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INTRODUCTION

The scope of this paper has been definitely limited# It is to be 

confined to the study of the blockade, and the diplomacy of the block

ade during the year 1861 beginning with the inauguration of the Lin

coln administration. Some of the incidents are included, which occur 

prior to March 4, 1861, in order to supplement and clarify future 

activities#

The purpose is to correlate the blockade and the diplomatic re

lations of the Union with England and France. The blockade is 

viewed from these three anglest first, there is the preparation for, 

organization and enforcement of the blockade by the Union; secondly,
I

the discussion proceeds from the groundwork to the Union diplomatic 

relations with England; thirdly, the diplomacy between the Union 

and France is related.

The topics related to the Union diplomacy of the period are$ 

the blockade— and belligerent rights and neutrality relative to 

the blockade; and negotiations for the Treaty of Paris, 1856. Cer

tain events and incidents have been selected to confirm and verify 

opinions or conclusions. Naturally certain phases of the subject 

are repeated to retain the continuity of the story.



THE BLOCKADE IN AMERICA

The Lincoln administration came into office on March 4, 1861$ 

however, certain events had occured in February, and these fur

nish a background for future policies of the Union. On February 1 

seven states had seceded from the Union, which included South Caro

lina, Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, and Texas. Three 

days later the delegates from these states formed a constitution 

and organized a provisional government for the Confederate States 

of America at Montgomery, Alabama. The provisional officers 

elected were President Jefferson Davis, and Vice-president Alex

ander H. Stephens. The temporary government cf the Confederate 

states was set in motion before Lincoln left Springfield, Illinois, 

and everyone waited to see what the nm  administration would do.

Into this maelstrom of domestic difficulties, Abraham Lincoln

was inaugurated on March 4, 1861. The inaugural address was a

carefully prepared conciliatory measure. Lincoln did nob desire

to interfere with the institution of slavery where it then existed,

and did not consider the Union disrupted. He pledged himself to
1

the execution of the laws of the Union.

The following day the President’s choice of cabinet members 

was ratified by the Senate. The members of his cabinet included:

1. Frank Moore, The Rebellion Record, I, 36-40



William H. Seward, of New York, who became Secretary of State;

Salmon P. Chase of Ohio, Secretary of the Treasury; Simon Cameron 

of Pennsylvania, Secretary of War; Edward Bates of Missouri, 

Attorney-General; Gideon Welles of Connecticut, Secretary of Navy; 

Caleb Smith of Indiana, Secretary of Interior; and Montgomery Blair 

of Maryland, Postnester-General. President Lincoln and the Cabinet 

conferred about domestic affairs as the situation demanded immediate 

action; but what kind of action should be taken?

The Secretary of State, William Henry Seward, was sixty years of 

age, and already had had a colorful career. He had begun the practice 

of law in 1832 in his native state of New York. Through his own 

abilities and the political management of Thurlow Weed, Seward became 

a state senator, governor and the United States senator. He had been 

a rival of Lincoln at the 1860 Republican convention far the nomina

tion of the presidency. Seward was interested in the welfare of the 
2country, and on April 1 he submitted his famous thoughts for the

g
President’s consideration.

The Secretary suggested that the Union take a definite stand in

order to preserve itself at home and abroad. One solution was to
4

recall the Union navy from abroad for blockade purposes. By

2. H. W. Temple, "Seward’s Diplomacy” in S. F. Bemis’ (editor), 
American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy, VII, 4 5

5. F. W. Seward, Seward at Washington, II, 535
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April 12 the administration had definitely decided that it would be

advisable to out off the hostile states from connection with the out- 
5side world. It would be possible to do this in either of two ways:

by closing the ports or establishing a blockade of the seceded states. 5 6 7 8

These plans had been previously discussed; for Thaddeus Stevens,

a member of the House of Representatives, had presented his views to
7the House on January 29. Stevens believed that the blockade was a 

needless recognition of the Confederacy even though it would effec

tually seal up the ports of that section and he proposed closing the 

ports. In order to accomplish it, the laws creating the southern 

ports of entry would have to be repealed. A proclamation by the Presi

dent could effect this, and would keep the strife between the two sec-
I

tions a domestic affair. Moreover, Stevens was of the opinion that no 

government could blockade its own ports without acknowledging a state 

of war$° but no action was taken by the House.

The members of the cabinet had to determine which of the two plans 

would be wiser from a domestic viewpoint and from an international 

point of view. The two plans were discussed and a decision was finally

5. Temple, loc. oit., 35

6. Frederick Bancroft, Life of William H. Seward, II, 174

7. Congressional Globe, 36th Congress, XXX, Part I, 624

8. Samuel W. McCall, Thaddeus Stevens, 183-4
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reached; but only after the Secretaries of State and Havy had ex

pressed their contradictory opinions.
9Welles voiced the majority viewpoint of the cabinet; when he

sanctioned the plan of closing the ports, for he believed a blockade
10a needless recognition of belligerency. Belligerency precluded an 

acknowledgment of a state of war, and such a declaration was a con

gressional power. Congress was not to meet until July, and something 

had to be done before they would meet in special session.

Meanwhile Seward continued to favor the blockade,^ because his 

principal purpose was to have a definite policy governed by inter

nationally known rules and regulations. Thus, Seward was again
12reiterating his suggestions of April 1.

The outstanding advantage of the closing of the ports plan was 

the elimination of the acknowledgment of a state of war. If a vessel 

from a foreign nation entered one of the closed ports and paid duties 

to the insurrectionists, the offense would still be federal. And a 

violation of a revenue law was punishable only in the courts of the 

Union. As the courts were held by the South, the Union could not pun- 9 10 11 12

9. Bancroft, op. cit., 174

10. Gideon Welles, Diary of Gideon Welles, I, intro, xxxvi

11. Bancroft, ojj>. cit., 175

12. T. K. Lothrop, William H. Seward, 289-90
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ish the violators there. In addition to this disadvantage, foreign

nations would interpret a practice of this nature as a mere deception
13or an attempt to avoid establishing an effectual blockade.

On the other hand, the establishing of a blockade would bring

about a serious situation. The southern ports would be closed by

physical force— the federal navy; but at the same time the Union would

have acknowledged the existence of a state of war, and recognized the

belligerency of the South. The Union had to determine whether the

breaking up of the foreign commerce would compensate for the grant of

belligerent rights to the South; and if it would affect the policy of 
14foreign nations.

On April 15, Lincoln issued a proclamation, in which he called for 

75,000 volunteers to suppress insurrectionary forces within the areas 

of the seven aforementioned states. 13 14 15  16 17 Davis retaliated by his procla

mation of the 17th in which he invited the applications for letters of
16

marque and reprisal. These events culminated with the proclamation 
17

of April 19; which proclaimed a blockade of the insurrectionary ports

13. Seward, oj>. oit., 547, 567

14. E. D. Adams, Great Britain and the American Civil War, I, 252-3

15. W. MacDonald, Documentary Source Book of American History, 433

16. J. Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Confederacy, I, 60-2

17. MacDonald, 0£. oit., 434-5
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and provided for a competent force at the ports of the insurgents. It 

was a declaration of intention, and such intention was to become effec

tive only after due warning had been written on the ship’s register.

The next offense was to constitute a violation of the blockade laws, 

and the violations were to be handled through admiralty prise courts.

On April 27 the blockade was extended to include the ports of the
18

recently seceded states of Virginia and North Carolina.

Legally the blockade thus proclaimed could have been one of two 

kinds: a public and governmental blockade, or a de facto blockade.

The public blockade followed a governmental notification that a 

blockade was to be instituted but the de facto blockade was established 

only when it became a fact. The factual blockade had to be proved in

effectual by the captured party; while the public blockade laid the
1 Qburden of proof upon the captors. The Union blockade began as a

20
de facto blockade.

The main purpose of the tie facto blockade was to close enemy’s 

ports, and to break up or shut off the enemy’s commerce. Commercial 

enterprise could be halted by the maintenance of a competent force 

at the Confederate ports, and the right to stop and search neutral ves- 18 19 20

18. F. Moore, 0£. cit., 161

19. F. lharton, Digest of International Law, III, 362

20. James R. Soley, The Blockade and Cruisers, 32
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sals on the high seas could be exercised by the Union. Those vessels

evading the blockade, carrying contraband of war, or enemy’s property,

could be taken into a Union port as prizes. There the ships would be
21submitted to the adjudication of the admiralty court of prizes.

International laws concerning blockades and blockading principles

were to be invoked; as a result, the nations trading with the South 
22became involved.

Foreign nations assumed that the proclamation of a blockade car-
23

ried with it the implication of war. Facts added weight to the as

sumption: in the first place the South had organized, established
24and maintained a government of its own; and in the second place

the ports of the seceded states were held by them. Thus to Europe,

a state of war existed although no formal declaration had been made;

for: the North attempted to choke the commerce of the enemy, the

South, by a blockade; and by its actions, the North had unwittingly
25

granted belligerent rights to the Confederacy, and these rights
26were assumed by the South. 21 22 23 24 25 26

21. Soley, op. oit., 30

22. Nathaniel W. Stephenson, About Lincoln and the Union, 253

23. J. Thomas Scharf, History of the Confederate States Navy, 
55, (U. S. Documents, I, 214-5)

24. Henry 'Wheaton, Elements of International Law, 83

25. Wharton, ojs. oit., 363

26. Richardson, op. cit., 113-9



The view of foreign nations concerning the South did not paral

lel that of the Union; for the foreign nations were willing to grant

the South belligerent rights, while the Union was interested in making
27it only a domestic insurrection. This opinion was evidenced during

the special session of Congress in July, when that body met. Lincoln

sent an explanatory message of his acts, the call for troops and the

declaration of the blockade; for whioh he desired congressional rati- 
28fication. At the same time Welles sent a report to Congress about

29
the needs of the Navy Department.

Congress was not in immediate accord on the ratification of

Lincoln’s measures as the members felt Lincoln had encroached upon
30

some of their meet sacred rights. Some members desired to investi

gate the matters further before any action should be taken and to

discuss the proclamations more extensively. Finally, Stevens intro-
31

duoed a bill on the closing of the ports, by which the laws 

creating the ports of entry in the rebellious states would be re

pealed. On July 13, Congress ratified the presidential acts, and 27 28 29 30 31

27. Editorial on "Convulsions of America." Blackwood’s Edin
burgh Magazine, XCI, 119, (Jan. 1862)

28. John T. Morse, Abraham Lincoln, I, 291-6

29. F. Moore, op. oit., II, Doc. 235-42

30. Congressional Globe, 37th Congress, XXXI, 40-7, (July 10, 12)

31. Ibid., 25, (July 8)
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passed a closing of the ports bill, because Congress was determined

to regard the present state of affairs as an insurrection, not as a 
32war. However, the closing of the ports till assumed the propor-

33
tions of a paper blockade in the eyes of foreign nations.

