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Preface

Volume 12 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels contains
articles and reports written between March 22, 1853, and
February 10, 1854. Most of the articles were published in the
New-York Daily Tribune, for which Marx began to work in August
1851.

Writing for the Tribune became for Marx and also Engels,
whom Marx enlisted to write some of the articles, an important
part of their revolutionary activity. In the climate of political
reaction which prevailed on the European continent in the 1850s,
the opportunity to propagate revolutionary communist ideas in the
columns of a popular American newspaper was one not to be
missed. Marx had no hesitation about contributing to this
bourgeois newspaper in view of the progressive role it was then
playing in the social life of the USA. It condemned slavery and
supported the abolitionist movement at a time when the conflict
between the bourgeois North and the slave-owning South was
coming to a head; and since this stand corresponded to the mood
of broad sections of the population, it attracted many readers to
the paper.

Marx’s and Engels’ articles aroused great interest in America.
Many of them, in addition to appearing in the daily issues of the
Tribune, were reprinted in special supplements: the New-York
Semi-Weekly Tribune and the New-York Weekly Tribune. Eventually it
became editorial practice to publish these articles and reports in
the form of leaders.

The articles by Marx and Engels in the New-York Daily Tribune
became known in Europe as well. Thus, in a speech in the House
of Commons on July 1, 1853, the leader of the Free Traders, John



- X1V Preface

Bright, mentioned Marx’s New-York Daily Tribune article on
Gladstone’s budget (see this volume, p. 176).

At the same time Marx and Engels tried to use for revolutionary
propaganda the then very few organs of the proletarian press.
Thus, Marx published a number of articles in the Chartist People’s
Paper, which began to appear in May 1852 with Ernest Jones as
editor. It also reproduced some articles by him written for the
Tribune. Marx also supported the New York working-class paper
Die Reform, which came out from 1853 to 1854 in German and
played a considerable part in the dissemination of communist
ideas in the USA. Joseph Weydemeyer and Adolph Cluss were
among its most active contributors. Marx did all he could to help
his German-American friends with the work of editing Die Reform.
He allowed them to print gratis in the newspaper translations of
his articles from the Tribune. His letters to Cluss and Weydemeyer
often contained ready-made material for articles. Thus, Cluss
included in his article “The ‘Best Paper in the Union’ and Its ‘Best
Men’ and Political Economists” extracts from Marx’s letters
criticising the economic theory of Carey, then in fashion in the
USA and acclaimed by the bourgeois editors of the Tribune. The
article “David Urquhart” published in Die Reform reproduced in
its entirety the text of a letter from Marx to Cluss which has not
survived.

Marx and Engels used their journalistic activity to expose
reactionary regimes in Europe, to reveal the contradictions of
capitalist society, to criticise the different trends of bourgeois
ideology, and to formulate the position of the working class and
revolutionary democracy on major political questions. Although
after the disbandment of the Communist League there was no
international working-class organisation on which they could lean,
they set themselves the task of preserving international links
between the representatives of the working-class movement in
different countries, uniting them on the platform of scientific
communism, and preparing the conditions for the creation of a
proletarian party. By their articles in the press and by other
means, they sought to show the more politically conscious elements
of the proletariat how unstable was the reign of reaction and to
strengthen their belief in the advent of a new revolutionary
upsurge.

The journalistic activity of Marx and Engels was closely linked
with their theoretical research and rested largely on the results
obtained by Marx in his studies of political economy and world
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history, and by Engels in his research on military science, Oriental
studies, philology and history. The extant notebooks contain
numerous copied extracts showing that in addition to accumulat-
ing a vast amount of material for his économic work, Marx made a
special study of a large number of sources for his articles and
reports (these sources are given in the notes to the individual
articles). Conversely, Marx’s continuous interest in current
economic questions broadened the base for his work on general
economic theory. The materials quoted by Marx in his articles for
the New-York Daily Tribune were later used by him in the Economic
Manuscripts of 1857-58 (the Grundrisse), and also in Volume I of
Capital.

In this period, 1853-54, Marx’s and Engels’ attention was
centred on three questions: the economic condition of the
European countries, in. particular of the most developed one,
England, and the consequent prospects for a new upsurge of the
democratic and working-class movements; the colonial policy of
the capitalist powers and the national liberation struggle of the
oppressed peoples; and, finally, international relations.

Analysing the economic position of the European countries,
Marx devoted a number of articles— “The War Question.— British
Population and Trade Returns.—Doings of Parliament”, “Political
Movements.—Scarcity of Bread in Europe”, “The Western Powers
and Turkey.—Symptoms of Economic Crisis”, and many others—
to the state of industrial production, primarily in England,
agriculture, domestic and foreign trade, market prices, foreign
exchange rates, etc. He distinguished different phases in the
current trade and industrial cycle and gave concrete expression to
the thesis he had propounded as early as the 1840s on the cyclical
nature of the development of production under capitalism. Marx
revealed laws actually operating in a capitalist economy, and so
refuted the arguments of bourgeois apologists who represented
capitalism as a never-changing, harmonious system which ensures
the well-being of all classes of society. The whole secret of
bourgeois political economy, he observed, “consists simply in
transforming transitory social relations belonging to a determined
epoch of history and corresponding with a given state of material
_production, into eternal, general, never-changing laws, natural
laws, as they call them” (see this volume, p. 247). At the same
time, Marx called attention to specific features in the different
economic schools and doctrines current in the various countries.
Thus, Carey’s views were influenced by specific features of
social-economic development in the USA, and his attacks on
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British industrialists and economists, Ricardo in particular, re-
flected the struggle between the American and British capitalists.
What Carey had in common with the French economist Bastiat
and a number of British followers of the classical school, however,
was his preaching of the harmony of class interests under
capitalism and his defence of the foundations of the capitalist
system.

Marx’s articles include a sharp, critical description of the
economic and political liberalism proclaimed by the British Free
Traders. The hypocritical phrases of the Free Traders about
“freedom” and prosperity concealed a defence of the unlimited
exploitation of the workers, and their pacifist propaganda
expressed not their love of peace, but the belief of the British
industrial bourgeoisie in Britain’s ability to retain its monopoly of
world industry and trade by peaceful means, without the onerous
expenditure of waging war.

The falsity of the Free Traders’ argument that free trade would
lead to a development of capitalism without crises was strikingly
revealed at the end of 1853, when a phase of prosperity gave way
to a period of stagnation in industry and trade. Emphasising the
growing influence of British industry and its periodic crises on the
world market and on the world economy as a whole, Marx
concluded that the symptoms of crisis observable in 1853-54 were
inevitably bound to develop into a universal economic crisis, which
did in fact break out in 1857.

A number of articles in the present volume, e.g. “The Russian
Victory.—Position of England and France” and “The Fighting in
the East.—Finances of Austria and France.—Fortification of
Constantinople”, dealt with the position of France. In them Marx
called attention to the political consequences in France of
economic difficulties, poor harvests, the rising cost of living,
financial mismanagement, and so on. The discontent of the
masses, particularly a section of the peasantry, with the measures
of Louis Bonaparte’s government bore witness to the instability of
the Second Empire (see this volume, pp. 540-42). The decisive
blow against this counter-revolutionary regime, Marx predicted,
would be dealt by the French workers. The time would come
“when general causes and the universal discontent of all other
classes” would enable the workers of France “to resume their
revolutionary work anew” (see this volume, p. 541).

Closely related to the economic reviews were Marx’s articles on
financial questions: “The New Financial Juggle; or Gladstone and
the Pennies”, “Achievements of the Ministry”, “L.S.D., or Class
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Budgets and Who’s Relieved by Them”, and others. Some of these
were written for the Chartist People’s Paper. In this series of articles
Marx showed up the class nature of the economic policy of the
bourgeois state and of the financial and fiscal measures taken by the
British Government, which was always careful, on this as on other
questions, not to overstep the limit “beyond which the working man
would gain—the aristocrat and middle classes lose” (see this volume,
p. 66). The budget of Gladstone, the Chancellor of the Exchequer in
the Coalition Cabinet, is described by Marx as “a middle-class
Budget—written by an aristocratic pen” (see this volume, p. 63).

Describing the destitution of the English workers and the
aggravation of contradictions between the bourgeoisie and the pro-
letariat, manifested in large-scale class conflicts, strikes and lock-
outs, Marx made a profound analysis of the strike movement. He
gave a detailed description of the strikes which were taking place
in the industrial areas of Britain in his articles “English
Prosperity.—Strikes.—The Turkish Question.—India”, “Russian
Policy Against Turkey.—Chartism”, “Panic on the London Stock
Exchange.—Strikes”, and others, noting a new and positive
phenomenon—the participation of unorganised workers in strikes.
An analysis of the results of the mass strikes in 1853 and early
1854 helped Marx to give more concrete expression to conclusions
on the different forms of the class struggle of the proletariat which
he and Engels had drawn in the Manifesto of the Communist Party and
other works. Marx showed that strikes are natural phenomena in
capitalist society, that they serve as a means of restraining the
arbitrary behaviour of factory owners and ensuring that the vital
needs of the workers are satisfied. He stressed the influence of the
capitalist economic cycle, the fluctuations in the state of the market
and the level of wages, in exacerbating social antagonisms and the
growth of the class consciousness of the proletariat. “Without the
great alternative phases of dullness, prosperity, over-excitement,
crisis and distress, which modern industry traverses in periodically
recurring cycles, with the up and down of wages resulting from
them, as with the constant warfare between masters and men closely
corresponding with those variations in wages and profits, the
working classes of Great Britain, and of all Europe, would be a
heart-broken, a weak-minded, a worn-out, unresisting mass, whose
self-emancipation would prove as impossible as that of the slaves of
Ancient Greece and Rome” (see this volume, p. 169—written by
Marx in English).

Marx saw the prime importance of strikes in the political and
moral influence which they have on workers, increasing their spirit
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of resistance and further promoting their class solidarity and
organisation.

Describing the working-class movement in Britain, Marx con-
cluded that the workers should not confine themselves to waging an
economic struggle, important as it -might be, but must combine it
with a political struggle as the main means of liberating the working
people from wage slavery. He constantly emphasised the need to
organise the proletariat on a national scale, form a mass political
party of the working class and wage a struggle for the conquest of
political power. The trade unions—class organisations often created
by the workers in the course of the strikes themselves—would, he
said, assume particularly great importance for the working class
when “their activity will ... be carried over to the political field” (see
this volume, p. 334). In Marx’s view, to overcome the idea that trade
unions were not concerned with politics and to draw them into
political life was one of the ways of achieving a higher form of class
organisation of the British proletariat—of creating a proletarian
party.

Marx assigned an important role in this to the revolutionary
Chartists led by Ernest Jones, then a small but highly active
detachment of the British working-class movement. In the articles
“The Labor Question”, “Prosperity.—The Labor Question”, “Man-
teuffel’s Speech.—Religious Movement in Prussia.—Mazzini’s Ad-
dress.—London Corporation.—Russell's Reform.—Labor Parlia-
ment”, and others, Marx wrote with great sympathy of Jones’
attempts to strengthen the influence of the Chartists among the
masses, his tours of industrial areas and his agitation among strikers,
trade union members and unorganised workers. In many cases Marx
reproduced reports of workers’ meetings and Jones’ speeches at
them, in which one can sense the influence of Marx’s own ideas.
Marx welcomed the Chartist proposal to convene a representative
Labor Parliament as a step towards the founding of a national
workers’ organisation capable not only of co-ordinating the sporadic
strikes, but also of directing the political actions of the masses.

