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Preface.

Thus thesis will view the Napoleonic War from three distinct angles. Firstly, as a world war that was
fought beyond the narrow confines of Europe where events on other continents were as important as
those taking place in Europe. Secondly, the thesis will view the war from an Anglo-Swedish angle
with an emphasis upon the northern and Baltic regions of Europe. This region of Europe is often
forgotten when the Napoleonic War is written about despite the fact it was of vital economic and
strategic importance to Britain. Thirdly, this military contest between the Great Powers will be
viewed from 'below’ or in other words from the perspective of a minor power unable to influence

events as much as  these powers.

One good reason for Anglo-Swedish friendship was the strong trade links between the two countries,
which led to their successful but neglected economic sabotage of Napoleon's Continental system. Yet
economic factors , though vital, did not primarily account for the creation and continued life of the
‘common cause'. Instead geopolitical and ideological factors gave rise to the 'common cause'. Firstly,
although seeing themselves as nations apart from the continent Sweden and Britain's independence

and strategic security depended upon no one power being able to upset or usurp the European balance

of power. Secondly, in the eyes of Swedish and British conservatives (they ruled both countries for
most of the alliance's life) Napoleonic France was not only a direct threat to their external security but
Napoleon also came to symbolise everything they disliked about the new European order. To the

architect of the alliance, Gustavus IV, and his fellow conservatives, Napoleon had to be defeated at all

costs if Sweden, Britain and all of Europe was to survive.

But the conservatives had a monopoly on neither political power nor the truth, for powerful groups in
both countries opposed the war with Napoleon. These groups, in opposition during most of the war in
both countries, believed an accommodation with Napoleon was possible. In 1806 the British Whigs
tried and failed to find a peaceful accommodation with Napoleon. Following defeat at Russian hands
and the diversion of British interest to the Iberian peninsula, the Anglo-Swedish alliance was almost
dead when in early 1809 the Swedish opposition took power through a coup. They managed, unlike

their British colleagues, to get peace with Napoleon, but at a high price. Defeat, despair and domestic



turmoil the following year led to the election of marshal Bernadotte as ruler of Sweden. Within two
years Bernadotte had begun rebuilding the 'common cause' with Britain, and in 1814 Sweden finally
saw 1ts great protagonist Napoleon defeated. The pro-war line had showed itself to be the only

realistic and viable long-term option for either country.
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Chapter One.

The Legacy.

Anglo-Swedish Relations during the Eighteenth Century and the Beginning of the 'Common
Cause’'.

L. Sweden's Eighteenth Century Legacy.

By the early eighteenth century when Britain was poised to become the paramount world power
Sweden's great power era had already ended due to her catastrophic defeat in the Great Northern War
(1700-1721). Having blamed Sweden's defeat upon autocracy Sweden's nobility opted to establish a
parliamentary regime dominated by two parties, the Caps and Hats, but ruled for most of the time by
the latter party. The Russian threat was a constant Swedish foreign policy theme as was the issue
whether Sweden should remain isolated from continental politics by observing strict neutrality or
reassert Sweden's pretensions of power by meddling in European politics. In 1757 the Hats believed
(as did Gustavus IV in 1805) that the time was ripe to intervene on the continent against Prussia on
the side of a powerful allied coalition that they hoped would be victorious. Both interventions led to

revolution and the fall of the regimes that had risked an intervention in the dangerous waters of

continental politics.!.

Sweden's king, Gustavus III (Gustavus IV's father), exploited the failures of the discredited
parliamentary regime to overthrow it on 19 August 1772. The Russians and Danes, united by their
enmity of Sweden, feared that Gustavus III would preside over a resurgent and therefore threatening
Sweden. Their planned pre-emptive invasion of Sweden a year later however came to nothing
because France intervened to prevent it. The price Sweden paid for France's timely intervention was

to give her ally limited support in the American war against Britain. But Gustavus II, the

| Weigley. 3-6, 8, 13-37, 41, 44, 73-74, 78, 107-116, 120, 176-177, 305, 389, 536-537, 539-540,
543.: Michael Roberts, The Swedish Imperial Experience 1560-1718. (London, 1979).; Jeremy Black.
European Warfare 1660-1815. (London, 1994). 3, 8-10, 69, 77, 93, 101-102, 114-117; DSH. VIII. 20-
43, 303-305.; DSH. IX. 174-175; Hatton. NCMH. VII. 339-347, 357; SUPH. 1I. 51-52, 58-39, 62, 66,
140-160, 163-164, 201.
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revolutionary royalist, gave his support only reluctantly, because he believed that the American

republican 'contagion' would spread to Europe.?

While Gustavus III was no friend of republicans or revolutionaries he proved willing to exploit
international turmoil to fish in troubled waters. In 1783 Gustavus III saw a chance to realise his old
ambition of acquiring Norway by invading Zealand. Norway would not only prove a valuable
economic addition but also climinate the need for dividing Sweden's military forces between the
defence of Finland and manning a western front against the hostile Dano-Norwegian army. (As we
will see this ambition was inherited by his son who continued Swedish attempts in 1801 and 1808 to
annex Norway by force or guile). Catherine II of Russia, Gustavus III's crafty cousin and match in the
art of Machiavellian statecraft, had no interest, however, in secing the entire Scandinavian peninsula

dominated by Sweden and intervened to put a stop to Gustavus III's plans. In 1788 Gustavus III had

his revenge by attacking Russia, but the failure of the Swedish fleet to defeat the Russians in June
1788 put an end to his hopes for a rapid descent upon St.Petersburg and a short summer war. By the
autumn Gustavus HI seemed about to share the Hats' fate as he had to contend with deteriorating
finances, domestic discontent, the 'Anjala’ mutiny 1n the Finnish army and a Danish declaration of
war. But Gustavus III, unlike his son in 1808-1809, was at his best when he stared disaster in the
face, and by early 1789 he had staged a remarkable recovery by overcoming his previous problems.

That recovery was crowned with complete success when the Swedish navy won a stunning victory at

Svensksund in July 1790 which paved the way for peace based on the status quo.>

During the course of the Russian war Gustavus III had to throw worried side glances at the disturbing
situation in France. The chaos in France not only undermined her ability to aid Sweden, but could
spread as far as Sweden itself # Gustavus III advocated harsh methods to crush the French 'trouble’

claiming that 'The only remedy for all this is steel and cannon. It may be that at this moment the king

2 SRE. 80-85, 107, 114, 117-118, 121.
3 Lydia Wahlstrom, Gustaf III och Norrménnen. Nordisk tidsskrift, XX, (1907). 56-59; Stewart

Oakley , "Gustavus III's Plans for War against Denmark in 1783-84", in Ragnhild Hatton and M. 5.

Anderson's (editors), Studies in Diplomatic History. (London, 1970). 268-286.; SRE. 135, 157, 165-
170; SUPH. 11. 307-308, 311, 314, 317-319, 335-336; Sandstrom. 129-167; Madariaga. 401, GRK.13.

4 SRE. 177.
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and queen are in danger, but this danger is not as great as that to all the crowned heads that are
menaced by the revolution'.” Gustavus 111, therefore, saw the warning signals from Paris earlier than
most Europeans. His former enemy and fellow conservative Catherine II shared his fears and formed
an alliance with Sweden in 1791. His successes in gaining Russian support was not matched by his
endeavours to foster a French counter revolution.® In fact, Gustavus III had more to fear from the
Swedish opposition (radicalised by the French revolution) which managed to murder him in March
1792 during a masquerade ball in Stockholm.” The conspirators failed to take power but duke
Charles did and he ruled with the help of his friend and favourite, Count Gustav von Reuterholm.
Aptly named the 'Grand Vizier', Reuterholm was the real power in Sweden and managed to make

himself as hated a figure as Gustavus III had ever been by the time he was forced to resign with

Gustavus I'V's coming of age in November 17968

IL. The Tranquility of the North

Britain's Baltic Interests and Northern Policy, 1701-1796

During the seventeenth century Britain and Sweden remained apart and hardly touched upon each
other's zones of influence. Britain did not interfere with Swedish hegemony in the Baltic, while
except for some short-lived colonial experiments in America and Africa®, Sweden chose not to
challenge Britain's growing overseas dominance. Anglo-Swedish relations, therefore, remained
peaceful except for occasional disagreements about trade or maritime rights. That changed drastically
in 1700 when William“WMpreparing for a showdown with Louis XIV over Spain) did not want a
northern war to distract his allies. He gave Sweden some naval support. George I of Hanover chosen
as king of Britain in 1713 had no Spanish distractions and wanted Bremen for his Electorate to get
access to the sea and used Britain's growing resentment over Swedish control over the Baltic to fight a

short and victorious war against Sweden. Once he had achieved what he wanted George I maintained

> SRE. 194

6 Barton. 146.

7 Lolo Krusius-Ahrenberg, Tyrannmordaren C.F. Ehrensvérd. (Stockholm, 1947). 108, 110-1, 113-5,
117-8; SRE. 196-7, 201-2.