Next the report of the Secretary of the Navy was reviewed, in 

which Welles explained that the blockade had been effected because 

attempts had been made to resist and evade present laws; and by the 

blockade, commerce would be officially prohibited by the adoption 

and enforcement of blockade rules. Moreover, directions had been 

given to the commanders of the United States naval squadrons to ob

serve the aforementioned rules and principles. Once, the blockade

was established, ships were to be allowed fifteen days in which to
35

depart from blockaded ports.

The effectiveness of the blockade was dependent to large degree 

upon the skill and composition of the Navy Department. Numerous 

duties confronted the department, and it was imperative that all 

available vessels be made ready for extensive blockade service. 

Foreign squadrons had to be recalled to participate in the blockade, 32 33 34 35

32. Congressional Globe, 37th Congress, XXXI, Appendix 23

33. S. Walpole, Life of Lord John Russell, II, 343

34. Soley, op. oit., 29

35. Wharton, op. oit., 362-4
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and additional vessels had to be procured from the merchant service.

The navy had forty-two vessels but of this number only twenty-seven
36

unfortunately were usable. In order to man the ships the number of

seamen had to be increased; and the depleted list of naval officers

had to be supplemented by selecting officials from the experienced
37

seamen of the merchant marine.

Plans were made to protect the seaboard, to seize forts, to

force open and to patrol rivers, and to maintain a blockade at the 
38

principal ports. In order to accomplish these plans ships were

needed; but for a few weeks the enforcement of a 3459 mile blockade
39would be dependent upon the home squadron. However, this circum

stance was equalized by the small number of southern ports actually 

engaged in foreign trade. By the time other ports would be ready 

to engage in the illegal commerce, the sise of the Union navy

would have been increased; for instance, by July 4 there were
40eighty-two vessels, and by December two hundred sixty-four.

36. Soley, op. cit., 32

37. John W. Draper, The American Civil War, II, 28, 202

38. Ibid., 201

39. Charles Oscar Paullin, ’’President Lincoln and the Navy." 
American Historical Review, XIV, 285, (Jan. 1909) 40

40. Draper, op. cit., 204
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The Union squadron under the direction of Flag-officer Pender-

grast m s  composed of four vessels. One of these was stationed at

Washington and three at Pensacola. By April 30, Pendergrast had

enough vessels to be effectively blockading the ports of Virginia

and North Carolina and his squadron notified the ports that the
41blockade was to be enforced.

After a few weeks the home squadron was divided into four divi

sions to handle the blockade more efficiently. The North Atlantic 

squadron was to operate from Ft. Monroe to Cape Fear under the 

direction of Flag-officer Goldsborough; the South Atlantic squadron 

was to maintain the blockade along the coast of South Carolina, 

Georgia, and eastern Florida under the command of Flag-officer Sam 

Dupont$ the East Gulf squadron was to patrol the coasts of west 

Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, and part of Louisiana; and the West

Gulf squadron the mouth of the Mississippi westward to the Rio 
42

Grande. The squadrons began to blockade the principal ports,

and on May 11 Charleston was blockaded, Savannah on the 28th. On

the Gulf, Mobile and New Orleans were notified that blockades ex-
43

isted on May 26; while Galveston received notification in July. 41 42 43

41. Bancroft, op. cit., 206-7

42. Draper, op. cit., 587

43. Soley, op. cit., 35
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The Navy Department was responsible for the aotual blockade of the 

ports, but part of the blockade procedure had to be handled through 

the State Department. The policies of the two departments had to 

point toward the maintenance of the blockade.
44

Seward had no definite foreign policy at first; and since the 

proclamation he had been busy about blockade procedure. He believed 

no vessel should be liable to seizure unless individually warned; 

hence, in this discreet manner difficulties could be easily avoided; 

for, if the vessel received no warning, it might enter the port. Con

sequently, foreign nations would have no ground for complaint as ves

sels in port were to be allowed ample time to leave with their cargo.

In accordance with these expectations, Seward instructed the 
1 45

United States diplomats abroad. The diplomats were to follow eer-
46

tain instructions given in the circular of April 24* the preser

vation of the Union was the first aim of the North; the North in

sisted that the insurrection was a domestic controversy, in which no 

interference from foreign nations would be brooked; and in the case 

of France and England, the diplomats were to emphasize the commercial 

advantages accruing to them by the blockade. 44 45 46

44. Bancroft, op. oit., 118

45. James Sohouler, History of the United States, VI, 112

46. Wharton, o|>, cit., 273-6, (Dip. Carr. 1861)
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With the advent of the Lincoln administration, new diplomats were 

appointed to the foreign countries. Dallas, who had been in England, 

was replaced by Charles Francis Adams. Adams was from Massachusetts 

and at the time of his appointment was a representative from that 

state in Congress. He had had legal training, had been active in 

state politics, and had also been engaged in literary work. In addi

tion Adams had spent eight of his early years abroad. His training 

was invaluable to him when he was appointed minister to England.

William Lewis Dayton of New Jersey was appointed minister of 

the United States to France. His career was very similar to that of 

Adams i they were both fifty-four years of age when they were ap

pointed ministers to foreign countries, and both bad served in state 

legislatures. Here the similarity ended? for Dayton had served as 

judge of the New Jersey state supreme court, and was attorney-general 

for that state from 1857 to 1861.

Dayton and Adams arrived abroad in May and one of their first 

duties for the Union was to reopen negotiations for the Union accep

tance of the Treaty of Paris, 1856. The treaty provided: (1) pri

vateering was abolished; (2) neutral flag covered enemy’s goods—  

except contraband of war; (3) neutral goods, except contraband of

war, were not liable to capture under the enemy’s flag; and (4)
47

blockades in order to be binding had to be effective. 47

14

47. J. B. Moore, Digest of International Law, VII, 561-2; 574-82



15

The Union was particularly anxious to accede to the treaty pro

visions. Seward’s purpose was based on the facts as he viewed themt 

first, the United States made treaties for the entire nation; secondly, 

the insurrectionary states would have to conform to the treaties made 

by the federal government. Hence, privateering would be abolished, 

and the letters of marque and reprisal issued by the Confederacy 

would become null and void. Likewise, it would prevent the maritime 

powers from assisting or tolerating the Confederate existence as a 

nation; which TOuld be advantageous to the Union. Great Britain and 

France had with other powers agreed to adopt these principles of the 

Treaty of Paris toward each other, and toward any other power join

ing the compact.! Seward believed that a favorable ratification of

the treaty would be a master stroke for the Union, and he instructed
48

our diplomats to work toward that goal. 48

48. Temple, loo, oit., 44-5, (Dip. Corr. 1861, 210-6)



DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH ENGLAND 1861

The matter of blockade was early a matter of concern to England, 

for she viewed such a measure with alarm and consistently objected 

to it. The blocking of southern ports meant to England a serious 

loss; for, economic interests were at stake;^ commercial enterprises 

would be broken; and the cotton supply would be out off. The short

age of this staple would bring distress to English mills, which em

ployed thousands of people. So England sought, by instructing Lord
2

Iyons (the British representative at Washington) and by adopting a 

definite policy at home, to avoid civil strife.

Lyons was an able diplomat, and had been in the British diploma

tic service for over twenty years. He was also familiar with Ameri

can affairs for he had been British minister to the United States

since December 1858. Lyons was instructed to use his influence to
5

prevent a blockade of the southern coast on February 16. He had 

discussed the matter with the Secretary of State; but no decision was 

reached. Lyons had a difficult problem; for he would be in a large 

degree responsible for the policy England would adopt in the future.

1. Charles Francis Adams, "British Proclamation of May 1861." 
Massachusetts Historical Society Proceedings, XLVIII, 216, 221, 
(Jan. 1915)

2. Ibid., 203

3. Ibid., 204
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Seward’s foreign policy was an open conjecture, and this uncer

tainty caused England to distrust his motives. Great Britain believed

that Seward’s policy was undetermined because he was looking at the
4

conflict from two angles; first, he regarded the present state of 

affairs as a strictly domestic controversy, and in this manner at

tempted to prevent recognition of the Confederate states; secondly,
5he toyed with the idea of provoking war with a foreign nation. If

this could be brought about the insurrectionary states would come back

to the Union; and together they would overcome their common enemy.

These plans could hardly be considered consistent by a foreign power.®

In spite of this Lyons was again instructed to find out about

the proposed measure of shutting off commercial intercourse with the 
7South. On March 26 Lyons reviewed the grave consequences of es-

8
tablishing a blockade and curtailing British commerce. On April 6

Russell instructed Lyons to recommend reconciliation; and on the 12th

stated that the British ministers were in no hurry to recognize the
9

separation as complete and final.

4. Editorial on "American State Papers." Blackwood’s Edinburgh 
Magazine, XCIII, 655; 635-6, (May 1863)

5. Lord Newton, Lord Lyons, I, 30, (Lyons Papers, Jan. 7, 1861)

6. Adams, op. oit., 215-8

7. Ibid., 221, 224

8. Newton, 0£. oit., 31, (Lyons Papers)

9. E. D. Adams, Great Britain and the American Civil War, I, 74
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The week preceding Lincoln’s proclamation of the blockade, Lyons 

was again actively engaged in furthering Britain’s interests. Lyons 

spoke about the closing of the ports bill in no uncertain terms, when 

he told Seward that such procedure would amount to a paper blockade; 

and naturally, foreign powers would be placed in the dilemma of recog

nizing the Confederacy or else submitting to the interruption of their 

commerce. Then Iyons made the statement that even though a formal

blockade were recognized as lawful in time of war, he "could not
10

answer for what might happen.” Lyons felt as though he had spoken

too freely and reported to Russell on April 23 that if an effective
11

blockade were established he supposed it must be recognized.

However, prior to this in a letter of April 12 to Lord John

Russell, who was an able statesman and now Secretary of British Foreign

Affairs, Lyons commented upon the hurried preparations of the cabinet
12

and the naval department. On April 15 Lyons wrote a letter to 

Russell upon stopping of intercourse with the southern ports. He be

lieved that a blockade would be less objectionable than any such 

measure as closing the southern ports as ports of entry, or attempting 

to collect duties for the United States by ships stationed off the 

ports. Moreover, the rules of a blockade were determined and known

10. Newton, 0£. cit., 31 (Lyons Papers)

11. E. D. Adams, 0£. cit., 65, 73

12. C. F. Adams, op. cit., 224
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while those of the port method would be unknown. In conclusion, Lyons

stated, "in fact, this, it seems to me, would be a paper blockade of

the worst kind. It would justify Great Britain and France in recog-
13nizing the South." On April 23 he informed Russell that no official

14
announcement of the blockade had been made to him, bub on May 11

15
Lyons received notification from Seward.

Meanwhile diplomatic relations between Lyons and Seward were be

coming very strained and especially after the Peerless incident. On 

May 1 it was reported to Seward that the Confederacy had bought the 

Peerless, an English iron steamer on Lake Ontario, and that the ship 

was on her way out to be used as a privateer by the South. Seward 

gave orders that the ship was to be seized regardless of the flag she 

carried; and newspaper articles supported this and other unfriendly

steps toward Great Britain. Nevertheless, the Peerless incident came
16to naught, as Lyons induced Seward against the pursuit of the plan.