Marx and Engels did all they could to support the endeavours of
Jones and other revolutionary Chartist leaders to revive the Chartist
movement on a new basis, combining the struggle for the People’s
Charter with the propaganda of revolutionary socialism. They
attached great importance to the struggle of the British workers for
universal suffrage. At a time when the British proletariat already
constituted the majority of the population, and the ruling classes did
not yet possess a sufficiently powerful military and bureaucratic
machine, universal suffrage could help the proletariat to win politi-
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cal power as an essential prerequisite for achieving socialism in
Britain.

Marx pointed to symptoms of revolutionary ferment not only in
Britain and France, but also in other European countries—
Prussia, Austria, and Italy. For him they were signs of the
imminent new revolutionary events. Even the Prussian Govern-
ment, he noted, “smells the breath of Revolution in midst of
the apparent apathy” (see this volume, p. 30). The realisation
that the situation in Europe was fraught with a new upsurge of
the revolutionary movement impelled Marx and Engels to return
to tactical problems and to criticise false tactical premises,
particularly those of a conspiratorial and adventurist nature. Thus,
criticising the tactics of the Italian revolutionary Mazzini, Marx
stressed the mistaken and utopian nature of his view that an
Italian revolution “is not to be effected by the favorable chances of
European complications, but by the private action of Italian
conspirators acting by surprise” (see this volume, p. 512).

Marx’s pamphlet The Knight of the Noble Consciousness, the
text of which includes a letter from Engels, was also aimed against
adventurism and sectarianism in the revolutionary movement. In
this work, as in two earlier ones— The Great Men of the Exile
and Revelations Concerning the Communist Trial in Cologne—
Marx and Engels exposed the petty-bourgeois pseudo-revolutionism
and phrase-mongering, the demagogic playing at revolutions and
conspiracies, in which the leaders of the petty-bourgeois émigrés
indulged. The pamphlet unmasks August Willich, one of the leaders
of the sectarian faction of the Communist League, who used the
émigré democratic press to attack working-class revolutionaries.
Analysing Willich’s “revolutionary” plans, Marx sharply criticised
the voluntarism and subjectivism characteristic of the supporters of
conspiratorial tactics, their reluctance and inability to make a sober
assessment of the situation, and their political vacillation.

A new and important feature in the theoretical and journalistic
work of Marx and Engels at this period was their deep interest
in the historical fate of the colonial peoples. At this time they
began to publish articles systematically in the press about the
situation in the colonial countries of the East, exposing the
predatory policy of the capitalist states in relation to these
countries. Whereas earlier Marx had treated colonial problems on
a general theoretical plane, explaining the general laws of
capitalist development and the place which colonial exploitation
occupied in it, in the 1850s he began to pay far more attention to
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the history of the colonies and dependent countries, colonial
policy, and the methods and consequences of colonial rule. And he
made extensive use of the results of his studies in his journalistic
writings. Marx’s articles on this subject proclaimed the ideas of
proletarian internationalism, and of the solidarity of the working
class with the oppressed peoples of the colonies and dependent
countries.

This approach to the colonial question enabled Marx to give a
new interpretation of the history of the peoples of the oppressed
countries, to reveal the interrelation and interdependence of the
historical development of the countries where capitalism was well
established and the economically backward countries of the East,
of the metropolises and the colonies. Marx regarded colonial
policy as an expression of the most repulsive and cruel aspects of
the capitalist system. “The profound hypocrisy and inherent
barbarism of bourgeois civilization lies unveiled before our eyes,
turning from its home, where it assumes respectable forms, to the
colonies, where it goes naked” (see this volume, p. 221).

Marx devoted considerable space in his works to India. The
position and history of this great country, which had fallen under the
rule of British colonialism, was examined by him in a series of
articles, “The British Rule in India”, “The East India Company —
Its History and Results”, “The Future Results of British Rule in
India”, and others, in which he traced the most important stages and
methods of the colonial enslavement of India by Britain.

A major role in the subjugation of India, with its colossal natural
resources and ancient culture, as Marx shows in his articles, was
played by the East India Company— “merchant adventurers, who
conquered India to make money out of it” (see this volume, p. 179).
Over the decades, the Company robbed the peoples of Hindustan,
annexing one region after another, and using the resources it had
seized to organise aggressive incursions into neighbouring ter-
ritories— Afghanistan, Burma and Persia. The Company made wide
use of the Ancient Roman principle divide et impera (divide and rule),
which, as Marx stressed, was one of the main methods of effecting
colonial conquests in the capitalist age as well. The colonialists took
advantage of India’s political fragmentation, its communal
heterogeneity, and the strife between the local rulers, and bribed
members of the local aristocracy to win their support. Binding the
native sovereign princes to them by a system of subsidiary treaties,
promissory notes and other bonds of “alliance”, they turned them
into the Company’s puppets. “After having won over their allies in
the way of ancient Rome, the East India Company executed them in
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the modern manner of Change-Alley,” wrote Marx, comparing the
methods of the colonialists to the practices of one of the centres of
usury in London (see this volume, p. 197). The robbery and
usurpation committed by the Company in India served as a source of
wealth and strength for the land-owning magnates and money-lords
in Britain itself.

While revealing the essence and methods of colonial policy,
Marx at the same time showed by his analysis of the internal
situation in India and other Eastern countries the reason for their
retarded historical development in the periods preceding con-
quest. He saw the source of their backwardness and weakness, as a
result of which they became easy prey for conquerors, in the
isolated nature of the small village communities, in the concentra-
tion of considerable means of production in the hands of despotic
rulers, which impeded the emergence of a capitalist economy, and in
other specific features of the social system of the Asian countries,
which had at one time attained a high level of civilisation.

Marx gives a vivid portrayal of the British colonialists’
predatory rule in India and its appalling consequences for the
peoples of that country. Having inherited from the Eastern rulers
such branches of administration as the financial and war
departments, and using them to rob and oppress the people, the
British rulers of India disregarded a third branch, to which even
the Eastern despots devoted attention—the department of public
works. As a result, irrigated farming in India fell into total decline.
The competition of British manufactures was disastrous for local
handicraft production, particularly hand-spinning and hand-
weaving, and doomed millions of people to poverty and death. A
great burden was put upon the population by the land and salt
taxes and the whole system of financial extortion practised by the
colonialists. While destroying old patriarchal forms of communal
land-owning, the British retained in India’s social and political
system numerous feudal forms which hampered the country’s
progressive development.

Marx showed that the system of land-tenure and land taxes
introduced by the British in India essentially consolidated pre-
capitalist relations in the countryside and adapted them to the
interests of the colonialists. It strengthened the various forms of
shackling tenure in India’s agrarian system, and increased the
exploitation of the peasants by the landowners, land middlemen
and tax collectors to the absolute limit. As a result, Marx remarks,
“the Ryots—and they form 11/12ths of the whole Indian popula-
tion—have been wretchedly pauperized” (see this volume, p. 215).
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Pre-capitalist forms of exploitation flourished under colonial
rule in other enslaved countries too—in particular, Ireland, which
Marx .and Engels considered the first British colony. In the article
“The Indian Question.—Irish Tenant Right”, for example, Marx
vividly compared the extortion practised by landlords on the
enslaved Irish tenants—an extortion legalised by the British—with
the relations “between the robber who presents his pistol, and the
traveler who presents his purse” (see this volume, p. 160).

In the article “Revolution in China and in Europe” Marx also
showed the pernicious consequences of the intervention of
European capital in the internal life of the Asian countries. He
pointed to the destructive influence of the competition of British
goods on Chinese local industry, to the drain of silver from the
country as a result of the import of opium, which threatened to
ruin the Chinese economy, and to the enormous growth of taxes in
connection with the payment of the indemnity imposed on China by
Britain at the end of the First Opium War.

The colonial administrative, legal and military apparatus was a
parasite on the body of the oppressed country. Marx showed that
under the extraordinarily confused and cumbersome system of
government in India true power was wielded by a clique of officials
from the head office of the East India Company in London. “...The
real Home Government of India are the permanent and irresponsi-
ble bureaucracy” (see this volume, p. 183).

Marx used the example of British rule in India to show the
contradictoriness and double-faced nature of the bourgeois system
as a whole, and revealed the reverse side of progress under the rule
of the exploiters. The period of the rule of the bourgeoisie, he
pointed out in the article “The Future Results of British Rule in
India”, was in general to create the material basis for a new, socialist
society. However, these material prerequisites, the powerful produc-
tive forces which constitute the foundation of bourgeois civilisation,
are created at the cost of incredible sufferings on the part of the
masses. Whole peoples are doomed by the bourgeois age to follow
the bitter path of blood and filth, poverty and humiliation. Only
after the socialist revolution, he wrote, will “human progress cease to
resemble that hideous pagan idol, who would not drink the nectar
but from the skulls of the slain” (see this volume, p. 222).

At a time when the colonial system of capitalism was still in the
process of formation, Marx saw that it bore the seeds of its own
destruction. He noted, for example, that the British colonialists of
India, who were motivated solely by the pursuit of profit, would
be compelled, against their will, to promote the development of
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elements of capitalism in their colony, in particular, to commence
railway construction and create related branches of industry. By
permitting, albeit in a colonially distorted form, the birth of capitalist
economy, the colonialists were bringing to life forces which
threatened their rule—a local proletariat and a national bourgeoisie,
which were capable of giving a more organised and stable character
to the growing resistance of the masses to colonial oppression. These
processes had barely begun at that time, but Marx was already fully
aware of their significance for the future of the colonial world. He
foresaw the growth of the opposition of the masses to the colonialists
in India and other oppressed countries. In the article “Revolution in
China and in Europe” he noted, in particular, the great successes of
the Taiping peasant rebellion. The Taiping movement was ostensi-
bly directed against the oppression of the foreign Manchu nobility.
At the same time, like other progressive liberation movements in the
East, it was an anti-colonial movement. Its advent was accelerated by
“English cannon forcing upon China that soporific drug called
opium” (see this volume, p. 93).

Marx saw in the liberation struggle of the enslaved peoples and
the victory of the proletariat in the metropolis the two
conditions for freeing the oppressed countries from colonial
oppression and for their true social rebirth. The population of
India, he wrote, would be unable to benefit from the fruits of
modern civilisation “till in Great Britain itself the now ruling
classes shall have been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or
till the Hindoos themselves shall have grown strong enough to
throw off the English yoke altogether” (see this volume, p. 221).

Thus, Marx saw two possible paths for the future liberation of
the colonies, which he by no means regarded as mutually
exclusive. He considered the struggle of the working class for
proletarian revolution in the capitalist countries and the national
liberation movement as two interconnected aspects of the re-
volutionary process.

His discovery of the profound inner connection between the
processes of revolutionary ferment in the colonial world and the
maturing of the prerequisites for proletarian revolution in the
West was perhaps the most important result of Marx’s study of
colonial problems. In his articles he showed that the drawing of
the colonial and dependent countries into the orbit of capitalist
relations would inevitably sharpen the antagonisms of the capitalist
world, and that the national liberation movement in these
countries, by inflicting blows on the capitalist colonial system,
would weaken the position of capitalism in the metropolis. Marx
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referred to the revolutionary processes in the East as a spark
thrown into the “overloaded mine of the present industrial
system” (see this volume, p. 98). Conversely, as all Marx’s articles
on India, Ireland and China show, the working class of the capitalist
countries must in the long term benefit from the destruction of the
colonial system, and should render all possible assistance to the
liberation of the colonies.

