Introduction

Napoleon’s Frustration

What Sort of Peace?

Following Napoleon’s refusal to accept the favourable conditions offered him
by the Allies after his defeat at the Battle of Leipzig in October 1813, Napoleon
is said to have sighed: Tm tired of this old Europe! I refuse to rule over
a withered empire!’! After 1815 the imperial dream of a united Europe
under one military ruler came to an end. In its stead came something different:
changes that did not revert back to the fragmented world of the ancien régime,
but that expanded on a fateful sense of solidarity that the European powers
nolens volens had been subjected to during the Napoleonic Wars. That over
twenty-year-long period of insecurity and unstable alliances gave rise to a new
community linked by the fear of terror and violence on the one hand, and the
dream of peace and repose on the other.

Napoleon’s reference to that ‘old, withered Europe’ expressed his lack of
comprehension and frustration with the leading princes and ministers who
had allowed him to play them off against each other multiple times, but who
had still got the better of him. What he found even more difficult to fathom was
why the victors of 1815 did not pick up where he left off and stretch their sway
over Europe in their turn. He simply could not comprehend why the head of
the largest and most successful contingent of allied troops in history, the Duke
of Wellington, submitted himself after the glorious victory at Waterloo to the
authority of a government official, the British foreign secretary Robert Stewart,
Viscount Castlereagh (1769-1822), instead of ascending to the throne in
France, or anywhere else for that matter: ‘Can it be possible that the modern
Marlborough has linked himself in the train of Castlereagh, and yoked his
victories to the turpitude of a political mountebank? It is inconceivable!”> What
were they, Wellington and Castlereagh, thinking? ‘What sort of peace has

' According to Frances Lady Shelley, in R. Edgcumbe (ed.), The Diary of Frances Lady
Shelley, 1787-1817 (London: John Murray, 1912), 57.

2 Emmanuel, comte de Las Cases(ed.), Memorial de Sainte Héléne. Journal of the Private Life
and Conversations of the Emperor Napoleon at Saint Helena, vol. 4 (London: Colburn,
1823), 221.
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England concluded? Lord Castlereagh had the whole Continent at his disposal,
and yet what advantage, what indemnity, has he secured to his own country?
He has signed just such a peace as he would have signed had he been
conquered.”

Indeed, what sort of peace was this, a peace that had to be enforced with the
blood of so many casualties and battles? It was certainly not the quiet of the
churchyard, with a new hegemonic power stepping up to claim the now empty
imperial throne. Every European power was acutely wary of any other power
aspiring to hegemony again. What united them was their abhorrence of the ‘iron
sceptre’ of (French) domination on the one hand and revolutionary terror on the
other. That infernal chaos - of revolutionary and Napoleonic warfare — had to be
prevented from recurring ever again. The question was how.

This book unpacks a rather forgotten story out of the mothballs of European
history: the story of the first collective European fight against terror in peace-
time. This fight can be considered a unique and innovative security experi-
ment, that for a variety of reasons only lasted a couple of years and only
partially succeeded. This first experiment in collective and institutionalized
security management foreshadowed the future European system of mutual
security as we know it today. Waging peace can be as complex as waging war, if
only because post-war peace objectives may present far larger challenges for
a coalition to pursue than fighting a joint enemy. This exceptional period of
transition — from concluding a war to consolidating a new order - presents us
with a setting and a stage on which very remarkable, well-known and lesser-
known figures of military, political, diplomatic or administrative distinction
engaged each other in something unheard of.

An (Anti-)Revolutionary Security Experiment

In 1815, the four great powers of Europe - the United Kingdom, Prussia,
Austria and Russia (Fig. 1.1) — embarked on a unique experiment: the imple-
mentation of a collective security system, via the creation of an Allied Council,
and by the leverage of an Allied Army of Occupation.* The French

> Emmanuel, comte de Las Cases (ed.), Memoirs of the Life, Exile, and Conversations of the
Emperor Napoleon, vol. 3 (London: Colburn, 1836), 251. See also: Las Cases, Memorial de
Sainte Héléne, vol. 3, 82. John Bew cites this slightly differently: J. Bew, Castlereagh. A Life
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 408.

* From July to the end of November 1815, the Council consisted of the European great
powers’ princes and principal foreign ministers themselves. From December 1815 their
diplomats took over. Yet differences in rank and stature did exist and continued to do so.
Some diplomats were titled ‘ambassador’, while others were referred to as ‘minister’. The
title of minister was often confusing, since it had different meanings in different countries;
it could be a junior position, a honorary function, or a full-fledged cabinet position, such as
a Secretary of State.
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Figure 1.1 The Allied entry into Paris, 31 March 1814. By Thomas Sutherland, 1815.
(Heritage Images)

Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars had achieved something unprecedented.
Not only had they forged the European states together into a wartime alliance
against the Bonapartist Grande Armeée. But even after the conclusion of the
armistice and the first peace treaty, the Grande Peur that survived after all these
years of warfare pushed the powers closer together than ever before.” The
philosopher Immanuel Kant had speculated on the possibilities of world peace;
pundits and publicists had designed blueprints for a post-war federation of
European states. But these plans had never reached the baize-covered tables of
Europe’s diplomats and ministers. The Vienna Congress, convening from
September 1814 until June 1815, consolidated the existing wartime alliance
and deliberated on the new, post-war peace order. However, contrary to
received wisdom, rather than the Vienna Final Act, it was two other treaties
that were to be concluded a couple of months later that contained and
cemented the real revolutionary requisites for this new post-war security
system: the Treaty of the Quadruple Alliance and the Second Treaty of Paris,

By ‘grande peur’ Lefebvre meant the fear and chaos in the years of the French Revolution.
These primal anxieties constantly loomed in the years thereafter, including after 1815. See
G. Lefebvre, La Grande Peur de 1789. Suivi de Les foules révolutionnaires (Paris: Armand
Collin, 1932).
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both signed on 20 November 1815. When the lights of the Vienna spectacle
went out and the princes and their diplomats left, the peace in Europe had not
been secured at all. Napoleon had to be fought and beaten once again, after his
staggering return in March 1815. The post-Napoleonic security of Europe only
found its real shape and framework through the consistent efforts of the
ministers of the four great powers, who — after Waterloo — came together in
Paris to monitor and enforce the execution of the treaties and encompassing
agreements. Only thus, via the persistence of this Allied Council in waging
their security efforts in peacetime, could the double-headed serpent of revolu-
tion and despotic hegemony be tamed and domesticated.

The innovative part of this anti-revolutionary security system was fourfold.
First of all, the ministers of the four great powers introduced a new reading of
that classic principle, the ‘balance of power’. Well known in European inter-
national relations, it was reinterpreted in the early nineteenth century and
renovated to match the challenges of the new international system - not by
reverting back to the unstable alliance of the ancien régime of the
1740-89 period, when the so-called balance was highly volatile, unpredictable
and transient and aggressive, both towards weaker states and each other, but in
a novel, more structured and institutionalized way.

Secondly, the victors of 1815 established an Allied Council, the so-called
Paris Conference, or Ministerial and later Ambassadorial Conference, to
enable the day-to-day deliberation on and management of the post-war
peace and security arrangements. Castlereagh (and Wellington) fondly
referred to this council as the ‘Allied Machine’.® Herein lay the most far-
reaching and revolutionary aspect of the peace arrangements -
a revolutionary aspect that remained rather unnoticed at the time, and even
thereafter, but in practice transformed the European scene of interstate rela-
tions into a new system of collective security. Rather than leaving the stage, the
generals, princes and their ministers did not go home, but remained in place to
translate their fight against terror into new and continuous practices of se-
curity management. The great advantage of such an administrative body was
its novel and relatively informal format. The participants were not obliged to
engage in complicated formalities and protocol that normally characterized
official congresses, stately and royal get-togethers, nor did they need to invest
in receptions, balls and other pomp and circumstance. The protocols of the
Paris Conference, moreover, were understood as binding international law.
Once they were accepted and agreed upon, the Allied courts would have to sign
up to these commitments and translate the Paris stipulations into national law.
Mostly, the foreign minister of the country that hosted such a ministerial or

© Castlereagh to Wellington, 13 May 1816, cited in N. van Sas, Onze natuurlijkste bondgen-
oot. Nederland, Engeland en Europa, 1713-1831 (Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff, 1985),
122.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108895873.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108895873.003

12 INTRODUCTION: NAPOLEON’S FRUSTRATION

ambassadorial conference would chair the meetings. During the nineteenth
century, many more conferences would follow suit.” Yet this one, the Parisian
conference, as the first of its kind, was not presided over by the French, but the
British ministers. First Castlereagh, later Wellington and Charles Stuart.