8 Nylund. 1-52.; SRE. 216-217, 227, DSH. IX. 222-229.

9 Stellan Dahlgren, The Rise and Fall of New Sweden. (Uppsala, 1988).3-118.; DSH. V1. 58-39.
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the Baltic balance of power to secure the vital supplies of naval stores by intervening against Russia

during the latter stages of the Great Northern war.19

With the return of peace and the uninterrupted flow of Baltic naval stores, British interest in Sweden
declined. The few British travellers who went there complained about Sweden's Francophile
sympathies and culture which did not serve to endear the country to the British.!! The Swedes in turn
dismissed the British as a nation of shopkeepers, while they gave grudging respect to British naval
power, commercial clout, industrial superiority, and scientific advances.1? Britain was also Sweden's
most important export market (iron, tar, pitch, wood, herrings being her main exports). On the
British side there was always the uncomfortable fact that without Baltic naval stores her vast
merchant fleet and navy would be paralysed. An even more uncomfortable fact was that these
supplies were a virtual monopoly of Russia, the primary power in the Baltic. This was both an
economic and political weakness which put Britain at a disadvantage in relation to Russia. However,
Russia's dependence upon Britain for trade and investment was even greater than Sweden's, which

reduced the potential risks to Britain of being economically or politically blackmailed by Russia.3

Mutually beneficial trading relations should have provided Sweden and Britain with a sufficiently
strong base for a political alliance. Indeed those relations provided Gustavus IV's apologists among
the historians with an argument for his British alliance. But strong trading links, as the Anglo-
Russian cases showed, did not provide a strong enough base for an alliance without shared political
interests and objectives. (Gustavus IV's later alliance with Britain rested mainly upon shared
ideological, political, and strategic interests as well as common trading interests) Indeed the opposite
could be argued since Sweden's ambition to expand her textile industry could only be made at the

expense of British imports. Sweden also wanted her share of the rich oriental trade, which could only

10 Chance. 25-49, 58-73, 82-97, 116-130, 147-156, 185-276, 294-397.

11 Birger Steckzén, Svenskt och Brittiskt. (Uppsala, 1959). 213-215, 217-218, 224-227

12 Syen Rydberg, Svenska studieresor till England under fnihetstiden. (Uppsala, 1951). 100-137, 139-
343.

13 Staffan Hogberg, Utrikeshandel och sjofart pa 1700-talet. (Lund, 1969). 66-68, 72, 74, 78, 101-
102, 108, 110-112, 123, 125-126, 140-143, 145-146.



14

mean competition with the British. The Swedish East India Company (1731-1806) became a minor,

but successful, competitor to its British counterpart. !4

Instead, Sweden remained a French ally right up to the revolution because of their shared political
objectives and interests. Economic interests were of secondary importance. In fact the Franco-
Swedish alliance existed for reasons of mutual convenience, the shared desire to keep Russia in check,
and tradition rather than realpolitik. The French alliance made Anglo-Swedish relations frostier than
they necd have been and placed them on opposite sides in the Seven Years War. In fact normal
diplomatic relations remained broken between 1748 and 1764.15 But there were no actual hostilities
between Sweden and Britain during the war.1® Britain's need for Swedish exports outweighed the
benefits from attacking her since Sweden's contribution to the allied war effort was minor. Britain's
introduction of draconian wartime regulations against neutral trade, seen as an attempt to damage
competition (the suspected long term aim) rather than strangling French trade, backfired when the
Scandinavian powers laid aside their mutual enmity to defend their common economic interests
against the British. Only moderation on both sides prevented the maritime conflict escalating into
serious crisis.]” But moderation would not stand in the way of Britain making use of the economic
blockade, her strongest weapon, in the war against France. The French in turn tried to circumvent the
blockade by enticing the neutrals into smuggling for them. Using the neutrals in this fashion had the
added benefit for France of embroiling them in political conflict with Britain which diverted their
enemy's attention. But Britain obliged her enemy by treating the neutrals in an arrogant manner
based on her navel supremacy. It was only during periods of relative weakness, such as during the
American War, that the British used a softer tone towards the neutrals. There was therefore an
established pattern of antagonism between Sweden, which upheld the view that a neutral flag
protected the cargo from British seizures, and Britain, the only power to maintain the opposite view,
that an enemy cargo onboard a neutral vessel was contraband (which was given the widest possible

definition). Neither side could afford to yield much ground, since the British contraband list

14 DSH. IX. 44-53.

15 Metcalf. 40-62.
16 Sife. 5, 11, 110, 323, 358, 360, 442, 536-7, 559-560, 570.
17 paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of British Naval Mastery.(London, 1991). 105, 118, 131; D. Ogg.

Europe of the Ancien Regime.(London, 1965). 92-3.
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contained almost all of Sweden's main exports, while for the British to give in to Swedish demands

would damage the effectiveness of her main economic weapon against France.

In 1765, when peace returned to the North, the British were presented with an opportunity not only to
restore full diplomatic relations but even make an alliance with Sweden. The Francophile Hats had
been replaced by the Caps who believed Sweden could become a British ally. But for Britain the great
northern prize was Russia, not Sweden, for obvious economic and political reasons. Opposed to
paying peacetime subsidies the British government failed to exploit Cap goodwill to cement closer
Anglo-Swedish relations. The Gustavian revolution came as an unpleasant shock to Britain and she
persisted in viewing Gustavus III as a French puppet and a threat to the ‘Tranquility of the North'.

But that perception changed when Gustavus 111 showed greater political independence vis-a-vis
France than Britain had expected, especially when he kept Sweden out of the American war. Before
the outbreak of the Russo-Swedish war Gustavus 111 offered the surprised British an alliance. Pitt
declined the alliance but he was becoming increasingly aware of the Russian threat to both the Balkan
and Scandinavian peninsulas. Pitt was prepared therefore in September 1788, with Prussian backing,
to force Denmark out of the war with Sweden. Pitt had no interest in seeing Sweden weakened so
much that it could not act as a counterweight to Russia and fulfil its role in maintaining the delicate
balance of power in the North. But he limited his intervention to ensuring Sweden's survival and
nothing more. A calculated minimum effort which his political protégé, George Canning, was to
practise twenty years later under similar circumstances with Gustavus IV . The British viewed the
outbreak of the French revolution with the similar indifference which was in marked contrast to
Gustavus III's immediate recognition of its dangerous potential. Pitt only belatedly realised that
revolutionary France represented an even greater danger than Bourbon France had ever done and that
Gustavus II's remedy, of brute military force, was the only one that would either contain or destroy

this threat.1®

18 Roberts. Liberty. 56; Franco Venturi, The End of the Old Regime in Europe, 1768-1176. vol.
I.(Princeton, 1979). 287-288; SRE. 54, 63, 250-2. Michael Roberts, Essays in Swedish History.
(London, 1976). Chapter 10. Great Britain and the Swedish Revolution, 1772-3. 299-300, 308-310;
Black. 182, 270, 406-471; Blanning. 42.



16

HIL. Contraband and Convoys: The Anglo-Swedish Conflict, 1797 - 1801.

When Britain declared war on France in February 1793 it was inevitable that the old arguments
concerning neutral maritime rights would flare up again. Neither side was likely to give way since
Britain had regained her political confidence following her American debacle, while the success of the
Armed League of Neutrality (1780-1783) had given Sweden a false sense of strength. The new
Anglo-Swedish conflict was triggered by the British seizure of two Swedish convoys in the English
Channel that they suspected were sailing for French ports. Gustavus IV's demand that the British

release the convoys was refused and the two countries would be locked in an acrimonious dispute over

the two convoys for the next five years.

In 1799 the Anglo-Swedish crisis escalated when the British prize courts condemned the Swedish
convoys!? and emperor Paul I of Russia ended his alliance with Britain over the failure of the Second
Coalition.“? During the summer of 1800 Paul I began to build an Armed League of Neutrality built
around Russia with Denmark, Sweden and eventually Prussia as members. The aim of this league
was to curb Britain's 'tyranny of the seas’.2! Gustavus IV gave his wholehearted support to the aim of
curbing Britain's 'arrogant’ maritime pretensions but opposed Paul I's greater political aim of crippling
Britain by co-operating with France in invading India. Gustavus IV had no wish to weaken Britain so
much that she could not keep France, a far greater threat to Europe, in check. He made, therefore,
last minute efforts to avoid war in December 1800. 22 But the British, suspecting him of collaborating
with Russia, broke off the negotiations. Gustavus IV, to avoid being left isolated, joined Paul I's
armed League. 23 By then the British were already making military preparations against the League.
Pitt brushed aside opposition claims that his government was making war on friendly powers,

pointing out that Britain's vital grain imports from the Baltic and her blockade against France were

19 Svensson. 347-349
20 McGrew. 287-313; Jupp. 152, 253, 257, 260
21 Ole Feldbaek, The Anglo-Danish Convoy Conflict of 1800. Scandinavian Journal of History. 1977,

172-182; McGrew. 314-316.