Marx’s studies of national and colonial problems in his articles of
1853 and subsequent years were vital contributions to revolutionary
theory and provided the foundation for working-class policy on the
colonial question. They were the point of departure for Lenin’s
subsequent analysis of imperialism, and of the liberation movement
in the colonial and dependent countries as an integral part of the
world-wide anti-imperialist revolutionary process.

Marx and Engels examined problems of international relations in
the context of prospects for the proletarian and national liberation
movement. The articles on these questions constitute a considerable
section of the present volume. The experience of the revolution of
1848-49 convinced Marx and Engels of the important role of
diplomacy and foreign policy. Diplomatic means were used exten-
sively by the reactionary forces of absolutist states and the ruling
bourgeoisie for the achievement of counter-revolutionary ends.
Marx and Engels considered, as Marx later formulated it in the
“Inaugural Address of the Working Men’s International Associa-
tion”, that one of the most important tasks of proletarian
revolutionaries was to understand the secrets of international politics
and to expose the machinations of the diplomacy of the ruling classes
and their aggressive designs. In the working class they saw a real
social force capable of effectively counteracting the aggressive
policies of governments. They stressed the need for the working
class to pursue its own revolutionary line in international conflicts,
aimed at thorough-going bourgeois-democratic transformations in
Europe and the preparation of the conditions for a victorious
proletarian revolution. It was from this position, the position of the
“Sixth Power”, as Marx and Engels called the European revolution,
contrasting it with the five “Great Powers” of the day (see this
volume, p. 557), that they approached all international questions.

In their numerous articles on these subjects Marx and Engels
exposed the whole system of international relations which had
taken shape since the Comngress of Vienna in 1815. They saw this
system as an obstacle to the progressive development of Europe,
the liberation of the oppressed nations, and the national unifica-
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tion of politically disunited countries. Statesmen and diplomats
clung to this decrepit system, but not from any belief in the principle
of observing international agreements. Marx showed in many of his
articles that the treaties of 1815 were constantly violated by the rulers
of European states when it suited their purpose. Thus the traditional
cunning methods of the diplomacy of the ruling classes continued to
flourish on the basis of established international relations. Marx and
Engels in their articles condemned its practice of setting nations
against one another, of intimidation and blackmail, and blatant
interference in the internal affairs of small states. In the article
“Political Position of the Swiss Republic”, in particular, Engels
pointed out that the declared neutrality of the small states had in fact
become a pure formality and that the existing “European political
system” doomed these states to the role of lackeys of the
counter-revolutionary forces and the “scapegoat” in the diplomatic
game of the Great Powers (see this volume, p. 86).

At the centre of the attention of Marx and Engels at that time were
the contradictions between the European powers in the Middle East,
the struggle for the partition of the Turkish Empire, for control of
the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles, and for predominance in the
Balkans and the countries of Asia Minor. A long series of articles by
Marx and Engels is devoted to “the Eastern question”, the
aggravation of which led to the outbreak of the Crimean War.
Already in the first articles on this subject, which were written by
Engels—the section “Turkey” in the article “British Politics.—
Disraeli—The Refugees.—Mazzini in London.—Turkey”, the arti-
cles “The Real Issue in Turkey”, “The Turkish Question”, and
“What Is to Become of Turkey in Europe?” —Marx’s and Engels’
position on this question was substantially outlined. Their point of
view was further developed in Marx’s articles “The Turkish
Question.— The Times—Russian Aggrandizement”, *“The War
Question.—Doings of Parliament.—India”, “The Western Powers
and Turkey”, and others.

Analysing the position in the Middle East and the Balkans, Marx
and Engels revealed the economic, political and military causes of the
rivalry between the European powers in this region. The complexity
of the problem, in their opinion, lay in the fact that this competition
was linked with international confrontations caused by the libera-
tion movement of the Balkan peoples against the rule of feudal
Turkey.

In contrast to West European politicians and diplomats, who
concealed their aggressive aims in the Middle East behind the
doctrine of maintaining the status quo as established by the
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Congress of Vienna and.the pretence of defending the inviolability
of the feudal Ottoman Empire, Marx and Engels saw that Empire
as a great obstacle to historical progress and the development of
the Balkan peoples who were under the rule of the Ottoman
conquerors. The revolutionary-democratic solution to the Eastern
question lay, in their opinion, first and foremost, in the granting
of independence and the right to choose the form of their future
state system to the Southern Slavs and all the peoples of the
Balkan Peninsula. Marx wrote that the choice would depend
on the concrete historical conditions. He did not exclude the
possibility of the creation in the Balkans of a Federal Republic of
Slavonic States (see this volume, p. 212).

A genuine solution to the Middle East crisis, Marx and Engels
stressed, should not be expected from the Western politicians. “The
solution of the Turkish problem is reserved, with that of other great
problems, to the European Revolution,” wrote Engels (see this
volume, p. 34). Moreover he foresaw the possibility of the revolution
spreading eastwards. Already in 1789 the boundaries of revolution
had begun steadily to extend further and further. “The last
revolutionary outposts were Warsaw, Debreczin, Bucharest; the
advanced posts of the next revolution must be Petersburg and
Constantinople” (see this volume, p. 34).

Marx and Engels denounced in particular the policy of Tsarist
autocracy, its role of gendarme in Europe, its striving for aggrandise-
ment. Tsarism, they stressed, sought to use for counter-
revolutionary and aggressive aims the sincere sympathy which the
peoples of the Balkan Peninsula felt for Russia, particularly since its
victory in the wars with Turkey had actually facilitated the liberation
of those peoples from Turkish oppression. But Tsarist autocracy, the
oppressor of the Russian people and the other peoples of the
Russian Empire, was the worst enemy of revolution. The strengthen-
ing of Tsarism presented a serious threat to the democratic and
working-class movement in Europe.

Marx’s and Engels’ detestation of Tsarism was shared by the
progressive representatives of revolutionary democracy, first and
foremost, by the Russian revolutionaries themselves. “Half a century
ago,” Lenin wrote in 1903, “Russia’s reputation as an international
gendarme was firmly established. In the course of the last century
our autocracy rendered no small support to various reactionary
causes in Europe even to the point of crushing by downright military
force the revolutionary movements in neighbouring countries. One
has only to recall the Hungarian campaign of Nicholas I, and the
repeated repressions of Poland, to understand why the leaders of the
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international socialist proletariat from the forties onward denounced
tsarism so often to the European workers and European democrats
as the chief mainstay of reaction in the whole civilised world.

“Beginning with the last three decades or so of the nineteenth
century, the revolutionary movement in Russia gradually altered
this state of affairs. The more tsarism was shaken by the blows of
the growing revolutionary movement at home, the weaker it
became as the enemy of freedom in Europe” (Lenin, Collected Works,
Vol. 15, p. 461).

Marx and Engels regarded the exposure of the self-seeking,
anti-democratic position of the ruling circles of the Western powers,
above all, of Britain and France, as one of the main aims of their
articles on the Eastern question.

In their view the essence of the foreign policy of these powers
was to strive to weaken Russia as a rival in the struggle for
supremacy in the Middle East and the Balkans, while at the same
time seeking to preserve Tsarism as a dependable weapon and
bulwark of counter-revolutionary regimes in Europe. The desire to
prevent the revolutionary consequences of the collapse of Tsarism
and to avoid a decisive clash with Tsarism on the assumption that it
would continue to perform the services of a gendarme in the future
revealed, to quote Marx, “the mean and abject spirit of the
European middle classes” (see this volume, p. 590). However, he
stressed that all the ambiguous manoeuvres and tricks of Western
diplomacy—the provocative incitement of the Sultan to offer
resistance to Tsarist Russia, while at the same time conniving with the
Tsar, and the attempt to perform a mediatory role as “peace-
maker”—could only aggravate the situation and precipitate the
impending military conflict. Western diplomats and politicians,
Marx stated, “will not get rid of their embarrassment in this sneaking
way” (see this volume, p. 561). The hostilities between Russia and
Turkey which began in October 1853 were inevitably developing
into a European war.

The France of Napoleon 111, Marx stressed, played the role of one
of the main instigators of the Crimean War. “The Bonapartist
usurpation, therefore,” he pointed out, “is the true origin of the
present Eastern complication” (see this volume, p. 615). In the article
“The London Press.—Policy of Napoleon on the Turkish Ques-
tion”, and others Marx exposed the adventurism and dynastic aims
of Louis Bonaparte and his supporters in the Eastern question. For
the ruler of the Second Empire foreign adventures were a means of
preserving the counter-revolutionary Bonapartist dictatorship and a
way for the usurper of the imperial throne of France to gain
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recognition from the European monarchs as one of those who
decided the fate of Europe.

Marx’s articles “Urquhart.—Bem.—The Turkish Question in
the House of Lords”, “The Turkish Question in the Commons”,
“The Quadruple Convention—England and the War”, “The
Czar’s Views.—Prince Albert”, “Russian Diplomacy.—The Blue
Book on the Eastern Question.—Montenegro”. and many others
dealt with the position of the British ruling circles on the Eastern
question. They contain a scathing criticism of the foreign policy of
the British Government which, as Marx and Engels frequently
stressed, was dictated by the interests of the bourgeois-aristocratic
oligarchy. The founders of Marxism saw this policy as a
manifestation of the counter-revolutionary role which Britain
played in Europe during the wars against the French Revolution
of 1789-94 and in 1848-49, when the British bourgeoisie in league
with Tsarism and other reactionary forces acted as the suppressor
of the revolutionary movement. Marx and Engels stressed that
British ruling circles were especially apprehensive lest the conflict
with Russia on the Eastern question should develop into a general
revolutionary conflagration on the continent, which might find a
response among the mass of the people in Great Britain. This factor,
they noted, left its mark on the whole of British diplomacy.

By their criticism of the British ruling oligarchy, which was
acting as a counter-revolutionary force not only in Great Britain
itself, but also in the international arena, Marx and Engels sought
to promote the democratic struggle for a change in the domestic and
foreign policy of Great Britain. This was the aim, in particular, of a
series of revealing articles by Marx entitled “Lord Palmerston”,
which were printed in The People’s Paper and,in part,in the New-York
Daily Tribune. Some of the articles in this series were reprinted in
Britain in the form of pamphlets.

“Lord Palmerston” is a brilliant exposé written on the basis of a
detailed study of numerous diplomatic documents, parliamentary
debates and the press. In this work Marx draws a remarkably
accurate and witty portrait of the eminent statesman of bourgeois-
aristocratic Britain. His description of Palmerston actually contains
an assessment of the whole British system of government, the
whole political course of official Britain, the characteristic features
of its diplomacy, its striving to exploit other nations for its own
ends, its provocative role in many European conflicts, and its
perfidious attitude to its allies. Marx revealed the class roots of this
system, showing that British statesmen of the Palmerston type
were concerned above all that no clouds should darken “the bright
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sky of the landlords and moneylords” (see this volume, p. 351).

Analysing Palmerston’s stand on the Irish question and his
attitude towards the Italian, Hungarian and Polish national
movements, Marx revealed the anti-democratic, anti-revolutionary
character of British policy which was demagogically concealed by
liberal phrases and hypocritical expressions of sympathy for the
victims of despotism. A self-proclaimed supporter of “constitutional-
ism”, Palmerston was in Britain itself the initiator of repressive
measures and the opponent of all progressive reforms, while in
Europe—in Greece, Spain and Portugal —he supported the reactio-
nary monarchist governments and flirted with Bonapartist circles
in France.