The third novel dimension of this post-war security system was the inven-
tion and implementation of a series of standardized and centrally conceived
security practices in peacetime. The participating ministers and diplomats in
the Paris Conference - in the main council as well in the subordinated
committees — discussed, developed and disseminated new, professional and
institutionalized governmental practices geared towards engendering stability
and security.® Tedious and bureaucratic as that may sound, the invention and
proscription of passport regulations, a joint Allied security service and military
police and border controls contributed to an emergent European security
culture that made itself felt throughout the continent (as Louisa Adams, the
travelling wife of diplomat John Quincy Adams, experienced not to her detri-
ment). These collective exertions in the security field also included substantial
military efforts. Together, the Allied powers instigated an immense project for
the construction of fortresses along the borders of France. Conceived as the
material foundation for the newly re-established balance of power, or perhaps
better put, for the balance of deterrence, this project was initiated by the Allied
Council, executed under supervision of the British generals, most notably
Wellington (Fig. 1.2), with assistance from Dutch and German experts, and
financed predominantly through the French reparation funds.

Rather than working towards a restoration, these immediate post-war years
saw a gigantesque, unheard of (and soon to be dissolved) attempt to join forces
in the fight against terror. Obviously, such a system could only be enforced.
Hence, the Allied Council’s crucial leverage was the Allied Army of
Occupation - the fourth novelty of the post-war system. Between 1740 and
1815, warfare had been directed towards expansion, and the balance of power
had hinged on land-grabbing battles amongst the five great powers — wars in
these decades were often waged to partition specific countries or solve succes-
sion disputes (Austria, Prussia or Poland). In 1815, the Allied powers opted for
another solution. They decided to leave the troops in France after the Battle of
Waterloo, in June 1815, and not repatriate them for the time being. Prussian
thirst for revenge aside, the other victors had no intention of cutting up the
country or dividing the invaded provinces. An overwhelming total of
1.2 million troops remained deployed in France, occupying at first two thirds
of the French territories, to be scaled back, but still leaving a substantial

7 H. Blomeyer-Bartenstein, ‘Conferences of Ambassadors’, in Y. Zhou (ed.), Encyclopedia of
Public International Law (Amsterdam: Elsevier, 1984), 48-9.

8 See C. Bayly, The Birth of the Modern World 1780-1914. Global Connections and
Comparisons (Oxford: Blackwell, 2004), 49, 51, 62.
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Figure 1.2 Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington. Portrait by Thomas Lawrence,
1815/16. (Apsley House, London/Heritage Images)

number behind from early 1816 until late 1818. The Allied courts appointed
the Duke of Wellington as supreme commander of this army of occupation,
which was from the beginning conceived as a temporary occupation, in order
to guarantee France’s compliance with the stipulations of the peace treaties
that needed to be concluded. With his authority and his ultimate allied force,
the Paris Conference’s leverage was assured.

After twenty-six years of unprecedented revolutionary upheavals and end-
less fighting, with the unspeakable consequences of invasion, occupation,
exploitation and suppression of their countries in mind, the victorious powers
craved stability. The revolutionary changes that Napoleon had pushed through
in the wake of his armies had left them pining for peace and quiet. At the same
time, the position of France in Europe made it necessary to invite the country
back into the circle of great powers in the long run - a stable balance of power
without France was hardly imaginable strategically. Given this conundrum,
a new settlement, and a dynamic one, involving a temporizing of France’s
position, needed to be designed. And indeed, where Napoleon had tried and
overplayed his hand, the anti-Napoleonic coalition exited the long, winding
wars not only as victors but also as custodians and managers of a new system of
unified rule. With the threat of war and revolutionary terror still looming large,
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Figure 1.3 Meeting between Bliicher and Wellington after the Battle of Waterloo,
1815. By Reinier Vinkeles, 1815/16. This image illustrates the so-called ‘horseback
diplomacy’. (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam)

the necessity to combat these threats together kept the coalition united after
1815. At least in these very first post-war years (far more than ever accounted
for) the ‘horseback diplomacy’ (Fig. 1.3), the battle-hardened solidarity and the
shocking experiences of the emperor’s return had ripened hearts and minds for
a new type of peace.’ The vagaries of fate ushered in a multilaterally discussed,
arranged and secured peace that we may interpret as the birth of the first
modern system of collective security in Europe: a system that in the numerous
nationalist and patriotic historiographic accounts that were produced
throughout the nineteenth century has found little acknowledgement. Long
before commercial interest and economic considerations about scale and

° Cf. J. Paulmann, Pomp und Politik. Monarchenbegegnungen in Europa zwischen Ancien
Régime und Erstem Weltkrieg (Paderborn: F. Schoningh, 2000), 131. See also J. Mitzen,
Power in Concert. The Nineteenth-Century Origins of Global Governance (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2013).
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productivity dictated and inspired the project of European integration, the
common denominator behind this first impulse for a unification of Europe in
norms and institutions was the collective fight against terror.

A New History of Terror and Security

This first experiment in European collective security management, in the form
of the Paris Conference, has been almost completely lost in oblivion.'® The
reasons for this oblivion are not illogical. The Allied Council convened behind
the scenes and did not last long: it dissolved in 1818. The council had
completed its main task: to mitigate the threat of war and terror and to design
and consolidate a system of deterrence. France was less of a threat in 1818, and
the surrounding countries had regained much of their stability. The council
could have lasted longer but was downscaled to the level of an ambassadorial
(and less effective) conference for reasons of diverging national interests and
domestic power changes. Purely coincidental developments, such as the early
demise of some of its main agents, precipitated this dissolution of Allied unity.

Moreover, those historians who worked themselves wup into
a professionalized guild and academic discipline in the nineteenth century
predominantly concerned themselves with the historiography of their own
nations and national peculiarities. In the wake of the rising power of national
movements, they became the heralds of the newly (re)discovered or created
national identity. As chroniclers of a supposed European unity and collabora-
tion, they would have stood little chance of making a name for themselves at
home. The history of terror and security as a collective, European history
therefore remains to be written. This book makes a first start in presenting,
assembling and interpreting the protocols of this first collective European
undertaking - the Allied Council - as they have been painstakingly collected
and contextualized from various archives in European capitals.

The story of this Allied Council, this Paris Conference, is not merely
presented as an organizational or institutional history, but is embedded and
historicized within the context of considerations, emotions and sentiments as
experienced and voiced by the main protagonists and contemporaries that
made up this council - or became the object of its manifold activities. Terror
and security are highly contested concepts and can only be correctly under-
stood within the web of meanings, emotions and associations that were

'% Niek van Sas, Reiner Marcowitz and Matthias Schulz mention the Allied Conference in
passing, thus kindling my interest. Cf. (Van) Sas, Onze natuurlijkste bondgenoot, 126-7;
R. Marcowitz, Grossmacht auf Bewihrung. Die Interdependenz franzosischer Innen- und
Aussenpolitik und ihre Auswirkungen auf Frankreichs Stellung im europdischen Konzert
1814/15-1851/52 (Stuttgart: Thorbecke, 2001), 48; M. Schulz, Normen und Praxis. Das
Europdische Konzert der GrofSmdchte als Sicherheitsrat, 1815-1860 (Munich: Oldenbourg,
2009), 63-4.
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attributed to them at the time. From a distance of over two centuries, the
salience of the French Revolution and Napoleonic Wars stands out as deeply
incisive in the development of national and European identities. Those years of
turmoil and distress ushered in a new European notion of common destiny -
albeit a notion that was predominantly fostered by the European elites and that
echoed their concerns and sentiments. These elites, the princes and their
entourage, had come to realize that they depended on each other in the joint
fight against the double-headed terror of revolution and despotism. Their
populaces were equally aware of having entered into a new era of transition.
Old monarchs returned; new ones equally stepped out of the shadows of their
previous marginal dynasties and pedigrees. Historical privileges of the nobility
and clergy were not completely, or only haphazardly restored; confiscated
properties and territories were not returned. Neither were the manifold
achievements of the Napoleonic rulers in centralized and professionalized
governance turned back. A volatile and confusing combination of a desire
for normalcy and an end to war and deprivation on the one hand, and the still
floating hope for (gradual) change and reform on the other, kept the European
continent on alert in 1815. Subsistence crises further deepened the feelings of
distress and social unrest in countries that were already suffering from the
complicated transition from wartime to peace economies.'' The discussions,
decisions and statements regarding terror and security within the Allied
Council should therefore also be read as an expression of the collective senti-
ments of that time - conflicting and incompatible as they oftentimes seemed.'?
Security is never only a category of governance, management or physical
protection, but always also an expression of desire and sentiment. To approach
these sentiments, and the way they were channelled by the Allied Council, this
book’s narrative is enriched with the accounts of individual travellers, women,
diplomats and ordinary citizens that commented upon the coming of this new
European system of peace and security.

Finally, a junction is established between security in Europe and beyond the
continent. The security threats envisaged and confronted by the Allied Council
did not only manifest themselves in and around France, or at other vulnerable
places in Europe where crises had not subsided after 1815. They also raised
their radical heads in the colonies and on the open waters. Timewise, the great
powers’ efforts to implement a collective security system in Europe coincided
with the process of colonizing and stepping up imperial efforts outside Europe.
What is more, these internal European and external imperial security efforts

"' See R. Evans, The Pursuit of Power. Europe, 1815-1914 (New York: Penguin, 2016), 9-11.

