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PREFACE
The present volume is essentially an experiment, and is laid before the

public with some diffidence: it originated in its author’s own need for a

clear and connected survey of the main problems into which British policy

resolved itself during the last century and a half. It lays nb claim to

originaKty, much less to finality: in order to qualify fully for the task here

set, it would be necessary to spend thirty years digging in the Record Office

and other mines of diplomatic lore. The most that can be said of it is that

it is the first full and connected narrative, by a single writer, of British

policy, as distinct from general European diplomacy; and that it takes fuller

account of Continental sources than is usually the case in English historical

writings.

No country can compete with our own in political biography, and there

is practically no statesman, even of the second rank, in British public life

during the last lOO years, who has not been made the subject of a two-

voluiAe "‘Life”. But, with the very rarest exceptions, such books are based

almost exclusively on the private papers of the individual in question, and

degenerate, whenever he leaves office, into mere reminiscence or social

gossip . and little or no attempt is made to collate these papers with similar

collections either at home or abroad. And thus, incredible as it may seem,

that invaluable enterprise, the Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy
^

when it appeared in 1920, was performing the functions of a pioneer, cutting

his way through virgm forest. It would be most unfair to accuse earlier

writers, such as Sir Spencer Walpole or Mr Herbert Paul, of neglecting

foreign affairs: but what they had to say on the subject was almost always

incidental', lacked any real documentary basis, and betrayed an essentially

insular outlook. Professors Webster and Temperley set an altogether new
standard by their monographs on Castlereagh and Canning, and the con-

trast between Professor H. C. F. Bell’s recent life of Palmerston, and the

amateur, though still enlightening, biographies of Bulwer and Ashley, is

the measure of the progress achieved. But it seemed to me that the time

was long overdue for a general survey, embodying the main results of recent

scholarship over a longer period. It would, however, be more than un-
gracious on my part to miss this opportunity of acknowledging my debt
to such recent writers as Mr E. L. Woodward, Mr Kingsley Martin,

Mr Algemoi^ Cecil and Miss Alicia Ramsay (to mention only a very few),

whose merit consists not so much in filling in the gaps of documentary
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The study of foreign policy has been transformed since the War by the

publication of enormous masses of diplomatic material in most European

countHes: and though this has of course greatly increased the amount of

the historian's reading, it has undoubtedly given him certain advantages

as against any of his fellow-craftsmen in all previous eras, whilst the advance

in bibliographical method has reduced the danger of his overlooking essential

material.

It should be explained that this volume, as originally planned, was to

have been limited to the period from 1822 to 1874—^the Eastern erisis of

the ’seventies being reserved for detailed treatment. In actual fact Britain

in Europe had to be laid aside unfinished, while Disraeliy Gladstone and the

Eastern Question (Macmillan, 1935) was being completed. But when the

work was resumed, it soon became clear that my main object would be

defeated unless both a prologue and an epilogue could be added—^if only

for the reason that some of the most essential threads of our policy during

the Early and Mid-Victorian Era are closely interwoven with the period of

Pitt and Castlereagh, and continue to form the pattern of the more demo-

cratic era which the Midlothian Campaign may be said to have ushered in.

As author I am the last person qualified to decide whether the naethod

employed is a sound one: but I would ask the reader to bear in mind that

Prologue and Epilogue are deliberately planned on a smaller scale than the

rest of the book.

6 April 1937

R. W. SETON-WATSON
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England has saved herself by her exertions, and will, as I tru^t,

save Europe by her example. william pitt (1805)

Leur histoire est pleine de ces alternatives d’une indifference

qui fait croire a leur decadence, et d’un emportement qui

deconcerte leurs ennemis. On les voit tour a tour abandonner

TEurope et la commander, negliger les plus grandes affaires

du Continent et pr^tendre diriger jusqu’aux plus petites, passer

de la paix quand’mfeme k la guerre a outrance.

ALBERT SOREL, VEurope et la Revolution

So long as the power and advice of England are felt in the

councils of Europe, peace, I believe, will be maintained, and

for a long period. Without their presence war. . .seems to me
inevitable. disraeli at the Guildhall (1879)



PROLOGUE

THE GENESIS OF OUR FOREIGN POLICY

Policy in Embryo

One of our greatest Foreign Secretaries once admitted to one of our greatest

ambassadors, that “ logic is of no use in diplomacy ’’
: and Sir Edward Grey,

the most transparently, disarmingly honest holder of that office, has com-,

mitted himself, at the beginning of his memoirs, to the belief that “ British

Foreign Ministers have been guided by what seemed to them to be the im-

mediate interest of tliis countrj^ without making elaborate calculations for

the future ” By way of contrast, large sections of continental opinion are

profoundly persuaded that “Perfide Albion” has for generations pursued

a deep-laid and consistent policy of calculated interest and of sheer aggran-

disement.

The first of these views is doubtless nearer to the truth than the second:

yet It is undoubtedly possible to detect certain persistent tendencies in

British foreign policy, dating at least as far back as Tudor days. It is already

a commonplace to affirm that Wolsey, by his somewhat abrupt transfer of

England’s friendship, laid the foundations of that principle of the Balance

of Power which was to form a main clue to European policy for four

centuries, and which seems once more to be emerging from the eclipse

which it had suffered after the Great War. Wolsey is often described as

England’s first great Foreign Minister: before him policywas predominantly

dynastic rather than national. The final loss of England’s contmentd
possessions, the profound changes wrought by the Reformation, and the

union of the English and Scottish crowns, gradually transformed the

problem of national defence in these islands, and stimulated that movement
of overseas expansion for which the Elizabethan seamen had prepared the

way. It is of course true that yet other causes were at work. The decay of

the Hansa power, from which England and Holland were to reap the

main profit, was accelerated by the Turkish conquests and the eon-

sequent ruin of the medieval trade routes from Europe into Asia. The
discovery of America, the Cape, and Cape Horn, opened up new worlds

of fabulous wealth and opportunity in place of those which were being

lost.

s-w
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In the sixteenth century the fear inspired by the threatened world

dominion of the Habsburgs went hand m hand with a struggle of the

“ new'religion ” against the Counter-Reformation, and with a challenge to the

economic exclusmsm asserted by Spain in the New World. Under Mary
Tudor there was a violent movement of the tiller m favour of a Spanish

Alliance which might well have assured to Spain the hegemony of Europe,

and simultaneouslym favour of a return to Catholicism. But this proved to be
a mere parsing interlude of five years. Queen Elizabeth shook herself free

from both these entanglements, and in a reign of forty years steered her way
through the shoals of European policy by a rare combination of inaction,

prevarication, diplomatic skill and consummate espionage. She had gained

the necessary breathing-space for England, and though the foreign policy

of James I was weak and inglorious—^involving subservience to Spain and

in effect, despite all verbal sympathy, a betrayal of the Protestant cause

—

the real danger was already a thing of the past. It is not too much to say

that under James I and CWles I England sank to the level of a third-rate

Power in Europe, it could not even defend its coasts from Barbary corsairs.

While Richelieu played his pawns in the great game of war that for thirty

years devastated Europe, Charles was of no account in continental affairs,

and of course during the closing years of the German struggle England was
absorbed m its own civil strife. Not that English initiative had vanished

from the world. On the contrary, the first half of the seventeenth century

marks the beginnings of colonial settlement in America, and the develop-

ment of commercial enterprise through the three great corporations, the

East India, the Levant and the Russia Companies. Out of the grudging and
prohibitiomst outlookwhich still dommated foreign trade arose a succession

of quarrels with Holland, which made an unnatural breach in the forces of

northern Protestantism. Looked at from another aspect, the three Dutch
Wars, which two generations earlier might have proved suicidal, did less

damage than might have been expected, in that the disproportion between
the strength and resources of Spain and England diminished decade by
decade.

In foreign policy the Commonwealth was a bnef interlude of glory be-
tween two periods of eclipse. To-day we can see clearly enough that
Cromwell attached an exaggerated value to Protestantism as an instrument
of policy but if his various dealings with Sweden are open to criticism, he
w^ far more alive than most of his contemporaries to the folly of quarrelhng
with Holland, though he did not foresee the events which were to drive the
two countries into alliance a generation later. His efforts to hold aloof from
the Franco-Spanish rivalry of his day proved in the end impossible—partly,
no doubt, for reasons which in another garb might well have appealed to
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Palmerston. His conditions for co-operation with Spain were that British

subjects should be free from the control of the Inquisition and free to sail

to the West Indies : and here, in the words of the Spamsh Ambassador, he

was “asking for the King of Spain’s two eyes”. His alliance with France,

with its romantic episode of Cromwellian Ironsides and the great Turenne

fighting side by side at Dunkirk, was the first real forerunner of the periodic

Ententes Cordtales of modern times ; that it was afterwards abandoned was

the inevitable result of Louis XIV’s arrogant and soaring ambition. Another

endurifig result of the Cromwellian interlude was the appearance of the

British fleet as a prime factor in the Mediterranean. In the words of

Andrew Marvell, the Protector “once more joined us to the Continent”.

The greatness of the man emerges from the contrast between his own

French policy and that of the Restoration period, in which Charles II be-

came the dependant, and even the pensionary, of his cousin Louis. Of

James II it will suffice to say that his outlook upon Europe was as disastrous

as his attitude towards the British Constitution. But with the accession of

William III a new era opened, in which for the first time our foreign policy

was in the hands of a far-sighted statesman who possessed the continental

outlook and was fully versed in all the rival currents in the Europe of his

day. There is much to be said for the Whig theory, that foreign policy, in

any modern sense of the term, begins with William III.

The Settlement of Utrecht

As Spain and Habsburg declined, France and Bourbon grew mightily in

strength, and at length it required the joint efforts of England and Holland,

supported by the Emperor as male heir to the Spanish Habsburgs, to

prevent the establishment of a French hegemony in Europe Once again

Britain turned the scale of war: yet no sooner was the danger averted than

her policy swerved dangerously, and she resumed an attitude of reserve and

isolation corresponding to her geographical position. This significant

attitude—^which was not merely assumed once m 1713, but repeated in

varying forms in 1763, in 1802, in 1815, and last, but not least, in 1920 and

in 1934-6—can hardly be explained by failure to grasp the issues involved,

but may rather be due to some deep-lying instinct that opposes the

supremacy of any one Power, but is acutely anxious to avoid substituting

the supremacy of an ally.