22 1 .arsson. 48, 58.
23 Anglica. 473. Ehrensvérd to Ehrenheim, 16 Dec.1800.
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equally threatened by the League's claims. In January 1801 an embargo was imposed on the League

members' shipping. 24

Despite a change of government to the more ‘moderate’' Addington administration in February 1801,
British preparations for war continued.2> The new administration, like the previous one, failed to be
impressed by the naval strength of their adversaries which no doubt encouraged the British to press on
with their naval mobilisation.2® But the first British blow fell on the defenceless Swedish and Danish
colonies in the West and East Indies, which were easily occupied in March and May respectively.2’
The British believed that only a British battle fleet in the Baltic could force the northern powers to

capitulate, but they could not however decide if the fleet should attack Denmark or Russia first.28

Unaware that the fleet was not aimed against Sweden's long, vulnerable coast, Gustavus IV mobilised
his navy and coastal flotillas in March 1801.%° He displayed the same fervent support of the allied
cause as he was to do during his war against France four years later. He tried therefore to get a
common Scandinavian defence of the Sound to be organised but it foundered on the Danish suspicion
that he might use such military preparations to invade Zealand at a later date’? The Sound was
therefore left open to a British attack that Gustavus IV expected would lead to a rapid Danish
capitulation. As in 1806-1807, the Scandinavian powers failed, to their mutual detriment, to unite

against a common threat 3!

24 Ehrman. 394; Holden Furber, Henry Dundas. First Viscount Melville, 1742-1811. (Oxford,
1931).123; R. Coupland, The War Speeches of William Pitt the Younger. (Oxford, 1940). 295-296.
25 Anglica. 473. Ehrensvird to Gustavus 1V, 6, 16, 20, 23, 27 Jan,, 3, 6, 10, 17, 24, 27 Feb,, 3, 6, 13,
17, 24, 27 Mar.1801; Anglica. 475. Hawkesbury to Ehrensvird, 6, 19, 12 Mar.1801.

26 FO 73/28. Talbot to Grenville 2,9,13,16,27 Jan.1801; ibid. James to Grenville, 17 Jan.1801 ;
William Hunter, A Short View of the Northern Powers. (London, 1801). 35-42, 45, 47, 55-67.

27 Duffy. 321; Ove Hornsby, Koloniene i Vest Indien. (Copenhagen, 1980). 205-208; C. Northcote
Parkinson, War in the Eastern Seas, 1793-1815.(London, 1954). 44-45; Ole Feldbaek and O. Justesen,
Koloniene i Asien og Afrika. (Copenhagen, 1980). 195.

28 Althorp Papers. G221. St.Vincent to Spencer, 9 Dec.1800; ibid. Spencer to St.Vincent, 27
Dec.1800; Jervis Papers. Add. MSS. 29,914. St.Vincent to Simcoe, 3 Feb.1801; Addington Papers.
OM 31. Simcoe to Addington, 7 Feb.1801.

29 RA. Krigsexpeditionen. Protocoll. 21, 26 Jan,, 1, 2, 15, 19 Feb., 30 Mar.1801.; TSLUB.C.
Gustavus IV to Toll, 25 Feb., 1 Mar.1801.
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Events moved with unexpected and devastating speed against the League. On 23 March emperor Paul
[ was murdered and a week later, on 2 April, Nelson defeated the Danes outside Copenhagen. Both
events forced Denmark to sign an armistice with Nelson and prematurely abandon the alliance, which
aroused Gustavus I'V's angry suspicions. Even if Denmark and Russia abandoned the allies’' ‘common
cause' against Britain, Gustavus IV had no intention to change his political views. (He displayed the
same uncompromising attitude a few years later in the allied war against Napoleon). This time his
determination to continue the struggle against Britain forced him to overcome his revulsion for the
French Republic and he appealed to Napoleon for an alliance. Nothing came of these overtures since
Napoleon was keen to open peace negotiations with Britain. Russia shared that desire and Alexander
I, for the first but not last time, reversed Russia's foreign policy at a stroke leaving his allies stranded
to pick up the pieces. On 13 June 1801 Russia agreed to British maritime demands, such as pre-
emption rights and the humiliating process of British naval searches of convoyed merchant ships,

which had been opposed all along by the League and thus secured a total victory for Britain.3?

IV. Between Enemies and Friends.
Sweden's Troubled Relations with the Great Powers, 1801-1803

Sweden was therefore diplomatically isolated and it was crucial for Gustavus IV to break that isolation
by rebuilding his relations with the British. In November 1801 Gustavus 1V therefore appointed Joran
Silverhjelm as envoy to London, with the task of getting Sweden's West Indian colony
(St.Bartholomew) back, a separate Anglo-Swedish commercial convention signed that would secure
Sweden's exports from British seizure, and finally, compensation for the seized convoys. No mean
diplomatic task in other words. Silverhjelm's negotiating partner, Lord Hawkesbury, the British
foreign secretary was torn between a wish to normalise relations with Sweden and to force Gustavus
IV to accede to the St. Petersburg convention. Hawkesbury's reception for Silverhjelm was polite but

he demanded that Sweden accede to the above treaty without preconditions. When Silverhjelm met

32 Tegnér. I1. 1-3, 350-355, Tegner. I1I. 410-416; Ehrman. I11. 470-471; Svensson. 362.; Odelberg.
253: Carlsson. 112; Alvsjo. XI1. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 14 Apr.1301.; Alvsj6. Ehrenheim to
Lagerbjelke, 20, 22, 27 Apr. 1801.; Odelberg. 274; Krigsexpeditionens protocoll. 20, 22, 27
Apr.1801.; Nilsson. 86, 88-106. Ole Feldback, The Anglo-Russian Rapprochement of 1801.
Scandinavian Journal of History, (1975). 208, 210-225.
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he demanded that Sweden accede to the above treaty without preconditions. When Silverhjelm met
Hawkesbury again on 12 January 1802, the foreign secretary made it clear that if Swedish demands
for a separate and more favourable commercial treaty were to be accepted, then it would have to be
matched by Swedish tariff concessions. (Such British demands were to be made during the next

couple of years without success.) Hawkesbury remained adamant and Silverhjelm agreed to accede to

the St. Petersburg treaty on 26 February 1802.33

Gustavus IV had hoped that his concession would be reciprocated, but Hawkesbury remained
ominously silent about the convoys, commercial concessions or the return of St. Bartholomew. There
was of course a more indirect channel of communication that had opened up with the arrival of king
George I1I's son, the Duke of Gloucester, in Russia. The Swedes believed, quite rightly, that
Gloucester was on a personal goodwill and fact finding tour to rebuild Britain's shattered relations
with the northern powers on behalf of his government. Gloucester was, therefore, invited on 16 July
to Finland where he was given a warm welcome from the king. Yet, despite the two princes striking
up a warm friendship, nothing concrete was achieved. Gloucester's strong overtures for common
action against Napoleon were ignored by the king (with strong approval from his private secretary,
Baron Gustav Lagerbjelke) while his own equally strong demands for the restoration of 'his' convoys

and colony could not be met by Gloucester, who had no authority to do so.7*

This failure to reach an agreement with Britain would have mattered less to Gustavus IV had his
relations with the other great powers been more satisfactory. Relations with Russia were of the
greatest concern since they had remained tense since Russia's unceremonious 'desertion’ of the armed
League had left a strong residue of Swedish resentment. What made matters worse was Gustavus IV's
orders to repaint a border bridge at Abborfors in the Swedish colours during an inspection tour of the
border areas in the summer of 1802. A farcical competition to repaint the bridge broke out, but 1t was

only in February 1803 that count Alexander Vorontsov, the Russian foreign minister, gave the Swedes

33 Lundh. 93; Clason. 27-28; Anglica. 484. Ehrenheim to Silverhjelm, 10, 13 Nov.1801; ESKB. 1V.
Lagerbjelke to Engestrém, 4 Dec.1801.; Anglica. 478. Silverhjelm to Gustavus IV, 25 Dec.1801, 5, 8,
12, 29 Jan., 2, 26 Feb., 2 Mar. 1802; Lundh. 95.; Johnson. 120, 123.

