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THE FOREIGN POLICY OF KLEMENS VON METTERNICH
IN THE WORKS OF V. K. NADLER (1840-1894)

The foreign policy activities of Klemens von Metternich, the main organizer of the Congress
of Vienna, the true architect of the post-Napoleonic international order, and minister
of foreign affairs and chancellor of the Austrian Empire, attracted the attention of many
researchers, especially on the eve of his 250th birthday anniversary. The first monograph
in Russian imperial historiography entirely devoted to Metternich's diplomacy was authored
by the Kharkiv University professor V. K. Nadler (1840—1894); but this aspect of Nadler’s
scholarship is largely unknown today. The purpose of this article is to comprehensively
analyze Nadler's works dealing with Klemens von Metternich's diplomatic legacy
and its significance for the further development of the post-Napoleonic international order.
The author employs the methods of historical and comparative analysis, systematization
and generalization, and retrospective analysis. The article shows that, in addition

to the specialized study on Metternich and the European Reaction (1882), Nadler partially

Ak yurtyBaTtu: Lyman, S. The foreign policy of Klemens von Metternich in the works of V. K. Nadler
(1840-1894). BicHuk XapKigcbko2o HayioHanbHO20 yHisepcumemy imeHi B. H. Kapa3siHa. Cepis
«lcmopis», Bun. 63, 2023, c. 75-96. DOI: https://www.doi.org/10.26565/2220-7929-2023-63-04

How to cite: Lyman, S. The foreign policy of Klemens von Metternich in the works of V. K. Nadler
(1840-1894). The Journal of V. N. Karazin Kharkiv National University. Series: History, no. 63,
2023, pp. 75-96. DOI: https://www.doi.org/10.26565/2220-7929-2023-63-04

© Lyman S., 2023
[©2® This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.



76 ISSN 2220-7929 BicHuk XHY imeHi B. H. KapasiHa. Cepisa «lcmopia», sun. 63, 2023

devoted the multi-volume monograph Emperor Alexander I and the Idea of the Holy Alliance
to the analysis of the foreign policy of the Austrian Empire in the first years of the Vienna
System of international relations. Nadler tried to avoid exaggerating the role of the individual
in history, in the best progressive tradition of the historiography of his day. However,
to denote the new international order, Nadler usually used the name «Metternich's political
systemy, thus stressing the crucial importance of the Austrian minister as the organizer of the
Congress of Vienna, the guarantor of the implementation of its decisions, and the driving
force behind the fight against any dissent in European countries. According to Nadler, while
the Vienna international order initially developed precisely in the reactionary direction
mapped out by Metternich, the Greek Revolution and the Adrianople Peace Treaty of 1829,

which confirmed the autonomy of Greece, struck a real blow to the «Metternich systemy.

Keywords: Klemens von Metternich, V. K. Nadler, international relations, foreign
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Statement of the problem

May 15,2023 will mark the 250th anniversary of the birth of the prominent
political figure, minister of foreign affairs and chancellor of the Austrian
Empire Klemens von Metternich (1773-1859). The main organizer
of the Congress of Vienna and the true architect of the post-Napoleonic
international order, which persisted under the name of the Vienna System
of international relations for nearly a century (1815-1914), Metternich went
down in history as a consistent supporter of legitimism, conservatism,
and absolutism and the enemy of liberal tendencies, particularly revolutions.
For almost forty years (1809—1848), he managed Austrian foreign affairs.
In many respects, the new international order proved strong and resilient
thanks to his efforts. It was a period of «relative peace» (Ghervas 2014), and
the more harmonious interstate relations of the Vienna system allow us to use
the term «European concert» (Black 2010, 5). The Congress of Vienna itself
is seen as a «prototype of a united Europe» (Tsivatyi 2016, 167) by some
modern researchers and as the main event in the history of diplomacy, which
transformed diplomatic practice from bilateral to multilateral (Marleku,
Emini 2016).

Metternich’s upcoming 250th anniversary will certainly provoke
the appearance of a large number of anniversary-related publications devoted
to his diplomatic pursuits. It should be remembered, however, that various
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aspects of his work and legacy already became the subject of fundamental
research by 19th-century historians — contemporaries of the Vienna
international order who witnessed first-hand its systemic weaknesses
and strengths. Vasyl Karlovych Nadler (1840—1894), professor of the Imperial
Kharkiv University, published the first monograph in Russian imperial
historiography entirely devoted to the analysis of Metternich's diplomatic
work. In addition to his book on Metternich and the European Reaction,
he also authored a five-volume study of Emperor Alexander I and the Idea
of the Holy Alliance, in which he paid considerable attention to the analysis
of the activities of the head of the Austrian diplomatic corps. However,
Nadler’s contribution to the study of the foreign policy of the Austrian Empire
under the leadership of Klemens von Metternich has been neglected by both
domestic and foreign researchers.

