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. Introduction

Carl Julius Weber's work resists straightforward classification within literary genres. Bornin 1767 as the son
of a civil servant in western Franconia, he is not easily assigned to any of the conventional categories used to
classify writers. Was he a historian? A satirist? A travel writer? He was, at any rate, an engaging essayist.

In 1826, Weber published ,Deutschland oder Briefe eines in Deutschland reisenden Deutschen' (Germany or
Letters from a German travelling in Germany)?, a semi-autobiographical epistolary novel that may be read
both as a socio—political survey of the German Confederation and as a study of the collective psychology of
its people. The work reflects on the condition of Germany in the post-Revolutionary period, in which
dissolution of the Holy Roman Empire and the reconfiguration of the German lands coincided with the author’s

formative years.

Weber may be described as a Sche/m, a term only approximately rendered in English as ,knave”, and as such

offers a number of satirical observations on the remnants of a bygone age that appeared to him as ,living
fossils” within a German order that had survived the upheavals of the Revolutionary era and persisted into the
Restoration. In his 22nd letter, embedded within more extensive descriptions of Upper Hesse and the Free City
of Frankfurt, he recounts his visit to the sovereign Landgraviate of Hesse-Homburg.3

.The landgraviate”, he begins*

lies surrounded by Hesse and Nassau, vor der Hohe, which means at the foot of the Taunus range and
encompasses seven square miles with 20,000 souls, of which 11,700 dwell in Meisenheim [on the West Bank
of the Rhinel.> Thus, the Homburgian Nation is the smallest immediate German nation.
Although Weber goes on to praise the artistry and diligence of the Homburgian craftsmen as well as the
significance of its local factories (Manufakturen), he does not fail to provide his readers with a sobering

account of the state’s economic condition:®

2 Weber, Karl Julius: Deutschland, oder Briefe eines in Deutschland reisenden Deutschen. Four Volumes. Stuttgart 1826.
3 Ibid. Vol. IV. Stuttgart 1834, p. 478-482.
4 ,Sie liegt von Hessen und Nassau umgeben, vor der Hohe, das heipt am Taunus, und besteht aus sieben Quadratmeilen mit 20,000

Seelen, wovon 11,700 auf Meisenheim kommen, folglich ist die Homburgische Nation die kleinste Deutsche unmittelbare Nation”,
ibid., p. 478. Weber is wrong, even if we assume his numbers to be correct: Liechtenstein was smaller by area (around 160 against
Homburgs 221 km?2) and population (around 6,000), Reup (Elder Linie) by population (around 18,000 in 1815). That said, there
is an argument to be made that he means this poetically.

5 Meisenheim was awarded to the landgraviate at the Congress of Vienna, see below.
6 Der Landgraf [...] mag 200,000 Gulden Einkiinfte haben. Das Contingent betrdgt 200 Mann, die Darmstadt freundvetterlich stellt,

wohin auch die Appellation gehet, folglich ist der kleine Staat doppelt merkwiirdig - Staat ohne stehende Armee und ohne - Stande,
jedoch nicht ohne Schulden!” Weber, Deutschland, p. 497.
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The landgrave may possess an income of 200,000 Guilders. His contingent numbers 200 men, which Hesse-
Darmstadt provides in a spirit of familial obligation (freundvetter/ich), and to which appeals are likewise
directed (wohin auch die Appellation gehed. The state is thus remarkable in two respects: a state without a
standing army and without estates, yet not without debt!
JThis little state (Landachen)", he concludes pointedly, ,has under the reign of Frederick Ill. Jacob (1708~
1746) been so reduced - through inherited debt, poor financial management, and alchemy (Go/dmacherei) -

that in the end the entire court possessed only two silver spoons".”

This anecdote, often repeated but never proven, might be a product of the Volksmund, that vernacular of the
common people, which tends to condense realities into memorable bon mots8. In any case, it recalls a time,
in Weber's own era almost a century in the past, when Homburg was the stage for one of the Holy Roman
Empire’s central financial institutions, a Debt Commission, ordered on the insistence of the landgrave himself
by the emperor via a council that had not only been one of the two supreme courts in the Empire but also his
topmost board of advisors: the Imperial Aulic Council. This article examines, on the basis of both published
and unpublished sources, how the Landgraviate of Hesse—Homburg came to be in such dire financial straits,
how the Imperial Debt Commission worked and how debt and credit structured interpersonal relations within
the small landgraviate.

|I. The Landgraviate of Hesse—Homburg

The birth of Hesse—Homburg as a state in 1622 did not follow economical reasoning. Not only that. In fact, it
did not put questions of economic viability into consideration at all. Its creation was a matter purely of family
politics.

Hesse has its roots in the north of the modern Bundes/and (federal state) of the same name, around the city
of Kassel, where it emerged in the High Middle Ages from a dependency of the Landgraviate of Thuringia. Only
in the late fifteenth century did it gain a second foothold in the south, when the County of Katzenelnbogen fell
to Hesse by inheritance. Upon the death of Landgrave Philipp | (the Generous) in 1567, Hesse was divided
between his sons: William IV received the northern territories while George | inherited the former

7 Das kleine Landchen war durch angeerbte Schulden, schlechte Haushaltung und Goldmacherei unter Friedrich Jakob so
herabgekommen, dap am ganzen Hofe nur noch - zwei silberne Loffel waren, [...].” Ibid., p. 480.

8 Weber's relation to a second episode of Homburgian history betrays the same inclination towards the satirical: Christiane Charlotte
von Nassau-0Ottweiler had been given in marriage to the already mentioned Frederick Ill. Jacob in an arrangement that had been
brokered by Ernst Ludwig, landgrave of the much more powerful Hesse-Darmstadt family line aiming for at least a partial
consolidation of the precarious financial situation of the smaller Hessian state. Weber recounts: ,Honest Frederick Jacob urged to
let the bride know of the [financial] situation. The brother-in-law answered: ,, Write, Brother, write; once she's yours, there will
still be time.") (., Schreib! Bruder, schreib, wenn du sie hast, ist's noch immer Zeit"), ibid.
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Katzenelnbogian lands in the south. This division created two non-contiguous Hessian states, Hesse-Kassel
and Hesse-Darmstadt,? a division that ultimately persisted until after the Second World War, when the
American Military Government merged both states again into the state of Grof-Hessen.10

With a hint of historical irony, Hesse Darmstadt, itself a product of dynastic partition, adopted the principle of
primogeniture in its law of inheritance. Younger sons were therefore typically compensated with an apanage
- and not with land - upon their sire’s demise. This system worked satisfactorily until 1622, when Landgrave
Ludwig V fell into arrears with the apanage payments owed to his brother Frederick. To resolve the family
conflict, Frederick was awarded the small district (4mtf)of Homburg as his own princely territoryllin return
for a substantial reduction in his apanage claims. However, the newly established microstate of Hesse-
Homburg encompassed only the town of the same name as well as four surrounding villages!2 with a
population of roughly 2,500 inhabitants, who provided their new ruler with annual revenues of around 5,000
guilders. This made permanent subsidies (Deputat-Gelder)by the significantly larger Darmstadt branch of the
princely family necessary. These initially amounted to 15,000 quilders per year, later reduced to 12,000.13

What may have appeared - at best - tenable on paper proved problematic from the outset in practice. The
creation of Hesse—Homburg as a solution to the financial difficulties of Hesse—Darmstadt made clear that the
promised annual payments were unlikely ever to be made on time, and in full that tensions were inevitable.14

7 Since Philipp the Generous had four surviving sons, two more, though short-lived states were created after his death: Hesse-Rheinfels
and Hesse-Marburg. Other family branches created a much wider array of Hessian States further on, but none of them where as
large and as long-lived as Hesse—-Darmstadt and Hesse-Kassel.