Palmerston, Marx emphasises, possessed remarkable political
cunning, and an actor’s ability to play the role required by this or that
situation, in keeping with the British two-party system and the
constant polemics between representatives of the government party
and the opposition. Marx regarded as one of the main features of
Palmerston’s political art the ability to represent actions taken in the
interest of bourgeois-aristocratic circles as national policy, his
feigned concern for the well-being and prestige of the British
nation. Palmerston proclaimed himself everywhere as a “truly
English minister”.

In stressing the similarity between the counter-revolutionary
aspirations of Russian Tsarism and of the British oligarchy, however,
Marx somewhat exaggerated Palmerston’s subservient role in
relation to the Tsarist autocracy. The position of Palmerston, as of
other leading British statesmen, on the Eastern question was
determined not only by fear of revolution and the desire to make use
of the Russian autocracy in the struggle against it, but also by the
British ruling class’s own aggressive aspirations in the Middle East, its
expansionist ambitions with respect to the Caucasus, and its plans to
build up its own supremacy at the expense of Tsarist Russia. This
was, indeed, one of the main causes of the Crimean War.

In writing the pamphlet against Palmerston, and in a number of
other works, Marx made use of factual material from the articles and
brochures of David Urquhart, then a leading figure in propagan-
da about “the Russian menace” to Britain. And this caused several
newspapers, and also bourgeois historians of a later period, to
conclude that Marx and Urquhart shared the same position on the
Eastern question. However, in fact, as the works in the present
volume show, Marx and Engels disagreed radically with Urquhart
and regarded his views as on the whole reactionary. Particularly
noteworthy in this respect is the article “David Urquhart”, published
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in Die Reform. In it Marx attacked the emotional attitudinising of
David Urquhart, “who is basically conservative”, his arbitrary
interpretation of revolutionary events as, allegedly, the result of the
machinations of Tsarist diplomacy, his Russophobia, and his
idealisation of the feudal Ottoman Empire and the reactionary
Empire of the Habsburgs. Marx also emphatically refutes Urquhart’s
conception of history as “more or less exclusively the work of
diplomacy” (see this volume, p. 478). Marx regarded Urquhart’s
denunciation of the foreign policy of Palmerston and the Tsarist
government as the only positive aspect of his activity.

When the Crimean War began, Marx and Engels followed its
course with the greatest attention. Engels wrote a number of reviews
on the fighting on the Danubian and Caucasian fronts, and also on
the Black Sea (“The Holy War”, “The War on the Danube”, “The
Last Battle in Europe”, and others). These reviews were written
immediately after the events in question and some of them inevitably
show traces of the influence of the one-sided and sometimes also
tendentious information about them in the Western press, which
Engels could not immediately check from other sources. As a result
of this, his assessment of, in particular, the sea-battle of Sinope on
November 30, 1853, in the article “Progress of the Turkish War”,
was inaccurate. In his reviews (see this volume, pp. 471-73,
520-22) Engels amended some exaggerated statistics about the
strength of the Russian troops on the Danube which he had
quoted in the articles “The Russians in Turkey” and “Movements of
the Armies in Turkey” on the basis of information in the Western
press. Nevertheless, Engels’ long series of articles on the Crimean
War, published in this volume, and also in Volumes 13 and 14 of the
present edition, occupies an important place in his writings on
military theory. It contains important observations and conclusions
on questions of the art of warfare, military strategy and tactics. In
analysing the political and military aspects of the Crimean War Marx
and Engels worked out a general tactical line for the revolutionary
proletariat in this major European military conflict. They arrived at
the conclusion that the policy of the ruling classes, whose aggressive
aims had plunged the peoples into bloodshed, should be contrasted
with the idea of a revolutionary war against Tsarism in the name of
the democratic reorganisation of Europe, the liberation of the Poles,
Hungarians, Southern Slavs and other oppressed peoples, and the
national unification of Germany and also Italy by revolutionary
means. Such a war, in their opinion, would inflict a telling blow on
Tsarist autocracy, facilitate the liberation of the peoples of Russia,
and lead to the collapse of counter-revolutionary regimes in Western



Preface XXXI

Europe, France and Britain included, and thereby advance the
victory of the West European working class.

In this volume four works by Marx are published for the first time
in English— “Hirsch’s Confessions”, “David Urquhart”, The Knight
of the Noble Consciousness, and “Apropos Carey”. The articles by
Marx and Engels written in English, mainly from the New-York Daily
Tribune, are published for the first time in the language of the
--original in collected form (publication in part of a number of them in
the collection The Eastern Question, London, 1897, is indicated in the
notes).

As Marx and Engels repeatedly pointed out in their correspon-
dence, the editors of the New-York Daily Tribunetreated their articles
in a somewhat arbitrary fashion, particularly those which were
printed, unsigned, in the form of editorials. During the preparation
of this volume editorial insertions were discovered in some of these
articles. These insertions are reproduced in the present edition in
notes to the relevant passages in the  given article. Parallel
publications in the New-York Daily Tribune and The People’s Paper
have been collated. Important divergencies between the two texts are
indicated in footnotes. Rare instances of discrepancies in the texts of
the New-York Daily Tribune and its special issues—the New-York
Semi-Weekly Tribune and New-York Weekly Tribune—are also indi-
cated in footnotes, with the exception of corrections of misprints
made in the main issue. In this case corrections are made in the text
without special mention. Obvious misprints in quotations, proper
names, geographical names, numbers, dates, etc., discovered in the
text of the New-York Daily Tribune and other newspapers, have
been corrected after checking with the sources used by Marx and
Engels. The articles are published under the titles under which
they appeared in the newspapers. In cases when an article bore
no title in the original, the editorial heading is given in square
brackets.

The volume was compiled and the preface, notes, subject
index and the index of quoted and mentioned literature written by
Tatyana Vasilyeva and edited by Lev Golman (CC CPSU Institute of
Marxism-Leninism). The indexes of names and of periodicals were
prepared by Galina Kostryukova (CC CPSU Institute of Marxism-
Leninism).

The translations were made by Clemens Dutt, Rodney Living-
stone, and Joan and Trevor Walmsley and were edited by Maurice
Cornforth and Nicholas Jacobs (Lawrence and Wishart) and Victor
Schneierson (Progress Publishers).
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The volume was prepared for the press by the editors Tatyana
Grishina, Victor Schnittke, Lyudgarda Zubrilova and Alla Varavits-
kaya, and the assistant editors Nadezhda Korneyeva and Alexander
Strelnikov for Progress Publishers, and Vladimir Mosolov, scientific
editor, for the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU.
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Vienna when the aspect of things changed again.® The same

journals now assert that “Austria trusts to the honor of the
English Cabinet,” and the semi-official Oesterreichische Correspon-
denz publishes the following from its Paris Correspondent:

“Lord Cowley, on his return to Paris, stated to the Emperor of the French,?
that the diplomatic representatives of England at the Northern Courts had been
formally instructed to employ all their efforts to deter the Northern Powers from
forwarding a collective note to the British Government, and to urge, as the ground
for such abstention, that that Government would be the better enabled to comply
with the demand of those powers, the more it could keep up, in all eyes of England, the
appearance of acting freely and voluntarily in the matter....

“The British Ambassador, Lord Cowley, urged the Emperor of the French to
place implicit confidence on the British Cabinet, the more so as the Emperor would
always be at liberty to take any steps he might consider proper in the event of that
confidence not having been justified... The Emperor of the French, while
reserving to himself full freedom of action for the future, was induced to put the
sincerity of the British Cabinet to the proof, and he is now endeavoring to persuade the
other powers to follow his example.”

You see what is expected from “ce cher Aberdeen,” as Louis
Philippe used to call him, and what promises he must have made.
These promises are actually already followed up by deeds. Last
week the English Police drew up a list of the Continental refugees
residing in London. Several detectives, in plain clothes, walked
from square to square, from street to street, and from house to
house, making notes on the personale of the refugees, address-
ing themselves in the majority of cases to the publicans in the
neighborhood, but entering in some instances, under the pretense
of the pursuit of criminals, the very domiciles and searching the
papers of some exiles.

While the Continental Police is vainly hunting after Mazzini,
while at Nuremberg the magistrates have ordered the closure of
the gates in order to catch him—no man being hanged there
before he is caught, according to the old German proverb—while
the English press publishes reports after reports as to his supposed
sojourn, Mazzini has for the past few days been safe and sound at
London.

Prince Menchikoff, after reviewing the Russian forces stationed
in the Danubian Principalities, and after an inspection of the army
and fleet at Sebastopol, where he caused manoeuvres of embark-
ing and disembarking troops to be executed under his own eyes,
entered Constantinople in the most theatrical style on Feb. 28,

* Napoleon II1.— Ed.
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attended by a suite of 12 persons, including the Admiral of the
Russian squadron in the Black Sea,® a General of Division,” and
several staff officers, with M. de Nesselrode, Jr.,as Secretary of the
Embassy. He met with such a reception from the Greek and
Russian inhabitants as he were the orthodox Czar himself entering
Tsarigrad to restore it to the true faith. An enormous sensation
was created here and at Paris,by the news that Prince Menchikoff,
not satisfied with the dismissal of Fuad Effendi, had demanded
that the Sultan should abandon to the Emperor of Russia, not only
the protection of all the Christians in Turkey, but also the right of
nominating the Greek patriarch; that the Sultan had appealed to
the protection of England and France; that Colonel Rose, the
British Envoy, had dispatched the steamer Wasp in haste to Malta
to request the immediate presence of the English fleet in the
Archipelago, and that Russian vessels had anchored at Kilia, near
the Bosphorus.® The Paris Moniteur informs us that the French
squadron at Toulon had been ordered to the Grecian waters.*
Admiral Dundas, however, is still at Malta. From all this, it is
evident, that the Eastern Question is once more on the European
“ordre du jour,” a fact not astonishing for those who are acquainted
with history.

Whenever the revolutionary hurricane has subsided for a
moment, one ever-recurring question is sure to turn up: the
eternal ‘“Eastern Question.” Thus, when the storms of the first
"~ French revolution had passed, and Napoleon and Alexander of
Russia had divided, after the peace of Tilsit, the whole of
Continental Europe* betwixt themselves, Alexander profited by
the momentary calm to march an army into Turkey, and to “give
a lift” to the forces that were breaking up from within that
decaying empire. Again, no sooncr had the revolutionary move-
ments of Western Europe® been quelled by the Congresses of
Laybach and Verona, than Alexander’s successor, Nicholas, made
another dash at Turkey. When a few years later, the revolution of
July, with its concomitant insurrections in Poland, Italy, Belgium,
had had its turn, and Europe, as remodeled in 1831, seemed out
of the reach of domestic squalls, the Eastern Question, in 1840,
appeared on the point of embroiling the “great Powers” in a
general war.® And now, when the shortsightedness of the ruling

* V. A. Kornilov.— Ed

" A A Nepokoichitsky.— Ed

¢ The New-York Daily Tribune erroneously has “Dardanelles”.— Ed.
Le Moniteur universel, No. 79, March 20, 1853.— Ed.
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pigmies prides itself in having successfully freed Europe from the
dangers of anarchy and revolution, up starts again the ever-
lasting topic, the never-failing difficulty: What shall we do with
Turkey?