There can be no question of analysing here the complicated issues of the

War of Spanish Succession, in which Britain’s position as a World Power

of the first order is established no longer as a passing phenomenon, but as a

permanent factor in the calculations of all Europe. The settlement reached
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at Utrecht in 1713 has from that day to this been open to severe criticism

—at first because it was unfortunately, though perhaps inevitably, tied up

with the party feud between Whig and Tory, but also because with the

passage of time Britain’s attitude on that occasion remained a test case on

the delicate problem of alliances, their duration and the limits of their

obligation. There were those who regarded the Treaty of Utrecht—con-

cluded without the Emperor, on whose behalf and in close alliance with

whom the long war had been waged—as a signal revelation of the methods

of “Perfide Albion”. To this the best, and indeed the only adequate,

rejoinder is that the terms eventually secured coincided in the mam with

the aims originally laid down by the Grand Alliance. If the Balance of

Power had demanded that France and Spain should not have one and the

same monarch, it seemed to follow logically that a sinular objection apphed

to Charles VI uniting the Spanish and Austrian possessions of the House of

Habsburg.

Whatever may be the verdict on this vexed question, there can be no

doubt that the settlement of 1713 laid the necessary foundations for a new
era of British maritime expansion. The retention of Gibraltar and the tem-

porary acquisition of Minorca secured Britain’s access to the Mediterranean

and placed a definite handicap upon Spam: while the demolition of Dun-
kirk, the transfer of the Spanish Netherlands to the sovereignty of Vienna,

and the series of Barrier Treaties, relieved her of that menace to the in-

dependence of the Low Countnes and to the freedom of the narrow seas

which had provided the motive power of her resistance to Louis XIV. For

a short time it seemed as though the Whigs were about to reconstitute the

Grand Alliance; but Stanhope’s peace policy prevailed, and the under-

standing which he reached with Dubois and the French Regency—cresting

no doubt as yet upon the will of a small group of statesmen rather than upon
any real popular sentiment—^was perpetuated by Walpole and Fleury, and

secured to Britain a long penod of recuperation and growth, during which
she could aspire to be the arbiter of Europe, and, with Nova Scotia and
Newfoundland added to her other American colonies, could husband her

resources for a later expansion. Meanwhile the accident of a foreign king,

ignorant of English, partly resident abroad, and inevitably dependent upon
his ministers, strengthened the tendency already noticeable under an

amiable but mediocre woman sovereign. The groi^ of Cabinet Govern-
ment and the deliberate reliance of the Premier upon parliamentary sup-

port, and hence upon opinion in the country—already quite vocal, even if

more fitful, passionate and restricted in its range, than in the age of the

popular press-tended to limit the control of the Crown over foreign policy,

at any rate in actual practice. To-day no one would dare to challenge the
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superlative merits of Stanhope and Walpole as formative forces in the whole

domain of British foreign policy.

Despite, however, the genuinely pacific tendencies ofWalpole and Fleury,
‘
‘ the alliance had notsunk deeply into the soil ” : crude nationalist animosities

inspired the bulk of the nation alike against France and Spain, and the

incident of the corsair Jenkins and his ear illustrates the predatory

sentiments and interests which at almost any moment during the eighteenth

century might tear the delicate woof of policy and drive even the most

conciliatory statesman into war.

The Seven Years’ War

At the very moment when Walpole found himself forced, against his better

judgement, into a resumption of the continental struggle—^in the first in-

stance through war with Spain—^two dynastic changes occurred which

proved to be the signal for an almost complete reorientation of European

politics.^ The Emperor Charles VI was succeeded by an only daughter,

whose rights he had sought to secure by a long series of negotiations with

the Powers : and the shameless manner in which most of them hastened to

fling all obligations to the winds and scramble for the loot, is indeed worthy

of a century whose diplomatic perfidy culminated in the Polish partitions.

Meanwhile Frederick William I of Prussia was succeeded by a son whom
he had long regarded with aversion and contempt, and who behind the

screen of musical and literary dilettantism concealed an iron will and a

ruthless ambition which, when opportunity presented itself, took all his

contemporaries by surprise, Frederick the Great’s seizure of Silesia in-

augurated that long rivalry of Prussia and Austria for hegemony in the

German lands, which was decided in 1866 by the latter’s simultaneous

exclusion from Germany and Italy. In the War of Austrian Succession

British subsidies to Maria Theresa played their part, but there was already

'a marked cooling in the old alliance of Vienna and London, m proportion

as it became obvious that the sort of ally whom Austria above all needed

was one with a large land army, and that Britain not merely did not meet

this requirement, but was herself mainly interested in continental opera-

tions as diverting her Western enemies from the colonial field. The Peace of

Aix-la-Chapelle (1748), due on our side to Newcastle’s failure to hold

together the continental coalition, brought no very precise gains for Eng-
land, but she had more than held her own on the sea, and Jacobite designs

* See the standard works of Prof. Vaucher on Walpole and of Prof Basil Williams on
Stanhope. The lateMr F. S. Oliver’s study of Walpole—The Endless Adventure—^is written
with great charm and origmahty, but is highly contentious both as to its real subject and
still more as to the modem conclusions to be drawn from it.
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had received a blow from which they never recovered. Dettingen and

Fontenoy represented, as it were, the least common factor between oppo-

sition to the Stuarts and the defence of the Electorate of Hanover.

Henceforward Prince Kaunitz continued to urge upon Maria Theresa

the desirability of an understanding with France, and indeed spent some

years as Ambassador in Paris, in order to prepare it. The breach between

Vienna and Berlin was by now irreparable, and Kaumtz would certainly

have endorsed the remark of Frederick, that the two could no more mingle

than fire and water. And meanwhile there was a parallel growth of !!\nglo-

French rivalrym the colonial sphere, and a never-ending series of incidents.

On all sides Aere was almost equal insincerity, Austria finding no use for

British help save as a means of recovering Silesia, while Britain once more

calculated that Austria would keep the French involved in a formidable

land war and thus handicap their efforts overseas. And so it came to the

famous “Reversal of Alliances”, in 1755-6, when the two protagonists on

the Continent, like Hamlet and Laertes, changed weapons and fought on.

Frederick on his part dropped the French for the British alliance, and in the

negotiations leading to the Treaty of Westminster obtained more than he

had at first hoped for. Austria, on the other hand, now finally convinced

that British aid could not bring back Silesia, abandoned her traditional ally

of three generations and leagued herself with France. The Seven Years’

War, which was the immediate consequence, bore from the very first a

double character, and indeed consisted oftwo quite distinct, though parallel,

wars, with two sets of aims which had little or no relation to each other.

Austria still pursued the fixed idea of recovering Silesia and reducmg
Prussia to her former insignificance, France was bent upon arresting

British maritime and colonial expansion: per contra, Frederick, steeled by
the prospect of Austro-Russian co-operation, was resolved to hold the

plunder of his earlier wars, and to establish Prussia as the leading Power of

northern Europe, while Britain, inspired by the commanding genius of the
“Great Commoner”, pursued a policy of undisguised aggression in every
quarter of the globe—^prompted, it is necessary to add, by a natural desire

to forestall similar French designs of invasion and conquest. After “three
years of almost unmterrupted victory”, for which Lecky saw no parallel

since the days of Henry V, Pitt had ended all prospect of French dominion
over India, had conquered Canadaand burstthe strategic chain which France
had established from the Mississipi to the Great Lakes, and so had opened
up to the New England colonies a path of almost indefinite expansion west-
wards. Needless to say, this could nothave been done without Pitt’s parallel
insistence upon Mediterranean sea power and continental subsidies. If ever
there was a situation in which the European and overseas issues were lin1rff/i
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together, it was that which arose during the Seven Years’ War, and which

prompted Pitt himself to declare that “ Hanover ought to be as dear to us as

Hampshire, and that he would conquer America in Germany”. To-day

some of those who are most intent upon the Imperial issue are blind to the

lessons which the elder Pitt’s experience supplies.

From the Elder to the Younger Pitt

The Peace of Paris will remain to all time as one of the most splendid results

of the old system of aggression and conquest. That its terms were less

vindictive than Pitt himself would have made them—^that certain conquests

which could have been retained were handed back, and that his extreme

notions of commercial policy, such as a monopoly in the slave trade, or in

sugar, were not put into practice—is interpreted, in our more sentimental

age, as an extenuating circumstance. Unhappily there is a less creditable

explanation . for the peace was forced through ‘‘ by corruption and intimida-

tion of the worst kind ”,2 the attitude of George III and his subservient

placemen towards Pitt, as the organiser of victory, being far more dis-

creditable than that of Queen Anne’s Tory Ministers towards Marl-

borough at the Peace of Utrecht. As Mr Trevelyan has pointed out, the

appeal to patriotism—despite the high sentiment in the country—^was not

one by which the elder Pitt could maintain his hold upon Parliament, and

he had to make terms with the arch-corruptionist Newcastle before he was

permitted to win the Seven Years’ War for England”.®

The enduring stain upon the settlement of 1763, as upon that of 1713, is

that Britain concluded a separate peace without consulting the allies whom
she was pledged to consult. That ‘'circumstances alter cases”, and that in

this case the whole situation in Europe had been completely transformed by

the death of the Empress Elizabeth and the consequent defection of Russia

from the coalition,against Frederick, is a fact which the casuist can cite, but

which the moralist must dismiss as irrelevant.* It is, of course, notorious

that Frederick’s whole policy rested upon breaches of plighted faith and

sudden acts of aggression, that he was now hoist with his own petard by the

loss of his principal ally, and that the sudden accession of his devoted

admirer Peter III was a stroke of good fortune which saved him from ruin.