But Lyons concluded that Seward was attempting to start war with a 
17

foreign nation, and that England was a possibility especially after 

an event of the above nature.

13. Newton, op. oit., 10-13

14. C. F. Adams, op. cit., 225

15. F. Moore, Record of the Rebellion, III, Doc. 203

16. S. Walpole, Life of Lord John Russell, II, 342

17 Newton, op. cit., 42
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Lord Lyons’ communication of May 6 contained his personal

opinions about the situation in the United States. He felt there was

little chance of reuniting the country as one nation, and remarked

that the blockade would not seriously interfere with the light summer
18

trade between England and the Confederacy. Although it was received 

too late to influence England's neutrality proclamation Lyons' con

clusions were identical with those being expressed at the same time 
19in England.

While Lyons was bringing pressure to bear upon the State Depart

ment at Washington in February, members of the British Parliament 

were striving to reach a decision. In the governmental circles ques

tions were presented $ (1) what was the proper attitude for England

to take; (2) how soon could the South claim recognition? (3) was 

neutrality a necessity; and (4) what was the proper policy and position 

of a neutral power. England viewed the insurrection in the United

States with gravity. To Britain the democratic institutions were at
20stake, and the American struggle might prove their inadequacy.

On April 8, Lord Russell unofficially expressed the opinion to

Dallas that Great Britain would be in no hurry to recognize the sep-
21

aration of the Horth and South as complete and final. Russell made 18 19 20 21

18. C. F. Adams, op. cit., 231

19. Ibid., 231-2

20. Ibid., 205

21. Walpole, op. cit., 341, (Russell's reply to Dallas)



it very clear that his opinion was not binding. At the same time 

W. E. Forster, a member of the British Parliament, stated that he

21

hoped England would not recognize the Confederacy and at no time
22

make such recognition. However, by the last of April the American

events demanded England's attention; for in America armies were in
23the field, and a blockade had been declared. This meant trouble

for the British merchants and sentiments to that effect were aptly

voiced by members of Parliament. Lord Churchill desired to know the
24

intention of Her Majesty's government. In the House of Commons on
25

May 6, Mr. Gregory asked about the effectiveness of the blockade; 

he, too, asked what England's policy was to be. And Lord Russell in
26a speech in Parliament on the same day spoke about the "late Union."i

Persons in governmental circles were of the opinion that the break be-
27

tween the North and the South was complete and could not be healed.

22. E. D. Adams, op. eit., 58

25. William A. Dunning, The British Empire and the United 
States, 206 24 25 26 27

24. J. McMaster, History of the People of the United States 
during Lincoln's Administration, 96

25. J. Richardson, Messages and Papers of the Confederacy, II, 19

26. T. K. Lothrop, William H. Seward, 505

27. Ibid., 296
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England’s position was motivated by a policy of self-interest?

as her merchant marine and commercial enterprises would have to be

protected, and so would her citizens, who had become interested in 
29

privateering. Then, too, Great Britain and France were both of the

opinion that full recognition of the Confederacy would be merely a 
30

question of time. On May 9, Sir George Lewis, the British Secretary

of War, communicated to Parliament the Queen’s proclamation of neu-
51

trality, and it was formally authorised on May 13. The proclamation

appeared officially in the London Gazette on May 14, the day of Adams’
32arrival in London. The importance of the Queen’s proclamation can

not be minimized for England’s lead would be followed by France as

a natural consequence of their coalition? Spain would declare itself 
S3

as France did? and the other nations would move in the same direc- 
34tion. 28 29 30 * 32 33 34

28. Stewart Beach, ’’Exonerating Great Britain.” The Independent, 
CXV, 23, (July 4, 1925)

29. J. B. Moore, Digest of International Law, I, 190

30. E. D. Adams, og. cit., 86, (lyons Papers)

51. C. F. Adams, "British Proclamation of May 1861." Massachu
setts Historical Society Proceedings, XLVTII, 211, (Jan. 19Is)

32. C. F. Adams, Charles Francis Adams, 171

33. J. Moore, op. cit., 185

34. Ibid., 185-6
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After a conference with the Law Officers of the Crown, Russell
35

concluded it was necessary to deal with the blockade question. The 

proclamation declared the neutrality of Great Britain in the civil 

strife in the United States. It granted belligerent rights to the 

South; hut the granting of belligerent ri^its did not mean an acknowl

edgment of southern independence. It did not mean that the Confeder

ate states could send embassadors to the court at St. James; nor did 

it give the South the right to make treaties of commerce and amity.

As a neutral England would be able to enter the ports of the South
36

unless the blockade was efficiently enforced.

In order to carry out neutral measures, Her Majesty’s navy and

army had to be instructed as to their rights and duties. In December

1860 Sir Alexander Milne, commander of the North American and West

Indies station, had been ordered to refrain from any demonstration
37that might be misconstrued by either side. After the proclamation 

of May 13, Milne instructed the cruisers of his squadron to maintain 

strict neutrality, and they were ordered to report upon the blockade.®®

35. Newton, oj>. oit., 37, (Russell Papers)

36. Editorial in North American Review, XCIV, 214, 217-9, 224, 
226, (1862)

37. James P. Baxter, III, "The British Government and Neutral 
Rights, 1861-5." American Historical Review, XXXIV, 10, (Oct. 1928) 38

38. Documents in American Historical Review, XXXIV, 77-81
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The Orders of June were directed to the navy: prizes were not
39

permitted to be brought into ports or waters of the United Kingdom,

In December the Navy was reenforced and additional troops were to be 
40sent to Canada, and these preparations looked distinctly war-like

41
to the United States.

An earnest defense of the neutrality measure was given, in that
42

Her Majesty’s government had followed the precedent of the Union.

If England had not recognized the South as a belligerent, it simply

meant that five million people would have to be regarded and treated 
43

as pirates. It was evident that the South was acting as a nation:

her flag flew, her government was functioning, and her armies were 
44

in the field.
i

Great Britain also had to consider affairs at home; as in the

case of ship captains, -who had demanded knowledge of the government’s
45policy, and those commercial enterprises which sought relief. With

39. Documents in American Historical Review, XXXIV, 81-3

40. F. Moore, o£. oit., Ill, Diary of Events, 116

41. Walpole, 0£. oit., 347, (Russell Papers)

42. Dunning, op. oit., 207

43. C. F. Adams, "The Trent Affair." Massachusetts Historical 
Society Proceedings, XLV, 77

44. Goldwin Smith, "Great Britain and the Civil War." The 
Nation, LXXXIV, 103, (Jan. 31, 1907) 45

45. C. F. Adams, "British Proclamation of May 1861." Massaohu- 
setts Historical Society Proceedings, XLVIII, 240, (Jan. 1915)
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the issuance of the proclamation, the existing laws of neutrality

would be enforced; and brutish subjects* liabilities, if participat-
46ing in the war, would be explained by international law.

The English and Union policies now were determined by two major

problems: the grant of belligerent rights and the blockade; and the

Treaty of Paris negotiations. The defense of the neutrality procla-
47

mation did not satisfy the Union, and Seward protested. On May 21 

Adams was instructed: (1) to desist from intercourse with Great Bri

tain as long as that nation dealt with the Union’s domestic enemy;

(2) to indicate it was hardly a friendly gesture for Her Majesty’s

government to proclaim neutrality on the day his arrival at Liver- 
43

pool; (5) to point out the blockade was a domestic policy despite
49

British recognition of southern belligerency, which policy was but
50a step to suggestions of mediation and intervention; and (4) to

51
offer the adhesion of the United States to the Treaty of Paris.

46. E. D. Adams, op. oit., 246, (Russell Papers)

47. F. W. Seward, Seward at Washington, II, 578-9

48. J. B. Moore, 0£. oit., I, 184-6, (Dip. Ccrr., 1861, 89)

49. Editorial on "American State Papers." Blackwood's Edin- 
burgh Magazine, XCIII, 630, (May 1863)

50. Seward, op. oit., 581

51. Ibid., 614
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Adams* reaction to these instructions was swift, and he quiokly
52

noted that English sympathies and policy were with the North. Adams

felt it would be tremendous load for the Union to declare war against
53

France and England; so he softened Seward’s tone, when the Union
54

protests were presented to Russell. Meanwhile Russell had been

prepared by Lyons to meet such problems; for Lyons had written to

him in that vein as early as May 21, and had interpreted Seward’s
55threats as mere bluster. In conclusion Lyons decided that if France

and England acted together Seward would hardly declare war against 
56both nations. As a result Lord Russell pointed out that no audi-

57
enoes had been officially granted to southern emissaries; as far 

as recognition of the independence of the Confederate states was con

cerned England did not think it was a problem at the time; and the

Union had no right to expect England to withdraw her grant of bellig- 
58

ereirt rights, when the North had been the first to grant these. 52 53 54 55 56 57 58

52. W. C. Ford, editor, Letters of Henry Adams, 1858-91, 92

53. C. F. Adams, Charles Francis Adams, 176

54. Frederick Bancroft, Ljfe of William H. Seward, II, 172-3

55. Newton, op. cit., 42, (Lyons letters)

56. C. F. Adams, "British Proclamation of May 1861." Massachu
setts Historical Sooiety Proceedings, XLVIII, 216, (Jan. 1915)

57. J. F. Morse, Abraham Lincoln, II, 572
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At the same time the question of belligerency was being discussed, 

the problem of the blockade also attained prominence. Great Britain 

protested about the method of notification of instituting the block

ade. Seward stated the methods used depended upon the particular
59squadron in charge, and whenever the commander felt he could effec

tively b lookade the ports, he issued notices. Besides the Union 

notification policy, England raised another question about the block-

adej how could the Union expect to blockade the entire coast with so 
60

few ships? Hence, British naval officers were ordered to make re-
61

ports upon the effectiveness of the Union blockade.

In May Charleston had been blockaded, and the Union ship Niagara

blocked the entrance to the harbor. The departure of the Niagara in
62

Britain’s view had voluntarily lifted the blockade. Hence with the

arrival of idle Union ship, the Harriett Lane, the blockade would have

to start again. Seward claimed the blockade had not been abandoned 
63

or relinquished; as an accident had caused the Harriett Lane to ap

pear several days after the departure of the Niagara, and the blockade 59 60 61 62 63 *

59. P. Moore, op. cit., I, Doc. 303-4

60. E. D. Adams, op. cit., 246

61. Documents in American Historical Review, XXXIV, 81-3

62. F. Moore, og. cit., II, Doc. 237

63. F. Trlharton, Digest of International Law, III, 374, (MSS.
Notes, Gr. Br.)
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had not been impaired by the temporary absence; but according to in

ternational law the voluntary raising of blockade necessitated fresh

notification. The incident exemplified Great Britain’s attitude of
64

that first year to some extent. She did not always feel the block-
65

ade efficient, but did not find it worth while to insist.