34 Anglica. 484. Lagerbjelke to Silverhjelm, 27 July, 1 Aug.1802. See Lundh. 104-5.; Addpap. OZ.

151. Gloucester to Addington, 27 Jul.1802.
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Swedes an ultimatum to repaint the bridge in the Russian colours one final time or face war. On 28
March, the Russian government decided to invade Finland if Gustavus IV refused their ultimatum.
On 9 April, the Russian ambassador in Stockholm, David Alopeus, warned Gustavus IV about the
consequences of a refusal.  As the crisis with Britain had shown, Gustavus IV loathed to be seen to
give 1n to a superior force. It was only on 13 April that he reluctantly gave in to the Russian

demands. But he had displayed a petulant brinkmanship that was to cause him and Sweden much

trouble in the future 3

In the past, when Sweden had faced the Russian threat, she had been able to rely on French support.
By 1803 that support could no longer be counted upon. Napoleon refused to treat weaker states as
equal negotiating partners and, unlike the Bourbons, Napoleon was keen to accommodate Russian
expansionism against Sweden and the Ottomans in order to create a Franco-Russian alliance (as he
had sought in 1801) than contain it. Napoleonic France, unlike Bourbon France, could therefore not
be relied upon to keep Russia in check. As Gustavus IV could not overcome his ideological aversion
to France, and Napoleon showed scant interest in the alliance, the talks proved a complete failure. In
January 1802 the Franco-Swedish trade talks collapsed and in October the French placed a stiff tariff
on Swedish iron exports. Obviously the two states' different objectives, prioritics and economic

interests prevented them from becoming allies, both in 1802 and later.3°

V. The Road to the Treaty of London, September 1802 - June 1803.

Sweden's unsatisfactory relations with Russia and France made it imperative to rebuild normal

relations with Britain as quickly as possibly. A good opportunity to do so arose 1n September 1802

35 Lundh. 41, 135-150; HECD. VII. 181-183, 185-186, 190.(May, June, Aug.1802); Lundh. 155-158;
Johnson. 148-151; Carlsson. 116; TSLUB.C. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 14 June 1802. See Lundh. 153,;
TSLUB.C. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 11 July 1802. See Lundh. 160; Anglica. 484. Zibet to Silverhjelm, 27
July 1802; Johnson. 149-150, 152-154; Lundh. 158-170; FO 73/31. Arbuthnot to Hawkesbury, 18
Feb., 6 Mar.1803; Adam Gielgud, The Czartoryski Memoirs. II. (London, 1888). 314-316, 321 .;
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when Charles Arbuthnot, the new British envoy, arrived in Stockholm. Unfortunately, Hawkesbury,
who was as pre-occupied with Russia as Napoleon was, only furnished Arbuthnot with limited
instructions that left the initiative in any talks to the Swedish side. The Swedish foreign minister,
Fredrik Wilhelm von Ehrenheim, met Arbuthnot for the first time on 7 October. Ehrenheim posed
exactly the question Arbuthnot had no instructions concerning: when the convoy compensation would
be paid. Arbuthnot could only stall, but he expected the worst when, some time afterwards, he was
invited to a private dinner with Ehrenheim. Instead of being interrogated about the compensation
question, he was astonished to find Ehrenheim proposing, on the king's behalf, an unofficial Anglo-
Swedish alliance to stem Napoleon's encroachments in Germany which, indirectly threatened Swedish
Pomeramia, 1n north Germany. Gustavus IV had seen with growing anxiety how Napoleon had
undermined the Holy Roman empire. He believed both Sweden and Britain had a common interest to
prop up the Empire and preserve, as far as possible, the status quo in Germany. This proposal made 1t
clear that Gustavus IV was a committed opponent of Napoleon well before his German trip.
Arbuthnot's mission had therefore taken a sharp turn towards an Anglo-Swedish reconciliation, which
seemed to improve further when Gloucester, leaving Russia for home, arrived in Stockholm on 10
November. Both the envoy and the duke were shown every sign of consideration, which aroused

Napoleon's anger. His envoy's protests were angrily refuted by Gustavus IV, who in his turn furiously

denounced Napoleon's expansionistic plans in Germany.3”

Thus not only was Gustavus IV showing growing signs of enmity against Napoleon, but he seemed
keen on an alliance with Britain to put a check to French expansionism. Arbuthnot and Gloucester's
optimism would not last, since Gustavus IV was no dupe and he insisted as a precondition for any
such rapprochement that Britain pay unconditional compensation for the convoys. Gustavus IV
always insisted upon securing the best financial deal from the British however tempting the political
objectives of an Anglo-Swedish alliance. The British were to find out, to their cost, how determined
the king was on that score and how hard a bargain Gustavus IV drove. His envoy Silverhjelm, fecling

that his earlier accession to the Anglo-Russian treaty was a mistake since Hawkesbury had not

-
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reciprocated, refused to yield to the British demand that in return for paying the convoy compensation
Sweden should lower her tariffs on British goods. The negotiations remained stalemated during the
whole of the winter 1802-1803 as neither side budged an inch on their relative demands. The
impatient Gustavus I'V became frustrated with British procrastination and decided to take out that
frustration upon the nearest available British person. (He was to repeat this 'method' twice later on.)
In March 1803 Gloucester was forced to leave Stockholm under a cloud of mutual recriminations that
seemed to herald a fresh Anglo-Swedish crisis. The renewal of the Anglo-French War in May 1803
prevented such a crisis from escalating. Hawkesbury realised Britain's bargaining position had
weakened and that British exporters needed access to Europe through Swedish Pomerania, to
circumvent the French controlled coastline. Nor was it wise that a diplomatically isolated Britain
make an enemy of Sweden. Hawkesbury therefore gave in to Swedish demands and on 25 July 1803
signed the Anglo-Swedish commercial convention, which exempted Sweden's exports from the British
list of contraband, secured Swedish shipping from seizures, and gave generous compensation for the
confiscated convoys. Swedish shipping and overseas trade had gained the security it had sought for
well over a ‘century and the convention was viewed, quite rightly, as a diplomatic triumph. It also
removed any financial or commercial impediments to an Anglo-Swedish alliance. Thus, by granting
important economic concessions to the Swedes, the British government could reap considerable

political benefits from such generosity.*S

V1. The Fatal Journey.

Gustavus IV's German Journey and the Renewal of the Anglo-French War, 1803-1804

By July 1803, as the Russian crisis was over and relations with Britain were about to be normalised in
Sweden's favour, Gustavus IV set out to visit his in-laws in Baden. The trip was made for personal

and political reasons. Queen Frederika wanted to see her family after a long separation and Gustavus

38 Anglica. 479. Silverhjelm to Gustavus 1V, 24, 31 May, 7, 16, 18, 19, June, J, 12;19 July 1803; ibid.
Silverhjelm to Ehrenheim, 26 July 1803; Anglica. 484. Lagerbjelke to Silverhjelm, 14, 13, 25
Aug.1803; Anglica. 484. Ehrenheim to Silverhjelm, 8, 11, 22 Aug.1803; FO 73/31. Arbuthnot to
Hawkesbury, 8 July 1803; ESKB. IV. Brinkman to Engestrém, 27 Aug.1803; ibid. Ehrenheim to
Engestrom, 18 July 1803; SSKB. XVI. £.189. Edelcrantz to Silverhjelm, 26 Oct.1803; SSKB. XVI.

f 304. Lagerbjelke to Silverhjelm, 13 Aug.1803; SSKB. XVI. £.349. Rosenblad to Silverhjelm, 11

Oct.1804: Johnson. 139-141, 143-146.
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IV wanted to gain first hand experience of Napoleon's inroads upon Germany. The aim, given his
earlier proposals to Arbuthnot, was no doubt to see what role he could play in putting a stop to
Napoleon. His Francophile private secretary, Baron Gustav Lagerbjelke, opposed the trip, therefore,
on both counts. He feared that the queen would postpone a return journegy to Sweden indefinitely and
that Gustavus IV would indulge her wishes and the journey would become an agonisingly long stay.
But above all Ehrenheim and Lagerbjelke feared that a prolonged stay in the troubled south-western

corner of Germany, so close to Napoleonic France, could embroil Sweden in all sorts of unwanted

political turmoil due to Gustavus IV's anti-French principles and passionate temper. Their worst fears

were to be amply realised.3°

Both the portents and the timing for the journey could not have been worse for preserving Sweden's
neutrality. The king's stormy crossing to Pomerania was an ominous sign of the storms that lay ahead
for him and Sweden. Gustavus IV had in fact sailed straight into a new war that now lapped at the
edges of Sweden. After almost 20 months of peace, the Anglo-French war had broken out again in
May 1803. Some 14,000 British merchants and travellers were interned across French occupied
Europe, and on 5 July the French army occupied George III's defenceless Electorate of Hanover.
Neither the Prussians nor the Austrians lifted a finger to prevent this violation of the Empire but the

Prussians had no wish to defend Hanover on behalf of a state they both distrusted and disliked.*

Prussian apathy stood in sharp contrast to Gustavus IV's strong reaction to the French occupation of
Hanover which occurred almost simultaneously with Gustavus I'V's arrival in Pomerania. Gustavus
IV mobilised the Pomeranian army and ordered reinforcements from Sweden to strengthen it. This

timely precaution was thought of as an over-reaction by the Swedish governor of Pomerania, general

39 Carlsson. 122-124: HECD. VII. 131 (Aug.1801),135 ( Sept.1801), 139.(Oct.1801), 148, 152-154
(Dec.1801), 156 ( Jan.1802); Barton. 314; TSLUB.C. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 5, 15 July 1803; ESKB. 1V.
Ehrenheim to Engestrém, 30 Oct.1801.; ESKB. IV. Lagerbjelke to Engestrém, 11 May 1803; SSKB.
XVI. Bergstedt to Silverhjelm, 21 July 1803.; Barton. 314; HECD. VII. 247, 249. (July, Aug. 1803);
ESKB. IV. Brinkman to Engestrém, 9, 27 Aug.1803; ibid. Lagerbjelke to Engestrém, 11 May 1803,
ibid. Bonde to Engestrom, 13/25 Mar.1803; Lundh. 199-200.; Rose. II. 46. 23-24 Aug.1803.

