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Peace of Westphalia:
France’s Defense of
The Sovereign Nation

by Pierre Beaudry

Ending the Europe-wide devastation of the Thirty Years War in the middle of the
17th Century, the Peace of Westphalia was a crucial turn at the midpoint of a 300-
year-long struggle fonational, as opposed to imperial, sovereignty. This struggle
began in the 15th Century with the sublime benevolence of Jeanne d’Arc, and the
establishment of the first nation-state, France under Louis XI. It was renewed three
centuries later by the French-American alliance to recognize the unique Constitu-
tional Republic of the United States of America, under Benjamin Franklin and
George Washington. Midway in this long effort, the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia
was, fundamentally, a new diplomatic policy of France, initiated by the great
Cardinal Mazarin, and developed into a consistent system of strategic defense of
the sovereignty of nation-states. It lasted for a further 145 years until the regicide
of Louis XVI on Jan. 21, 1793.

The pact of agreement established between the United States and France during
the American War of Independence, from 1778 to 1783, was entirely in continuity
with the principle of an active defense of the tradition of the Peace of Westphalia,
and was part of a larger strategic defense alliance that also included the Empress
Maria Theresa of Austria.

Today’s military “Utopians,” including the imperial perpetual-war faction in
the presentgovernment of George W. Bush, have declared that “the era of Westpha-
lia has ended” with the “war on terror” and the branding of certain nations as “rogue
states.” Against this folly, it is imperative that the strategic principle of Cardinal
Mazarin's understanding of peace be identified, circulated, and made use of in the
specific case of the current disastrous situation in the Near East. It should serve as
a stepping stone for future agreements among sovereign nation-states.

The Nation-State Vs. the Empire
In order to understand the dynamic involved in the diplomacy of the Peace of
Westphalia, it is necessary to go back to the initial moments of the birth of the
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nation-state of France under Louis XI, and discover how the
Imperia House of Habsburg and the V enetianswere planning
to destroy thevery ideaof asovereign nation-state, that Nico-
laus of Cusa had devel oped with his Concordantia Catholica
during the Golden Renaissance.

On Jan. 5, 1477, acrucia battle took place near Nancy,
inLorraine, wherethemainally of King Louis X I, Duke René
of Anjou, killed the Duke of Burgundy, Charlesle Téméraire
(“the Rash”). This victory gave Louis XI the Kingdom of
France. On that day, France became the first nation-state of
Europe, and becameknown asthe* Commonwealth” of Louis
X1. From that moment the new nation-state, based on the
principle of the common good of all of the people, had to
struggle against powerful enemies, both from inside and out-
side, inorder tomaintainitsunity of purposeanditsterritorial
integrity. On the one hand, the nation had to ingtitute the
means of preventing foolish French Kingsfrom making terri-
torial claimsoutsideof France; ontheother, those samemeans
had to serveto keep in check foreign interests, especially the
Habsburg Holy Roman Empire, and prevent outside forces
from making territorial claimsinside of France.

In feudal Europe, there were three common ways by
which a Prince could steal territory from his neighbors, and
get away with it. Two of them were systematically used by
the Habsburgs to build up their Holy Roman Empire. One
wasto claim aright of succession by amarriage aliance; the
other wasto grabtheterritory by anoutright military invasion.
TheVenetiansandtheir Lombard banking alliesand competi-
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Ratification of the Treaty
of Westphalia in Munster
in 1648. Ending the
absolute devastation of
the Thirty Years War of
religions, it was above all
the work of Cardinal
Giulio Mazarini—
Mazarin of France. It
inaugurated the
diplomatic “ Principle of
the Advantage of the
other” state, which,
paradoxically, became the
basis of national
sovereignty, including that
of the United Sates of
America. Theera of
nation-statesis known as
the “ Westphalian era.”

tors invented a third way, which was to take over another
country by a predatory central banking mechanism that con-
trolled that country’ sdebt, or controlled its people by corrupt-
ing them with financial speculation.

In the case of the new nation of France, the Emperor of
Austria, Maximilian I, could not afford the second option, so
he chose to make use of the first. Immediately after the death
of the Duke Charles of Burgundy in 1477, Maximilian | mar-
ried the Duke's daughter Marie, Duchess of Burgundy, and
amost the entire territorial inheritance passed automatically
into his hands. The King of France, Louis XI, retained only
the Franche-Comté (the Free County of Burgundy), Picardy,
andArtois, whiletheAustrianinheritanceincluded theterrito-
rial domain of the Low Countries, known today as Belgium.
A few yearslater, at the Treaty of Senlisof 1493, the Franche-
Comté and the Artois were ceded back to Maximilian | by
the son of Louis X1, Charles VIII (to be returned as parts of
sovereign France two centuries later; the Artois returned to
France in 1659, and the Franche-Comté was won back mili-
tarily at the Treaty of Nijmegen, in 1678). Asaresult of this,
the Austrian Empire carved a huge portion out of the French
territory, and held it as a bargaining chip for the next 200
years.

These Imperial claims were added to the territories of
Alsace and Lorraine (birthplace of Jeanne d’'Arc) that the
Austrian House of Habsburg had already conquered.

Onthe other side, after the death of Louis X1, two French
Kings, in succession, Charles VIII (1491-98), Louis XII
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(1498-1515), fell into the expansionist traps provoked by the
Venetian competition against the House of Habsburg, and
got drunk over the aromas and glories of Italian territories.
Charles V111 misplaced the interest of France by adventuring
unsuccessfully into the Kingdom of Naples, and Louis X1I
made a similar mistake in Naples, and added a second mis-
take, theclaim of the Duchy of Milan ashisheritagefrom his
grandmother, Valentine Visconti.

In 1508, the League of Cambrai was created with the
explicit purposeof putting an end to thesedivide-and-conquer
tacticsthat were being pushed on Europe by the central bank-
ing Republic of Venice. A grand aliance joined together
Louis XII of France, the Emperor Maximilian | of Austria,
Ferdinand of Aragon of Spain, Henry VIII of England, the
Duke of Ferraraof Italy, and Pope Juliusll, al united against
the Venetian plot of keeping nationsweak through wars, and
at the mercy of the Venetian system of usurious central bank-
ing. Venicewasoperating asthelnternational Monetary Fund
of the 16th Century. The Doge (Duke) Leonardo Loredan of
V eni ce, who had been excommuni cated by the Pope, had been
forced to publicly confess to his “sins of pride and lust.”
However, by 1510, Pope Julius |1 had lifted the excommuni-
cation against the Doge, and the League of Cambrai had
fallen apart.

Thebreakdown of the L eague of Cambrai marked theend
of the great anti-Venetian aliance, and the beginning of a
series of wars orchestrated by the V enetian-controlled House
of Habsburg. The only two nation-states of the period, the
Franceof LouisXI, and the England created under Henry V11,
were set up to be destroyed by the Venetians. France was
devastated by 135 years of religious wars, and the Venetian
central bankerstook England over, lock, stock and barrel. The
Republic of Venice was establishing adictatorship of central
banking under the control of the Dogehimself and hisCouncil
of Ten, and was fomenting and financing throughout Europe,
and especially in France, awar against civilization itself, pit-
ting Prince against Prince, Duke against Duke, in a general-
ized war of religion between Catholics and Protestants.

After the miscal culated adventures of histwo predecessor
Kings of France, Francois| (1515-47) attempted to make a
change of strategy. He made two stunning decisions. One
was to bring in from Italy the greatest Italian Renaissance
engineer-scientist of the period, student of Cardina Nicolaus
of Cusa, LeonardodaVinci (1452-1519), to organizeaFrench
Renaissance based on a large-scale economic infrastructure
project of river diversionsintheLoireValley. The other proj-
ect wasto seek thelmperia Crown of the Holy Roman Empire
against Charles of Spain, to nip the Venetian imperial design
of war in the bud. But this project failed, and France was
completely surroundedterritorially by abelligerentempire. In
1521, open hostilities started between France and the Empire.

Henry IV and the Spanish Inquisition

The accession of King Henry IV in 1589 was meant to
fully re-establish the Commonwealth of Louis X1, but by then
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France' sgreat King Henry 1V (1589-1610) overturned the
Venetian-Spanish attempt to manipulate religious strifein France,
by converting to Catholicism on the plea of his subjects, and
subduing foreign and religiousarmiesin France. Hisreign
brought great economic devel opment.

Francehad already been devastated by the Spanish Inquisition
which caused what was | ater called the“littledark age.” Dur-
ing this destructive period, lasting from 1562 until 1598, the
French wars between the Catholics and the Calvinists had not
beenreal religiouswars. Religionwasmerely used asapretext
for continuing “might makes right” policies to break up the
nation of Francefrom theinside. The so-called religiouswars
were actually civil warsinstigated by the Venetians.

The Catholic Holy League, organized by the Habsburgs
and the Venetians, was run internally by the Duke of Guise,
the head of the Catholic faction who—with his brother,
Charlesof Guise, Cardinal of Lorraine—wasintroducing the
evils of the Spanish Inquisition into France. The Duke of
Guiseliterally substituted himself for theKing, Henry 111, and
was assassinated by Poltrot de Mére, a guard of the King.
Henry 111, in turn, was assassinated in 1598, without leaving
a son. Both assassinations fitted very nicely into the plans of
the Venetians. The throne was l€ft to the last living heir of
the Capet family, the Bourbon Henry Duke of Navarre. The
advent of Henry 1V wasacrucial turning point for the nation
of France. It showed thetruepower of theV enetiansto manip-
ulate masses of people, and to make or break Kingsat will.