10 See Klaus Peter Méller: Die Konstituierung des Landes ,Grop—Hessen” vor 50 Jahren (= Hessische Schriften zum Foderalismus und
Landesparlamentarismus. Volume 6), Wiesbaden 1996.

1 There were some caveats to this: Hesse—Homburg did gain ,Hoch- und Obrigkeit' (government authority), but not (landesherrliche
Gewalt' (sovereign power), which meant that the landgrave in Darmstadt technically remained sovereign. Only in 1768 should
Homburg gain sovereignty in a ,Vergleichspunktuation’, but it did not become immediate in respect to the Empire, see Barbara
Ddlemeyer: Von der Landgrafschaft Hessen—-Homburg zur Nebenresidenz der Hohenzollern, in: Kronen, Kriege, Kiinste. Das Haus
Hessenim 19. und 20. Jahrhundert (Bernd Heidenreich / Eckhard G. Franz (edd.): Frankfurt 2009, pp. 57-58.

12 Gonzenheim, Kdppern, Oberstedten and Seulberg; later, a few additional villages were added to the territory as well as three Amter
in Northern Germany, see below.

13 Rainer Klump: Von Seckendorff zu Moser: Finanz- und wirtschaftspolitische Herausforderungen und Reformpldne in Hessen-
Darmstadt 1660-1780, in: Volker Caspari (Hrsg.), Studien zur Entwicklung der 6konomischen Theorie XXXIX, Berlin 2022, pp.
75-82.

14 The arrears of the Deputat-Gelder were subject to multiple, long-lasting lawsuits at the Imperial Aulic Council, see i.e. HHStA
Reichshofrat, Judicialia, Antiqua 26-9, 67-42; Relationes 60-2, 60-10, 60-12, 60-13, 60-16.
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IIl. Imperial Debt Management

That Hesse-Homburg failed, over the course of the following century, to establish a viable economic standing
of its own is unsurprising: Even a small principality had to shoulder financial burdens far exceeding the
financial income provided by a single Amf, even a profitable one, particularly in matters of representation.
The Holy Roman Empire, however, had its own long-established mechanisms for dealing with such situations,
namely the establishment of imperial debt commissions (Schuldenkommissionen)by the Imperial Aulic Council
(Reichshofrat).>

Their functioning can be traced in Johann Jacob Moser’s treatise, 'About the Debt Politics of Imperial Estates’
(Von dem Reichs-Standischen Schuldenwesen), published in 1774/5. In this work, the eminent jurist edited
numerous documents from the activities of imperial debt commissions during the eighteenth century.16 For
the case of Hesse-Homburg, Moser compiles eleven decrees (Reskripte)issued by the Imperial Aulic Council
that had travelled the long way from Vienna to Homburg between 1716 and 1742.17

Eugen Alexander von Wetzel, the Imperial resident in Frankfurt am Main, was appointed Imperial Debt
Commissioner. His work began in a manner typical for this function: He was instructed to investigate the state’s
debt affairs (Credit-Wesen) and to send in a Commissions—Profocol/ together with a report to the Imperial
Court in Vienna within two months’ time.18 Not uncommon regarding the Reichshofrat's handling of such

15 See Michael Hughes: Law and Politics in Eighteenth Century Germany. The Imperial Aulic Council in the Reign of Charles VI, Bury St.
Edmunds 1988; Eva Ortlieb, Im Auftrag des Kaisers. Die kaiserlichen Kommissionen des Reichshofrats und die Regelung von
Konflikten im Alten Reich (QFHG, 38), KéIn/Weimar/Wien 2001, S. 190-192; Leopold Auer, Zwangsverwaltung in den Territorien
des Alten Reichs: Zu den reichshofrdtlichen Debitkommissionen im 18. Jahrhundert, in: Fabian Frommelt (Hrsg.),
Zwangsadministrationen. Legitimierte Fremdverwaltung im historischen Vergleich (17. bis 21. Jahrhundert) (Historische
Forschungen, 100), Berlin 2013, p. 45-62, here pp. 50-51; Hans Hattenauer, Das Heilige Rdmische Reich als Konkursverwalter,
Minster 1998.

16 Moser, Johann Jacob: Von dem Reichs-Standischen Schuldenwesen, So vil es derer Weltlichen Churfiirsten, auch Fiirsten und Grafen
Cameral-Schulden, und die Art, selbige abzustossen und zu bezahlen, betrifft. Two Volumes. Frankfurt and Leipzig 1774/1775.

171bid., Vol. 1, pp. 65-75. Although it can be surmised that the commission began its work a year prior, since the first of Moser's
Council degrees from January of 1716 serves to remind the Imperial resident in Frankfurt, Eugen Alexander von Wetzel, about the
commission installed ,earlier’ (hiebevor), ibid., p. 65.

18 The Commission had originally been given to the Heads of the Imperial Circles (Crayf-Ausschreibende Fiirsten):
.Mit Aufhebung der vorher erkannten kayserlichen Commission auf die Crayp-Ausschreibende Herren Fiirsten, rescribatur, cum
inclusione hujus & Conclusi de 24. Martii nuperi, an den Kayserlichen Residenten zu Franckfurt, Freyherrn zu Wetzel: In Conformitdt
der bereits hiebevor demselben ertheilten Commission und jetzt—gemeldten Conclusi, der Untersuchung des Credit-Wesens, auch
status bonorum der Fiirstlich-Hessen-Homburgischen Hauses sich fordersamst zu unterziehen, und, daferne er, angebrachter
massen, bereits den Anfang darinn gemacht, ohnverziiglich damit fortzufahren, auch, da er es nothig erachten wiirde, sich
dererjenigen, die dem Werck einige Facilitat beytragen konnen, zu bedienen und, wie solches alles beschehen, mit Beyfligung des
geflihrten CommiBions-Protocolli auch seines rathlichen Gutachtens, binnen 2. Monaten zu fernerer Kayserlicher Verordnung
anhero zu berichten, immittelst haben die Fiirstliche Herren Impetranten, falls in dieselbe durante hac inquisitione mit
Executionibus gedrungen werden sollte, sich dargegen mit disem Concluso zu legitimiren.” January 8th, 1616, ibid.
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deadlines, the report reached Vienna only three years later.1? In his Re/atio Commissarii, Wetzel outlined a
repayment plan for the princely debt:

The starting point of Wetzel's considerations was Hesse—Homburg's near-total financial dependence on the
regular payments from Darmstadt. The consolidation of the Homburgian finances would therefore have to rest
on the emperor reminding Darmstadt of its contractual obligation to pay the Deputat-Gelder, now amounting
to 12,000 quilders annually, punctually and in full, in semi-annual instalments.2% Hesse-Homburg, on its
part, was to abstain from using these funds for the duration of the liquidation until all creditors had been
satisfied.2! In effect, this meant that the landgrave in Homburg had to finance his court solely from the
revenues of his land (the so called Aompetenz-Gelder).

First and foremost, however, the Commissioner would have to summon each of the creditors to Frankfurt in
order to hear their claims ( Vernehmung?)and set up a so called ,L/guidum , which would encompass a ranking
system ( Locirungs—-Protocoll’)), determining, which creditor would be satisfied before the other. The order in
which this list had to be structured was to follow the claimant’s respective privileges (,nach seinem habenden
privilegio").??