But this cannot alter the essential accuracy of Macaulay’s view, stated, no

doubt, with his usual overemphasis: “The policy then followed inspired

Frederick with an unjust, but deep and bitter aversion to the English name,

* For instance, Sir A. Ward pleads " the complete change of the circumstances from those
in which her (Britain’s) alliance with him (Fredenck) had been concluded” (C.H.F.P.

X, x:96).
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. . .To that policy it was owing that, some years later, England could not

find on the whole Continent a single ally to stand by her, in her extreme

need," against the House of Bourbon. To that policy it was owing that

Frederick, ahenated from England, was compelled to connect himself

closely, during his later years, with Russia, and was induced to assist in that

great crime, the fruitful parent of other great crunes, the first partition of

Poland.” If the latter phrase requires considerable qualification, it is cer-

tain that Britain’s abandonment of Prussia confirmed the Continent in its

belief in British inconstancy and perfidy, and the indignant protests which
it aroused in many quarters, being in their turn savagely overstated by such

men as Wilkes, only increased that other impression, so long rife upon the

Continent and not yet extinguished, that the variable character of parlia-

mentary government—^in Pitt’s day still determined by a narrow and fac-

tious oligarchy—^rendered impossible a sustained and consistent foreign

policy on the part of Britain. “The late frequent changes in England”,

wrote Sir Andrew Mitchell (our Minister to Prussia for most of the war and
long after, and a man versed in all continental problems), “have created a

degree of diffidence in foreign Powers, which renders all negotiations with
them difficult and disagreeable.”

These strictures cannot of course alter the decisive fact of Britain’s

assertion of naval and commercial supremacy, bringing in its train the con-

quest of India and the substitution of Anglo-Celtic for Latm rule in North
America. But her triumphant efforts under the elder Pitt were followed by a

period of humiliating decline, during which the perverse and obstinate Ring
set himself to re-establish personal government at home, undermined the
good relationsbetween motherland and colonies which Pitthad builtup, and
left Britain without an ally on the European Continent. The quarrel with
America culminated in open war, in which France and Spain aided and
abetted the rebels, and Britain did not scruple to place wholesale orders in

human flesh with the petty princes of Germany, that these slaves in uniform
might impose upon America the despotism of which they were the victims
in ffieir own homes. Once more the interdependence of European and over-
seas developmentwas strikingly illustrated : anddespitethe diversions caused
in Europe by varying projects for the destruction of Poland and of Turkey,
Britain found herself confronted by something not very far removed from a
world coalition. The Bourbon “Family Compact” had united France and
Spain against her, while Russia, Prussia, Holland and Scandinavia formed
an “armed neutrality of the North”, in self-defence against our attitude
towards neutral trading on the high seas. The war ended quite inevitably
in American independence : that for Britain the disaster was strictly

to a single field of operations, was due to the greatness of her naval com-
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manders and to the skill and endurance of those who directed on the’ spot

the civil administration of India and Canada. Never has the importance of

sea power been more signally demonstrated than in the years leading to the

peace of 1783.

American independence is the end of an era, and to those who could not

read the future it must have seemed to oppose a fatal obstacle to the '‘Ex-

pansion of England*’. But it is also the beginning of another era of still

greater expansive energy, a transitional era which has been fitly named
that of the Second British Empire, preparatory to the crowning experiment

of the Third British Empire, transformed into a free commonwealth of

nations, whose fate is still in the balance.

It IS unnecessary to insist upon the role of George III in upholding and

deepening the quarrel with the American colonies, and at the same time in

keeping at arm’s length the only statesman who might have proved capable

of achieving a compromise. Chatham’s memorable protest in the House of

Lords only served to illuminate the hopelessness and folly of his opponents

:

It was the voice of the future, and the King’s failure in foreign policywas the

death-knell of the last experiment in personal government from which these

realms have suffered. George III soon found it necessary, and even con-

venient, to accept the Great Commoner’s son as Prime Minister of an

administration that lasted longer, and concentrated more power in its head,

than any of its successors,

Pitt’s access to power had been preceded in 1783 by a rearrangement of

the now unworkable system of three Secretaryships of State : and henceforth

the Foreign Office more and more acquired that position which was essential

if our relations with foreign Powers were to be placed upon a proper footing.

It is true that at first the two new Secretaries of Foreign and ofHome Affairs

were at daggers drawn and sent each their plenipotentiary to Paris for the

negotiation of peace.^ But this was the last flicker of a dying regime, and

henceforward the triple control of foreign affairs by Crown, Premier and

Foreign Secretary becomes a reality.

Isolation and Neutrality

In the opening years of Pitt’s administration Britain found herself again

entirely isolated in Europe, and he followed a policy of wary reserve,

avoiding all entanglements, while, in constant contrast to the ancien regime

in France, he addressed himself to far-reaching financial reform and thus

nourished the sinews of future naval war. While Lord Carmarthen* re-

mamed Foreign Secretary, the real direction of policy was much more in

Afterwards Duke of Leeds.
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the hands of Pitt himself, but our diplomatists abroad were to a singular

degree kept without instructions, and the main tendency of their chief

seems to have been to gain time and avoid commitments, to consider a

problem not on its merits, but on purely opportunist grounds. And isola-

tion had this merit, that it left Britain a quite unusual freedom of choice,

though It is true that even the efforts of so able a diplomatist as Sir James

Harris did not at first avail to reassert Britain’s lost influence at The Hague,

while neither the dying Frederick nor Joseph II, now at the zenith of his

power, had any confidence whatsoever in British recovery. The re-eslablish-

ment of closer relations between Britain and Prussia was retarded not only

by the existence of an anti-British party, but also by a succession of fantastic

projects of wholesale territorial readjustment propounded by her Foreign

Minister Hertzberg. None the less, after the old King’s death, it came in

1788 to an Anglo-Prussian alliance, with the defence of Holland as one of

its main objects—^Harris arguing that “if we lost the Netherlands, France

will acquire what she has always considered as the climax of herpower ”, and

here success wasm no small degree due to theblunders ofFrench diplomacy.

This coincided with a renewed effort on the part of Austria and Russia to

partition the Turkish Empire: but not merely did the Turks display quite

unsuspected powers of resistance, but Joseph found himself simulta-

neously exposed to dangerous discontent in Hungary, open rebellion in the

Austrian Netherlands, and the massing ofthe Prussian army on his northern

border. Thus Britain became for the moment the potential ally of Prussia

against the House of Habsburg, and may perhaps be said to have indirectly

contributed towards a shifting of forces in Europe which made of Poland

rather than Turkey the principal victim. Certainly Pitt was definitely

hostile to Russian designs against Turkey, but by his very insistence in-

creased the disposition of Catherine to follow a line of lesser resistance, and

to fall in with Prussia’s unholy designs for a fresh Polish partition. Mean-
while he submitted to a somewhat effaced role during the troubles in Hol-

land, and continued to play a waiting game. Peace, always a foremost

British interest, he felt to be, in the circumstances ofthose days, aparamount
necessity.

It was at a moment when all these sinister designs were ripening, that the

whole European situation was transformed by the French Revolution and
its external repercussions. There is no little irony in the fact that Pitt, in the
first-decade of his career, asked nothing better than a friendly entente with
France, and in the belief that it would not merely benefit both nations, but
ensure a general European peace, concluded in 1786 a commercial treaty of

great liberality for that “mercantile” age. If he failed to foresee the true

significance of what was happening in Paris, his failure was shared by all
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the most responsible statesmen of Europe, who in the year following the

fall of the Bastille repeatedm a variety of forms the phrase of William Eden,

that France was '‘no longer an object of alarm’’, and assumed that the

Revolution would effectually prevent her intervention in the mam issues of

continental policy. Pitt did not share Fox’s unmeasured enthusiasm, and

never committed himself to the invective of Burke, but even after the

Bastille had fallen he assured the French Government of his desire "to

cultivate and promote that friendship and harmony which so happily sub-

sists between the two countries ” : and a year later in the House of Commons
he foretold that "the present convulsions of France must sooner or later

terminate in general harmony and regular order. . . . France will stand forth

as one of the most brilliant Powers in Europe: she will enjoy just that kind

of liberty which I venerate, and the valuable existence of which it is my
duty, as an Englishman, peculiarly to cherish.”® He was doubtless right as

to the ultimate issue in France, just as he was right in denying "that any

nation could be unalterably the enemy of another” : but he did not foresee

that the goal would only be reached through a sea of blood.

In the first instance, to the general surprise of the Continent, Britain did

not take advantage of France’s internal disorders to declare war : she was

indeed Ae last of the Great Powers to intervene in a military sense, re-

maining a spectator to the last possible moment, and perhaps beyond. In

other directions her whole weight was thrown into the scale of appeasement.