121 refer here to a chapter, ‘Literature Review: Emotions in Global Politics’, in the forth-
coming PhD thesis of Lotje van Uhm, preliminary title: The Moving Dead. The Politics of
Mourning, Dead Bodies, and Violent Conflict. See also E. Hutchinson and R. Bleiker,
‘Theorizing Emotions in World Politics’, International Theory, 6:3 (2014), 491-514.
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underwent a process of cross-pollination: what happened in France was
translated into lessons learned elsewhere in Europe, or in the colonies. And
vice versa: imperialist and hierarchical notions on security, the division into
categories, the political sorting of groups and countries, gleaned while govern-
ing intercontinental empires, was implemented at home as well. The security
managers of 1815 were not only highly innovative, but elitist and imperialist in
the way they developed new methods and techniques of inclusion and exclu-
sion, blacklisting and espionage. They shared their best practices and deployed
their best professional agents and experts in trimming the new collective
system of security in and beyond Europe. A brief elaboration on these four
aspects — the historiographical deficiency in addressing the Allied Council, the
need for historicizing security, the importance of applying a cultural and
emotional approach, and the imperialist nature of this post-war order - is
called for, and will be offered below.

A Forgotten History Reconstructed from Forgotten Archives

The bicentennial commemorations of the Congress of Vienna have produced
a wealth of new publications on that Congress.13 From these manifold studies,
it transpires that the Congress did not only concern itself with the protection of
the status quo, nor was it merely the platform on which a restoration of the
ancien régime order was contemplated. The Congress demonstrated a spirit of
renewal and reform: new norms and institutions in international relations,
international and constitutional law were created - to which an increasing
number of states subscribed voluntarily.'* These novel studies seem to uphold
the findings in the pioneering work of Paul Schroeder from 1994."> Where
some still interpret the international relationships in the years around 1815
from the perspective of power realism and bellicism,'® many experts have

> Including B. Vick, The Congress of Vienna. Power and Politics after Napoleon (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 2014); W. Gruner, Der Wiener Kongress 1814/15
(Stuttgart: Reclam, 2014); R. Stauber, Der Wiener Kongress (Vienna: Bohlau, 2014);
M. Jarrett, The Congress of Vienna and its Legacy. War and Great Power Diplomacy
after Napoleon (London: I. B. Tauris, 2013). Next to these more academic monographs
some other tomes have been published that are more focused on the storytelling aspect
and that stand out more by their richness and readability than their source analysis, the
main example here being A. Zamoyski, Rites of Peace. The Fall of Napoleon and the
Congress of Vienna (London: Harper Collins, 2007).

Cf. J. Dilffer, M. Kroger and H. Wippich (eds.), Vermiedene Kriege. Deeskalation von
Konflikten der Grossmdchte zwischen Krimkrieg und Erstem Weltkrieg (1856-1914)
(Munich: Oldenbourg, 1997). See especially Schulz, Normen und Praxis.

1> p. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics, 1763-1848 (Oxford: Clarendon,
1994).

Predominantly H. Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1994), 78-102.
For a rich and nuanced work in this vein, see J. Leonhard, Bellizismus und Nation.
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come to approach matters from the constructivist-institutionalist angle and
underline the role of norms and institutions in the international arena, and the
importance of multilateralism and joint deliberation.'” The Congress was not
merely about protecting the status quo, it was an attempt to design a dynamical
order, geared to produce ‘repose and tranquillity’ in times of change and
turmoil.'® How should the Pax Europeana be waged in the future? What
treaties and arrangements were called for to enable gradual reform and
improvement?'?

Significant questions remained, however. Neither Schroeder nor Ikenberry
(who, from a political scientist perspective, also pondered on the post-war
collective security system)>® elaborated on how exactly that stable order after
1815 was put together, consolidated and operated in the following years.
Ikenberry’s main concern was to develop and defend a more schematic take
on the institutionalization of post-war power systems, while Schroeder,
because his eye was on the entire period from the 1760s to the 1840s, gave
scant attention to the years immediately after 1815. In addition, for both
scholars, any kind of long-term international cooperation was ultimately
merely a matter of strategic considerations and cost-benefit analyses. They
left little room for the more principle and sometimes even moral and spiritual
weight that those around the table in 1815 gave to their collective security
ambitions.”' In reconstructing the deliberations of the Allied Council, the
tentative and hesitant attempts to create such a post-war security system —
and to make it function over time - will be fleshed out, as well as the underlying
moral values and emotional beliefs attached to this emerging order.

Kriegsdeutung und Nationsbestimmung in Europa und den Vereinigten Staaten 1750-1914
(Munich: Oldenbourg, 2008).

Schulz, Normen und Praxis; W. Pyta (ed.), Das europdische Mdchtekonzert. Friedens- und
Sicherheitspolitik vom Wiener Kongress 1815 bis zum Krimkrieg 1853 (Cologne: Béhlau,
2009); E. Conze, ‘Abschied von Staat und Politik? Uberlegungen zur Geschichte der
internationalen Politik’, in U. Lappenkiiper and G. Miiller (eds.), Geschichte der inter-
nationalen Beziehungen. Erneuerung und Erweiterung einer historischen Disziplin
(Cologne: Bohlau, 2004), 14-43.

J. Kliber (ed.), Acten des Wiener Congresses in den Jahren 1814 und 1815, 9 vols.
(Erlangen: Palm & Enke, 1815-35), here: Acten, vol. 2 (1817), 530-7. ‘Repose’ or ‘tran-
quillity’ were Metternich’s favourite words. See Metternich to Franz Georg, 8 June 1815,
Metternich family papers. Rodinny archive Metternissky. Acta Clementina,
Correspondance politique Autriche. Cart 49, vol. 5. Statni ustfedni archiv, Prague
(SUA). Cf. Schulz, Normen und Praxis, 74, 559 n. 90.

Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics; E. Kraehe, Metternich’s German
Policy, vol. 2: The Congress of Vienna, 1814-1815 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1983), 3-17.

G.J. Ikenberry, After Victory. Institutions, Strategic Restraint and the Rebuilding of Order
after Major Wars (Princeton/Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2001), 80, 82.

Lucien Frary makes a similar point: L. J. Frary, Russia and the Making of Modern Greek
Identity, 1821-1844 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 3.
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The main source for this study are the records of the Allied Council,
formally called the Paris Conference of Ministers (later also Ambassadors),
including the subcommittees attached to it. These records have never been
properly investigated before and were retrieved from various archives in
Europe, including London, Berlin, Nantes, Vienna, Paris and Amsterdam.
They had been quite mistakenly neglected, since this council tasked itself
with the supervision of the execution of seminal aspects of the Vienna
Congress’s Final Act, was invoked to negotiate the Second Treaty of Paris
and acted as the interstate control council (and inter-court communication
centre) to oversee the deployment of the Allied Army of Occupation in France,
as well as being a platform for Quadruple Alliance communications. The Paris
Conference decided on borders, arrearages, debts and reparations, on return-
ing looted artworks and on matters pertaining to property rights — not only
with respect to France but also regarding the rest of Europe and beyond. It was,
in short, the bedrock to the European post-war security system.

The council also deliberated on legal, constitutional and police matters, such
as whether European-wide censorship or gag orders on the press needed to be
implemented. The records of the council are supplemented by correspon-
dence, often even published in print form, between the diplomats involved
and other key figures, like Metternich, Castlereagh, Wellington and Alexander
I, as well as with eyewitness reports and journals, inasmuch as they could be
retrieved. On the activities of the occupying forces and the repayment of debts
a number of specialized studies and papers have been published.”” A number
of articles in French, from the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, deal
with the military occupation from a local or regional perspective.”?

2 See T. Veve, The Duke of Wellington and the British Army of Occupation in France,
1815-1818 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1992); Veve, ‘Wellington and the Army of
Occupation in France, 1815-1818’, The International History Review, 11: 1 (1989),
98-108; P. Mansel, ‘Wellington and the French Restoration’, The International History
Review, 11:1 (1989), 76-83; E. Kraehe, ‘Wellington and the Reconstruction of the Allied
Armies during the Hundred Days’, The International History Review, 11:1 (1989), 84-97;
V. Wacker, Die alliierte Besetzung Frankreichs in den Jahren 1814 bis 1818 (Hamburg:
Kovac, 2001). Christine Haynes addresses the feelings and reactions of the French
population during the occupation: C. Haynes, ‘Making Peace: The Allied Occupation of
France, 1815-1818’, in A. Forrest, K. Hagemann and M. Rowe (eds.), War,
Demobilization and Memory. The Legacy of War in the Era of Atlantic Revolutions
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), 51-67; C. Haynes, Our Friends the Enemies.
The Occupation of France after Napoleon (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
2018); J. Hantraye, Les Cosaques aux Champs-Elysées. I'occupation de la France apres la
chute de Napoléon (Paris: Belin, 2005).