40 Glyndwr Williams, The expansion of Europe in the Eighteenth Century.(London , 1966). 245-251;
Fregosi. 217-225; Gregory. 117-140.; Rose. II. 473-484. (11 Nov. 1802).; ESKB. IV. Lagerbjelke to
Engestrém, 25 May 1803.; Adlerbeth. II. 320.; Jackson. 141-147. 7, 11, 24, 27 June 1803; Simms 81-
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Henrik von Essen, and an ‘unnecessary provocation'. In hindsight Gustavus I'V's precaution was not
only prudent but as the latter conflict would show appeasement only encouraged Napoleon to further
aggression. That aggression, as yet, was still not aimed against Sweden but Gustavus IV was worried
that the smaller German states would be swallowed up by the client states of France and Prussia. He
approved of the British blockade of the Hanoverian coast and took the initiative, despite the just
recently ended Abborfors crisis, to enquire whether Alexander I would collaborate with Gustavus IV
to protect Germany against the Franco-Prussian threat. After all, the emperor had dynastic links with
Baden (he was married to Elizabeth, the elder sister of the Swedish queen) and Russia was a
guarantor of Germany like Sweden. Unfortunately Alexander I failed to support his brother in law's

plans to shore up the Holy Roman empire since that seemed to him and most other European

statesmen as trying to keep a sinking ship afloat 4!

General Gustav Mauritz Armfelt, an old confidant of the king's father and the Swedish envoy in
Vienna, resided in Carlsruhe with the royal couple and found the extended stay there as trying as
Lagerbjelke. He blamed the queen and her mother for this unsatisfactory state of affairs and
denounced the former as the ‘obstacle’ and the other as the 'oracle’. He believed that the interminable
stay would damage the king's popularity in Sweden. Armfelt's criticism was well founded, as the
public was showing open discontent with Gustavus IV's prolonged absence. One citizen hung up a
'rooms to rent' sign on the Palace gate. The humour masked deeper resentment against the
government and Gustavus IV's 'tyrannical' rule. Lagerbjelke, and other Francophile critics of the
king, believed Gustavus IV anti-Napoleonic policies were due to the 'dangerous' influence French
royalist émigrés in Carlsruhe. Other observers believed that Gustavus 1V 's later problems originated
with the stay in Carlsruhe. In fact, he had already in September 1802, over half a year earlier, made
his antipathy against Napoleon quite clear, inciuding an alliance against him. Nor were Lagerbjelke's

hopes for a Franco-Swedish alliance realistic, since it took Talleyrand months to send a French

41 TSLUB.C. Gustavus IV to Toll, 15 July 1803 . See Carlsson. 85; ibid. Essen to Toll, 7 July 1803 ;
ibid. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 15 July 1803 ; Anglica. 484. Ehrenheim to Silverhjelm, 3 June, 8,14,18, July
1803: ibid. Lagerbjelke to Silverhjelm, 14 July 1803; Adlerbeth. 316; Lundh. 225-229; SUPH. 111. 33.
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negotiator to Carlsruhe. By the time he arrived there, in late 1803, Sweden and France were already

on collision course 42

Lagerbjelke persisted to believe that such a Franco-Swedish alliance was possible, even desirable, and
that it was only Gustavus I'V's ideological prejudices that prevented it from becoming a reality. There
1s some truth in Lagerbjelke's analysis but there existed 'real’ reasons for Franco-Swedish alienation.
How far were in fact the king's policies guided by his background, personality and ideological
perceptions? The simple answer was that these had a very strong influence upon his foreign policy,
yet so many lies and legends surround this little liked and little understood king that it is very difficult
to disentangle fact from fiction. Gustavus IV kept no diary and he never wrote down his ideas on
paper. All of which proves a great hindrance in assessing his plans. Nor is it any easier to assess the
relative strengths and weaknesses of his character. His aunt, Duchess Charlotte, believed his many
good personal qualities were ruined by his lack of patience or sound judgement. Count Hans Axel von
Fersen, another old confidant of his father, believed the king's honesty and self-discipline were
outwelghed by his 'frivolousness in regard to matters of state and a lack of familiarity and ability of
such'. [and]..'for allowing the state secretaries [to] lead him because of his lack of foresight,
industriousness and interests in state affairs'.*? Gustav von Brinkman, one of his more capable
diplomats, claimed that "We possess without doubt no greater and more conscientious patriot than
him. Enlightened, thoroughly honest and dependable’, rare qualities in any man, even more so in a

monarch, according to Brinkman 44, who remained a staunch admirer and supporter of Gustavus IV

without sharing his ideology.

Because of his temper and personal peculiarities he was accused (like king George I1I) of being mad
and of being illegitimate as well. Both of these unsubstantiated accusations were to haunt him during
his reign and did much to undermine his authonty and standing in Sweden. Nevertheless, his

childhood was tragic and lonely enough to cause major psychological problems. When he was only

42 Alysj6. XII1. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 16 Aug., 20, 27 Sept., 25 Oct., 18 Nov., 23 Dec., 6, 7, 13
Jan., 3, 7, 14, 24 Feb., 20 Mar 1804; HECD. VIL 271 ( Jan. 1804 ), Carlsson. 127; Schinkel. 149-

152.

43 Barton. 304.
44 GSKB. XVI. £.178. 12 Dec. 1799 Brinkman to Silverhjelm.
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fourteen years old his father was murdered, and this instilled in him, for the rest of his life, a fervent
hatred for revolutionaries and radicals. No doubt his father's fate haunted him and contributed to his
Intense, almost paranoid, suspiciousness of his surroundings. Gustavus IV came to cherish his
father's memory, which included his political objectives and his father's intense hatred of the French
revolution and everything it stood for. That was established at an early age, as was his honest and
blunt outspokenness, since he told the French republican envoy in October 1793 that the execution of
Marie-Antoinette was a barbarous act. Through these troubled political times and his own personal
turmoil, his religious beliefs gave him comfort, support and sustenance. But his beliefs were
unusually intense, fatalistic and old-fashioned almost more Catholic than Lutheran. He had in his
religiosity, violent temper, passion, fatalism and stubborn pride, something of the proud, haughty
Castilian about him (as one British observer noted) rather than the sombre, cool tempered Swede. In
fact, besides Charles XII, the other great hero whom he resembled, was Don Quixote, and Quixotism
was a phrase that was often to be used to describe him. Another was that of the restless crusader and
he had, like Emperor Paul I, an inordinate respect for the Order of Malta, which he offered a
permanent base on the Swedish island of Gotland. A love of heraldic chivalry was not the only
characteristic that Gustavus IV shared with his distant relative Paul I. They were both conservative
autocrats in an age of violent revolutionary change, and their undoing at the hands of their nobility
came about because, as Paul 1 so aptly put it, they preferred to be hated for fighting evil rather than for

condoning it.4

That evil, in Gustavus IV's eyes, was symbolised by revolutionary France and later personified by
Napoleon. That ideological prism, coloured by his personal and political prejudices, guided his
foreign policy, but the revolutionary contagion had to be fought, as in his father's day, on the home
front too. The two were closely linked, and for Gustavus IV part of the same struggle against the
political plague from Paris. He used a fairly well organised secret police, bequeathed to him by
Reuterholm, and a very efficient censorship system; not only to quarantine Sweden from that 'plague’,
but also to silence the Swedish opposition. The two main centres of opposition, Stockholm and

Uppsala, both dominated by the disaffected nobility, were strictly controlled by troops and police. He

45 HECD. VII. 128 (July 1801).
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stayed away from the capital as much as possible since he hated being there. The rest of the country
remained loyal, but that could change if Sweden went to war. His protracted and unpopular German

trip was not only the beginning of Sweden's road to war, but also the road to revolution. 4

U
46 Holmberg. 10-19; Jackson. 129-130. (4 Mar. 1803), Carlsson. 4/-49.
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Chapter Two.

The Road to War.

The Creation of the Anglo-Swedish Common Cause, the Third Coalition and the Preparations

for War against Napoleon, March 1804-October 1805.

L Murder Most Foul.

The Death of Duc d’Enghien and the Beginning of the European Coalition against Napoleon,

March- July 1804,

The Napoleonic War, like the First World War, was triggered by the assassination of a single, royal
figure. Unlike his twentieth century counterpart the Duc d'Enghien was politically unimportant. But
his tragic death came to symbolise what was wrong with Napoleonic France and united her enemies
against her ruler. D'Enghien's death was the result of the failure of the French royalists, led by
Georges Cadoudal, and military conspirators to overthrow Napoleon. Their arrest in March 1804

Lagerbjelke predicted with uncanny accuracy would engulf Europe in flames.!