When Joseph II died and his sagacious but unhappily short-lived brother

Leopold II made immediate overtures for a renewal of the ancient friend-

ship of Austria and Britain, Pitt set himself to hold back Prussia from an

invasion of Habsburg territory, to which she was tempted by the acute un-

rest m Hungary, and by Joseph’s reverses at the hands of the Turks. He
also opposed Russia’s territorial demands against Turkey, and thus the

relatively unimportant question of the fortress of Ochakov may be said to

have inaugurated a policy in the Near East, which eventually led to the full-

blooded Russophobia of Palmerston and Disraeli. The result was that

Britain faded out of the alliance with Prussia, and that the three Northern

Courts acted more and more without her. The menacing turn which French

affairs were now taking forced Austria and Prussia to suspend their rivalry

and combine in defence of monarchical principles : but throughout all the

complications that ensued they and their Russian ally were almost equally

absorbed by the Polish crisis, and while calculating that intervention^ on

behalf of Louis XVI might bring them advantages at the expense of France,

were simultaneously bent on wrecking Poland’s tardy efforts at reform and

each securing the largest possible share of the booty. Thus the Second

Partition of Poland was signed within a few days of the execution of Louis
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—^afact far more sinister, but less emphasised, than the appeal of the French

hnigrh on the Rhine for foreign aid, which first revealed the full explosive

force’ of the Revolution. To the last Pitt and his advisers assumed that a

German army would occupy Paris, and held themselves in reserve for a

mediatory role : unlike Burke, they do not seem to have foreseen the down-

fall of the monarchy, or the imminent danger to the Low Countries, whose

absorption by France Pitt had unswervingly declared to be a casus belli for

Britain.® 'How utterly mistaken Pitt was in the calculations on which his

own financial and foreign policy rested is shown by his speech of 17 Febru-

ary 1792, when he declared that “ unquestionably there never was a time in

the history of this country when from the situation of Europe we might

more reasonably expect fifteen years of peace, than we may at the present

moment”.
During 1792 the situation grew steadily worse, and the September

Massacres reacted strongly upon public opinion in England : to the deep

disillusionment among many who had at first welcomed the fall of the old

regime in Paris was now added the fear of infection from the new ideas, and

a tendency towards repressive measures which was to set back the cause of

political reform for forty years. And meanwhile, across the Channel, the

desperation of the ragged revolutionary armies before Valmy was replaced

by elation and boundless self-confidence; and it was believed that the

patriots of all countries were waiting to rise against their monarchs, and

would combine with the new France to “give liberty to Europe and peace

to the world”. Even in this situation, while France, who in May had
solemnly rejected “ all ideas of aggrandisement ”, was overrunning Belgium
and threatening Holland, Pitt and his cousin Grenville shrank from the

arbitrament of war, and were ready not merely to negotiate with France,

but to recognise the new form of government in return for the abandon-
ment of recent conquests and for the “ giving in some public and unequi-

vocal manner a pledge of their intention no longer to foment troubles or to

excite disturbances against other Governments ”. This condition, which has
a strangely modem nng, never had the slightest prospect of being accepted

by a Government which openly invited the English republicans to rise, and
t^eatened “a descent on the island” and the planting of the sacred tree of

liberty on English soil. Yet even George III was anxious to avoid war long
after his fellow-sovereign had become a helpless prisoner: while Henry
Dundas, the most powerful influence upon the two ruling ministers, steadily

opposed war, arguing that “ the strength of our cause consists in Tnai‘nta;r»mg

that we have nothing to do with the internal politics of foreign nations”.’
History knows no more cruel irony than the fact that Pitt was essentially a
peace minister, forced against his will to give the lead in one of the greatest
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of all wats, and that despite all his courage, endurance and self-sacrifice, he

had—^in the words of our leading authority upon him and upon Napoleon

—

‘'no knowledge either of continental peoples or their policies’’. What
finally turned the scale of war was not the execution of King Louis—^though

that rallied the great mass of British opinion behind the Government—but

the French conquest of the Low Countries, with its open threat of further

aggression. But already on the day before the British Parliament protested

against the execution of Louis XVI as “an outrage on religion, justice and

humanity” and voted an increase of armaments, Danton had bidden the

Convention “fling down the head of a King as gage of battle

A

day later

war was declared upon Britain and Holland, and we had no choice but to

accept the challenge.

Pitt and the Revolution

We are not here concerned to give even the barest outline of the long

struggle with revolutionary and Napoleonic France into which Britain now
found herself plunged : but it was essential to stress the extreme forbearance,

not to say reluctance, with which her statesmen entered the arena, following

upon a period of unquestioned eagerness for peace and reconciliation with

their old enemy. These events offer a key to British psychology which has

in no way lost its value after the lapse of a century and a half. They show

that a blend of hesitation, detachment and ignorance do not necessarily spell

degeneracy, and that the very men who showed such extreme reluctance to

take the fateful plunge could develop a stubborn staying power, an elasticity

of resistance, such as outweighed countless blunders and miscalculations

and simply refused to accept failure.

Once involved in war, Pitt used those financial resources which he had so

jealously built up in the years of peace, to maintain or strengthen British

naval supremacy and to organise the resistance of the continental Powers by

a system of subsidies. The Convention, in its frenzy, denounced Pitt as an

enemy of the human race, and the mob blamed him for the shortage of

bread in France. Unhappily his war plans speedily resulted in a succession

of failures : it was not Pitt, but Carnot, who won the title of “ organiser of

victory”. The reactionary emigre leaders were a grave handicap to the com-

mon cause; the Toulon adventure had to be abandoned and only roused

France to fresh exertions* while Pitt’s West Indian expedition, modelled

on the altogether different circumstances of the Seven Years’ War, drained

* C.H.F.P. p. 219, SoreTs considered verdict on Pitt is that “no statesman was ever

more exclusively English or showed less taste for continental affairs” (VEurope et la

lUvoluUon Frangaxse^ i, 349),
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away forces which might have been used m Europe with far greater effect.

Austna under Thugut evacuated Belgium and sought an easy indemnity in

Poland, calculating the while that at the final peace Britam would have to

“buy back” Austria’s lost provinces by the sacrifice of her own overseas

conquests, as in 1748. Thus there was from the outset a dry-rot in the Grand
Alliance, torn by divergent aims and dynastic appetites. Early m 1795, by
the Treaty of Basel, France detached the ever unstable Kmg of Prussia;

Holland was overrun by French armies, and Britain, lacking the military

force to prevent or undo the accomplished fact, had to reckon, for the rest

of the war, with her deadliest enemy entrenched along the whole North Sea
coast and controUmg the mouths of the Rhme and Scheldt. Faced by the

desertion of his allies, Pitt twice made overtures for peace durmg 1796,
thereby again proving his pacific outlook, but only convmcmg the French
that their enemies were finally on the nm. Steering a middle course between
the Jacobin sympathies of Charles James Fox and the thunderous eloquence
of Burke’s Letters on a Regicide Peace, he was not prepared to accept the
only terms which the revolutionary government would have considered.

“Wholly unprepared,” writes Dr Holland Rose, “Great Britam was en-
gaged in a struggle of unsuspected magnitude and duration. Her methods
were therefore empirical, her warfare tentative, her blunders colossal.

Trusting inevitably to her allies, she saw them falter or fall away, a prey to
the jealousies necessarily aroused by her policy of limited largesse on land
and unlimited acquisitions at sea. Critics from among his own supporters
could, therefore, claim that his war policy was a failure when judged by his
own standard.”* By the winter of 1796 Britain had not only failed to save
Holland, but was at war with Spain : she “ stood on the defensive in Europe
in order to guard and strengAen her colonial Empire. She abandoned
Corsica and Elba: she withdrew her fleet from the Mediterranean, so that
Ireland might be screened from attack.”®

In 1797 there was less hope of peace than ever. Austria, brought to her
knees by Bonaparte’s sensational Italian victories, followed Prussia’s ex-
ample and allowed herself to be hectored and bought off at Campoformio
by the substantial bribe of Venice and Dalmatia. Left alone, Pitt and
Grenville were eager for peace, and did not reject offhand the fantastic idea
of bribing .the French Directory. The victory of Cape St Vmcent re-
affirmed British predominance at sea, but it was soon followed by the mutiny
at Spithead, one of the most dangerous incidents in all our history, due to
the inhumanity and corruption of the navy’s civil administrators. Professor
Trevelyan, while not attempting to conceal the blunders of Pitt’s diplomacy
touches the heart of the whole matter when he affirms that “in this evii
hour”, when England’s prestige was again very low and there seemed to be
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a real danger of the Continent uniting for her destruction, ‘‘she was saved

by the high quality of Pitt’s courage and by his instinct for naval affairs

For the time being, however, ever3rthing combined to force upon Pitt a

policy that was essentially negative : but if in his attitude to Europe he was

still “ fain to plod along in the old paths and use the nation’s wealth, not its

manhood he now did much for that urgent reform of the navy without

which final victory could not have been attained. Meanwhile he reminded

Parliament that the aim of revolutionary France was “the annihilation of

British hberty and the obliteration of everything that has rendered you a

great, a flourishing and a happy people He expressed his “impatience

for the hour of peace”, but insisted that “should peace be proclaimed

without security, you may indeed have a peace that is nominal and

delusive”.^®

The coup d^etat of Fructidor (4 September 1797) marked a new stage in

the struggle: for the Terror had already “devoured its children”, and now
the victor of Italy returned to France, resolved to concentrate all his efforts

upon the destruction of Britain. But when his inspection of the Norman
coast convmced'him of the obstacles to a successful invasion, his wayward

genius turned suddenly to a project in which he could at one and the same

time indulge his hatred of England and his dreams of Oriental triumph. In

May 1798, to the no small relief of the Directory, he organised an expedition

against Egypt, reminding his troops before sailing that “You are one of the

wings of the Army of England”, and again, that by conquering Egypt,

“You will deal at England the surest and most effective blow, while waiting

to give it the death-blow.” He had already hoisted the French flag at

Ancona and Corfu, as stepping stones towards the East, and his seizure of

Malta, on the way to Egypt, was a further bid for the mastery of the Medi-

terranean. But Nelson was already on his heels, and though Bonaparte soon

overthrew the Mamelukes and invaded Syria, the decisive Battle of the Nile

cut off the French retreat by sea and rendered the ultimate failure of the

Eastern adventure inevitable. Nelson and Sidney Smith, following in the

footsteps of Jervis and Duncan and many others, ensured the victory of

British sea power and retrieved the many failures of British diplomacy. The
exploits of Alexandria and Acre also mark a new era in the development of

the Eastern Question, which had for the previous century been a sort of

monopoly over the ever-suspicious but allied rivals Austria and Russia.

Henceforth France and Britain take an equal and growing share in eyery

aspect of the question, and the Concert of Powers is the logical result.

During 1798-9 Britain set herself to build up the Second Coalition, but

its prospects v^ere ruined by the premature and ill-judged action of Ferdi-

nand of Naples, and by the rigid attitude of the Emperor Francis and his
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able but unscrupulous minister Baron Thugut, Ere long Britain’s role on

land was reduced to preventing an open quarrel between her Austrian and

Russian colleagues : and in the end the French resisted all efforts for the

liberation of Switzerland and overran northern Italy into the bargain, while

the Duke of York was completely unsuccessful in Holland and was forced to

withdraw, leaving the Dutch once more at the mercy of the French.