The Commission's effort, Moser's sources inform us, were severely disrupted by Wetzel's death in 1726.23
Interestingly, the landgrave in Homburg seems to have been able to push his own man24into the vacancy
against the erstwhile resident’s son. On July 9 of the same year, Count Carl Otto zu Solms-Utphe was ordered
to have Wetzel's son hand over all Commission files and protocols to him, the successor, so that he could
determine, how far the liquidation business of the Commission had progressed. The new baron Wetzel,
scorned, refused. Comparing the financial cost of the commission with the lack of honor bestowed upon his
family by losing the case, he instead claimed re-imbursement for his father's work from the landgrave, a
proposition that the Imperial Aulic Council sharply denied. Especially badly received was the idea that Wetzel

19 |bid., pp. 66-67.
20 |bid.
21 |bid.

22 Fs habe derselbe, wie ihm bereits unterm 26. Jun. Jiingsthin occasione der Fiirstlich-Briiderlichen Erbsonderung mitgegeben
werden, forderlichst die sdmtliche Firstliche Hessen—-Homburgische Creditores vor sich zu laden, Uber deren fordernde
Praetensiones den Firstlich-Impetratischen Theil gebiihrend zu vernehmen, ein richtiges Liquidum zu constituiren, hierauf zu
billig-mapiger Behandlung allen moglichen Fleif anzuwenden, einen jedweden nach seinem habenden privilegio zu lociren, die
Eintheilung, wie er vermeine, dap die Befriedigung von denen Darmstéttischen jéhrlichen 12.000 fl. Nach und nach geschehen
kdnne, zu machen, und solche, mit seinen Rationibus, innerhalb zwey Monathen zu Kayserlicher allergnddigster Ratification anhero
einzusenden, immittelst besagte Gelder, bip zu ganzlicher Tilgung des Schulden-Wesens, gegen Quittung, zu erheben und darunter
instehende Michaelis—Messe den Anfang zu machen”, ibid.

23 |bid., pp. 69-70.

24 1bid., p. 69.
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Junior had any right to retain the Commission files as collateral. With a certain irony, Wetzel was instead
ordered to pursue his financial claims separately before the Imperial Debt Commission.2°

Moser concedes that he does not know how the work of the Commission continued thereafter. He only recalls
that, in 1742, two noblewomen named Caroline Baronesse of Guhla and Friderica Countess of Hohenlohe-
Bartenstein, applied to the Imperial Aulic Council in Vienna for a renewal of the Commission, since both widows
still claimed money from the Homburg estate.26

The Imperial Aulic Council now appears to have been unsure about what happened to the Commission itself
and wrote to Solms-Utphe, requesting a summary of its activities together with an overview over the
landgraviate's debt situation within the usual period of two months. Unfortunately though, Moser reports,
Solms-Utphe died in 1743, only a few months later, which was allegedly the reason why no reply to this
Reskriptwas ever received.2’

Moser concludes his report by stating what he himself had gathered when he joined the Homburg court in
1747: Once again, old creditors had made claims against the landgrave but were referred to the Commission:
.But when the Commission was asked, the late Commissioner's idiot son (einiger bldder Sohn) could provide
no news [...]. What happened thereafter, | do not know."28

However, newly uncovered documents from the Austrian State Archive, Division House, Court and State
Archives in Vienna shed new light on the fate of Hesse-Homburg's Imperial Debt Commission. They include the
Commission’s report ordered from Solms-Utphe, which he appears to have completed before his death,
signing it on November 14th, 1742.2°

IV. The Commissarial Report of 1742

In this report, Solms-Utphe clarifies the exact wording of the Imperial Aulic Council's orders, namely ,to
complete the aforementioned Imperial Commission business most readily and without neglect of timeliness,
under the authority of His Imperial Majesty, insofar as this had not yet been done, in a fitting fashion and to

report on what had happened with the Commission over all those years, as well as to submit the budget

25 His dehit filings with the commission in HHStA/Reichshofrat/Judicialia/Denegata Recentiora 161.

26 Moser, pp. 74-75.

27 bid., p. 75.

28 Als man aber bey der Commipion nachfragte, konnte des verstorbenen Commissarii hinterlassener einiger bldder Sohn von nichts

Nachricht geben, [...]". Ibid.

29 The files lie in HHStA/Reichshofrat Judicialia/Denegata Recentiora 158-163, the Final Report of the Commission with its adjacent

documents (see below) in 161.
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calculations (Cassa—-Rechnungen)and the Status activus and passivus (an overview of credit and debt) based
on them, together with a proper budget extract (Cassen-£xtract), within two months."30

Solms-Utphe excuses the delay by stating that he had suffered a stroke (Sch/ag-Fluf3) the previous August
and had only recently partially recovered from it. At the same time, he reminds the Council that he had
submitted the Commission’s final report (Hauptbericht) six years earlier on October 17th, 1736. He recalls
that since then no reply had been received from Vienna and consequently no official ratification of these final
documents, despite his requests in two follow—-up reports (Nach-Berichte) of February of 1739 as well as
June of 1740. Nevertheless, he then dutifully sent to Vienna the following:

a) A copy of the mentioned final report from 1736, together with numerous appendices

b) Including the classification (Commissarische Eintheilung) of the creditors according to the priority
given to their satisfaction

¢) Calculations of the extent and actual receipt of the Deputat-Gelder owed by Hesse—Darmstadt to the
court of Homburg between 1727 and 1746, including interest owed due to arrears.

d) The two mentioned follow-up reports from 1739 and 1740

e) Aswell as relevant correspondence between himself and officials in Hesse-Darmstadt.

The final report of the Commission from 1736, which now reached Vienna for a second time, began with
Solms-Utphe recounting the manifold problems he had encountered when taking over the role of Debt
Commissioner from the deceased Wetzel. These pertained to the sheer mass of protocols and files and the
general long-windedness (Weitwendigkeit) of the Commission’s business. Above all, Wetzel's work, as Solms-
Utphe quite bluntly put it, ,had in no way been able to provide [me] the slightest benefit or shortcut”3!,
beginning with the fact that the Corpus Creditorum of 1726 - the official listing and classification of the
creditors and their debt - had been incomplete and had to be supplemented with 13 additional claims, some
of them previously unknown at the Court.32

30 Commission report 1742, HHStA Reichshofrat, Judicialia, Denegata Recentiora 161, unfol.
31 Haupt-Bericht, ibid., p. 2: .nicht den geringsten Nutzen und Abkiirzung”
32 |bid.
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He then recalled his official commission of 1726:33

1) to obtain the protocols and files from Wetzel the Younger;

2) to summon each creditor (a second time), hear their claims (again), and constitute another Corpus
Creditorum (also called a Liguidum),

3) tolocate (fociren)each creditor according to his privilege and align the satisfaction of his claims with
the dates on which Hesse-Homburg would receive the Deputat-Gelder from Darmstadt;

4) to begin raising said Deputat-Gelderfrom the larger neighbor state starting in 1727".

