels that they are tormented. possessed and in hell-fire, already damned, quite forsaken of God.2

          

           As a matter of fact, there is hardly any weapon left to prevent doubt from working its way into Cowper’s soul. For instance, he acknowledges: “I was set to inquire whether I had not been guilty of the unpardonable sin and was presently persuaded that I had” (27). In this sentence, both passive forms “I was set to inquire” and “was persuaded” make it clear what a war machinery he has fallen a prey to. Doubt reaches its climax when Cowper confesses “a doubt whether the Gospel was true or false” (11). He also recalls an eerie vision of “the form of a fiery hand clenching a bolt or arrow of lightning” (36), and his subsequent conclusion reads as follows: “I looked upon it as a rebuke to me for denying the existence of what the Scripture asserted, and as a divine threatening of what would speedily be fulfilled upon me” (36). Logic is not wanting here, but it is obvious that Cowper is mainly reading his own disturbed mind into the omen he has been the only one to perceive and decipher in this way. Yet the only thing he can cling to is self-consistency in his warped reasoning, which may provide him with an illusory sense of peace: “I acquiesced at length in the force of that devilish conclusion” (11).

           The result is overwhelmingly one-sided, as Cowper ends up trying to escape his own self and looking for a shaded shelter, just as if he had already lost his own shadow to the devil, as was to be the case with Chamisso’s novel hero Peter Schlemihl just a few years later (1814): “I always took care to hide myself in the darkest corner of the room” (27). It must be remembered that Burton had already pointed to the risk of self-alienation as a decisive weapon surrendered by the very victim to his tormentor: “I delivered myself over to absolute despair” (29). The last two stages on the way to eternal damnation consist of madness and suicide, as also remarked by the same Burton. Impending madness is contemplated by Cowper as “the only chance remaining” (17). Yet Burton had given a fair warning, which therefore seems to have remained lost on him: “what can these signes foretell otherwise than folly, dotage, madness, a reprobate sense… and a bad end?” (700).

           The final tragedy is therefore an utmost attempt at temptation on the part of the devil. There is even a sense of dramatic acceleration, for “Satan was impatient of delay” (19). As Cowper confesses, “now came the great temptation, the point to which Satan had all the while been drawing me, the dark and hellish purpose of self-murder” (18). This passive helplessness had also been remarked by Burton: “a fearful passion, wherein the party oppressed thinks he can get no ease but by death, and is fully resolved to offer violence unto himself” (714). This view of man as a helpless being subject to passion fits perfectly into the gloomy Calvinistic image of man as a castaway from divine grace, which Cowper fully explored in his last poem which he not surprisingly entitled “The Castaway” in 1799. Yet, as early as the time of Adelphi Cowper pictures himself as one unable to oppose these assaults. Still, Adelphi could not possibly match its conversion-enhancing subtitle if his insistence upon man’s wretchedness far from God’s light were not eventually to be understood as an utmost device to highlight the divine victory to come after a successful divine counter-attack.

           As a first stage, it is therefore necessary that temptation should be basically rooted out, even before any form of peace may successfully be imposed on grounds newly restored to spiritual health. This is the reason why war is also a weapon not reluctantly used by God, according to the word from the Gospel “I came not to send Peace but a Sword” (Matt. 10.34). God’s warfare aims to bring about the necessary upheaval that will lead the reluctant soul to the turning point of its conversion. Accordingly Cowper does not picture God as a one-sided figure of peace. Indeed, the main feature of God is rather wrath, as was to be expected in such a demanding Calvinism-ridden perspective. There follows an accumulation of images of violence and conflict: “[It] seemed to myself to receive a dagger in my heart” (14); “the hand of divine vengeance was in it” (17); “a sense of God’s wrath” (25); “the sword of the Spirit [this weapon is then pointed at the unfaithful Christian]” (26); “divine threatening” (36); “in continual expectation of the fatal moment when Divine Vengeance should plunge me into the bottomless abyss” (37).

           As also abundantly proved through his poetical work, Cowper is consistently obsessed with the fear of God’s vengeance. This is due both to his fragile mental condition and to the subsequent malign Evangelical influence to which he was subject. This is so conspicuous that this so-called conversion account might at any time lapse into its contrary. Indeed, the standard definition of a conversion narrative proceeds through gradual conviction of sin to necessary repentance and a newly acquired certainty of election thanks to justification by faith. No doubt staunch puritans like Bunyan met these requirements, as despair, however real and deep at times, always proved transient in their works. Yet Cowper’s pilgrim’s progress is constantly darkened and impaired by his own personal data. One might therefore wonder whether the strain of an Evangelical approach to salvation was not bound to be intrinsically overwhelming. This confrontation might Sound all the more unbearable in Cowper’s case as his mind is known not to have been equipped with many natural resources to defend itself.

           Still, this view should here mainly remain a glimpse of what was to become increasingly perceptible through the rest of Cowper’s work. Adelphi itself just has to fit into the conversion narrative pattern by showing God’s wrath in a triumphant perspective as a weapon basically pointed at the devil through the poor Christian soul. As also forcibly expressed in “Grace and Providence,” one of his Olney Hymns: “[God’s hand] From Satan’s malice shields my breast, / Or overrules it for the best.”3

           Therefore war is raging. The Christian soul is expected to embark on an ever renewed crusade to protect itself against the devil’s warlike strategy. Cowper heavily relies upon this metaphor again in one of his hymns entitled “Exhortation to Prayer,” published in 1779 as part of his Olney Hymns:

          
            Restraining pray’r, we cease to fight;
Pray’r makes the Christian’s armour bright;
And Satan trembles, when he sees
The Weakest saint, upon his knees.4

          

           As a careful witness to it, Cowper can make out “critical moments” in his progress. This paves the way for the pathological metaphor which is being increasingly superimposed on the warlike one. The idea is indeed that psychomachia is but a means to express a spiritual disease. When it reaches its climax (a critical moment) it comes up to the surface in the form of pathological symptoms hinting at the spiritual unease, if not disease. This is the reason why either Cowper or his friends attending him so often had to call for a doctor after a major religious crisis had occurred. This recurrent attitude is therefore not poles apart from the underlying ancient idea that excess in humour or a quick shift in its balance was bound to increase physical and psychological disorder. All this cannot but refer the XVIIIth-century reader back to Burton’s insight into “Religious Melancholy.” Again, the constant interaction between physical and metaphysical evolution appears in full light.

           Of course, such a crisis should not be seen only as a physical phenomenon. Its main purpose is no other than to show a spiritual breach. Actually, since St Augustine’s Confessions, any modem spiritual autobiography has tried its best to make out the key moment when the soul may at last be roused out of its sinful rest to the turning point of its conversion. Yet, the way to the truth remains a difficult one. The enduring ordeal the soul has to go through is how to tell God’s truth from the devil’s devices. As progress comes from the interpretation of any circumstance in daily life, it is crucial for a mind prone to madness to remember the warning expressed by Bunyan at the very end of The Pilgrim’s Progress: “By mis-interpreting, evil ensues.”5 Yet the Christian pilgrim is left with one main weapon to free himself from the devil’s assaults and to achieve subsequent recovery: Satan’s arguments should systematically be counterbalanced and outwitted by a true Christian reply. As Burton already advised: “If Satan summon thee to answer, send him to Christ… Christ will protect thee, vindicate thee…, he will overcome the divel” (731). When applied on a physical level, Burton’s advice remains as straightforward as general: “confer the disease and the medicine” (725); when we move to a metaphysical level, it is to be practised as follows: “oppose some opposite parts of scriptures to it” (730). Therefore recourse to the Scriptures turns out to be the main antidote against the devil’s assaults. It is now up to each Christian conscience to make the better use of it, while bearing in mind the dreadful risk of misinterpretation. This is the reason why all conversion narratives are fraught with Biblical quotations. Here is Cowper’s own contribution: “I saw clearly that any case required such a remedy and I had not the least doubt within me but that this was the Gospel of Salvation” (30). The point is to outwit doubt and despair by coming across the appropriate passages from the Bible—preferably without ever having to look for them. Cowper recalls:

          
            Having found a Bible upon a bench in the garden, I opened it upon the 11th of St John's Gospel, where Lazarus is raised from the dead.
I saw so much benevolence and mercy…. Little did I think that it was an exact type of the mercy which Jesus was upon the point of extending towards myself. (38)

          

           It is clear from this extract that this occurred at a time when Cowper had not yet grown fully aware of the analogical foreboding that might lie hidden there for him to decipher. His last sentence shows that his clear-sightedness is only due to the retrospect he is writing. Yet, just a little later, at the beginning of the climactic moment of conversion proper, Cowper proves more open to a further hint offered by Providence:

          
            I flung myself into a chair near the window seat, and, seeing a Bible there, ventured once more to apply to it for comfort and instruction. The first verse I saw was the 25th of the third chapter to the Romans where Jesus is set forth as the propitiation for our sins. (39)

          

           The way to peace at last seems to lie open, as shown by the use of “propitiation” in the latter sentence. Yet, it should be remembered that despite this worthy attempt to achieve retrospective insight into his spiritual progress, God will for ever remain incomprehensible to Cowper, just as to every other human being: “the way of salvation was, however still hid from my eyes” (39). But autobiography offers him a chance to develop a retrospectively optimism-oriented approach to his evolution, which may therefore be considered a traditional Christian sequence of trials making up his own Way of the Cross (encapsulated under the heading “war”):

          
            How wonderful are the Works of the Lord and His ways past finding out! Thus was He preparing me gradually for an event which I least of all expected —even for the reception of His Blessed Gospel. Working by means which in all human contemplation must needs seem directly opposite to that purpose, but which in His wise and gracious disposal have, I trust, effectually accomplished it. (16-17)

          

           Cowper is now left with just a few more stages to go through on his way to salvation. As all his forerunners in the conversion narrative genre, he first remains indifferent to God’s warnings to move him into awareness of sin:

          
            At so early a period of my life my heart was become proof against the ordinary methods which a gracious God employs for our chastisement…. Neither during the course of [disorder] nor on my recovery had I any sentiment of contrition, any thought of God, or eternity. (7)

          

           Then his indifference gradually gives way to growing conviction of sin. “Conviction of sin” and “despair of mercy” are phrases recurring throughout his account, until he at last realizes how urgent repentance has become: “I thought likewise on the necessity of repentance… I perceived something like a glimpse of hope dawning in my heart” (29). After all these preparations for conversion have been completed, God’s victory now lies beyond doubt:

          
            “Thus did the Almighty convert an ineffectual endeavour upon my life” [with reference to Cowper’s latest attempt to take his life] into the means of preserving it for the future, and Satan was made to defeat his own purpose. (34)

          

           The long looked-for remedy for the metaphysical crisis and its physical expression is now within reach: “the only thing that could promote and effectuate my cure…. an experimental knowledge of the Redemption that is in Jesus Christ” (37). Such are both the aim and the very definition of the conversion experience indeed. If any further hint is dropped that peace is still beyond Cowper’s reach, it is now only to be understood as God’s call for him to strive on for further, more secure peace, to be based on clearly Christian grounds. This is the reason why Cowper constantly needs the help of his friends to bring him comfort through their better use of the Scriptures: “I could not rest at a distance from him whom I had found so capable of pointing out to me my disorder and its only remedy” (30). Yet what sounds particularly ironical and ominous in this statement is that the friend he mentions here, his cousin Martin Madan, is no other than one of those who contributed to develop a frightening approach to religion by constantly entertaining him with spiritually-oriented conversations and lavish readings from the Bible. But Cowper never grew fully aware of this form of dramatic irony, and was only too grateful to his friends for helping him with his conversion when he wrote Adelphi.

           Yet, the spiritual change operated by conversion is expressed as a sense of no longer being overwhelmed by a burden to carry along: “I felt the weight of all my misery taken off” (9). One will remember Bunyan’s image of his pilgrim Christian loaded with a heavy burden standing for earthly sins. Symbolically, access to spiritual peace is also conveyed through the image of “light shilling out of darkness,” as the title of one of Cowper’s Olney Hymns goes. In Adelphi, Cowper grows aware that “the Blessed God was preparing me for the clearer light of his countenance by the first dawning of that light upon me. A sweet calm and serenity of mind succeeded this season” (40).