Suvorov and his contingent of Russian troops felt themselves to be aban-

doned by Austria, and certainly could complain of gross incompetence and

even indifference in Vienna: and Tsar Paul vented his fury bjr a with-

drawal from the coalition. Britain still held firm, and Pitt told the House of

Commons that “ a common feeling of danger has produced a common spirit

of exertion, and we have cheerfully come fonvard with a surrender of part

of our property, not merely for recovering ourselves, but for the general

recovery of mankind”. Britain, he contended, had been able ‘‘to animate

the public spirit of Europe, to revive its dismayed energy and to give a turn

to the political aspect of the world favourable to the cause of humanity

Britain, then, concentrated her main efforts upon control of the Medi-

terranean and defence of the Ottoman Porte, compelling the French to

evacuate Syria and assume the defensive in Egypt. Her capture of Malta

from the French in 1800 was dictated by compelling reasons of strategy,

which in the changed circumstances of modem warfare are to-day fast

losing their efficacy. But though its immense value at that time speedily

became apparent and amply explains the prominent part which it was to

play in the ensuing negotiations, its capture completed the alienation of

Russia, for the personal reason that Tsar Paul was keenly interested in the

fate of the Kmghts of St John and was even fooled by Bonaparte into be-

lieving that the island might be ceded to him. The fluctuations of Paul, as

madness strengthened its hold upon him, added to the complications of the

time : and though he was himself removed by assassination in March 1801,

the armed neutrality of the northern Powers, which he had imtiated, re-

mained as an embarrassing legacy to his son Alexander.

The coup d'etat of Brumaire (10 November 1799) ended the life of the

Directory and left Bonaparte all-powerful as First Consul, under a new
constitution well suited to the development of dictatorial power. One of his

first acts was to offer terms of peace to Francis II and George III, which the

two sovereigns and their ministers agreed in regarding as a mere device for

separating Britain and Austria. Pitt himself was not inclined to make the

restoration of the French monarchy a condition of peace, but he found that

the King, Grenville, Canning and Dundas all concurred in thinking that it

was “the shortest road to peace The overture was therefore rejected,

and .on 3 February 1800 Pitt delivered a great philippic in Parliament, re-
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capitulating French enormities since the beginning of the war, counting up

the many perfidies of “the person who is now the absolute ruler of France
”

—alike towards Venice, Rome, Austria, Egypt, Turkey—and refusing “to

believe that the present usurpation will be more permanent than any other

military despotism which has been established by the same means and with

the same defiance of public opinion He refused to declare that under no

circumstances would he ever treat with Bonaparte— this last adventurer in

the lottery of revolutions”. But he argued that “we ought to wait for

experience and the evidence of facts, before we are convinced that such a

treaty is admissible”. “As a sincere lover of peace, I will not sacrifice it

by grasping at the shadow, when reality is not substantially withinmy reach.

Cur igitur pacem nolo.^ Quia infida est, quia periculosa, quia esse non

posset.” In answer to the criticism of the Opposition and in particular to

Tierney’s demand that he should define his war aims “without his ifs and

buts and special pleading ambiguity”, Pitt rejoined: “In one word I can

tell him that it is Security—security against a danger the greatest that ever

threatened the world against a danger which has been resisted by all the

nations of Europe, and resisted by none with so much success as by this

nation, because by none has it been resisted so uniformly and with so much
energy.”^’ History can endorse the indictment of Napoleon and his pre-

decessors, and yet admit that this haughty rejection of the profferred hand

was a blunder which brought many evils in its train. It is necessary to

add that Pitt and Grenville, while denouncing Napoleon’s seizure of

Venice, were perfectly ready to hand over the sister Republic of Genoa

to Austria, and indeed to do almost anything for the sake of “strengthening

that barrier which the military means and resources of Vienna can alone

oppose against the future enterprises of France

This speech was Pitt’s last public utterance before his resignation on 14

March 1801. It lies quite outside my present purpose to consider the various

motives of prejudice and impending madness which alienated the King
from his great minister, or again the reasons which led Pitt on his side to

give the fatal pledge to abandon Catholic emancipation and then to with-

draw from office. Suffice it to say that the choice of the mediocre but correct

Addington as his successor was made at Pitt’s direct instance, and that “ by
far the weakest ministry of recent times was much more successful than

anyone had a right to expect. Initial difficulties were smoothed over by the

news, within three weeks of its taking office, of Nelson’s victory off Copen-

hagen over the northern confederacy. This and the removal of the mad
Tsar put an end to Bonaparte’s hope of “rousing all nations against the

tyrant of the seas ’’.^o
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Abortive Peace and Renewed War

Peace was already in the air. Austria had made her terms with France by the

Peace of Lun^ville (9 February 1801) ;
the Baltic states were only too ready

to follow the new Tsar’s example in concluding peace with England, and

now that the failure of the French expedition to Egypt was only a matter of

time, feelers were put out between London and Paris. The struggle of eight

years “had ended in stalemate”: for France was unassailable in western

Europe, while Britain was “in command of every sea”.^ A continental

coalition had twice failed ignomimously to restrain France within her former

bounds, and it was felt on all sides that Britain alone could not reimpose the

lost Balance of Power, and was therefore justified in attempting to reach

some kind of comproinise or modus vivendi with the victor on land. It was

with Pitt’s full approval that the new Foreign Secretary, Lord Hawkesbury,

opened negotiations for peace. Unfortunately the preliminaries were un-

duly hurried on, and the British signature was obtainedjust before the news

of die French surrender in Egypt arrived. In essence the Peace of Amiens

was a compromise, Ceylon and Trinidad being retained, while Britain’s

other conquests—and notably the Cape—^were restored to France, Spain

and Holland, while France, as unchallengeable upon land as Britain upon
sea, undertook to evacuate Naples, Rome and Egypt. Pitt freely admitted

that his earlier hopes were not fulfilled, but that the surrender of Austria at

Lun^ville, and the dissolution of“ the Confederacy of the states of Europe ”

had left Britain “the sole and unassisted mark for a hostile League”. Sea

power would secure immunity from attack and make it possible to husband
our resources until such time as the Continent could again take up the

struggle. “This country”, Pitt told the House, “always was, and I trust

always will be, able to check the ambitious projects of France and to give

that degree of assistance to the rest of Europe which we have done on this

occasion lam inclined to hope everything that is good. But I am bound
to act as if I feared otherwise.” Meanwhile Hawkesbury privately assured

the veteran Malmesbury that peace was unavoidable, because we ‘
‘ had been

abandoned by everybody, allies and all”, but that none the less it was “ an
experimental peace and nothing else”.®

There was considerable insmcerity on both sides. The game was drawn,
and the rivals were merely planning a redistribution of forces. Britain, by
“ the unskilful, hasty and conceding way ” (Pitt’s own phrase) in which her
concessions had been framed, had failed to insist on the independence of
France’s four vassals, the sham Batavian, Helvetic, Cisalpine and Ligurian
Republics (names that concealed Holland, Switzeri^d, Lombardy-
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Tuscany and Piedmont-Genoa). But under no circumstances was she

ready to gratify the First Consul’s desire to turn the Mediterranean i^ito a

French lake, or to afford him a fresh chance of aiming at the route to India

or of disintegrating Turkey, Thus it was natural enough that the pivot of

fresh disputes between London and Pans should have been Malta, which

Britain was pledged to restore to the Knights of St John, butwhich theywere

obviously incapable of holding against French aggression. Sea power, and

the control of the Mediterranean, was obviously the dominant issue.

Hawk^sbury, then, sent Lord Whitworth to Pans, with instructions to

protest, “with moderation and temper”, against a senes of Bonaparte’s

aggressions in Italy. He was ready to recognise the new Italian states, since

Britain could not prevent their erection, but only on the condition that

Britain should after all retain Malta, that Turkey should be immune, and

that France should evacuate Holland and Switzerland. The First Consul

not merely proved intractable on all points, but lost his temper and publicly

insulted the ambassador during a famous reception at the Tuileries, talking

“more like a captain of dragons than the head of one of the great states of

Europe In March 1803 it was thought necessary to withdraw Whitworth

from Paris: but Addington had held back as long as he could, telling

Malmesbury he was resolved to wait till France “had heaped wrong upon
wrong, and made her arrogant designs so notorious, and her views of un-

ceasing aggrandisement so demonstrable as to leave no doubt on the public

mind, nor a possibility of mistake on the part of the most uninformed

man”.^ While Addington adopted this attitude of tactical restraint,

Hawkesbury, in his instructions to Whitworth, had stressed his Majesty’s

desire for peace, but also “his determination never to forego his right of

interfering in the affairs of the Continent on every occasion in which the

interests of his own domimons, or those of Europe in general, may appear to

require it”.^ Both Ministers have often been criticised for their mis-

management of the situation, but it is difficult to see how war could have

been avoided, in view of Napoleon’s soaring ambition and utter disregard of

every kind of treaty pledge. “So the two weary nations turned again to

war.” This time it was Britain who declared it, and Napoleon promptly

retorted by the seizure of all British subjects within his reach, and by over-

running Hanover and blocking the Elbe in defiance of Prussian protests.