Analysis of recent research and publications

V. K. Nadler is known as a multifaceted researcher and brilliant lecturer
(Lyman 1999; Kaplin 2003), a skilled administrator (Honcharuk, Novikova
2005), representative of advanced positivist historiosophy (Bohdashyna
2013, 294), and historian of the Western European, Slavic, and Arab Middle
Ages (Kopylov 2005, 245-247, 280; Lyman 2009, 236-239, 251-254, 575).
Nadler’s student V. P. Buzeskul, in his sweeping work General History
and Its Representatives in Russia (Buzeskul 1929, 125-129), particularly noted
the diversity of his mentor’s research interests. However, neither he nor any later
student of the scholar’s wide-ranging legacy dwelled in any depth on Nadler’s
investigations of Metternich's diplomatic activity, sometimes briefly stating
that «his book for the general reader Metternich and the European Reaction
gained the most popularity» (Kozlitin and others 1991, 94), even though
the book in question was in fact a specialized academic study. It was not
subject to similar criticism' as Alexander I and the Idea of the Holy Alliance?,

' For example, O. E. Budnikova in her dissertation notes disagreements between
V.K.Nadler, who viewed the personal and professional qualities of K. Metternich negatively,
and A. D. Gradovsky, who considered the Austrian a gifted diplomat (Budnikova 2007, 15).
A. D. Gradovsky published his work «The Mettarnich System» (1883) a year later than
the publication of V. K. Nadler (Gradovskiy 1899).

2 Since the end of the 19th century, there has been a not entirely objective historiographical
tradition of attributing «tendentiousness» to the work «Alexander I and the Idea of the Holy
Alliance». However the famous historian P. M. Milyukov in his review criticized
V. K. Nadler mainly for depicting not so much the activities of Metternich as the events
of the Patriotic War of 1812 (P. M. (Milyukov) 1887, 150).
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even though it was dedicated not to a ruler of the Russian Empire, but to the
most famous foreign diplomat. Unfortunately, neither is Metternich and the
European Reaction well known abroad. For example, E. E. Kraehe, a student
of Metternich’s diplomacy, wrote, listing 19th-century experts on the subject:
“Promising beginning of the study of Metternich was laid at the end of the
19th century, when European archives of that period were opened. This made
it possible for such impartial scholars as Adolf Beyer, Eduard Wertheimer,
August Fournier, Wilhelm Oncken, and Fedor von Demelitsch to produce
monographs and publish documents that remain the basis of research on this
topic to this day” (Kreye 2002). Our article will show that Nadler’s name
should also be on this list.

Considering the above, the purpose of our study is to comprehensively
analyze Nadler’s scholarly works devoted to Klemens von Metternich’s
diplomatic pursuits and their significance for the further development
of the post-Napoleonic international order.

V. K. Nadler and his scholarship

A descendant of German immigrants, Vasyl Karlovych Nadler was
born in 1840 in Kharkiv, in the family of a provisor who ran a pharmacy
(Vyazigin 1908, 282). Certainly, the milieu of Kharkiv significantly
influenced the national reflexes and beliefs of the local Germans. Given this,
there is nothing peculiar in the fact that Vasyl Karlovych was an Orthodox
Russian speaker and a consistent conservative.

As a child, the future scholar was brought up in the private boarding
school of Tsobel. In 1857, he chose the Faculty of History and Philology
of Kharkiv University for his studies (Mitryaev 1979, 247). The circle of his
research interests was formed under the influence of his famous teacher,
professor of the Department of General History M. N. Petrov (1826—1887).
That was when their long-term cooperation began. Another university
mentor and patron of Nadler was the renowned Slavist P. A. Lavrovsky.
Under the influence of the latter, Vasyl Karlovych prepared a mandatory
candidate essay «The Serbian People and Their Fate under the Rule
of the Turks before the Beginning of the National Movement in the First Years
of 19th Century» (1862) (Mitryaev 1979, 247). However, the young graduate
of Kharkiv University did not continue with this research topic.
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His subsequent scholarly interests were mainly related to the past
of Central European states. After graduating from university in 1862, Nadler
was retained at the Department of General History, preparing to receive
a professorship (DAOO, ark. 65zv-65). He worked on his master's thesis
«The Causes and First Expressions of Opposition to Catholicism in Czechia
and Western Europe at the End of the 14th and Beginning of the 15th Century»
for 2 years. The defense took place in 1864 at St. Petersburg University. Nadler
could now get the position of associate professor at Kharkiv University’s
Department of General History. He remained the university's leading
medievalist for a quarter of a century. In 1867, he defended his doctoral
thesis, «Adalbert of Bremen — the Ruler of Germany in the Younger Years
of Henry I'V». In the following year, 1868, he became extraordinary, a year
later — ordinary, and in 1890 — honored professor (DAOO, ark. 65zv-66,
71zv-72).