           After conversion has occurred, several more sentences convey this new peaceful mood: “God had ordered everything for me like an indulgent father, and had prepared me a more comfortable place of rest than I could have chosen for myself” (42). Cowper even spontaneously uses one of the most commonplace metaphors that pervade conversion narratives when calling the place where he was to stay after his conversion “the place of my second nativity” (42), with obvious reference to the Pauline idea of “infants in Christ” (Cor. 3.1). This image is taken up in a hymn called “The New Convert,” which belongs to Book 3 of Olney Hymns, a section entitled “On the Rise, Progress, Changes, and Comforts of the Spiritual Life.” It reads parallel with the prose account of Cowper’s conversion. This of course can be forcefully supported by a period in his life when Cowper felt tempted to a quietist view of religion which might have made the contemplated mystical union of the soul with God possible to him. He translated into English hymns by the XVIIth-century French quietist Jeanne Guyon, in which images of rest and peace are omnipresent. The soul is as passive as ever, but this is no longer emblematic of Calvinistic despair, but of the quiet union of the faithful soul with God as achieved through the experience of total surrender and liability to God’s intervention.

           Yet, to Cowper, this view seems to have remained mainly an ideal image of peace, which he himself was hardly ever allowed to indulge in. He was only the translator, not the author, of those hymns, and even his own devotional poetry is far from being consistently pervaded with similar peace imagery. One of the least ambiguous examples to be found in his work is the second hymn appended to his first part of Adelphi, once conversion has apparently been ensured:

          
            Far from the World, o Lord, I flee,
From strife and tumult far,
From scenes where Satan wages still
His most successful war.
The Calm retreat, the silent shade,
With prayer and praise agree;
And seem by Thy sweet bounty made,
For those who follow Thee.
There, if Thy Spirit touch the Soul.
And grace her mean abode;
O with what peace, and joy, and love,
She communes with her God!6

          

           Cowper later decided to work this hymn into his collection of devotional verse known as Olney Hymns in 1779. This hymn now appears under the title “Retirement.” “This apparently serene tone is echoed in many other hymns which, for obvious reasons, had to emphasize the prospect of peace at the end of a successful pilgrim’s progress through life. One of Cowper’s translations from Mme Guyon, significantly entitled” The Entire Surrender,” also reads:

          
            Renounce all strength but strength divine,
And peace shall be for ever thine:
Behold the path which I have trod,
My path, till I go home to God. 200: 7-12

          

           All things considered, what sounds most surprising is the fact that Cowper proved able to meet the requirements of such an optimistic profession of faith as a conversion narrative, with straightforward progress from war to peace as the achievement of Christ’s victory over Antichrist within a Christian soul. Yet, Cowper’s apologetic contribution definitely remains rooted in many deep-reaching ambiguities which still want clarifying after Adelphi. On the one hand, it seems beyond doubt that Adelphi pictures God’s wrath as a powerful and effective weapon to outwit devilish devices through a successful crusade; just as well, insistence on sin actually results in repentance and conversion, as expected here.

           Still, on the other hand, it remains that this very notion of sin and guilt was also likely to trigger off a whole ominous process of conviction of predestination to hell and subsequent alienation, both from God’s grace and potentially from the self as well. This risk had already been recalled by Bunyan at the very end of The Pilgrim’s Progress: “There is a way to Hell, even from the Gates of Heaven” (212). One might sum up this point by taking up the pathological metaphor noticed before, as Cowper obviously was not the right man to achieve and keep so subtle a balance between the poisonous evil and its antidote. This is more than conspicuous from the overall evolution of his work. Therefore, Adelphi’s Christian victory also needs some qualifying, as Cowper himself suggested: “[I felt] easier, but far from easy” (30). Indeed, war seems to have remained his permanent spiritual State of mind. and peace tends to turn into an ever receding prospect, an ideal.

           Cowper’s triumph over the devil and madness seemed consistent enough until the date he chose to put a provisional end to this narrative, namely: February 14, 1767. This turning point corresponds to the time when he began to indulge in his Evangelical period, which was to bring him both new mystical yearnings for God and increasing conviction of predestination. The lighter side of this influence may be felt throughout Adelphi due only to his retrospective vantage point. So this deliberately optimistic perspective may usefully be contrasted with his far more tragic Spiritual Diary, which of course was left unfinished at Cowper’s death, and soon revealed the overwhelming threat of silence.

           The ever reduced length of his fragments points in a different way to the potential dangers of the excesses of religion to his fragile mind and soul. In a prospective hint in Adelphi, Cowper already described his life to come after 1767 as “long intervals of darkness interrupted by short returns of joy, and peace in believing” (40). It would therefore be necessary to qualify the successful impression left by Adelphi. Indeed, when this pamphlet went through its first posthumous edition in 1802, it met with a suspicious response to the excessive strain that had been imposed on him by the Evangelical revival to which he had just offered such an unfortunate contribution.

           Yet, for obvious reasons of self-consistency with the open purpose of this work, peace will have the last word here, as Cowper concludes by offering his blessing to the reader: “Peace be with thee, reader, through faith in the Lord Jesus Christ” (46).

          ***
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          Guerre et paix dans l’œuvre d’Ann Radcliffe
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           A la lecture du premier roman d'Ann Radcliffe, The Castles of Athlin and Dunbayne, publié en 1789, l'on pourrait croire que la guerre, qui y occupe une place prépondérante, est au centre de l’œuvre de cet écrivain, mais dans les livres suivants, elle se fait plus discrète. En revanche, St. Alban’s Abbey, poème que la romancière rédigea à la fin de sa carrière, est tout entier consacré à une guerre, celle des Deux Roses. Il a donc semblé intéressant d’étudier le rôle, la valeur et la portée de la guerre ainsi que la place et la signification de la paix dans les écrits de la “Shakespeare of Romance Writers.”1

           L’intrigue de The Castles, située dans l’Ecosse médiévale, repose sur la guerre : le baron Malcolm, jaloux des biens du comte Athlin, son voisin, ne cessait d’attaquer ce dernier sans jamais gagner. Excédé par ses échecs, Malcolm décida, un jour de lancer une attaque préparée avec une démoniaque minutie au cours de laquelle, il tua son ennemi lors d’un combat singulier. La guerre, ici, ne peut être séparée du meurtre, et la présentation qu’en donne la romancière sert d'emblée à noircir le scélérat : “He contrived, by a curious finesse, to entrap the Earl... in his wiles, and there slew him.”2

           Cet assassinat est suivi d’un abominable massacre et seuls quelques rares soldats du défunt comte sont capables de retourner au château. Personne ne peut, à ce stade, espérer un quelconque châtiment. Il faut donc attendre que le fils du comte, Osbert, soit en âge de se battre pour qu’Athlin soit vengé. La guerre est, bien sûr, la solution retenue pour vaincre le meurtrier, qui doit être puni par où il a péché. Toutefois, l’assaut lancé par Osbert, son fidèle ami Alleyn et leur clan échoue. Les jeunes gens, faits prisonniers, échappent de peu à la mort, mais parviennent l’un et l’autre à s’enfuir. Malcolm, qui ne peut alors s’empêcher d’attaquer le château d’Athlin, est tué par le fils de son ancienne victime. La guerre s’achève donc avec la mort de ce scélérat, qui fut à l’origine de nombreuses batailles. La paix qui s’installe à ce moment va au-delà de la simple situation militaire et politique. La justice et la concorde vont enfin régner dans la région ainsi que dans les familles au centre de l'intrigue. Au château de Dunbayne, la défaite de Malcolm met un terme aux malheurs de Louisa, sa belle-soeur, et de Laura, sa nièce, qu’il séquestrait à l’insu de tous depuis des lustres. Enfin elles sont libres, et elles retrouvent même, en Alleyn, leur fils et frère qu’elles croyaient mort depuis bien longtemps.

           Du côté de chez Osbert, les conséquences ne sont pas moindres. Outre que le défunt comte est vengé, la famille Athlin peut s’agrandir. Alleyn, jeune paysan devenu vaillant guerrier, puis baron, est en mesure d’épouser Mary. Pour lui, la victoire est double : d’une part, il a contribué à renverser un tyran, d’autre part, il a montré sa valeur à sa bien-aimée. Osbert, quant à lui, peut se marier avec Laura, qu’il n’aurait pas rencontrée sans cette guerre. Cette harmonie que retrouve la famille Athlin avait été particulièrement mise à mal lorsque Malcolm avait promis d’épargner Osbert en échange de la main de Mary : il avait alors perturbé les bons rapports existant entre la jeune fille et sa mère. Quel était le pire ? Pour la comtesse, perdre un fils ou donner sa fille à un monstre ? Pour la fille, laisser mourir son frère ou accepter un mariage plus abominable que la mort ?

           La guerre ne joue pas un tel rôle dans les romans suivants. Dans The Mysteries of Udolpho (1794), par exemple, qui raconte les mésaventures d’une jeune orpheline mineure, Entily, contrainte de suivre sa tante-tutrice et son oncle par alliance, Montoni, en Italie, où elle est séquestrée dans le sinistre château d'Udolpho, la guerre sert de décor, est cause de suspens, mais n’occupe qu'une place mineure dans l’intrigue. Elle est représentée surtout par les ravages qu’elle peut occasionner et par des mouvements de troupes dont s’inquiète parfois l’héroïne, surtout quand elle est enfermée dans la forteresse de son oncle. Cependant la nature de ces conflits et de ces affrontements est des plus vagues. Laguerre permet toutefois, comme le souligne E. B. Murray,3 de découvrir certaines facettes de Montoni, le héros scélérat, qui connaît bien les soldats mercenaires,4 ce qui s’explique aisément : il s'avère bientôt être lui-même un redoutable condottiere (358).

           Comme dans The Castles, on remarque aussi un parallèle entre la guerre et la situation de l’héroïne. De même que l’harmonie ne réapparaissait dans la famille Athlin qu’avec la fin des combats, on constate qu’Emily voit des soldats ou des traces de batailles seulement tant qu’elle est sous le joug de son oncle. Les guerres civiles semblent représenter à l’échelle du pays ce qui se passe dans la famille de Montoni. Si les paysages peuvent refléter l’état d’âme de certains personnages, comme le dit Pierre Arnaud,5 la présence de la guerre dans The Mysteries of Udolpho n'est-elle pas la projection de l’agression morale dont est victime Emily ? N'est-elle pas le miroir du trouble et de la lutte intérieure de la jeune fille ? Il est d’ailleurs intéressant de remarquer que la guerre disparaît du roman dès que l'héroïne n'est plus sous la férule de Montoni. Il serait hâtif de dire que la paix des nations correspond à la paix intérieure d’Emily, puisque la jeune fille ne retrouve une véritable sérénité qu'à la fin du livre, mais son émancipation est une étape importante : elle devient libre de ses mouvements et surtout sa vie n’est plus en danger.

           Chez Ann Radcliffe, la guerre, tout comme l’armée, dont elle est inséparable, peut mettre en valeur les jeunes hommes, que ce soit grâce au prestige de l'uniforme ou à la bravoure dont ils doivent faire preuve sur le champ de bataille. Ainsi Alleyn ne songe pas qu'à la cause de la justice en acceptant de se battre :

          
            It was no longer simply an attachment to the cause of justice which roused him to action ; the pride of distinguishing himself in the eyes of his mistress, and of deserving her esteem by his zealous services, gave combined force to the first impulse of benevolence. (724)

          

           Dans A Sicilian Romance, publié en 1790, la guerre apparaît comme honorable : “When the honors of war shall have rewarded the bravery of my son,” dit un père au moment où son fils va rejoindre son régiment.6 Le jeune homme revient changé et couvert de gloire. Hier encore enfant, il est devenu un homme dans toute sa dignité (30). Dans The Romance of the Forest, que le public découvrit l’année suivante, les deux soupirants de l’héroïne sont officiers et l'allure martiale de Louis La Motte ajoute certainement à son charme.7 D’autre part, le héros-scélérat de l’ultime roman d'Ann Radcliffe, Gaston de Blondeville, écrit vers 1802, doit son ascension sociale au courage et aux nombreuses qualités dont il fit montre lorsqu'il guerroyait.

           La guerre peut aussi apporter gloire et fortune à titre posthume. Le mari de Madame de Menon, dans A Sicilian Romance, a tué le frère de cette dernière dans un duel. Horrifié par cet homicide, et incapable de se suicider, geste d’une lâcheté inqualifiable, il part combattre l’ennemi. Ainsi trouve-t-il une mort honorable (33). C’est de la même manière que le marquis de Villeroi, dont il est souvent question dans The Mysteries of Udolpho, eût souhaité périr, lui qui ne peut plus supporter d’avoir empoisonné son épouse. Las, le crime était plus odieux, et une telle fin ne lui sera pas accordée ; il mourra dans des souffrances morales insupportables (659).

           Ann Radcliffe ne se contente pas de faire allusion à des batailles, les préparatifs et l’art de la guerre ne sont pas absents de son oeuvre. Bien entendu, comme ses intrigues sont souvent situées dans un passé plus ou moins lointain, elle peut se permettre de rester dans le flou : l'important est de susciter une atmosphère particulière. Le lecteur contemporain de la romancière se trouvait certainement dépaysé ; il ne pouvait guère trouver de batailles rangées, par exemple. De plus, le nombre de combattants, bien qu’il ne soit pas précisé, ne semble jamais très grand, alors qu’à la fin du mois d'avril 1789, l’on apprenait, à propos des guerres russo-turques, que 1500 Ottomans avaient été tués et 10 000 faits prisonniers. Il n’est pas question, non plus, d'artillerie, de grenadiers, de mousquets et encore moins de camps.