Solms-Utphe then reported on each of these demands and the ways in which he had sought to fulfil them. At
the outset, however, he had to admit that he had not been fully able to comply with the emperor’s wishes, in
that the transfer of the Commission files from Wetzel had only partly been successful. The files were very
incomplete and left much to be desired, so that | will tell the truth most straightforwardly: they amounted to
nothing and were not able to grant me the slightest alleviation or saving of time in carrying out the liquidation,
so that the liquidation - or at least an inquiry into the credit system - had to be undertaken completely anew
(de novo)."34

The disorder inherited from Wetzel seems also to have caused Solms—-Utphe trouble in his inquiries, so that a
complete overhaul of the file management system became necessary. While Wetzel appears to have simply
summed up all claims in what was probably one large ledger (,.promiscue unter einander"), Solms-Utphe
instead created a special protocol file for each creditor.3> The improvements that his Commission had to make
to that of his predecessor were so numerous that they led to the production of nine additional appendices,
each of which carefully explained why individual claims that Wetzel had sent to Vienna as part of his Liguidum

33 1.mo) Von hiebevoriger in diesem geschaffte gewesenen Kayserlichen Commissario, dem Freyherrn von Wezel zu Franckfurt am May,
die etwa bey Ihm vorhandene- und in dieser Credit-Sache verhandelte Acta und Protocolla mir extradiren lapen - hiernechst und
2.do) die sambtlich-Firstlich-Hepen-Homburgische Creditores vor mich laden - {iber deren formirende Praetensiones den
Furstlich-Impetrantischen Theil gebiihrend vernehmen - ein richtiges Liquidum constituirten. Hierauf zu billigmapiger Behandlung
allen mdglichen Fleip anwenden und nachgehendes 3.tio) einem jedweden nach seinem habenden Privilegio lociren - auch die
Eintheilung, wie ich vermeinte, daf die Befriedigung von denen Jéhrlichen Fiirstlich-Hepen-Darmstadtischen 12000 fl. Deputat-
Geldern nach und nach geschehen kdnnte, machen - und mit denen rationibus decidendi allerunterthanigst einsenden - immittelst
aber und 4.to) gedachte Darmstattische Gelder bip zu gantzlicher Tilgung des Schulden Wesens gegen Quittung erheben - und
darunter mit Eintritt des 1727.n Jahrs den Anfang machen sollte”, ibid. p. 3.

34 1...Jwie mir jedoch, weilen sie bey der Perlustrirung sehr incomplet und mane erfunden, wenig ja, dap ich die Belobte Wahrheit nur
grade heraus sage, gar nichts dienen und nicht die geringste Erleichterung oder gewinnung der Zeit bey vorgenommener
Liquidation verschaffen kdnnen, dap auch dahero mit jeden Creditore aufs frische die Liquidation oder wenigstens die untersuchung
seines Crediti ohnunmganglich hat angefangen und de novo vorgenommen werden mipen”, ibid. p. 5.

35 |bid., p. 10.
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no longer appeared in the report. The number of creditors to be satisfied by the Commission thus decreased
from at least 210 to 93.36

How did Solms-Utphe manage to facilitate such an astounding decrease in creditor numbers? And for what
reasons?

Each of the strategies he employed is examined in detail in his report. He illustrates them with examples that
are instructive as to the degree of leeway the head of an Imperial Debt Commission had when narrowing the
field of possible claimants.

First (in Appendices E and F), he mentions those whose demands had been satisfied amicably since the first
Commission had begun its work, as well as those whose claims had been discredited by his own Commission.37

Then followed those creditors whose claims had expired (Appendix G).38 Solms-Utphe went to great lengths
to emphasize that, in these cases, the exclusion of creditors from the second Corpus Creditorum was not the
Commission's fault but that of the individual creditors themselves.3° One example is Sophie Sibylle of Hesse-
Homburg, a member of the ruling family, whose heirs, described as ,quite scattered” and ,among each other
disharmonious,” could not, despite repeated attempts by the Commissioner, be brought to a joint effort.
Although war-related disturbances had played a role, Solms-Utphe suspected that the heirs may simply have
lacked the necessary documents (ndthige Nachrichten, Documente und Briefschafften)at this point.40

The heirs of Johann Wilhelm Hoffmann, a doctor, and of Carl Lauenroth, an armory warden
(Ristkammerwerther) appeared to have different reasons for letting their respective claims expire: According
to Solms-Utphe, Hoffmann's heirs had begun to suspect that a renewed inquiry into their ancestor might
reveal that they would ultimately have to repay more than they stood to receive. In Lauenroth's case, it was
alleged that he had been stripped of the salary from which his claim derived because he had stolen valuable

36 Since Solms-Utphe does not a send a copy of Wetzel's Corpus Creditorum to Vienna but only the version with his own alterations, the
number of creditors in this first liquidum is hard to verify. The number of 210 arises from the highest number appointed to the
claims in each debtor class with the caveat that in one instance, Solms adds letters to the numeration when he felt that one claim
in Wetzel's Corpus really amounted to three. Also, Caput VI has been completely emptied of claims by Solms. Hence, the number
of claims might have been significantly higher.

37 Lit. E: Creditores deren Forderungen coram Commissione ad Liquidum giitlich gebracht worden"; ,Lit. F: Creditores so zwaren coram
Commissione gehandelt- doch nicht véllig liquidiret haben, sondern es auf Kayserlich—-Allerhdchste, oder der Commission
Entscheidung ankommen lapen, und dahero von dieser ein Liquidum der Billigkeit nach ausgeworffen worden ist”, ibid. p. 11.

38 Lit. G: Creditores so ihre Sache zwar coram Commissione einge-[bracht], die Sache aber haben ersitzen lapen, und die angefangene
Liquidation nicht verfolgt haben”, ibid. pp. 11-12.

39 |bid. p. 14.

40 |bid. p. 15.
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firearms. Others, such as the heirs of Ulrich Heinrich Stieber, district official (4misrat)in Braunschweig, simply
failed to respond to the Commission's summons.4!

Another group had also received a citation and responded to it, but ultimately declined to bring forward
renewed claims.#2 Those creditors lived partly in the Duchy of Magdeburg and partly in the Principality of
Halberstadt, in the Amtfer of Winningen, Hotensleben and Oebisfeld, which had been acquired by Landgrave
Frederick Il of Hesse—Homburgin 1662. Franz Rudolphi, one of these creditors, informed the commission that
it held no jurisdiction over him, since the Duchy of Magdeburg, where he resided, had fallen into Prussian
hands in 1680. In his opinion, neither the Imperial Aulic Council nor the Imperial Chamber Court therefore had
any power to summon him, as he was subject only to the King in Prussia.*3 The heirs of Johann Christoph
Herold and David Miller argued in the same way, maintaining that only the Hohenzollern monarch had the
power to establish a commission to deal with their debt claims.#4 It remains unclear whether those creditors
were coerced into submitting to a separate Prussian commission, which indeed seems to have been
established*>, or whether they believed that they stood a better chance of receiving repayment in this way. In
either case the Prussian king could use the commission to demonstrate his extra-imperial sovereignty within
the Empire's borders.

The next category of deleted claims (Appendix J) stemmed from creditors who simply did not present their
claims to the Commission again despite having been summoned to do so.4¢ Certainly, Solms-Utphe benefited
from the fact that many of these claims were already several decades old, in some cases up to half a century.
The same applies to those claimants in the next two categories (Appendix K and L) who either could no longer
be located despite repeated attempts or whose claims had been voided either by themselves or following

inquiries by the Commission.4’

41 |bid. pp. 16-17.
42 Lit. H: ,Creditores so zwaren citiret worden, sich aber coram Commissione durch aus nicht einlapen wollen”, ibid. p. 12.

43 This legal interpretation is clearly contrary to established Imperial and International Law. The Prince Elector of Brandenburg is only
.King /nPrussia” for this exact reason: He is not a king outside of it, i.e. within the Empire.

44 The core of the argument, ibid., p. 18.

45 Ex post ist dann die angeregte Liquidation vor einer Koniglich Preufischen Commission mit diesen Creditoribus nicht nur vor sich
gegangen, sondern auch die Anderweitige Verpfachtung [sic] der obbemeldten dreyen Fiirstlichen Amtern wiircklich erfolget, [...]."
Ibid., p. 21.

46 Lit. J: Creditores so zwaren behdrig betaget oder ihnen wenigsstens aviso von dermahlig Kayserlichen Commission gegeben worden,
aber gar nicht erschienen sind", ibid. p. 12.