Nadler also showed himself a skilled administrator. From 1869 to 1875,
he was the secretary, and from 1875 to 1891 — dean of the Faculty of History
and Philology of Kharkiv University, and in 1877 he became the first
chairman of the Kharkiv Historical and Philological Society (Protokol
1878, 100; Prilozheniya 1878, I1). Nadler also headed the Faculty of History
and Philology at the Imperial Novorossiya (Odesa) University, where
he transferred in 1891. In 1893, he served as rector of this university (DAOO,
ark. 71zv -73zv).

The trust given to him by the authorities was mutual. A consistent
representative of the conservative wing of the academic intelligentsia
in the Russian Empire, after the assassination of the Tsar in 1881 Nadler further
intensified his criticism of constitutionalism. He described his compatriots’
desire for constitutional rule as «deceptive and harmful illusions» that would
notbring them any closer to freedom. “Freedom is necessary for everybody, but
real freedom, not paper-constitutional freedom”, said Nadler. “It is necessary
for free institutions to be created by the historical life of the people, so that
they grow on people's soil, as they grew in England” (Nadler 1882, IX, XI).

Nadler was a brilliant lecturer. Those who heard him observed that he had
«a wonderful memory and a rare gift of expression», «never wrote down his

lectures and only delivered them by heart», and «was a complete master of his
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materialy» (Buzeskul 1894; Buzeskul 1927, 2-3). In the words of one memoirist,
«writing in “Nadler style” was a cherished dream of many» (Vyazigin 1894).

Nadler taught courses on various chapters of world history. While
the history of the Middle Ages and its individual periods remained the main
subject of his teaching, he also taught Roman, Russian, and modern history
over the years (Obozreniya 1871, 3; Obozreniya 1880, 5; Vyazigin 1908,
284). This tendency persisted after his transfer to the Imperial Novorossiya
University; here Nadler primarily taught the history of the Middle Ages,
modern history, and recent history (19th century) (Honcharuk 2005, 368-369).

The broad geography of Nadler's lectures (Western Europe, Russia,
Byzantium, the East) fully reflected his overall approach to history. Even
at the dawn of his scholarly and pedagogical career, Nadler sharply criticized
foreign and domestic scholars for limiting their attention to the history
of Western European nations. Among other weaknesses of contemporary
historiography, he identified the complete dominance of political history,
weak coverage of the phenomena of social life, and neglect of the economy,
trade, and material existence (Nadler 1864, 14-15). Despite this, international
relations were one of his favorite research subjects.

While in the 1860s Nadler's research interests were mainly concerned with
various aspects of the Middle Ages, from the 1880s on the scholar focused
on the international relations of the first quarter of the 19th century. We see
it as Nadler's response to the pressing events in contemporary Europe, where
the Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy was already
being created before the eyes of those who still nurtured hope for the viability
of the Union of the Three Emperors, and France and the Russian Empire,
in order to preserve the political balance of the Vienna system, took
steps to meet each other half-way. The origins of this Viennese system
and the role in its creation of individual personalities, in particular Klemens
von Metternich, could not help but interest Nadler, who, as already noted
above, taught 19th-century history alongside that of the Middle Ages.

Metternich's diplomatic activity was studied by Nadler in two of his
monographs. One of them is Metternich and the European Reaction (1882),
and the other is Emperor Alexander I and the Idea of the Holy Alliance,
five volumes of which were published from 1886 to 1892. The Kharkiv
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researcher used a broad range of written sources — first and foremost,
texts of international agreements, diplomatic correspondence, and memoirs
of prominent statesmen, particularly Metternich himself (Memoires 1881).

The recognition of the pan-European significance of Metternich's
diplomatic work is evident in how Nadler chose to call the international
order that had taken shape as a result of the Congress of Vienna in 1814—
1815. The Kharkiv researcher did not use the name «Vienna Systemy,
under which it is known to modern researchers. In some cases, he referred
to it as «the system of stabilismy», in others — the «immovable» system,
or the «Austriany system, but most often — «the Metternich political system»
(Nadler 1882, XIII, X1V, XV, 40, 70, 135, 151, 169, 208). Thus, the special
role played in its creation by the main organizer of the Congress of Vienna
was emphasized. The term «Metternich system» is also familiar to modern
scholarship®; but, for instance, O. E. Budnikova takes it to mean the political
principles of Metternich, as the main ideologist of the policy of conservatism,
rather than the international order of the era (Budnikova 2007, 21).