In addition to these policies, the manner of blockading the ports

was made a matter of discussion. Welles had to economize as much as

possible so small vessels, whalers, or barges were purchased and

loaded with stone. In December part of the Mstone fleet” was sunk in
66

the channel of Charleston harbor. Many of the southern ports had 

numerous entrances, and ships could not possibly be stationed at all

of them; consequently, ships laden with stone were sunk in some of
1

the various channels. The primary purpose was to obstruct the chan-
67

nels and then vessels would be kept out.

European nations were shocked at the procedure; for they felt 

it was an evasion of the conventional duties of maintaining an effec

tive blockade. Certainly, it was thought the stone fleet ought to

64. Newton, op. oit., 38-9

65. H. Wait, "The Blockade of the Confederacy." The Century, 
L7I, 914, 916, (1898)

66. Editorial on "Convulsions of America." Blackwood *s Edin
burgh Magasine, XCI, 124, (Jan. 1862) 67

67. F. Moore, op. oit., III, Doc. 503-8
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sink the northern cause in Europe. Britain ob jeoted to the ’’stone 
68

fleet” methods, and instructed Lyons to formally protest against
69activities of that nature. Seward replied it was not the inten-

70
tion of the Union to block up the oharmel forever; as soon as the

Union was restored, the obstacles would be removed. However, the

natural harbor had not been obstructed; for, a British steamer laden
71

with contraband of war had entered the harbor.

HYhen Congress passed the closing of the ports bill in July,
72

Europe was disturbed; as many of the nations had declared neutral- 
73ity. Lord Russell expressed the hope that the President would not

avail himself of the power entrusted to him. In addition Russell

severely pointed out the inappropriateness of Lincoln’s speaking of

unlawful oanbinations when he called for four hundred thousand men 
74and #400,000,000. But English apprehensions were dispelled when 

Adams informed them that Lincoln was determined not to enforce the 68 69 70 71 72 73 74

68. F. Moore, op. cit., III, Diary of Events 114

69. H. 'Wheaton, Elements of International Law, 429, (Dip. Carr., 
Dec. 20, 1861)

70. E, D. Adams, cit., 256-8
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72. Seward, op. cit., 605-6

73. Walpole, 0£. cit., 343

74. Newton, op. cit., 67



30

congressional act, unless the safety of the nation required it.

Adams was also instructed to say the blockade rules then in force
76were entirely satisfactory.

Another phase of the blockade problem loomed on the horizon of

diplomacy; for England and France had adopted the Treaty of Paris and
77

the two nations desired to protect their commerce. The purpose was 

to have the Forth and South adopt the second and third articles of the
78

treaty and thus the economic interests of these nations would be safe.

Negotiations for the acceptance of the Treaty of Paris were

started by both Russell and Seward. In Washington on June 15, Lyons

and the French representative Meroier appeared before Seward with
79

papers to negotiate the adoption of the articles. These two at-
80

tempted to handle the matter by joint action of France and England;

but Seward suggested talking the matter over at once with Lyons, and

later informally with Mercier. Instead the two diplomats left their 
81

papers; which Seward read at his leisure. Seward was willing to 

adopt the four articles of the treaty and have them ratified by the 75 76 77 78 79 80 81

75

75. Wharton, 0£. oit., Ill, 374; 378-9; (Dip. Corr. 1861, 120)

76. Ibid., 674-5

77. L. M. Sears, History of American Foreign Relations, 310

78. Bancroft, _0£. oit., 181
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80. Newton, op. oit., 43-6
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Senates and thus the South would have to abide by the treaties of

the United States and privateering would be abolished.

Lord Russell gave Adams to understand that Lyons had been in-
83

struoted to take up negotiations of the Paris Treaty with Seward.

Russell learned from Adams that the Union diplomats in London and
84

Paris were to secure the adoption of the same treaty. Plans had 

about been completed when Russell told Adams on July 31, that if a 

convention should be signed the engagement on the part of Great 

Britain would be prospective and would not invalidate anything al

ready done. Adams was instructed by Seward to state that this addi

tion would be a substantial and even a radical departure from the
85Declaration of the Congress of Paris. The inserted clause would

86
protect the belligerent rights of the South hence Adams refused 

to sign the treaty with the proposed amendment, and the matter of 

the treaty was closed.

Yifhile negotiations were/under way in Europe, Lyons was in

structed by Russell to deal with the consuls at Charleston, which 82 83 84 85 *

82

82. Seward, op. oit., 581-2, 584

83. Bancroft, 0£. oit., 189

84. Sears, op. oit., 309, (H. Adams, The Education of Henry 
Adams, 113)
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consuls were to communicate with Jefferson Davis. On June 4

Lyons wrote to Russell about the discussion of the treaty; and Lyons

made a comment about Seward becoming furious when he would find that

his adherence to the Declaration of Paris would not stop southern

privateering. This answer was made in connection with making the

South observe the treaty, which could not be done since England had

already granted belligerent rights. Iyons thought it would be a

good idea to have a discreet man like Bunch handle the matter in the

South. Lyons was also aware that any consul treating with the South
88

on this matter might have his exequatur withdrawn by the Union.

Bunch, the British consul, talked with W. H. Tresoot, and he con-
89

ferred with Jefferson Davis. Davis immediately concluded that Con-
90

federate recognition was imminent; if not, why should France and 

England elect to deal with the Confederate states as a nation to se

cure the adoption of the treaty? On August 13 the Confederacy adopted
91

all the articles except the first; and since that did not affect
92neutral rights, France and England consented to the arrangement. 87 88 89 90 91 92
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Seward asserted that Bunch’s conduct was a long step toward the
93recognition of the South. Russell denied that recognition was in

tended at all, and wondered how the Union could accept or reject a 

treaty for the entire United States, when the Union had acknowledged

the belligerency of the Confederacy? There was no other way open to
94

England, but to deal directly with the South. A few months later

Bunch was removed as consul from Charleston by withdrawal of his 
95exequatur.

Diplomacy was influenced by the nation’s interests, and public
96

sentiments were printed by the press. The English press and pub-
97lie were swayed by economic stress and urgency which became dis

cernible in the administration of foreign affairs. Early in 1861
98

England regarded the United States as a commercial rival, and the 

democratic form of government was looked upon with utter disfavor. 

■When the Confederate states organized a government of their own, the

British and Canadian press emphasized the weakness of the democracy
99

declaring it was inadequate to meet the problems. 93 94 95 96 97 98 99
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The high tariff of the United States caused further ill will,

and especially the Morrill tariff mhich was designed to favor the

newly founded industries of the northeast and the iron industries of 
101Pennsylvania. The Union could hardly expect to gain favor and

102
sympathy by a high tariff when Great Britain sponsored free trade.

Lord Palmerston remarked* "We do not like slavery, but we want cot-
103ton, and we dislike very much your Morrill tariff."

The press took up the cry and guided the English people even to
104

the extent of manufacturing their opinions in many instances. The 

press represented the educated group and these were prominent in gov

ernmental circles. Naturally, the landed gentry of England favored
105

the South for the latter were the landed aristocracy of America.
106

The merchants and manufacturers sympathized with the South too; 

for, the South had few factories of ships; and since the blockade had 

been declared the southerners turned to England’s merchants and manu-

100
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facturers. No tariff exclusion had been made and an arrangement

of this nature would help both the South and Great Britain. Moreover,
108

it would aid in the preservation of British prosperity; as one

sixth of the population or four million people were dependent upon

ootton manufactures, and seventy-seven per cent of the cotton supply
109came from America.

Not all England favored the South; the North had many friends 
110

too. It was shown by the extension of credit granted by the Bar

ing Brothers’ Banking House; and the extension of credit meant the

buying of arms, munitions and other needed supplies. In addition,
111

England had needed wheat and it had been supplied by the north

western states. Other supplies and raw materials were shipped to 

Great Britain; in any case British merchants found a splendid oppor

tunity to increase their profits. British merchants could see the 

results of such material advantages and continental Europe also un

derstood them. Aside from the material things, there were also 

political advantages and the press concerned itself with both.

107
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On March 12, the London Dally News published a strong protest

against the recognition of the Confederacy.112 On May 9 the paper

sensibly remarked that ships could only be excluded by an effective

blockade, and it looked as though it would be impossible for the

Union to accomplish this. Then English trade would not suffer in

case the Union could not effect the blockade.

The News was outdone by the London Times, whioh represented the
113

wealthy and landed aristocracy of England. In the middle of March

1861 a special correspondent, Dr. W. H. Russell, was in the United 
114

States. He wrote descriptions of conditions and these were pub

lished in London. Russell commented upon the diplomatic relations 

between England and America, in whioh he stated that England had a 

vast amount of oommeroe involved in the contest and naturally had 

to protect it by a reenforcement of her fleet. In order to maintain 

friendly relations between the two nations Russell believed that

a more calm and dignified tone would aid the Union and would be
115much appreciated by the British Foreign Department. Through in

formation gained from many sources the Times commented upon the in-

112. F. Moore, op. oit., II, Doc. 42

113. Goldwin Smith, “England and the War of Secession.M The 
Atlantic Monthly, LXXXIV, 304, (1902)

114. E. D. Adams, op. oit., 56
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adequacy and weakness of democratic institutions. The opinions and

policies of the paper invariably changed with the conditions of Great

Britain. After the battle of Bull Run the Times was of the opinion

that Union bitterness toward the southerners had decreased. The paper

also pointed out that this American democratic government was unable
117to meet the present emergency. This had occurred in August; in

118 H 9September the Times advocated strict neutrality; in October the

lifting of the blockade (which was contradicted by the Duke of Argyle

who believed that it was the absolute duty of Great Britain to remain
120

entirely neutral); and after the Trent affair in November the
121Times favored the South and free trade.

The Lonian Post was the government organ and its comments were
1

for the most part conservative. In August it agreed with the News 

that commerce would not suffer if the blockade was inefficient. The 

Post then in October departed from its usual policy and bluntly stated

115. F. Moore, op. ait.,
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118. MoMaster, _0£. oit.,
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121. MoMaster, op. oit.,
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148
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that the premature recognition of southern independence would be un- 
123

just. On October 30 it printed a quotation from Woolwich, England

made by Mr. Salomon, who stated: "the civil war now raging in America

is full of importance to this country and ought to be condemned. . ."

In concluding his remarks Salomon said that the true policy of Eng-
124land was not to interfere in the strife.

The papers represented the cross sections of British opinions,

but in many of these same papers appeared articles written by Henry

Hotze, an accredited Confederate agent. He exerted his influence

through the papers, and also through a popular literary magazine
126called "The Index."