Turkey is the living sore of European legitimacy.” The
impotency of legitimate, monarchical government, ever since the
first French Revolution, has resumed itself in the one axiom: Keep
up the status quo. A testimonium paupertatis, an acknowledgment of
the universal incompetence of the ruling powers, for any purpose
of progress or civilization, is seen in this universal agreement to
stick to things as by chance or accident they happen to be.
Napoleon could dispose of a whole continent at a moment’s notice;
aye, and dispose of it, too, in a manner that showed both genius
and fixedness of purpose; the entire “collective wisdom” of
Furopean legitimacy, assembled in Congress at Vienna, took a
couple of years to do the same job, got at loggerheads over it,
made a very sad mess, indeed, of it, and found it such a dreadful
bore that ever since they have had enough of it, and have never
tried their hands again at parceling out Europe. Myrmidons
of mediocrity, as Béranger calls them,* without historical knowl-
edge or insight into facts, without ideas, without initiative, they
adore the status quo they themselves have bungled together,
knowing what a bungling and blundering piece of workmanship
it is.

But Turkey no more than the rest of the world remains
stationary; and just when the reactionary party has succeeded in
restoring in civilized Europe what they consider to be the status quo
ante, it is perceived that in the meantime the status quo in Turkey
has been very much altered, that new questions, new relations,
new interests have sprung up, and that the poor diplomatists have
to begin again where they were interrupted by a general
earthquake some eight or ten years before. Keep up the status quo
in Turkey! Why, you might as well try to keep up the precise
degree of putridity into which the carcass of a dead horse has
passed at a given time, before dissolution is complete. Turkey goes
on decaying, and will go on decaying as long as the present system
of “balance of power” and maintenance of the “status quo” goes
on, and in spite of Congresses, protocols and ultimatums it will
produce its yearly quota of diplomatic difficulties and international

? P. ]. Béranger, Les Mirmidons, ou les funérailles d’Achille. There is a pun in the title
of this allegory: “les mirmidons” meaning a warlike Thessalian race who accompanied
Achilles to the Trojan War, and “mirmidon” also denotes “shorty, dwarf,
good-for-nothing”.— Ed.
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squabbles quite as every other putrid body will supply the
neighborhood with a due allowance of carburetted hydrogen and
other well-scented gaseous matter.

Let us look at the question at once. Turkey consists of three
entirely distinct portions: the vassal principalities of Africa, viz.
Egypt and Tunis; Asiatic Turkey, and European Turkey. The
African possessions, of which Egypt alone may be considered as
really subject to the Sultan, may be left for the moment out of the
question; Egypt belongs more to the English than to anybody else,
and will and must necessarily form their share in any future
partition of Turkey. Asiatic Turkey is the real seat of whatever
strength there is in the Empire; Asia Minor and Armenia, for four
hundred years the chief abode of the Turks, form the reserved
ground from which the Turkish armies have been drawn, from
those that threatened the ramparts of Vienna, to those that
dispersed before Diebitsch’s not very skillful manoeuvers at
Kulevcha.®? Turkey in Asia, although thinly populated, yet forms
too compact a mass of Mussulman fanaticism and Turkish
nationality to invite at present any attempts at conquest; and in
fact whenever the “Eastern Question” is mooted, the only portions
of this territory taken into consideration, are Palestine and the
Christian valleys of the Lebanon.

The real point at issue always is, Turkey in Europe—the great
peninsula to the south of the Save and Danube. This splendid
territory has the misfortune to be inhabited by a conglomerate of
different races® and nationalities, of which it is hard to say which
is the least fit for progress and civilization. Slavonians, Greeks,
Wallachians, Arnauts,® twelve millions of men, are all held in
submission by one million of Turks, and up to a recent period it
appeared doubtful whether, of all these different races, the Turks
were not the most competent to hold the supremacy which, in
such a mixed population, could not but accrue to one of these
nationalities. But when we see how lamentably have failed all the
attempts at civilization by Turkish authority—how the fanaticism
of Islam, supported principally by the Turkish mob in a few great
cities, has availed itself of the assistance of Austria and Russia
invariably to regain power and to overturn any progress that
might have been made; when we see the central, i.e. Turkish
authority weakened year after year by insurrections in the
Christian provinces, none of which, thanks to the weakness of the
Porte and to the intervention of neighboring States, is ever

2 The Turkish name for Albanians.— Ed.
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completely fruitless; when we see Greece acquire her independ-
ence, parts of Armenia conquered by Russia—Moldavia, Wal-
lachia, Serbia, successively placed under the protectorate of the
latter power,—we shall be obliged to admit that the presence of
the Turks in Europe is a real obstacle to the development of the
resources of the Thraco-Illyrian Peninsula.

We can hardly describe the Turks as the ruling class of Turkey,
because the relations of the different classes of society there are as
much mixed up as those of the various races. The Turk is,
according to localities and circumstances, workman, farmer, small
freeholder, trader, feudal landlord in the lowest and most barbaric
stage of feudalism, civil officer, or soldier; but in all these
different social positions he belongs to the privileged creed and
nation—he alone has the right to carry arms, and the highest
Christian has to give up the footpath to the lowest Moslem he
meets. In Bosnia and the Herzegovina, the nobility, of Slavonian
descent, has passed over to Islam, while the mass of the people
remain Rayahs, i.e. Christians. In this province, then, the ruling
creed and the ruling class are identified, as of course the Mos-
lem Bosnian is upon a level with his co-religionist of Turkish
descent.

The principal power of the Turkish population in Europe,
independently of the reserve always ready to be drawn from Asia,
lies in the mob of Constantinople and a few other large towns. It
is essentially Turkish, and though it finds its principal livelihood
by doing jobs for Christian capitalists, it maintains with great
jealousy the imaginary superiority and real impunity for excesses
which the privileges of Islam confer upon it as compared with
Christians. It is well known that this mob in every important coup
d’état has to be won over by bribes and flattery. It is this mob
alone, with the exception of a few colonized districts, which offers
a compact and imposing mass of Turkish population in Europe.
And certainly there will be, sooner or later, an absolute necessity
of freeing one of the finest parts of this continent from the rule of
a mob, compared to which the mob of Imperial Rome was an
assemblage of sages and heroes.

Among the other nationalities, we may dispose in a very few
words of the Arnauts, a hardy aboriginal mountain people,
inhabiting the country sloping toward the Adriatic, speaking a
language of their own, which, however, appears to belong to the
great Indo-European stock. They are partly Greek Christians,
partly Moslems, and, according to all we know of them, as yet very
unprepared for civilization. Their predatory habits will force any
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neighboring government to hold them in close military subjection,
until industrial progress in the surrounding districts shall find
them employment as hewers of wood and drawers of water, the
same as has been the case with the Gallegas® in Spain, and the
inhabitants of mountainous districts generally:

The Wallachians or Daco-Romans, the chief inhabitants of the
district between the Lower Danube and the Dniester, are a greatly
mixed population, belonging to the Greek Church and speaking a
language derived from the Latin, and in many respects not unlike
the Italian. Those of Transylvania and the Bukovina belong to the
Austrian, those of Bessarabia to the Russian Empire; those of
Moldavia and Wallachia, the two only principalities where the
Daco-Roman race has acquired a political existence, have Princes
of their own, under the nominal suzeraineté of the Porte and the
real dominion of Russia. Of the Transylvanian Wallachians we
heard much during the Hungarian War'’; hitherto oppressed by
the feudalism of Hungarian landlords who were, according to the
Austrian system, made at the same time the instruments of all
Government exactions, this brutalized mass was in like manner as
the Ruthenian serfs of Galicia in 1846,"' won over by Austrian
promises and bribes, and began that war of devastation which has
made a desert of Transylvania. The Daco-Romans of the Turkish
Principalities have at least a native nobility and political institu-
tions; and in spite of all the efforts of Russia, the revolutionary
spirit has penetrated among them, as the insurrection of 1848 well
proved.”” There can hardly be a doubt that the exactions and
hardships inflicted upon them during the Russian occupation since
1848 must have raised this spirit still higher, in spite of the bond
of common religion and Czaro-Popish superstition which has
hitherto led them to look upon the imperial chief of the Greek
Church as upon their natural protector. And if this is the case, the
Wallachian nationality may yet play an important part in the
ultimate disposal of the territories in question.

The Greeks of Turkey are mostly of Slavonic descent, but have
adopted the modern Hellenic language; in fact, with the exception
of a few noble families of Constantinople and Trebizond, it is now
generally admitted that very little pure Hellenic blood is to be
found even in Greece. The Greeks, along with the Jews, are the
principal traders in the seaports and many inland towns. They are
also tillers of the soil in some districts. In all cases, neither their
numbers, compactness, nor spirit of nationality, give them any

? An ancient mountain people of Galicia.— Ed.
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political weight as a nation, except in Thessaly and perhaps
Epirus. The influence held by a few noble Greek families as
dragomans (interpreters) in Constantinople, is fast declining, since
Turks have been educated in Europe and European legations have
been provided with attachés who speak Turkish.

We now come to the race that forms the great mass of the
population and whose blood is preponderant wherever a mixture
of races has occurred. In fact it may be said to form the principal
stock of the Christian population from the Morea to the Danube,
and from the Black Sea to the Arnaut Mountains. This race is the
Slavonic race, and more particularly that branch of it which is
resumed under the name of Illyrian (Ilirski), or South Slavonian
(Jugoslavenski). After the Western Slavonian (Polish and Bohe-
mian), and Eastern Slavonian (Russian), it forms the third branch
of that numerous Slavonic family which for the last twelve hundred
years has occupied the East of Europe. These southern Slavonians
occupy not only the greater part of Turkey, but also Dalmatia,
Croatia, Slavonia and the south of Hungary. They all speak the
same language, which is much akin to the Russian, and by far to
western ears, the most musical of all Slavonic tongues. The
Croatians and part of the Dalmatians are Roman Catholics, all the
remainder belong to the Greek Church. The Roman Catholics use
the Latin alphabet, but the followers of the Greek Church write
their language in the Cyrillian character,” which is also used in
the Russian and old Slavonic or Church language. This cir-
cumstance connected with the difference of religion, has con-
tributed to retard any national development embracing the whole
south Slavonic territory. A man in Belgrade may not be able to
read a book printed in his own language at Agram® or Betch,” he
may object even to take it up, on account of the “heterodox”
alphabet and orthography used therein; while he will have little
difficulty in reading and understanding a book printed at Moscow,
in the Russian language, because the two idioms, particularly in
the old Slavonic etymological system of orthography, look very
much alike, and because the book is printed in the “orthodox”
(pravoslavni) alphabet. The mass of the Greek Slavonians will not
even have their bibles, liturgies and prayer books printed in their
own country, because they are convinced that there is a peculiar
correctness and orthodoxy and odor of sanctity about anything
printed in holy Moscow or in the imperial printing establishment

* Zagreb.— Ed.
Y The Serbian name for Vienna.— Ed.
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of St. Petersburg. In spite of all the panslavistic efforts of Agram
and Prague enthusiasts,' the Serbian, the Bulgarian, the Bosnian
Rayah, the Slavonian peasant of Macedonia and Thrace, has more
national sympathy, more points of contact, more means of
intellectual intercourse with the Russian than with the Roman
Catholic south Slavonian who speaks the same language. Whatever
may happen, he looks to St. Petersburg for the advent of the
Messiah who is to deliver him from all evil; and if he calls
Constantinople his Tsarigrad or Imperial City, it is as much in
anticipation of the orthodox Tsar coming from the north
and entering it to restore the true faith, as in recollection of
the orthodox Tsar who held it before the Turks overrun the
country.