In his two fundamental monographs, Nadler characterized Metternich
in conflicting ways. On the one hand, the Kharkiv researcher recognized
the Austrian diplomat as an «outstanding» statesman and the long-term
leader of the European reaction (Nadler 1882, 6). On the other, and contrary
to the historiographical tradition, which emphasizes Metternich's extremely
important role at the Congress of Vienna, Nadler gave him a critical, almost
contemptuous description: «attributing to himself successes and results
achieved by others», Metternich «was only a liar and a braggart»; he behaved
with «extreme frivolity», showed «meanness», «engaged in serious matters
only in passing and episodically», and was never even a German patriot
(Nadler 1892, 365, 420, 602, 641).

Nadler contrasted this unprincipled figure with the Russian emperor
Alexander I, who was depicted as a «generous liberator of Europey, a talented
politician and administrator, full of the spirit of «true Christian love
and impartial pacifismy, and a sovereign who in his Manifesto of August 30,
1814 on the occasion of the victory over Napoleon demonstrated that in his

3 For example, E. P. Kudryavtseva admits that the Vienna system of international relations
is often called the «Metternich system» in historiography (Kudryavtseva 2019, 47).
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soul, «along with religious and mystical excitement, [there] reigned a liberal
course of thought» (Nadler 1892, 355, 356, 457).

Nadler’s high estimation of the policies (including foreign) of Alexander
1 did not prevent the scholar from admitting that the French minister Charles
Talleyrand played the «first role» at the Vienna Congress: «The deep
enmity that prevailed between the allies, inexperience and ineptitude
of most of the representatives of the great powers gave him the opportunity
to immediately take the position of the highest prominence in Vienna»
(Nadler 1892, 364-365, 402). This thesis has been fully confirmed by modern
scholarship (Hizhnyak 2011, 97).

However, Nadler belonged to those scholars who did not exaggerate
the role of the individual in history. He rejected the idea that «nations are
toys of the greats of this world» (Nadler 1882, 5). That is why Nadler believed
that it was neither Metternich nor any other figure, but rather the «general
mood» that permeated society at that time, that was the source of «the new
powerful current that carried the entire European society at the end of the war
for liberation» (Nadler 1882, 6). Nadler did not use the term «public opinion»,
but believed that the most influential politicians, contemporaries of the Vienna
system’s creation, in many ways served as conduits of this European public
opinion, which expected «a program of new and better times from them,
which was supposed to put an end to the terrible era of hatred and blood
forever» (Nadler 1882, 7). According to Nadler’s research logic, the initiator
of the Holy Alliance Alexander I also expressed the opinions of a certain part
of European society.

It was in these historical conditions that Metternich became «the head
of the new political system», although the Austrian minister, according
to Nadler, «was not a blind supporter of the old pre-revolutionary principles,
but rather a pupil of the Napoleonic era» (Nadler 1882, 9,10). From this
Napoleonic era, according to the Kharkiv researcher, Metternich took «that
deep contempt for nations and their aspirations, that hatred for ideology, that
disrespect for the historical rights of nations, institutions, and individuals,
which distinguished him all his lifey; that is why Nadler saw the widespread
scholarly view that the Vienna System of international relations was supposed
to restore the rights of European dynasties and the old pre-revolutionary order
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as «absolutely groundless» (Nadler 1882, 9, 12). Even though the Congress
of Vienna did restore many states and dynasties (Akt Venskogo kongressa
1830, 144-148), overall the «respect for the historical rights of sovereigns,
states, and nations was not discussed in Vienna» (Nadler 1882, 12).

To back his thesis, the Kharkiv researcher outlined a full picture
of the significant territorial changes following the decisions of the Vienna
Congress (Nadler 1892, 368, 476-477): Italy was again fragmented after
ashort period of unification under Napoleon, and «the old law and the interests
of the population» in Germany were trampled «even more decisively and more
impudently» (Nadler 1882, 13). As an ethnic German himself, Nadler wrote
with bitterness about the creation of the German Union based on the decisions
of the Congress of Vienna (Akt Venskogo kongressa 1830, 161): «Instead
of restoring the empire in a renewed form, Germany was transformed into
an ugly union of 36 large and small states, a union devoid of any meaning
and power» (Nadler 1882, 13). These and many other changes were cited
to support the scholar’s opinion that, although the Viennese «Metternich
system» was supposed to establish «the balance of power in Europe on a firm
basis» and guarantee it forever «against the new conquering aspirations
of France», in general the Congress of Vienna adhered to this goal «purely
outwardly», violated «natural interests and sacred rights», «carved countries
up at its own discretion, tore nationalities apart, combined the incompatible
and separated what was connected by nature itself» (Nadler 1882, 12-13). This
critical assessment of European scholarship’s established view of the outcome
ofthe Congress of Viennaand the significance of the new system of international
relations was complemented by a skillfully drawn picture of internal reaction
in each European country, which served Metternich’s vision. Strict censorship
in the Austrian Empire and Vienna’s de facto police supervision over
Germany and a large part of Europe were supposed to forestall the emergence
of a new culture of free thought and revolution. H. G. Insarov (Rakovsky),
the author of the second book in the Russian imperial historiography entirely
devoted to Metternich’s activities, would later describe these developments
and Metternich’s role in them in a similar way (Insarov 1905).