R. André, L’Occupation de la France par les Alliées en 1815 (Juillet-Novembre) (Paris:
Boccard, 1924); M. Béguin, ‘Les Prussiens a Evreux en 1815’, Revue Catholique de
Normandie, 31 (1922), 122-7; F. Dutacq, ‘L’occupation autrichienne a Lyon en 1815,
Revue des Etudes Napoléoniennes, 43 (1936), 270-91; H. Houssaye, 1814 (Paris: Perrin,
1888); Houssaye, 1815. La premiére restauration, le retour de I'ile d’Elbe, les cent jours
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Notwithstanding these insightful publications, the broader security—political
and intellectual-cultural framework of the post-war European °‘Allied
Machine’ has, however, never been investigated properly.

Parallels with the Allied Control Council in Berlin after 1945 come to mind.
That council oversaw the denazification, democratization, decartelization and
demilitarization of a defeated Germany, but soon fell apart into a communist
and a liberal-capitalist camp.** Another obvious point of comparison would
be the committees charged with implementing the peace treaties with
Germany, Hungary and the Ottoman Empire after 1918, and the conditions
for reparations, the occupation of parts of Germany and the division of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire that they imposed on these vanquished powers.*®
Other points for comparison may be provided by the League of Nations’
attempts to design the governance of previous Ottoman provinces in the
Middle East, or the former German colonies in Africa and the Pacific
region.”® Even the creation of the European Economic Community or the
aborted plans for the European Defence Community in the 1950s are material
for comparison. Although some after 1918 have sought to draw lessons from
experiences booked during and after the Congress of Vienna, the effect and
results of the Allied Council between 1815 and 1818 have yet to be plumbed as
a possible blueprint for or counterpoint to later occupation statutes or defence
communities: something this book will also seek to do.

In order to comprehend the breadth and the depth of the history of
collective security, due attention is given to the physical security measures
adopted by the Council. These measures materialized not just in the paper-
work of treaties or the bayonets of the occupation army, but also in the brick
and mortar of physical barriers and fortresses. The Allied Council’s delibera-
tions repeatedly reverted back to the creation of a so-called Boulevard de
PEurope - the largest and most lasting project undertaken by the Allied
ministers. This metaphor both indicated the importance the victorious courts

(Paris: Perrin, 1893); Houssaye, 1815. La seconde abdication - la terreur blanche (Paris:
Perrin, 1905); C. Lefévre, ‘Le département de I’Aisne et I'invasion de 1815 d’apres les
lettres contemporaines inédites’, Bulletin de la Société historique et académique de Haute-
Picardie, 18 (1847), 42-81; P. Rain, L’Europe et la restauration des Bourbons 1814-1818
(Paris: Perrin, 1908).

N. Naimark, The Russians in Germany. A History of the Soviet Zone of Occupation,
1945-1949 (London/Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1997); W. Benz, Potsdam 1945.
Besatzungsherrschaft und Neuaufbau im Vier-Zonen-Deutschland (Munich: DTV, 2012);
G. Mai, Der Alliierte Kontrollrat in Deutschland 1945-1948. Alliierte Einheit — deutsche
Teilung? (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1995).

25 See C. Webster, The Congress of Vienna, 1814-1815 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1918), especially the conclusion, 145-8. For 1918, see also M. Macmillan, Peacemakers.
The Paris Conference of 1919 and its Attempt to End War (London: John Murray, 2001).
S. Pedersen, The Guardians. The League of Nations and the Crisis of Empire (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2015), 403.
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attributed to the erection of a series of fortresses throughout Europe, in order to
contain France and deter her from new military adventures, and the pivotal
position the council had in mind for the Low Countries within this new
collective security system. For the ‘Wellington Barrier’, as the band of fortresses
came to be known, stretching from the North Sea coast along the French
northern frontier as far as the German city of Mainz, was to be erected on
Dutch territories. The United Kingdom of the Netherlands, at one point off-
handedly described by Metternich as the lapdog’ of the European powers, would
therefore become the main theatre of and even one of the main actors in these
security plans. The Netherlands comes off rather poorly in the historiography of
the European Concert. Aside from a few standard works in Dutch - particularly
and in fact exclusively the work of Van Sas - little attention has been given to the
crucial role of the Low Countries in the post-war security system. But ever since
the French Revolution, the Netherlands — whether it was the Batavian Republic,
the Kingdom of Holland or the United Kingdom of the Netherlands (including
Belgium) - in its ‘special relation” with Britain, had a significant role to play in
the strategic plans for the post-war order.”” Not only were the Netherlands, after
Prussia, the second largest stakeholder in the French arrear payments. But the
Netherlands were also key to the new system of collective security: In
March 1815, the Allied powers enabled the Sovereign Prince Willem to proclaim
himself King Willem I and become the head of a kingdom that was literally given
the task of bolstering Fortress Europe by building this first collective European
defensive work, the Wellington Barrier. The history of the Wellington Barrier
and the Boulevard de 'Europe has never been properly understood for what it
was: one of the vital pillars under the new European security architecture.*®
Although most of the archives in the twenty fortified Belgian cities along this
barrier were destroyed in the First or Second World War, the archives in the city
of Oudenaarde do still contain very extensive — and completely unused - records
from this time period. They contain unique material about the aftermath of the
wars for liberation, the impact of the Battle of Waterloo and especially about the

*” (Van) Sas, Onze natuurlijkste bondgenoot; J. Boogman, Nederland en de Duitse Bond
1815-1851, 2 vols. (Groningen/Jakarta: J. B. Wolders, 1955); J. van Zanten,
Schielijk, Winzucht, Zwaarhoofd en Bedaard. Politieke Discussie en Oppositievorming
1813-1840 (Amsterdam: Boom, 2004); M. Lok, Windvanen. Napoleontische Bestuurders
in de Nederlandse en Franse Restauratie (1813-1820) (Amsterdam: Bert Bakker, 2009); cf.
also B. de Graaf, ‘Nederland en de collectieve veiligheid’, in J. Pekelder, R. Raben and
M. Segers (eds.), De wereld volgens Nederland. Nederlandse buitenlandse politiek in
historisch perspectief (Amsterdam: Boom, 2015), 42-58. See also K. Hérter, ‘Security
and Cross-Border Political Crime: The Formation of Transnational Security Regimes in
18th and 19th Century Europe’, Historical Social Research, 38:1 (2013), 96-106; H. Reiter,
Politisches Asyl im 19. Jahrhundert. Die deutschen politischen Fliichtlinge des Vormdrz und
der Revolution von 1848/49 in Europa und den USA (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1992).
See W. Uitterhoeve, Cornelis Kraijenhoff 1758-1840. Een loopbaan onder vijf regeervor-
men (Nijmegen: Vantilt, 2009).
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internationally monitored building of the Wellington Barrier and the
presence of Allied occupation forces nearby; sources also include the voices
of some of the ordinary citizens of the Belgian provinces, who had to deal
with billeting, unpaid debts, receivables and about 120,000 soldiers passing
through in a few months’ time.

Historicizing Security

An appeal is called for here, to not immediately disqualify the ideas and
blueprints on security that resurfaced around 1815 as authoritarian and
restorative. Oftentimes epitaphs such as ‘conservative’, ‘romantic’ or ‘reac-
tionary’ are applied to people like the Austrian chancellor and foreign minister
Klemens von Metternich, the Irish philosopher and politician Edmund Burke,
or Friedrich Gentz, the secretary and nigh spiritus rector of the Congress of
Vienna. These categories, however, were mostly devised later by early twen-
tieth-century historians such as Meinecke, Mannheim and Schmitt.
Contemporaries did not see them, or themselves, that way at all. Gentz, for
example, a student of Immanuel Kant, considered himself a liberal.”® Tsar
Alexander and Metternich were considered quite liberal by compatriots and
diplomats alike in the ambition they unfolded to advocate new constitutions
for France and Poland, and political reforms in France. Yet in a good deal of
(older) historiography this period is often discussed under the category
‘restoration’. The doyen of the history of Europe during and after Napoleon,
Michael Broers, speaks explicitly about ‘the men of the Restoration’.’* Many
popular books continue to describe the Congress of Vienna and the resulting
Concert of Europe as a ‘system of illiberal oppression’,’" as anachronistic and
unjustified as this generalized qualification may be.