           Les guerriers d’Ann Radcliffe cherchent en premier lieu à s’emparer de châteaux. Pour vaincre Malcolm, Athlin et son clan ont décidé d’envahir celui du baron. D’ailleurs, les combats se déroulent autour ou à l’intérieur de cette forteresse : on se bat dans la cour, sur les plates-formes de défense, sur les remparts, sur le pont-levis. Lorsque le scélérat cherche à anéantir une fois pour toutes la famille Athlin, il décide de prendre leur château. Les batailles qui s’ensuivent où il est question de flèches, de lances, d’armures et de corps à corps, loin de faire penser à The Death of Wolfe de Benjamin West (1770) ou à The Death of Major Peirson, 6 January 1781 de John Singleton Copley (1783), rappellent plutôt certains tableaux de Poussin, comme La Bataille entre les Israélites et les Madianites (1626) acquis par Georges 111. Devant cette volonté de s’approprier ces forteresses, on peut se demander si le château ne serait pas aussi une représentation symbolique de la femme. Annie Le Brun y voit un espace “utérin,”8 et il est vrai qu’en sortant de la demeure de Malcolm, Louisa et Laura renaissent. Plus troublante est la volonté du baron-scélérat de s’emparer du château d’Athlin. N’est-ce pas pour lui le seul moyen de prendre Mary ? Le château d'Udolpho doit aussi être conquis, mais Ann Radcliffe a mûri et les scènes de combats ne l’intéressent plus. En fait, elle ne présente que le prélude à la bataille, l’arrivée des troupes ennemies, puis le postlude, la vision du château pansant ses plaies. Dès son retour à Udolpho, l’héroïne, que son oncle avait éloignée le temps du siège, perçoit les ravages : remparts endommagés, créneaux démolis ainsi que des fragments de flèches ou d’armures qui jonchent le sol (424-25).

           Après que la jeune fille a recouvré la liberté, un ministre décide l’arrestation de Montoni, réfugié à Udolpho. La romancière eût trouvé là l’occasion d’offrir à ses lecteurs une scène de bataille proche de celles déjà rencontrées dans The Castles, mais il est clair que ce n’est pas dans ses projets, et très habilement, elle évite de décrire une scène sanglante. L’officier chargé d’arrêter le scélérat craint un carnage et par conséquent préfère utiliser la ruse. Ses troupes saisiront le château et le maître des lieux après avoir livré de légers combats que l’écrivain ne juge pas utile de décrire :

          
            Having returned with his party, who received the watchword and other assistance from their friends within, Montoni and his officers were surprised by one division, who had been directed to their apartment, while the other maintained the slight combat, which preceded the surrender of the whole garrison. Among the other persons, seized with Montoni, was Orsino.... (522)

          

           Ce n’est toutefois pas à l’occasion de ces batailles que la guerre fait sa première apparition dans ce roman. Elle apparaît d’abord comme le fruit de l’imagination d’Emily, qui, traversant les Alpes, songe à Hannibal et à son impressionnante armée. Cette utilisation de la guerre offre une fine analyse de la vie intérieure de l’héroïne. On a beaucoup reproché à la romancière la psychologie sommaire de ses personnages, critique souvent justifiée, mais, par petites touches, Ann Radcliffe parvient à présenter ses héroïnes de manière convaincante. Ainsi voit-on Emily, esseulée, loin de sa maison, qu’elle a dû quitter à la mort de ses parents, loin de son fiancé qu’elle a été contrainte d’abandonner, en présence d’une tante peu charitable et d’un oncle par alliance à la personnalité difficile à saisir. Cette rêverie est le pur reflet de sa solitude : la jeune fille rejette le monde tout en grisaille qui l’entoure, fuit une vie dépourvue d’événements exaltants.

           Une simple conversation portant sur Hannibal la plonge dans un univers à des lieues du sien. Elle n’a pas besoin de livres ou de conteur, son imagination lui suffit, et tout à coup les montagnes qu’elle traverse se peuplent de montagnards hostiles au général carthaginois, qui traverse les Alpes avec ses troupes et ses éléphants. Elle croit entendre le son de lointaines trompettes, de signaux décisifs ou voir des lances et des casques étincelants, et imagine ces hommes en train de s’entretuer, de se précipiter du haut de chemins escarpés. Mais le rêve s’achève brusquement. Ce ne sont pius les soldats imaginaires qui risquent de tomber du haut d'une falaise mais elle.

           L'espace d’un instant, elle avait fui une réalité déplaisante. Ce n'était plus ses compagnons de voyage peu agréables qui franchissaient ce col, mais des hommes braves et valeureux. Le retour à la réalité est brutal : elle est toujours en compagnie de Montoni et de ses acolytes, et les hauteurs lui donnent le vertige. Ce passage permet aussi d’accentuer la différence entre Emily et sa tante. L'une rêve d'aventure, de héros merveilleux tandis que l'autre, femme cupide, ne songe qu’aux superbes palais italiens où, malheureusement pour elle, elle n’habitera jamais :

          
            Madame Montoni. meantime, as she looked upon Italy, was contemplating in imagination the splendour of palaces and the grandeur of castles, such as she believed she was going to be mistress of at Venice and in the Apennine, and she became, in idea, little less than a princess. (166)

          

           Peu après cette scène onirique, Emily découvre les ravages causés par une vraie guerre, une de ces guerres que se font fréquemment les états italiens, comme l'explique le narrateur (358). Le passage de troupes victorieuses peut d’abord paraître séduisant à une jeune fille qui la veille encore voyait en songe les armées d’Hannibal. Le spectacle, bien réel cette fois, qui s’offre à elle n’est-il pas haut en couleur ? Pourtant il s’accompagne aussi de souffrance : “Beyond Milan, the country wore the aspect of ruder devastation ; and though every thing seemed now quiet, the repose was like that of death, spread over features, which retain the impression of the last convulsions” (172).

           Toutes les héroïnes d’Ann Radcliffe, comme la romancière elle-même, sont sensibles aux paysages, et avant même de rencontrer des victimes humaines de la guerre, la jeune fille comprend qu’il ne s’agit pas d’un divertissement. Des hommes défigurent, tuent cette région qui était sans doute magnifique avant l’arrivée des troupes. On ne saurait non plus oublier les blessés, les prisonniers et le butin que les vainqueurs se partageront bientôt. La guerre n’est plus seulement fascinante, elle est aussi sordide. Là encore, la guerre et son cortège d’horreurs permettent à la romancière de mieux rendre la psychologie de son héroïne. Comme le remarque Pierre Arnaud : “C’est au degré de sensibilité dont ils font preuve en toute circonstance que l’auteur demande à ses lecteurs de juger ses personnages” (328). Il est manifeste que cette vision heurte Emily, et si le lecteur en doutait encore, il est à présent clair que la jeune fille, contrairement à ses compagnons de voyage, est très sensible.

           On observe avec intérêt, toutefois, que cette coexistence d’un attrait pour l’armée et de T aversion pour les horreurs que la guerre occasionne, sentiments que partageait peut-être Ann Radcliffe, se retrouve tout au long de The Mysteries of Udolpho. Par exemple, le passage de troupes au pied du château d’Udolpho évoque davantage une parade militaire qu’un défilé d’hommes dont le métier consiste à tuer, même si ce spectacle inquiète l'héroïne :“She saw...a long troop of horse and foot, whom she knew to be soldiers, only by the glitter of their pikes and other arrns, for the distance did not allow her to discover the colour of their liveries” (251). On constate que ces soldats qui ont sans doute marché plusieurs jours —le château est difficile d’accès— semblent propres comme des sous neufs, comme s’ils allaient être présentés à leur souverain. Des instruments de musique se font même bientôt entendre : “They heard the sound of trumpets and the clash of cymbals in the vale, and then others, answering from the heights. Emily listened with emotion to the shrill blast, that woke the echoes of the mountains...” (252).

           Il est difficile de concevoir qu’Ann Radcliffe ait pu associer la musique, qui lui était si chère et qui occupe une place importante dans son œuvre, à une scène annonciatrice de quelque calamité. En effet, cet art sert le plus souvent à apaiser les âmes : les personnages, les héroïnes surtout, l’utilisent pour épancher leur mélancolie, leur chagrin, leur détresse. Malgré les craintes de la jeune fille, il n’y a pas d’hostilités et elle ne garde que le souvenir d’une grande frayeur et d’un superbe défilé militaire qui a rompu la monotonie de sa vie. C’est peut-être l’attaque d’Udolpho, ou plutôt ses conséquences, telles que les voit ou les perçoit l’héroïne, qui montre le mieux l’attitude de la romancière vis-à-vis de la guerre : “The mingled uproar of cannon, drums, and trumpets, the groans of the conquered, and the shouts of the conquerors were now sunk into a silence so profound, that it seemed as if death had triumphed alike over the vanquished and the victor” (427).

           Dans ces quelques lignes se mêlent le fracas des combats, l’aspect spectaculaire et exaltant d’une bataille ainsi que le point de vue humain, la joie des vainqueurs et la douleur des vaincus. Mais, en fin de compte, que reste-t-il de la guerre ? La mort. De plus, il ne s’agit plus de cette mort méritée qui frappe le scélérat de The Castles, juste après qu’il a mesuré la gravité de ses fautes, ou, toujours dans ce roman, celle des soldats, présentée de manière si imprécise et si impersonnelle qu’elle pouvait laisser le lecteur insensible au drame qui se déroulait devant ses yeux. Dans The Mysteries of Udolpho, la guerre apparaît comme une tragédie humaine. Outre que l’héroïne trouve çà et là des morceaux de vêtements ou d’armures ensanglantés, qui lui font craindre de découvrir à tout instant un cadavre, elle pense tout à coup qu’un soldat entr’aperçu va peut-être veiller la dépouille d’un ami tombé au combat.

           Contrairement aux héroïnes précédentes, Emily sait ce que signifie la perte d’un être cher ; sa mère, puis son père et enfin sa tante sont morts. Aussi est-elle capable de mesurer la douleur que peut apporter la guerre : les soldats sont des êtres de chair et de sang qui, s’ils ne sont pas tués, peuvent être grièvement blessés. Nous sommes bien loin de la vision de la guerre qui apparaissait dans A Sicilian Romance. Ses conséquences étaient presque dérisoires : une veuve dépossédée momentanément de ses biens, et des amants qui finissent leurs jours dans un cloître. Il est difficile d’expliquer cette nouvelle attitude de l’écrivain face à la guerre. Comme bien souvent avec Ann Radcliffe, l’étudiant ou le chercheur doit se contenter de conjectures. Cinq ans se sont écoulés entre la rédaction de The Castles et celle de The Mysteries of Udolpho, pendant lesquels elle a dû évoluer. En outre, en 1793, la France est en guerre contre plusieurs pays, parmi lesquels figure la Grande-Bretagne. Bien entendu, les journaux se font l’écho des combats, et si en un premier temps ils n’étaient guère favorables aux Français, l’horreur et l’ampleur des massacres ne pouvaient laisser indifférents les Anglais. La manière dont le Gentleman’s Magazine rapporte l’affrontement entre Français et Autrichiens près de Louvain le 22 mars 1793, en est un remarquable exemple.