The Venetian plan was avery carefully crafted operation
to bring into power Henry of Navarre; however, there was
one problem, and that very problem was precisely the reason
for their manipulations. Henry 1V was a Calvinist: The great
majority of the French people were Cathalics, but the King
to rule over them during a period of religious wars, was a
Protestant. Venice gambled that this explosive paradox was
not going to be solved. Themajority of thelargecities, includ-
ing Paris, were being taken over by the allies of the Spanish
Habsburgs, as the great majority of the Catholics were being
organized by the Inquisition to reject the new King as a
heretic.
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It took nine years of wars, 1589-98, for Henry of Navarre
toregain al of the mgjor cities of France from his Habsburg
enemies. From the vantage point of the House of Habsburg,
theseinternal battles were aperfect set-up, giving the perfect
pretext for aforeign intervention. Thus, like clockwork, the
Spanish King, Philip 11, formed another Holy L eague against
Henry IV andinvaded Francewith hisown Inquisition Catho-
lic army. By 1593, the French-Habsburg faction had taken
Paris, and had called to convene the Estates General in order
to decide who the new sovereign would be, since Henry 1V
had been excluded as an heretic. The Spanish Ambassador
formally proposed to have one of the daughters of Philip Il
crowned Queen of France.

But the Habsburg-Venetian plan failed. In July of 1593,
in response to an appeal from the majority of his Catholic
subjects, Henry boldly took the decision to untie the Gordian
knot, and converted to Catholicism, thus completely ruining
the Spanish plans. It was not until the Treaty of Vervins, in
1598, that Henry IV wasableto conquer back all of hisnation
fromthe Spaniards, at the cost of repudiating hisownreligion
in order to bring peace and public prosperity back to France,
by granting freedom of religion with the Edict of Nantes.

From that moment on, the people of France had recon-
quered their King, and Henry 1V became the most beloved
King of France. France was re-establishing the principle of
the Commonwealth of Louis XI. With the help of his close
war partner and excellent Prime Minister, Maximilien de Bé-
thune, Duke of Sully, Henry 1V completely rebuilt the nation.
The next 12 years were the only peaceful time that France
had during this little dark age period. The King restored the
finances of the country, and followed Sully’s advice in all
mattersof state. Sully, apredecessor to Jean-Baptiste Col bert,
applied thestrictest principle of economy against al forms of
waste. He ingtituted a court of law whose mandate was to
find and bring to trial all usurious speculators, and all those
engaged inany form of fraudulent dealings. Uselessfunctions
and excessively high rents were banned. In his capacity as
Supervisor of Fortifications, Sully also restored all of the bor-
der cities and prepared the way for Marshal Sébastien Le
Prestre de Vauban' s strategic fortification defense policy.

Therevenues of the state doubled in afew years. Starting
in 1602, even with asignificant reduction of taxes, the annual
revenue exceeded the expenses. During these 12 years of
peace, Henry 1V brought improvements in agriculture and
industry, especialy in the tapestry and draperies trade and
commerce. He revived Louis XI's luxury industries of silk
in Tours and Lyon, and expanded trade and commerce by
creatingaCompany of India. Accordingto Sully, itwasHenry
IV who had proposed that Europe become* aChristian repub-
lic, entirely peaceful within itself,” an idea that would later
be taken up by Gottfried Leibniz.

However, the King of France would not see his dream
cometrue. On May 14, 1610, aso-called “lonekiller” by the
name of Ravaillac assassinated Henry IV. A few years later,
the Venetians triggered the most barbaric and devastating
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wars of religion in the history of mankind, and, thistime, all
of the States of the Habsburg Empire were engulfed in the
flames of the Thirty Y ears War.

TheThirty YearsWar and Westphalia

By thetimethe Thirty Y earsWar (1618-48) wasover, the
population of Germany had decreased from 21 millionto 13
million. The unification of the German nation-state appeared
tobeanimpossibletask. The Austrian Empirehad no unifying
principle of justice, nor of statehood to speak of. Following
the Roman Empire tradition, the Emperor was elected by
seven Electors who thought of themselves as the heirs of the
Roman Senate. These were the three Prince-Archbishops of
Mainz, Trier, and Cologne, and the four secular Electors of
Bavaria, Saxony, Brandenburg, and the Palatinate. In addi-
tion, the Empire represented a hodge-podge of 350 different
states and principalities and about 2,000 different jurisdic-
tions. The areawas so devastated, and the situation so insane,
that the King of Denmark had become the Duke of Holstein,
the Emperor of Austria was the Duke of Burgundy, and the
Elector of Saxony became the King of Poland. Political, reli-
gious, and diplomatic reforms were desperately needed.

Above all, what was needed was to establish a decisive
peace agreement and an economically viable German state
that would not only be fair for all parties, but lasting and
promote a viable economic German State. This was in fact
brought about by the extraordinary diplomacy of the minister
of Anneof Austria, and later PrimeMinister of France, Cardi-
nal Giulio Mazarini (1602-61), known as Mazarin; and of
Pope Urban V111 (1623-44). They brought together al of the
parties, and initiated adial ogue which they hoped would lead
to apeaceagreement—the Treaty of Westphalia—among all,
including France. They also strove to establish aframework
for a potential unification of the many German states into
one true nation-state, building on the League of the Rhine
facilitated by Mazarin, which included the Electors of Bran-
denburg, Cologne, Trier, and Mainz, the Dukes of Brunswick
and Bavaria, and the Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel, together
with France and Sweden.

Before the Peace of Westphalia, France had no real
knowledgeor understanding of the German statesand el ector-
ates under the Austrian Empire. The quasi-sovereign states
of what |ater became Germany, were constantly struggling to
achieve their territorial sovereignty vis-a-vis the Habsburg
Holy Roman Empire. The relations of these German states
with Francereally began under Henry IV, especially with the
Evangelical Union of 1609, and later, with the coming into
power of the Elector of Brandenburg Frederick William in
1640. But this was not sufficient to ward off the imperia
design of the powerful Venetian-Habsburg alliance.

During the period from the Peace of Westphaliain 1648,
tothe coming into power of the Great Elector of Brandenburg
in 1686, Cardinal Mazarin made a decisive diplomatic inter-
vention in world affairs. He established, for the benefit of all
of Europe, arelatively durable peace based on protecting and
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providing for thefuture consolidation of the sovereignterrito-
ries—a peace which French diplomacy, under his guidance,
intended to lead, in time, to the creation of new sovereign
nation-states. This was true despite the fact that Mazarin's
policy was sabotaged systematically not only by the Austro-
Hungarian Habsburg Emperors—who were constantly
pushed into expansionist policies by Venetian and British
maneuverings—nbut al so by the maneuverings of the self-pro-
claimed“ SunKing,” LouisXIV, and hisextravagant foliedes
grandeurs (folly of grandeur).

During that post-Treaty period of 38 years, Mazarin was
unceasingly building up an allianceamong the enfeoffed Ger-
man Princes, and was also relentlessly attempting to force
through the same policy of peace and development on the
royal governments of France, despite the extravagances of
Louis XIV. In this Herculean task, the great Jean-Baptiste
Colbert—the mentor of Gottfried Leibniz—and his younger
brother, Charles Colbert, were Mazarin's most valuable re-
SOUrces.

Mazarin’'s*Principle of Benevolence

The Treaty of Westphalia really ended not just 30, but
morethan 130 yearsof devastating religiouswars, from 1511
t0 1648. It was signed in Osnabrik for the Protestantsand in
Minster for the Catholics, on Oct. 24, 1648. The Treaty gave
recognition to the two reformed religions, Lutheranism and
Calvinism, and represented an unprecedented political break-
through in the progress of religioustolerance, and in the pro-
motion of what can be called Cardinal Mazarin’ s principle of
political benevolence, based on St. Paul’s| Corinthians 13.

TheTreaty signed by theHoly Roman Emperor of Austria
and the King of France, and their respective allies, was estab-
lished after several years of negotiations and produced atext
whichincluded 128 clauses. Thetwofirst clausesof the Treaty
are the most important;

* “That there shall be a Christian and Universal Peace,
and aperpetual, true, and sincere Amity, between all and each
of the Allies, and Adherents of hissaid Majesty, the House of
Austria, and its Heirs, and Successors; but chiefly between
theElectors, Princes, and Statesof the Empireontheoneside;
and all and each of the Allies of his said Christian Mgjesty,
and all their Heirs and Successors, chiefly between the most
Serene Queen and Kingdom of Swedenland, the Electorsre-
spectively, the Princes and States of the Empire, on the other
part. That this Peace and Amity be observed and cultivated
with such aSincerity and Zeal, that each Party shall endeavor
to procure the Benefit, Honor and Advantage of the other;
that thus on all sides they may see this Peace and Friendship
in the Roman Empire, and the Kingdom of France flourish,
by entertaining agood and faithful Neighborhood [emphasis
added].

» “That there shall be on the one side and the other a
perpetual Oblivion, Amnesty, or Pardon of all that has been
committed since the beginning of these troubles, in what
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The* principle of benevolence” as an element and intention of
French foreign policy, which carried the westphalian Era up to the
American Revolution, was Cardinal Giulio Mazarini’swork.
Known as Mazarin, hewas Louis XIV's Minister for nearly 40
years.

place, or what manner whatsoever the Hostilities have been
practiced, in such a manner, that nobody, under any pretext
whatsoever, shall practiceany Actsof Hostility, entertain any
Enmity, or cause any Trouble to each other; neither as to
Persons, Effectsand Securities. . . notwithstanding all Cove-
nants made before to the contrary: That they shall not act, or
permit to be acted, any wrong or injury to any whatsoever;
but that all that has passed on the one side, and the other,
as well before as during the War, in Words, Writings, and
Outrageous Actions, in Violences, Hostilities, Damages and
Expenses, without any respect to Persons or Things, shall be
entirely abolished in such a manner that all that might be
demanded of, or pretended to, by each other on that behalf,
shall beburiedineternal Oblivion.” (Treaty at http://www.ya-
le.edu/lawweb/aval on/westphal .htm).