There was now a widespread demand for the recall of Pitt to power, as

the only man capable ofweathering such a storm. But he himself deprecated

any such change in wartime, and though fuUy alive to the weakness of the

Ministry, gave it his full backing in a speech which compared “the irresis-

tible force and overwhelming progress of French ambition to those dreadful

convulsions of nature by which provinces and kingdoms are consumed and
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buried in ruins”. Arguing that we had “no option between the blessings

of peace and the dangers of war”, he ended on a somewhat self-satisfied

note, showing “ what abundant reason we have to be grateful to Providence

for the distinction we enjoy over most of the countries of Europe, and for all

the advantages and blessings which the national wisdom and virtue have

hitherto protected”.®* In the meantime he led the demand for the prompt

arming of the nation, and impressed upon ministers their duty to “ rouse the

spirit of the country” by revealing tihe magmtude of the danger and the

enemy’s true aims, and to “give that spirit a just and powerful direction.®®

By May 1804, however, Addington himself urged upon the King the ad-

visability of recalling Pitt to office, and he accepted, though already en-

feebled in health and weakened by the abstention of the Grenville group and

the King’s refusal to include Fox. The temporary breakdown of the party

system tended towards a revival of the royal power, but the growing en-

feeblement of George Ill’s intellect—always obstinate rather than firm,

personal rather than principled—served to check the danger, but in some

ways increased the cotifusion. Incidentally, for the next eight years there was

a constant series of changes at the Foreign Office, for which our history

offers no parallel, and which was not conducive to the maintenance of a

clear-cut foreign policy.*

Pitt’s return to office coincided with Napoleon’s proclamation as Em-
peror of the French, and soon the gathering of the army of Boulogne was an

outward sign of the implacable nature of the feud between the principles for

which these two men stood. From the first Pitt set himself to construct yet

a Third Coalition and found a ready hearing at the Russian Court, which

under the mutable but imaginative Alexander plaimed a Congress whose
task it would be to establish a system of international law, as the basis of an

European federation. But neither Prussia nor Austria were yet ready to play

their due part. Francis II had countered Napoleon’s imperial presumption

by himself assuming the title of Emperor of Austria; but though incensed

beyond words by Napoleon’s coronation with the Iron Crown of Italy, he
was exceedingly slow to move in a military sense, and his fraternal jealousy

kept the Archduke Charles at arm’s length till the last moment, left army
reform in the hands of incompetent generals like Mack, and thus simply
courted the disasters which in those days surely befell the laggard. The
ambitious allied plan of campaign which slowly ripened by the autumn of

1805, rested upon bad generdship and lack of true co-operation or of ajoint

• May 1804, Lord Harrowby; January 1805, Lord Mulgrave, February 1806, Charles
James Fox, September 1806, Lord Howick (afterwards Grey); March 1807, George
Canning; October 1809, Lord Bathurst; December 1809, Lord Wellesley. At last in
March 181a, I^rd Caatlereagh came to the Foreign Office and remamed for ten
yetus.
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time-table, but above allupon an error ofjudgment which is even graver than

inadequate preparations, namely belief in the unpreparedness of the enemy.

In reality Napoleon was all the time maturing his own plans, and when he

had once convinced himself that the French navy was not equal to the task

ofcovering that decisive invasion of England ofwhich he had so long dreamt,

he was able with a minimum of delay to transfer his forces to the Danube,

keep the Prussians in play, deal a deadly blow to Austrian prestige by the

collapse of her army at Ulm, occupy Vienna unopposed, and then on

2 December 1805 win a smashing victory at Austerlitz over Austrians and

Russians combined. The Third Coalition thus came to a still more catastro-

phic end than either of its predecessors. Austria was “ cut off at once from

Italy, from Switzerland and from the Rhine ”
;
Venetia and the east Adriatic

coast were incorporated with the new vassal kingdom of Italy, Tirol was

handed to Bavaria as the price of treason to the German cause. The process

of dynastic rearrangement among the lesser German states, which Napoleon

had pursued for some years past, was crowned by the final liquidation of the

Holy Roman Empire . and the royal, grand-ducal or electoral title was dis-

tributed as largesse by the Corsican usurper to those German dynastswhom
he desired to rally against Prussia, and who preferred personal aggrandise-

ment to national honour. As a supplement to these methods, Napoleon

began to create thrones for members of his own family, some by the ejection

oftheir rightful owners, some by the ruthless redrawing of existing frontiers,

and so to build up a system of vassal states for the strategic protection of

what he had conquered outright. In this situation Russia, though driven to

retreat, still armed for a fresh struggle, but Prussiafought to buy immunity

from attack by allying herself with the victor, and accepted the bribe of

Hanover at his hands, failing to perceive that she herself would be the next

object of Napoleon’s onslaught.

For Europe these vast happenings seemed to spell final subjection: for

Britain the situation was redeemed by the victory of Trafalgar, whose

decisive character, as ensuring to her the unquestioned mastery of the seas,

and so the weapon by which the tyranny of Napoleon was eventually to be

worn down, must never be allowed to eclipse those earlier achievements of

St Vincent, the Nile, Camperdown and Copenhagen. Nelson himself fell,

but his work was done : Napoleon’s hope of converting the Mediterranean

into a French lake—^“the principal aim of my policy”, he once declared,®

—^was henceforth doomed, though never finally abandoned: Sicily, Corfu

and the Dalmatian islands were, during the remainder of the war, used as

strategic supplements to Gibraltar and Malta.

Austerlitz and Trafalgar imposed a final strain upon the health of Pitt,

who died on 23 January 1806, unflinching but worn out with anxiety. .At
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the Guildhall banquet in the preceding November he had been hailed by

the Lord Mayor as “the Saviour of Europe”, and had replied in the brief

but memorable phrase, “I return you many thanks for the honour you

have done me : but Europe is not to be saved by any single man. England

has saved herself by her exertions, and will, as I trust, save Europe by her

ei^ample.”

Pitt, it has often been argued, was greater as a financial and naval reformer

than in the diplomatic or military sphere, where he committed every

imaginable blunder owing to lack of any real acquaintance witli continent^

affairs and an altogether excessive reliance upon hidebound and reactionary

allies. He can hardly be blamed for accepting the only material which lay

ready to his hand, but even then his methods must be regarded as unduly
opportunist and fluctuating. Peace, security, patriotism—no one will deny
his unvarying attachment to these fundamental aims : but he was only too

apt to generalise rather than to define. In home affairs
,
he was only re-

luctantly and gradually driven into the paths of reaction, by the imminence
of foreign menace and the panic this engendered in wide circles of public

opinion: and no just estimate of his career can be formed which does not

stress the supreme handicap represented by the Kdng, who showed in later

life towards Ireland, towards Reform, towards Catholic Emancipation, the

same invincible perversity which had baffled the elder Pitt and lost us
America. But above all Pitt’s career must be considered in the light of one
fact that dwarfed all others—-the French Revolution. In Lord Rosebery’s
words, he “ could only perceive the heavens darkened, and the sound of a
mighty rushing wind that filled all Europe Pitt faced the cataclysm, and
inade everything subservient to the task of averting it There was no
niiddle course, and the Revolution had to be accepted or repelled”. To this

task Pitt sacrificed every nerve and sinew of his being, and in the words of
Wilberforce—who was both his friend and critic, and m the eyes of pos-
terity is the highest expression' of the political idealism of that age—“ every
other consideration was absorbed in one great ruling passion—^love of liig

country”. The second of the two periods which so sharply divide his
political career ended in relative failure; but his example lived on, and he
left behind him a band of disciples which after some years of kaleidoscopic
adjustment became the solid phalanx which forced its way to victory.

Pitt’s Successors

A note of tragic pessimism surrounded the dying Minister, and even his
most fervent followers felt that the ignominious collapse of Britain’s three
great allies rendered a continuance of the struggle on the old lines hopeless.
An'attempt was made to fill the void which Pitt left behind him by forming
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a coalition between Grenville and Fox, known, for no very obvious reason,

as “the Ministry of All the Talents”. Fox, who less than a year earlier had

openly criticised Pitt’s policy of “ arousing Europe”, now took the Foreign

Office himself and lost no time in making overtures for peace. But Napo-

leon’s appetite was far superior to Fox’s pacifist desires. He was, it is true,

ready to restore Hanover to King George, after forcing the King of Prussia

to declare war upon the allywhose territoryhe had so recently grabbed. But

Fox insisted that Russia must be included in the negotiations, and when

Napoleofi, still harping upon Mediterranean supremacy, demanded that

Sicily should be relinquished. Fox saw through the manoeuvre. “ It is not

Sicily”, he told Lord Holland, “but tire shuffling, insincere way in which

they act, that shows me they are playing a false game . and in that case it

would beveryimprudent tomake any concessions which by possibilitywould

be thought inconsistent with our honour, or furnish our allies with a plausible

pretence for suspecting, reproaching or deserting us.”“ Fox was already

stiffening noticeably, and the hope of peace had vanished once more, when
in mid-September he followed his old rival to a grave in the Abbey. Events

had been too strong for him, and his successor rejected out of hand the

terms which Napoleon offered as a cynical bribe for British passivity, while

he was concentrating his arnues for the overthrow of Prussia.

The next twelve months represent in many ways the nadir of continental

resistance to Napoleon. Prussia, badly led and foolishly refusing to wait for

Austrian and Russian reinforcements, was crushingly defeated at Jena and

Auerstadt : and from her occupied capital Napoleon issued the famous Berlin

Decree of commercial boycott against Britain and her colomes. He then

wooed the Poles with promises of restoration, and marched eastwards against

Russia : a first check at Eylau, in a February snowstorm, was more than made

good by the victory of Friedland (14 June 1807). There followed the sudden

decision of Tsar Alexander to make terms at 'Tilsit with the conqueror, in

the belief that the two autocrats could divide the control of the Continent

between them, and perhaps even conspire for the dominion of the East. In

so acting he was undoubtedly influenced not only by the passivity into

which Francis of Austna had suiik, but also by his rooted distrust of the

successors of Pitt and of the parliamentary system, which seemed to him at

once factious and chaotic. He certainlyhad good grounds for criticising the

hesitations and inactivity of the Grenville administration, though posterity

will everjudge it with leniency, in the light of its abolition of the slave trade,

“under the spell of Wilberforce’s persuasive eloquence”.*® The ill-con-

sideredforcingoftheDardanelles, followedbywithdrawalandthenbyahope-

lessly bungled expedition to Eg3T)t, doubtless weighed stUl further with the

Tsar, towhom nothing that affected the Turkish Empire couldbe indifferent.
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The fall of the Whigs in March 1807 was mainly due to the personal

prejudices of George III: but though this brought back the Tories to a

prolonged period of office, their two principal leaders, the Duke of Portland

and Spencer Perceval, were men of mediocre attainments and vision, inter-

preting the isolation which disaster had brought upon them as an excuse for

non-intervention. The first sign of returning energy was the resolve of

George Canning—who succeeded the Whig Lord Howick at the Foreign

Office—^under no circumstances to permit Napoleon, as a sequel to the

Tilsit bargain, to secure the control of Scandinavian naval and coifimercial

resources. On Canning’s initiative a British expedition was sent to Den-

mark, whose resistance was overcome after a bombardment of Copenhagen.