47 Lit. K: Creditores so nicht ausfiindig zu machen gewesen”, ibid.; ,Lit. L: Creditores, so bereits bezahlet zu seyn, und nichts mehr zu
fordern zu haben, entweder selbst eingestanden, oder doch befunden worden”, ibid.
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Solms-Utphe also managed to exclude creditors#® whose claims were judged not to fall within the
Commission’s purview. The claims of von Barthels, a Privy Councilor, and of the Imperial Aulic Council agent
(Reichshofratsagent) von Wiirz were deemed invalid because their credits did not stem from the time of
Landgrave Frederick but had been granted after his death.4° Louise Schaffnerin, a servant, was disqualified
because she had technically been employed not by the landgrave but by his wife, who, according to her dowry
arrangements, was responsible for paying her own servants.>0 The debts to Hanp Leisching and Reinhard
Bauer, merchants in Helmstett and Frankfurt respectively, had been incurred by the landgrave's brother,
William Christoph von Hesse-Bingenheim, a short-lived cadet branch of the Homburgian House, for whose
debts the Commission denied any responsibility.>!

Finally, Solms-Utphe mentions a category encompassing those whose claims had already been settled in a
legally binding manner and who were just awaiting the execution of their verdicts (Appendix N).>2 What Solms-
Utphe does here is essentially to treat the claims that had been brought forward and successfully awarded to
the creditors by law as technically already satisfied, if only in a legal sense, so that no money had to be paid.

It becomes clear to see to what extent Wetzel's inadequate preliminary work had further complicated an
already complex case. It is also evident which strategies Solms-Utphe used to both narrow down and
professionalize the work of the Debt Commission. He made use of the long duration of many claims, the failures
of claimants to answer a summons, the inability to locate claimants, the loss of documents, as well as a narrow
definition of eligibility to keep the Commission manageable. At the same time, he also goes to great lengths
to prove how meticulous and thorough his work has been, how clean and transparent his books are, and that
he had indeed tried to do his work in the correct fashion. That he also added new creditors into the
proceedings, further increased the plausibility of his approach.

Having restructured the creditors who were to benefit from the Second Commission’s scheme, Solms-Utphe
requested the Imperial Aulic Council for the official Imperial ratification.>3 He observed, that the total debt
sum was now higher (despite the smaller number of creditors) than in Wetzel's 1726 report, and that the

48 Lit. M: Creditores so mit ihren Forderungen zu dem Fiirst-Vaterlichen Schulden-Wesen gar nicht gehdren”, ibid.
49 |bid. pp. 23-24.
50 |bid. pp. 24-25.
51 |bid., pp. 28-29.

52 Lit. N: Creditores deren Forderungen allschon vor Erkennung dieser Commission ausgeklagt gewesen, und nur auf wiirckliche
Verhdngung der bereits erkanten Execution gestanden dahero sich nicht de novo coram hac commissione ein— noch in die
Classification bringen laBen wollen, mithin nolens volens, und zu Abwendung der Hochstschadlichen Immssion- und Executionen,
aus denen eincassirten Firstlich-Darmstadtischen Deputaten Geldern haben bezahlet werden miifen”, ibid. pp. 12-13.

53 Commission report of 1740, p. 31
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repayment plan proposed by Wetzel had therefore become void (ganz irrig verneinet).>* The total debt now
amounted to 239.529 quilders and 55 %4> kreuzers instead of the 200.000 quilders calculated by Wetzel;
the 100.000 quilders of Deputat-Gelder*® would not have sufficed to repay the sum within any reasonable
time frame.

At this point, on 12 June 1736, the Deputat-Gelderowed by Hesse-Darmstadt amounted to 37,500 quilders,
plus interest of 7,879 quilders, 2 albus, and 7 heller.>” It was believed that this sum - together with the
punctual and complete payment of the future semi—-annual 8 Va rates of Deputat-Gelder- would be sufficient
to settle all outstanding claims with interest. A detailed payment plan for the individual creditors was drawn
up. > Wetzel, however, proposed that he would rather see all the outstanding debts paid at once in
consideration of those creditors who had been ,,sometimes in dire needs and waiting, partly, since 50 or 60
years or at least 20, 30 or 40 years" for reimbursement.>° Solms-Utphe claimed that he, with the Empire's
backing, could easily procure the necessary funds, while the new creditors would be assured of their
investment by the annual payments of Deputat-Gelder from Darmstadt.0

He noted that this scheme would only succeed if the emperor issued urgent decrees (geschdrfte Reskripte)to
Darmstadt and ordered its landgrave that the funds raised by his Amfershould be transferred directly to the
Debt Commission, rather than passing into the Ladgrave's treasury first (Rent-Kammer)from which it would
then be distributed to the Commission at his discretion.6? This brought him to the fourth task with which he
had been commissioned: the procurement of the annual Depuifat-Gelderfrom Hesse-Darmstadt, a Herculean
task that would have overwhelmed even the highest ranks of nobility in the Empire. Nevertheless, Solms-
Utphe undertook this seemingly futile effort, claiming to have written more than 150 letters to the Lord

Treasurer (Obereinnehmer) of the principality, though he only attached a selection of this correspondence to

54 lbid., pp. 31-32.
55 |bid., pp. 13-14.
%6 |bid., p. 35.

57 |bid., p. 44. The albus was a silver groschen coin minted in the Rhineland from the 14th to the 16th century. In Hesse, it remained
in circulation well into the 18th century. One albus generally equaled 12 heller, 32 albus made one thaler. Solms-Utphe's practice
of calculating the sums' monetary subunits both in albus/heller and in kreuzer is not an unusual practice for the 18th century.
Unfortunately, the conversion varied considerably in practice. For Hesse in this period, it is usually assumed that one albus
equalled two kreuzer, and thus one kreuzer equalled six heller.

58 Kayserlich-Allergnadigst anbefohlene und Allerunterthanigst-0hnzielsezliche Kayserlich-Commissarische Eintheilung [etc.], HHStA
Reichshofrat, Judicialia, Denegata Recentiora 161, Kommissionsbericht 1736, Lit. Q .

59 Auch die mit unter hochst Bedurfftige Creditores von welchen einige so gar von 50. und 60. Die {ibrigen aber von 20, 30, bip 40.
Jahren her zu fordern haben” Commission report of 1740, p. 39.

60 |bid.
61 1bid., p. 40.
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the report. Hesse-Darmstadt, however, simply ignored the Commission's petitions®2: the landgrave did not
comment on his final report even once.®3

In his report of 1740, Solms-Utphe had to inform the emperor that his earlier calculations had by then become
obsolete: the total debt of the landgraviate had risen to 264,542 guilders and 40 kreuzers. From this, it can
be concluded that none of the debts had actually been repaid, at least not according to the scheme proposed
by Solms-Utphe. The classification established by the Commission was therefore, by all means and purposes,
rendered void (nunmehro gantz was UberfliiBiges).5* His final plea for an Imperial order (Reskript) against
Hesse-Darmstadt, requiring the punctual and complete payment of the Deputat-Gelder, marked the end of
his Sisyphean task. However, he never received official imperial ratification.

The reasons for this lay in Hesse—-Darmstadt's own less than desirable financial situation. Only in 1767, a
whole generation later and certainly much too late for most of Hesse—Homburg's creditors, did both houses
reach a compromise agreement regarding the outstanding Deputat-Gelder. It is not difficult to see how, in the
meantime, the outbreak of First Silesian War in 1740, as well as the succession of conflicts in the Empire until
the end of the Seven Years' War in 1763, contributed to a halt in the implementation of any further repayment
schemes on the part of the Imperial Aulic Council. In this post-war compromise, the smaller principality was
to receive 100,000 quilders as a settlement payment, far from sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the
Imperial Debt Commission’s repayment scheme.°

V. The Structure and Classification of Creditors

How did this process appear from the creditor's perspective, and what social implications did Solms-Utphe’s
rigorous reduction of the circle of claimants have?