The Kings of France were oriented to adopt this agapic
principle of Mazarin, and were destined to become—regard-
lessof Louis XV’ sexcessesand those of successive Austrian
Emperors—the guarantors and guardians of a durable Peace
for al of Europe, based on the pursuit of Mazarin’ snew prin-
ciple, “the Advantage of the other.”

France's role was to maintain a system of checks and
balances whereby the Princes, the Electors, and the States
of the Empire, kept their sovereignty vis-a-vis the central
Austrianauthority. Themost deli cateembroidery of the Peace
of Westphalia resided in the guarantee that France would
guard against the authority of the Imperial court impinging
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upontherightsand religiousfreedoms of thedifferent Protes-
tant German states; and that France's own Kings would not
fall prey to any expansionist policies. The diplomatic role of
France was a so to keep all of the different entities alert with
respect to each and all of their neighbors, in opposing any
enlargements between them, any tendency of aunified power
of the Empire, or anything else that might endanger the tran-
quility of Europe, and the general peace.

Theterritoriesthat Franceregained, at the Treaty of West-
phalia, were the three Bishoprics of Metz, Toul, and Verdun;
and Alsace, but minusthetownsof Strasbourgand Mulhouse.
Lorraine and Franche-Comté remained under Austrian
control.

Diplomatic relations between France and the Austrian
Empire, however, did not follow immediately after the sign-
ing of the Treaty. Tension and even open hostilities lasted
well into the 1660s. It was not until 1660 that Mazarin chose,
ashisfirst Ambassador to Vienna, the President of the Sover-
eign Council of Alsace, Charles Colbert, the younger brother
of the great pioneer of economic dirigism, Jean-Baptiste Col-
bert, then the Comptroller General of Finances of France.
Mazarin sent Charles Colbert on aspecial mission, to initiate
aseries of negotiations with the Austrian Emperor.

The Emperor wasviolating his Treaty commitment not to
assi st the Spaniards, who were continuing towagewar against
France. In May 1654, Mazarin instructed his minister at the
Diet of Frankfurt to issue a stern warning to the Austrian
Emperor, and to tell him point blank that clearly the only
reason for his support of the Spanish war against France was
“to assure the marriage of his son Leopold with the Infanta
[Maria Theresa], heiress of the Spanish crown, and thus to
revive, in the person of the young Prince, all of the powers of
Charles V by the union of the States of the house of Austria,
in such amanner that the Princes of the Empire could not take
thejust measuresto prevent an event that would beinvariably
followed by theloss of their freedom.”

The Emperor was shocked that Mazarin would thus
bluntly “let the cat out of the bag”; but that did not stop the
Emperor from pursuing his expansion plan. When hedied in
1657, Mazarin took the opportunity to act on the Electors to
causeachangeintheimperial design. TheArchDukeL eopold
was el ected as new Emperor on July 18, 1658; but, under the
influence of the French ministers, the Electors established a
number of conditionalities, which forced himto capitulate on
his Spanish family extension, and made him promiseto abide
by the 1648 Westphalia Treaty, which committed him to a
lasting peace between France and Spain.

Duringthesameyear, in August, the Electorsof Branden-
burg, Mainz, Cologne, and Bavaria, signed the famous
League of the Rhine alliance with France, Sweden, the Duke
of Brunswick, and the Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel. Thiswas
Mazarin's consolidation of the Electors to ensure that the
Treaty of Westphalia would be respected, and to pursue the
economic expansion of trade and commerce along the main
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rivers of the Empire.

But therewasno guaranteethat thisplan would work. The
L eague gavetremendous capabilitiesto Mazarin’ sdiplomacy
and an unprecedented facility for his Ambassadors to learn
the ins and outs of the House of Austria. However, Louis
X1V’ santicswerenot helping themission at al, and scared a
number of Electors. Thefollowing exclamation on the part of
the Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel was not so unusual: “1 would
rather be under the protection of the Turks than in the servi-
tude of France.”

But this coalition of Electors was all that Mazarin had,
and they were going to be the key to maintaining the Peace of
Westphaliauntil 1667. In the end, after the French army had
made amomentary show of superior force, the King of Spain,
Philip 1V, signed a peace treaty with France, and gave his
daughter, Maria Theresa, not to Leopold | of Austria, but to
Louis XIV of France instead. (Later, at the turn of the 18th
Century, Louis X1V used the pretext of thismarriageto claim
and justify an invasion of the Netherlands.) Thus began the
long and arduoustask of guarding and maintaining the Peace
of Westphalia, which was to endure 145 years and then,
through the French-American alliance of 1778, extend the
reach of national sovereignty to the world as awhole, and to
the present day.

The Great Elector of Brandenburg'sParadox

Out of the many electors joining the League, Mazarin
required that one of them—the strongest—be chosen to lead
the diversified group. His choice fell on the Great Elector
of Brandenburg and Prussia, Frederick William, because he
wastheonly leader who had been successful in establishinga
striking unity of histerritoriessincethe Treaty of Westphalia
Pope Urban VIII described the territories of Brandenburg
to Mazarin as membra unius capitis—"the members of a
single head.” This is what earned Frederick William the
appellation of “Great Elector.” But Mazarin had also chosen
the strongest |eader because he needed someone capable of
the qualities that the principle of “the Advantage of the
other” required, in such an extremely difficult situation. The
responsibility of leadership required that Frederick William
take into his own heart the disinterested love of others, to
the point that he no longer feared for his own personal
situation and interests.

Under thesituation of thetime, thisbenevolence of Jeanne
d’ Arc—or what Friedrich Schiller later called the sublime—
appeared to Frederick William to be an impossible task. The
principle of “the Advantage of the other” seemed to be so
difficult to apply in that particular historical context because,
for centuries, the Empire had functioned exclusively on the
basis of might makesright.

It appeared virtually impossible to ignore all of the dan-
gers that surrounded the territories of the Great Elector of
Brandenburg. To the west, there were the unceasing, and
century-old duels between the Bourbons of France and the
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Habsburgs of Spain, setting new records every day in their
perpetual competitions and intrigues, especially over who
would control the Low Countries, or Poland; in the central
territories, there were the constant rivalries between the Ger-
man States and the Electors, trying to put an end to their
former habits of revenge, but constantly fighting for their
own survival against the continuing predatory efforts of the
Imperial House of Austria; on the eastern front and in the
North, there was a competition for the throne of Poland, as
well as great Venetian games for the domination of the
Baltic Sea and the Black Sea.

The Great Elector of Brandenburg was surrounded by all
of these interests, and he was caught in the most difficult
paradox of all. He must have been saying to himself, again
and again: “If we continue to fight each other for our own
self-interests, as we have done for hundreds of years, and if
wedon’t pardon the sinsof the past, al of civilization will be
destroyed; but, ontheother hand, if I, the Great El ector, follow
the principle of ‘the Advantage of the other,” | will be de-
stroyed!” For instance, on April 7, 1659, eleven years after
signingthe Peace of Westphaliaand ayear after the creation of
the League of the Rhine, the Great Elector Frederick William
wrote to Mazarin the following revealing note: “1f my ances-
tors have followed these maxims, that the interests of other
Princes were to be preferred to one’ s own States, | must de-
clare that | disagree, because, in my own conscience, | con-
sider that | havetheobligation of defending theterritoriesthat
| own, thanksto God, and in doing so, | do not see how | can
reasonably be blamed for doing anything wrong.”

There was the paradox in plain daylight. Frederick Wil-
liamwasobvioudy inaterriblecrisis. Thedifficulty wastruly
appreciated and understood by only a handful of political
leaders of the time. However, only one man, at that time,
had the courage and the understanding of how to solve that
paradox: Cardinal Mazarin.

This was so difficult that, during a period of 19 years
(1655-74), Mazarin had to send to the Great Elector no fewer
than 15 carefully chosen French ambassadors, who were at
Frederick William’ s court day in and day out, educating him
on what to do, but not knowing, themselves, how to succeed!
The task was so grueling that Mazarin made it a policy not
to send an ambassador on that mission for more than a year
at atime. In fact, after afew months, the ambassadors were
so exhausted that they were begging Mazarin to send them
home to rest for alittle while. For instance, in his dispatch
of Oct. 8, 1673, Ambassador Verjus wrote to Mazarin: “The
principle [of ‘the Advantage of the other'] seemed to be
unassailable, yet, its application often turned out to be quite
awesome: A French Ambassador, tormented and unnerved
by the suspicions, mistrusts, and worries of Frederick Wil-
liam, could only console himself in the thought that hisrival,
the Ambassador of Austria, also had to suffer such ‘similar
terrible hours’; and ended up by wishing that if he could be
at the Bastille, without having to suffer adisgrace, he would
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prefer spending a whole year in that prison rather than four
months in Brandenburg.”