There canbe no doubtthatthis drastic action forestalled a design ofNapoleon

to seize the Danish fleet for himself, but none the less the verdict of history

has gone against its bold, if successful author, and the whole incident has

left a stam upon the memory of Pitt’s most brilliant pupil, now at the be-

ginning of his somewhat chequered ministerial career. Canning’s appomt-

ment as Foreign Secretary had aroused keen indignation on the Whig side

:

and Sydney Smith, who for all his versatile wit was often wrong on matters

of policy, had expressed doubt whether “ a nation is to be saved by school-

boy jokes and doggerel rhymes, by affronting petulance and by the tones

and gestures of Mr Pitt. When he [Canning] is jocular, he is strong, when he

is serious, he is Samson in a wig”.®^ Apart from the indignationwhich for a

time alienated the greater part of continental opinion from Britain, there

were also weighty protests in Parliament, which were even embodied in a

formal address to the Crown. But at least, after Copenhagen, no one could

doubt Canning’s vigour and his foresight, even if they might condemn his

defiance of international law; and he was soon to avert an exactly similar

danger from Portugal, this time by less objectionable methods. The full

measure of Napoleon’s unscrupulousness was revealed in his secret treaty

with Charles IV for the partition of Portugal (October 1807) and Junot’s

prompt invasion of the little kingdom. All that Britain could do for the

moment -was to send a fleet to the Tagus, convey the royal family to an
honourable exile in Brazil, and pluck away the Portuguese fleet from under
the very eyes of its would-be captors.

Two months later this fresh act of aggression was followed by a French
invasion of Spain. At first posing as the protector ofKing Charles, Napoleon
terrprised him into abdication, staged an elaborate intrigue between Charles
and his son Ferdinand, then wrung from both a surrender of their joint
rights, and at last induced a packed assembly at Bayonne to elect his own
brother Joseph Bonaparte to the vacant throne. Within less tbar^ three
months, however, the Spanish nation was in full revolt against the invaders
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and had driven most of their forces either to capitulate or to withdraw to

defensive positions. A new note had been struck in Europe : resistance to

French domination was no longer the monopoly of selfish dynasts, looking

askance at each other, but was henceforth, more and more, to be the work of

whole peoples in arms. And to this Canning made immediate response,

little foreseeing that he was inaugurating a new era of foreign policy, based

upon national sentiment and an appeal to public opinion. On 15 June 1808

in the House of Commons Sheridan urged the Government to seize the

greatest ‘opportunity since 1789. ‘‘Hitherto Bonaparte has had to contend

against princes widiout digmty and ministers without wisdom. He has

fought against coimtries in which the population have been indifferent as to

his success. He has yet to learn what it is to fight against a country in which

the people are animated with one spirit to resist him.*' Canning at once

declared Britain’s official sympathy with the Spanish rising and her desire

to provide material help. “We shall proceed upon the principle that any

nation of Europe which starts up with a determination to oppose a Power

which is the common enemy of all nations, becomes instantly our essential

ally.” Acting upon this principle—destined to act with such explosive force

for a least a century to come—Canmng, m close conjunction with Castle-

reagh, who as Secretary for War had done much to reorganise our army

system, despatched Sir Arthur Wellesley to Spain, and set on foot the

decisive Peninsular adventure. There was an unfortunate start, due to the

restraint imposed by older and less efficient generals : the French army of

occupation m Portugal was not forced to utter surrender, but repatriated

to French ports on British vessels, and a period of inaction followed. But

Spain’s example and immunity echoed through Europe, and its effect upon
German sentiment and even upon the fickle and now wavering Tsar was so

great that Napoleon found it advisable himself to assume the Spanish

command. The results of his campaign were to restore Madrid to his

brother Joseph and to force Moore to his glorious retreat upon Corunna.

After the death of Moore there were acute disagreements at home as to a

continuance of the Peninsular campaign. Canning was able to prevent the

recall of Wellesley, but during 1809 most of his colleagues, and especially

Castlereagh, held the view that our main military effort should be directed,

not towards the Iberian Peninsula, but to the Low Countries, since this

would be our most effective diversion in favour of Prussia and Austria. For

during the previous winter national feeling had been steadily rising through-

out the German lands, and in April 1809 the Emperor Francis, for the only

time m his life carried away by such unwonted sentiments, issued a mani-

festo addressed “To the German Nation”, and prepared to place himself

at its head, thereby temporarily reducing Prussia to the second rank in*the
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eyes of all true patriots. But though Tirol rose for the Habsburgs and ex-

pelled the Franco-Bavarian garrison, the Archduke Charles was not able to

hold his own in Bavaria, and was soon driven to retreat before Napoleon’s

overwhelnaing forces and even to evacuate Vienna itself. The victory which
Charles won at Aspem broke for the first tune the spell of Napoleon’s in-

vincibility, and sent an electnc thrill across Europe: but none the less

Napoleon, by the supreme effort of Wagram (6 July), forced Austria to her

knees once more, and after an interval of three months dictated a vindictive

peace at Schdnbrunn—cutting her off completely from the sea by 'the new
“ Illynan Provinces”, transferring Galicia to the artificial Grand Duchy of

Warsaw, ceding Salzburg to Bavaria, and aggrandising the Kmgs of Saxony
and Bavaria for their treason to the German cause.

Austria’s acquiescence in this fourth, and most disastrous, defeat was in

no small degree influenced by Bntain’s attitude—on the one hand by
Wellesley’s forced withdrawal after his success at Talavera, and on the

other by the ignominious collapse of the long-planned Walcheren expedi-

tion.®® It is impossible, in such a general survey as the present, to do more
than indicate the main changes produced by Napoleon’s conquest ofAustria

:

but even a bare catalogue of his peace terms, which he may be said to have
supplemented in the summer of 1809 by the annexation of the Papal states

and a year later by the full incorporation of Holland within his Empire, and
finally by the annexation of Valais with the western Swiss passes, and the
whole North Sea coast of Germany—all this proved, beyond all possibility

of doubt, the insatiable character of his ambitions and the hopelessness of
any real peace with him, save on terms that would make a mockery of
security.

The failure ofWalcheren brought to a head the friction, based on personal
jealousy, between Canning and Castlereagh, the former urging that the
latter should be transferred from the War Office to some other post. The
weak Preimer, ill and evasive, concealed from each the remonstrances of the
other, until a moment arrived when each was convinced of his rival’s bad
faith: Canning resided in anger, and there followed the inevitable duel on
Putney Heath. This incident, so scathingly and so justly criticised even in
days when political duels were by no means uncommon, shook the Govern-
ment to its core, and not many weeks after the Duke of Portland died. He
was succeeded by the correct, but mediocre, Spencer Perceval, who assigned
the Foreign Office first to Lord Bathurst, then to the Marquis Wellesley,
one more inept and unsuccessful than the other. None the less the new
Cabinet, despite financial stringency and continental disappointments, stood
firm gainst the enemy: and in Lord Liverpool, who replaced Lord Castle-
reagh, the War Office found a far more competent chief, though one of
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much inferior intellectual calibre. But Castlereagh was ere long to find

another office worthy of his genius, while Canning underwent a political

eclipse of twelve years such as has no parallel in the history of our public

men.

During i8io and i8ii there was a pause of sullen exhaustion throughout

the centre of the Continent, while the commercial blockade, aimed by

Napoleon through his unwilling subjects against the staying power of

Britain, slowly but surely crumbled, as the Tsar resented the injuries in-

flicted upon Russian trade and grew more sceptical of Napoleon's final

success. During this lull all eyes were turned towards Spain, where Lord

Wellington, as Wellesley became early in i8io, was organising his future

offensive behind the lines of Torres Vedras. By the spring of i8ii he had

won the second bout against Mass^na and forced him to retreat: then,

forced again on to the defensive by the furious assaults of Soult, hemore than

held his own, and after the capture of Ciudad Rodrigo in April i8ia was at

last able to advance into Spanish territory. The steady pressure which

Britain, thanks to her control of the sea routes, was able to exercise in the

Peninsula served as a constant drain upon Napoleon's resources, a growing

deterrent from new adventures, an encouragement to the three Eastern

Courts to believe that the hour of his downfall and of their emancipation

was no longer far off. “ The Spanish ulcer destroyed me ”, Napoleon once

said at St Helena: and this corresponds fairly exactly with the truth: for it

was the cancer at his vitals that slowly undermined his strength for the

decisive round Against the grand coalition.

During i8ii relations between Napoleon and the Tsar steadily de-

teriorated, in proportion as the latter drew away from the continental

blockade: if Russia could only be overthrown, the Continent would be

finally at Napoleon's feet, the land route to the East would stand open to

him, and Britain, completely isolated, might at last lose her nerve and accept

the inevitable. With these unmeasured aims in view he imposed alliances,

only varying in the degree of humiliation, upon Prussia and Austria in the

early months of 1812, and compelled them to contribute contmgents for the

immense military expedition which he was now preparing. The Tsar

hurriedly concluded his six years' war with the Porte—Cleaving the Serbs

and Roumanians to their fate, mdemnifying himself with the province of

Bessarabia, and abandoning for the immediate future all hope of a drastic

solution of the Eastern Question. He did this in order to concentrate all his

forces upon the defence of Russia, and during the second half of i8ia his

Fabian tactics, the Russian climate, its vast spaces and distances and their

bearing upon the all-important problem of French transport, brought dire

disaster upon the invader, who not merely lost 400,000 men, but returned
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across Germany with diminished prestige and the halo of his invincibility

battered out of recognition. It is the merest commonplace to say that the

debacle in Russia “ created a new order of things in Europe ”, in which the

French hegemony, at any rate in its original form, could no longer be up-

held. Indeed the Russian retreat released an avalanche of national forces

that had slowly been accumulating throughout the Continent . henceforward

the monarchs ofthe three EasternPowers setthemselves, insincerely enough,

to canalise these forces, for which they had little or no comprehension, still

less sympathy, but which, they dimly perceived, could be enlisted to pro-

mote their own ultimate ends. Amid the spontaneous uprising of German
sentiment Napoleon soon found himself on the defensive in Central Europe,

and though he was still able during 1813 to orgamse a titanic resistance, the

shadow of a new and this time successful encirclement was already upon
him.

