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 EARLY IN 1787, a twenty-five-page pamphlet, An Explanatory Report Concerning the 

Funds, Named Liquidated Debt or Settled Debt of the United States of America, appeared in 

Amsterdam bookstores.1  In the financial center of Europe, where nothing could have been more 

commonplace than announcements of investment opportunities, this publication stood out both 

for its length and for the detailed analytical argument it made in favor of purchasing shares in an 

investment trust based on bonds the United States Congress had issued years earlier to finance 

the War of Independence.  Congress had not paid the bondholders interest on these securities 

since mid-1781; the owners had been selling them for only about a quarter of their value.  Thus 

when a consortium of Dutch bankers had acquired these bonds in large quantities, most potential 

investors would have understood the move as a long-shot speculative gambit:  the projected 

yields from shares in any investment trust based on them would be high, but (like the yield of 

modern high yield bond funds) they would come with substantial risk.  Experienced investors, 

however, would have reason to recognize the author of the Explanatory Report as someone 

worth listening to, and they would read his careful analysis with interest.  In fact, the pamphlet in 

their hands was itself a revolutionary one, and Pieter Stadnitski had written it with the radical 

                                                      
1 Ophelderend Bericht Wegens Het Fonds, Genaamd Liquidated Debt of Vereffende Schulden Ten Lasten De 
Vereenige Staaten van America, (Stadnitski, 1787)   
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intention of transforming the Dutch market in American securities—and making himself a great 

deal richer than he already was. 

A comparatively small number of scholars have examined the actual mechanics of credit 

and debt, a few have explored the technical side of public finance, and several have charted the 

lives of those individual figures like John Adams, Robert Morris, and Alexander Hamilton who 

were crucial actors in the history of Revolutionary finance.  The Power of the Purse by E. James 

Ferguson and International Government Finance and the Amsterdam Capital Markets, 1740-

1815 by James C. Riley are two such explorations of public finance.  Ferguson does an 

admirable job of exploring finance during the colonial era, the War for Independence, and the 

Confederation Era.  While Ferguson makes mention of the Dutch loans and the actions of Dutch 

and American speculators, his dependence on American sources and lack of analysis of primary 

sources from France and the United Provinces limit the overall effectiveness of Ferguson’s work.  

Riley relied on sources from the United Provinces and, like Ferguson, does an admirable job in 

identifying the relevant primary sources but falls short in its analysis particularly in regard to the 

research done by Dutch speculators and their motivation to make massive investments in Loan 

Office note speculation.2   The Explanatory Report has never been analyzed en toto although 

some historians, like James Riley, have used segments of it and Stadnitski’s 1790 follow up 

research report on the Holland Land Company in other contexts.   

The Origins of Value, a collection of essays written by various authors, stands out for its 

focus on previously underserved topics on eighteenth century, transatlantic, financial 

instruments.  Within this collection, The Origins of Mutual Funds by Geert Rouwenhorst 

                                                      
2 E. James Ferguson, The Power of the Purse (Chapel Hill:  The University of North Carolina Press for the Institute 
of Early American History and Culture, 1961); James C. Riley International Government Finance and the 
Amsterdam Capital Markets, 1740-1815 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980) 
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provides an in-depth analysis of mutual funds and investment trusts, two subjects that have been 

untouched until this century.  In the same collection, Transatlantic Paper and the Emergence of 

the American Capital Market by Ned Downing explores Dutch involvement in the birth of the 

American capital markets and the transformation of the American capital structure from Loan 

Office notes issued by fiat to prime investments.3 

 

The United States had raised nearly $2,000,000 in Amsterdam over the previous five years so 

American securities were a familiar presence on the bourse in 1787.  In 1782, John Adams, the 

first Minister to the United Provinces, had designated a consortium of investment banks as 

agents to sell U.S. bonds.   In that year the consortium’s lead bank, owned by the politically 

radical brothers named Jacob and Nicolaas Van Staphorst, opened the first of three bond 

offerings in the primary sovereign-debt market on behalf of the American government.  The 

initial issue, which established American credit in Amsterdam, raised 750,000 guilders at five 

percent interest. 4  The second offering, for twice that amount, was brought to market with an 

implied interest rate of six percent in 1784, although neither John Adams nor the Congress 

publicly acknowledged that the United States Treasury intended to use the money to pay the 

interest due on its previous loans.5  In 1786, when Congress did tell the Van Staphorsts that it 

needed another 2,000,000 guilders to cover its interest obligations, the lenders demanded 

significant additional fees; this time, the effective interest rate on the principal sum was 6.66%.   

                                                      
3 William Goetzmann and Geert Rouwenhorst, “The Origins of Mutual Funds,” The Origins of Value: The Financial 
Innovations that Created the Modern Capital Markets (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), Ned Downing, 
“Transatlantic Paper and the Emergence of the American Capital Market,” in The Origins of Value: The Financial 
Innovations that Created the Modern Capital Markets (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) 
4 Enclosure: A Prospectus for the Dutch Loan: A Translation, 17 May 1782, The Papers of John Adams Papers, Vol. 
13, May-October 1782, ed. Gregg L. Lint. (Cambridge. MA, Harvard University Press, 2006), p. 62.  This issue was 
ultimately increased to 5,000,000 guilders and was fully completed in 1786. 
5 Wilhem & Jan Willink, the Van Staphorsts, de la Lande, Fynje to Adams, 4 February 1784, Adams Papers,16:4–9. 
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 Pieter Stadnitski was the lead “undertaker”—what would be called in modern parlance a 

capital markets expert— for all three of these offerings.6  In announcing each of these bond 

issues to investors, the Van Staphorsts’ consortium had issued only a one-page marketing 

message called a bericht, a simple description of the offerings without any information on the 

underlying condition of the public finances of the United States.  As late as 1786, the Van 

Staphorsts did not need to sell retail investors on the potential financial benefits of the shares 

they were buying because it was still possible to ride the wave of pro-American sentiment that 

had begun to rise among the Dutch radicals in 1776 and then surged with the arrival of John 

Adams in the United Provinces in 1780.  As Stadnitski pointed out in the Explanatory Report, 

the buyers of the 1782, 1784, and 1786 bond offerings on behalf of the United States were 

largely unaware of the true financial and political situation in the young republic.  For a variety 

of reasons that Stadnitski explained in the Report, this was no longer the case in 1787; yet to a 

degree not detailed there, the reason the first investors did not require more detailed information 

was Adams’s extraordinary effectiveness as a publicist for the American cause and the American 

character.   