% For the historiography of thinkers who are portrayed as conservative (especially Burke
and Gentz), see F. Meinecke, Weltbiirgertum und Nationalstaat. Studien zur Genesis des
deutschen Nationalstaates (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1907); Meinecke, Die Idee der
Staatsrdson in der neueren Geschichte (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1925); Meinecke, Die
Entstehung des Historismus (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1936); K. Mannheim, ‘Das konserva-
tive Denken: Soziologische Beitrige zum Werden des politischen-historischen Denkens
in Deutschland’, Archiv fiir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, 57:1 (1927), 68-142;
C. Schmitt, Politische Romantik (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1919). With thanks to
Jonathan Green, who recently defended his PhD dissertation on this topic in Cambridge,
see J. Green, Edmund Burke’s German Readers at the End of Enlightenment, 1790-1815
(unpublished PhD thesis, University of Cambridge, 2017). See also Green, ‘Fiat iustitia,
pereat mundus: Immanuel Kant, Friedrich Gentz, and the Possibility of Prudential
Enlightenment’, Modern Intellectual History, 14:1 (2017), 35-65.

M. Broers, Europe after Napoleon. Revolution, Reaction and Romanticism, 1814-1848
(Manchester/New York: Manchester University Press, 1996), 3, 19-20.

>! Zamoyski, Rites of Peace, 168.
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In our current era of the ‘War on Terror’, some recognition is needed for the
undoubtedly alarmist manner in which European monarchs and ministers
dealt with opposing voices and the lingering threat of revolution and terror.
With Europe still shaking from the revolutionary earthquake, administrative
tolerance for (alleged) sedition and conspiracy was hard to come by in 1815.
Virtually every country maintained a network of spies and informants to keep
their eye out for those kinds of plots. For instance, the Dutch King Willem I,
without batting an eye, took over most of the informants and agents of his
predecessor, Louis Napoleon.™ Still, it is going too far to dismiss the post-war
security system as a closed bastion of despotism. The majority of the popula-
tions of the liberated countries, and even large parts of the French populace,
were initially relieved and grateful towards the Allied generals for having
defeated Napoleon and tamed the spirit of chaos and revolution. The
European security order was indeed an imperialist project (as will become
clear), but more idealist, reformist and moral motives also lay at the bottom of
these plans — motives that were recognized and shared by many citizens in
France and beyond.

It is therefore high time to ‘historicize’ notions such as balance of power and
security, implying that these notions need to be contextualized and embedded
in the sentiments, interpretations and associations attributed to them at the
time.>> More often than not, political scientists and historians alike tend to
define the concept of security either in far too normative a fashion, in the moral
vernacular of their own times, on the basis of presentist aversions and sym-
pathies. Or, on the other hand, they inadvertently cast this contested concept
in much too generalized, seemingly objectified and quantitative terms. Both
readings overlook the importance of contemporary interpretations of seem-
ingly similar semantic concepts.®® Eckart Conze, Martti Koskenniemi and
Matthias Schulz, in his pioneering work Normen und Praxis, have already
laid an important foundation for such a historicizing approach to security,
international relations and international law.”® So, too, David Reynolds shows
late in his book Summits that a communicative and cultural, but also very
detailed historical approach to international high-level meetings between state

32 Cf. (Van) Zanten, Schielijk, 104. See also Lok, Windvanen.

** E. Conze, “Securitization”: Gegenwartsdiagnose oder historischer Analysenzatz?’,
Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 38:3 (2012), 453-67; B. de Graaf and C. Zwierlein,
‘Historicizing Security: Entering the Conspiracy Dispositive’, Historical Social Research,
38:1 (2013), 46-64.

With a great exception to this rule in the seminal text by W. Conze, ‘Sicherheit, Schutz’, in
Conze, et al. (eds), Geschichtliche Grundbegriffe, vol. 5 (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1984),
831-62.

E. Conze, Geschichte der Sicherheit. Entwicklung — Themen - Perspektiven (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2018); M. Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer of Nations. The
Rise and Fall of International Law, 1870-1960 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004).
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leaders, diplomats and their entourage can garner new insights on how
security was understood at the time.”® When peace is the absence of war,
then security is the dynamic operationalization and protection of this state of
peace over time. Again, it needs to be understood that the concept ‘security’ is
not to be read here with its post-Second World War connotations in mind - as
the policy field of intelligence and security agencies and national security
councils. For our purposes and in this context, security is a concept that
needs to be placed and historicized in time itself, when it had not yet been
institutionalized into narrowly defined bureaucratic units of domestic, foreign,
legal or economic security. In 1815, security could include all of these aspects at
the same time, both international and national, ‘moral’ and military, and was
used in a similarly broad vein.

Therefore, to avoid the pitfalls of anachronistic interpretations and present-
ist normative evaluations, the notion of a European security culture is intro-
duced here.”” As will transpire, the emergence of such a culture was an open
and contested process, propelled by the community of diplomats, publicists
and politicians who together thought about and reflected on their (purported)
shared interests and imagined threats. These ‘men of 1815’ developed a shared
political and emotional vocabulary, and derived from that a series of political,
juridical, financial, administrative and military practices. These three ele-
ments — the security community, their shared vocabulary and the political
and administrative actions that followed from these (including the reactions
and protestations) — will allow us to give detailed historical clout to the abstract
category of security. This definition and application of the notion of
a European security culture helps us both to abstain from ventriloquism -
making historical figures voice our present-day normative security concerns —
and from resorting to excessively statist, non-dynamical and abstract
categories.”®

%S D. Reynolds, Summits. Six Meetings That Shaped the Twentieth Century (London: Allen
Lane, 2007).

See M. de Goede, European Security Culture. Preemption and Precaution in European
Security (Amsterdam: Vossius Press, 2011). See also M. Williams, Culture and Security.
Symbolic Power and the Politics of International Security (London: Routledge, 2007);
P. Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National Security. Norms and Identity in World
Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); and recently especially Conze,
Geschichte der Sicherheit, 71-81. Culture should be read not in the narrow, literary or
artistic sense, but as the sum of norms, values, practices, perceptions and institutions in
a society in a given time and space. For a study on the literature and cultural interpreta-
tion of 1815 in the said narrow sense, see L. Jensen, Celebrating Peace. The Emergence of
Dutch Identity, 1648-1815 (Nijmegen: Vantilt, 2017), 163-82.

See also B. Stollberg-Rilinger, ‘State and Political History in a Culturalist Perspective’, in
A. Flichter and S. Richter (eds.), Structures on the Move (Berlin: Springer, 2012), 43-58.
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An Imagined and Sensed European Security Community

The old, shrivelled Europe seemed to have shed its skin and, though still
recognizable, emerged in a new form from the ashes of the Napoleonic fire-
brand. As the French Revolution had unleashed ideas on human rights, free-
dom and solidarity into world history, Napoleon had with his wars and
occupations let loose an enormous range of transformations in politics, state
and society and accelerated ongoing ones. The emperor had willed an ‘inner
Empire’ into existence, consisting of comparable and synchronized institu-
tions, such as codes of laws, judicial courts, systems of registration and
identification, land registries and fiscal systems.”> The revolutionary and
Napoleonic transformations had already done away with many of the ‘with-
ered’ institutions the emperor had lamented so much. However, the real push
towards new post-war transformations came from the fight against exactly this
revolutionary and Bonapartist terror. Post-war notions about peace and se-
curity were designed and ordained from above, by the new and returning
royals and their ministers. But they were also conceived and disseminated
within the societies of Europe, produced by experiences, emotions and impres-
sions of so many citizens who lived through the chaos and turmoil of the
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars and suffered their part.*’

The post-war European security culture, therefore, can be understood as
part of an ‘imagined security community’. Although Benedict Anderson has
set up a monument for the invention of nationalism, his concept can in many
ways also be applied to the continent of Europe as a whole, and in particular to
the network of elites that during and after the Napoleonic Wars tried to
construct a stable framework for collective security.*' Anderson applied his
concept to a community of peoples who could not possibly know each other
personally, but nevertheless experienced a sense of solidarity. These individual
citizens shared a common notion of belonging to the same imagined nation,
and translated this feeling of belonging together into symbols, traditions and
practices of patriotism or nationalism - a process that underwent an accelera-
tion in the nineteenth century, according to Anderson. His claims may mutatis
mutandis also be attributed to the community of European states and their
elites, with their shared sense of common destiny and responsibility in 1815 -
and common abhorrence of war and terror.

* M. Broers, Europe under Napoleon 1799-1815 (London: Arnold, 1996). On ‘inner
empire’, see Broers, The Napoleonic Empire in Italy, 1796-1814. Cultural Imperialism in
a European Context? (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 213-74.

40 Cf. for the power of ideas in this transitional period: L. Hunt, ‘The French Revolution in
Global Context’, in D. Armitage and S. Subrahmanyam (eds.), The Age of Revolutions in
Global Context, c.1760-1840 (Basingstoke: Macmillan Education, 2010), 31-2.