The influence of the English press was observed in the British

policies, and by October Seward was also impressed. In that month

Seward decided to cultivate the good will of the English public and

clergy; not ty the use of the press, but by sending good will envoys 
126

to Europe, who were to overcome propaganda fostered by the South
127

in those countries. The group included: Thurlcw Weed, a Hew 

York politician and newspaper man; Archbishop Hughes of the Roman

123. F. Moore, op. oit., Ill, Diary of Events 41
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125. W. R. "West, Contemporary French Opinion on the American 
Civil War, 108-111

126. Bancroft, o£. oit., 220
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Catholic Church; Bishop Mcllvaine of the Protestant Episcopal Church;

and John Bigelow, a newspaper man.

Each of these men had certain duties to perform; for instance,
128

Thurlow Weed went to Great Britain and to France, where he sought 

to determine the policies of these nations from the public's view, 

and was to particularly influence the newspaper accounts. Arch

bishop Hughes was sent to Paris to contact the Roman clergy, and to 

put before them the case of the Union. He was to bear living witness 

to the friendship of American Catholicism to the Union; and his dis

tinguished rank would help to secure for the North the sympathy of

Napoleon and the church officials. Archbishop Hughes was also to
129deliver a message to Thouvenel about the blockade. Bishop

!
Mcllvaine visited the English prelates and was to work for the 

Union oause; and to develop sentiment against the South, the corner

stone of which was slavery. John Bigelow, who had recently been as

sociated with William Cullen Bryant on the New York Evening Post, 

was to make the press in France his special field of activity. The 

good will tour furnished Seward with new ideas and policies for the 

ensuing years.

128. Seward, op. oit., 17-20

129. Sears, op. oit., 313
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DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH FRANCE 1861

Napoleon III was at the head of the French nation in 1861; he 

cherished dreams and was ambitious for his family. He realized that 

"his dynasty could be perpetrated only by reviving military passion 

and dazzling France with repeated victories,” or by the restoration 

of the colonial empire. His dreams could be attained by an aggres

sive foreign policy, whereby he might gain a foothold on the Florida 
2coast. A possession situated at a strategic position would enable

him to protect commerce in the Gulf; and if he established a protec-
3

torate over Mexico and Central America, commerce on the Gulf would 
4need protection.

Consequently, Napoleon found that the South would be more amenable
5

to his purposes, to his dreams and to his ambitions. He favored the

dismemberment of the Republic, for it would neutralize the power of
6

the Republic and its government. He regarded the Union as a menace 

to Europe and to the American continent; and he sympathized with the

1. Owen F. Aldis, ’’Louis Napoleon and the Southern Confederacy.” 
North American Review, CXXIX, 344, (1879)

2. Ibid., 345

3. W. R. West, Contemporary French Opinion on the American 
Civil War, 115

4. G. M. Trevelyan, British History in the 19th Century, 336

5. West, op. oit., 152

6. John W. Draper, The American Civil War, II, 515



41

South, which he expected not only to recognize but to assist. Part 

of the southern territory had at one time belonged to France and he
8

relied upon that territory to be sympathetic with his future plans.

He knew a great deal about the South; as he was surrounded by persons 

from it, while those from the North were few indeed. Napoleon’s at

titude was obvious for he made suggestions to the southern envoys

about the building and equipment of privateers, and the Confederate
9emissaries were unofficially received.

Meanwhile, M. Henri Meroier, (the French representative at

Washington who had served in that capacity during the latter years

of the Buchanan administration), advised Napoleon to recognize the
10

Confederacy early in March. On May 7 Paul Pecquet du Bellet ad

vised Thouvenel to recognize the southern confederation because it

was a de facto government regularly constituted.** Thus, when in
12

May Thouvenel was questioned about the recognition of the South, 

he stated that recognition was merely a question of time. During

7. John Nioolay and John Hay, Abraham Lincoln, IV, 269

8. West, 0£. oit., 161

9. 0. F. Aldis, op. oit., 343

10. Spencer Walpole, Life of Lord John Russell, II, 344
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12. Frederick Bancroft, Life of William H, Seward, II, 184
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the same period the southern mission had been concerned about getting

credit and supplies; these were secured but recognition had not been

granted. By July the southern representatives were convinced that
15

Napoleon would wait for England’s lead.

William F. Dayton, the American diplomat, received directions
14

from Seward on April 22; about the possibility of foreign inter

vention, and of the advantages to France through the maintenance of

the Union. In May Dayton was instructed relative to the Union diplo- 
15

macy; by which he was to admit no dissolution of the Union. In re

gard to the so-called Confederacy, Dayton was to remind Thouvenel 

there was a vast difference between belligerent rights and recogni

tion of independence. The blockade was to be mentioned too; since 

Unionists considered the blockade the proper means of supporting 

their cause and suppressing the insurrection. In addition, Dayton was

to contract for munitions; but he found the Confederate government
16

had acted more promptly and the munitions factories were working 

to capacity. However, accommodations for the Union were to be made 

as soon as the Confederate contracts were filled. 15 16

15. Bancroft, op. oit., 184-5
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Mercier suggested to Napoleon in May that France raise the block- 
17

ade for France thought it ineffective and it would, therefore, not 

be hard to raise. Moreover, it would relieve the economic distress 

in some sections of France. At the same time England declared its neu

trality and a month later Napoleon followed that example. On June 11,

Napoleon declared France’s neutrality in the struggle in the United 
18

States. Belligerent rights were granted to the South since they bad 

to all appearances a de facto government.17 18 19 20 21 The right of the United 

States to blockade ports of the Confederacy was noted; and the block

ade was to be respected.

As in England tiie proclamation was heralded with acclaim by some,
20

and consternation by others; in either instance the diplomats of

the nations became busy. Dayton received instructions on July 1, by
21

which he was not to admit the belligerency of the South to France; 

for it would not be compatible with the domestic policy of the Union 

in quelling the insurrection. In addition, Dayton was to firmly con

tend that the United States would continue to make treaties for the 

loyal as well as the disloyal citizens. It was a stepping-stone from 

this contention to that claimed in the Treaty of Paris conferences.
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In May Dayton and Adams had received identical instructions in
22

negotiating the Treaty of Paris. Dayton did not follow the circular

direction of April 24; which directions were to tender to the French

government without delay our adhesion to the Declaration of Paris

Congress. Dayton ignored this and attempted to secure the Marcy

amendment, (which exempted the private property of belligerents

other than contraband of war, from capture; and since, because of the

small navy of the United States, the country would be dependent upon
23privateering in time of war). On May 30, he reported to Seward of

his action and was directed on June 17 to carry out the directions

of April 24. Dayton delayed for he had heard that the question had

been referred back to Washington in order that Seward might take charge;

but Seward insisted that Adams and Dayton continue. Finally, the two

diplomats agreed to have the declaration signed at a definite date;

and on the day agreed, plans were to be concluded and the treaty 
24

signed. On August 20, Thouvenel, who was acting in concert with 

Lord Russell, enclosed to Dayton the text of a written declaration 

which he proposed to make. Then in a personal interview with Dayton 

Thouvenel explained that his reason for intending to make this 

insertion was that the provisions of the convention might be con- 22 23 24

22. Seward, on. cit., 614

23. H. "Wheaton, Elements of International Law, 608-9

24. J. B. Moore, Digest of International Law, VII, 574-6
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strued by the United States as binding the English and French govern

ments "to pursue and punish Confederate privateers as pirates and it
ft

was deemed necessary to repel this interference. Meanwhile Dayton

was instructed to suspend negotiations until he heard from Adams at

London. On September 10 Dayton received word from Seward by which he

was to inform Thouvenel that the proposed declaration on the part of

the Emperor was deemed inadmissible by the President. Moreover, if

Thouvenel insisted upon it Dayton was instructed to desist from fur-
25ther conferences on the subject involved. The Union would not per

mit the addition of the proposed clause, so that the treaty could not 

be signed. At the same time the "Bunch affair" as already related

had occurred in America, and the Confederate states had agreed to the
26

last three articles of the Treaty of Paris.

Diplomacy was now directed to the blockade} and to Mercier, who
27in May, had suggested the raising of the blockade. Napoleon had re

fused to do anything at that time without England's aid. On June 29 

William Russell, the London Times correspondent, commented upon the 

Morrill tariff and the increase of ten per cent. According to Rus

sell England was accustomed to bear these things from the United

25. J. B. Moore, 0£. oit., VII, 577, (Dip. Carr., 1861, 251, 295)

26. F. Moore, oj>. oit., II, 60

27. Walpole, op. oit., 344
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States but "France cannot afford any meddling or mischief in her wine 

trade and her tobacco monopoly." Moreover, Russell was of the opin

ion that Mercier was entertaining the notion thab the contest now
28

waging could not terminate itself in the success of the North.

Then in October Thouvenel through Mercier made a new proposal 
29

aboi* the blockade; namely, that the blockade be relaxed. Thouve-
30

nel tad decided upon that course, after he had received numerous 

complaints from merchants and factory owners. Many French people 

were dependent upon cotton industries; and if the public were unem

ployed the government would have to support them, and this the govern

ment could not afford. Since cotton was so essential to the welfare

of France it was necessary to relax or raise the blockade in some 
31

manner.

Thouvenel first took the matter up with Russell, but the two 

men could nob agree upon the manner in which it should be done. Con

sequently, whan Napoleon suggested the blockade be raised in carder to 

get cotton, Russell declined to do that. Shortly thereafter, Lord 

Russell expressed himself in a letter of October 17 to Lord Pal

merston, that it would not do for England and France to break a

28. F. Moore, op. cit., II, Doc. 72

29. H. W. Temple, "Seward’s Diplomacy" in S. F. Bends* (editor) 
American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy, VII, 82

30. L. M. Sears, History of Amerioan Foreign Relations, 312

31. Thurlow Weed, Autobiography of Thurlonrr Weed, 649
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blockade for the sake of ootton. As a result, Thouvenel, who had 

been unable to get help from England, asked Seward for assistance.

The economic interests were the big factor in Thouvenel’s final 

proposal! the spinners of Alsace and Normandy needed raw materials, 

and the way to get these was to raise the blockade. However, Thouve

nel suggested the blockade be not raised but relaxed for a short
33time, and thus relieve the French conditions economically.

Seward refused to consider the relaxation of the blockade; be

cause European nations would not respect it at all if exceptions were 

made. Moreover, the South would be aided by the policy proposed and 

commerce would be reopened with them, and the North oertainly felt no 

desire to aid France at Union expense. In addition to these objec

tions, Thouvenel had failed to list any advantage accruing to the
34 and 35

North from these arrangements. Dayton was instructed to ask
36

confidentially for information upon these points, Thouvenel was not

discouraged by Seward’s refusal; for late in the year Thouvenel again
37pressed the matter upon Russell, but the latter remained adamant.