  Adams had appeared without fanfare in the United Provinces in July 1780, after having 

so offended Louis XVI’s foreign minister, Charles Gravier, comte de Vergennes, that he had 

effectively become persona non grata at the French court. Because Adams loved and trusted the 

French no more than they did him, his main goal in the United Provinces was to secure a source 

from which Congress could borrow money apart from France.  He faced enormous obstacles.  

Because the Stadtholder, William V of Orange-Nassau, was firmly pro-British, Adams knew that 

                                                      
6 An undertaker or entrepreneur, in the parlance of eighteenth-century finance, was a person outside of an 
investment bank who agreed to take on financial responsibility for a certain amount of bonds which they were 
allowed to purchase at a deep discount from the investment bank.  The undertaker then marketed these bonds to their 
client base.   
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he had little immediate hope of gaining formal recognition of American independence.  He also 

understood that Dutch banking houses would be extremely reluctant to lend any money to 

Congress until the Dutch government had granted that recognition and accepted his credentials 

as U.S. minister to the United Provinces.  These were self-evident truths, but Adams also 

understood a subtler one: Amsterdam’s investment bankers sold financial products to retail 

investors who were, in effect, rentiers.   Insofar as they were in the market for securities that 

promised reliable returns, Adams accordingly embarked on a long game of creating, in the minds 

of bankers and potential retail investors alike, a positive image of the American revolutionaries 

as both virtuous republicans and good credit risks.  Thus from 1780 through 1783 Adams 

conducted a tireless, sophisticated investor relations campaign through the French-language and 

Dutch-language newspapers of the United Provinces, portraying Americans as a people who had 

precisely those qualities the Dutch admired in themselves.   

 Adams understood that of all the newspapers sympathetic to the American cause the most 

influential was the French-language, Leiden Gazette, and it was in its pages that he published a 

series of major articles, with forewords from the paper’s editor Jean Luzac, which described an 

idealized post-independence U.S. citizen.  American republicans, these essays argued, were not 

subjects but citizens, political actors who created, and lived within, an advanced form of 

government.  American farmers considered weighty political principles outside the confines of 

the farm; American artisans dealt in the marketplace of ideas as well as of manufactures; 

American traders and merchants understood both republican ideas and professionalized systems 

of finance.         

 Thus, strange as it might seem in the fall of 1780 when the United States was in the 

throes of revolution and war, it made brilliant sense for Adams to devote his first Gazette essay 
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to a detailed account of the founding of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 

Massachusetts and the re-chartering of the American Philosophical Society in Pennsylvania. 

These acts, as Adams argued, offered proof positive of Americans’ intellectual stature, their 

dedication to propagating republican virtue, and their confidence in the future greatness of the 

United States.7  That same fall, Adams produced a copy of the Massachusetts Constitution (most 

of which he had written) as an example of American political sophistication; Luzac published it  

with extensive commentary.8   Adams and Luzac’s greatest challenge was to find a positive 

means of discussing American public finances, because to do so they had to counteract reports of 

misadventure and mismanaged currency that were only too familiar within the United Provinces. 

Fortunately, Congress’s appointment of Robert Morris as Superintendent of Finance and 

Morris’s establishment of the Bank of North America gave Adams and Luzac the positive 

examples they needed.  Morris became, in their hands, an American financial wizard, whose 

bank, the first in the United States (and indeed the Americas) was precisely the kind of 

institution that Dutch citizens recognized as a symbol of progress and sophistication.  The charter 

of the Bank of North America, together with Adams’s reassuring commentary, accordingly, 

became the third installment in the Luzac-Adams saga of the American character.9  

 Important as these articles were in publicizing America’s republican virtues, it was not 

Adams’s arguments but rather Cornwallis’s surrender at Yorktown that convinced the 

Stadtholder and his ministers to open the discussions, early in 1782, that led to diplomatic 

recognition of the United States in April.  By that point, however, Adams’s reassuring arguments 

                                                      
7 Jean Luzac, “Lettre d’une Lettre de Philadelphie du 15 Juin,” Gazette De Leyde, August 29, 1780, 69 édition, sec. 
Supplément Aux Nouvelles Extraordinaires De Divers Endroits. 
8 Jean Luzac, “De Leyde, le 12 Septembre 1780,” Gazette De Leyde, September 12, 1780, 73 édition, sec. 
Supplément Aux Nouvelles Extraordinaires De Divers Endroits, 5–7. 
9 Jean Luzac, “Plan Pour Établir Une Banque National Pour États-Unis De l’Amérique-Septentrionale,” Gazette De 
Leyde, September 4, 1781, 71 édition, sec. Supplement Aux Nouvelles Extraordinaires De Divers Endroits, 5. 
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had persuaded the owners of several influential banking houses that they could safely do 

business with him.  Adams chose the Van Staphorsts’ firm as America’s first investment bank; 

they, in turn, burnished their reputation by creating a consortium with a large, politically 

unaffiliated bank run by Jan and Willem Willink.  The 1782 and 1784 bond offerings brought by 

the Van Staphorsts and their consortium on behalf of the United States were sold primarily on 

the basis of Adams’s investor relations campaign, the wave of republicanism within the United 

Provinces, and the relative value of the U. S. bonds compared to other nations.10  Although the 

Van Staphorsts urged Adams to disclose detailed information about Congress’s financial 

circumstances, he repeatedly demurred; they nevertheless sold their offerings of U.S. debt 

because retail investors did not insist on specifics.   

 Adams was fortunate in that, because by the time the third U.S. bond offering closed in 

1786, the financial situation of the United States had reached its nadir.  The states were making 

only twenty-five percent of the contributions to Congress that they were obligated to supply 

under the Articles of Confederation.  The Continental dollar had been liquidated to a value of 2 

½ cents on the Spanish specie dollar, to which it had initially been pegged at par.  In July 1781 

Robert Morris, the Superintendent of Finance, cut off interest payments on the six percent Loan 

Office Notes—the most common of the securities that Congress had issued during the war—

issuing instead “indents,” effectively I.O.U.s that promised bondholders, in lieu of specie 

premiums, payments of the interest due at some undefined future date.  On September 3, 1783, 

Congress discontinued interest payments on eighteen million livres of French debt.11   