As shown, the number of creditors recorded by Wetzel far exceeded that named by Solms-Utphe, who
succeeded in reducing their number from at least 210 individual cases that the First Debt Commission had
accepted as valid to only 93.

62 hat auf die Eingaben der Kommission kein wenig reflektiert”, Commission report of 1740.

63 [...Inicht einmahl mit einer eintzigen Zeile Antwortt", ibid.
64 bid.
65 |n order to make this payment, Darmstadt had to take out a loan of 100.000 quilders in Frankfurt in 1768, which in turn was

incorporated into the Darmstadt debt restructuring plan of 1772/73. See Karl Murk: Hessen-Darmstadtische Landtagsabschiede
1648-1806 (Vorgeschichte und Geschichte des Parlamentarismus in Hessen, Bd. 28). Darmstadt 2002, p. 448. Further
enquiries into the if and how of the creditors' reimbursement are necessary.
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The files accompanying the Commission reports in the archives of the Imperial Aulic Council (Denegata
Recentiora 158 to 163) at the House, Court and State Archives in Vienna comprise 139 blue folders, each
containing a ,Special-Protocoll’, produced by the Second Debt Commission and sent to Vienna. That their
number is higher than that of the cases that were finally accepted as part of the final L/iguidumis explained by
the fact that Solms-Utphe, as shown, had to (and probably wanted to) re-engineer Wetzel's work from the
ground up, which led to a number of inconclusive inquiries.%® If we attempt to group these individual creditors
into different social categories, it becomes apparent that most claims - although, as is to be seen, not most
accepted claims - stemmed from the social surroundings of the court in Homburg, with court employees
accounting for nearly 37% and other institutions and individuals in the city for a further 12% of individual
claims. It is likely that these claims tended to concern smaller sums and that the claimants and their heirs,
faced with Solms—-Utphe's strict scrutiny of their validity, were less inclined or no longer able to produce the

required documentation.

Table 1. Creditors before the First Imperial Debt Commission, categorized

Category Number of cases Share of total cases
House Hesse-Homburg 8 57%
Homburgian officials 7 5%
Employees of the Homburg court 51 36,6%
Institutions of church and city, craftsmen (Homburg) 17 12,2%
Craftsmen of unknown origin 2 1,4%
(Foreign) lawmen and doctors 6 4,3%
Jews 4 2,8%
Foreign nobility 4 2,8%
Foreign officials 9 6.5%
Foreign craftsmen and merchants 20 14,4%
Other private individuals 11 7.9%
Total 139 (rounded)

66 This seems to be the reason why Solm's final protocol contains only 93 individual creditors.
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This can be exemplified by the investigations into the debt claims of Anna Maria Klein (Kleinin®’) who had
worked as a silverware cleaner (Silberwdscherin) at the Homburg court, as well as those of Christoph
Kleinschmidt, who had served as a lackey, and Johann Wilhelm Kleinschmidt, a horseman servant (Reitknecht)
to Prince Louis.

Wetzel had listed Klein into the second class of creditors under no. 66, where it was noted that the landgraviate
still owed her 9 quilders and 8 kreuzers. After Solms-Uthpe had decided, in 1727 (the year after he took over
the Commission), to start the second round of summons to all creditors, he inquired with the prince’s party as
to the former servant's place of residence. He was informed that the woman had already been paid. Solms-
Utphe, however, found this claim, whereupon the prince’s lawyer provided a more detailed account: the debts
claimed by Klein had originated in outstanding payments owed to her husband, who had served as a gatekeeper
to the prince (Porter). These arrears had been used for his burial in 1708. The daughter of the deceased
subsequently submitted a bill for these expenses but did not pursue the matter further (nach diesem aber sich
deshalben weiter nicht angemeldet hat). In 18th century Homburg, as becomes apparent here, the payment
of a bill often depended on repeated follow-up. ,Therefore”, the Commission was informed, it is unknown,
whether she is still alive and where she resides”.8 After conducting its own unsuccessful inquiries, no address
could be established (erfragt): another name for Solms-Utphe to cross off his list.6?

Kleinschmidt and Gruber had likewise been listed in the second class of creditors, under nos. 80 and 84
respectively. The relevant files had not been handed over to the Second Commission by Wetzel's son, who still
aggrieved, continued to refuse their release. In Gruber's case, Solms-Utphe was able to establish, by
comparing the claim of the First Commission with the landgraviate's account books, that his sum of over 30
guilders had already been paid in 1708 or 1709, with the exception of 30 kreuzers. In Kleinschmidt's case,
the same method and reasoning suggested that a residual sum of one quilder and 30 kreuzers probably
remained outstanding. Nevertheless, neither case was included in the Corpus Creditorum of the Second
Commission. These cases demonstrate, in a particularly pointed way, how Solms-Utphe used the lack of
information not only on the creditors’ side - as the next case will illustrate - but also on his own (resulting from
Wetzel's son’s continued refusal to hand over the files of the First Commission) to his advantage: Cases he
could not verify were readily discarded, even where a more generous interpretation might have suggested a

67 Female last names in Early Modern German tend to acquire a gender-assigning suffix, i.e. the wife of a man named Miiller might be
named ,Catharina Miillerin’. This practice no longer exists in Standard German.

68 [...1 dahero man auch nicht weiB, ob selbige annoch im leben sey, oder wo sie sich anjetzo befinden solle.” Special-Protocoll Anna
Maria Kleinin, in HHStA/Reichshofrat/Judicialia/Denegata Recentiora 162, unfol.

69 Und da man um so nach der hinterbliebenen Kleinischen Tochter ihren Aufenthalt, alles nachforschens ohngeachtet nicht erfragen
kénnen, so hat diese Post bip auf etwaig weiters anmelden nolens volens ausgestellt werden miifen”, ibid.
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small outstanding claim, even if only for a few kreuzers. Clearly, Solms-Utphe’s aim was not only to bring the
work of the First Commission into line with more rigorous administrative standards, but also to keep the total
debt at a manageable level.

In other cases, Solms-Utphe managed at least to secure favourable settlements for the princely treasury.
Jacob Euler had likewise served as a lackey in Homburg. On 2 August 1727, he received a formal summons
by messenger to appear before the Imperial Debt Commission on 21 August, the day of its official opening in
Frankfurt, for a second time. Euler complied with the summons but did not present any formal claim on that
occasion. The Commission therefore issued an official order on 4 June 1728 requiring him to submit his claim
within five days, failing which he would not be included in the final classification.”® On 9 June, Euler again
appeared in Frankfurt and declared himself unable to comply with the Commissions’ order, as he had submitted
the bill on which his debt claims depended to the Chancellery of the landgrave in Homburg. He recalled that
his claim amounted to more than 27 quilders and a number of albus but was unable to provide the Commission
with written proof, and therefore humbly requested that the document be requisitioned from the
Chancellery.” The bill was indeed found among the files Solms-Uthpe had managed to obtain from Wetzel the
Younger, and the Hessian Councilor Hartmann was instructed to appear before the Commission at its next
meeting on 8 April. There, Euler identified his bill as his own: it amounted to 27 guilders, 33 albus, and 6
heller. The prince’s lawyer acknowledged the claim, but only on the condition that Euler would have to accept,
without objection, any additional claims from him that might yet emerge and agree to a reduction. Euler replied
that he was “indeed a poor man and in dire need of his property”, but willing to accept a discount of 5 quilders,
18 albus and 6 Heller, bringing the final debt claim at exactly 36 quilders.”72 Why he agreed to such a
reduction remains unclear. He may already have written off the claim, may have been surprised that the bill
was finally located - complete and intact - in the Homburg Chancellery, or he may have wanted to stay in
good standing with the court. In any case, as in the preceding examples, the formal requirements of justice
were observed while a solution favourable to the princely treasury was found.