           Le lecteur était sans doute frappé par le nombre de combattants (plus de 120 000 hommes), puis sans aucun doute bouleversé par la tuerie qui s’ensuivit : après la mort d’un grand nombre de fantassins, les hussards décidèrent de passer à l’assaut, mais furent nombreux à tomber sous le feu des canons. Les survivants, quant à eux, sabrèrent au moins 2 000 hommes. Le carnage fut tel que le journaliste ne put s’empêcher d’exprimer son émotion devant le spectacle des blessés français : “In the towns where the French wounded are conveyed, humanity is hurt at the sad spectacle —they are so dreadfully cut, and so horribly mangled by the sabres of the Hussars.” Au mois de septembre de la même année, Sir James Murray, général du corps d’armée commandé par le duc d’York déplorait le nombre de morts, de blessés et de disparus du côté des alliés avec pour seule consolation que le bilan était bien plus lourd chez les Français. La lecture de tels articles ne put qu’émouvoir Ann Radcliffe, femme sensible au plus haut point, changeant certainement sa vision de la guerre. Il n'est pas impossible qu’elle ait aussi vu la série de gravures John Bull’s Progress que James Gillray exécuta en 1793. Il voulait que ses compatriotes les plus belliqueux comprissent que la paix assure la prospérité alors que la guerre conduit au malheur et à la ruine. Certes, en cette année 1793, peu d’Anglais avaient souffert de ce nouveau conflit, mais l’artiste se souvenait de ce que son père avait dû subir lors de campagnes précédentes. La première gravure, John Bull Happy montre un fermier anglais heureux dans sa demeure confortable, entouré de sa femme et de ses enfants. Dans le deuxième tableau, John Bull Going to the Wars, le fermier avide de gloire, quitte le foyer au grand dam de son épouse et de leur progéniture. Le troisième dessin, John Bull’s Property in Danger, met en évidence les souffrances de la famille de John Bull. Femme et enfants doivent donner au Trésor tout ce qui assurait leur confort. Ils ne sont du reste, pas les seuls à souffrir de la guerre. Une liste de personnes en faillite est accrochée à l’entrée du bureau du Trésor à côté d’une affiche rappelant que l'armée anglaise a besoin de nouvelles recrues, ce qui ne manquera pas de plonger d'autres familles dans la détresse. Dans la dernière gravure, John Bull’s Glorious Return, on voit rentrer chez lui un John Bull méconnaissable (il est amaigri et a perdu une jambe et un oeil). La ferme est presque en ruine, sa femme et ses enfants, en haillons sont contraints de manger des navets crus. Le message est clair : l’armée et la guerre ne sauraient être réduits au prestige de l'uniforme, à d’impressionnants défilés ou à des faits d’armes mémorables, ce qu'avait compris Ann Radcliffe.

           C’est en cette période troublée, plus précisément l’été 1794, que la romancière part visiter le continent, voyage qu’elle raconte dans A Journey Mode in the Summer of 1794, through Holland and the Western Frontier of Germany... Malheureusement, la situation politique de la France, ne lui permet pas de visiter ce pays, où elle a situé l'action de The Romance of the Forest et de The Mysteries of Udolpho, et elle doit se contenter de la Hollande et de l’ouest de l'Allemagne. À cette occasion, elle peut voir de ses propres yeux l’ampleur des désastres qu’une guerre peut causer, ce qui corrobore ce qu’elle avait dû lire dans la presse. Elle constate que certaines régions allemandes ont été ravagées, déplorant, par exemple, que des arbres aient été coupés prématurément. Elle écrit qu’en se promenant au milieu de telles scènes de désolation (“artificial and premature desolation”), les Anglais ne peuvent que se réjouir de leur situation géographique et ne souhaiter qu'un certain isolement politique. Heureux sont-ils de ne jamais risquer de voir les horreurs de la guerre envahir leurs villes ! (187). Outre cette nature défigurée, qu’elle avait déjà décrite, sans l’avoir vue dans The Mysteries of Udolpho, Ann Radcliffe rencontre des soldats de toutes nationalités à Cologne. L’état de ces hommes est atterrant. Non seulement ils sont blessés, mais encore ils sont vêtus de lainages sales et loqueteux (114). Elle rapporte aussi l’arrivée de voitures remplies de militaires souffrants, au visage émacié, si faibles qu’on aurait pu croire qu’ils rendraient l’âme avant d’arriver à destination. Le spectacle de ces victimes sacrificielles (“sacrificed victims to war,” 327) confirme l’aversion pour la guerre que le lecteur croyait percevoir dans The Mysteries of Udolpho. La guerre, note la romancière, ne se limite pas à la gloire dont le public est si aisément informé (114). Il ne faut pas oublier les horreurs qu'elle entraîne, horreurs qui rendent la paix encore plus sacrée (“the eternal sacredness of pence,” 327).

           La guerre se fait discrète dans les deux derniers romans d'Ann Radcliffe, mais effectue un retour saisissant dans l’une de ses ultimes œuvres, St. Alban’s Abbey, long récit en vers, composé de dix chants et qui, selon Pierre Arnaud (296), aurait été rédigé vers 1812, au moment où, incidemment, débutait la Campagne de Russie. Ce poème, fondé sur une étude historique précise, est une présentation détaillée de la bataille qui eut lieu à St. Albans en mai 1455, prélude à la Guerre des Deux Roses. Brève (une demi-heure !), elle n’en fut pas moins terrible. Le poème est presque dès le début placé sous le signe de la tragédie :

          
            O day of guilt and bleeding woe!
Year after year shall mourn in vain
The countless ills, that from ye flow,
And hardly hope for peace again —
The day when York and Lancaster
First loosed the tide of civil war;
When hostile brothers of the land
Met face to face, and hand to hand,
And sunk each other’s lance beneath
And breathed each other’s dying breath!9

          

           En un premier temps, l’auteur annonce seulement les horreurs à venir. Nous ne sommes alors qu’à la veille de la bataille, souriante journée de mai, et Ann Radcliffe oppose la beauté de la nature et du printemps, symbole de renaissance, à la guerre mortifère. Le chaos et la violence de la bataille vont mettre à mal le calme et l’harmonie de la campagne anglaise. Le vocabulaire a été choisi avec soin : “fair buds,” “meads of springing green,” “fresh-leaved woods,” “fragrant air,” efficaces clichés de la “poetic diction,” mais le malheur n’est pas loin et l’on trouve aussi “War’s grisly visage,” “the hostile struggle,” “the battle’s mortal strife” etc. L’écrivain n’a pas négligé les couleurs : le vert tendre de l’herbe ou des jeunes feuilles et le blanc pur des fleurs sera maculé du sang des soldats, mais la nature est plus forte que l’homme, et ce qui les oppose un instant, la guerre, les réunira bientôt. Des soldats égarés mourront dans un berceau de verdure, alors qu’autour d’eux la vie s’épanouira :

          
            And many a tortured wretch that day,
‘Scaped from the battle’s mortal strife.
To scenes of Nature’s peace shall hie;
And, while all round is breathing life,
Sink on some flowery bank and die!

          

           En fait, la mort semble s’être emparée de ces hommes dès avant la bataille, et la pompe, le panache de l’armée n’ont plus l’importance qui était leur dans les premiers romans d’Ann Radcliffe. Si les bannières, les drapeaux, les blasons, les trompettes attirent l’attention, ils ne parviennent pas à faire oublier que ces soldats vont participer à une tuerie dont le seul vainqueur sera, est même déjà, la Faucheuse. Alors que les hostilités n’ont pas encore commencé, ne portent-ils pas sur eux la froide image de la mort ?

          
            With threatening crest and visor’s frown;
The stately forms of men unknown.
In cold dead Steel anatomized,
As in death’s very image ‘guised. (160)

          

           Lorsque débutent les affrontements, le lecteur est plongé dans un monde de violence et de souffrance. D’abord une pluie de flèches s’abat sur les combattants, puis tout devient chaos et horreur :

          
            The chargers fall, and men unhorsed
O’er their own dead and dying go,
Nor horror, nor even pity know,
Conscious of nought but hate and strife,
Reckless of quickly ebbing life,
Fighting on foot gainst horse and lance,
Meeting in vain their foe’s advance;
Till on the heaped and nameless dead,
They reach their final gory bed. (187)

          

           Dès lors, le sang ne cesse de couler. Buckingham, blessé au front, saigne abondamment : “the dark streams flow” (193). La rue elle-même, jonchée de cadavres, est écarlate (“the gory Street,” 195 ; “the blood-stained way,” 204). Après un tel carnage, l’annonce de la paix est des plus émouvantes parce que la vie semble reprendre le dessus. Enfin il n’est plus besoin de tuer ses frères, mais par-delà la victoire des uns et la défaite des autres, que reste-t-il de cette bataille sinon la mort, partout la mort ? Le roi se recueille devant un amoncellement de cadavres ensanglantés, et, tandis que les moines soignent les blessés, le lecteur est le témoin d’une tragédie individuelle, celle de ce soldat qui s’est éloigné du champ de bataille et qui, seul, abandonné de tous, sent la vie le quitter :

          
            No arm his sinking head may prop,
No light hand dry the chilly drop;
The damps of death are on his brow,
Oh! for some aid — some comfort now!
That NOW is passed, he breathes no more;
Unseen —unheard— his pangs are o’er!. (228)

          

           Dans ce poème, la guerre apparaît donc comme une abomination ; c’est presque un événement contre nature. N’éclate-t-elle pas au moment où la campagne renaît ? Ne vient-elle pas gâter un paysage superbe ? D’autre part, la romancière place le lecteur devant l’horreur absolue. En un premier temps, il est frappé par le nombre de morts, par tout ce sang qui coule, par ce spectacle affreux, puis il est bouleversé par cet homme qui meurt, seul, loin de tous. En cette période où l’Angleterre est en guerre, ce soldat n’est-il pas le symbole de l’époux, du fils ou du frère qui risque sa vie sur le continent ?

           Le lecteur d'Ann Radcliffe ne peut que constater une très nette évolution dans sa présentation de la guerre. Dans son premier roman, la guerre n’est qu’un des étais sur lesquels repose l’intrigue. Présentée de manière assez distante, elle n’émeut pas. Dans les scènes de bataille, la romancière évite d’insister sur la mort : on a plutôt le sentiment que le nombre de soldats capables de se battre diminue, et le décès du scélérat, châtiment mérité, n’attriste personne. Dans The Mysteries of Udolpho on perçoit un changement, sans doute dû à une plus grande maturité de la femme comme de l’écrivain, et peut-être aussi aux circonstances extérieures, les guerres franco-anglaises. La pompe de l'armée est toujours aussi exaltante, mais la romancière insiste sur les drames qu’engendre la guerre : la destruction, la souffrance et la mort, ravages qu’elle voit de ses propres yeux lors de son voyage sur le continent peu après la parution de ce roman. On remarque la sensibilité de cette femme qui a toujours vécu dans un milieu protégé, sensibilité que l’on retrouve dans son ultime grande œuvre, St. Alban’s Abbey, dans laquelle sa fascination pour la mort ne semble avoir d'égale que son horreur des massacres auxquels conduit toute guerre.

           Après qu'elle a vu des soldats loqueteux et souffrants en Allemagne, l’apparat de l'armée, si séduisant naguère, lui semble maintenant dérisoire en regard de ces horreurs, et il lui est devenu difficile de dissocier la guerre de la douleur, de la violence et de la mort. La paix, en revanche, est synonyme de prospérité et de beauté. Les gens de bien dans son premier roman ne retrouvent bonheur et harmonie qu’une fois la guerre terminée, les paysages du Milanais dans The Mysteries of Udolpho, et la campagne de l’Hertfordshire dans St. Alban’s Ahbey souffrent presque autant de la guerre que les hommes. On ne saurait toutefois dire qu’Ann Radcliffe était pacifiste. Qu’elle ait déploré les horreurs de la guerre ne fait aucun doute, mais dans son journal de voyage, elle ne condamne pas les bellicistes, se félicitant seulement de vivre “dans cette forteresse bâtie par la nature pour se défendre contre l’invasion et le coup de main de la guerre,”10 pour reprendre la formule de Shakespeare, que la romancière aimait tant.
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           In The Critique of Judgment (1790), Kant asks what is it that is “an object of the highest admiration even for a savage,” and he answers that:

          
            It is a person who is not terrified, not afraid, and hence does not yield to the danger but promptly sets to work with vigor and full deliberation. Even in a fully civilized society there remains this superior esteem for the warrior…. Even war has something sublime about it if it is carried out in an orderly way and with respect for the sanctity of the citizens’ rights.1

          

           Later in the Critique he tells us:

          
            Though war is an unintentional human endeavor (incited by our unbridled passions), yet it is also a deeply hidden and perhaps intentional endeavor of the supreme wisdom, if not to establish, then at least to prepare the way for lawfulness along with the freedom of States, and thereby for a unified System of them with a moral basis. (320-21)

          

           A sign perhaps even of God’s wisdom operating in human affairs, war for Kant can be sublime. Yet, on the contrary, war front Aristophanes on has been depicted with “a grim, sarcastic humor” as grotesque. “For the satirists of the eighteenth century,” notes David McNeil in The Grotesque Depiction of War and the Military in Eighteenth-Century English Fiction, “there was enough fuel… to keep the grotesque vision ablaze…. for England or Great Britain was at war for 86 of the 140 years from 1660 to 1800 and participated in twenty-three different conflicts including several major European wars.”2 It is difficult to see Kant’s sublimity in war as pictured, say, by Smollett, who gives us pictures like that of Fathom's camp-following mother looting the bodies of dead soldiers, some of whom she has finished off herself as they lay on the field, finally to have her own brains blown out by a wounded soldier, or of the bloody and pointless battle of Cartagena in Roderick Random (1748) that the American president Teddy Roosevelt called the only accurate portrayal of a sea-battle in literature.