                                                      
10 With the war over, investors surmised that the British would no longer need to borrow money.  Nicolaas Van 
Staphorst believed that as the price of British three percent Consols (consolidated annuities) moved up in the 
secondary market in response to the end of new borrowing in the primary markets, investors would start gravitating 
towards American bonds, which had higher yields.   
11 R. A. Bayley, National Loans of the United States from July 4, 1776 to June 30, 1880, (Washington, DC.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1882), 12. 
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 Following Yorktown, Morris along with other nationalists spearheaded efforts to frighten 

the Congress and the general public into supporting congressional control of the federal impost; 

by early 1783 their intrigues went so far as to hint at a military coup at Newburgh, New York, an 

alarming development that Washington quashed only by personally appealing to his officers to 

desist.12  In June 1783, members of the Pennsylvania militia marched from Lancaster to 

Philadelphia, threatening to recover their back wages by robbing the Bank of North America; 

once in the city they joined another 400 or so local militiamen in a rowdy protest aimed at 

intimidating Congress.   The so-called Pennsylvania Mutiny ended without violence, but in the 

meantime, Congress fled Philadelphia, the delegates decamping to taverns and boarding houses 

in New Jersey and Maryland.  An investigation ordered by Washington after the mutiny 

produced little concrete evidence, but Assistant Treasury Superintendent Gouverneur Morris’s 

name kept surfacing as a suspected fomenter of discontent.13   

Both the 1782 and 1784 bond offerings sold slowly, but eventually filled, keeping 

Congress afloat financially and allowing Robert Morris to leave office with balanced books, 

thanks to Adams’s investor relations campaign which wrung every available guilder out of the 

Dutch rentier community.  The great casualty of these early bond offerings was transparency.  

Adams persisted in providing minimal information on Congress’s financial condition to the Van 

Staphorsts, notwithstanding their specific, and increasingly insistent requests.  Thanks to their 

insistence and brushes with American financial adventurers who came to Amsterdam with their 

own agendas, Adams developed an unhealthy suspicion of bankers and speculators, which he 

retained until he left for London as ambassador to the Court of St. James’s in early 1785, and 

                                                      
12 Hamilton to Washington, 13 February 1783, The Papers of Alexander Hamilton, 1782-1786, Harold C. Syrett, ed., 
Vol. 3, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963), 253–55.  
13 Kenneth R. Bowling, “New Light on the Philadelphia Mutiny of 1783: Federal-State Confrontation at the Close of 
the War for Independence,” The Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography, vol. 101, no. 4 (1977): 445. 
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communicated to Thomas Jefferson, his successor as head of American financial affairs in 

Europe. Thanks to the success of Adams’s earlier investor relations campaign, the Van 

Staphorsts were still able to close out their third American loan in 1786, without having to 

disclose detailed information to the buyers of shares.  But the sluggish sales of the issue made it 

clear they had wrung every available guilder out of the retail investors’ pockets on the grounds of 

political sympathy alone.  Congress’s ability to borrow in the Amsterdam capital markets had 

effectively come to an end.  

Between 1782 and 1786, U.S. securities were all sold in the primary market for 

sovereign, foreign debt; that is, the money Dutch investors laid out for bonds made them 

creditors to Congress, in the expectation that the United States Treasury would return interest 

payments to them annually, at the advertised rates, until the bonds reached maturity; at that point 

they would be redeemed at full face value.  As rentiers, Dutch bondholders were not hoping to 

make a speculative profit on the fluctuating price of the securities, but rather the opposite: they 

had bought United States bonds in the expectation that the underlying securities would maintain 

a stable value and remain in the bank’s possession, as thoroughly insulated from risk as possible, 

until the final redemption of the full principal value. 

The American securities that Stadnitski described in the “Explanatory Report” of 1787 as 

the basis of the fund in which he was offering shares were of an entirely different character.  

These bonds represented the domestic debt of the United States, i.e. they were promissory notes 

that Congress had issued during the War of Independence, primarily to Americans, for goods and 

services that the Continental Army had needed to carry on the struggle with Britain.  Congress 

and military contractors had created a bewildering variety of such bonds, but at the bottom all of 

them were interest-bearing IOUs, issued to merchants, artisans, farmers, soldiers, and others who 
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contributed to the war effort.  The most common of these debt instruments were Loan Office 

notes, which promised bondholders interest premiums of six percent per year, payable in specie, 

until their maturity date had been reached.  In fact, these notes had only produced an IOU for 3% 

twice per year since mid-1781, when the Treasury had suspended payments, and Stadnitski had 

been able to buy large quantities of them because their owners were willing to sell them for hard 

money at a fraction of their face value.  Because Stadnitski and his partner in the investment 

trust, Hendrick Van Vollenhoven, had bought these notes not from the government that issued 

them but rather from their previous owners, they were said to have acquired them on the 

secondary market for U.S. securities.  To buy such “non-performing” assets was above all a 

speculative venture, a bet that at some future date the United States would be able to honor its 

obligations to redeem the principal and pay the accrued interest in full.     

When—or, more realistically, if—that happy day arrived, the yield that Stadnitski would 

realize on his investment would be multiple times what he had paid for the notes, plus the full 

value of all the deferred annual interest payments.  Moreover, from the moment that the United 

States once again began paying interest on those notes in specie, their market value would begin 

to climb toward par, or face value.  Thus, over time the secondary market could produce vastly 

larger returns for bondholders than the primary market ever could, although it could never offer 

the primary market’s security and stability.  The future of the investment trust fund that 

Stadnitski based on Loan Office notes thus depended on cultivating the faith that not only that 

this secondary market would thrive, but that in the meantime its returns could be made as 

predictable, and as secure, as possible.   And that, as the bond salesman par excellence Pieter 

Stadnitski well understood, took a good deal of explaining. 

The Van Staphorsts and Stadnitski first learned about the six percent Loan Office notes 
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only in 1785, from Daniel Parker, a young Massachusetts-born merchant and former Army 

contractor with an encyclopedic knowledge of Congress’s domestic debt instruments.  Parker 

had arrived in England during the summer of 1784 in flight from his creditors, including several 

former business partners who had brought embezzlement charges against him.  He hoped to use 

his sole asset, a satchel-full of Loan Office notes, to establish himself in London as an importer 

of American tobacco—a plan that met with little success but created several useful contacts.  

Through these he had learned, in the spring of 1785, of an attractive investment opportunity in 

Amsterdam: a minor commercial partner of the Van Staphorst bank had gone bankrupt, stranding 

assets in Boston and Philadelphia.  Parker made his way to Amsterdam, wangled a meeting with 

the Van Staphorst brothers, and proposed to take over those assets in return for a promise to 

repay the debts of the bankrupt company within fifteen years, at an annual interest rate of five 

percent.  As collateral, he offered U.S. six percent Loan Office notes with a face value of one 

hundred thousand dollars.   