70 Von Kayperlichen Commissions-wegen, in sachen das Fiirst-Vaterlich-HeBen-Homburgische Debit-Wepen betreffend, wird Jacob
Eulern gewesenen Laqueyen zu Homburg hiermit auferleget nechst kommenden 9ten hujus seine an das Fiirstlich-Hepen-
Homburgisch-Gesambt Haup annoch machende Schuld-Forderung Behdrig schrifftlich zu geben, woenach sodann die
Anberaumung anderweitigen Termini ad Liquidendum erfolgen soll; Decretum Franckfurt den 4. Junij 1728." Special-Protocoll
Jacob Euler in HHStA/Reichshofrat/Judicialia/Denegata Recentiora 162, unfol.

71 7eigt Jacob Euler in mehreren miindlichen, wie ihm ohnmdglich falle, dem Befehl de 4. Hujus, ein gehorsambstes Geniigen zuleisten,
inmapPen er die mit ihm hiebevon in hochfiirstliche Cantzley gepflogene auch von Ihme darauf unterschriebene Rechnung nicht in
Handen hétte, sondern selbige in gedachter Cantzley aufbehalten worden sey, so viel erinnere er sich zwar noch dap seine
Forderung auf 27. Gulden und einige alb. Sich erstrecket, sie aber jezo schrifftlich beyzubringen stiinde in seinen Krafften nicht,
und wolt Er gehorsambst gebetten haben, die Rechnung bey der hochfiirstlichen Canzley abzufordern.” Ibid.

72 |bid.
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What broader strateqy did Solms-Utphe pursue here? A glance back at the Debt Commissions classification of

creditors provides an answer. The Commission divided claims into six different classes, of which the first class

(Caput I) was to be satisfied first and Caput VII last.

Table 2: Classification of Debtors by the Second Debt Commission (in Capites) 7

Order Sum in quilders % of total debt | No. of Average debt sum per creditor

(fl.), kreuzers (kr.) | (rounded) individual | (rounded)
creditors

Caput | 123.235fl.,,18 | 51,4% 6 20.5391l., 13 kr.
kr.

Caput Il 7.3941l., 44,75 | 3,1% 42 1761l., 3,92 kr.
kr.

Caput Ill 25.1311l., 15 10,5% 3 8377 fl., 5kr.
kr.

Caput IV 14.5931l., 20 6.1% 4 3648 fl., 20 kr.
kr.

Caput V 15.000 fl. 6.3% 1 15.000 fl.

Caput VI™4 - - - -

Caput VII 34.216f1l.,58 14,3% 37 9241l., 46,97 kr.
kr.

Commission bill 19.9581l., 20 8.3% 1 19.9581l., 20 kr.
kr.

Total 239.5291l., 93 2.5751l., 35,44 kr.
55,75 kr.

It is striking that the claims in the first class, despite stemming from only six individual creditors, account for

the majority of the total debt, whereas the more populated classes Il and VII (79 out of 93 creditors, or around

85%) together account for only 17,4% of the total debt sum. Even a cursory glance at the composition of

the individual classes shows that Class | consists exclusively of members of the nobility. Apart from Landgrave

73 Raw data from: ,Summarische Wiederholung”, in: General-Calculus Aller nach Kayserlich-Allergnadigsten Befehl, und von
Allerhdchst-angeordneten Kayserlichen Commission ad Liquidum gebrachter Fiirst-Vaterlich-Hepen-Homburgischer Passivorum
[etc.]”, HHStA Reichshofrat, Judicialia, Denegata Recentiora 161, Kommissionsbericht 1736, Lit. 0, p. 19.

74 All creditors from Class VI had been eradicated from the Corpus Creditorum by Solms.
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Frederick Jacob?®, the ruling prince of Hesse-Homburg, whose claim amounted to 28.060 quilders, 35 %2

kreuzers, with an additional interest of 16.086 guilders and 29 kreuzers (around 28% of the total state

debt), this category included the dowager Countess of Sachsen-Weimar, also of the House of Hesse-Homburg,

Friedrich Wilhelm of Nassau-Siegen, Countess Wilhelmine Marie of Hesse—Homburg, Princess Eleonora of

Hesse—Homburg and Princess Hedwig Louise of Hesse-Homburg. In short, the majority of the debt to be

settled by the Second Debt Commission was owed to members of the ruling house itself.”® This conclusion is

supported by a second listing, in which Solms-Uthpe arranged the outstanding debts into categories:

Table 3. Debt categories from the files of the Second Imperial Debt Commission””

Debt categories Sum in quilders (fl.), | % of total debt
kreuzers (kr.) (rounded)
Commission bill 19.958fl., 20 kr. 8,3%
Mourning expenditures (7rauer-waaren) 5.0621l., 20,5 kr. 2,1%
Personnel waqges (Diener- und Lied-Lohn) 4.6371l.,44,75kr. | 1,9%
Church and School personnel wages (Airchen- und 817 fl. 0,4%
Schul-diener besoldungen)
Princely estate (Chatoul-Gelder) 21.6431l.,16,5kr. | 9%
Doweries for the princely sisters (Verglichene Frb- 89.5251l.,43,5kr. | 37,4%
Portiones derer Princessinnen Schwestern)
Palace construction and maintenance expenses (Zum | 50 fl. 0,02%
Behuff des Fiirstlichen Schlof-Bau-Wesens)
Mortgage expenses (Hypothecarii) 68.280 fl., 53 kr. 28,5%
Privileged personal debts (Personaliter Privilegati) 9.020fl., 40 kr. 3.8%
Simple creditors (Mudi Creditores) 20.5331l.,57,5kr. | 8,6%

Total

239.5291l., 55,75
kr.

75 General-Calculus, pp. 1-2.

76 While Class Il comprises numerous individual creditors, including a significant number of court officials, Classes lll and IV each consist
of three distinct individual creditors. Class Il comprises the debt obligations to the Prince of Thurn and Taxis on behalf of Landgrave
Friedrich Ill Jakob of Hesse-Homburg, Johann Peter de Werths, and the von Holtzhausen family of Frankfurt. Class IV comprises
the Count and Baron von Degenfeld on behalf of the Landgravine Liebert Wolters of Hamburg, and the former Imperial Aulic

Councilor von Hiihnefeld. Class V is represented solely by Friedrich Ill Jakob of Hesse-Homburg.

77 Classificatio aller Fiirst-Vaterlich-Hepen—-Homburgischer Creditorum, welche nach Kayserlich-Allergnadigsten Vorschrifft und zwar
Vor der darzu Allerhdchst angeordnet-gewesenen Kayserlichen Commission, ihre annoch gemacht- und gehabte Forderungen
behdrig Liquidiret haben”, HHStA Reichshofrat, Judicialia, Denegata Recentiora 161, Kommissionsbericht 1736, Lit. P, p. 14v.
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Several observations may be drawn from this classification. The so-called Chatou/-Gelder and the dowry
payments for princely sisters accounted for nearly half of the total debt the Commission had been tasked with
settling. Also strikingly high is the share accounted for mortgage-related expenses, while expenditures for
palace maintenance and construction, by contrast, appear comparatively insignificant. The same holds true,
albeit at a significantly lower level, for personnel wages and other individual claimants (in stark contrast to
the large number of individual creditors mentioned above), as well as for mourning expenses, which included
the costs of family burials and customary obituary correspondence.