           What Kant leaves out of his formulation is point of view. War might seem sublime to the general or the philosopher, perceiving it from a great distance — as Schopenhauer remarked, everything can be beautiful when seen from a balcony. But the point of view in novels where battle is described, as for instance in Smollett’s novels, is not of the general or philosopher; we think rather of Stendhal’s Fabrizio at Waterloo, where he does not even know he has been part of a great historic moment —meaningless chaos without any heroic dimension at all— scenes that Tolstoy took as model for representing battle in War and Peace (1 863-69). But does anything like Kant’s view on the sublimity of war prevail in the novels of Ann Radcliffe, which are outside the eighteenth-century satiric tradition? After all, what is characteristic of her novels is not the critical, mocking realism associated with that tradition but rather evocations of sublimity. And certainly we can hardly think of most of her work apart from the presence of castles —instruments of warfare— evoking these moods of sublimity. “Even in her first novel,” as Frank remarks of The Castles of Athlin and Dunbayne, published in the year before Kant’s Critique of Judgment, “Mrs. Radcliffe began to realize that the great Gothic castle with its hidden chambers and eerie aliveness would become her most important character.”3

           But let us look at these castles for a moment. In this first novel, where warfare has a more constant presence than in any of her subsequent works, the Castle of Athlin is evoked at the very beginning:

          
            On the north-east coast of Scotland, in the most romantic part of the Highlands, stood the Castle of Athlin; an edifice built on the summit of a rock whose base was in the sea. This pile was venerable from its antiquity. and from its Gothic structure; but more venerable from the virtues which it enclosed.4

          

           And this castle is described in terms that ask the reader to respond to its sublimity. The sublimity, however, has more to do with its “romantic” setting by the sea in the Highlands and its “antiquity” than with its actual use as instrument of war. When we first see the enemy Castle of Dunbayne as the virtuous Earl and his party approach it, it is true that we see it as a fort, but, even so, the description indicates that its sublimity does not arise from that function but from the “Gothic magnificence” of its architecture, from its setting on “a high and dangerous rock,” from the “lofty” height of its towers (rather than what the towers might be for), and, above all, from its “immensity” that “stood a record of… ancient consequence” (13).5 The castle described in the opening of her next novel, A Sicilian Romance (1790), has lost even more of its meaning as instrument of war than have the castles of her first novel. After describing the “admirably beautiful and picturesque” setting of it, the narrator goes on:

          
            As I walked over the loose fragments of stone, which lay scattered through the immense area of the fabrick, and surveyed the sublimity and grandeur of the ruins, I recurred, by a natural association of ideas, to the times when these walls stood proudly in their original splendour, when the halls were the scenes of hospitality and festive magnificence, and when they resounded with the voices of those whom death had long since swept from the earth. “Thus,” said I, “shall the present generation —he who now sinks in misery— and he who now swims in pleasure, alike pass away and be forgotten.6

          

           The source of the sublime emotion evoked by this ruined castle is reflection on the power of time to make even magnificence pass into oblivion. The same could be said for the vision Emily St. Aubert has in The Mysteries of Udolpho (1794) when she is Crossing the Alps of Hannibal's armies7: even that great military power no longer matters.

           The castle of Udolpho itself, in The Mysteries of Udolpho, “gloomy and sublime” in Emily’s view, shows that it is not even the castle per se that makes for the sublimity but the effects of nature that play on it. The ruined monument functions here like the prism in “A Poem Sacred to the Memory of Sir Isaac Newton” (1727) by James Thomson, whose poetry she so often quotes. Newton

          
            Untwisted all the shining robe of day;
And, from the whitening undistinguished blaze,
Collecting every ray into his kind, To the charmed eye educed the gorgeous train
Of parent-colours.

          

           As Newton with his prism could show light to be “infinite source/Of beauty, ever flushing, ever new,”8 so the castle functions as a mere screen for making visible the effects of twilight, which causes its battlements to be “tipped with splendour” (227), or beautiful because of “the sun’s rays, streaming through an autumnal cloud” (401). Permeating Radcliffe’s novels is a conception of light as Newtonian universal creating specific beautiful effects — indeed. a Newtonian conception of nature itself as the play of abstract universals which are like the attributes of sublimity such as power, vacuity, darkness, solitude, silence, vastness, infinity, difficulty that Burke lists in his treatise on the sublime. But because she is employing universals for her sublime effects it follows that it does not matter that Ann Radcliffe never saw the Scotland, France or Italy in her novels. Yet this sublime —the power of universal nature to transcend all the oppressiveness of what humans can do— is everywhere and always available. Thus Emily puts the castle where she is imprisoned to what may be its one intelligent use: its turrets permit Emily views of “new landscapes… mountain-tops, forests of pine and narrow glens, opening among the Apennines and retiring from the sight into inaccessible glooms” (245).

           By contrast, in The Italian, the action of which begins in 1768, closest in time of any of her stories to the date of their actual composition, the castle as sublime monument disappears. The “prisons of the Inquisition” here actually serve an almost routine, even banal bureaucratic power, not serving to illustrate the obliteration by time of human social grandeur unlike “those mighty monuments of Rome’s eternal name, those sacred ruins, those gigantic skeletons, which once enclosed a soul, whose energies governed a world!” that she mentions.9 They present a faceless exterior, “a vast and dreary blank… a small round tower only, perched here and there upon the summit, breaking their monotony” (196). For, of course, in her novels forts and castles and prisons can only be sublime when they are in ruins.

           After The Castles of Athlin and Dunbayne, war itself does not appear in Radcliffe’s novels as anything higher than the operations of banditti or rival gangs. True, there is a kind of Homeric rendition of the warrior in her first novel. For instance: “When Osbert learned the story of his father’s death, his young heart glowed to avenge the deed.” But “the tender fears of a mother” are present as at least a competing claim to heroic virtues (5). “In her first book there is fighting,” comments J. M. S. Tompkins, “but she speedily recognized her unfitness for this vein….”10

           In A Sicilian Romance, where heroic men seem portrayed as ridiculous in their quickness to fight over trivial insults (e.g., I, 74, II, 24), heroic action is no longer the center of her novelistic interest. As Frank puts it, “the maiden-centered Gothic plot which she evolves brings the sublime fears of a pursued heroine into high focus and begins to solidify as her central story” (297), and along with this “solidification” of central feminine point of view the heroic virtues, never more than formulas appended to male characters, lose emphasis in this second novel. Hippolytus, Julia’s lover, stabbed by the Marquis, though able to win in a sword fight when the plot calls for it, is not praised as Homeric like Osbert or Alleyn; in him we see the beginning of what Hazlitt in 1839 called her “perfectly insipid” heroes,11 who really do little more in the stories than love the heroines. The romanticized conception of war is itself mocked in The Mysteries of Udolpho. At one point, the mind of the heroine, Emily St. Aubert, is filled with scenes from the Iliad as she looks over the Adriatic and thinks of Greece, but, like the castles in the novels, these scenes remind her of those “once the haunt of heroes —now lonely, now in ruins,” and she reanimates “the deserted plains of Troy” not with a tale out of Homer but with a story of a merchant saved from murder while he slept, which she puts into verse, concluding with this quatrain:

          
            All merry sound the camel bells, so gay,
And merry beats fond Hamet’s heart, for he,
E’er the dim evening steals upon the day,
His children, wife and happy home shall see (206-08).

          

           In this novel it is not the heroine but the young Blanche who, on seeing an “antient mansion,” is stirred to silly romantic notions of war “where the knights look out from the battlements on some champion below, who, clothed in black armour, comes, with his companions, to rescue the fair lady of his love from the oppression of his rival” —a champion who never appears in the novel. The “insipid” Valencourt and Dupont really do little in the plot, and it is certainly Emily St. Aubert who shows strength for the sake of Valencourt— who has shown an unheroic weakness for the temptations of the city of Paris, where the members of his regiment, instead of evincing Homeric virtues, sought to degrade and corrupt him and to some extent succeed.

           Supposedly, The Mysteries of Udolpho is set during the time of the turbulent events surrounding the court of Henri III of France, which would be going on in contrast to the peaceful. retired life sought by Emily’s father, St. Aubert, who dies in 1584. But these events play no part in the novel. Perhaps indeed Radcliffe’s novel is suggesting that those events —the civil war that set Catholics against Protestants, a period that was a more or less continual massacre— are no more than the bloody fights of rival bandit gangs; or perhaps it is suggesting that the war on the Continent, which England was to enter in 1793, is no more than such bandit rivalry. In any case, in her novel she describes what she calls “civil commotion" between the condottieri, or mercenaries, in Italy this way:

          
            Contests between the smaller States were then, for the most part, affairs of enterprize alone…. In such services the Condottieri were eminent, and in these, where plunder always followed success, their characters acquired a mixture of intrepidity and profligacy, which awed even those whom they served. (359)

          

           At first, Emily observes officers friendly to Montoni, whose prisoner she is, “with admiration, tinctured with awe” (173), but she soon sees Montoni s military world up close, with the stupid in-fighting, cowardliness, ugliness of all the blood and death, and, especially, its sexual brutality (435). The mood of these scenes is, more even than Gothic terror, the mood of Emily’s disgust. In Radcliffe’s novels, the sublime works in contrast to such disgust and reinforces her mockery of men’s bellicose endeavors. Her landscapes, like the beautiful view of Tuscany that precedes the scenes of the fighting in which Montoni is involved (413), thus serve as a homage to the glory of the natural, physical world in its abstract universality that we saw her ruined castles serve as screens to illustrate. The reminder of its constant presence is always a great solace to the heroine. As E. B. Murray puts it, when the Radcliffean heroine responded to nature, “she was eliciting a reader response kindred to that elicited by landscape prints…. The spiritual qualities of nature are ritualistically inferred from both paintings and landscapes, whose ends are to ‘lead the intellectual Mind… [to] admire Perfection infinite—/Heavens matchless Skill, Benevolence, and Pow’r.’”12

           We can see her put the same kind of inner, psychological use to the chronicle of violence that is our historiography about which she has no need to be accurate in specifics to present it in its essential, universal meaning. Indeed, her last work, Gaston de Blondeville, left unpublished in her lifetime, Ernest A. Baker says is her “dullest” just because she tries to be accurate with “tedious historical facts"; “Mrs. Radcliffe,” he writes, “had to make history conform to her own preconceptions, or else leave it alone.”13 Yet, just as the ruined castles can have a use that is far removed front their military purpose, so the pictures of the violent past, no more accurate in detail than her foreign landscapes need to be, can also have a use that is not historiography. They are the elements of a psychodrama going on inside the “maiden” who is the center of all her novels but her first. This is the warfare that really matters in Ann Radcliffe’s novels.

           In The Italian there is no outward warfare occurring in the literal sense. The young Vincento di Vivaldi, heir to a wealthy and illustrions family, falls in love with the beautiful young maiden. Ellena Rosalba, whose face he happens to glimpse during a chance encounter on the steps of the church of San Lorenzo in Naples. The sinister Father Schedoni schemes with the young man’s mother, the Marquesa di Vivaldi, to prevent the marriage of her son to the genteel but poor Ellena. Schedoni has Ellena kidnapped and imprisoned in a convent, where she is threatened with cruelties unless she either marries someone that has been arranged for her or takes the veil. One nun there, Olivia, befriends her and saves her from the malicious Abbess by helping her in her escape when Vivaldi comes to her rescue. But when Vivaldi and Ellena are about to marry in private, a gang in the service of Schedoni carries her off again, Vivaldi is made a prisoner of the Inquisition, and she is kept captive in a house on the shore of the Adriatic. Schedoni comes to the chamber where she is sleeping with the intention of murdering her with his dagger but at the last minute he does not stab her because he notices on her bosom a locket with a miniature portrait that seems to be himself inside. Ellena believes him to be her father, so we are made to think that we have almost witnessed a scene in which a father murders his own daughter. Schedoni’s guilt for previous crimes is revealed, Olivia establishes that she is Ellena’s true mother and that Schedoni is not Ellena’s father, and the Marchesa having in the meanwhile died, the young people marry. Instead of a world of political events and wars, the novel portrays a condition of mental peacelessness.