Subjected in the greater part of Turkey to the direct rule of the
Turk, but under local authorities of their own choice, partly (in
Bosnia) converted to the faith of the conqueror, the Slavonian race
has, in that country, maintained or conquered political existence in
two localities. The one is Serbia, the valley of the Morava, a
province with well defined natural lines of frontier, which played
an important part in the history of these regions six hundred
years ago. Subdued for a while by the Turks, the Russian war of
1806 '° gave it a chance of obtaining a separate existence, though
under the Turkish supremacy. It has remained ever since under
the immediate protection of Russia. But, as in Moldavia and
Wallachia, political existence has brought on new wants, and
forced upon Serbia an increased intercourse with Western Europe.
Civilization began to take root, trade extended, new ideas sprang
up; and thus we find in the very heart and stronghold of Russian
influence, in Slavonic, orthodox Serbia, an anti-Russian, progres-
sive party (of course, very modest in its demands of reform),
headed by the ex-Minister of Finances Garasanin.'®

There is no doubt that, should the Greco-Slavonian population
ever obtain the mastery in the land which it inhabits and where it
forms three-fourths of the whole population (seven millions), the
same necessities would by and by give birth to an anti-Russian,
progressive party, the existence of which has been hitherto the
inevitable consequence of any portion of it having become
semi-detached from Turkey.

In Montenegro, we have not a fertile valley with comparatively
large cities, but a barren mountain country of difficult access.
Here a set of robbers have fixed themselves, scouring the plains
and storing the plunder in their mountain fastnesses. These
romantic but rather uncouth gentlemen have long been a nuisance
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in Europe, and it is but in keeping with the policy of Russia and
Austria that they should stick up for the rights of the Black
Mountain people (Tsernogorci) to burn down villages, murder the
inhabitants and carry off the cattle.

Written between March 12 and 22, 1853 Reproduced from the New-York
. i . . Daily Tribune
First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 3736, and the Semi-Weekly
Tribune, No. 821, April 7, 1853; reprinted
in the New-York Weekly Tribune, No. 604,
April 9, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx
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Frederick Engels

THE REAL ISSUE IN TURKEY"

We are astonished that in the current discussion of the Oriental
Question the English journals have not more boldly demonstrated
the vital interests which should render Great Britain the earnest
and unyielding opponent of the Russian projects of annexation
and aggrandizement. England cannot afford to allow Russia to
become the possessor of the Dardanelles and Bosphorus. Both
commercially and politically such an event would be a deep if not
a deadly blow at British power. This will appear from a simple
statement of facts as to her trade with Turkey.

Before the discovery of the direct route to India, Constantinople
was the mart of an extensive commerce. And now, though the
products of India find their way into Europe by the overland
route through Persia, Turan?® and Turkey, yet the Turkish ports
carry on a very important and rapidly increasing traffic both with
Europe and the interior of Asia. To understand this, it is only
necessary to look at the map. From the Black Forest to the sandy
hights of Novgorod Veliki, the whole inland country is drained by
rivers flowing into the Black or Caspian Sea. The Danube and the
Volga, the two giant-rivers of Europe, the Dniester, Dnieper and
Don, all form so many natural channels for the carriage of inland
produce to the Black Sea—for the Caspian itself is only accessible
through the Black Sea. Two-thirds of Europe—that is, a part of
Germany and Poland, all Hungary, and the most fertile parts of
Russia, besides Turkey in Europe, are thus naturally referred to
the Euxine® for the export and exchange of their produce; and

2 The old name of the Turkestan Lowland.— Ed.
Pontus Euxinus—ancient name of the Black Sea.— Ed.



14 Frederick Engels

the more so, as all these countries are essentially agricultural, and
the great bulk of their products must always make water-carriage
the predominant means of transport. The corn of Hungary,
Poland, Southern Russia, the wool and the hides of the same
countries appear in yearly increasing quantities in our Western ?
markets, and they all are shipped at Galatz, Odessa, Taganrog,
and other Euxine ports. Then there is another important branch
of trade carried on in the Black Sea. Constantinople, and
particularly Trebizond, in Asiatic Turkey, are the chief marts of
the caravan trade to the interior of Asia, to the valley of the
Euphrates and Tigris, to Persia, and Turkestan. This trade, too, is
rapidly increasing. The Greek and Armenian merchants of the
two towns just named import large quantities of English manufac-
tured goods, the low price of which is rapidly superseding the
domestic industry of the Asiatic harems. Trebizond is better
situated for such a trade than any other point. It has in its rear
the hills of Armenia, which are far less impassable than the Syrian
desert, and it lies at a convenient proximity to Bagdad, Shiraz,
and Teheran, which latter place serves as an intermediate mart for
the caravans from Khiva and Bokhara. How important this trade,
and the Black Sea trade generally is becoming, may be seen at the
Manchester Exchange, where dark-complexioned Greek buyers
are increasing in numbers and importance, and where Greek and
South-Slavonian dialects are heard along with German and
English.

The trade of Trebizond is also becoming a matter of most
serious political consideration, as it has been the means of bringing
the interests of Russia and England anew into conflict in Inner
Asia. The Russians had, up to 1840, an almost exclusive monopoly
of the trade in foreign manufactured goods to that region.
Russian goods were found to have made their way, and in some
instances even to be preferred to English goods, as far down as
the Indus. Up to the time of the Afghan war, the conquest of
Scinde and the Punjab," it may be safely asserted that the trade
of England with Inner Asia was nearly null. The fact is now
different. The supreme necessity of a never-ceasing expansion of
trade—this fatum which, specter-like, haunts modern England,
and, if not appeased at once, brings on those terrible revulsions
which vibrate from New-York to Canton, and from St. Petersburg
to Sidney—this inflexible necessity has caused the interior of Asia
to be attacked from two sides by English trade: from the Indus

* The New-York Weekly Tribune has “English”.— Ed.
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and from the Black Sea; and although we know very little of the
exports of Russia to that part of the world, we may safely conclude
from the increase of English exports to that quarter, that the
Russian trade in that direction must have sensibly fallen off. The
commercial battle-field between England and Russia has been
removed from the Indus to Trebizond, and the Russian trade,
formerly venturing out as far as the limits of England’s Eastern
Empire, is now reduced to the defensive on the very verge of its
own line of custom-houses. The importance of this fact with
regard to any future solution of the Eastern Question, and to the
part which both England and Russia may take in it, is evident.
They are, and always must be, antagonists in the East.

But let us come to a more definite estimate of this Black Sea
trade. According to the London Economist? the British exports to
the Turkish dominions, including Egypt and the Danubian
Principalities, were:

In 1840 ......ccecurinvnnnnene £ 1,440,592 In 1846 ......c.cccvniinene £2,707,571

In 1842 ... . 2,068,842 . 3,626,241

In 1844 ..., 3,271,333 3,762,480
In 1851 coociiiiiiens

Of these amounts, at least two-thirds must have gone to ports in
the Black Sea, including Constantinople. And all this rapidly
increasing trade depends upon the confidence that may be placed
in the power which rules the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus, the
key to the Black Sea. Whoever holds these can open and shut at
his pleasure the passage into this last recess of the Mediterranean.
Let Russia once come into possession of Constantinople, who will
expect her to keep open the door by which England has invaded
her commercial domain?

So much for the commercial importance of Turkey, and
especially the Dardanelles. It is evident that not only a very large
trade, but the principal intercourse of Europe with Central Asia,
and consequently the principal means of re-civilizing that vast
region, depends upon the uninterrupted liberty of trading
through these gates to the Black Sea.

Now for the military considerations. The commercial impor-
tance of the Dardanelles and Bosphorus at once makes them

? “Turkey and Its Value”, The Economist, No. 498, March 12, 1853.— Ed.
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first-rate military positions, that is, positions of decisive influence
in any war. Such a point is Gibraltar, and such is Helsing6r® in the
Sound. But the Dardanelles are, from the nature of their locality,
even more important. The cannon of Gibraltar or Helsingor
cannot command the whole of the strait on which they are
situated, and they require the assistance of a fleet in order to close
it; while the narrowness of the strait at the Dardanelles and of the
Bosphorus is such that a few properly-erected and well-armed
fortifications, such as Russia, once in possession, would not tarry
an hour to erect, might defy the combined fleets of the world if
they attempted a passage. In that case, the Black Sea would be
more properly a Russian lake than even the Lake of Ladoga,
situated in its very heart. The resistance of the Caucasians would
be starved out at once; Trebizond would be a Russian port; the
Danube a Russian river. Besides, when Constantinople is taken,
the Turkish Empire is cut in two; Asiatic and European Turkey
have no means of communicating with or supporting each other,
and while the strength of the Turkish army, repulsed into Asia, is
utterly harmless, Macedonia, Thessaly, Albania, outflanked and
cut off from the main body, will not put the conqueror to the
trouble of subduing them; they will have nothing left but to beg
for mercy and for an army to maintain internal order.

But having come thus far on:the way to universal empire, is it
probable that this gigantic and swollen power will pause in the
career? Circumstances, if not her own will, forbid it. With the
annexation of Turkey and Greece she has excellent seaports, while
the Greeks furnish skillful sailors for her navy. With
Constantinople, she stands on the threshold of the Mediterranean;
with Durazzo and the Albanian coast from Antivari to Arta, she is
in the very center of the Adriatic, within sight of the British
Ionian islands, and within 36 hours’ steaming of Malta. Flanking
the Austrian dominions on the North, East and South, Russia will
already count the Hapsburgs among her vassals. And then,
another question is possible, is even probable. The broken and
undulating western frontier of the Empire, ill-defined in respect
of natural boundaries, would call for rectification, and it would
appear that the natural frontier of Russia runs from Dantzic or
perhaps Stettin to Trieste. And as sure as conquest follows
conquest, and annexation follows annexation, so sure would the
conquest of Turkey by Russia be only the prelude for the
annexation of Hungary, Prussia, Galicia, and for the ultimate

* The New-York Weekly Tribune gives the English name “Elsinore” . — Ed.
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realization of the Slavonic Empire which certain fanatical Pan-
slavistic philosophers have dreamed of.

Russia is decidedly a conquering nation, and was so for a
century, until the great movement of 1789 called into potent
activity an antagonist of formidable nature. We mean the
European Revolution, the explosive force of democratic ideas and
man’s native thirst for freedom. Since that epoch there have been
in reality but two powers on the continent of Europe—Russia and
Absolutism, the Revolution and Democracy. For the moment the
Revolution seems to be suppressed, but it lives and is feared as
deeply as ever. Witness the terror of the reaction at the news of
the late rising at Milan.' But let Russia get possession of Turkey,
and her strength is increased nearly half, and she becomes
superior to all the rest of Europe put together. Such an event
would be an unspeakable calamity to the revolutionary cause. The
maintenance of Turkish independence, or in case of a possible
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, the arrest of the Russian
scheme of annexation is a matter of the highest moment. In this
instance the interests of the revolutionary Democracy and of
England go hand in hand. Neither can permit the Czar to make
Constantinople one of his Capitals, and we shall find that when
driven to the wall, the one will resist him as determinedly as the
other.