32. Walpole, op. oit., 344

33. Sears, op. cit., 312

34. Ibid., 313

35. Bancroft, _op. oit., 216-8

36. Ibid., 218-9

37. Walpole, £g. cit., 344
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These problems were discussed in current issues of the French 

papers from which it was concluded that recognition of the Confeder

ate independence was merely a question of time. The Constitutionel 

on January 20 took a serious view of the affairs and stated that it 

was indeed unfortunately probable after the turn of events "that we
38shall see consummated the scission of the great American Republic." 

The Pays on May 29, spoke about the democratic form of government 

in that a union of states opposed in interests, different in origin 

with individual tendencies badly united by the federal political
39bond as they were in the United States was bound to disintegrate.’"'

By September the Constitutions! found occasion and time to 

moralize against self-government. As a conclusion the press pointed
I

out that in the first crisis under the democratic form of government 

there was a reign of terror— which denoted the failure of self-gov

ernment. Hence, -the French people should waste no time in remorse
40that they had not the same form of government.

The Debats, a labor paper favoring democracy, had definitely 

decided by November that the war in America was being fought not 

about tariff which was but a temporary inconvenience but about

38. West, 0£. oit., 21

39. Ibid., 21-2

40. Ibid., 31



slavery. Moreover, if a foreign war should complicate the civil war,

immediate emancipation would be proclaimed as a measure of public 
41

safety. At the end of 1861 the French papers no matter with which

side they sympathized had given up the idea that the Union could be
42

preserved in its entirety.

In December the French government protested against the "stone

fleet” as did the French papers. The Pays called it an act of van-
43dalism and barbarity; the Moniteur described it as an act of inhu-

44man and barbarous revenge. Thouvenel protested against this to 

Dayton, who answered that the government had used it as a method of 

temporarily obstructing the harbor channels. Thouvenel was not en

tirely convinced that such action was not an extension of rights
45belonging to belligerents and rather an abusive extension of them.

At the close of 1861 the matter of the "stone fleet" was un

settled and it comprised part of the correspondence between the two 

countries early in 1862. The raising of the blockade and the recog

nition of southern independence were also unsettled and they fur-
46

nished the foundation for 1862 French policies.

49

42. West, op. oit., 21

43. Ibid., 33

44. Ibid., 67-8

45. MoMaster, op. oit., 126-7

46. L. M. Sears, "A Confederate Diplomat at the Court of Napoleon 
III." American Historical Review, XXVI, 257, (Jan. 1921)



CONCLUSION

From March 1, 1861 to January 1862, there were a great many dip

lomatic questions to be settled by the Union; (l) the effectiveness 

of the blockade; (2) the Treaty of Faris; (5) the granting of bellig' 

erent rights and neutrality from the blockade point of view.

The Union policy was to be determined by one of two proposed 

plans; by the blockade or by the closing of the ports. The clos

ing of the ports as ports of entry to foreign commerce would be 

complicated from a legal angle. Only after several weeks of dis

cussion did the cabinet decide upon the blockade; since the laws 

concerning it were definitely known. It was climaxed by Lincoln’s 

proclamation of April 19. Immediately the effectiveness of the 

blockade was questioned by England and France. These nations by 

their diplomacy revealed that the blockade was effectual. Thouvenel 

of France desired to have the blockade relaxed; while British naval 

officers reported to Her Majesty's government that the blockade was 

choking the commerce of the Confederacy. The blockade became more 

effective each year of the struggle and it was so indicated by the 

economic conditions both in England and France.

The blockade and the Treaty of Paris negotiations were closely 

related. Seward wished to accede to the four provisions in order 

to abolish Confederate privateering. Then the Treaty of Paris 

plans were closed by the Union diplomats abroad, because a clause



safeguarding the grant of belligerent rights to the Confederacy was 

inserted by England and France. The Union would not accede to the 

inclusion, and this leads to the next phase.

Belligerent rights granted to the South by the Queen’s proclama

tion of neutrality were the cause of many protests of ill will to

ward the Union. It also was regarded by Seward as but a step toward 

recognition of southern independence, which the Union sought in all 

instances to prevent. The granting of belligerent rights was at 

variance with the domestic policy of the Union; for the struggle was 

regarded as an insurrection. These diverse viewpoints gave rise 

to voluminous diplomatic correspondence.

With the proclamations of neutrality, England and France had 

granted belligerent rights to the South. These had been granted in 

May and June; but the grant of belligerent rights remained a con

troversial diplomatic topic even as late as 1865.

Thus, as the second year of the civil strife opened in 1862, the 

only problem settled was that of the Treaty of Paris. The other 

problems recur again and again in the diplomatic relations of these 

nations. However, Slidell (a Confederate emissary in France) claimed 

that in 1862 the death knell had sounded for recognition of southern 

independence. Hence, foreign nations had settled the matter as far 

as the Confederate envoys were concerned. Moreover, Seward was 

ready to accomplish more in 1862 by his new policy of Union diplomacy 

through his "good will” representatives abroad.

51



BIBLIOGRAPHY



ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

Congressional Globe, 37th Congress, XXXI, Part I, John C. Rives, 
1861 ~

This volume has the names of the members of the House and 
Senate, and the day by day proceedings. Moreover, it has the 
appendix which contains the bills passed during that session of 
Congress. It provides congressional opinion on Lincoln’s acts 
(prior to the convening of the congressional body).

Curtis, George W., editor, Correspondence of John L. Motley.
2 vols.j New York: Harper & Brothers, 1889

Letters of John Motley have been chosen, which range from his 
boyhood days to his later years. These give many interesting side
lights upon the questions of the day. It is particularly interest
ing during the Civil War period because Motley was in England at 
the time the Qheen’s proclamation was being discussed. Motley be
lieved that if the Queen’s proclamation had been delayed two weeks 
it would have never been issued. He was equally certain that in 
December the United States would soon be blockaded by the British 
navy.

Evans, Thomas W. (Dr.), The Second French Empire. New York:
D. Appleton and Company, 1905

The book deals with his memoirs and has been written many 
years after the events have taken place. He is one of the few 
who believed that Napoleon was sincerely in sympathy with the North 
and cites incidents to prove his point. At the same time he nar
rates events which show that Napoleon also had ulterior motives in 
desiring the breaking up of the Union.

Ford, C. W., editor. Letters of Henry Adams, 1858-61. Boston and 
New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1930

The letters cf Henry Adams are of significance in that they 
give another viewpoint of the same situations as discussed by 
other men. For instance, both Motley and Adams express opinions 
by correspondence about the neutrality proclamation and do not en-



54

tirely agree in their opinions, but both have facts upon which they 
have based their decisions. Adams’ letters show his interest in the 
diplomatic side of the affairs and the social conditions of the time

MacDonald, William, Documentary Source Book of American History, 
1606-1913. Hew York: The lfa.oM3.llan Company, 1908

Original and primary sources are given in the text. It has re
lated the constitutional development of the United States. I was un
able to find anything about any tariffs and decisions of the Supreme 
Court.

Moore, Frank, The Rebellion Record. 8 vols.j New York* G. P. Putnam, 
1861-5

The book is divided into four parts: diary of events; documents 
— newspaper articles, official army and navy records, congressional 
acts, and diplomatic correspondence; illustrative incidents; and 
poetry and incidents. The diary of events is substantiated by the 
documentary section.

Richardson, James D., Messages and Papers of the Confederacy.
2 voIs.; Nashville: United-"States Publishing Co., 1906

These books are a compilation of the messages and papers of the 
Confederacy. The first volume contains the official papers of the 
President of the Confederacy; while the second volume includes the 
diplomatic correspondence from 1861-5. Along with these are given 
short biographical sketches of the important men of the South.

Seward, Frederick W., Reminsoenoes of a War Time Statesman and Dip
lomat, 1830-1915. New York and London: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 
1916

The information gained for my particular needs was very meager. 
It gave a new insight into some of the characters and personalities, 
and was especially helpful in that regard. Frederick Seward was 
his father’s secretary when the latter was the Secretary of State.



55

Weed, Thurlow, Autobiography of Thurlow Weed. Boston azxl New Yorlr.
Houghton Mifflin and Co., 1881

The narrative as told by this New York politician relates m n y  
incidents which have a bearing upon the affairs of his day. He was 
much interested in Seward’s advancement. Weed’s reaction to the 
European situation gives the impression of a person who is keenly 
alive to the problems confronting people.

Welles, Gideai, Diary of Gideon Welles, 1861 to Iferch 1864. 3 vols.f
Boston and New York: Houghton Mifflin™C"o7, 1911----

The first part of the diary is preceded by an introduction which 
was not written by Welles. The diary itself was an account of events 
in which Welles either played a part or in which he was vitally inter
ested. However, he allowed his personal prejudices to color his 
recorded incidents in his diary.



PERIODICALS

Current Event8. Harpers Magazine, XXV, 563, (1861)

Monthly current events were selected by an unknown author. Among 
these were some that concerned America In regard to the recognition 
of southern independence. It is about the proposed resolution of 
recognition by Mr. Gregory in Parliament and Lord Palmerston's speech 
asking for the withdrawal of the Gregory resolution.

Documents relating to "Belligerent and Neutral Rights." American 
Historical Review, XXXIV, 77-91

James P. Baxter's article is based upon the facts of neutral 
rights from the English viewpoint. His work is substantiated by 
these documents which relate the belligerent rights. The documents
lend emphasis to Baxter's statements.

"The Domestic and Foreign Relations of the United States." Speeches 
at the Annual Banquet of the Lord Mayor of London, taken from 
the Natiotial Intelligencer, November 27, 1861. Published in the 
North American Review, XCIV, 196-256, (1862)

There was much dated led information given in these speeches. How
ever, it was written more as an editorial than as one speech following 
another. It has viewed the situation from the beginning of the block
ade up to November of that year. It is very apt in its definition of 
terms and quotations from international law. It is admirable in its 
defense of the Queen's neutrality proclamation and gives a timely bit 
of advice to Seward. The greatest drawback to this information is 
that there is no name attached to the article. Most of the facts 
quoted are also expressed by primary sources of that period.

Editorial on "Convulsions of America." Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine, 
XCI, 123-42, (Jan. 1862)

These comments are based upon the civil strife in America and 
voiced from and with English sentiment. It is timely in its criti
cism and very apt in its expressions of opinion. The greatest trouble 
with tiiis editorial is that no author is given and naturally one



57

hesitates to quote from anonymous articles of such nature. It is 
certainly alive to the American situation and how England should 
proceed. It is a good survey and discussion about the "stone 
fleet."

Editorial on "Taken from American State Papers." Blackwood*s Edin
burgh Magazine, XCIII, 628-644, (May 1863)

The article is written editorially and has no author’s signa
ture. However, the author must have had access to government diplo
matic correspondence for there are many quotations from Seward’s and 
Adams’ diplomatic correspondence with Lord Russell. Moreover, 
Seward’s diplomatic policy is rather carefully described and is 
based upon the correspondence between the latter and Adams and also 
with Russell. The author is certainly none too fond of Seward in 
most instances. However, the correspondence is very complete upon 
the subject of neutrality.