Nadler did not deny that a period of reaction followed the Napoleonic
catastrophe in Europe, but he considered the widespread scholarly view
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that the monarchs of the anti-Napoleonic coalition, with their ministers
and entourage, were the initiators of this reaction to be a «legend», not historical
truth (Nadler 1882, 4). The idea of widespread post-Napoleonic reaction
in Europe is somewhat inconsistent with the arguments of some modern
authors that «despite the prevailing conservatism of the political elite involved
in the formation of the Vienna system of international relations, the latter
did not become a restraining factor for the liberal tendencies that were gaining
momentum in Europe at the stage of bourgeois transformations... meeting
the civilizational needs of the development of European countries» (Dudko
2013, 47-48).

An experienced researcher, Nadler thoroughly elucidated the interests
of the victorious states at the Vienna Congress and revealed the essence
of their contradictions. He believed that despite all such contradictions
and Metternich’s intrigues, Emperor Alexander I «continued to believe
in the possibility of the future existence of a great European coalitiony,
because «he was full of high noble feelings himself, so he assumed these
feelings in others» (Nadler 1892, 381). Nadler’s entire work is replete with
similar statements, contrasting the plans of Alexander I with intentions
of diplomats from other countries, particularly Metternich: according
to the scholar, the emperor «came to the congress with the highest and most
noble goals»; «the interests of European peace and the welfare of peoples
came first for him» (Nadler 1892, 399).

Nadler saw the change in the relations between Talleyrand and Metternich
as one of the main outcomes of the Congress of Vienna. Metternich began
the congress as an opponent of Talleyrand, but gradually they reached
an agreement on the important Polish-Saxon question. According to Nadler,
as a result of the agreement between the two ministers, irreversible
developments took place during the congress: «While before it had been
possible to speak of the allies as opposed to France; now it became obvious
that the erstwhile great coalition had completely disintegrated» (Nadler
1892, 418). Austria, England, and the defeated France came together in sharp
diplomatic opposition to the plans of the Russian Empire and Prussia. In recent
scholarship, stressing the deep geopolitical, socio-economic, and even
confessional contradictions that divided the congress participants has become
commonplace (Hizhnyak 2011, 94; Dudko 2013, 46).
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The Holy Alliance, created at the initiative of Alexander I to support
the «Metternich system», was considered by Nadler a completely natural
phenomenon in the historical conditions in which it emerged and operated.
It had an important practical significance for Europe (Nadler 1892, 642-
643). The fact that the Vienna system of international relations is most often
identified in historiography with the system of the Holy Alliance is also
pointed out by modern researchers (Dodolev 2000, 34; Kudryavtseva 2019,
40).

Nadler attempted to solve important questions in his work, such
as when exactly and under whose influence the idea of the Holy Union
was conceived by Alexander I and what was Metternich’s attitude towards
it. According to the Kharkiv scholar, the emperor «came to his ideas
completely independently», and the idea of such a union took final shape
in Vienna and was voiced officially at the end of 1814 (Nadler 1892, 468-469).
Alexander’s message to the rulers of Austria, Prussia, and England dated
December 31, 1814, aimed to «strengthen mutual relations between statesy»
and «complete the work of internal pacificationy, since the emperor «supposed
that international relations, like the internal policy of states, should be
governed by the same principles of evangelical love and brotherhood» (Nadler
1892, 458). A modern American researcher from Harvard, S. Ghervas,
interprets Alexander I’s position in a similar way, noting that «the Russian
view on peace in Europe proved by far the most elaboratey», and «it is thus
ironic that the “religious” treaty of the Holy Alliance liberated European
politics from ecclesiastical influence, making it a founding act of the secular
era of “international relations”» (Ghervas 2014). She notes that «the Holy
Alliance was also imbued with an idea inspired by the Enlightenment: that
of perpetual peace» (Ghervas 2014).