The Van Staphorsts, who dealt in American public debt, were intrigued by Parker’s offer, 

in no small part because his proposed collateral was a class of U.S. securities of which they had 

previously known little or nothing.  Parker selectively filled in the blanks for them.  He offered 

them one-hundred thousand face value of Loan Office notes to cover fifty thousand in assets, 

which was the Van Staphorst’s share of the partnership.  This implies that the price of the Loan 

Office notes was fifty, twice the market value in the secondary market in the United States.   

Parker made no other representations to the Van Staphorsts, but he did not need to.  They began 

their own due diligence.  

The Van Staphorsts understood this revelation as both a problem and an opportunity.  

They had been dealing in a primary market in which investor interest in American securities had 
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effectively been exhausted.  The problem, as they knew only too well, was that no sane Dutch 

investor would go on lending money to Congress at five or six percent in the primary market if 

he could buy U.S. domestic bonds at fire-sale prices in the secondary market, notes with the 

potential to yield a twenty-four percent return on interest alone, and vastly higher returns on their 

principal value if they could be made to perform.  The opportunity was equally clear.  The Loan 

Office notes would become a truly fabulous investment value if only—and only if—Congress 

saw them as pari passu with the loans in the Amsterdam primary markets. 

When the Van Staphorsts accepted Parker’s offer, they simultaneously unloaded a 

stranded asset and forged a partnership with a man who had the know-how to acquire vast 

quantities of U.S. domestic debt.  As Nicolaas Van Staphorst explained in a letter to John Jay, 

“Being acquainted with the nature of this security and having greatest confidence in it from the 

resolve paper of 27 April 1784 by the honorable Congress, we viewed the offer with transport.”  

Not every bank in Amsterdam immediately understood their enthusiasm.  Their most important 

consortium partners, the owners of the Willinks bank, were openly disdainful of the Loan Office 

notes as “worthless trash” when the Van Staphorsts explained the promise of investment in 

American domestic debt to a creditor committee that included some of Holland’s most prominent 

moneymen.  Eventually, however, the Van Staphorsts prevailed, and the committee agreed that 

American domestic bonds trading in the secondary market could be made available on the 

Amsterdam bourse.14  

Although it took American diplomats in Europe more than two years to realize it, the deal 

that the Van Staphorsts struck with Daniel Parker put an end to any new, large-scale, borrowing 

by the United States in the Dutch primary markets.  Beginning in 1785, the Van Staphorsts 

                                                      
14 Van Staphorst to John Jay, 24 November 1785, The Correspondence and Public Papers of John Jay, vol. 4, ed. 
Henry P. Johnson, (New York, Putnam and Sons, 1890-93), 7.  
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adopted a new strategy of buying up Loan Office notes while lending only enough money to the 

United States to avert default on its Dutch loans of 1782 and 1784, in the expectation that 

Congress would eventually reform its finances.   This strategy rested on a conceptualization of 

the American capital structure that resembled an hourglass.  In the top half of the hourglass, was 

twenty-seven million dollars' worth of U.S. domestic debt, made up primarily of Loan Office 

notes and their indents: non-performing assets with an enormous potential yield of twenty-four 

percent. The bottom half contained U.S. foreign debt, comprised of French loans worth roughly 

thirteen million dollars and Dutch loans worth another million, obligations contracted in primary 

market transactions that yielded premiums of approximately six percent per year.  For the United 

States to borrow new money in the primary markets, the foreign and domestic debt would need 

to be trading at roughly eight percent.  In other words, all the debt would need to be in the 

bottom of the hourglass in terms of yield. The Van Staphorsts' new strategy was bold but 

essentially simple: they would acquire as many Loan Office notes and indents as possible, which 

would drive down the yield of the Loan Office notes until the domestic debt and the foreign debt 

yielded roughly the same.  However, this movement from the top of the hourglass to the bottom 

required a force beyond the capacity of any bank.  That force was specie, which was generated 

two ways, not exclusive of each other.  First, the United States Congress would have to acquire 

the constitutional authority to tax American citizens and find the political will to use the resulting 

revenues to redeem the debt obligations of the United States, both principal and interest, at face 

value.  Second, foreign investment. 

While the Van Staphorsts were undertaking their due diligence in preparation for the 

wholesale acquisition of Loan Office notes in the United States, Stadnitski saw no reason to wait 

in creating a fund based on the Loan Office notes he personally acquired.  His strategy was to 
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sweep Europe clean of whatever notes were available, starting with Daniel Parker’s stock, which 

at $320,000 face value was probably the largest single block in Europe.  Parker offered these to 

Stadnitski at seventy cents on the dollar with the essentially fraudulent stipulation that the bonds 

were still paying interest.  Stadnitski agreed, only to discover, not long after the agreement of 

sale was recorded before an Amsterdam notary on February 18, 1786, the U.S. Treasury was 

making interest payments in the form of three percent indents, which were trading at 

approximately fifteen cents on the dollar.  Moreover, he came to understand that in the United 

States Loan Office notes were trading at twenty-five.15 

Parker had fleeced Stadnitski, but exposed himself as a sharp dealer, a blot on his 

already-dubious reputation that Stadnitski could have used against him, had he chosen to do so.  

Instead Stadnitski gave Parker an order for more notes, but with a strict price limit.  Since 

Stadnitski was the sole buyer and had the power to destroy Parker’s reputation for probity at will, 

he effectively made the American his agent.  From other sources, Stadnitski accumulated, at 

various prices, Loan Office notes worth a total of $840,000 (1,200,000 guilders).  This was an 

amount sufficient for Stadnitski and his partner, Hendrick Vollenhoven, to reoffer in the form of 

an investment trust. 16 

Amsterdam bankers had invented investment trusts in the early eighteenth century by 

packaging mortgages on West Indies plantations and selling them off, by shares, to retail 

investors.  Later trusts offered shares based on the public debts of governments; these were 

generally regarded as safe investments, and by 1787 were both familiar and popular on the 

bourse.  The United States “Liquidated Debt” trust that Stadnitski created thus resembled funds 

                                                      
15 “Voorwaarden op welke Daniel Parker aan Pieter Stadnitski,” February 18, 1786, Notarial Records, Zilver, 17297, 
No. 25, Stadsarchief Amsterdam. 
16 Ibid. 
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based on the debts of the United Kingdom, Sweden, Russia, the Holy Roman Empire, and other 

European states, except for its relatively small size, modest cost, and comparatively high 

projected earnings.  After his costly initial acquisition of $320,000 worth of face value Loan 

Office notes, Stadnitski had paid much less for the subsequent $520,000 in securities, which 

allowed him to price the combined trust offering of $840,000 (1,200,000 guilders) face value at 

$504,000 (720,000 guilders).  Stadnitski structured the trust as 720 shares, offered at one 

thousand guilders each, with a twenty-five-year expiration date.17  

Stadnitski structured this investment trust with a redemption schedule decided by lottery.  