L eibniz and the Pur suit of Happiness

The diplomacy of the Peace of Westphalia was extended
into the 18th Century, and lifted to ahigher level of principle,
by the great German-Lutheran philosopher and statesman,
Gottfried Leibniz. During hisentirelife, Leibniz (1646-1716)
worked relentlessly to establish auniversal legislation based
onreligioustoleranceand on universal reason. Asalegisator,
Leibniz considered the very nature of man, and discovered
that natural law and constitutional law both sprang from the
natural force of bringing together the union of good will,
and love of your fellow man. In the fight against despotism,
Leibniz thought that if human beings were reasonable, codes
and lawswould not be necessary, and that man himself would
be the law; and that since law is the power of reason, human
reason would besufficient to governtheworld. Theinequality
in the practice of the God-given power of reason, he thought,
produced the need for constitutional rule.

What Leibniz had in mind wasto build a society based on
the principle of the pursuit of happiness; that is, the pursuit
of perfectability of man createdintheimage of God, suchthat
man’ s understanding became proportionate with the glory of
God. Such is the felicity meant by the joy of discovery, as
was expressed by Archimedes' “ Eurekal” In his Ethics, Law,
and Civilization, L eibniz stressed the sameprincipleof benev-
olence as had Mazarin. Leibniz wrote: “Justice, therefore,
whose virtue is the mistress of the affection the Greeks call
love of mankind (philanthropia), will be defined, most prop-
erly, unless | am mistaken, as the charity of the wise man
(caritatem sapientis), thet is, charity according to the dictates
of wisdom. Therefore, what Carneades is reported to have
said, namely, that justiceisthe highest folly, because it com-
mands us, neglecting our own interests, to care for the inter-
estsof others, comesfromignorance of thedefinition. Charity
isuniversal benevolence, and benevolenceisthe habit of lov-
ing. Moreover, to love is to take delight in the happiness of
another, or, what amounts to the same thing, it is to regard
another’ s happiness as one’ s own. Whence the difficult knot,
which is also of great moment in theology, is untied—how
there can be a disinterested love, which is free from hope,
and from fear, and from regard for personal advantage; itis
evident that the joy of those whose joy enters into our own,
delightsus, for those things which delight are sought for their
own sake. And to thisthe political lawsinthe commonwealth
extend which secure the happiness of the subjects, and along
with thisbring it about that those who had only amoral right
acquirealegal right, that is, that they are able to demand that
others perform what isfair.”

It is clear that Leibniz's conception of the “pursuit of
happiness,” is nothing but an extended application to politics
of St. Paul’s| Corinthians 13, and a deepening of Mazarin's
principle of “the Advantage of the other.” Itis, in germ form,
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what wasto become the basisfor the Declaration of Indepen-
dence of the United States.* In point of fact, the principle
of Leibniz isin direct continuity with Nicolaus of Cusa's
Concordantia Catholica, with the Commonwealth of Louis
X1, during 15th-Century France, the work of Sir Thomas
More in 16th-Century England, the “Christian republic of
Europe’ of France’' sHenry IV, and reflects the direct inheri-
tance of thework of Jean-Baptiste and Charles Colbert.

Duringthelast period of hislife, Leibniz had beenwriting
his Theodicy and Monadology in French, in the hope that the
French scientific community he had worked with for so long
in the past—including Christiaan Huygens, the Bernouilli
brothers, the Marquis de L’ Hospital, and others at the Royal
Academy of Sciences—would becomeinoculatedinthecom-
munity of principlethat hehad devel opedin hisMemorandum
for a German Society of Artsand Sciences.

But in 18th-Century France, the Dukes of Orléans—I|ater
infamous in the destruction of the constitutional order in
the French Revolution—became, first, the chief enemies of
Leibniz and his patron the Electress Sophie of Hanover; and
then, the sponsors of John Law. Law was the Venetian-
controlled, Scottish central banker deployed into France and
made Finance Minister for the explicit purpose of countering
Leibniz's pursuit of happiness principle and corrupting the
genera population into gambling and speculation, prostitu-
tion, day-trading, etc. With the powerful impact John Law’s
Mississippi Bubble, Mazarin's and Leibniz's principle of
“the Advantage of the other” was assaulted by the most
violently predatory form of “shareholder value” ideology.
The Law system was designed to offer “success and riches’
for everyone, by excluding the oneingredient most necessary
for the nation’s success: the Common Good, or the love
of mankind.

TheMississippi Bubble, builtimmediately after Leibniz's
death in 1716, burst in December 1720. The entire French
nation went into an unprecedented financial collapse.

TheFrench-Austrian Alliance

On May 1, 1756, Austrian Empress Maria Theresa and
French King Louis XV signed the Versailles Treaty. This
extraordinary historical alliance took the whole of Europe by
surprise. Both France and Austria became committed to the
realization of the principle of the Peace of Westphalia, and to
a mutua defense pact against any third party. However, it
was not until 1770, that the French-Austrian alliance became
a family pact. The aliance was the work of the Empress,
Maria Theresa (1717-80), working in collaboration with two
pro-American French alies. the PrimeMinister of Louis XV,
the Dukede Choiseul; and the Marquisde Noailles, the father

1. Theidentity between Leibniz's*happiness’ and the surprising “ pursuit of
happiness’ in the Declaration of Independence, isclear on thelevel of ideas
alone; to find its historical specificity in America proven, see Robert Trout,
“Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness,” Fidelio, Spring 1997.
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in-law of MarquisdeL afayette. It was Choiseul who proposed
to the King of France that the alliance be sealed by a family
pact in which the youngest daughter of the Empress, Marie-
Antoinette, would be given in marriage to his grandson, the
future Louis X V1.

This family pact was directly opposite to the Venetian-
British outlook.? The aim was no longer to gain territory,
but to secure a mutual friendship. On the day that Marie-
Antoinette left Austria for France—April 21, 1770—Maria
Theresatold her daughter that the most important person she
should seek for political advice was the friend of Lafayette
and the Americans, Marquis de Noailles. Maria Theresa
wrote: “ Oncein Strasbourg, accept nothing without first con-
sulting M. or Mme. de Noailles, and you should refer back to
them all those who wish to talk about political affairs, by
telling them honestly that since you are yourself a stranger,
you cannot take the responsibility to recommend anyone to
theKing. If youwant, you can add, in order to make the point
more energeticaly, ‘My mother, the Empress, has strictly
forbidden me to make any recommendation.’”

The Anglo-Dutch “new Venice” oligarchy worked over-
timeto sabotage the Austrian-French alliance inside and out-
side of France. Within, they launched an operation against
Marie-Antoinette starting as early as the 1770s, but which
became public with the scandal ous necklace affair of 1785,
masterminded by the Venetian Count Cagliostro.® (The fol-

2.InAlfred Arneth, Secret Correspondence Between Maria-Theresaand the
Count of Mercy-Argenteau, Vol. 1 (Paris: Librairie de Firmin Didot Freres,
Fils, et Cie., 1874). Thefollowing letter showshow Maria Theresa opposed,
in the Treaty of Westphalia spirit of sovereignty of nations and “the Advan-
tage of the other,” the 1772 partitioning of Poland: “| admit that it pains me
to haveto decide on amatter in which | am not at all convinced that it isjust,
if only it were useful, but | don’t find it useful either. The easiest would be
to accept the partition of Poland that is offered to us; but by what right do
we despoil an innocent whom we have always pretended to defend and
support? . . . The mere reason of convenience, so that we are not |eft alone
between the other two powers without gaining some advantage, does not
strike me as being a sufficient reason, not even an honorable pretext for
joining in with the other two unjust usurpers, with the purpose of adding to
injury toathird party, without justification. . . . Our Monarchy can dowithout
an expansion of this sort, which would bring usto acomplete ruin. What we
must do consequently isto go back to Poland and assign to her, asaform of
indemnisation, both Valachiaand Moldavia. Thiswould bethe only and | east
cumbersome means to which | could lend myself. All of the others would
either lead usto awar with the Turks that would be unjust, or would despoil
athird party without indemnisation. . . .

“Let us rather try to diminish the pretensions of the others instead of
thinking of partaking with them of such uneven conditions. Let us be per-
ceived asweak rather than dishonest.”

Maria Theresa had inserted, next to her signature at the bottom of the
report that decided on the adoption of the Treaty on the Partitioning of Poland:
“Placet, since so many clever and educated men wish it to be so; however a
long time after my death, you will see what shall be the result of having in
thisway despisedall that hasbeen, tothisday, consideredto beholy andjust.”

3. Pierre Beaudry, “ Jean Sylvain Bailly: The French Revolution’ sBenjamin
Franklin,” EIR, Jan. 26, 2001; and Beaudry, “Why France Did Not Have An
American Revolution,” EIR, Jan. 18, 2002.
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lowing year, Cagliostro wrote a “prophetic” Letter to the
French People from London, in which he predicted that “ The
Badtilleshall be destroyed fromtop to bottom, and theground
on which it stands shall become a promenade area.”) From
the outside, Venicewasinsidiously preparing asplit between
France and Austria by pushing the proclivities of Emperor
Joseph I’ sideas of territorial expansion, even before Maria
Theresahad died, in November 1780.

The Venetians played the Prussian card to lure Joseph |1
into the hands of Catherinethe Great of Russia. Thus, fearing
that the King of Prussia, Frederick I, would aly himself
with Catherine of Russia, Joseph Il visited Catherine in St.
Petersburg six months before he wasto be crowned Emperor,
and entered into an alliance with her. Thisrevolutionary alli-
ance was secretly sealed between them, inletter form, and is
attested by their most significant correspondence dated from
May 18, 1781 until November 1782.