Written between March 23 and 28, 1853 Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 3740, April 12, 1853, as a

leader; reprinted in the New-York Weehlsy

Tribune, No. 605, April 16, 1853
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Kar] Marx

THE LONDON PRESS.—POLICY OF NAPOLEON
ON THE TURKISH QUESTION %

London, March 25th, 1853

Until this morning no further authentic news has been received
from Turkey. The Paris Correspondent of The Morning Herald, of
to-day, asserts that he has been informed by responsible authority
that the Russians have entered Bucharest. In the Courrier de
Marseille of the 20th inst. we read:

“We are in a position to convey to the knowledge of our readers the substance
of the note which has already been presented to the Sublime Porte by M. d’Ozeroff
immediately after the departure of Count Leiningen, and before the brutal ‘sortie’
of the Prince Menchikoff in the midst of the Divan. The following are the principal
points referred to in this diplomatic note. The Count de Nesselrode complained in
the most lively terms that the Porte, in spite of its formal promise not to attack the
Montenegrins, had carried on a sanguinary war against that people, which had
given the greatest dissatisfaction to the Cabinet of St. Petersburg. In order, now, to
secure a sufficient protection to the Montenegrins, and for their preservation from
new disasters, Russia would invite the Porte to recognize the independence of
Montenegro. The note contained also a protest against the blockade of the Albanian
Coast, and in conclusion it pressed the demand upon the Sultan? to dismiss those
ministers whose doings had always occasioned misunderstandings between the two
governments. On the receipt of this note Turkey is said to have shown a disposition
to yield, although with regret, to that one point relating to the dismission of
ministers, particularly of Fuad Effendi, the Sultan’s brother-in-law, who has actually
been replaced by Rifaat Pasha, a partisan of Russia. The Porte, however, refused to
acknowledge the independence of Montenegro. It was then that Prince Menchikoff,
without previously paying the usual compliments to the Minister of Foreign Affairs,
presented himself in the Divan, to the neglect of all diplomatic forms, and
intimated in a bullying manner to that body to subscribe to his demands. In
consequence of this demand the Porte invoked the protection of England and
France.”

2 Abdul Mejid.— Ed.
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In ancient Greece, an orator who was paid to remain silent, was
said to have an ox on his tongue. The ox, be it remarked, was a
silver coin imported from Egypt.?! With regard to The Times, we
may say that, during the whole period of the revived Eastern
Question, it had also an ox on its tongue, if not for remaining
silent, at least for speaking. At first, this ingenious paper defended
the Austrian intervention in Montenegro, on the plea of Christian-
ity. But afterwards, when Russia interfered, it dropped this
argument, stating that the whole question was a quarrel between
the Greek and Roman Churches, utterly indifferent to the
“subjects” of the Established Church of England. Then, it dwelt
on the importance of the Turkish commerce for Great Britain,
inferring from that very importance, that Great Britain could but
gain by exchanging Turkish Free-Trade for Russian prohibition
and Austrian protection. It next labored to prove that England
was dependent for her food upon Russia, and must therefore bow
in silence to the geographical ideas of the Czar* A gracious
compliment this to the commercial system exalted by The Times,
and a very pleasant argumentation, that to mitigate England’s
dependence on Russia, the Black Sea had to become a Russian
lake, and the Danube a Russian river. Then, driven from these
untenable positions, it fell back on the general statement that the
Turkish Empire was hopelessly falling to pieces,—a conclusive
proof this, in the opinion of The Times, that Russia presently must
become the executor and heir of that Empire. Anon, The Times
wanted to subject the inhabitants of Turkey to the “pure sway”
and civilizing influence of Russia and Austria, remembering the
old story that wisdom comes from the East, and forgetting its
recent statement that “the state maintained by Austria in the
provinces and kingdoms of her own Empire, was one of arbitrary
authority and of executive, tyranny, regulated by no laws at all.”
In conclusion, and this is the strongest bit of impudence, The
Times congratulates itself on the “brilliancy” of its Eastern
leaders®!

The whole London Press, Morning Press and Evening Press,
Daily Press and Weekly Press rose as one man against the “leading
journal.” The Morning Post mocks at the intelligence of its brethren
of The Times, whom it accuses of spreading deliberately false and
absurd news. The Morning Herald calls it “our Hebraeo-Austro-
Russian contemporary,” The Daily News more shortly the “Brun-

? Nicholas I.— Ed.
b See the leader in The Times, No. 21383, March 23, 1853.— Ed.
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now organ.”? Its twin-brother, The Moring Chronicle heaves at it
the following blow:
“The journalists who have proposed to surrender the Turkish Empire to

Russia, on the score of the commercial eminence of a dozen large [Anglo-]JGreek
firms, are quite right in claiming for themselves the monopoly of brilliancy!"b

The Morning Advertiser says:

“The Times is right in stating that it is isolated in its advocacy of Russian
interests.... It is printed in the English language. But that is the only thing English
about it. It is, where Russia is concerned, Russian all over.” €

There is no doubt that the Russian bear will not draw in his
paws, unless he be assured of a momentary “entente cordiale”
between England and France. Now mark the following wonder-
ful coincidence. On the very day when The Times was trying to
persuade my lords Aberdeen and Clarendon, that the Turkish
affair was a mere squabble between France and Russia, the “roi
des droles” ¢ as Guizot used to call him, M. Granier de Cassagnac,
happened to discover in the Constitutionnel, that it was all nothing
but a quarrel between Lord Palmerston and the Czar.® Truly,
when we read these papers, we understand the Greek orators with
Macedonian oxen on their tongues, at the times when Demos-
thenes fulminated his Philippics.

As for the British aristocracy represented by the Coalition
Ministry, they would, if need be, sacrifice the national English
interests to their particular class interests, and permit the
consolidation of a juvenile despotism in the East in the hopes of
finding a support for their valetudinarian oligarchy in the West.
As to Louis Napoleon he is hesitating. All his predilections are on
the side of the Autocrat, whose system of governing he has
introduced into France, and all his antipathies are against
England, whose parliamentary system he has destroyed there.
Besides, if he permits the Czar’s plundering in the East, the Czar
will perhaps permit him to plunder in the West. On the other
hand he is as quite sure of the feelings of the Holy Alliance with
regard to the “parvenu Khan.” Accordingly he observes an

2 The Morning Post, No. 24726, March 22, 1853; The Morning Herald, No. 22115,
March 25, 1853,and The Daily News,No. 2133, March 23, 1853.— Ed.

Y The Morning Chronicle, No. 26910, March 24, 1853.— Ed.

€ The Morning Advertiser, March 24, 1853.— Ed

d King of the buffoons.— Ed

© A. Granier de Cassagnac, “Des Affaires d’Orient”, Le Constitutionnel, No. 83,
March 24, 1853.— Ed.
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ambiguous policy, striving to dupe the great powers of Europe as
he duped the parliamentary parties of the French National
Assembly. While fraternizing ostentatiously with the English
ambassador for Turkey, Lord Stratford de Redcliffe, he simul-
taneously cajoles the Russian Princess de Lieven with the most
flattering promises, and sends to the court of the Sultan M. De la
Cour, a warm advocate of an Austro-French alliance, in contradis-
tinction to an Anglo-French one. He orders the Toulon fleet to
sail to the Grecian waters, and then announces the day afterward,
in the Moniteur, that this had been done without any previous
communication with England. While he orders one of his organs,
the Pays, to treat the Eastern Question as most important to
France, he allows the statement of his other organ, the Con-
stitutionnel, that Russian, Austrian and English interests are at
stake in this question, but that France has only a very remote
interest in it, and is therefore in a wholly independent position.
Which will outbid the other, Russia or England? that is the
question with him.

Written on March 25, 1853 - Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 3739, April 11, 1853; re-

printed in the Semi-Weekly Tribune, No.

822, April 12, 1853

Signed: Karl Marx
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Frederick Engels

THE TURKISH QUESTION?

It is only of late that people in the West of Europe and in
America have been enabled to form anything like a correct
judgment of Turkish affairs. Up to the Greek insurrection®
Turkey was, to all intents and purposes a terra incognita, and the
common notions floating about among the public were based more
upon the Arabian Nights’ Entertainments than upon any historical
facts. Official diplomatic functionaries having been on the spot,
boasted a more accurate knowledge, but this, too, amounted to
nothing, as none of these officials ever troubled himself to learn
Turkish, South Slavonian, or modern Greek, and they were one
and all dependent upon the interested accounts of Greek
interpreters and Frank?® merchants. Besides, intrigues of every sort
were always on hand to occupy the time of these lounging
diplomatists, among whom Joseph von Hammer, the German
historian of Turkey,” forms the only honorable exception. The
business of these gentlemen was not with the people, the
institutions, the social state of the country; it was exclusively with
the Court, and especially with the Fanariote Greeks,” wily
mediators between two parties either of which was equally
ignorant of the real condition, power and resources of the other.
The traditional notions and opinions, founded upon such paltry
information, formed for a long while, and strange to say, form to
a great extent even now, the ground-work for all the action of
Western diplomacy with regard to Turkey.

* Franks is the name comsmonly used in the Middle East for West-Europeans.—
Ed,
b Jos. Hammer, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches.— Ed.
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But while England, France, and for a long time even Austria,
were groping in the dark for a defined Eastern policy, another
power outwitted them all. Russia herself semi-Asiatic in her
condition, manners, traditions and institutions, found men enough
who could comprehend the real state and character of Turkey.
Her religion was the same as that of nine-tenths of the inhabitants
of Turkey in Europe; her language almost identical with that of
seven millions of Turkish subjects; and the well-known facility
with which a Russian learns to converse in, if not fully to
appropriate a foreign tongue, made it an easy matter for her
agents, well paid for the task, to acquaint themselves completely
with Turkish affairs. Thus at a very early period the Russian
Government availed itself of its exceedingly favorable position in
the South-east of Europe. Hundreds of Russian dgents perambu-
lated Turkey, pointing out to the Greek Christians, the Orthodox
Emperor as the head, the natural protector, and the ultimate
liberator of the oppressed Eastern Church, and to the South
Slavonians especially, pointing out that same Emperor as the
almighty Czar who was sooner or later to unite all the branches of
the great Slavic race under one sceptre, and to make them the
ruling race of Europe. The clergy of the Greek Church very soon
formed themselves into a vast conspiracy for the spread of these
ideas. The Servian insurrection of 1804,% the Greek rising in 1821
were more or less directly urged on by Russian gold and Russian
influence; and wherever among the Turkish pashas the standard
of revolt was raised against the Central Government, Russian
intrigues and Russian funds were never wanting; and when thus,
internal Turkish questions had entirely perplexed the understand-
ing of Western diplomatists who knew no more about the real
subject than about the man in the moon, then war was declared,
Russian armies marched toward the Balkan, and portion by
portion the Ottoman Empire was dismembered.

It is true that during the last thirty years much has been done
toward general enlightenment concerning the state of Turkey.
German philologists and critics have made us acquainted with the
history and literature, English residents and English trade have
collected a great deal of information as to the social condition of
the Empire. But the diplomatic wiseacres seem to scorn all this,
and to cling as obstinately as possible to the traditions engendered
by the study of Eastern fairy-tales, improved upon by the no less
wonderful accounts given by the most corrupt set of Greek
mercenaries that ever existed.

And what has been the natural result? That in all essential
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points Russia has steadily, one after another, gained her ends,
thanks to the ignorance, dullness, and consequent inconsistency
and cowardice of Western governments. From the battle of
Navarino?’ to the present Eastern crisis, the action of the Western
powers has either been annihilated by squabbles among them-
selves, mostly arising from their common ignorance of Eastern
matters, and from petty jealousies which must have been entirely
incomprehensible to any Eastern understanding—or that action
has been in the direct interest of Russia alone. And not only do
the Greeks, both of Greece and Turkey, and the Slavonians, look
to Russia as their natural protector; nay, even the Government at
Constantinople, despairing, time after time, to make its actual
wants and real position understood by these Western ambassadors,
who pride themselves upon their own utter incompetency to judge
by their own eyes of Turkish matters, the very Turkish
Government has in every instance been obliged to throw itself
upon the mercy of Russia, and to seek protection from that power
which openly avows its firm intention to drive every Turk across
the Bosphorus and plant the cross of St. Andrew upon the
minarets of the Aya-Sofiyah.