Nadler’s frank idealization of Alexander I's intentions is expressed
in the historian’s statement that the emperor «did not connect any hidden
thoughts or plans with the act of the Holy Alliance»; among other things,
he had no plans to «suppress the legitimate desire of peoples to develop free
institutions» (Nadler 1892, 634). This view is refuted by the subsequent course
of historical events, including Alexander’s position during the revolutions
in Spain and Italy. Nadler tried to support it with his own interpretation
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of the text of the Holy Union Treaty (Traktat Bratskogo Hristianskogo Soyuza
1830, 279-280) and analysis of other documents, including Alexander’s
Note dated March 25, 1816, as well as by citing Metternich’s criticism
and objections (Nadler 1892, 639-640). Nadler explained the Austrian
minister’s critical attitude by the fact that Metternich, «as a non-believing,
empty, frivolous person», «did not recognize any ideas and, like Napoleon,
treated ideology of any kind with deep contempt», but at the same time «tried
to use it as a tool of reaction» (Nadler 1892, 641). In modern historiography,
this position of Metternich is explained by his and his advisor F. Gentz’s belief
that «the tsar’s warlike intentions were hidden under the mystical declarations
of peace and brotherly love» (Parsamov 2017, 48).

The Kharkiv scholarrejected the idea that the Holy Alliance had no practical
significance. On the contrary, argued Nadler, it was this alliance that
became «the moral basis of that firm political connection on which peace
and concord among European states rested for three whole decades» (Nadler
1892, 642-643). However, it is hardly possible to interpret the varied views
of the leaders of European states on crucial events of this period in European
history as agreement. Still, modern historiography concurs with Nadler that
«the ideology of the Holy Alliance was at the basis of the Viennese form
of existence of international powers» (Kudryavtseva 2019, 46).

Nadler admitted that the Holy Alliance proved to be only a temporary
form of new international order. This is exactly how modern researchers see
it as well (Ghervas 2014). But he believed that, «if the elements of enmity,
discord, and turmoil finally prevailed over the elements of order and peace,
then this sad fact only points to the terrible power exerted on the life of Europe
by the spirit forever hostile to the high and pure principles of Christianity»
(Nadler 1892, 643).

Since «the seal of Metternich’s genius» marked all actions of the Congress
of Vienna and «the spirit of Metternich hovered over it» (Nadler 1882, 11),
Nadler, not entirely justifiably, placed on the Austrian minister the sole
responsibility for combating any dissent in the countries of the Vienna System
of international relations.

Metternich certainly showed initiative in the adoption of the infamous
Carlsbad Decrees of 1819, which ordered all states and universities
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of the German Union to suppress any liberal tendencies. However,
he could count on a large number of like-minded people, allies, and helpers
in the German states and beyond. Only because of this, and not at all
thanks to the energy of Metternich alone, censorship became a reality
even in universities and, in the words of Nadler, «a grave silence settled
in the political life of Germany» (Nadler 1882, 37).

As an intellectual living in the Russian Empire, which by the time when
both of his books dealing with the Vienna system were written had decisively
taken the path of counter-reforms, Nadler explained the difference between
his country’s foreign policy designs and the imperial policy of Metternich
somewhat tendentiously. The Kharkiv scholar argued that Alexander I's
ideal was «the peace and tranquility of Europe», which could be achieved
«through a gentle, wise, and progressive regime» (Nadler 1882, 11).
However, the aspirations of Metternich, as much the enemy of any revolution
as Alexander I, had to «sooner or later prevail over the magnanimous
but impractical tendencies of the Russian sovereign», and the latter had
to conclude that the «system of order and peace» was «incompatible with
progressive political development» and could exist only under the condition
of «the complete dominance of the Metternich regime» (Nadler 1882, 10-11).
Modern authors believe that the relations between Austria and Russia were
strong thanks to Metternich, especially when the Austrian minister gave his
full support to another Russian emperor, Nicholas I, for the sake of preserving
the existing order and confronting «the demon of revolution» (Kudryavtseva
2019, 48).

Although Nadler was a contemporary of counter-reforms and had
a negative attitude towards constitutionalism, he did not spare dark colors
and critical expressions to describe that «wild», «senseless», «bloodthirsty»,
and «crazy» internal reaction and that «unheard of despotism» which
flourished in the aftermath of the decisions of the Congress of Vienna
in Austria, Germany, Italy, and Spain (Nadler 1882, 37, 42, 45, 52, 56). Thus,
he recognized the inevitability of revolutionary developments in some of these
countries.

We should note one more important aspect: although Nadler most often
called the Vienna system of international relations the «Metternich systemy,
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he nevertheless admitted quite objectively that the chancellor’s influence
«was not equal in all European states» (Nadler 1882, 39).