*1' B. Anderson, Imagined Communities. Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nations
(revised ed., London/New York: Verso, 2006 [1983]), 2.
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Here as well, this European security community became palpable in collec-
tively expressed, diverging and oftentimes conflicting sentiments, statements
and artefacts (such as monuments). Emotions do not only indicate a state of
psychological being, inasmuch as they can empirically be verified in letters,
statements and writings; they should also be read as social and cultural
practices of understanding and communication. Emotions vary through time
and space; some are enlarged, others repressed in specific cultural and social
settings. Fear for loss of honour, anger directed at monarchical repression or
Bonapartist despotism were recurring themes in public discourse across the
continent in the early nineteenth century. Without aiming to write a history of
emotions of 1815, some of the insights produced by the recent ‘emotional turn
in history’ will be gratefully applied here. The discourse on terror and security
in 1815 cannot be understood without identifying the emotional juxtaposi-
tions that it employed explicitly or implicitly: the contradistinction between
passion and reason, for example, or between jealousy and moderation - with
‘emotional’, ‘hysterical” or ‘jealous’ intended as disqualifications. Specific sen-
timents — relief, fear of revolution — were, moreover, wilfully channelled to
mobilize the European security community into giving consent or legitimacy
to certain administrative interventions. ‘The passions of the masses are not
irrational,” as one researcher quipped, ‘they are political’.**

The great unifier that brought the diverging community of European states
and elites together was the overriding fear of terror. This primordial fear
fuelled and shaped the cultural climate of the immediate post-war order. It
consisted of the dual nightmare of, on the one hand, the terror of the French
Revolution: the unleashed chaos and violence, the decapitation of princes and
noblemen, the upending of existing social structures, the expropriation of
estates and clerical properties and the ensuing dynamics of ongoing war and
despotism. That was the other part of the nightmare: the rise to power of the
people’s tribune and warmonger Bonaparte with his Grande Armée, unleash-
ing military invasions, revolutionary changes, usurpations, occupations, war
reparations, and looting and pillaging wherever he went. Especially the last
years of Napoleonic rule had aggravated this collective fear of terror. In the
perception of contemporaries in 1815, terror was not a narrowly defined
criminal paragraph (such a paragraph did not exist), but a continuum ranging
from revolution to invasions, expropriations and despotism. Terror comprised
a whole range of fluctuating threats and enemies. The Allied Council spoke
about ‘revolutionaries’, ‘Jacobins’, ‘radicals’, ‘republicans’, terroristes or

2. Lang, ‘New Histories of Emotion’, History ¢ Theory, 57:1 (2018), 104-20, here: 120. See
also S. Ahmed, The Cultural Politics of Emotion (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
2004); R. Leys, ‘The Turn to Affect: A Critique’, Critical Enquiry, 37:3 (2011), 434-72;
N. Eustace et al., ‘AHR Conversation: The Historical Study of Emotions’, American
Historical Review, 117:5 (2012), 1487-531.
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‘Bonapartists’ — categories that were not well defined or judicially circum-
scribed, but mostly lumped together in a vague and general pejorative manner.
‘Terror’ was in this context read as a ‘set of concrete facts’; it was the ‘product of
a political culture’, an ‘emotion’.*> More than 300,000 people, including the
French king and queen, had fallen victim to a small group of radicals coming
from the middle classes, in conjunction with the sans culottes. The continuous
slaughter, the judicial avarice, the persecution of nobility and clergy alike, the
ruthless transformation of society and the military crusade spreading the
gospel of the Revolution through the world had given way to the rise of
Napoleon’s military dictatorship and unbridled aggression. This whole threat
complex was surmised under the hellish header ‘war and terror’. The post-war
European security community had to relate itself to this double-headed mon-
ster. Contrary to Zamoyski’s account, the fear of terror cannot therefore be
discarded merely as a ‘phantom’ fear, or a ploy wielded by conservative states-
men to push their political agendas.** Especially during these first, transitional
and forgotten years, the revolutionary and Napoleonic period left real marks
and scars, and continued to do so, be it in more or less violent plots hatched by
supporters of the revolutionary or Bonapartist causes, or by their adversaries.
Sentiments of collective fear, the dread of losing house and property, of being
expelled from the society of respectable citizens once again, were the real and
strong undercurrents that kept the Allied ministers’ diverging deliberations
together for at least this transitional period.

The remarkable thing about this community was that its participants, from
high to low, were in many ways ‘joined at the hip’ for years. Castlereagh,
Alexander I, the Prussian King Friedrich Wilhelm III, Wellington, and their
ambassadors and diplomats were away from home for at least a year. Tsar
Alexander was in Europe from October 1813 through September 1815;
Castlereagh left London on 28 December 1813 and remained on the continent,
except for two short trips back home, until the end of November 1815, albeit
much to the increasing chagrin of parliament. The physical presence of
government leaders during the lengthy negotiations on peace and security
from 1813 on reflects a sense of how much value was attached to these ongoing
discussions, and of how much the physical absence of these leaders and their
ministers was deemed in their homeland to be in the interest of national
security. In that light, this period of high-profile, well-documented and, for
that time, widely reported-on series of consultations almost qualified as
a modern form of ‘summitry’, understood as the frequent, high-level meetings
of state leaders and ministers enabled by plane travel and televised to the

** Cf. R. Schechter, A Genealogy of Terror in Eighteenth-Century France (Chicago/London:
University of Chicago Press, 2018), 31-2.

* Cf. A. Zamoyski, Phantom Terror. The Threat of Revolution and the Repression of Liberty
1789-1848 (London: Harper Collins, 2015).
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public. Obviously, 1815 was still an era far away from twentieth-century plane
diplomacy, but the number of congresses, which had been few and little in the
four previous centuries, increased rapidly in the nineteenth. Statesmen con-
tinued to spend protracted periods in each other’s capitals, with their delibera-
tions reported on extensively in the newspapers and periodicals of the day;
reviewing contemporary journals reveals that the ‘news sky” was already quite
global.*®

Such common notions on terror and security, and the overriding need to
combat such extremities, were not only shared amongst the elites. Most of the
citizens of Europe, especially those who read newspapers and feuilletons, had
to adjust themselves to new ideas on power, law, peace and security. The dawn
of the European peace after 1814 shone over a wide array of post-revolutionary
states and traditional dynasties. Some states boasted their newly gained auton-
omy and sovereignty; here and there a first glimpse of nationalism and
patriotism surfaced, as in Prussia and the German lands, or in Poland for
example. The new state of peace was, however, also celebrated by citizens who
realized that peace and security were obtained only through Allied coopera-
tion - a reckoning that at least in the first immediate post-war years was cogent
and strong. The rise of nationalism in the early nineteenth century cannot
therefore be set apart from the development of a transnational sense of security
and the need for cooperation.*® The sentiments as expressed just below the
surface of the international elites will therefore be traced, and the stories
narrated by lower-level experts, diplomats, professionals, bankers, policemen,
journalists and ordinary citizens within this transitional time frame will be
excavated as well.*” Where they are available, this book also draws on trav-
elogues and diaries kept by women - a specific apt and useful category for
mapping the cultural climate of those years. It was common usage for noble-
women to report on their experiences and sentiments in their diaries, writing
as much on their personal sense of well-being as on the state of the roads, the
dangers ahead and the ways of the land, as Louisa Adams did.**

Through the high-level meetings, in Paris, at the British embassy where the
Allied Council convened, or in all those other places where experts and

5 See for a detailed press analysis Vick, The Congress of Vienna, 99-111. On summitry see

Reynolds, Summits, 11-36.

46 B, Lyons, Internationalism in Europe, 1815-1914 (Leiden: Sythoff, 1963); M. Mazower,
Governing the World. The History of an Idea (London: Penguin, 2012). See also
L. Richardson, ‘The Concert of Europe and Security Management in the Nineteenth
Century’, in H. Haftendorn, R. Keohane and C. Wallander (eds.), Imperfect Unions.
Security Institutions over Time and Space (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 48-80.

47 See also Conze, ‘Abschied von Staat und Politik?’, 41-2.

8 See Lang, ‘New Histories of Emotion’, 107. See also, for example, E. Bohls, Wormen Travel
Writers and the Language of Aesthetics, 1716-1818 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1995), 230-45.
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professionals from various nations combined forces to rebuild the post-war
order, a circulation of new ideas, notions, emotions and concepts originated.
Old notions were reinterpreted and given new meanings, such as the principle of
the balance of power.” The leading statesmen and diplomats of the day were
united in their collective digestion of those treatises, notions and ideas coming
from the Enlightenment — they had all read their Voltaire, had been educated
with Montesquieu, Diderot and the Encyclopédie and were open to gradual and
moderate reforms.” Ministers and experts enjoyed the same novels and writings,
for example those by Sir Walter Scott (of whom Castlereagh was a friend), Johann
Wolfgang von Goethe or Madame de Staél.”" They started to emulate each other’s
manners and clothing, something described by Bayly as the spread of ‘uniformi-
ties’, for example in the standardization and transfer of certain ‘bodily practices’.
The European nobility and wealthy citizenry started to sport portable watches,
adjusted their times, visited each other’s city palaces and developed a type of
modern European court culture. When Lady Castlereagh joined her husband in
Vienna, she was ridiculed because of her outdated clothing, which made her seem
at odds with the sophisticated Viennese society.>

This European security community developed a specific vernacular to
identify danger and insecurity, something that came close to a veritable ‘emo-
tional vocabulary’. The Allied ministers extensively debated on the level of
someone’s or some country’s state of jealousy’, ‘irrationality’ or ‘unreason-
ableness’. They also discussed the definition of ‘piracy’, ‘terror’ and terroristes.
Who merited the epitaph ‘radical’, ‘Bonapartist’ or ‘Jacobin’, and when and
how should these identifications translate into administrative practice? The
Congress of Vienna had produced a series of detailed regulations and stipula-
tions on commercial matters, navigation on the Rhine, the status of diplomatic
representatives and the metrics of power and influence (in square kilometres,
in economic profits or in the number of ‘souls’). These processes of juridifica-
tion - increased centralized and legal regulation™ - continued after 1815 and

* Cf. R. Keohane, After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), 244-5; Mitzen, Power in Concert. See also
D. Armitage, ‘Globalizing Jeremy Bentham’, History of Political Thought, 32:1 (2011),
63-82; Armitage, Foundations of Modern International Thought (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2004).