TheFrench-Austrian alliance hasto beviewed not merely
asastrategic defense of Europe, within the framework of the
Treaty of Westphalia, but also as part of a larger strategic
defense principle against the V enetian-British form of world
imperial domination, against which France was actively pre-
paring itself to defend the independence of the United States,
asearly as1764.

Duke of Choiseul Callsfor American
Revolution

A unique document of the period indicatesthat thisgrand
aliance among France, Austria, and the United States was
being discussed among the Ambassadors and Ministers of
Louis XV, agood 12 years before the American Revolution.
In 1765, Choiseul wrote amemorandum to the Kinginwhich
hereiterated the need for astrong aliancewith Vienna, at the
sametimethat hewasadvocating preparationsfor thecoming
American Revolution. Choiseul made the point that “ several
centuries will pass before we can establish a durable peace
with that State [England] whose aim isto reign supreme over
the four parts of the world. Only the American Revolution,
whichiscoming, andthat wewill not likely witness, iscapable
of returning England to a position of weakness from where
shewill nolonger befearedin Europe. Meanwhile, inpalitics,
we must be cautious against her dangerous designs, and de-
fend ourselves against her, following the means that | shall
indicate to your Majesty, as | have imagined them in my
section on the navy.”

Infact, Choiseul was secretly preparing the preconditions
for an alliance between France and the 13 colonies of
America. A year earlier, in 1764, Choiseul had sent hisagent,
M. Pontleroy, to Americato meet with Patrick Henry, J. Gal-
loway, Charles Carroll, and others. He was given plans of the
main American port facilities, showing how they could be
secured against a British invasion.

Choiseul, who was also minister of the colonies at the
time, further emphasized to Louis XV how the French Navy
should be made ready for awar against England in America.
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“1 will not enter into the details of what hasto be donein the
colonies, but | will say thisto Y our Magjesty, that if youwish
to make war against the British, we must be ready, at that
moment of decision, to send to America 24 battalions which
could find there what they require, which could remain in
America during the entire duration of the war, and which
would be furnished with food and ammunitions by the squad-
rons of Your Majesty in that part of the world. It isin accor-
dancewiththisplanthat weareaready preparing the colonies
of Your Mgjesty in that part of theworld.”

Thelater disgrace of the Duke de Choiseul, in December
of 1772, wasacrucial lossinthegrand allianceamong France,
Austria, and the United States. In Europe aone, it directly
sabotaged the alliance with Austria, triggered the evil parti-
tioning of Poland, and neutralized all of the foreign affairs of
France for severa years.

It would not be appropriate to develop herethe entirety of
thisfascinating period. It should suffice to highlight how the
Mazarin principle of “the Advantage of the other,” or acom-
munity of principle of nations, was adopted and pursued by
all of hisstrongest followersinthe French Ministry of Foreign
Affairs from the mid-17th Century onward—especially, the
Colberts, the Duke of Choiseul, de Breteuil, and the Duke de
Noailles. Exceptionally, thisalsoincluded theForeign Affairs
Minister of Louis XVI, the Count of Vergennes, who orga-
nized the crucia French intervention on behalf of the Ameri-
can War of Independence, and the emergence of a new, per-
fectly sovereign nation-state in the New World.

Vergennes Against the Venetian Party

By March of 1777, French Foreign Minister, Count Gre-
vier de Vergennes, began to sense adlight tremor in the ali-
ancebetween Franceand Austria. Thevibrationwassignalled
by an excitement in the outward behavior of the Austrian
Ambassador to Paris, Prince Kaunitz, who wasgenerally apa-
thetic, but whose emotions then began to expose a sentiment
that forced him to act in a manner opposed to his normal
character, and opposed to the understanding established be-
tween the two nations since the Treaty of Westphalia.

The trouble seemed to come from anew imperia expan-
sion plan, this time, from Russia. Prince Kaunitz could not
dissimulate the fact that he was disturbed about the prospect
of aninvasion of the Ottoman Empireby Russia, or an occupa-
tion of one of its provinces, and wasintimating to the French
Ambassador, in Vienna, that although such an action might
not significantly decreasetherapprochement between Austria
and Russig, it would, nonetheless, increase dangerously the
ties between Russiaand Prussia.

This tremor of ambiguity was the germ of an idea that
began to excitethevigilance of Vergennes, sincethe political
system of Francewasirreconcilablewith the political system
of Russia, aslong asthe latter kept working to destabilize the
North of Europe and to enervate the Ottoman Empire. On
March 2, 1777, Vergennes wrote warning his newly chosen
Ambassador to Vienna, Baron de Breteuil, about the threat of
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Acting on Mazarin’s principles, Foreign Minister Count
Vergennesthrew France, despiteitsfiscal crisis, into military
alliance with the American coloniesin 1778. His policy was
actively undercut by the Finance Minister, Swiss Banker Jacques
Necker; and by the weakening of France’ salliance with Austria at
that time.

an alliance between one of the German states, Prussia, and
the Russian Empire.

The germ of Kaunitz's fear grew into adeadly virus that
began to eat into the political fabric of the Franco-Austrian
aliance. Here, it is essential to understand that what was at
stake, inthisuniquealliance, wasthe closely interwoven sys-
tems of the Peace of Westphaliathat France had been ableto
patiently weave and defend for a century and a half. The
instructions of the French Ambassadors to Vienna over that
entire period werejoined by an invisible thread, aways pres-
entintheir dispatches, which tied thedifferent interestsof the
European States with the mission of a single French national
interest: to protect the sovereignty, and the security of all
other nations of Europe.

Now Vergennes reported to his ambassador Breteuil that
Kaunitz would not genuinely get so excited unless the new
political shift of Prussiawere caused by something important.
A dangerous dark cloud began to form over the Peace of
Westphalia, from over acentury past. The possibility of Aus-
trid s breaking the alliance was brushed aside by Vergennes
under the consideration that, in a dissolution of the Peace of
Westphalia, Austria would have more to lose than France.
Furthermore, the King of France was proportionately reas-
sured by Maria Theresa—now co-Empress with her son the
Emperor, Joseph I1—who told Breteuil that “from now on,
shewould not do anything without the counsel s of the King.”

However, the sentiments of Maria Theresa were not the
sameasthose of her son, Joseph. MariaTheresahad endorsed
the principle of the Peace of Westphalia; Joseph Il had not.
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Breteuil related in a dispatch to Vergennes, dated Oct. 24,
1776, a conversation he had had with Joseph on the subject
of the Ottoman Empire and Russia: “The conclusion of these
reflections of the Emperor, stunning enough for me,” said
Breteuil, “wasto hear him say that the Turkswere considered
to be amost miserable lot and were further exposed to suffer
the yoke that Russia seems to be wanting to impose on Con-
stantinople.”

But Vergennes saw the developments as a greater threat
to Austria—"the other"—than to France. He wrote Breteuil
that “ Austriais able see her political existence compromised
by the revol ution whose possibility seemsto be coming to her
attention. Ontheother hand, France only risks some commer-
cial advantages, indeed important, but that she would not be
without the hope of replacing or of reestablishing, in time,
even with increased advantages.”

Vergennes was still confident that the agreements of the
Treaty of Westphalia were as safe a measure as ever, that
the French-Austrian aliance was intact, and that a clash of
civilization between Christians and Muslims was not immi-
nent. He wrote to Breteuil: “ The Ambassador of the King is
instructed in the principlesthat the King and his council have
fixed as being invariable, relative to the conservation of that
empire. He knows that we regard its destruction, itsinvasion
by Russia, or its partitioning between thetwo imperial courts,
as one of the greatest political calamitiesthat the foresight of
HisMajesty could consider in the order of possibilities.”

Theintegral seriesof the 1777 instructions of Vergennes
to Baron de Breteuil are very similar to the 1660 instructions
of Mazarin to Ambassador Charles Colbert. They represent a
microcosm of the Westphaliapolicy of France acentury after
the signing of the Treaty, and they read like a pedagogical
exercisefor the diplomatic science of the period. Theinstruc-
tions to Breteuil are a sample of the clinical discussion that
Vergennes required his ambassadorsto think through, before
they were sent on their missions. They are more cognitive
than prescriptive. Vergenneswrote: “ During thewar between
theTurksand the Russians, thislatter power had been seeking
the friendship and the trust of the republic of Venice. The
Russians, who had annoyed our commerce in the Archipel-
ago, had not raised the least complaint about V enetian ships.
Since the peace, we have picked up some vague notions that
reciprocal negotiations were continuing between them, and
we have observed some symptoms of intelligence and of re-
ciprocal good will. Furthermore, we have learnt that, at the
present moment, several courts suspect a coalition between
the Republic [Venice] and Russia and its supporters.” After
discussing the principles on which this threatening combina-
tion could be confronted,* V ergennes concluded, “ These dif-

4. "1t would not be surprising, infact, if the Venetians, recovering from their
previous fears, were to go ahead and insult the Ottoman Empire; Dalmatia,
Albania, the Peloponnesus, and they may be tempted possibly by Candig;
and Catherine I would probably not hold anything back to push them into
action, admitting that the basis for this concert would have aready been
established. Such a decision would be terribly unfortunate for the Ottoman

Feature 27



ferent considerations appear to the King to be decisive, and
HisMajesty instructsthe Baron de Breteuil to go about work-
inginaccordancewiththepoint of view that hasjust beenindi-
cated.”