           Thus we are told of Schedoni:

          
            The torments of his mind and the severe penance he had observed, had produced a surprising change in his appearance, so that he resembled a spectre rather than a human being. His visage was wan and wasted, his eyes were sunk and become nearly motionless, and his whole air and attitudes exhibited the wild energy of something not of this earth. (110)

          

           In contrast to such a mental State is the one that the heroine Ellena can achieve often in the most threatening situations almost at will simply from the contemplation of the natural sublime:

          
            … Ellena returned to her turret, to soothe her spirits with a view of serene and majestic nature, a recourse which seldom failed to elevate her mind and soften the asperities of affliction. It was to her like sweet and solemn music, breathing peace over the soul…. (123)

          

           Even when she and the hero Vivaldi, in great fear, are fleeing the convent where she has been imprisoned. “the tranquillity of the landscape below afforded an affecting contrast with the tumult and alarm of their minds” (144). Throughout, we see words like “tranquil” and “peaceful” used in this novel to describe purely inner States for example, while fleeing with Ellena, Vivaldi’s mind is not “tranquil” (246), while Schedoni’s mind is “apparently tranquil” (293). “If the soothings of sympathy and the delicate arts of benevolence could have restored the serenity of her mind, Ellena would now have been peaceful” (299), and, at the close of the novel, we are told that the remainder of Olivia’s life as a nun “passed in tranquillity” (384). The presence of the Holy Inquisition in the novel strongly implies the possibility that we will be made witnesses to scenes of torture, but references to such tortures are vague —on a table are “several instruments of torture” (102)— and such tortures are never depicted, and, in the case of the central characters, only threatened, i.e., are for them essentially psychological. Yet over and over again what is contrasted to the inner State of peace is the “tortured” mind: thus, conscience can “torture” (230), Schedoni can inflict psychological “tortures of terror” (244), the Marchesa has “a tortured heart” (292), Vivaldi’s “tortured spirit rose almost to frenzy” (305), and Father Ansaldo tells the Inquisition that he had sought in confession release from the “tortures” of despair (339).

           In general, this novel concerns the description of the transmission of mental torture from the older generation to the younger, as a prelude to the young people’s marriage specifically, the mental torture in Schedoni and the Marchesa to Ellena and Vivaldi— a mental torture against which is contrasted a State of inner peace the characters wish to achieve and that almost always can be inspired in the central character, the maiden in whose consciousness we mainly dwell in the novel, by the presence of sublime nature or of a peaceful landscape. One particularly illuminating example occurs early in The Italian when Ellena is imprisoned in the convent. She sits at a window, reading Tasso, then looks at the mountain-tops still lit by the sun that has set, then thinks of the now absent Vivaldi: poetry, the sublimity of nature, and the love she wants are all on the same side — and will prevail over the cruelties of human social power.

           Certainly Margaret Oliphant was right a century ago to tell us that “the canons of probability had nothing to do with Mrs. Radcliffe’s art.”14 Instead, her novels come to illustrate a theory of the reassurance provided by the vision of nature in its universal sublimity: the terrors and psychological torture the maiden undergoes are destined by nature to have a peaceful resolution. According to Deborah Rogers in her summary of Radcliffe criticism, since 1972 there has been much consideration of the novels in their psychological aspect; in 1976, Rogers says, Pierre Arnaud’s Ann Radcliffe et le fantastique: essai de psychobiographie “relates Radcliffe’s work to her alleged neuroses,”15 and of course there have been many studies from psychoanalytic and feminist perspectives that view the heroines as women psychologically distressed by patriarchy and especially by late eighteenth-century society. But must we see her novels as the symptoms of such distress or sickness?

           Jean Hagstrum in 1985 saw Radcliffe’s novels as psychological without treating their psychology either as in some way diseased or as the repressed product of a particular society. “Where shall we locate the fear and terror of her novel… ?” Hagstrum asked, and answered:

          
            In that part of the civilized psyche where sexual love and sexual encounters are anticipated but never formulated. To accept this view one must be sympathetic to the notion that profoundly suggestive pictures can be socially or morally acceptable substitutes for forbidden feelings and wishes.16

          

           These “substitutes,” Hagstrum says, “are less for what is loved and lost than for what is loved and hoped for. Her heroines usually dally with larger pictures than miniatures, but the suggestions are insistent that the sublime-beautiful landscapes are an anticipation of rewards that came to Pygmalion, who embraced his statue” (439). Indeed, the “sublime-beautiful, dangerous-safe, savage-mild, wild-cultivated alternations and fusions of the pictures suggest love-play and love-experience — an earnest of the full physical and sexual inheritance that physical union will bring” (441). To clarify this psychodrama of the maiden’s fears and hopes that Hagstrum has sketched we could use a psychoanalytic approach —but not “psychoanalysis” in the sense given to it in the last few decades by Lacan and feminism, i.e., not in the sense by which it has most usually been meant in recent readings of her novels.

           It would seem that Hagstrum’s view calls for a psychological approach that reads against the grain of contemporary literary theory —that takes the inner conflict as able to go on without much reference to social forms: as a universal inner drama. “The Mysteries of Udolpho, Mrs. Radcliffe’s best remembered and most widely read work,” as Ware comments, “is the novel in which the sublime figures most prominently in her famous scenic descriptions.”17 But the acme of the heroine’s maiden fears is represented in The Italian: in the scene where Schedoni approaches her in her chamber where she sleeps to stab her to death. It turns out that Schedoni is not her father so we can be reassured the father has no such intentions for the maiden— and the penetration that fate has in store for her is not by a dagger.

           This is the reassurance that the novel provides: that the maiden’s deepest fears are ultimately not to be realized. Instead, she will find her long lost mother Olivia, who, though of the previous generation, does not at all wish her destruction as did the Marchesa, and Ellena will marry the kind and gentle and loving young man. It is exactly such reassurance that the sublime pictures of nature in the novel give the maiden throughout. If love often begins with physical wounds and injuries to the lovers in her novels, e.g., in The Romance of the Forest18 or in The Mysteries of Udolpho where Emily’s father accidentally shoots Valencourt (38), who is accidentally shot once again later, mistaken as a thief by Emily’s gardener (589), these sado-masochist preliminaries are not what turns out to be the final meaning of the love just as, in The Italian, Vivaldi’s presentiment of Ellena as bleeding to death (41) does not come true. Yet it is certainly understandable that —universally— women should undergo such fears and sado-masochistic fantasies, no matter how kind and gentle and loving men may or may not be in reality. Remembering the dagger that Schedoni raises above Ellena, we can also recall what Marie Bonaparte put well in her Female Sexuality:

          
            The fear of penetration certainly plays its part in the female’s refusal of her erotic vaginal function…. The vital opposition manifested by every creature, from the amoeba to the elephant, to the penetration, the wounding of its tissue…. favors the male. Not for nothing does the child howl when the doctor pushes a spoon into its mouth to look at its throat, or when it has to endure the anal penetration of the enema. Female sexuality, in fact, implies far more vital danger than male…. The very real dangers of pregnancy and childbirth have no counterpart in the male, without mentioning the pain which accompanies most of her sexual functions: menstruation, defloration, childbirth.19

          

           In another older psychoanalytic work, Ferenczi speculated that in all sexual organisms the female must succumb to “the pains and duties of motherhood and the passive endurance of genitality,” and this acceptance “not only helps to explain the greater physiological and psychological complexity of the female, but puts woman… in the light of a more finely differentiated being….The male has imposed his will upon the female, and in so doing has spared himself the task of adaptation; he has remained the more primitive.”20 This picture of “the female” accords well with Radcliffe’s picture of the heroine as an especially “sensible” being, just as the sexual maturity that overcomes maiden fears accords well with the notion of Reason that triumphs in Radcliffe’s novels —the Enlightenment that dispels the dream. “Most critics,” Rogers tells us, “find Radcliffe’s explained supernatural inadequate,”21 but the psychological function of this explaining away, which is not typically what happens to the supernatural in Gothic romance, may well function to rid the reader of the deep psychological fears that the terrors in the novel only represent: that is, their fictionality is exposed. Coleridge tells us that “the reader, when he has got to the end of the work, looks about in vain for the spell which had bound him so strongly to it,”22 but getting rid of this spell is essential to the achievement of the tranquil State of mind in which the maiden’s fears have been dispelled. It is interesting that Mary Wollstonecraft registers the same disappointment in her review of The Italian when she complains that “reason with delight resigns the reins to fancy, till forced to wipe her eyes and recollect, with a sigh, that it is but a dream”23 —the persecutory dream that Radcliffe’s novels, each in the end, renounce.

           Of course, Wollstonecraft conceived her struggle not as an inner one but as a political one, against others. The biographer Aline Grant, however, describes Radcliffe this way:

          
            The awful Schedoni, who became a byword for all that was diabolical, the Inquisition and its horrors, flight. pursuit, and threatened murder on a lonely seashore, took shape for all the world in that peaceful room with only the ticking of the clock, an occasional twitch or comfortable sigh front the drowsy dog, the settling of a glowing ember in the grate, or the rustle of a page to vary the Sound of that steady pen moving over the paper…. Her outward life was as quiet as this inner world was dramatic. (78-79)

          

           Since the “awful Schedoni” turns out to be neither her father nor her penetrator, and penetration, it turns out, does not mean murder, the young girl’s conception of male sexuality, in which masculine strength is conceived as sadistic and the phallus as a weapon, the conception represented by the villains in her novel (and that Lord Byron tried to make himself into) vanishes in the end in favor of the “perfectly insipid,” that is to say, actual and loving man. This man is not her father: in The Mysteries of Udolpho, the drawn-out death of St. Aubert, Emily’s interest in his corpse, and the subsequent realization that he can't come back as a ghost to haunt her prove that her sexual lover will have to be another kind and gentle man; and in The Italian Ellena’s father has long been dead. The popular notion that women really thrill to powerful villains has its truth, but only as a stage in psychological development — when sexual intercourse is still conceived of in infantile terms, i.e., as the man attacking the woman. If indeed women are mostly like Radcliffe’s heroines, they put this notion behind them, accept their own responsibility for their sexual desires, and prefer men who are not brutal —but “insipid” by heroic standards— and who can be like the beloved father without having to be him. What we are witnessing at the scene Grant describes of the woman writing before the fireplace is civilization in the most positive sense Freud gave to the term: for here the sado-masochism of Gothic romance, enjoyed in imagination as pleasant thrills employed in the service of Enlightenment helps the reader come to terms with the idea of a sexual process that is especially frightening to the maiden.

           But if sexuality is generally much more frightening to women than to men, then, as Ferenczi pointed out, it requires a greater degree of psychological complexity to be female than male, a more profound mentality. This more profound mentality in Ann Radcliffe is the key to her sublime, which is not exactly the same thing —in spite of her use of a similar terminology— as Kant’s or Burke’s at all: it is a generally —though not exclusively— feminine depth of appreciation of the grandeur and ultimate significance of nature conceived in terms of universal processes, including sexual processes, that we can be comforted will come out right. Ware calls Radcliffe’s sublimity “a kind of Wordsworthian natural religion” and reminds us how Emily in The Mysteries of Udolpho “experiences a ‘divine complacency’ after the death of St. Aubert when ‘looking up, her thoughts rose again to the sublime subject she had contemplated’” (44). But this experience of sublimity is, in Radcliffe’s novels, based as we have seen in an Enlightenment, even Newtonian, conception of nature. That this sublime gives a sense of peace suggests divergence from the Kantian sublime which, as Marie-Hélène Huet has recently argued, is related to “several recurring Revolutionary concerns… to unmask the traitors… and the desire to create a sublime State.”24 In contrast, Radcliffe’s sublime may be compared to the music of Haendel, which she evokes in verses quoted as epigraph to the chapter in The Romance of the Forest where she introduces the peaceful family of La Luc (172).

           Radcliffe’s novels, though they are not part of the realist tradition, do not picture for us the sublimity of war; the point of view of the woman writing by her pleasant fire joins with that of the soldier who has known, as the philosopher has not, that the war most worth fighting is an inner one. Kant remarks in the Critique of Judgment that it is “the simple minded” peasant who “unhesitatingly called all lovers of snow mountains fools.” Yet, if this peasant is that Sancho Panza who always had difficulty accepting the necessity for the militaristic Don Quixote’s violent measures, his ultimate pacifism is not far from that valued in The Mysteries of Udolpho and The Italian. And if the sublimity Radcliffe evokes is of a nature whose grandeur is conceived as reassurance about the processes of nature to which we are subjected, this reassurance could even address one’s fears of dying one’s own generally difficult and painful natural death. But it would not reconcile anyone to the violent death met under the banner of quixotic ideals in war. And although Radcliffe and her work are often labeled politically conservative,25 of the French Revolution itself we may well ask if the consequences were not the consolidation of State power and of what Marx called the “farce” of the repetition of history that issued in the Second Empire. Ann Radcliffe’s contemporary William Blake called for us to fight “mental” wars rather than the “corporeal” wars we do fight —and inner, or “mental,” war is what goes on in her novels— at peace with the world outside.
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            “Monsieur, lui dis-je, il ne convient point à une femme de prendre parti dans les débats politiques ; sa destinée la met à l’abri de tous les dangers qu’ils entraînent, et ses actions ne peuvent jamais donner de l’importance ni de la dignité à ses paroles.” Madame de Staël, Delphine (1802)

          

           S’il est une tradition bien ancrée, c’est celle qui veut que les romans de Jane Austen (1775-1817) ne fassent aucune allusion aux guerres qui en son temps déchiraient l’Europe entière et menaçaient jusqu’à l’existence de son pays. On aura beau faire, on aura beau dire, le serpent de mer finit toujours par resurgir au détour d’une conversation : “Vous avouerez qu’il est tout de même curieux que votre Jane Austen, au milieu des conflits, des massacres, des révolutions ait pu continuer à écrire paisiblement dans son petit coin du Hampshire sur des projets de mariage brisés dans le monde clos de la gentry.” La remarque non seulement tend à diminuer la valeur de l’œuvre mais s’accompagne d’un parfum de scandale.