Editorial on "The United States and Europe." The Atlantio Monthly,
VIII, 95-105

It is a comment upon the English attitude in the American 
struggle and civil war. It seems to be based upon fairly good 
source material. The commercial side of the blockade and its ef
fect upon foreign nations is discussed. It takes Lord Russell to 
task about his statement to Dallas and then his announcement of 
the "late Union" and later his confirmation of the neutrality 
measure. It is an unsigned article and as a result can hardly be 
used authoritatively.



Secondary Sources

Adams, Charles Francis, Charles Francis Adams. Boston and New York* 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1900

It is a biography of the father by his son. This is also one of 
the American Statesmen Series. It is rather prejudiced against 
Seward and his abilities. Adams seems to be convinced that Seward 
was really promoting his own plans although Lincoln voiced them.

Adams, Ephraim Douglass, Great Britain and the American Civil War.
2 vols.j New York and London: Longmans, Green and Co. 1925”

The author in 1908 read at the British Museum many newspapers 
and journals for the years 1860-5. He planned a survey of English 
public opinion on the American Civil War. He with Charles Francis 
Adams had made available to them much material from the British 
diplomatic correspondence. In addition to the Russell papers 
E. D. Adams had an excellent chance to see those of Lord Lyons. His 
footnotes are very minute and a good description of these is given.

Bancroft, Frederick, William H. Seward. New York* Harner and 
Brothers, 1900 — — —

Many of the incidents are of diplomatic character in these 
volumes and especially in the second volume. The author gives a 
complete description of his bibliography and his footnotes are very 
helpful in pursuing any topic in detail. Bancroft has conferred with 
Frederick Seward about many of the latter*s father’s papers. The
book is used as a reference by many of the other authors in their 
texts.

Bradlee, Francis B. B., Blockade Running during the Civil War.
Salem, Mass.* The Essex Institute, 1926

The book is concerned mostly with the evasion of the blockade 
during the Civil War, and also shows that it was a lucrative business 
in which to be for some time. It has many compilations anri tables 
showing that ships did leave and enter the blockaded ports. Its 
value is in this instance in its naval activities.



59

Burgess, John Wm., The Civil War and the Constitution, 1859-65.
2 vols. i Hew York* C.ScrTbner ’s l-j’ons, l90l

Burgess uses as sources the congressional debates, diplomatic 
correspondence and military reports as well as presidential mes
sages, orders, etc. It gives a thumb-nail sketch of most of the 
persons about whom he writes. These characteristics aid him in 
arriving at certain decisions and conclusions in regard to the 
character’s actions.

Draper, John W., History of American Civil War. 5 vols.$ New York*
Harper and Brothers ,""1368

His books are divided into two parts. In the first volume the 
causes for the Civil War are discussed. The second and third 
volumes deal with the war. The second volume dealt with the material 
needed in this thesis. It is not very strong upon diplomatic rela
tions and is very apt to be generalising instead of producing ade
quate facts to be used. However, the first part about the navy is 
very good and is based upon facts taken from the Navy Department.

Dunning, William A., The British Empire and the United States.
New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, l9l?

The relations between the United States and the British empire 
are very briefly discussed. Many original sources and extracts 
are given. It is not detailed and much information must be added 
from material gained from the footnotes. It gives an English opin
ion upon the Queen’s neutrality proclamation and also an earnest 
defense of that measure.

Fish, Carl Russell, American Diplomacy. New York* Henry Holt and 
Co., 1915

American diplomacy is based upon primary sources to a great ex
tent in this text. These sources are contained in the bibliography 
and footnotes. It was not particularly helpful for my work except 
in the case of the bibliography and footnotes.



60

Fite, Emerson D., Social and Industrial Conditions during the Civil
War. New York: The MacMillan Co., 1910

Instead of writing much about the war, the text of this volume 
relates the economic and social conditions of the North during the 
Civil War. It uses quotations from newspapers, a great many trade 
magazines and journals and special articles. It seems to me that it 
is written from a searching angle in that the author is attempting 
to guide us in other directions rather than just those of war and 
its activities and policies.

Foster, John W., A Century of American Diplomacy, 1776-1876. Boston
and New YorkT Houghton Mifflin CoT, 1901

The book is the result of a series of lectures which the author 
had been giving at the School of Diplomacy in the Columbian University. 
The author has used many documents, newspapers and diplomatic corre
spondence. He also had quoted from the biographies of men. He had 
quotations from international law in order to substantiate his opin
ion. The woric is fairly general along some lines and very minute 
and detailed in some unfamiliar parts of foreign relations.

Hale, E. E. (Jr.), William H. Seward. Philadelphia: 6. W. Jacobs 
and Co., 1910

The story of Seward’s life is also based upon facts taken from 
various sources. Some of these facts are from letters of the former 
Secretary of State and others from personal letters. The story is 
rather brief and touches just the high spots of most situations.

Lossing, B. J., Pictorial History of the Civil War. 3 vols.:
Philadelphia! G. W. Childs, 1866-68

The material is drawn from newspapers, speeches, letters and 
every available source of authentic information. It expresses the 
reasons for the South going into the war— the spell and infatuation 
of the southern people is clearly expressed— which is the chief 
merit of the book. The greatest objection to the book is that the 
author regards the South with extreme disfavor, which is very ap
parent in his books. The good illustrations help to alleviate 
this fault.



61

Lothrop, T. K., William H. Seward. Boston and New York:
Bought on Mifflin and Co., 1896

Lothrop*s volume is one of the American Statesmen series and is 
very good upon diplomatic relations. However, its information is 
based upon very good sources but also upon some general histories. 
Its point of view is not particularly favorable to Seward. The 
author*s personal insight into Seward’s character is revealed. The 
story deals with the main points in diplomatic relations in which I 
was interested.

Ludwig, Emil, Abraham Lincoln. Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1930

Ludwig’s biography was far too general to be of much use. It 
gave a foreign opinion upon our affairs and this point of view per
vades the entire book. Questions which to us seem very trite and 
easily settled are discussed at great length by the author. He 
gives a very minute sketch of Lincoln’s character, and it is very 
interesting.

Mahan, A. T., The Gulf and Inland Tfoters. New York: C. Scribner's 
Sons, IBS'S

Mahan is the author of many books and this book deals in part 
with the Civil War. He gives a great many facts about the navy and 
its activities at that time. Moreover, he discusses at length the 
blockading of the Rio Grande and of the difficulties that would 
arise from the blocking of the Mexican town located on the Rio Grande.

McCall, Samuel ¥., Thaddeus Stevens. Boston and New York:
Houghton Mifflin and Co., 1899

The life of Thaddeus Stevens is another of the American States
men series and was interesting for the discussion about the closing 
of the ports bill. It was given at great length and gave many 
points about the congressional attitude. It also showed the con
sistency between this idea of Stevens and his later theory about 
the rebel states during the reconstruction period.



62

McMaster, J. G ., History of the People of the United States during
Lincoln’s Administration. Few YorlTand Londons D. Appleton and 
Co., 1927

The book is very detailed and is a narrative of social, economic, 
political and war activities combined. Information is taken from 
many original sources. It is a profound study of the situation dur
ing the Lincoln a (Ministration. There are quotations from news
papers, from diplomatic correspondence, from the congressional records, 
from trade magazines, etc. It was very interesting to read and very 
useful in preparing my thesis— for the newspaper quotations.

Moore, John Bassett, A Digest of International Law. 8 vols.;
Washington* Government Printing' Office, 1906

These volumes include diplomatic discussions, treaties and other 
international agreements; international awards, the decisions of 
municipal courts and the writings of jurists. It has a great many 
documents published and unpublished, issued by the Presidents and 
Secretaries of State, the opinions of Attorneys-General and the deci
sions of courts, federal and state. These books were especially 
valuable far the extracts from letters of various officials; which 
letters were taken from diplomatic correspondence.

Morse, John T., Abraham Lincoln. 2 vols,; Boston and Hew York* 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1893

This is another of the American Statesmen series and is very 
compactly and concisely written. It is well filled with reliable 
source material and much detailed information in some r espects.
It was very helpful with the closing of the ports bi 11 as opposed 
to the proposed blockade. Its information is taken from authentic 
sources.

Hewton, Lord, Lord Lyons, A Record of Diplomacy. 2 vols.; London* 
Edward Arnold, 1913

The author was a member of Lord Lyons’ staff at the Paris em
bassy from 1881-6 and his information for those years is drawn 
from the author’s diary and recollections. The work preceding that 
is based upon official, semi-official and private papers of the 
British minister. These have been made available by the present 
Duke of Norfolk, Lord Lyons’ nephew.



63

Nioolay, John# and Hay, John, Abraham Lincoln. 12 vols.j Hew York:
The Century Co., 1890

A particularly interesting point about these books is that they 
were written by two men, who were former secretaries to Lincoln.
Thus, they had an opportunity to know him as many of his other 
biographers did not. Much of the material is drawn from documentary 
sources and careful selections have been made. However, it is rather 
difficult to follow and in its explicitness it seems to lose some of 
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Seward, Frederick W., Seward at Washington. 5 vols.; New Yorks 
Derby and Miller, 1891

The first volume is an autobiography, which relates the early 
incidents of Seward's life. Those of the later period are related 
by his son, who had served as his father's secretary while the lat
ter was Secretary of State. The book has quotations and extracts 
from letters written by Seward. These books are used by other 
authors as references.
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Soley, James Russell, The Blockade and the Cruisers. New York*
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1883

There is a great wealth of material upon detailed information 
about the organization of our navy, its activities and its accom
plishments . He also brings in the diplomatic side of the question; 
and his book is used by other authors as authentic. The part that 
interested me was the fact that he used so many quotations from 
books of international law. He didn’t seem to take much for granted 
in some respects; for the information was very minute and especially 
about the blockade and its proclamation. He calls attention to the 
fact early in his book that the blockade could not be considered 
simply an economic embargo by the Union and quotes from various 
laws to prove his point.

Stephenson, Nathaniel W., About Lincoln and the Union. New Haveni 
Yale University Press, 1921

The book is more of a character development of Lincoln. It 
shows the influence of certain acts upon his character. The in
formation needed was found in the lengthy bibliography given at 
the end of the book.

Stephenson, Nathaniel W., The Day of the Confederacy. New Havens 
Yale University Press, 1920

The text was very good for the bibliography at its close.
The author seems to have spent a great deal of time in order to 
make his information as complete as possible. However, the book 
was not exactly suited to my needs, for it was developed from an 
economic standpoint.