According to Nadler, the Vienna system initially followed precisely
the «reactionary» direction projected by Metternich. Modern researchers
agree — particularly P. Y. Rakhshmir, who in a monographic study
of the Austrian minister stressed that «thanks to Metternich’s diplomatic art,
Austria began to play a role in Europe that exceeded its real capabilities»
(Rahshmir 2005, 243). In Nadler’s view, the ascendancy of this system
was assured while «the Bourbon restoration in France was developing
in a reactionary direction, — while England was dominated by ardent Tories,
the chancellor’s age-old friends, — while, finally, Russia and Prussia were
obedient to his whim» (Nadler 1882, 40). Real and dangerous challenges to this
system (the Spanish Revolution of 1820—1823, or the Neapolitan Revolution
of 1820-1821) tested both the leaders of the great powers and their armies,
employed in suppressing revolutions after the Second Congress of the Holy
Alliance in Troppau.

At the same time, we must acknowledge Nadler’s objectivity
as a researcher: he admitted that, by that time, Alexander I had «already
definitively moved into the camp of reaction» (Nadler 1882, 71). The Kharkiv
scholar had a sharp polemical exchange on this issue with the famous German
historian G. Gervinus, who argued that at the Troppau Congress Alexander I
resolutely opposed military involvement, advocated exclusively diplomatic
forms of intervention, and changed his decision only after receiving
news of the rebellion of the Semenov Regiment. «This whole story, in our
opinion, is nothing more than a legend», wrote Nadler, who believed that
the disagreements between Alexander I and Metternich began to smooth
out as early as the Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle, and in Troppau the two
were already essentially of one mind and together with Prussia «proclaimed
the principle of intervention» (Nadler 1882, 76-77).

Despite the existence of many common interests between Austria
and Russia, Nadler fairly objectively captured the essence of the contradictions
within the «Metternich system», perceptible already in the first years
of its existence. He specifically singled out the position of England, which,
through the efforts of its foreign minister George Canning, distanced itself
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from the continental states, primarily in the matter of military intervention
in the countries of Southern Europe. At the beginning of 1824, England
«finally withdrew from the Holy Alliance»; Canning even «betrayed»
the alliance and «led England on a completely new path» (Nadler 1882, 103,
140, 187). But, according to Nadler, the Greek Revolution* and the Adrianople
Peace Treaty of 1829, which confirmed the autonomy of Greece (Nadler 1882,
224, 229), dealt a real blow to the «Metternich systemy». This new situation,
when the Greek question was «at the forefront» for Metternich and even
overshadowed the events of the Spanish Revolution (Nadler 1882, 107), led
to a political realignment in Europe. The public opinion among various social
groups of the Old Continent and the sympathies of the entire Christian world
supported the Greek struggle for national liberation. Metternich, who had
foralongtime suppressed any liberation movement in Europe, could not oppose
the Greeks. «The aspirations of the European peoples turned out to be more
powerful than the will of individuals», observed Nadler. «Metternich’s fidgety
activity continued for many years even after the Adrianople Peace Treaty,
but no one gave it the same importance as before» (Nadler 1882, 228-229).
However, the scholar’s conclusion that Metternich’s «era of reaction was
coming to an end» because «new, better life for old Europe had dawned
in the Greek East» (Nadler 1882, 229) still went too far. For example,
a contemporary of Nadler and the author of the popular article «Metternich»
D. 1. Pisarev argued that the failure of Metternich’s policy became evident
as a result of the defeat of Austria in the Austro-Italian-French War of 1859
and the unification of Italy in 1861 (Pisarev 1909, 579).

Conclusion

The first monograph in Russian imperial historiography entirely devoted
tothe diplomaticlegacy ofthe Austrian minister of foreign affairs and chancellor
Klemens von Metternich was authored by professor of the Imperial Kharkiv
University V. K. Nadler. In addition to the book Metternich and the European
Reaction (1882), the scholar also dealt with the foreign policy of the Austrian
Empire in the first years of the Vienna system of international relations

* However, modern historiography emphasizes that Russia’s refusal to support the Greek
uprising in 1821 was a victory for Metternich (Kudryavtseva, 2019, 52).
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in the multi-volume monograph Emperor Alexander I and the Idea of the Holy
Alliance. Nadler usually referred to the post-Napoleonic international
order as «Metternich’s political systemy, thus emphasizing the importance
of the Austrian minister as the organizer of the Vienna Congress, guarantor
of the implementation of its decisions, and driving force behind the fight
against any dissent in European countries. Although Nadler offered
conflicting assessments of Metternich’s professional qualities in his studies,
the Kharkiv researcher firmly connected the pan-European reaction with his
name. According to Nadler, the Vienna international order initially developed
precisely in the reactionary direction mapped out by Metternich, and it was
only the Greek Revolution and the Adrianople Peace Treaty of 1829, which
confirmed the autonomy of Greece, that dealt a real blow to the «Metternich
systemy». The differences between the foreign policy designs of Alexander I
and the imperial policy of Metternich were presented by Nadler somewhat
tendentiously, but, in the best progressive tradition of the historiography of his
day, he tried to avoid exaggerating the role of the individual in history.
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30BHIIITHS NOJITUKA KJEMEHCA ®OH METTEPHIXA
Y OPAIISIX B. K. HAJIJIEPA (1840-1894)