Napoleon saw a perfect opportunity in the failed coup d’état to strike terror in his French émigré
enemies and discredit the British. On the night of 14-15 March 1804 French cavalry crossed the
border to Baden and seized d’Enghien in his home in Ettenheim. The duke was taken to Vincennes
where he shot for his alleged role in the planned coup.2 Napoleon justified himself by claiming that
d'Enghien's death was a 'great and necessary blow'. When Fouché¢, his chief of police, dared to

question the wisdom of this decision, Napoleon retorted that the duke's guilt was obvious, since 'is he

] Palmer. 106, 112-113, 117-118; Blanning. 111-112, 115-118, 126, 149, 155, 176-177, 241, 251,
253, 256, 258; Malmesbury. 320-321. 28 May 1804.; Feodorak. 224-225; Palmer. ENE. 62; Bingham.
I1. 62, 64. Napoleon to Soult, 13, 19 Feb., 1 Mar.1804.; ibid. 63. Napoleon to Regnier, 15 Feb.1804
Memoirs of Fouché. (London, 1892). 180; Jackson. 35-6. Jan.1802; Muscovita. 501. Lagerbjelke to
Stedingk, 13 Mar.1804.

2 Palmer. .119; HECD. VIIL. 298. May 1804; SUPH. I11. 89; TSLUB.C. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 24
Mar.1804: Anglica. 485. Lagerbjelke to Silverhjelm, 24 Mar.1804; Muscovita. 501. Lagerbjelke to
Stedingk, 18, 23, 30 Mar., 13 Apr.1804; Palmer. ENE. 62, 117.
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not a Bourbon and the most dangerous of all of them?..I am surrounded by plots; I must imprint terror
or perish'.3 Indeed, to survive against domestic and foreign enemies Napoleon had to act with
ruthlessness but executing d'Enghien and violating Baden's territory was going too far. No doubt

Napoleon found his justification from the appalled British reaction to such a 'horrid act' 4 and shocked

reaction of Paris society.’

Napoleon's blatant disregard for international law created shock waves throughout Europe and new
enemies 1n its wake. None were more affected than Gustavus IV, who not only knew d'Enghien, but
was staying only a few miles from d'Enghien's residence in Ettenheim. His warnings to the duke and

attempts from 17 to 29 March to have d’Enghicen released proved equally fruitless. It was only by 28

March that Gustavus IV knew the duke was dead. The king was both infuriated and stunned by
d’Enghien’s fate, and it was only with the greatest difficulty that he was dissuaded from breaking off
diplomatic relations with France. His protests won him not only surprising support from his
ministers, but also, since it contrasted to Europe's general passivity, from the British. D'Enghien's
death began the transformation of Gustavus IV from hostile spectator to active opponent of Napoleon.
If Napoleon could murder royalty by criminal abduction with impunity then no state or individual was
safe from his power. Gustavus IV took up Napoleon's challenge with an enthusiastic fervour which

lasted with undiminished power for the next five years.®

The king's strong protests on the duke's behalf earned him Napoleon's enmity and he demanded that
Gustavus I'V be thrown out of Baden. Gustavus IV retaliated by recalling his ambassador from Paris.
In May, when Napoleon assumed his imperial title, Gustavus I'V thought the act typical of a criminal
regime that challenged every legitimate monarchy in Europe.” Napoleon was infuriated at Gustavus

IV's loud and open denunciations of his assumption of the imperial purple. He claimed he could

3 Fouché. Memoirs. 181.

4 Minto. 314-5. 10 Apr.1804.

S ESKB. V. Brinkman to Engestrom, 10 Apr.1804

6 johnson. 234-5; ESKB. V. Brinkman to Engestrom, 21 Apr.1804; Alvsjoé. Ehrenheim to
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remove Gustavus IV by 'ordering' Sweden's neighbours to divide Sweden between them.® It took

Napoleon four years to realise his boast.

Given that Gustavus IV was in Carlsruhe on the French border could not he be kidnapped the same
way as dEnghien had? Napoleon, who preferred brutal action to diplomacy, was tempted to give
Gustavus IV the martyrdom he seemed so keen to attain. But saner counsels in Paris made Napoleon
realise that the abduction of a monarch, unlike that of a refugee, would have brought the wrath of
Europe upon their heads.” Napoleon, however, did not share his advisers caution telling one of his
cronies that I regret that I followed your advice concerning the King of Sweden: you will see what the

consequences of that will be; ...in politics one should never hesitate to eliminate our enemies'. 19

Gustavus IV's ministers shared their French counterpart's task of trying to keep their hot-headed ruler
under control and prevent an open conflict with France. If Napoleon had to be challenged then this
was the 'task’ of the Great powers and not poor and 'distant' Sweden.!! However, they realised that
this would not be an easy task since the king, Ehrenheim argued, 'Located on the border of France
the king has moved Sweden there with him, and thus lost the neutrality that his [usual] residence
gives him, where events are seen from a distance, are felt with a delay and only judged after others
have judged them first, where every condemnation and utterance of ill-will can be as quickly known
in Paris as in Carlsruhe'.1? He feared the presence of the equally hot-headed and Francophobic
Armfelt would encourage Gustavus IV to pick a quarrel with Napoleon. What Ehrenheim feared was
that Britain and Russia would seduce Gustavus IV into a damaging alliance against France by fair
words of generous subsidies that would embroil Sweden in a war that would then be fought for
reasons totally alien to Sweden's 'true interests'.!> This was the first time but not the last time this
dubious expression were used by Gustavus IV's ministers to work against the king's foreign policy.

None proved more critical of the king's posturing than Lagerbjelke who blamed Gustavus IV for the

8 Schinkel. 172. Brinkman to Engestrom, 15 Sept.1804.
9 HECD. VII. 287, 302. May, June 1804; Hauterive. 5, 13, 15. Reports 16, 21, 23 July 1804, J.H.Rose,

Gustavus IV and the Formation of the Third Coalition, Revue Napoléonnie, II, (Turin, 1909), 88.

10 Schinkel. 173. )
11 Jackson. 197. 12 Apr.1804; Alvsy6. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 10 Apr.1804.

12 Alysj6. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 18 Apr.1804.
13 Alvsj6. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 1, 29 May, 5, 9, 12 June, 3, 13, 27, 29, 31 July 1804.



31

state of tension in Franco-Swedish relations. Lagerbjelke exaggerated the influence upon Gustavus IV

which he claimed French royalist émigrés supposedly had upon the king in Carlsruhe and opposed

Gustavus IV's justified precaution of reinforcing Stralsund in the face of Napoleon's growing

hostility. !4

I1. The Shadow of St.Petersburg and the British Quest for Allies.

Alexander I's Reaction to the d’Enghien Murder, Russia's European Role and Proposals for a

European Coalition against Napoleon, 1801-1805.

Lagerbjelke remained an uncritical admirer of Napoleon until the end of the war and never recognised
that Napoleonic France posed a severe threat to the established order and peace of Europe. He also
failed to recognise that the Franco-Swedish conflict stemmed more from Napoleon's violation of
Baden and killing of d'Enghien than Gustavus IV actions after these actions had taken place. These
violations provided common ground of grievance against France by both Alexander I and Gustavus IV
since the Russian Emperor shared his brother-in-law's revulsion at the violation of Baden territory and
the death of the duke. In April and May 1804 Gustavus IV urged Alexander I to declare openly his
intention to protect their common interest in the preservation of the Holy Roman Empire against
Napoleon's aggression. The Emperor did not go as far as the king wished but he did offer military aid
to defend Swedish Pomerania against the French. Gustavus IV praised Alexander I's strong protests
against Napoleon's actions, which contrasted with the cringing response from the German states,
including Austria and Prussia, which had more to lose from Napoleon's aggression than either Russia
or Sweden.!® Under Prince Czartoryski's influence, Alexander I transformed his previous admiration
for Napoleon to an ever deepening hostility, even to the extent of proposing a Russo-Prussian alhiance

against France in 1803. In April 1804 Czartoryski urged the Russian government to break all

14 TSLUB.C. Lagerbjelke to Toll, 14 Mar., 21 Apr., 16 May, 5, 13 June, 26 July 1804; ESKB. V.
Brinkman to Engestrom, 16 June 1804; Jackson. 208. 3 June 1804.; TSLUB. C. Gustavus IV to Toll,
13 June 1804; Carlsson. 128-9, 131.

15 Muscovita. 501. Lagerbjelke to Stedingk, 13, 28 Apr.1804; ibid. Ehrenheim to Stedingk, 11, 22, 25
May, 8 June 1804; ibid. Wetterstedt to Stedingk, 5, 26 June 1804; ESKB. V. Brinkman to Engestrom,
22 May, 22 June 1804; SSA. 102. Gustavus IV to Stedingk, 23 Apr.1804; Wieselgren. 90-1.
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diplomatic relations with France, whose government he denounced as a 'den of brigands'. His
ministerial colleagues agreed. Only Count Rumyantsev argued that the fate of Baden and of
dEnghien did not effect Russia's direct interests.!6 Gustavus IV's ministers would have supported
Rumyantsev's reasoning but they did not share their king's new found enthusiasm for Russia. Unlike
Gustavus IV they had apparently not forgotten the earlier Russian threat against Finland. (They did
not scem to have noticed that another outlying possession, Pomerania, was similarly threatened by
Napoleon'’s invasion of Hanover). They viewed the possible landings of Russian troops in Pomerania

as a national 'humiliation' that could trigger war with France and increase domestic discontent.!”