           L’accusation est si peu fondée, cependant qu’elle est si tenace, qu’il apparaît intéressant dans un premier temps de se demander d’où elle provient et quand elle a pris naissance. Il ne semble pas qu’on ait formulé de reproche de cette nature à l’encontre des ouvrages de Jane Austen du vivant de la romancière. Le commentaire le plus copieux et le plus important durant cette période parut en 1816, sous la plume de Walter Scott, peu après la publication d’Emma. Scott s’y montre certes sensible au peu d’ampleur du champ d’observation de la mystérieuse lady (l’auteur gardait alors jalousement l’anonymat), mais loin de faire la fine bouche il admire. C’est là un réalisme minutieux qui lui rappelle la précision de la peinture flamande. Pas un mot sur une paix artificielle dans ce petit monde provincial, pas une rosserie sur cette tranquillité bucolique au lendemain de Waterloo. Le critique n’en paraît aucunement surpris, pas davantage que ses prédécesseurs ne l’avaient été en 1811 devant les soucis médiocres de la famille Dashwood, dans Sense and Sensibility, ou en 1813 devant ceux de la famille Bennet, dans Pride and Prejudice, tandis que l’on s’étripait de l’Ebre jusqu’à la Moskova.

           Ce défaut de surprise en présence de la paix qui apparemment prévaut dans les romans de Jane Austen se justifie cependant pleinement si l’on considère les autres romans féminins publiés en Angleterre à la même époque. Au début de la décennie 1790-1800, des écrivains radicaux se servirent du roman pour véhiculer leurs idées, tels Holcroft ou Godwin. Elizabeth Inchbald, Mary Wollstonecraft, Mary Robinson elles aussi trahirent alors dans leurs ouvrages de fiction leurs sympathies libérales. Mais il leur fut d’autant plus difficile d’y traiter des guerres françaises (ainsi les nommait-on) commençant en 1793 que le climat d’hostilité aux idées subversives et la répression exercée par le gouvernement de Pitt eurent pour effet de museler le roman, dit jacobin, à partir de 1796. Rien de manifestement jacobin après cette date. Venant renforcer un désir bien compréhensible de se démarquer du roman de propagande radicale, le sentiment que leur condition féminine les protégeait et les écartait à la fois des dures réalités de la guerre incita les romancières à s’abstenir de les mentionner dans leurs ouvrages.

           On cite quelquefois Charlotte Smith à ce propos pour l’opposer à Jane Austen et dire qu’elle au moins n’hésitait pas à parler des conflits armés dans ses romans. Or, si l’on se tourne vers The Old Manor House (1793), par exemple, on voit que Charlotte Smith se refuse tout bonnement à entrer dans le détail des difficultés du général Burgoyne pendant la guerre d’indépendance américaine, sous le prétexte qu’on n’en a déjà que trop parlé. Le lecteur sent bien à cet endroit du livre que ce n’est pas la peur de rabâcher qui engage l’auteur à se taire mais le désir de ne pas se mêler d’opérations militaires qui ne sont ni de sa compétence ni de son goût.

           Il fallut attendre 1818 et la publication posthume de Northanger Abbey et de Persuasion pour voir la critique anglaise commencer à se plaindre du caractère étriqué du roman de Jane Austen et s’étonner qu’elle ait pu ainsi borner son champ de vision et se contenter d’intrigues mesquines pendant que Napoléon menaçait l’Europe et que Byron écrivait The Corsair (1814). Cette découverte tardive ne fut évidemment pas due à la nature des deux derniers romans publiés, où l’absence d’événements singuliers n’est pas plus remarquable qu’ailleurs, mais sans doute bien plutôt à la notice biographique accompagnant les ouvrages et mettant pour la première fois le public anglais en présence de Jane Austen, la femme. Cette notice était due au frère de Jane, Henry, entré depuis peu dans les ordres, pasteur de tendance évangélique, c’est-à-dire favorable à un christianisme rigoureux. Son grand souci dans cet essai est de faire de sa sœur une parfaite chrétienne. Sous l’emprise de cette préoccupation, Henry présente au public une manière de punaise de sacristie, sans défaut, sans grief, mais aussi sans ambition, satisfaite d’une vie paisible et retirée dans son petit village de Chawton.

           Il n’est que de lire le compte rendu qui fut fait de la publication par l’Edinburgh Magazine en mai 1818 pour voir comment la critique s’engouffra dans la brèche ainsi ouverte. Un parallèle fut vite établi entre la vie édifiante mais confinée de cette chrétienne résignée et une œuvre aux limites si visiblement étroites. L’époque victorienne abonda tout naturellement dans le même sens, sans chercher à mieux s’informer. Charlotte Brontë fit la moue devant le “jardin soigneusement clos” de Pride and Prejudice. Julia Kavanagh, en 1862, transforma le contentement chrétien de la sœur d’Henry en satisfaction benoîte à l’égard d’une société léthargique faite de gens paisibles et médiocres.

           Le clou fut enfoncé en 1870 avec la publication du Memoir of Jane Austen, œuvre d’un neveu de Jane, James Edward Austen-Leigh. James Edward Austen-Leigh était le fils du frère aîné de Jane, James Austen, qui toute sa vie avait tenté de gagner la faveur et l’héritage de Mme Leigh-Perrot, sa tante, mais finalement était mort avant elle. L’héritage tant convoité revint à l’auteur du Memoir, devenu en 1870 patriarche cossu, curé de Bray, âgé de soixante-douze ans. On demanda alors à ce nanti satisfait de rassembler ses souvenirs sur sa bonne tante Jane. Il dut avouer qu’il n’avait jamais été frappé par son intelligence, ni ému par sa gloire.

           “But we valued her as one always kind, sympathising, and amusing” (3). Dès les premières lignes son sort est décidé : “Of events her life was singularly barren” (1). James Edward s’étend avec plaisir sur les mérites de Francis et de Charles Austen, deux frères de Jane qui finirent tous les deux amiraux, et trouve dans leur carrière une raison suffisante à la place tenue par les marins dans l’œuvre de sa tante. Puis il ajoute : “She was always very careful not to meddle with matters which she did not thoroughly understand. She never touched upon politics, law, or medicine... ” (15).

           Rendons cette justice à James Edward qu’il fait un mérite à Jane Austen de ne pas s’être mêlée de politique, même si les raisons invoquées ne sont pas à l’honneur des capacités intellectuelles de cette dernière. Les commentaires provoqués par le Memoir ne s’embarrassèrent pas des mêmes scrupules. On répéta aussitôt à l’envi que l’existence de la romancière avait été extrêmement tranquille, en ajoutant sans un élément de preuve que rien n’y avait donné l’occasion de s’émouvoir (“affording no subjects for the excitement of emotion”) (St. Paul’s Magazine 227). On fit valoir que si le champ d’observation dans ses ouvrages était particulièrement restreint, c’était qu’effectivement elle n’avait pas eu grand-chose à observer. Elle avait mené une vie confortable (ce qui n’était pas son moindre mérite, vu sa pauvreté). Les événements publics ne l’avaient guère troublée. C’était seulement quand ses frères étaient sur mer, combattant pour leur pays, que les vicissitudes de l’époque avaient éveillé en elle un intérêt particulier.1

           Il peut sembler étrange qu’on ait tiré si vite des conclusions aussi catégoriques des rares indications fournies par la famille de Jane Austen. Mais il faut reconnaître que la nature de l’œuvre, son cadre rural, son petit périmètre d’action, l’offraient pour ainsi dire à pareille simplification. Ce que le grand public recherche avant tout est une étiquette à coller sur les écrivains et non la vérité dans ses nuances et dans ses subtilités. Ainsi trahie par les siens, la romancière de Chawton devint, pour un nombre indéterminé de générations, une vieille fille casanière imaginant commodément dans un coin de la campagne anglaise des bluettes inoffensives, indifférente au bruit du canon et à la marche glorieuse des révolutions.

           Ce qui importe le plus est bien évidemment de rétablir la vérité sur l’attitude de la romancière à l’égard des guerres françaises, guerres qui d’ailleurs coïncidèrent dans le temps avec ses efforts d’écrivain (en 1795 elle commença d’ébaucher Sense and Sensibility, en 1815 elle mit Persuasion en chantier). Mais, pour bien saisir cette attitude-là, il faut d’abord se faire une idée plus juste de l’état d’esprit de la femme durant la même période. C’est pourquoi en premier lieu il convient de clarifier ce que fut alors sa situation et de quelle manière elle réagit devant le conflit en cours. Il est exact que pendant tout ce temps Jane Austen ne fut jamais placée devant le spectacle des atrocités de la guerre. C’était d’ailleurs, nous y avons fait allusion, le lot de la plupart des femmes. La guerre, proprement dite, était une affaire d’hommes. Les femmes ne pouvaient cependant l’ignorer, ne pas compter un être cher parmi ceux dont la vie était en danger et ne pas subir d’une manière ou d’une autre les contrecoups de ce qui se passait sur les mers et au-delà. De cette façon, évidemment, Jane Austen fut confrontée aux guerres de son temps. L’imaginer indifférente à pareil remue-ménage pendant plus de vingt ans serait lui prêter un stoïcisme ou une stupidité hors du commun.

           L’historien américain Warren Roberts, qui dans son ouvrage intitulé Jane Austen and the French Revolution (1979) a le mieux étudié l’impact de ces événements sur la vie de l’auteur, distingue deux phases dans l’évolution de l’attitude de la femme à l’égard des hostilités, attitude dont ses lettres permettent de juger avec une certaine efficacité. Dans un premier temps, grossièrement entre 1793 et 1812, la guerre lui apparut comme un épisode triste et déplaisant, générateur de changements regrettables dans l’existence de tous les jours, et à l’origine, pour elle comme pour l’ensemble de la nation, de nouvelles affligeantes concernant les opérations militaires. Les changements en question furent surtout liés à l’extension des forces armées stationnées en Angleterre.

           Avant 1793, l’armée anglaise comprenait 13 000 hommes, occupés à intervenir dans les affaires du continent, à conquérir ou à conserver des territoires. Le sentiment général n’était pas favorable à la présence de ces militaires au milieu des civils. Quand ils n’étaient pas en service, les soldats étaient encouragés à se fondre dans la population et même à ne pas garder l’uniforme. L’opinion était hostile à la construction de casernes. On pensait que pour rester un pays de liberté, l’Angleterre devait se refuser à entretenir une armée nombreuse et puissante sur son sol. Or, non seulement les effectifs des troupes régulières grossirent considérablement dès 1793 pour atteindre 250 000 hommes en 1812, mais des corps de volontaires se constituèrent, formant une milice (ou armée territoriale) capable de fournir en cas d’invasion jusqu’à 300 000 combattants. Les troupes régulières occupaient des camps fixes à travers tout le royaume, cependant que les territoriaux allaient de place en place, ce qui devait être plus gênant et plus désagréable encore pour la population civile. On se mit à construire des casernes, jusqu’à 155 à la fin de la guerre, concentrées dans le sud de l’Angleterre. Il va sans dire que la milice, elle aussi, élut le plus souvent domicile dans le sud, là où l’arrivée des soldats français avait le plus de chances de se produire.

           Or, c’était précisément dans le sud du pays que vivait Jane Austen, généralement dans le Hampshire, parfois aussi pour de courts séjours dans le Kent, soit chez son frère Edward à Godmersham à partir de 1794, soit à Goodstone dans la belle-famille d’Edward à partir de 1796. C’est, dit-on, à Godmersham qu’elle commença d’écrire Pride and Prejudice. Or, dans le Kent, si près d’un secteur névralgique de la côte, il ne lui était possible d’ignorer ni les va-et-vient de la milice, ni les menaces d’invasion. En 1805, c’est précisément dans les environs de Goodstone qu’on crut que cette invasion aurait lieu. Jane s’y trouvait justement. Des instructions furent données à ses hôtes sur la conduite à tenir en cas d’arrivée des Français : évacuation des femmes et des enfants, réquisition des fermiers pour prêter main forte aux volontaires. Nous avons des lettres de Jane Austen écrites du Kent en 1805. Curieusement, aucune ne trahit d’inquiétude devant les risques encourus. En août, elle rapporte de Godmersham l’existence d’un différend concernant la chasse entre les propriétaires locaux et un régiment de gardes. En 1796, une remarque acide avait laissé entendre que les jeunes filles du côté de Canterbury couraient après les officiers (14). Ce sont ces aspects-là de la guerre qui paraissent avoir le plus concrètement affecté l’existence des habitants du Kent et, par voie de conséquence, Jane Austen elle-même.