Although Vergennes always had a very acute sense of
what sort of combinationsthe court of Viennawas capabl e of
developing, he did not foresee the danger of a mgjor change
that became strategically decisive for the continuation of the
Peace of Westphalia. In September of 1783, at the very mo-
ment that France was in the process of signing the Treaty of
Paris, ending the American War of Independence, the news
cameto Vergennesthat Austriawas breaking itslong-lasting
aliance with France. The Austrian Ambassador to Paris,
Count de Mercy, brought anote from Joseph |1, addressed to
Louis XVI, in which the Emperor concluded that “his new
alliance with Russia was overriding all other consideration,
and that his alliance with His Mgjesty was only secondary.”

Therewas, infact, aVenetian-manipul ated Austrian-Rus-
sian aliance against the Ottoman Empire and France, for the
advantage of the British Empire. It was under these circum-
stances that, in October 1783, the Marquis de Noailles, a
staunch supporter of the American Revolution, was sent to
Viennaas the new French Ambassador.

This strategic realignment was the most crucial turn of
events that the Venetian Party of Britain had succeeded in
orchestrating as part of its unfolding plan to unleash the
French Revolution.

Veniceand the Balance of Power
During the 17th and 18th Centuries, the strategic game
plan of the Republic of Venice had been to transport itsworld

Empire, moreover becauseits navy would be forced to divideitself between
the Archipelago and the Black Sea, instead of being entirely concentrated on
thelatter in order to squash the newly-born Russian navy.

“1t would beimportant to protect the Ottoman Empire against all dangers
from that side, and if the court of Vienna wishes to agree with the King in
this matter, it would be easy to impose ourselves on the republic of Venice
and force a break in her codlition with Russia. The house of Austria has
close, decisive, and powerful means, and the King would equally have some
effective means to support the declaration that the two courts could make,
either separately or in common, to the effect that they would consider the
Republic, and treat her astheir enemy, if shewereto declare herself unjustly,
without reason and by pure ambition, against the [Ottoman] Porte.

“During the progress of negotiations for which the Ambassador of the
King is responsible, he will find the moment to place this insinuation. He
shall endeavor to engage the court of Vienna to take the responsibility for
this advance, while showing the readiness of France to lend its cooperation;
and if it were necessary for the King to take the first step, in order to give
some impulsion to the Austrian minister, His Majesty would be willing to
oblige without any reluctance. However, He relies entirely on the prudence
of Baron de Breteuil to bring about this gradation, according to the general
spirit of hisinstructions, in such amanner asto engage the house of Austria
in the most forceful and positive way possible.” Quoted in Albert Sorel,
Recueil des Instructions données aux Ambassadeurs et Ministres de France
depuis les Traités de Westphalie jusqu’a la Révolution Francaise, Vol. 4-
Autriche, pp. 520-21 (Collected Instructionsto the Ambassadorsand Minis-
ters of France fromthe Treaty of Westphalia to the French Revolution, Vol.
4-Austria) (Paris: Felix Alcan Ed., 1884).

28 Feature

control policy from the City Republic of Venice to the City
of London, and make of England the only maritime super-
power of the world. As the Ambassador of Venice to Paris,
Danid Dalfin, put it in his dispatch to the Doge, on Feb. 6,
1786: “The British Isles are made to become the seat of the
first maritime power in the world.”

As aresult of this policy objective, and considering that
France has always been the most powerful neighbor and rival
of Great Britain, a certain number of changes had to be made
inside France, and in the world at large, if this objective was
to be reached. Such a change was hampered by the crucial
singularity represented by the cordial understanding between
France and the United States, during the period of 1778 and
1783.

The American Revolution, with the separation of its 13
colonies and 3 million subjects away from England, was the
greatest defeat ever for this Venetian-British party. It had
caused so much damage, and such a severe dismemberment
toitsempire, that it has never been ableto recover to thisday.
For the Venetian Ambassador, the most important loss to
England wastheloss of areligiouswarfare capability, that is,
the loss of the “intrinsic Anglican power of dominating the
world.” Themost important country to blame for thisdisaster
was France. Thefollowing will show how the Venetian Am-
bassador, Dolfin, considered the role of France within the
context of the European strategic situation, during the begin-
ning of the 1780s.

At the time of the Peace of 1783, England had not only
lost the United States, but she was also isolated and left with
only two second-rate allies, Denmark and Prussia. London
wasincreasingly given the cold shoulder by both the Russian
Empireand the Austrian Empire, especially fromthe Tsarina,
Catherine Il. In fact, the relations between London and St.
Petersburg came to their lowest point as soon as Catherine |
alied herself with Joseph 1. Thealiance of Russiawith Aus-
triawas crucial because of the access through Crimeato the
Black Sea, and thefree passage though the Bosphorusand the
Dardanelles. Since this easy route for expansion had to be
acquired at the expense of the Turks, Russia's alliance with
Austria was key, but this also weakened the position of
France, which was allied with “LaPorte.”

The strategy of Venice wasto close the Porte of the Otto-
man Empire on France. “ The aliance between the two impe-
ria courts[St. Petersburg and Vienng] is so powerful,” wrote
the Venetian Dalfin, “that it imposes measures of prudence
on all other options, such that no other first order power [such
as France] should get close to these two powers, otherwise
the political equilibrium of Europe would be threatened with
collapse.” In plain language, what Dolfin meant to say was
that, if France were able to continue its aliance with Maria
Theresa and Joseph’s Austria, which was now allied with
Catherine the Great’s Russia, the Venetian-British imperial
plan would be destroyed. This is the reason the entente be-
tween Austria and France, intended by the 1648 Treaty of
Westphalia, and confirmed after a century of difficulties by
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the marriage of Marie-Antoinette to King Louis XVI, had to
be uprooted by the Venetian-British party.

This French-Austrian marriage was so dangerous for the
Venetian-British cabal that if it had not been destroyed, the
power of this alliance, in addition to the American-French
alliance, would virtually have guaranteed the destruction of
the British Empire, forever. Thus, the Venetian plan became
very clear and diabolical, both internally and externally: De-
stroy the Austrian Queen of France, Marie-Antoinette, in the
eyes of the French people, and you will have destroyed the
Austrian-French alliance, internally. Destroy the French Ro-
han-Guemenée family asthe greatest obstacle to the Duke of
Orléans' claim to the French throne. Instigate an eastward
expansionist policy between Russiaand Austria, to the detri-
ment of the French ally, the Ottoman Empire, and force an
external break in the French-Austrian alliance of the Treaty
of Westphalia. Prevent, at al cost, the establishment of afar-
reaching aliance with the East, especially with China, that
Leibniz had already begun to establish with Peter the Great.

Thiswasthe general plan that Venice wasfollowing with
respect to the strategic situation of Europe, during the 1780-
83 period, when Benjamin Franklin was at the peak of his
diplomatic activity in France with Foreign Minister Vergen-
nes, Louis XVI, and Jean Sylvain Bailly. What the Venetian
Ambassador Dolfin’ sdispatchesdid not say, however, isthat
by thetimeof the Peaceof Parisin 1783, which acknowledged
the independence and sovereignty of the United States, the
expansionist alliance of Catherinell and Joseph |1 had caused
a drastic weakening of the French-Austrian alliance. The
French palitical system became the target of unstoppable op-
erations, including the death of the sister of Emperor Joseph
I1, Marie-Antoinette.

The Alliance of Joseph and Catherinell

Six monthsbeforethe Empressof Austria, MariaTheresa,
died, on Nov. 29, 1780, her son, Joseph 11, visited Catherine
I1in St. Petersburg, and entered into asecret alliancewith her.
“Assoon as heruled alone,” wrote de Noaillesto Vergennes
in 1783, “Joseph began a negotiation which brought him to
conclude, with Catherine |1, an intimate aliance, in the form
of letterswhich were exchanged between them, on May 18th,
1781, on the part of Joseph, and on May 24th, on the part of
Catherine. In the correspondence that followed, they agreed
on a grand design of war and conquest that was aimed at
partitioning the Ottoman Empire.” (L ettersof Catherine, Sep-
tember 10th, 1782, and of Joseph, November 13th, 1782.)
De Noailles memorandum to Vergennes, of Oct. 4, 1783,
contains the following report on the alliance: “Ever since the
beginning of the reign of Catherine I1, the court in Vienna
was unceasingly jeal ous of the intimate relationship between
the courts of Petersburg and Berlin. But the desire of the
Emperor to break it wasnot going asfast ashehad hoped. This
Princethought hecould forget hisdignity and hisgreatnessby
going to the Empresshimself, and tear up, soto speak, invivo,
that relationship with the King of Prussia. It was with that
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Russia’ s Empress Catherine the Great organized the League of
Armed Neutrality in 1780 to help the American nation emerge.
Had her new alliance with Austria been combined with a surviving
French-Austrian alliance and American independence, British and
Venetian “ freetrade” manipulations might not have worked.

perspective and with that intention that the Emperor went to
Russia. During his stay with Catherine Il, this Prince must
haveput all of histalentstoflatter thevanity of thissovereign,
nourished and exalted her ambitious ideas of glory and re-
nown, and he has succeeded in establishing the basis of the
alliance that he has recently confessed to His Majesty.”®

Louis XVI tried desperately to redress the situation with
Joseph 11, but without success. He received, in a dispatch
from the Austrian Ambassador in Paris, Count de Mercy, the
message that Joseph’ s alliance with Catherine was “ overrid-
ing al other considerations.” Within a very short period of
time, the Court of St. James in London went out of its way
to give its recognition and blessings to the new policy of
St. Petersburg.