3osHiwnbononimuuna OisIbHICMb  20106H020 OpeaHizamopa Bidencvkozo Komepecy,
axmuunoco apximexmopa nOCMHANOIEOHIBCOKO2O MINCHAPOOHO20 NOPSOKY, MIHiCmMpa
3aKOpOOHHUX cnpas ma Kawyiepa Aecmpiicokol imnepii Knemenca ¢on Memmephixa
npugepmac ygazy 6a2amvox OOCHOHUKIB, 0cOOMUB0 HanepedooHi 250-piuus 3 OHs 1020
Hapoocenns. Xoua asmopom nepuioi 6imyusHaHol MoHoepagii, noeHicm0 npucesyeHoi
ananizy ouniomamii  Memmepnixa, 6yé npoghecop Xapkiecvkoco yHieepcumemy
B. K. Haonep (1840—-1894), uioco im’s ma 3unauenns 6 yiil poii maudice He 32a0yEMbCs
6 icmopioepagii. Memor cmammi € 6cebiunuil ananiz naykosux pooim B. K. Haonepa,
sKI 6e3nocepeoHbo Oyau NpucesueHi GUBYEHHIO Ouniomamuynoi Oisabnocmi Kiemenca
¢don  Memmepnixa, ii ocobrusocmeii ma 3HAueHHS 0N NOOANBUO2O  PO3GUMK)
NOCMHANONCONIBCHKO20 — MIJICHAPOOHO20  NOPAOKY. Memoodu, AKi  3acmocogysanucs
0151 OOCSICHEHHs Memu OO0CHIONCEHHS: ICMOPUKO-NOPIGHATbHUL AHANL3, CUCMeMamu3ayis
ma  y3acanbHeHHs, pempocnekmuenuil memoo. Y cmammi 008e0eHo, WO aHanizy
306HIWHLOI noaimuku Aeécmpiticokoi imnepii 6 nepuii poxu icHysanns Bidencoroi cucmemu
MIJICHAPOOHUX BIOHOCUH, Kpim OKpemoi kHueu «MemmepHix ma €8poneiicbka peakyisny
(1882), B. K. Haonep uacmkoeo npucesmus i 6acamomomuy monocpagito «Imnepamop
Onexcandp I ma ioes Ceswennozo Cow3sy». Xoua iOMIHHOCMI 308HIUHbONOIIMUYHUX
naanie Onexcanopa I 6i0 imnepcvkoi nonimuxu Memmepnixa B. K. Haonep euxnag
dewo meHOeHyiliHo, npome GIiH Y HAUKPAWUX NPOSPECUBHUX MPAOUYIAX CYUACHOT tiomy

. . : i . . . in,
icmopioepaghii namazascs He nepebinvutyeamu poai ocobucmocmi 6 icmopii. Bmim
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0/151 NO3HAYEHHS HO8020 MidCHApoOH020 nopaoky B. K. Haonep 3aszeuuail 6ukopucmogysas
Hasgy «nonimuuna cucmema MemmepHixay, wo NiOKpeciio8anio HAO36UHALHO BAMCIUBE
3HAueHHs ascmpiiicbkoeo Minicmpa sk opeanizamopa Bidencvrkozo komepecy, eapanma
BUKOHAHHS 11020 piuietdb, 201061020 iHiyiamopa 60pomvou 3 6YOb-AKUM [HAKOOYMCMEOM
¥y eeponeiicbkux Kpainax. Y euxnaoi B. K. Haonepa Bidencokuii misgichapoonuil nopsaook
CnoYamKy po3eusascs came 6 momy peaxyitiHomy Hanpami, akuii nosnawue Memmepnix,
a cnpagdcnbo2o  yoapy «cucmemi  Memmepnixay 3aedana Ipeyvka pegonioyis

ma Aopianononscokuil mupnuil 0020gip 1829 p., wjo niomeepous asmonomiio I peyii.
Kirouosi cnosa: Kiemene ¢on Merrepuix, B. K. Hajpjep, mixuapoani BiiHocuuu,
30BHIIIHA NOJIiTHKA, AUNJI0OMATis, Binencbkuii konrpec, Csimennnii Coros.
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