* Cf. N. Hampson, A Cultural History of the Enlightenment (New York: Pantheon, 1968),
128-61.

>l See B. de Graaf, ‘Bringing Sense and Sensibility to the Continent: Vienna 1815 Revisited’,
Journal of Modern European History, 13:4 (2015), 447-57.

>2 Bayly, The Birth of the Modern World, 49, 51, 65; Zamoyski, Rites of Peace, 344-5.

> Defined here as ‘the spread of rule-guided action or the expectation of lawful conduct’; see
L. Blichner and A. Molander, ‘Mapping Juridification’, European Law Journal, 14:1
(2008), 36-54, here: 36. See also M. Vec, ‘Verrechtlichung internationaler
Streitbeilegung im 19. und 20. Jahrhundert?’, in S. Dauchy and M. Vec (eds.), Les conflits
entre peuples (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 2011), 1-21.
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brought about an alignment of the participating countries at least on sectoral
levels - sometimes even pitching them against their own postulated national
interests, as when the riparian states of the Rhine held each other accountable
in lowering or abandoning toll tariffs altogether. This European security
community, with its emotional vocabulary of security, reason and moderation,
hence affected real, incremental or more substantial transformations and
created its own acquis communautaire.

This course of juridification was intrinsically connected to the phenomenon
of securitization: the process of putting something on the security agenda, of
framing and presenting an issue as threat or endangered interest.>* From 1815
onwards, this process, which captivated the Allied ministers present in Paris
alike, was markedly Janus-faced in the dissemination of power and protection
across the continent. With their interventions, the Allied ministers did initiate
a dissemination of new standards and practices of security, order and predict-
ability, especially in those first post-war years. This dissemination, however,
was explicitly lopsided: it operated through processes of inclusion and exclu-
sion. Some persons and parties profited far more from the new security system
than others, who were crushed beneath its weight and fell prey to its repressive
effects — a process of securitization that intensified once the openness of these
first years was over, and a more repressive turn set in.

An Imperial Situation

One of the seminal questions of this book touches upon the highly elusive and
slippery notion of ‘success’ of the Allied Council’s machinations. Did the Allied
ministers in Paris succeed in bringing about an effective state of peace and security
in Europe, and if yes, how did they manage to achieve this? The post-war years
may have witnessed the above-mentioned unique experiment in collective secur-
ity management, but what did this experiment yield, and for whom? As it turned
out, the ‘Allied Machine’ was a highly exclusive and hierarchical gathering of
gentlemen, representing a commonly understood alignment of first-, second- and
third-rank powers. The Sixth and Seventh Coalition had been assembled from
arange of Allied powers. In Vienna, all of these powers and more dispatched their
envoys to the deliberations. The Final Act of Vienna was the first general peace
concluded as a multilateral treaty, and could be considered a type of ‘constitu-
tional order for Europe’.55 This order was, however, highly exclusive — Christian,

54 See Conze, ‘Securitization’; B. Buzan, O. Waever and J. de Wilde, Security. A New
Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne Riener, 1998), 23-9.

5 M. Schulz, ‘“The Construction of a Culture of Peace in Post-Napoleonic Europe: Peace
through Equilibrium, Law and New Forms of Communicative Interaction’, Journal of
Modern European History, 13:4 (2015), 464-74, 465.
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European, and ‘civilized’ in its character. The Ottoman Empire was, for example,
squarely placed outside this order.”

The Paris Conference was, if possible, an even more imperial set. With their
far-reaching interventions, the Allied ministers waged peace and managed
collective security. But they did so in governing over the heads and on the
backs of smaller nations, minorities, specific factions and regions. With their
centralizing and imperial policies, they managed to tame the terror in France
in the short run, but sowed the seeds of discord and discontent for the near
future, not just in France, but also elsewhere in Europe and beyond. Many
a minister or general that convened on a daily basis in Paris to ponder France’s
and Europe’s destiny had made his career in the colonies. What they had
learned and achieved in India, Crimea or the newly colonized Prussian lands in
the east, they put into practice in Europe in turn: the colonizing of hearts and
minds, the implementation of new institutions and the administration of
indigenous populations. This also indicated a policy of identifying those
considered radical, seditious, revolutionary, or simply ‘immoderate’ or jea-
lous’, be it individual citizens or countries, cities or minorities in Europe or far
beyond, in the Americas. Enlightened theories on modern governance and
management, on security and the common good went hand in glove with
authoritarian, imperialist and exclusive attitudes.

The trend of decoupling colonial issues from European questions at the
Congress of Vienna, as demanded and enforced by the British representatives
at the time, has continued in the past two hundred years of historiography.
While initial approaches towards an ‘integrated historiography’ have been
made, for example with Bayly’s masterpiece The Birth of the Modern World,
no book as of yet has investigated the nexus between the European security
system and international relations on the one hand and the history of imperi-
alism and colonialism in the nineteenth century on the other.”” Some experts
on the history of empire and colonialism have pointed out that imperial logics
were relevant to the process of creating the European states system of the
nineteenth century. But this era is still mostly characterized as an ascending
line of ‘interempire competition’ from 1815 to the outbreak of the First World
War.*®

*¢ The Ottoman Empire was invited, but did not want to attend because it felt it was not
being treated as a full-fledged first- or second-rank power. See E. Ingram, ‘Bellicism as
Boomerang: The Eastern Question during the Vienna System’, in P. Kriiger and
P. Schroeder (eds.), The Transformation of European Politics, 1763-1848’. Episode or
Model in Modern History? (Minster, 2002), 202-25, here: 210-11, 216. See for more
details below, at footnote 109.

7 Bayly, The Birth of the Modern World; J. Osterhammel, The Transformation of the World.
A Global History of the Nineteenth Century (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014).

>% 7. Burbank and F. Cooper, Empires in World History. Power and the Politics of Difference
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010), 331.
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Naturally, competition between consolidated, emerging and declining
empires stood out. But there were equal attempts to cooperate, and to converge
the different imperial strategies. These attempts were inspired not just by
‘strategies of disinterest’,” or alleged love of peace, but also by the wish to
assist other countries in living their imperial dream and receiving support for
one’s own colonial adventures in turn, or the wish to embark on joined inter-
imperial projects. Security proved to be a single, outstanding unifying principle
in bringing together the empires in their quests for power and consolidation.
Inter-imperial ambitions started in France, in colonizing the unruly hearts and
minds together, or along the Rhine, where the first inter-empire security
regimes were established to protect navigation and free trade, but they also
spread to the Mediterranean, North Africa and the New World, where, for
example, piracy and rebellion in the Americas provided a common threat to
foil. Security provided joint instances and techniques ‘to exercise power, inflict
rules and generate violence not only for the purposes of actual conquest but
also with regard to conducting civilizing missions’,*” be it on the land, on the
seas or in border regions. The European security culture cannot, therefore, be
dissected into an inner and outer one. The fight against terror started in the
heart of the European continent, in France, but the above-mentioned spread of
‘uniformities’ went far beyond the continent.

This empire-security nexus, therefore, needs to be pondered by starting with
one of its very beginnings: the Allied occupation in France. These years of
collective occupation immediately following the Congress of Vienna, more
often than not left out of the textbooks, were formative for the making of this
new, European, collective and imperial security culture. The essential character-
istic of colonization, or of the colonial situation, is that it entails a situation of
‘coercive incorporation’ of one or more entities into an expansionist other.®* Such
a state of affairs may lead to the rise of an ‘informal empire’ — a phenomenon that
Barton defines as ‘a relationship in which a national or regional imperial elite
intentionally or unintentionally exercises a dominant influence over the elite
formation, identities and conditions of exchange of the subjected elite in another

‘ ‘ . .o 62
nation or region with none of the formal structures of empire’.

59
60

See Williams, Culture and Security, 43.