Storey, Moorefield, Charles Sumner. Boston and New Yorks
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1955

It has many quotations from Sumner and also includes his corre
spondence with other persons. During the blockade period Sumner 
was chairman of Foreign Relations and was very familiar with the 
needs of the pressing conditions and also with the opinions of 
English people. His acquaintances in England gave many conflicting 
opinions upon the English sympathies of 1861. His friends were 
from various classes.



66

late, Allen, Jefferson Davis. Hew York* Minton, Baloh and Co., 1929

The life of Jefferson Davis is related as a narrative. It is 
pleasingly narrated and is easily read. The author seems biased in 
his opinion about Davis, or perhaps he was trying to convince his 
readers that Davis did as well as he could under the circumstances. 
Information from the diplomatic view is concerned with the Confed
erates abroad. It gives in detail their activities, and how they 
were thwarted in many of their plans by the Union representatives 
abroad•

Temple, H. W., ’’Seward’s Diplomacy” in S. F. Bemis’ (editor). The 
American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy. IO.voTsTj 
ifew York: A. A. itnopTT 1927

The ten •volumes of books included in this series are based upon 
documents, diplomatic correspondence, messages and papers of the 
secretaries, congressional action, as well as letters of persons and 
their biographies. Volume VII was very helpful for the complete 
bibliography given in the book. It was very easy to check the ac
curacy of some of the statements, and especially when the reference 
was an available original source.

Trevelyan, G. M., British History of the 19th Century. London and 
Hew York* Longmans, Green and Company, 1922

The history of Britain during the 19th century is briefly told. 
It was of value to me because of the footnotes and souroes. It also 
has much to say about Napoleon and his schemes for his own promotion 
and benefit as well as his activities. He was very willing to see 
the breaking up of the United States according to this author.

Walpole, Spencer, Life of Lord John Russell. 2 vols.j London and 
New Yorks Longmans, Green and Company, 1889

These two volumes portray the life of Lord John Russell. The 
second volume includes the American Civil War. The author has 
quoted from many letters taken from various sources and has woven 
these into a continuous narrative. His footnotes are often used 
to complete the description. He has included many letters from the 
French which are reprinted in that language.
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Welles, Gideon, Lincoln and Seward. New York: Sheldon and Co., 1874

Welles writes in a very interesting manner, and rather is 
vigorous in his dislike for Seward's attempted power at the beginning 
of the Lincoln administration. He bases his work upon historical 
facts and his story is to some extent colored by his personal feel
ing. It seems to me that ffelles* purpose in narrating this story 
was to correct the idea that Seward was the real President instead 
of Lincoln.

West, W. Reed, "Contemporary French Opinion on the American Civil 
War" in Studies in Historical and Political Science. Balti
more: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1924

This is a monograph which is a study made from the principal 
French newspapers and periodicals, representing various political 
groups and of the debates in the legislature. The author states 
that the infornation from the diplomatic view is very scarce be
cause the French archives are not open to the public.

Wharton, Francis, Digest of International Law. 3 vols.j Washington
Government Printing Office, 1886

His material is taken from documents issued by the Presidents 
and Secretaries of State. He also has the decisions of federal 
courts and the opinions of the Attorney-General. His book is divided 
into the official declarations of our nation on points of inter
national law. These sections discuss the material from the begin
ning up to the time book was printed. The changes made in any sec
tion are shown by the various incidents that pertain to that par
ticular incident. It was very good to use with foreign affairs 
problems.

Wheaton, Henry, Elements of International Law. Boston: Little,
Brown and Co'., 1866

The author was a former minister to Prussia and has had first 
hand infornati on concerning diplomacy of foreign nations. His book 
was very carefully written; and contained diplomatic correspondence, 
decisions, and the decrees of the courts as well as international 
laws. It was divided into sections and took care of each particular 
question in each of these sections. The information upon the block
ade was international in scope.
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Adams, C. F., "British Proclamation of May 1861." Massachusetts 
Historical Society Proceedings, XLVIII, 190-241, (Jan. 1915)

Much information was given in detail and much of it was very 
reoent information. It seemed that Lord John Russell’s son had 
given Adams pemission to observe some letters of Lord Russell 
which had been but lately found. From these Adams exonerates 
Great Britain’s proclamation of neutrality. His material is in the 
main based almost entirely upon original sources.

Adams, C. F. "The Golgotha Year.” Massachusetts Historioal Society 
Proceedings, XLHI, 333-40, (1913-4)

The Golgotha year does not discuss the diplomatic side of the 
question in detail but deals rather with the many things that con
front botii the North and South during the particular year. These 
things are social, economic, and political. The causes and prepa
rations of either side are given.

Adams, C. F., "Declaration of Paris Negotiations, 1861." Massachu
setts Historical Society Proceedings, XLVI, 23-81, (1914-5)

The article is well written and has made much use of original 
sources in the way of documents, letters and diplomatio correspon
dence. The author has had much English correspondence made avail
able to him that heretofore was unknown or not made public. It is 
well written with continuity of thought throughout the whole dif
ficult scheme of diplomatic relations. It did not seem biased 
against Seward as many of the other authors seem to think.

Adams, C. F., "The Trent Attair." Massachusetts Historical Society 
Proceedings, XLV, 35-148, (Nov. 1911}

Information given in the article is very complete and makes great 
use of diplomatic correspondence and letters of the principals.
Again Adams has had complete access to c ertain and valuable papers 
which have heretofore been unknown to the public. Most of these have 
been papers of Lord Russell. The Trent affair is very ably discussed, 
and from every angle is most complete.



Aldis, Owen F., "Louis Hapoleon and Southern Confederacy." North
American Review, CXXIX, 342-60, (1879)

The article paints no very desirable portrait of Napoleon and 
his motives and dreams. It rather bluntly states the facts and leaves 
the reader with the impression that Napoleon meant no good for the 
Union unless it meant the furthering of his own shamelessly selfish 
schemes. However, the author supplements his work by quotations from 
reliable sources. His conclusion is the same as many other authors; 
that is, in regard to Napoleon and his schemes. The article is dis
cussed from the Confederate side in that it shows the manner in which 
the southern emissaries were treated.

Baxter, James P., Ill, "British Government and Neutral Rights, 1861- 
1865." American Historical Review, XXXIV, 9-29, (Oct. 1928)

The article is very nicely substantiated by documents that ap
pear in the s ame vo lume. The author used many quotations from diplo
matic correspondence, from decrees, proclamations and decisions. He 
has also made a thorough study of Commander Milne's orders to his 
squadron here in America. It seems to me to be very thorough and 
the question is impartially discussed.

Beach, Stewart, "Exonerating Great Britain." The Independent, CXV,
23, (July 4, 1925)

It is a review of E. D. Adams' book on Great Britain and the 
Civil War. It gives the c hief points covered by Adams and he is 
very careful to show that English neutrality proclamation is not 
to be judged as it has been in the past. According to Beach, Adams 
proves that it should no longer be held against Lord Russell be
cause of his conversation with Dallas that Great Britain was bound 
not to act until our Mr. Adams arrived in England. It is a very 
interesting criticism of former sharply defined attitudes and how 
opinions must be changed.

Callahan, J. M., "Northern Lake Frontier during the Civil War."
American Historical Association Report, I, 335-61, (1896)

It is an article about the defense of the Great Lakes during 
the Civil War. It is based upon careful research and many foot
notes are given from which the information had been taken. It 
also shows the diplomatic incidents that are concerned with the 
defense of the lakes.
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Crabites, Pierre, "Rum Runners and the Blockade Runners.“ North 
American Review, CCXXV, 545-7, (May 1928)

The article is rather lacking in information as far as the diplo- 
mtie side of the question was concerned. It however, called atten
tion to the laxity of the blockade and the great profits that were 
made by these two classes of runners. It also showed how important 
Nassau was to the Confederate cause. He claims that blockade running 
prolonged the Civil War.

Maurice, Sir Frederick, “Soldiers and Statesmen of the Civil War, 
Part I." Atlantic Monthly, CXXXVIII, 52-61, (July 1926)

His article is divided into two parts, the first of which dealt 
with certain persons in whom he was interested. The information is 
rather meager with regard to the statesmen and was very detailed 
about the soldiers in whom I have had very little interest at the 
moment. It is given from an Englishman’s view.

Maurice, Sir Frederick, “Lincoln as a Strategist.” Forum Magazine, 
LXXV, 161-9, (Feb. 1926)

I

His article on Lincoln as a strategist shows that Lincoln was 
nob as inadequately prepared for the office of President as some of 
the latter’s biographers would have us believe. Maurice speaks of 
Lincoln and his abilities in a very different manner than I had 
thought of them. He shows Lincoln’s characteristics from the one 
point* that of a strategist.

Paullin, Charles 0., “President Lincoln end the Navy." American 
Historical Review, XIV, 284-505

The article is very much detailed. It is written about the navy 
and its activities. It gives quotations from primary sources and 
gives many figures in regard to the capacity of the navy to maintain 
an effective blockade. It added much information aboit a description 
of the eastern coast of the United States.
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Roberta, A. Sellew, "The Federal Government and Confederate Cotton.” 
American Hiatorioal Review, XXXII, 262-75, (Jan. 1927)

The eoonomio aituation of the North and South are presented.
The cotton situation is discussed in detail and is considered from 
both the northern and southern angles. It rather contradicts the 
idea that cotton m s  king and that foreign nations were willing to 
recognize southern independence in order to get cotton especially 
if slavery had to be recognized.

Sears, L. M., "A Confederate Diplomat at the Court of Napoleon III."
American Historical Review, XXH, 255-81, (Jan. 1921)

Most of the information given in the article is apparently based 
upon Slidell’s mission to France. His correspondence with Mason is 
given and much information from it was dependent upon conferences with 
Napoleon or his ministers. It shows that early in 1862, Slidell thought 
the death knell had sounded for the Confederacy as far as recognition 
was concerned. It also confirms the idea that Napoleon was unwilling 
to act without England’s leading the way.

Smith, Goldwin, "Great Britain and the Civil War." The Nation, 
LXXXIV, 103, (Jan. 31, 1907)

Smith, Goldwin, "England and the War of Secession." Atlantic 
Monthly, LXXXVIII, 303-11, (1902)

These articles are written from an Englishman’s point of view. 
In both of these he is very apt to be critical in his statements 
of the attitude of the United States. He has written his articles 
after a great wealth of material had been discovered and has in
corporated this information in his work. He seems to be very much 
interested in slavery. He does see both sides of the problem in 
spite of the criticism that he gives.

Wait, Horatio, "The Blockade of the Confederacy." The Century
Magazine, XXXIV, 914-28, (1898)

Wait was a former paymaster in the U. S. navy and was very 
familiar with 1he details of the Navy Department. In the articles 
he gives detailed information about the department itself. The 
first few paragraphs deal with the blockade— proper definitions 
of the terms, scope of authority, naval activities, etc. It is well 
illustrated as far as ship models and the types used during the war, 
as well as minute details about these.
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