Turning now to the more populous Classes Il and VII, both comprised a large number of individual creditors. In
Class Il, widows, heirs, and estates of the deceased were even more prominent than in Class VII, and both
classes included numerous claims from ordinary subjects. If, instead of relying on Solms-Utphe’s list, - which,
as shown, had at least in part been cleared of many smaller creditors and their claims - we turn to Wetzel's far
more extensive list, the detrimental effects of Solms-Utphe's approach for individual small claimants become
apparent, and may even have been inherent in the design of the process. The Commission was reduced to less
than half of the originally recorded claims, while the greater part of the remaining debts was owed to the
prince himself and his family. This highlights how significant it was that the landgrave succeeded in installing
his own candidate as Wetzel's successor.

The Corpus Creditorum of the Second Commission therefore does not accurately reflect the extent to which
the Landgrave of Hesse-Homburg was indebted even to the most humble of his subjects - an aspect that,
ironically, the less meticulous and more amateurish work of Wetzel would have revealed far more clearly to
the modern historian: The landgrave was indebted to innkeepers and doctors, pastors and preachers, heralds
and council officials, Protestants and Catholics, Christians and Jews. He owed money to confectioners, timber
merchants, brewers, coopers, pharmacists and carpenters; to organists and trumpeters; to his own lackeys
and footmen; and to those who baked his pies, poured his wine, saddled his horse, and tended his garden.
Among his creditors were bird-catchers, cobblers, advocates, coachmen, and grooms. He owed money to his
own family as well as to the city's poorhouse, with a clear emphasis on local creditors. The prince's debt was,
to a large extent, a debt within a narrow social sphere, as 83 of the 139 individual creditors, as shown, were
clearly of Homburg provenance.

Given the small scale of the town of Homburg and the world of its court in the 18th century, its limited cultural
horizons, and its dense social networks and close interpersonal ties, these figures — though only representing
a sample - appear highly relevant. Being a creditor to one's lord and master was not an anomaly in this sphere
but rather the norm, part of the social arrangement for anyone entering into contractual or social relations
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with the court. This may help explain the willingness of creditors, in cases of doubt, to concede their claims:
they knew that the court would not disappear with the Debt Commission. On the contrary, the Debt Commission
stabilised a political system with which individual creditors would continue to interact even after the final
report had been sent to Vienna. It functioned as a kind of safequard for the nobility, which could rely not only
on repeated bailouts but also - as we have seen - to having its own claims prioritised and repaid first, and
sometimes even selecting the Debt Commissaires themselves.

It was therefore primarily the smaller creditors who were placed at a disadvantage by the practice of the
Imperial Debt Commission as shaped by Solms-Utphe. They were paid later, often only in the final class, and
not infrequently received only partial repayment. Where their claims could no longer be adequately verified,
either because of the long interval between the origin of the claim and the Commission’s inquiries or because
the younger Wetzel, retreating into his Frankfurt Town House, refused to hand over the files of the First
Commission, this worked to the advantage of the Commission's broader objective. This was to bring the matter
to a definitive close and, after many decades, to provide at least some relief to the landgraviate's strained
financial situation.

VI. Conclusions

The Landgrave of Hesse—Homburg is reinstated into his possessions, incomes, rights and political relations, of

which he had been robbed as a consequence of the Confederation of the Rhine.”8

Thus, Article 48 of the Final Act of the Congress of Vienna effectively restored the Landgraviate of Hesse-
Homburg. In a historical irony, this micro-state - one that could in many respects serve as an example of the
inefficiencies of the defunct Holy Roman Empire, its difficulty in adapting to modernity, and its tendency to
privilege tradition over merit, and formalism over pragmatism -survived the upheavals of the Revolutionary
Era that had eradicated neighbouring states of far greater power, more modern administration, and greater
fiscal capacity, such as the Electorate of Mainz or the Prince-Bishopric of Fulda.

Not only was Hesse—Homburg restored, its territory was even significantly expanded through the addition of
the Lordship of Meisenheim in the former Saar Department, with around 10.000 inhabitants, despite the fact
that Homburg had not lost any territory west of the Rhine and had not been subject to mediatization east of
it.7? It is therefore unsurprising that the reconstituted microstate soon encountered renewed debt problems,

78 Le Landgrave de Hesse-Hombourg est réintégré dans les possessions, revenus, droits et rapports politiques dont il a été privé par
suite de la Confédération Rhénane”, quoted after: Schlup-Acte des Wiener Congresses, vom 9. Juni 1815, und Bundes Acte oder
Grundvertrag des teutschen Bundes, vom 8. Juni 1815. Ed. Kliber, Erlangen 1818, Art. 48, p. 65.

9 Art. 49, 50, ibid. pp. 66-67.
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before its remarkable existence came to an end with the death of Landgrave Ferdinand in 1866. Hesse-
Homburg thus briefly returned to its origins, passing to the larger House of Hesse-Darmstadt, which in turn
ceded the former Hesse—Homburg territories to Prussia following its defeat in the fateful German War of 1866.

Today, drawn into the orbit of the prosperous Rhine—Main Region and having become the kind of suburban
enclave to Frankfurt in which senior banking professionals tend to settle, the city of Homburg (now Zad
Homburg vor der Hohe)ranks among the richest municipalities in Germany. It is therefore difficult to imagine
that this place once struggled with a serious debt problem.

And indeed, that debt problem was man made. As shown, Hesse-Homburg had been conceived as a dynastic
settlement for a younger brother and was never intended to be economically viable on its own, but rather
dependent on reqular payments from Darmstadt, which were only rarely made on time and in full.

In this situation, Solms-Utphe, the second Debt Commissioner, ultimately failed against the limits of the
imperial debt regulation mechanism and the structural weaknesses of the financial arrangements between
Hesse-Darmstadt and Hesse-Homburg. He had approached his task with the utmost diligence: his
meticulousness elevated the Imperial Debt Commission to a high standard of financial administration that was
lawful, comprehensible and precise. In doing so, he not only professionalised Wetzel's earlier work, but also
drastically reduced the number of creditors included in the Commission's payout to an administratively
manageable level. He achieved this through the application of a variety of strategies, aimed on the one hand

at rigorously verifying the validity of outstanding claims and, on the other, at systematically excluding them.

Despite all its efforts, the Imperial Debt Commission had ultimately failed. Yet Solms-Utphe's reports provide
the modern observer not only with insights into the inner workings of and challenges of an Imperial Debt
Commission, but also into the differences in approach and outcomes between Wetzel and Solms-Utphe. They
also shed light on the micropolitics of the debt system of a small principality through the appendices they
preserve: bills, credit contracts, repayment agreements and household books of individual creditors, as well
as official documents of the Homburgian finance administration, such as the Bau-Rechnung (infrastructure
expenses) of the Amt Homburg from 1718 to 1721 and excerpts from the Camera-or Cassa-Rechnung from
1718 to 1728. These documents open up perspectives on economic and social life in a society shaped by
debt. They allow conclusions to be drawn about priorities in both revenue and expenditure and their effects
on areas such as princely representation. Weber's bon mot of the “two silver spoons” left in Homburg's court
can thus be reframed as a question of cultural practice within a tightly knit court society shaped by debt, one
that might reasonably be described as a debt Society. Access to the court, in this context, could be secured
through the provision of fresh credit and through the acceptance of risk by those who did not belong to the

few who could expect a bail-out.
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Further questions arise concerning social practice between subject and state, individual and administration,
creditor and debtor, and the ways in which economical calculations on both sides were shaped by expectations
about the other's ability to lend and repay. Why, one might rightfully ask, did creditors continue to extend
credit to a prince who, constrained by the cultural norms of his social stratum and the economic design of his
territory, was prone to overspending and ultimately unable to repay? How did such a society, particularly one
as tightly knit and spatially confined as Homburg, generate the institutional trust necessary for its continued
functioning? These questions concerning a culture of debt must remain the subject of further inquiry.
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