V. Barth and R. Cvetkovski, ‘Introduction. Encounters of Empires: Methodological
Approaches’, in Barth and Cvetkovski (eds.), Imperial Cooperation and Transfer,
1870-1930. Empires and Encounters (London: Bloomsbury, 2015), 3-34, here: 30. See
also J. MacKenzie, ‘European Imperialism: A Zone of Cooperation Rather than
Competition?, in Barth and Cvetkovski (eds.), Imperial Cooperation and Transfer,
35-56, here: 39-40.

E. Cooper, Colonialism in Question. Theory, Knowledge, History (Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 2005), 26-7.

G. Barton, Informal Empire and the Rise of One World Culture (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2014), 14.
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In the light of this, the occupation of France between 1815 and 1818 can be
seen as a transitory, ‘imperial situation’, where the indigenous population was
subjugated to Allied rule. The four great powers directing the European
Concert set up the occupation and the management of collective security on
the basis of shared notions of hierarchy and inequality amongst the states and
populaces of Europe. Those who had carried the day during the Napoleonic
Wars felt perfectly entitled and justified to subjugate states and peoples —
Poland, Saxony, parts of Italy, the Belgian provinces - to their rule, and to
exclude others from the dividends of peace. Although a temporary military
occupation cannot be fully equated to a colonial situation,®® the Allied minis-
ters were wholly convinced of their superiority and responsibility vis-a-vis the
restoration of peace and security in France, in the novel states of secondary
rank and power, or even in the rest of Europe for that matter. Their shared
‘imperial idiom’ was just as powerful, and even more influential, than the
nationalistic and patriotic strains that sounded here and there already at that
time.**

Thus, a new inter-imperial security community emerged, its centre situated
in France, where protagonists from far-away capitals lorded over French elites,
created a kind of informal empire and applied experiences gained at their
previous colonial posts. In sum, the history of the new beginnings of the
European states system in 1815 cannot be understood without accounting
for the way the Allied Council functioned as a platform on which imperial
experiences, convictions and attitudes circulated.

A Journey through Time

This book tells the story of these forgotten years - this window of threats,
opportunities and reforms - by following the workings of the Allied Council,
that unique security experiment conducted in the footsteps of the Allied forces
and their entourage from 1813 onwards. From all directions, commanders,
generals, princes and their diplomats headed to Paris. There they remained
until late 1818, with some ambassadors continuing their deployment until
1823. Several persons will be followed on their journey, with the Duke of
Wellington standing out as the embodiment of the new security order. He was
considered, and attacked, as ’homme de Europe, in his command of the Allied
Army of Occupation and presidency over the Allied Council. With his military
and strategic talents, diplomatic skills and British pounds, he kept the Allied
ministers together and managed to hold the French King Louis XVIII on board
as well, while overseeing the execution of sometimes quite harsh occupation

63 7. Osterhammel, Colonialism. A Theoretical Overview (Princeton: Wiener, 1997), 3, 10,
definition on 16-17.
* Burbank and Cooper, Empires in World History, 245.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108895873.003 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108895873.003

34 INTRODUCTION: NAPOLEON’S FRUSTRATION

measures. Wherever Wellington went, he was assured attention from admirers
and supplicants, causing hubbub among his equally numerous critics. The
Allied ministers’ and generals’ visibility and performances inevitably also
provided a screen for the projection of the vehement protests caused by the
pervasive security interventions.

Chapter 2 explains how the Allied ministers arrived in Paris, what they
brought with them in lessons learned and experiences, and how the Allied
experiment unfolded along an unpredictable journey full of surprising turns.
During this trajectory, unwinding from early 1813 until June 1815, the many
imperial ambitions frequently clashed. All sorts of ideas about revenge, retri-
bution, mercy and providence played out, and were entertained by the prota-
gonists of the day: Tsar Alexander, Metternich, Castlereagh and the Prussian
general Bliicher. The Allied partners deliberated and compromised, with the
management of security being very much a case of leadership and charisma, as
demonstrated by the ascent of Wellington within the community of ministers.

Chapter 3 outlines the cultural climate of those days in 1815, as a range of
diverging and oftentimes conflicting sentiments. Napoleon was defeated, leav-
ing many of his supporters disillusioned and alienated, and trying to flee the
country. Elsewhere, many more felt liberated and free to pick up their trade
again after the continental blockade had been lifted. A new emotional vo-
cabulary of peace, security and order was wrought, with old concepts being
redressed and adjusted to the new state of affairs. The peace of 1815 was not
just a realignment of power, it was as much an idea, a principle, filled with new
meanings, emotions and collective sentiments. To repair the ‘break in time’,%°
and restore peace, repose and order - such desires were common throughout
society, but they were translated into a range of different sentiments and voiced
in a variety of collective emotions.

Chapter 4 describes how the Allied Council set out to fulfil its tasks and
negotiated the Paris Peace Treaty. The Allied infrastructure was now in place
and the ‘machine’ turned on. The council provided a platform for a well-
structured and closely knit conference diplomacy, calibrating inputs from the
various courts and parliaments, and supported by military force. This chapter
unpacks how pervasively, and how equivocally at the same time, this imperial
peace was waged and gained traction. The defeated French did not easily
subjugate themselves to these attempts at Allied colonialism. The fight against
terror was as much a project of converging Allied cooperation as one that
started to expose underlying tensions and differences. Allied ministers and
diplomats clashed on how heavily France should be punished, how draconian
the reparation payments were to be, how much of the looted artwork needed to

9 See R. Jones, 1816 and the Resumption of “Ordinary History”, Journal for Modern
European History, 14:1 (2016), 119-44.
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be returned, and how much of a say the other, second-rank powers would have
in the matter.

Chapters 5 and 6 deal with the police-related, political side of security - the
most controversial dimension of the Allied occupation efforts. How inclusive
or exclusive was the European security community to be? What would set
boundaries to the newly achieved freedoms? It did not take long before the
management of international peace turned inward. All sorts of spectres of
revolutionary, Bonapartist or patriotic rebellion were invoked and a specific
Allied security service established to coordinate the joint fight against terror.
Real or perceived attacks against representatives of the Allied force were
discovered and thwarted - not just in France, but also beyond its borders.

Security came with a price, and would cost France a lot. Chapter 7 recon-
structs how the Allied occupation was secured financially. Security without
justice was a possibility, but without funding, altogether unthinkable. Financial
security had to be invented and purchased with the help of the emerging
international European financial markets. The Allied Council was therefore
also very much a capitalist machine, linking political and military security to
financial securities. The greatest common effort that brought the Allied powers
and France together was the conception and realization of a huge sum of
reparation payments. With the help of European bankers, financiers, and
investors from France, Britain, the German lands and the Netherlands,
France was able to procure immense loans to relieve its debts and meet the
treaty conditions in 1818. The new peace and security — materialized in the
fortresses, settlement of debts, maintenance of the army of occupation — was
paid for with these loans. The French treasury administered the loans, and paid
them, but the European powers, with their army of occupation, acted as
guarantors.

The evacuation of the Allied Army of Occupation in late 1818 was directly
dependent on the completion of the Wellington Barrier along the French
northern frontier. Chapter 8 retells its conception, execution and functioning.
The fortresses were the most concrete and physical pillar under the new
security architecture. They were as such explicitly mentioned and circum-
scribed in a secret protocol to the Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle Final Act,
signed in November 1818. At the eponymous congress, France was invited
to accede to the ring of first-rank powers again. The gathered princes and the
ministers of the Quadruple Alliance announced the Allied army’s departure
and the completion of the Allied Council’s tasks. With that meeting, this first
experiment in inter-imperial European security management came to
a temporary end. Chapter 9, however, continues with a reconstruction of the
aborted attempt to expand the Allied Council’s military interventions to South
America.

The threat of revolutionary terror and Bonapartist military aggression
seemed to have been mitigated and domesticated in France, but now appeared
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to raise its ugly head again beyond France, elsewhere in Europe and even beyond
the continent. The spectre of the resurrection of terror outside France increasingly
captivated the European powers — as did the strenuous relation with representa-
tives of that new, upcoming power of the United States, which most Allied
ministers wanted to keep outside the Concert of Europe. On this, Napoleon had
made some shrewd observations. At St Helena, he cynically quipped about that
old Europe, which did not realize that his ‘favoured country [the United States]
grew rich by our follies’. Out of dissatisfaction with the regimes of the restoration,
according to the former emperor, many highly educated artisans and students left
for the New World. The European powers did not realize they were fighting
a rearguard action in trying to keep Washington at bay while clinging on to
colonial rule in South America. Europe had to acknowledge, Napoleon allegedly
and quite hypocritically declared, that ‘their emancipation [of the colonies] was
inevitable; that when children had attained the size of their fathers, it was difficult
to retain them long in a state of obedience’. In the tenth, concluding chapter, the
balance of Europe’s fight against terror will be drawn, and Napoleon’s judgements
on Europe’s rearguard actions will be evaluated.*®

% Las Cases (ed.), Memorial de Sainte Héléne, vol. 1 (London: Colburn, 1823), 63.
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