In spite of diplomatic tradition, these constant and successful
encroachments of Russia have at last roused in the Western
Cabinets in Europe a very dim and distant apprehension of ‘the
approaching danger. This apprehension has resulted in the great
diplomatic nostrum, that the maintenance of the status quo in
Turkey is a necessary condition of the peace of the world. The
magniloquent incapacity of certain modern statesmen could not
have confessed its ignorance and helplessness more plainly than in
this axiom which, from having always remained a dead letter, has,
during the short period of twenty vyears, been hallowed by
tradition, and become as hoary and indisputable as King John’s
Magna Charta.”® Maintain the status quo! Why, it was precisely to
maintain the status quo that Russia stirred up Servia to revolt,
made Greece independent, appropriated to herself the protec-
torate of Moldavia and Wallachia, and retained part of Armenia!
England and France never stirred an inch when all this was done,
and the only time they did move was to protect, in 1849, not
Turkey, but the Hungarian refugees.” In the eyes of European
diplomacy, and even of the European press, the whole Eastern
question resolves itself into this dilemma, either the Russians at
Constantinople, or the maintenance of the status quo—anything
beside this alternative never enters their thoughts.

Look at the London press for illustration. We find The Times
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advocating the dismemberment of Turkey, and proclaiming the
unfitness of the Turkish race to govern any longer in that
beautiful corner of Europe. Skilful as usual, The Times boldly
attacks the old diplomatic tradition of the status quo, and declares
its continuance impossible. The whole of the talent at the disposal
of that paper is exerted to show this impossibility under different
aspects, and to enlist British sympathies for a new crusade against
the remnant of the Saracens. The merit of such an unscrupulous
attack upon a time-hallowed and unmeaning phrase which, two
months ago, was as yet sacred to The Times, is undeniable. But
whoever knows that paper, knows also that this unwonted boldness
is applied directly in the interest of Russia and Austria. The
correct premises put forth in its columns as to the utter
impossibility of maintaining Turkey in its present state, serve no
other purpose than to prepare the British public and the world
for the moment when the principal paragraph of the will of Peter
the Great,®® the conquest of the Bosphorus, will have become an
accomplished fact.

The opposite opinion is represented by The Daily News, the
organ of the Liberals. The Times at least seizes a new and correct
feature of the question, in order afterwards to pervert it to an
interested purpose. In the columns of the Liberal journal, on the
other hand, reigns the plainest sense, but merely a sort of
household sense. Indeed, it does not see farther than the very
threshold of its own house. It clearly perceives that a dismember-
ment of Turkey under present circumstances must bring the Russians
to Constantinople, and that this would be a great misfortune for
England; that it would threaten the peace of the world, ruin the
Black Sea trade, and necessitate new armaments in the British
stations and fleets of the Mediterranean. And in consequence, The
Daily News exerts itself to arouse the indignation and fear of the
British public. Is not the partition of Turkey a crime equal to the
partition of Poland®? Have not the Christians more religious
liberty in Turkey than in Austria and Russia? Is not the Turkish
Government a mild, paternal government, which allows the
different nations and creeds and local corporations to regulate
their own affairs? Is not Turkey a paradise compared to Austria
and Russia? Is not life and property safe there? And is not British
trade with Turkey larger than that with Austria and Russia put
together, and does it not increase every year? And then goes on in
dithyrambic strain, so far as The Daily News can be dithyrambic, an
apotheosis of Turkey, the Turks and everything Turkish, which
must appear quite incomprehensible to most of its readers.
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The key to this strange enthusiasm for the Turks is to be found
in the works of David Urquhart,” Esq., M.P. This gentleman, of
Scotch birth, with medieval and patriarchal recollections of home,
and with a modern British civilized education, after having fought
three years in Greece against the Turks, passed into their country
and was the first thus to enamour himself of them. The romantic
Highlander found himself at home again in the mountain ravines
of ‘the Pindus and Balkan, and his works on Turkey, although full
of valuable information, may be summed up in the following three
paradoxes, which are laid down almost literally thus: If Mr.
Urquhart were not a British subject, he would decidedly prefer
being a Turk; if he were not a Presbyterian Calvinist, he would
not belong to any other religion than Islamism; and thirdly,
Britain and Turkey are the only two countries in the world which
enjoy self-government and civil and religious liberty. This same
Urquhart has since become the great Eastern authority for all
English Liberals who object to Palmerston, and it is he who
supplies The Daily News with the materials for these panegyrics
upon Turkey.

The only argument which deserves a moment’s notice, upon this
side of the question is this: “It is said that Turkey is decaying; but
where is the decay? Is not civilization rapidly spreading in Turkey
and trade extending? Where you see nothing but decay, our
statistics prove nothing but progress.” Now it would be a great
fallacy to put down the increasing Black Sea trade to the credit of
Turkey alone, and yet this is done here, exactly as if the industrial
and commercial capabilities of Holland, the high road to the
greater part of Germany, were to be measured by her gross
exports and imports, nine-tenths of which represent a mere
transit. And yet, what every statistician would immediately, in the
case of Holland, treat as a clumsy concoction, the whole of the
liberal press of England, including the learned Economist, tries, in
the case of Turkey, to impose upon public credulity. And then,
who are the traders in Turkey? Certainly not the Turks. Their
way of promoting trade, when they were yet in their original
nomadic state, consisted in robbing caravans, and now that they
are a little more civilized it consists in all sorts of arbitrary and
oppressive exactions. The Greeks, the Armenians, the Slavonians
and the Franks established in the large seaports, carry on the
whole of the trade, and certainly they ‘have no reason to thank

* This evidently refers to David Urquhart’s books published in the 1830s: Turkey
and Its Resources and The Spirit of the East.— Ed.
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Turkish Beys and Pashas for being able to do so. Remove all the
Turks out of Europe, and trade will have no reason to suffer. And
as to progress in general civilization, who are they that carry out
that progress in all parts of European Turkey? Not the Turks, for
they are few and far between, and can hardly be said to be settled
anywhere except in Constantinople and two or three small country
districts. It is the Greek and Slavonic middle class in all the towns
and trading posts who are the real support of whatever civilization
is effectually imported into the country. That part of the
population are constantly rising in wealth and influence, and the
Turks are more and more driven into the background. Were it
not for their monopoly of civil and military power, they would
soon disappear. But that monopoly has become impossible for the
future, and their power is turned into impotence, except for
obstructions in the way of progress. The fact is, they must be got
rid of. To say that they cannot be got rid of except by putting
Russians and Austrians in their place, means as much as to say,
that the present political constitution of Europe will last forever.
Who will make such an assertion?

Written at the end of March 1853 Reproduced from the New-York

. . . . Daily Tribune
First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune,No. 3746, April 19, 1853, as a
leader; reprinted in the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 606, April 23, 1853
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Karl Marx

THE BERLIN CONSPIRACY

London, Friday, April 1, 1853

At length, the fifth of the “Great Powers,” Prussia, enjoys the
good fortune of having added of her own to the great discoveries
made by the Austrian Police,” with respect to the “demagogical
machinations” of the revolutionists.

“The Government,” we are assured by its official organs, “having obtained
proof that the chiefs of the Democratic party held continued relations with the
revolutionary propaganda, ordered domiciliary visits to be made, on the 29th of
March, at Berlin, and succeeded in arresting 40 individuals, among whom were
Streckfuss, and the ex-members of the Prussian N. Assembly, Berends, Waldeck,
etc. Dpmiciliary visits were made in the houses of eighty persons suspected of
participation in a conspiracy. Arms and amunition were found.”®

Not content with publishing these “startling facts” in its official
papers, the Prussian Government thought proper to forward them
by telegraph to the British Foreign Office.

In order to lay bare the mystery of this new police farce, it is
necessary to go somewhat back. Two months after the coup d’état
of Bonaparte, Mr. Hinckeldey, the Polizei Praesident of Berlin,and
his inferior, Mr. Stieber, the Polizei Rath, conspired together, the
one to become a Prussian Maupas, and the other to become a
Prussian Piétri. The glorious omnipotence of the French police,
perhaps, disturbed their slumbers. Hinckeldey addressed himself
to Herr von Westphalen, the Minister of the Interior, making
unjust representation to that weak-minded and fanatical reaction-

* See “Prussia”, The Morning Post,No. 24734, March 31, 1853.— Ed.
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ist (Herr von Westphalen being my brother-in-law I had ample
opportunity of becoming acquainted with the mental powers of
the man), on the necessity of concentrating the whole police force
of the Prussian State in the hands of the Polizei Praesident of
Berlin. He stated, that in order to accelerate the action of the
police, it must be made independent of the Minister of the
Interior and intrusted exclusively to himself. The minister von
Westphalen, represents the ultra Prussian aristocracy and the
President of the ministry, Herr von Manteuffel, represents the old
bureaucracy; the two are rivals, and the former beheld in the
suggestion of Hinckeldey, although it apparently narrowed the
circle of his own department, a means of inflicting a blow on his
rival, whose brother, M. von Manteuffel, was the director in the
ministry of the Interior, and especially charged with the control of
the entire police. Herr von Westphalen therefore submitted his
proposition to a council of State, presided over by the King
himself.?

The discussion was very angry. Manteuffel, supported by the
Prince of Prussia, opposed the plan of establishing an independent
ministry of police. The King inclined to the proposition of Herr
von Westphalen, and concluded with the Solomonian sentence,
that he would follow the example of Bonaparte and create a
ministry of police, “if the necessity of that step were proved to
him by facts.” Now, the affair of the Cologne Communists was
chosen by Hinckeldey and Stieber to furnish these facts. You are
aware of the heroic performances of those men in the Cologne
trials.*® After their conclusion the Prussian Government resolved
to elevate the openly-perjured Stieber, the man who had been
hissed wherever he showed himself in the streets of Cologne—to
the dignity of a Polizei-Director of Cologne. But M. de Bethmann-
Hollweg and other well-meaning conservative deputies of Rhenish
Prussia, intervened, representing to the ministers that such an
open insult to the public opinion of that province might have very
ominous consequences at a moment when Bonaparte coveted the
natural limits of France.*® The Government yielded, contenting
itself with the nomination of Stieber as Polizei-Director of Berlin, in
reward for his perjuries committed at Cologne and his thefts
committed at London. There, however, the affair stopped. It was
impossible to accomplish the wishes of Mr. Hinckeldey and to
create for him an independent ministry of police on the ground of
the Cologne trial. Hinckeldey and Stieber watched their time.

2 Frederick William 1V.— Ed.
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Happily there came the Milan insurrection. Stieber at once made
twenty arrests at Berlin. But the thing was too ridiculous to be
proceeded with. But then came Libeny, and now the King was
ripe. Overwhelmed with fearful apprehensions he saw at once the
necessity of having an independent ministry of police, and
Hinckeldey saw his dreams realized. A royal ordinance created
him the Prussian Maupas, while the brother of Herr von
Manteuffel tendered his resignation. The most astounding part of
the comedy, however, was yet to come. Scarcely had Mr.
Hinckeldey rushed into his new dignity when the “great Berlin
conspiracy” was discovered directly. This conspiracy, then, was
made for the express purpose