In other words, the trust had the right to begin purchasing back shares from investors on a 

random basis.  After the first year, a three percent premium would be paid for thirty-six shares.  

Should investors have their shares called away in the first year, they would earn an eight percent 

return over that year.  However, shareholders retained the right to keep the capital appreciation in 

those shares even though they were called away.  In the unlikely event that a holder owned 

thirty-six shares and those shares were redeemed after one year, they would still receive thirty-

six shares of one thousand two hundred in the liquidation value of the trust after twenty-five 

years.  However, these investment trusts were judged on the worst-case scenario based on 

interest income not the capital appreciation.   Therein lay the problem for Stadnitski:  In 1787, 

there were no cash interest payments.  Instead, the rightful owner received an indent in lieu of 

the interest payment.  Once Stadnitski received the Loan Office notes, he became the rightful 

owner of any future indents.  One year of interest on 1,200,000 guilders is 72,000 guilders.  The 

indents were trading at fifteen cents on the dollar and if sold for that price would produce 10,800 

                                                      
17 K. Geert Rouwenhorst, “The Origins of Mutual Funds,” in The Origins of Value:  The Financial Innovations that 
Created the Modern Capital Markets (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 262-65.   
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guilders.  It was up to Stadnitski to make up the 61,200 guilders.18  The solution was for 

Stadnitski to guarantee a years’ worth of interest himself in the hopes that the American 

government would resolve its financial issues. 

Stadnitski, having acquired a large bloc of Loan Office notes and had daringly offered to 

cover the first year of interest for anyone who bought into the investment trust.  On the sidelines 

were a collection of influential and powerful investment bankers wondering if the Dutch rentier 

community would buy into this instrument.  Much had transpired in the young American 

republic on the other side of the Atlantic and the dwindling and uncontextualized newspaper 

reports and rumors required extensive elucidation.  Under these circumstances, the customary 

one-page bericht that had been used to sell the American bond offerings of 1782, 1784, and 1786 

would no longer suffice as a marketing tool.  Stadnitski therefore took up his quill and began to 

lay out the case for investment in American bonds and in actuality, the American future.    

 Stadnitski’s “Explanatory Report Regarding the Fund Called ‘Liquidated Debt,’ Owned 

by the United States of America with an Annual Interest Rate of 6% for Which One is Credited 

in the Books of the Treasury of Those States, Just as With the National Funds in England” 

consists of two unequal parts providing context and general analysis concerning the War of 

Independence and the future of the United States.  The first five pages offer a high-level 

historical overview, recalling Adams’s investor relations campaign conducted between 1781 and 

1783, portraying the origins of the American national debt in three acts of liberty-loving patriots 

who had risked everything in taking up arms against Great Britain.  At the outset of hostilities, 

Stadnitski wrote, the rebels acted with “fiery enthusiasm” and unanimity: “The whole nation was 

willing to support the views of the assembly of deputies from the various colonies, . . . assembly 

                                                      
18 Ibid., and Downing, “Transatlantic Paper,” 276-82. 
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would be called from then on the Continental Congress of the United States.”19  One of the first 

great problems Congress confronted was a desperate shortage of hard money, which, Stadnitski 

wrote, had to be spent abroad “to obtain a multitude of supplies to facilitate the war.”20 American 

citizens had thus voluntarily taken the Loan Office notes that Congress offered in exchange for 

provisions and other military supplies. 

The rentier community of the 1780s United Provinces had undergone a significant 

evolution over the previous one-hundred and eighty years.  The Dutch investor of the early 

seventeenth century had an enormous appetite for risk fired by economic nationalism associated 

with the Eighty Years’ War.  Joint stock companies like the Dutch West India Company, ensured 

that anyone with enough money to purchase a share of stock, had the same motivations and 

aspirations as the Stadtholder, a critical factor for state formation.  Outside of the Dutch joint 

stock companies, these same financed voyages all over the world.  The rentier of the late 

eighteenth century, fat with inherited wealth, had an entirely different appetite for risk.  Starting 

with the Glorious Revolution and the South Sea Company, Dutch rentiers developed an appetite 

for these 3% British Consols.  This was a positive development for England because it had 

access to capital to finance any number of operations including war.21 

Normally, the Dutch rentier relied on the reputation of the investment bank when it came 

to an investment opportunity, but the situation in the United States was different. It was a new 

country transitioning from a colony to a sovereign nation.  It had no track record, no 

professionalized system of finance, a weak form of government, and feuding states with contrary 

                                                      
19 Pieter Stadnitski, “Ophelderend Bericht Wegens Het Fonds, Genaamd Liquidated Debt” (Stadnitski, 1787), 2–3, 
7–8, J.O. 22, Het Nederlandshe Economisch-Historich Archief, 1.  Translation, p. 2., Ibid. 
20 Ibid. 
21 Larry Neal, The Rise of Financial Capitalism:  International Capital Markets in the Age of Reason, (Cambridge:  
Cambridge University Press, 1990), 90. 
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agendas.  More importantly, with the arrival of men like Daniel Parker, news coming from the 

United States could no longer be controlled.  For Stadnitski and other Dutch investment 

professionals, a thorough contextualization of the war and its aftermath would be an invaluable 

marketing tool for Stadnitski’s investment trust and for future primary offerings by the United 

States.  With this in mind, Stadnitski picked up his quill and went to work.   

  Stadnitski took pains to defend the borrowing of the Continental Congress by recounting 

the highly unequal circumstances of the war. At the war’s beginning, America’s citizen-soldiers, 

“were not provided with weapons, magazines, and especially a treasury [therefore] money, the 

nerve of war, was lacking; while their enemies were provided with money and weapons.” 22   

Specie quickly drained away as Congress bought arms and munitions abroad, while under British 

blockade American farmers were unable to sell their crops for export, only to the Continental 

Congress.23  Since the Congress was obliged to use specie to pay for supplies from foreign 

suppliers, the only logical recourse domestically was to give Loan Office notes in exchange for 

supplies.  “But the Congress was forced to continue giving out Loan Office notes instead of 

specie which had the effect of reducing their value so that one (ten dollar) certificate could be 

purchased for two and a half silver dollars,” Stadnitski wrote.24 

Having established decline in the price of the Loan Office notes was unavoidable, 

Stadnitski recounted how Congress—“at all times inspired to maintain the public good”—dealt 

with that inflation that, by 1780, had reached the point of crisis.25  Recognizing that The decline 

in Loan Office notes was, in part, linked to the failed Continental Dollar.  In truth, the market 

                                                      
22 Ibid., 1. 
23 This was a dubious claim.  In truth, the American farmer much preferred to sell to the British army for silver 
rather than for export or for Loan Office notes from the Continental Army. 
24 Ibid.,1, 2. 
25 Ibid., 3. 
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had already determined the value of the Continental Dollar and many people like John Adams 

and economic essayist Pelatiah Webster believed that the exchange offer only announced to 

America’s enemies that the country was bankrupt.   