Britain, Gustavus I'V's would be ally, pinned its hopes upon Russia as well. While the British cabinet
appreciated Gustavus I'V's gestures of defiance against Napoleon, they questioned his basic goodwill
because of the long drawn out convoy crisis. They also realised that Sweden could not, on its own,
make up for Britain's own basic military weakness on land. Without Russian military might to back it
up, an Anglo-Swedish alliance would lack credibility, and ability to make an impact on the continent.
An Anglo-Russian alliance (despite their shared interests with Sweden) in maintaining and
strengthening the European balance of power by containing Napoleon's expansionism, remained an
elusive goal. Despite Hawkesbury's exhaustive efforts to achieve an offensive alliance with Russia
from 1802 to 1803 to contain Napoleon, the Russians left his overtures unanswered. Despite
Napoleon's aggression and numerous provocations, Russia maintained her neutrality. In May 1804,

however, a limited defensive pact was signed with Britain.1®

That same month Pitt returned to office and set about building an Anglo-Russian pact. Like Gustavus
IV Pitt preferred to act as his own foreign minister. The Russian alliance became Pitt's most
important diplomatic goal and one that he set out to achieve with his customary single-mindedness.

He used Britain's large reserves of ready cash to lure allies to her side. On 31 July Pitt offered his

16 7awadzki.. 36-60, 63-7, 70-71, 73-77, 100-6; Zawadzki. 245-6; Hartley. 58-64; 70-71; Palmer.
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potential European allies £5,000,000 to be shared between them. Austria, which would shoulder the
main military burden and the brunt of a possible French counter-offensive, was to have the lion share
or half of the subsidies, some £2-2,500,000. Russia's share was £1,000,000, Prussia's £1,000,000,
leaving £400-500,000 for Naples and Sweden to share. Czartoryski, Russia's new foreign minister,
was not impressed with the British offer. But Russia's bargaining position had worsened considerably
during the summer when Napoleon took offence at Russian demands that he evacuate Italy and
Germany. In September 1804 Russia broke off diplomatic relations with Napoleon, who remained
ummpressed as long as Austria remained uncommitted to the allies.!® Napoleon concluded therefore
with his customary arrogant self-confidence that his enemies were isolated and that 'that madman, the

King of Sweden, is the only one who is really in understanding with England against me' 20

Napoleon's claim was almost accurate for once since the alliance, even with Russia's support, would
remain impotent as long as the Germanic great powers remained outside the allied camp. To reach
the French, the Russian army needed access to France through either Prussia or Austria and neither
scemed keen to grapple with Napoleon. Of the two powers Austria seemed the more likely to join the
allied cause. The Austrians, like the Prussians, were sharply divided about the correct foreign policy
to pursue. The so-called neutralist party wanted a postponement of the inevitable showdown with
Napoleon until such a time the Austrian army had recovered from the trauma of the last coalition and
the allied powers were more united and stronger. The war party shared the ultimate aim of the
neutralists but its supporters believed that Austrian neutrality could be exploited by Napoleon to

extend his power and undermine Austria's security yet further?!

If procrastination and political confusion characterised Austrian policies then 1t was even more
characteristic of the muddle that reigned in Berlin. Prussia had suffered less at the hands of France
than Austria, and in Berlin a French alliance was a realistic option in return for territorial expansion.

Vet with Russia and Austria bordering her while the French had made an unwelcome appearance in

19 Fremont. 58, 63, 65-70.

20 Fouché. Memoirs. 198.
21 Fremont. 95-97, 101; Malmesbury. 311-314. 20 May 1803.; Schroeder. 234-235, 251-252, 259.;
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34

Hanover, Prussia's foreign policy choices were far from clear. Both Napoleon and the allies could
puniush Prussia severely if she made the wrong choice. So her timid ministers, reminiscent of their

Swedish colleagues both in lack of spirit and clear policies, opted for neutrality, inactivity and a 'wait

and see’ approach. This supposedly safe option carried the risk of alienating both sides and in fact

both the British and Napoleon had little but contempt|Prussia. On their part the Prussians were

sceptical about the British, fearful of Russia and hostile to Austria. The Prusso-Austrian conflict was

the key to much of Napoleon's runaway success up to 1813 when the two German powers joined, at

last, the Anglo-Russian-Swedish coalition simultaneously.22

III. The Dresden Dialogue.

The First Anglo-Swedish Negotiations, March-October 1804,

Once the Anglo-Russian defence alliance had been signed, Britain could turn its eyes to Gustavus IV
who had earned their admiration for his courageous stand against Napoleon over d'Enghien's brutal
death. In July 1804 Harrowby appointed the twenty-four year old Henry Pierrepoint, as British envoy
to Sweden with instructions to seek out and to propose to Gustavus IV a far-reaching Anglo-Swedish
alliance.23 Pierrepoint caught up with the perambulating king (who was returning from Baden) in
Dresden, the Saxon capital. Pierrepoint conveyed his government and people's fulsome admiration
for Gustavus I'V's courageous stand against Napoleon. Gustavus IV, in return, proposed an Anglo-
Swedish alliance (as he had two years earlier) as the foundation for a European wide coalition against
Napoleon. Pierrepoint pointed out that Gustavus IV's plans coincided with Britain's intentions.
Hence these tentative and preliminary talks had established a vital platform on which to build the
Anglo-Swedish alliance. The only problems, which were to haunt the entire life span of the alhance,

were differences of opinion between the king and British, over his high demands for subsidies and his

22 Fremont. 123-124, 126; Jackson. 137. 30 Apr.1803.; Simms. 101-114; Schroeder. 234-236, 256.
23 pAP. Harrowby to Jackson, 24 July 1804; FO 334/9. ff. 395-397. Harrowby to Pierrepoint, 29 June
1804: FO 73/32. Pierrepoint to Harrowby, 3 Aug. 1804.
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| the
Insistence that the restoration of,Bourbons was to be an allied war aim. The British feared that the

latter demand would undermine the appeal of the alliance.24

The king's growing enthusiasm for a confrontation with Napoleon and understanding with the British
did not have the support of his ministers, least of all Lagerbjelke, who claimed that 'I fear the worst
consequences. It 1s not given to all the supreme confidence to sec war against a tenfold enemy with
prospects of victory and glory. A victory in itself would be a misfortune for a country in Sweden's
position since it will cost both in blood and silver'.?> Lagerbjelke called Britain and Russia
untrustworthy and selfish.%® In Stockholm (Ehrenheim, whose only interest in the talks with
Pierrepoint was to find out what subsidies Britain was willing to offer) supported his colleagues
strenuous cfforts to prevent the creation of an Anglo-Swedish alliance. Lagerbjelke collaborated with
the Swedish chargé d'affaires in Berlin, Brinkman, to delay communications between Gustavus IV

and Pierrepoint, to prevent them causing 'mischief' 27

Such sabotage had to be undertaken so discreetly that it would not arouse the suspicions of the volatile
king. There is no doubting that Brinkman opposed an alliance with Britain, as he wrote to Engestrom
in mid-August, that 'In strictest confidence. We are in the deepest of negotiations with England.

They offer everything we could wish for - or possibly should not' 2% In Berlin, George Jackson,
younger diplomat brother of the British envoy Francis Jackson, distrusted Brinkman as 'an
unrepentant Jacobin'. Jackson extended that distrust and dislike with good reason, to most of the

Swedish diplomatic corp. 'It is one of the ... extraordinary circumstances of the King of Sweden's

24 FO 73/33. Pierrepoint to Harrowby 13, 23 Jan 1805; ibid. Pierrepoint to Mulgrave, 21 Feb,, 11, 20
Mar.1805: PAP (Add. MSS 48 399). f. 103, Wynn to Paget, 24 March 1805 ; HECD VII. 342-345.
Feb. 1805.: Muscovita. 501. Wetterstedt to Stedingk, 21 Aug. 1804 .; ibid. Gustavus IV to Stedingk,
21 Aug. 1804., ibid. Ehrenheim to Stedingk, 11 Sept., 5 Oct.1804.; Anglica 486. Ehrenheim to
Silverhjelm 6, 13 Sept. 1804, 6 Oct. 1804; Muscovita 502. Ehrenheim to Stedingk, 10 Apr. 1805; FO
73/33. Pierrepoint to Mulgrave, 7, 15 Feb. 1805.; FO 334/11. Pierrepoint to Jackson 25 Jan 1805.;
Alvsjo XIII. Lagerbjelke to Ehrenheim, 3, 16 Oct. 1804.; Alvsj6 XII. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 26

Oct., 2 Nov., 15, 19 Dec. 1304.