Thus, 1783 had become ayear of both joy and sadnessfor
France. AstheFrench Foreign Minister, Count deVergennes,
found himself happily signing the Treaty of Pariswith Benja-
min Franklin, on Sept. 3, officialy ending the American War
of Independence, he was also writing up very unhappy in-

5. Sorel, op. cit., p. 525.
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structions to his Ambassador in Vienna, telling him that the
“aliancebetween FranceandtheHouseof Austriawasthreat-
ened by arevolution more or lessimminent”; that Louis X VI
preferred peaceful means rather than war, and that he was
instructing Ambassador de Noailles to strongly insinuate to
the court of Vienna that France wished to “maintain a spirit
of conciliation between the Turks and the Russians.”

The Treaty of Westphalia, which Louis XV and Louis
XV I had been adhering to during their reigns, was being shat-
tered. The“Universal peace, and aperpetual, true, and sincere
Amity” between Austriaand France had cometo an end. Out
of the strategic situation that |ed to the political crisisof 1789,
French historian Albert Sorel drew the following pertinent
conclusion: “This crisis erupted in 1788 with the war that
Austria and Russia waged against the Turks, and it isin the
middle of the complications of thiswar that emerged the Rev-
olution of 1789. Thetwo houseswere united by afamily pact,
the two States were united by a treaty; the direct causes of
rivalry had disappeared, but . . . the result was the opposition
of their respective interests in Germany, in Poland, in Italy,
and in the Orient. In order for the political aliance to be
maintained, Austriawoul d have been required to sacrifice her
ambitions, or France would have had to sacrifice her political
traditions. She could not do that. These traditions had been
maintained regardless of al the sudden changes in French
politics. They had survived the excesses of Louis XIV and
the weaknesses of Louis XV; you could find them during the
period of the alliance exactly as they had been during the
period of rivalry. That is to say, by rivalry or by aliance,
France was following the execution of the same design: the
territorial formation of the State and the security of its
borders.”®

And one should be well advised to understand that this
meant: the territorial formation and the sovereign security of
all of the States protected under the Peace of Westphalia.

Franklin’s Strategy of Benevolence

In 1776, the Peace of Westphalia had found a new home
inthe New World, but, ironically, anew war had to be fought
so that it could live on. The hope for its survival rested, one
more time, on the shoulders of France. Out of thefour parties
involved in America's War of Independence—the United
States, England, France, and Spain—France was going to be
the key to guaranteeing the success of the American enter-
prise. But, in order to better understand the true role that
France played in this momentous historical event, it is essen-
tial to situate the different spheres of influence involved in
the historical event of the peace negotiations that went on
during 1782-83 in Paris.

First, Benjamin Franklin was not simply attempting to
establish full independence for the 13 colonies. He was also

6. Sorel, op. cit., pp. 30-31.
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A French artist’ s contemporary manner of depicting the
tremendous celebrity of Benjamin Franklinin Francein the 1770s
and early 1780s, when he helped create and represented the
French-American alliance.

determined to destroy the British Empire, create a lasting
aliance of understanding between the United States and
France, and assurethat Francewould becomethe second Con-
stitutional Republic in theworld.

Secondly, England’s sphere of imperial interests can be
well exemplified by the conduct of the pre-negotiation feelers
of French central banker Jacques Necker, British central
banker Horace Walpole, and British West India Company
agent, Thomas Grenville, who were all attempting to divide
the 13 colonies for the purpose of increasing the power of
England’ sfree trade over the world.

Thirdly, the French Foreign Minister, Count de Vergen-
nes, was attempting to establish a durable harmony of inter-
ests between the King of France, Louis XV1, and the United
States. This included the creation, in France, of a Benjamin
Franklin-inspired congtitutional government headed by the
citizenking, LouisXVI. If the French alliancewiththe United
States against Britain could be reinforced by maintaining the
aliance with Austria, through the French-Austrian Queen,
Marie-Antoinette, thiswould have meant the greatest oppor-
tunitiesfor establishingaL eibnizianform of fair trade Ameri-
can system around the world, throughout the West aswell as
the East.

Knowing that the British counterpart was aden of Vene-
tian thieves, whoseinstinctiveimpul sewasto divideand con-
guer, and pit one against al, Benjamin Franklin capitalized
on this British weakness and caused British Prime Minister
M ontague Fox to changehispersonnel for the 1782-83 negoti-
ations. Franklin preferred Richard Oswald over East India
Company agent Thomas Grenville, ashisnegotiating partner.
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Franklin madeuseof aninteresting subterfugethat succeeded
in putting Grenville out of the contest. Hemadeclear to Gren-
villethat thedebt of Americatoward Francewouldtakeprior-
ity over any interest that might arise from the British side.
However, he also made clear to Grenvillethat theissue of the
American debt to France was not merely a matter of money.
It was amatter of a superior bond of understanding between
France and the United States, and the true obligation of the
United States toward France “could never be discharged.”

Franklin bundled the issue of the American obligation into a
knot that was so tightly convoluted that it was doubtful it was
going to be understood by Grenville, who might therefore not
be ableto replicate the idea properly to Prime Minister Fox.

Franklin told Grenville the story of the following hypo-
thetical case. “A, astranger to B, seeshim about to beimpris-
oned for adebt by amerciless creditor; helends him the sum
necessary to preserve hisliberty. B then becomes the debtor
of A, and after some time repays the money. Has he then
discharged the obligation? No. He has discharged the money
debt, but the obligation remains, and he is a debtor for the
kindness of A in lending him the sum so seasonably. If B
should afterwards find A in the same circumstances that he,
B, had beeninwhen A lent the money, he may then discharge
thisobligation or debt of kindness, in part, by lending him an
equal sum. In part, | said, and not wholly, because when A
lent B the money there had been no prior benefit received to
induce him to it. And therefore if A should, a second time,
need the same assistance, | thought B, if in his power, wasin
duty bound to afford it to him.””

Grenville was in atotal state of perplexity and was left
speechless. He was so taken aback that, when he reported
back to Fox about the meeting he just had with Franklin,
he manifested his thorough misunderstanding by saying that
according to Franklin, “ America might cease supporting the
pretensionsof France.” WhigFox decidedthat Tory Grenville
was not fit for the mission and chose Oswald, whom Franklin
preferred, to be the negotiator. Thus did Franklin's creative
restatement of the principle of “the Advantage of the other”
gain him an advantage!

ThePlot To Partition America

British-Swiss banker, Venetian agent of influence, and
French Minister of Finance, Jacques Necker, had plotted to
have England win thewar against America, and accordingly,
by 1780, had made an attempt to get the King of England,
George |11, to enter into a separate peace agreement with
France, to the detriment of the United States. If this separate
peaceinitiative had succeeded, it would have jeopardized the
entire outcome of the French-American alliance, as well as
the very independence of the United States. In his capacity as
central banker of France, Necker had tremendous power over

7. Richard B. Morris, The Peacemakers, the Great Powers and American
Independence (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1965), pp. 273-74.
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King Louis XVI. The fact that British central banker Horace
Walpole, who had also a powerful ascendancy over George
[11, had joined Necker in this operation, with the accompany-
ing services of the British East India Company’s Thomas
Grenville, British-Swiss agent Paul-Henry Mallet, and Louis
X1V’ sminister the Count de Maurepas, represented aserious
threat to the future negotiations.

TheNecker-Wal poleproposal wasthat asingle American
region—say, “ New England”— be declared independent. On
Dec. 15, 1780, Jacques Necker wrote to England’'s Prime
Minister North, proposing to engage with him, in secret, in
initiating thefirst steps for the negotiation of a separate peace
between France and England: a straightforward divide and
conquer tactic.

But there was another intention behind Necker’'s opera-
tion. Banker Necker was attempting to get someinsideinfor-
mation, and find out precisely when the secret peace negotia-
tions were going to be held “officially,” and when the peace
would likely be signed; he planned to buy British annuities,
which at that time were expected to increase considerably
in value.

After Prime Minister North had given Necker’ s proposal
of a separate peace to the King, George |11 wrote to North
the following note, dated Dec. 17, 1780: “Within these few
minutes | have received Lord North’s letter accompanying
the secret he has received from M. Necker. It shows France
is certainly in greater difficulties than we imagined or she
would [not] by such various channels seek to court peace. No
one has more inclination or interest in wishing so desirable
an event as myself provided it can be obtained on honorable
and solid terms. With France, it [ig] easily to be settled if she
would desist from encouraging Rebellion and not add to her
insults by wanting to affect independency which whether un-
der itsapparent name, or atruce, isthe sameinredlity; till she
gives up that view | do not see how peace can be a safe
measure.”8

Upon receiving thisreply, North wrote back to Necker to
tell him of the King's negative response. American historian
Richard B. Morriscommented: “ One might well speculate on
what the subsequent course of world history might have been
had George |11 encouraged Necker’s desperate intervention
to halt the war. Aside from dodging the issue of American
independence, a settlement in the Winter of 1780-81 on the
basis of territories then effectively controlled by each side
would have chopped up the Thirteen United Statesinto little
pieces and prevented the establishment of a viable nation.
Having first reputedly considered atiny northeastern federa-
tion of quasi-independent states, Necker was now prepared
to settle for a nation comprising New England, the middle
States without the port of New York, and a fractured and
blighted Southland lacking access to the sea. The Swiss fi-

8. Morris, op. cit., pp. 105-106.
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nancier had gone behind Vergennes' back because he knew
that the Foreign Minister had always rejected these terms as
inconsistent with the fidelity and honor of France.®

In point of fact, who knows where this Necker legerde-
main might haveled, if France and England had put an end to
the war, then and there. It would surely have divided up the
Americans among themselves, and France might even have
had achanceto recover Quebec, with an added exclusiveright
to fisheries off the banks of Newfoundland. This situation
further highlights how great the power of the central bankers
was over the European courts. However, by refusing to nego-
tiate, George 111 wound up with no other option but to move
toward negotiating a peace that required nothing else but the
full independence of the United States.