Stadnitski presented this commitment to financial order and transparency as a powerful 

selling point for potential Dutch rentiers.  Similarly, he emphasized the mode that the Treasury 

established of issuing new, inflation-adjusted certificates, which could either be held by their 

owners or “endorse[d] . . . in the books of the treasury in Congress, just as is customary in 

England with regard to the National Funds of that Country.”26  This reference to the finances of 

Great Britain was carefully calculated.  The British and the Dutch governments both had the 

most professionalized systems of finance and to connect the United States with either one of 

those governments was an effective way of assuring investors that the young, American 

government was following the best practices of other national treasuries.  Finally, and most 

important, investors in Stadnitski’s fund could rest assured their shares in “the liquid and 

recognized debts of the Congress of the United States” would be “brought to the same real value 

in Specie, and [recorded as such] … in the books of the Treasury.  It is therefore not subject to 

any falsification and completely free from all reductions in value.”27   

These reassuring words, which ended the first part of the Report, also served to remind 

the reader of the circumstances under which the American Revolution was fought.  Until John 

Adams arrived in the United Provinces in 1780, British agents had filled the Dutch press with 

stories of American financial ruin, military blunders, and popular disregard for Congress’s 

authority.  While those charges were in part true their power had come from the lack of context 

and countervailing information. Part one, then, was intended to correct lingering misconceptions   

                                                      
26 Ibid., 4. 
27 Ibid., 2, 3. 
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of America’s recent past.  Part two, which Stadnitski wrote would “present the reasons…. why I 

see the fund as solid,” was essentially about the future of the United States. 

This second part of the argument began by acknowledging two issues of compelling 

concern to potential investors:  would the future United States have the economic capacity to 

service the repay an immense debt?   Second, was the American government truly committed to 

paying off the Loan Office notes?  In addressing the former, Stadnitski barely nodded at what 

had in fact been the Van Staphorsts’ main concern in assessing the risks of investing in the U.S. 

domestic securities, North America’s chronic shortage of specie.  Instead he concentrated on 

what a modern economist would call the factor endowments of the new United States.  Within 

the bounds fixed by the Treaty of Paris lay a vast supply of arable land, laced together by “an 

abundance of rivers and waters suitable for fishing and commerce.”  Distance from Europe 

virtually guaranteed that the United States would not be drawn into the Old World’s incessant 

wars, while domestically no force hindered the future expansion of the United States but Native 

Americans, whom he dismissed as “some weak troops of people inland.”  America’s greatest 

asset, however, was the “extensive religious and constitutional freedom” of the United States, 

which would inevitably draw European immigrants to populate the interior.  Rapid population 

growth would secure the republic’s future and creating a prosperity that would naturally solve 

the problem of specie shortage.  Given the absence of obstacles to “the quick and tremendous 

development of that Land,” there was “hardly a Kingdom of Commonwealth in Europe” more 

worthy of investors’ “confidence, on the basis of the capacity of the debtor.”28   

Congress, in short, had done its best to minimize the financial damage the war inflicted 

on public creditors, but the finances of the United States remained at impasse until peace was 

                                                      
28 Ibid., 5.  
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finally concluded in January 1783.  With the Treaty of Paris, Stadnitski noted, circumstances 

markedly improved.  Great Britain’s cession of territories east of the Mississippi River to the 

United States promised that Congress would enjoy future revenues from land sales; more 

immediately, the representatives of nine of the thirteen states agreed to a resolution that would 

allow Congress to collect “a certain tax of 5 pCt. of the value of . . . foreign imported goods,” 

and to requisition a “substantial immediate revenue, amounting to 1,500,000 dollars,” from the 

states, in order to pay outstanding interest on the national debt.29  While the resolution (as 

Stadnitski did not say) needed the unanimous consent of the states to have any effect, and while 

(as he admitted) the revenues from the projected five percent impost would produce only 

“900,000 dollars, [which] would not be enough for the repayment of the interest, which was just 

over 2.4 million dollars,” the very fact that the measure had been proposed and strongly 

supported testified to “a healthy Politics.”  A particularly hopefully sign, he noted, was that in its 

resolution Congress had stipulated that “these revenues can be used for nothing, rather than 

payment of the principal and interest of debts arising from the war, on the credit of the United 

States.”30  Here was evidence that Congressional good intentions were at last generating sound 

policy. 

If Stadnitski’s account of Americans’ willingness to support Congress in paying off the 

war debt was an optimistic one, he also took care to note that individual states had thus far 

thwarted every effort to confer a limited power of taxation on Congress. Several elements of the 

plan to amend the Articles of Confederation to create a national impost had drawn opposition, 

but one of the more revealing objections had been that the collector of the impost “would be 

responsible only to Congress. Certain States understood this to be dangerous to their sovereign 
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[authority, of] which they are extremely jealous.”  Stubborn as the opposition had been, however, 

he emphasized that it had not been consistent over time: “first one State and then later another 

has consented to the proposed measures.” At the time of writing, he understood that only two, 

Pennsylvania and New York, had yet to pass the impost amendment, and that their opposition 

was far from entrenched.  New York’s objections to the means of collection seemed likely to be 

remedied soon, and with that accomplished he believed Pennsylvania would follow suit.  Thus, 

he felt confident that the grant of authority to levy “taxes will be implemented within a few 

months with the consent of all the states.”  In the meantime, he explained, even the unamended 

Articles “obliged [the states] to pay such sums as the quotas which are demanded of them by 

Congress towards the payment of the general debt,” and he was sure that they would comply.  

Why such confidence? The Articles had been ratified by the states “without reserving for 

themselves the right to refuse such payments, as have the Seven United Dutch Provinces, who 

have reserved the right not to agree to the petitions of the Generality [i.e., the States General].”31  

In other words, while the American union might be defective in forbidding Congress to raise 

revenue on its own authority, it was still institutionally stronger in one important respect than the 

Dutch Republic.  The implication was obvious: if his readers did not doubt the financial probity 

of the United Provinces, they had reason to believe that the United States, a sister republic, 

would be equally faithful in fulfilling its public obligations.   