           Quant aux opérations militaires, bien que la correspondante en soit avertie, elles sont et restent lointaines. La nouvelle des lourdes pertes subies par le corps expéditionnaire anglais en Espagne en 1809 se trouve répercutée dans la correspondance de Jane et de sa sœur Cassandra. Elle y provoque une certaine affliction, mais Jane ne peut faire autrement que se réjouir de ne connaître personne parmi les tués : “How horrible it is to have so many people killed ! And what a blessing that one cares for none of them!” (286). Cela ne traduit cependant pas une sécheresse de cœur, bien plutôt le sentiment d’avoir déjà eu trop de raisons de craindre et de pleurer. Le mari d’une cousine très chère des Austen, Elisabeth de Feuillide, avait été guillotiné à Paris en 1794. Le fiancé de Cassandra, Thomas Fowle, était mort de la fièvre jaune au cours d’une expédition militaire aux Antilles en 1797. Cassandra ne se mariera jamais. Les frères de Jane, Charles et Francis, étaient sur mer, fort exposés. Leur désir était de participer au plus grand nombre de combats, afin de s’enrichir de leur part de butin.

           Quel que soit l’aspect sous lequel se présentent les guerres françaises pendant toute cette période, pour Jane Austen, la femme, ces guerres demeurent uniformément déplorables, et la réaction de la correspondante est toujours de chercher à les diminuer et à les braver par une sorte de mépris. Cependant, entre 1812 et 1815, l’attitude de Jane se modifie. Les nouvelles des champs de bataille deviennent bonnes. Napoléon bat en retraite en Russie. En 1813, le corps expéditionnaire d’Espagne remporte une victoire décisive à Vitoria. Sur mer la supériorité anglaise est patente. Jane Austen cesse de s’affliger en silence. Elle se réjouit dans ses lettres du retournement de situation. Elle se fait patriote — ses frères n’avaient jamais cessé de l’être. En janvier 1813, elle se déclare enthousiasmée par la lecture d’un essai sur ’’la politique et les institutions militaires de l’empire britannique,” œuvre du capitaine Pasley. “He does Write with extraordinary force and spirit” (292). Or, l’essai en question n’est ni un poème, ni un roman, mais un ensemble de suggestions pour obtenir une victoire totale sur la France, faites par un belliciste chauvin. On est loin de la réaction ironique et sceptique de Jane en 1796 devant le projet de son frère Henry de s’enrôler dans un régiment partant pour Le Cap de Bonne-Espérance : “I heartily hope that he will, as usual, be disappointed in this scheme” (3).

           Tournons-nous à présent vers l’œuvre de la romancière. On y retrouve les mêmes sentiments qui viennent d’être évoqués et la même évolution dans un état d’esprit. Les guerres contre la France interviennent dans les ouvrages de l’auteur comme elles eurent leur part dans sa vie, sans coups de feu, sans peurs paniques, sans actions d’éclat, créant des tensions plutôt que des passions, et ces tensions évoluent en fonction du déroulement des opérations militaires.

           Dans les trois premiers romans, Northanger Abbey, Sense and Sensibility, Pride and Prejudice, conçus entre 1795 et 1800, soit au début du conflit, se perçoivent le mécontentement et les appréhensions des habitants du sud de l’Angleterre déjà mentionnés. Incidemment Northanger Abbey fait référence à des émeutes à Londres (113) (il y avait eu des troubles dans la capitale en 1792). Une phrase d’Henry Tilney (198) laisse entendre que le gouvernement place des espions partout. Pitt en fit grand usage à partir de 1793. Ce ne sont guère que les indices d’une inquiétude généralisée, mais des indices néanmoins révélateurs. Pride and Prejudice manifeste bien plus ouvertement un malaise devant les perturbations créées par la guerre. On a pu dire qu’il était le roman d’un régiment de la milice. Sans aller jusque-là, il est évident que son auteur n’éprouve aucune sympathie pour les officiers de l’armée territoriale. Ils passent vraisemblablement leur temps à boire, dîner, danser, s’amuser. Nulle mention n’est faite d’un seul exercice militaire. Brighton leur promet des diversions plus aimables encore. L’effet néfaste sur les mœurs des jeunes filles captivées par l’uniforme est un des éléments déterminants de l’intrigue. Pride and Prejudice n’est cependant nullement le reflet de tous les griefs des naturels du pays. On n’y trouve par exemple aucune protestation contre les billets de logement, alors libéralement distribués, ni contre les dégâts commis dans les chasses. Mais, sagement et décemment, comme il convient, le roman réussit à intégrer des doléances dans le tissu de l’intrigue et ainsi à ne pas occulter la réalité, telle qu’elle était alors vécue.

           L’existence du conflit avec la France ne doit pas en outre être recherchée uniquement dans la mention des événements contemporains mais aussi dans les intentions moralisatrices dues à ces événements. C’est ainsi que les attaques dans Sense and Sensibility contre le recours aux élans du cœur pour décider de la conduite à tenir, sans avoir de couleur politique bien précise, venaient opportunément en un temps où la nation cherchait à s’arc-bouter à ses valeurs traditionnelles face au danger révolutionnaire. Le culte de la sensibilité n’était pas, bien sûr. entièrement lié à la France, en dépit de la notoriété de Rousseau. Mais un amalgame sommaire était souvent fait dans les esprits entre la liberté de mouvement autorisée par les grands et les bons sentiments et la dissolution supposée des mœurs à Paris et à Versailles. A l’arrière-plan de Sense and Sensibility il existe une sourde francophobie qui s’affirmera plus clairement par la suite.

           Les trois romans suivants de Jane Austen, conçus entre 1811 et 1816, Mansfield Park, Emma, Persuasion, correspondent en effet, avec une situation plus tendue encore si possible mais bientôt plus favorable aux armes anglaises, à une participation plus franche au combat national contre les Français. La milice et ses dégâts appartiennent au passé : M. Weston, dans Emma, a fait partie de cette milice, mais autrefois. La présence de la guerre ne se manifeste plus par du mécontentement mais par un climat de peur et d’anxiété devant les périls encourus par les hommes. Dans Emma encore, le lieutenant Fairfax a été tué. Dans Mansfield Park, M. Price a été blessé. Il vit d’une modeste pension. L’épisode d’Antigua (petites Antilles britanniques) constitue l’élément le plus significatif de ces dangers qui n’en finissent pas. Sir Thomas Bertram possède à Antigua une plantation de canne à sucre, qui autrefois était d’un bon rapport. Le blocus napoléonien a provoqué un gonflement des stocks de sucre à Londres, la mévente des produits en Europe et la chute des prix. La sècheresse s’ajoute à cela.

           Dans l’île, nous le savons par ailleurs, les faillites se multiplient. Sir Thomas décide de partir lui-même pour Antigua, afin de tenter d’arranger ses affaires. Il revient deux ans plus tard. C’est une décision courageuse, car le voyage n’a rien d’une croisière touristique. Ses aléas font planer sur le roman une lourde menace, même si cela n’empêche pas les jeunes demoiselles Bertram de s’amuser. Ce n’est pas par hasard si Jane Austen s’intéresse ainsi de si près au sort des planteurs antillais. Pitt s’y intéressait beaucoup également. Il envoya aux Antilles plusieurs expéditions d’importance. La guerre fit rage. Deux des frères de Jane, Francis et Charles, sur leurs navires de guerre, furent les témoins de cet épisode meurtrier des guerres françaises, mal connu des Français eux-mêmes.

           Mansfield Park, puis Persuasion, en donnant de plus en plus de place aux officiers de marine, à leurs qualités propres et à leurs mérites particuliers, font voir la guerre sous un aspect nouveau et pour ainsi dire positif. Jusque-là elle n’était apparue dans les romans de Jane Austen que comme une agitation fâcheuse, qu’il était préférable d’oublier si on le pouvait. Faisant surgir de l’anonymat un William Price, un capitaine Wentworth, le conflit dans ces derniers ouvrages présente au moins l’intérêt de donner une chance à des hommes de valeur de s’enrichir et ainsi d’accéder plus haut dans la hiérarchie sociale, au grand dam éventuellement de hobereaux assoupis comme les Elliot. Incidemment, l’augmentation du prix du blé accroît les ressources de fermiers travailleurs, comme Robert Martin dans Emma, et rend plus confortable la vie des pasteurs, dont les dîmes rapportent davantage, ainsi que les terres qu’ils cultivent ou font cultiver. Ce que l’on considère dans Emma, Mansfield Park, Persuasion comme la montée des catégories moyennes de la société est dû pour une bonne part aux changements apportés par la guerre. Les signaler est une façon de prendre cette guerre en compte.

           Avec ces derniers romans le combat idéologique de l’auteur lui aussi se modifie. Tandis que son sentiment du danger demeure, son patriotisme s’affirme, son intolérance s’accroît. Mansfield Park en particulier est à cet égard une œuvre militante, écrite sans doute sous la pression d’un entourage immédiat qui pensait qu’une romancière à succès se devait d’aider au réarmement moral du pays en guerre. La menace pour la société anglaise y provient du succès auprès des jeunes gens d’idées libertaires et individualistes, associées à la popularité toujours grandissante de la morale du cœur. Comme dans Sense and Sensibility, les adeptes de cette morale se croient autorisés à bien des écarts, mais ils sont désormais plus hardis, moins embarrassés de scrupules. Marianne Dashwood manquait à la bienséance, mais elle n’envisageait pas de son plein gré de devenir la maîtresse de Willoughby. Maria Bertram n’hésite pas à commettre l’adultère. Sa révolte constitue un danger, une insulte à la société du voisinage, et il ne peut être question pour Sir Thomas de l’admettre et de la lui pardonner. Ce que la rigueur morale dans cet ouvrage peut avoir d’acerbe et de violent se comprend mieux dans le contexte d’un pays en guerre, où la licence des mœurs pouvait être considérée comme un affaiblissement, une atteinte portée aux capacités de résistance d’une nation en péril. Isolé de son contexte historique, le message moral du roman semble l’expression d’un puritanisme sectaire, alors qu’il veut au contraire œuvrer à un sursaut collectif à l’échelle du pays tout entier.

           Au terme de cet examen, à la fois de la vie de Jane Austen en cette époque troublée et de ses romans en résonance aux événements de son temps, la légende bien vivace d’une femme et d’une romancière à l’écart et à l’abri des remous de la guerre perd beaucoup de sa crédibilité. Comme on pouvait s’y attendre, l’habitante du Hantpshire et la visiteuse du Kent ont été confrontées tout de suite aux réalités du conflit, sous une forme certes particulière mais impossible à négliger, avec le développement de la milice et avec les menaces d’invasion. Les dangers courus par ses frères ont aussitôt interdit à Jane Austen un isolement tranquille. Remue-ménage, appréhensions ont été immédiatement tels qu’ils se sont traduits dès les premiers ouvrages par l’irruption d’une inquiétude dans le milieu naturellement paisible où elle avait choisi de faire vivre ses personnages. Cependant, la persistance de la guerre, le péril de la nation, le sentiment généralisé autour d’elle d’une menace idéologique aussi bien que militaire, le désir de ne pas rester inerte au sein d’une famille où le patriotisme était grand et les efforts consentis pour la victoire considérables, transformèrent cette prise en compte du conflit en acceptation d’un combat à mener. Comme Anne Elliot dans Persuasion, Jane Austen finit par bien saisir l’état d’esprit des combattants et par épouser leur cause. Loin d’avoir été indifférente aux guerres contre les Français, la romancière de Chawton a voulu en effet être partisane. Bien sûr, elle est trop fine, trop intelligente, trop bien apprise aussi sans doute, pour se lancer dans des propos belliqueux. Les distances qu’elle met entre ses protagonistes et la ligne de feu sont autant celles du goût que celles de la géographie. Mais elles ne suffisent pas à gommer les griefs de l’auteur, ses sympathies, ses antipathies. Ne pas les percevoir relève de la prévention ou d’une information insuffisante.
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          1  “The Ways of the family were not much disturbed by public events, and it was only when her brothers were at sea, fighting their country’s battles, that the troubles of the time awakened any strong interest in Jane Austen’s mind” (St. Paul’s Magazine 227).
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