25 Wieselgren. 76.

26 Wieselgren. 78.
27 Anglica. 484. Ehrenheim to Silverhjelm, 20 Aug. 1804.

28 ESKB. VIL: ff. 75-76. Brinkman to Engestrém, 14 Aug.1804.
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situation’, noted Jackson, 'that most of His ministers in foreign courts are advocates for that cause

which their Sovereign appears to have in abhorrence' 2%

No one supported Lagerbjelke's diplomatic sabotage campaign as diligently as Silverhjelm3¢ He
realised, however, it had to be done so subtly that it did not arouse Gustavus IV's suspicions. In fact
Silverhjelm put Gustavus I'V's own proposals and demands to good use'. He hoped, no doubt, to
wreck the negotiations by presenting them to Harrowby in such a strident tone that the British would
break off the talks. When he met Harrowby on 20 August Silverhjelm therefore claimed that
Gustavus IV insisted upon retaining command of the Swedish troops if they became part of an allied
contingent and the restoration of the Bourbons. Silverhjelm knew these demands were unacceptable
and that Harrowby would take offence at Silverhjelm's arrogant tone. He also presented his personal
view, that Sweden had nothing to gain by making war on France, as the established view of Gustavus
IV and his government. It was not, of course, and Harrowby knew that from Pierrepoint's talks with
Gustavus IV at Dresden. Gustavus IV had both a personal and political conflict with France and
Sweden could gain security for itself and its exposed province of Pomerania by contributing to the
defeat of Napoleon. Silverhjelm's claims were therefore exposed as the Francophile lies that they

were. Silverhjelm tried also to poison Gustavus IV's mind against the British by claiming equally

falsely that they were unreliable allies that only wanted control over Swedish troops and would make

peace with France when it suited them without reference to Sweden's interests.?!

This last falsehood was to be repeated by Swedish ministers regularly hereafter. It is also remarkable

that Silverhjelm who had been in London for three years could believe this claim himself as he must
have observed the resolution of the new Pittite administration to fight on and not negotiate with
Napoleon. Harrowby lost all confidence in Silverhjelm and denounced his sabotage to Pierrepoint.
He wanted Silverhjelm replaced as quickly as possible with a trustworthy diplomat, who not only

agreed with king's policies, but was also in the king's confidence. To the horror of Harrowby and

29 Jackson. 236-237. 25 Sept.1804.

30 Fremont. 158-159.
31 O 73/32. Harrwoby to Pierrepoint, 20 Aug.1804; Anglica. 480. Silverhjelm to Gustavus IV, 21,

28 Aug., 20 Nov.1804.; Muscovita. 501. Ehrenheim to Stedingk, 18, 28 Sept.1804.
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Pierrepoint, Gustavus IV chose to retain Silverhjelm, the very man who (besides Lagerbjelke) was

doing his utmost to undermine his policies. Not for the first or last time Gustavus IV was badly

advised by his unreliable ministers who rallied around to defend one of their own.32

IV. Building and Burning Diplomatic Bridges.

The Franco Swedish Cold War, the Dispute with Prussia and the Deepening European Crisis,

October 1804-April 1805.

While Anglo-Swedish relations improved dramatically during the summer of 1804 those with France
deteriorated sharply. Napoleon, infuriated by Gustavus IV's defiance, retaliated the only way he could
when his enemy was out of reach: by insults and threats. In late August his newspaper mouthpiece

the Moniteur published an article that insulted Gustavus IV and sought to divide him from his
people's loyalty. The king responded in kind, first by breaking off all diplomatic relations with

France, and then, on 25 September, by mobilising Pomerania's defences.33

A month later followed yet another incident that led to further deterioration in Franco-Swedish
relations. The most important one was part of Napoleon's shadowy secret war against British
intelligence. Suspecting Sir George Rumbold, the British chargé d'affaires in Hamburg, of being head
of British intelligence in north Germany, 240 French dragoons crossed the border from occupied
Hanover to Hamburg and seized the diplomat. Marshal Bernadotte, the commander of the French
occupation army in Hanover (whom we shall meet again) assured the terrified diplomat that he would
not be harmed. In fact he was imprisoned in Paris until Prussia intervened to secure his release. His
d'Enghien style abduction was not only a major blow to Prussia's declining prestige since it made a
mockery of her self-proclaimed role as ‘protector’ of north Germany's neutrality but it also made clear
to Sweden and Denmark that their German provinces were not safe from the French. Napoleon's

violation of yet another harmless German state not only undermined the security of the German states

e

32 Muscovita. 501. Ehrenheim to Stedingk, 24 Oct., 8 Nov.1804.
33 Qtafsundsarkivet. XI. Gustavus IV to Fersen, 25 Sept. 1804.; Jackson 239-240, 23 Oct. 1804 .;

Anglica 486. Ehrenheim to Silverhjelm, 11, 27 Sept. 1804.; FO 73/33. Pierrepoint to Harrowby, 3
Jan 1805.
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(including Pomerania) but also threatened Sweden's international finances which were transacted

through Hamburg. Thus the Rumbold affair escalated the Franco-Swedish cold war further 34

But Napoleon's actions was not the only one to escalate the Franco-Swedish conflict since Gustavus
IV chose to invite the exiled French Bourbon King, Louis XVIIL to Calmar in southern Sweden, in

October. Louis XVIII who had been a friend of Gustavus ITI was given a warm welcome by Fersen,

standing in for the absent king, and the Calmar populace. Gustavus IV was determined to further the
Bourbon cause by extending his full support to Louis XVIII. The Swedish ministers believed that

Louis XVIII's visit was part of a Anglo-Russian plot to embroil Sweden in a war with France.3?

These suspicions were unfounded since it was Gustavus IV who invited Louis XVIII to Calmar and
there was no need for any elaborate schemes to escalate the Franco-Swedish conflict. Nor was it fair
to blame that conflict on Gustavus I'V's 'war mongering' since it was Napoleon that was the main
culprit behind it. Ehrenheim and his fellow ministers were equally mistaken in blaming general
Armfelt for the king's bellicosity against Bonaparte. They were blinded by Armfelt's violent temper,
Francophobia, loud denunciations of Napoleon's and other similarities with Gustavus IV, to Armfelt's
general ambiguity. He proved a willing collaborator at Carlsruhe with Lagerbjelke to prevent a
conflict with France, he shared the other ministers suspicions of Britain and he believed Gustavus 1V,
the 'Swedish Leonidas' (as Armfelt called him) cut a ridiculous figure on the European political stage
with his posturing. Pierrepoint, often a shrewd judge of character, found that Armfelt's true character,

behind the facade of bluff bonhomie, was one of egotistic vanity, conceit and ambition.3

Outside Sweden and France the king's loudest critics and denouncers of his 'Quixotism', as they put it,
were to be found, to no one's surprise, in Berlin. The Prussian ministers feared that Gustavus IV's

open defiance of Napoleon would not only jeopardise their north German neutrality zone but could

34 palmer 122; PAP Vol. MSS 48,399. ff.72-74. Jackson to Paget 27, 28 Oct., 15 Nov. 1804.; ibid.
f 101. Wynn to Paget 31 Oct. 1804; Foucheé. Memoirs. 192-193.; Anglica. 480. Silverhjelm to
Gustavus IV, 20 Nov. 1804; FO 334/11. Pierrepoint to Jackson, 6, 30 Nov. 1804. RA. Germamca.
678. Palin to Gustavus IV, 4 Nov., 26 Dec. 1804; Tegnér. 43, 45-46.; Simms 159-168.

35 tafsundsarkivet. XI. Gustavus IV to Fersen, 25 Sept., 3, 29 Oct., 19 Dec.1804; HECD. VIL. 315.
Sept. 1804; Alvsjé. XIII. Ehrenheim to Lagerbjelke, 5, 9, 16 Oct.1804. See SUPH. II1. 1. 92.

36 Tegnér. 45-46, 155.; Bonsdorff 165; Tegnér. Engestrém. 79; Ramel 246-247.
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also lead to a continental war which would only serve Britain's selfish interests.3” Prussia's short-
sightedness paralleled that of Swedish ministers. Unlike Sweden, where the king's strident will
overrode his ministers' caution, the Prussian king, Frederick Wilhelm 111, did not have the willpower
do the same with his ministers. Prussia's ministers took a high tone with smaller powers, including

Sweden, which earned them the enmity of most Swedes. Gustavus IV tried, in September, to placate
Prussia but he instructed Armfelt (his less than diplomatic envoy) to ignore the Prussian government
and deal directly with the Prussian king which only made matters worse. The Prussian government,
terrified at the prospect of war on the continent in general and in north Germany in particular,
protested strongly against Gustavus IV's mobilisation of Pomerania's defences. They claimed that
Pomerania would be given sufficient protection by Prussia's north German neutrality zone. The
blatant invalidity of that exaggerated claim was burst like a balloon by the Rumbold incident, proving
once and for all that Pomerania's defences really needed to be strengthened. Jackson mused what
Europe would be like with Gustavus IV as king of Prussia since he believed Gustavus IV would put
the powerful Prussian army to good use against Napoleon. In fact with his bellicose Francophobia
Gustavus IV was more in tune with Prussian popular sentiments than Frederick Wilhelm III, who

would have been a more suitable ruler of the cautious Swedes.38

Sweden's conflict with Prussia was to rumble on for years and served to undermine the allied
coalition. It was, however, the conflict with France (not Prussia) which was the major cause of
concern to Gustavus IV. He was especially worried about the security of Pomerania which was the

only part of Sweden that was exposed to a direct French attack from Hanover. The Swedes realised

that Pomerania could not be defended properly without Russian support. In October Alexander I
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