Confident as this assessment was, Stadnitski understood that his readers had reason to be 

concerned that reliable returns on their investments to begin without doubt or delay.  He 

therefore hastened to admit that the U.S. Treasury had paid no interest on Loan Office notes in 

specie in some time, and that there was in fact no guarantee that at least for the time being it 
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would be able to meet its interest obligations with anything but indents.  While he had done 

everything in his power to understand the prospects of payment, he wrote, “Everything is still 

irregular.”  For that very reason, he had taken care in purchasing Loan Office notes for the fund 

“to negotiate . . . to include the Interest expired on the first of January 1786 until such time as I 

will be certain that I will have here the Interests that expire on the first of January 1787 at the end 

of that Year, so as to be able to fulfill it [i.e., the payment of the premium due to shareholders] on 

the day of expiration.”  In the short run, therefore, investors could be as confident of “prompt 

payment of the Interest by this new Republic as by any Empire, or Commonwealth, in Europe.”  

As for the security of their investments in the long run, shareholders could “expect much quicker 

repayment of the principal sum of money because of the resource that only they [the United 

States] have—undeveloped land for sale.”32  

In sum, Stadnitski argued, Congress had consistently shown good faith, notwithstanding 

all adversity, because unlike a European monarchy, it embodied a confederation of republics.  

When “the nation itself governs the affairs of finance,” he observed, there is always “less danger 

of violating their promised word than an autocratic government,” for the simple, powerful reason 

that “the people . . . have an influence on the government, and so to speak, govern alongside it.”  

The strength of a republic was in its citizens: in them “the government maintains a constant staff 

[i.e., support], as well as an indirect interest in maintaining its obligations.”33  

The only real danger to the future financial stability of the United States was the potential 

for American disunity.  It was a risk he readily admitted:  

The Republic is composed of thirteen individual and independent states, spread out over a 
large area of land, so that many of them are far away from each other, and thus naturally often 
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 24 

have conflicting interests.  Therefore, it does not seem impossible that at some point the union 
that links all those states to each other might be broken.34 

 

He quickly added that he did not think this outcome likely, but declined to argue against 

the possibility both because “the rules of precaution” dictated that he “evaluate the subject on its 

merits,” and because he was prepared to admit that the danger of disunion was “a substantial 

objection to becoming an indefinite participant in American bonds, for which one should fear for 

their capital and interest.”35  

Having granted that objection, however, he immediately turned the tables by suggesting 

that “one will also agree that at least in our present circumstances, such fear may have more 

grounds in relation to the Generality or Union of this Land [the United Provinces of the 

Netherlands] and there is therefore no reason to be more worried about the debts of Congress, 

than one would about those of our own Generality.”36 This brief, veiled reference to current 

events, obscure to anyone unfamiliar with the particulars of late eighteenth-century Dutch 

history, would have been obvious to Stadnitski’s readers.  From late 1780 through early 1784 the 

United Provinces had fought a far-flung commercial and naval conflict with Great Britain, the 

Fourth Anglo-Dutch War: a militarily and economically disastrous conflict for the Dutch, and 

one that had left deep political scars.  Throughout 1785 and 1786 both the Anglophile, quasi-

monarchist Orangists, who backed the Stadtholder, and the Francophile, republican Patriot Party, 

which dominated Holland’s most important cities and had powerful influence in the States 

General, had drifted toward political violence.  By early 1787 partisanship had intensified to the 

point of low-intensity civil war.  When Stadnitski’s Report appeared, many observers expected 
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worse to follow, including perhaps a Prussian intervention in favor of the Stadtholder, whose 

brother-in-law was Prussia’s king.37   

  For contemporary readers, the implication was clear.  The Great Powers of the day—

notably France, England, Spain, Austria, Prussia, and Russia—ruthlessly competed with one 

another and continually sought influence within smaller states.  All of them borrowed money in 

Dutch capital markets, and several (notably Britain and France) did so even while they intrigued 

to influence and destabilize Dutch politics.  By contrast, any problems among the American 

states seemed easily surmountable, and the ability of European powers to influence political 

outcomes was limited by the natural buffer of the Atlantic Ocean.  As Stadnitski reminded his 

readers, the wise Dutch investor in sovereign debt funds had learned to manage his risks by 

taking “the precaution, to divide one’s assets into different currency loans.”38  United States 

securities thus offered one more harbor—a relatively safe and profitable one—in which Dutch 

investors could anchor their wealth.   

In his final paragraphs, Stadnitski sought to explain why, if the Continental Congress had 

acted as conscientiously as he maintained, and if Loan Office notes were as solid an investment 

as he believed, he had been able to buy them so cheap.  This took the form of a high-level 

recapitulation of the findings and arguments he had painstakingly described above: a kind of 

executive summary to remind his readers of how wartime conditions had produced a severe 

shortage of hard currency in the United States.39  This summary, though awkwardly situated,  

served the important purpose of prefacing a further analysis of why, four years after the war, the 
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39 Ibid., 16. 



 26 

United States had failed to build substantial specie reserves.  Stadnitski’s answer—that European 

merchants, hoping to profit from pent-up demand for manufactures, had glutted American ports 

with trade goods, draining away specie that might otherwise have reentered circulation—made a 

certain amount of sense.  It was not necessary to invoke any fundamental weakness in the Loan 

Office notes themselves to explain the eagerness of bondholders to part with public securities at 

deep discounts; Americans’ desire to buy consumer goods at reasonable rates after so many years 

of deprivation was a sufficient cause.40  Stadnitski admitted that had he not dedicated a year and 

a half to studying the issues at stake in the U.S. domestic securities market, “the price [of] . . . the 

Liquidated Debt would have scared me.”  Having “become thoroughly educated,” however, he 

understood that the extended price inertia of Loan Office notes resulted from the reluctance of 

buyers to break price to purchase bonds and of sellers to sell unless they were in immediate need 

of specie.  The notes, therefore, were paradoxically both a solid investment and a huge bargain. 