The Schism That Ended the French-American
Alliance

The Peace of 1783 marked areal triumph for the United
States, especially thanksto theextraordinary effortsof Frank-
lin and Vergennes. The consecration of such an alliance be-
tween them should have endured as it was intended to, had
certain British efforts not succeeded in splitting this under-
standing apart, from the very beginning, and from theinside.
Atleast asearly as1781, therewasanintransigent party inside
of the peace negotiation, represented, on the American side,
by John Jay and John Adams, two Ministers Plenipotentiary
fromthe United States; and on England’ sside, by thenegotia-
tor Richard Oswald. The two Americans had been chosen by
the U.S. Congress with the explicit mandate not to negotiate
a separate peace with Britain at the expense of France. But
thetwo Americans violated their instructions and abandoned
their French aly.

John Jay was sent by Congressto Spain, where he found
himself isolated and frustrated by the negative attitude of
the Spanish court. Jay, a descendent of French Huguenots,
maintai ned apersonal animosity against theFrenchroyal gov-
ernment, asaresult of the nullification of the Edict de Nantes
by Louis XIV in 1689, which ended the toleration which
had been extended to the Huguenotsin France on Mazarin's
initiative. Although Jay never manifested such prejudices
openly inthecompany of V ergennes, hisdistrust of the French
government was enough to make the Count suspicious. The
British took advantage of this weakness of Jay’s, aswell as
those of the virtuous John Adams.

Adamswas clearly not the typeto entertain in the French
salons. Inand of itself, thiswasnot aprerequisitefor succeed-
ing in histask of negotiator with the French. However, John
Adams committed the indiscretion of revealing to a British
agent, George Germain, the powers that he allegedly had,
to negotiate a treaty of commerce with England, before the
signing of a peace treaty. The news of this boast cameto the

9. Morris, op. cit., p. 328.
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unhappy earsof V ergennes, whoresponded, “to bebusy about
atreaty of commerce before peaceisestablished, islikebeing
busy with the ornament of a house before the foundation is
laid.”

Vergenneswent further, and informed Adamsthat Benja-
min Franklinwas" the sole person who has|etters of credence
to the King from the United States. The King does not stand
in need of your solicitationsto direct hisattentionto theinter-
ests of the United States.”

When the negotiations began between Franklin, Vergen-
nes, and Oswald, all that the American del egateshadto dowas
to demand the unconditional recognition of afull American
independence. They had no other authority given to them by
the U.S. Congress. That independence included the integrity
of theterritories of the 13 colonies, the fishing rights, and the
right of navigation along the Mississippi River; above all,
they were ordered to follow the advice of Vergennes, and not
to negotiate with their common enemy without him. Franklin
had secondary negotiating terms, oneof whichwastheannex-
ation of parts of the Canadian colony.

Vergennes primary role was to support American inde-
pendence, following still the principle of “the Advantage of
the other.” Secondly, he represented the interests of Spain,
claiming, in her name, the restitution of Gibraltar from the
British. The only claim that France made for herself wasthe
restitution of Senegal, fishing rights on the banks of New-
foundland, and a status quo over the West Indies.

Oswald’ sinstructionsfrom the Court of St. Jamesin Lon-
don, were to accept unconditionally the independence of the
United States, and even to go as far as to accept Franklin's
proposition, for ceding a portion of Canada to the United
States. The only point of contention was Gibraltar, which the
British wanted to keep at all cost. Vergennes, speaking for
Spain, sent Gerard de Rayneval to Lord Shelburnein London
toseeif Georgelll would not change hismind onthequestion
of the Newfoundland fisheries, and Gibraltar.

Oswald told John Jay that Rayneval’ s mission was suspi-
cious; that Vergennes, in fact, was attempting to sabotage
American rights on the Mississippi; and that the French were
willing to sign a separate peace upon accepting the right to
fishonthe Great Banksof Newfoundland. Jay dashed to Passy
to warn Franklin. Although Franklin knew that Vergennes
would not so undermine the Franco-American agreement, he
nonethel ess made the official request for Lafayetteto inquire
about Rayneval’ strip to England.

Next, Oswald showed Jay a letter from Barbe-Marbois,
the French Chargée d’ Affaires in Philadel phia, who was pro-
testing to Vergennes against the New England faction—and
especially Samuel Adams—over the fisheries issue. There
are some suspicions that the Marbois letter might have been
tampered with in order to deceive Jay. Oswald played up the
suspicious role of Rayneval on the boundary issue with the
Mississippi River, because he knew it was a sensitive issue
and suspected that it was part of America' s long-term plan
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of western expansion. In fact it was. Oswald told Jay that
Vergenneswastryingto sell out the AmericansontheMissis-
sippi border issue, and that he should not be trusted. Jay fell
into the trap, and convinced John Adams—who merely re-
quired confirmation of asuspicion to believe in this conspir-
acy. The concern of both men to make an American-British
“commercial agreement” was a great weakness. The affair
put Franklin into a most awkward position, and Vergennes
into a defensive posture with the British.

Jay’ s assumptions were not founded at all, and Rayneval
had been falsely accused without substantiated proof. The
diplomatic instructions of the time showed that the accounts
of Rayneval’s meeting with Shelburne were not prejudicial
tothe American cause. Both Jay and Adamshad violated their
instructions. Even though the French-American pact was not
officially broken, astotheletter of thealliance, Jay and Adams
were asked to justify their actions before the Congress. Con-
gress deliberated the issue during eight days of Dec. 23-30,
1782, issued a rebuke to their ambassadors, and now pro-
claimed that the United States would not lay down its arms
without the explicit agreement of France.

Because of this British attempt at sabotaging the peace
negotiations, the American delegates had held secret meet-
ingswith Oswald, and the bargai ning situation of both Frank-
lin and Vergennes had been weakened. As a result of the
difficulties, Franklin ended up losing his claim over aportion
of Canada, and Vergennes was not able to restore Gibraltar
to Spain. In the end, the imbroglio caused a permanent chill
between Vergennes and the American delegation. Spain fi-
nally gave in on the issue of Gibraltar, and the peace was
signed in Paris, on Sept. 3, 1783.

One year later, John Jay became Secretary for Foreign
Affairs(1784-88) and further dismantled thealliance between
the United States and France by blocking the signing of the
consular conventions between the two countries, and by de-
claring that the 1778 treaty with France was no longer valid.
In 1788, after the death of V ergennes, Jay told thenew French
Foreign Minister, the Count de Montmorin, that since, back
in 1778, Louis XVI had pledged his support to the United
Statespurely onthebasisof giving recognitiontotheindepen-
dence of America, then now that America had become inde-
pendent, there should no longer be a need for a French
alliance.

The most vicious aspect of this anti-French posture was
to feed the malicious propaganda according to which, the
Franco-American aliance was so weak inside the United
States, that it would not survive asingleday after theindepen-
dence of the United States had been recognized.

With the events beginning with the execution of Louis
X1V in January 1793—an execution which Tom Paine’s be-
lated effortsfailed to stop, and which was greeted with horror
in America—the “Westphalian” alliance between sovereign
France and the sovereign United States was broken. John
Jay’s 1795 submission to the Congress of a treaty proposal
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with England, signalled that this alliance was finished.

What waslost, for Europe especially—asonly afew polit-
ical leaders such as Franklin and Vergennes would have ac-
knowledged—were the precious and arduous diplomatic ef-
forts embodied in the Peace of Westphalia. The Treaty of
Westphalia had played a crucia strategic political and ecu-
menical role of peace and security for all of the nations and
principalities of Europe during a period of a century and a
half. As does the American Monroe Doctrine, the Treaty of
Westphalia till standstoday asagreat beacon of security on
the dangerous seas of world affairs, and it is only fitting that
again, today, we call upon its principle of palitical benevo-
lence to guard against the mounting dangers of a newly
formed Anglo-American Roman Empire of war and domi-
nation.

Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

The ‘Florescence of
The United States’

This question about theintellectual tradition of the American
Founding Fathers, was asked of Lyndon LaRouche by a stu-
dent from Brown University, during a Nov. 2 “ cadre school”
for young campaign or ganizersand volunteers, heldin Penn-
sylvania. LaRouche's answer traces the Gottfried Leibniz-
Benjamin Franklin connection discussed by author Beaudry,
and contrastsit to intellectual problems besetting the Found-
ing Fathers.

Q: Why wasthere such ahuge concentration of intellectu-
als and heroes, and true Americans centered in time around
thefounding of our nation? What happenedtothat?. . . If you
couldtouch on, how the populist mentality affected Jefferson,
and things of that nature? And how that sort of brought the
degree of heroism down, | would appreciateit.

LaRouche: Well, the florescence of the United States,
during the 18th Century, beginswith thefounding of theMas-
sachusetts Bay Colony, which was an enterprise, largely, of
the Winthrop family in the 17th Century, and became ajoint
effort of the Winthrop and Mather families, into the 18th
Century; typified by the case of Cotton Mather. For example,
Winthrop was one of the great Classical humanist education
teachers of that period. His work in geometry, in scientific
education, for that period, isquite notable. The Matherswere
extremely important, in terms of educational policy, in that
period.

Y ou had asimilar devel opment, that occurred in Pennsy!-
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