This is “a business,” he wrote, “which is built on solid grounds and [which] promises more 

advantages than any other financial investment currently known.”41   

 What Stadnitski meant was that to invest in American debt was unlike any other  

investment opportunity available to European investors in that it offered very high returns at very 

low risk: a combination as rare in the eighteenth century as in the twenty-first.  Every sovereign 

borrower in Europe had limited revenue resources and taxed its subjects to a degree that came 

close to the limit of their capacity to pay. European countries—not excluding the United 

Provinces—were also were subject to immense geopolitical risks.  With vast expanses of land to 

sell, an enormous attractiveness to immigrants, and a geographical position that all but precluded 

invasion by foreign enemies, the United States would, in future years, operate outside all the 
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familiar constraints of Europe.  The most significant risk factor for investors, America’s potential 

for fragmentation and disunity, could not be discounted; neither, he suggested, should it be 

overestimated.  Even under difficult conditions Congress had done its best to honor its 

obligations and had given no reason to doubt that it do so once it had secured a permanent 

revenue. Since Congress neither lacked either the capacity to pay its debts, nor the goodwill to 

discharge them, there was no reason to understand the high potential returns on investment in 

U.S. securities as a danger signal.42  “Being happy with a low interest rate and imagining this to 

be safe” merely reflected a lack of research and imagination.  Stadnitski offered his Report as 

evidence that he lacked neither and as persuasive invitation for investors to profit from his 

labors. 

Modern bond salesmen and other financial professionals often describe their research into 

investment opportunities as “sharpening the axe,” a phrase derived from Abraham Lincoln’s 

supposed maxim, “If I had six hours to chop down a tree, I’d spend the first four of them 

sharpening my axe.”43  Two centuries avant la lettre, Stadnitski had sharpened his axe well 

indeed with the “Explanatory Report,” for the investment trust it announced sold out with such 

alacrity that a consortium quickly formed to quench investors’ thirst for the new kind of 

investment trust fund it represented.  The so-called House of Four combined the resources of the 

firms of Peter Stadnitski and Son, Jacob and Nicolaas Van Staphorst, Ten Cate and Vollenhoven, 

and P. and C. Van Eeghan in the hunt for more U.S. domestic debt securities.  In short order they 

                                                      
42 Ibid., 18. 
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hired Jacques-Pierre Brissot de Warville, a reform-minded French journalist with ties to the 

Dutch Patriot party, as an undercover asset scout to go to America and find out what he could 

about American domestic debt.  Soon thereafter, they also retained an Amsterdam bond trader, 

Théophile Cazenove, who moved to Philadelphia and became their principal buyer of Loan 

Office notes and other securities.  

Over the next seven years, the House of Four and other firms sponsored the creation of 

dozens of investment trusts based on American domestic debt, ranging in size from $220,000 to 

$1,200,000.  Their success is a testimony not only to the appetite of Dutch investors for the 

reliable, high returns on American securities that followed the establishment of the new U.S. 

government under the Constitution, but for the persuasiveness of Stadnitski’s analysis to the 

heads of major banking houses.  The Willinks brothers, who had initially derided Loan Office 

notes as “worthless trash,” plunged into the market, hiring American agents to buy Loan Office 

notes, their indents, and some state debt for their personal accounts.  So, remarkably, did Francis 

Baring of the famous London investment bank, who purchased just under a million dollars’ 

worth of Loan Office notes in 1789.44  This was the first trade of its size that involved British 

investors, and a harbinger for future acquisitions of American domestic debt. 

The Dutch became the market drivers in the American domestic debt market to the point 

that cash-poor American speculators worried that the opportunity would evaporate before their 

eyes.  As the market value of Loan Office notes rose, the yield declined commensurately.  Since 

the yield in the Loan Office notes was the index for domestic interest rates, credit eased 

dramatically which in turn set off the first peacetime economic expansion in American history.  

Perhaps more importantly, Dutch money completely reshaped the American capital structure at a 
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time when a window was opening to raise enough money to pay France back and potentially 

avoiding another war.  The Franco-American alliance had frayed due to American political and 

financial inaction.  Because of this movement in the Loan Office notes driven by Dutch money, 

Alexander Hamilton was able to pay off the French and assume all the state debt while turning 

the Loan Office notes into an interest-bearing currency.  This also spurred the American 

economy because it provided it with an increase in a medium of exchange. 

As the enthusiasm of Dutch and even English investors demonstrated in 1789 and 

beyond, the Van Staphorsts’ 1785 analysis of the structure of U.S. public debt as an hourglass 

had been eminently sound.  The sand in the hourglass began to fall to the bottom on July 4, 1789, 

when George Washington signed the Tariff Act—significantly, the first statute passed by 

Congress under the new Federal government.  At the end of the month Congress established the 

Customs Service, which by autumn had deposited its first impost revenues in the U.S. Treasury.  

This allowed the new Secretary of the Treasury, Alexander Hamilton, to consolidate the national 

debt of the United States, as outlined in January 1790 with his First Report on the Public Credit.  

It was a bold move, hitherto unimaginable in U.S. public finance; but he made it in full 

confidence that whatever the expenses of funding and assumption might be, they could be 

covered by loans from Dutch bankers.   

The Dutch, as Hamilton fully understood, had fallen in love with American securities.  

Having discovered that returns on the American debt fully supported the most optimistic of 

Stadnitski’s projections, investors on the Amsterdam bourse showed an indefatigable willingness 

to subscribe to investment funds based on any sort of U.S. securities.  By 1794 the entirety of the 

American debt held by France and a significant amount of domestic debt was in the hands of 

Dutch investors, who were receiving interest in full.   
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Pieter Stadnitski’s “Explanatory Report” thus had a significance that far transcended the 

immediate circumstances of its creation as an innovative sales tool, and its success in whetting 

the appetite of Dutch retail investors for a new kind of investment trust.  It marked an inflection 

point in Dutch-American relations, between the initial period of 1782-1786 when the first three 

U.S. loans were sold to Dutch rentiers who were sympathetic to the Revolutionary cause but 

poorly informed about the financial situation of Congress, and the transformative years 

from1787 through 1794, when Dutch capital enthusiastically funded the formation of a new 

American state.  That outcome, which was by no means foreordained, depended (first) on the 

solid information and clear-eyed analysis that Stadnitski supplied, and (second) on the American 

constitutional changes that demonstrated to investors that Stadnitski’s faith that the United States 

would make good on its promises was well-founded, and could safely be acted upon.  Thus, in a 

remarkably brief period, the market for American public securities stabilized and yields on the 

domestic debt of the U.S., led by the Loan Office notes, converged with those of the foreign 

debt, allowing the U.S. Treasury to borrow freely in Amsterdam and other primary markets at 

interest rates competitive with the most stable European states.45 At least in the view of those 

who lent to sovereign powers—the one transnational community whose opinion mattered most—

the United States had achieved full acceptance as a nation among nations in the Western world.           
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