In the meantime Britain had steadily pursued her policy of blockade, as

counter to Napoleon’s “ continental system ”, and being incapable of waging
a land war on a grand scale in Central Europe, concentrated upon the

liberation of Portugal and Spain from French control. At first definitely

on the defensive, Wellington gradually evolved a systein of glorified raids

into Spain, each marked by a victorious battle, yet ending m temporary
withdrawal westwards. But the madness with which Napoleon squandered
his resources “in cannon fodder” and material upon adventures in eastern
and central Europe, reacted all the time in favour of Wellington. Stage by
stage he advanced towards his goal, building up his strategic position as he
went, always handicapped by the intrigues of the despicable Ferdinand VII,
and by the struggle between the Spanish Crown and the constitutional
reformers, but on the other hand slowly overcoming the disproportion
of forces between himself and the French commanders in Spain, and
bracing himself for the final advance across the Pyrenees. If, then, suc-
cessive British Governments, during the later stages of the great conflict,
wisely conrentrated their main efforts upon the Spamsh Peninsula, they
never lost interest in the Mediterranean, where sea power and economic
pressure went hand in hand. Hoste, by his naval victory at Lissa in March
181 1, drove the French from the Adriatic, and his just administration of the
Dalmatian islands from then until the peace remains a vivid memory among
the seafaring Jugoslav population and still assures the British fleet at all
times of a hearty welcome. The British occupation of Sicily was also no
more than a momentary political experiment, but the “English constitu-
tion’’ of i8ia, due to the enlightened policy of Lord William Bentinck
remained, long after its abrogation by the perjured King of Naples a
signpost to the whole Italian Liberal movement.

^ ’
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It was while Napoleon was passing through Germany on his way to the

Russian frontier that for the first and only time a British Premier fell at the

hands of an assassin. Spencer Perceval, though he had never been more than

an honest mediocrity, enjoyed great popularity in the country, and his

sudden disappearance caused dismay and dissension in both parties, which

for a certain time baffled the Prince Regent. When, however. Lord Welles-

ley’s attempt to rally the Whigs in a comprehensive coalition had proved

obviously unworkable, the Premiership was entrusted to Lord Liverpool,

who had been Perceval’s War Mimster. Indeed it was in a large measure his

resentment at the factious attitude of the Opposition towards the Peninsular

campaign and his own firm resolve to supportWellington at all costs, thatnow
made co-operationwithsuchmen as Grenvilleand evenWellesleyimpossible.

* No one would claim Liverpool as a man of genius, but he had qualities

of tact, firmness and endurance to which historians have rarely done full

justice : and thus it came about that he held the office of Premier over a

period more than twice as long as any other successor of Pitt, long after

peace had been restored to Europe. One reason for his ascendancy was that

he had an unrivalled insight into the whole machinery of government,

having filled successively every Secretaryship of State, and tested the

efficiency and mutual relations of politicians and officials alike. It is, more-

over, to be remembered that he had a much wider acquaintance with foreign

affairs than many who have held his high office. He had indeed made his

mark by a speech in the House ofCommons in 1791, devoted to the European

situation : it aroused much attention at the time, and deserves to be recalled

as one more proof how little even the shrewdest observer, with a great

future before him, can foresee the development of the foreign situation.

For on that occasion he assumed that no further danger need be appre-

hended from the side of France {Gallos quoque in hellis floniisse audi-

vtmus^ he quoted) : but he went on to argue that A Power has succeeded

to France, no less deserving of attention from its restless politics and am-
bitious views, namely Russia.” If Russian designs upon Turkey should

succeed, he argued, “the balance of Europe would be totally destroyed, to

the manifest injury of every state in this quarter ofthe globe ”. He therefore

advocated an dliance with the King of Prussia, as best qualified “to stem

the torrent of Russian aggression”—^somewhat oblivious of the ties which
already linked the two powers together despite their rivalries. Britain, he

concluded, was “ constitutionally the foe of dl wars of ambition and wanton
aggression”, and a stable peace was “equally her interest and inclination”.

After his notable maiden speech young Jenkinson, as he stillwas, travelled

in Europe, visited the French emigrants in the army of Coblenz, protested

against Fox’s proposal to negotiate with the Revolution, and settled down,



GENESIS OF OOR FOREIGN POLICY30 [PROL.

under the wise tutelage of his father (who in 1796 was made Earl of Liver-

pool), into a devoted follower of Pitt. In 1801, when Addington became
Prime Minister, Hawkesbury succeeded Grenville at the Foreign Office,

with the full approval and encouragement of his retiring chief. He was thus

in charge of the very vital negotiations which led to the Peace of Amiens in

1802, and his policy was attacked and misunderstood in many quarters:

but, as we already have seen, he again had the approval of Pitt, and in the

end Parliament gave its consent without a division. It was he, too, who sent

Lord Whitworth on his mission to Pans and recalled him when the First

Consul’s conduct becaime altogether too provocative. He firmly faced the

renewal of hostilities, and, without showing genius, followed worthily in

the steps of Grenville.

When Pitt again became Premier in 1804, Hawkesbury was transferred

to the Home Office: he obviously did not like this and insisted upon its

being made clear that he had consented “solely on the ground of personal

accommodation But he none the less led the House of Lords, and his

new office brought him into close contact with George III, over whom he
steadily acquired influence. He succeeded to his father’s earldom in 1809,
and in the same year was made Secretary for War, contributing, by his

foresight and persistence, to the defeat of a factious Opposition which
foolishly clamoured for the head of Wellington. It may be that he became
Prime Minister by a process of exclusion, but he was none the less the only
obvious candidate for that office, and he soon had behind him “a Cabinet
united as no Cabinet had been since the early days of the war” ^

Liverpool, then, who attached a very special importance to the Foreign
Office,* -wished Canning to return to it, but met on his part a stubborn and
altogether unreasonmg refusal to “go into the House of Commons under
Lord Castlereagh ” (who was succeeding Perceval as Leader of the House).
Castlereagh was generous to a fault, and in order to secure his former rival
as a colleague, was ready to renounce the Foreign Office and take the Ex-
chequer for himself, but the leadership he could not abandon -without
stultifying his whole career, and all were agreed that -there was no serious
alternative. Canning, said the Regent, “takes as much courting as a woman,
and a great deal more than most ,®® and here he spoke as a true connoisseur.
Canning ended by admitting that Castlereagh’s offer was “perhaps the
handsomest that -was ever made to an individual”; he owed it to his own
obstinacy that the settlement of Europe fell into other han^s Never did a
man of genius commit so rank a blunder.

• “The office of Foreign Secretary of State”, he -wrote, “will alwava oiva tn th-
who holds it a degree of consequence in Parliament and the country whi^ nerhaM «
to no other department ” (Yonge, o^. cit. p. 408).

which perhaps belongs
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The Grand Alliance

The disasters which had befallen the Grand Army had an immense re-

percussion among all Napoleon’s unwilling subjects. The volcanic outburst

of German popular feeling that followed may still be studied in the poetry of

Korner and Arndt and in the sober prose of Fichte : but even more signi-

ficant of the times was the act of General von Yorck in rejecting the King
of Prussia’s veto on his convention with the Russians, and in continuing

the war 6n his own responsibility. It is easy to plead on behalf of Frederick

William III that he was not a free agent, and was still under the spell of a

ruthless conqueror: it is more profitable to remember that never was

monarch of such mediocre capacity served by so many statesmen, soldiers

and writers of high courage, initiative and resource, able to retrieve his

blunders. Already in February 1813 Stein and Hardenberg had come to

terms with Russia, not without considerable territorial sacrifice: and in

March the War of Liberation began.

Of this new situation Castlereagh, enjoying the full confidence of the

Prince Regent and of the Prime Minister, was eager to take the fullest

possible advantage. Despite the financial strain of recent years and the

added complication of the American War, the Government was deter-

mined to prosecute the war to a victorious issue : and the first essential was
to secure co-operation between Russia and Prussia. At the height of the

Napoleonic tyranny normal diplomatic relations had virtually broken down,
but Lord Cathcart and Sir Charles Stewart were now sent to central

Europe to re-establish contact, and to hold out the prospect of substantial

subsidies. Castlereagh had every ground for distrust and uncertainty, and
indeed the elaborate duplicity of Mettemich led him to wonder whether

Austria was contemplating the same policy of weak desertion as had been

followed by Prussia in 1805-6. It was only at a later stage that he revealed

his true motive, namely, to avoid the danger of Napoleon throwing his

whole forces against Austria and crushing her before the Russians could

arrive. If again he showed himself a supreme master in the art of dissembling—^to the extent of misleading even Napoleon himself in a conversation of

many hours at Dresden—it may doubtless be argued that with such a man as

Napoleon the sole hope was to out-manoeuvre him with his own weapons.
Meanwhile Liverpool, who already after the Borodino had forecast the

expulsion of the French from Spain, told Wellington that if Austria and
Prussia “would really take advantage of the Russian successes, we might
have hopes of effecting the deliverance of the Continent: but nothing can
be more abject than the councils of Vienna at this time, and I fear that

neutrality is all that can be expected from them”,^®
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Prussia declared war on 17 March, and Blucher advanced across the

Elbe ; but Napoleon was swift to accept the challenge, and in May defeated

the allies at Lutzen and Bautzen and occupied Dresden. Then for once in

his career, and some have called it his most fatal blunder, he refrained from

striking home, and by granting an armistice in June gave the Allies time to

organise fresh efforts. In August the titanic struggle was resumed in a

long-drawn series of battles on Saxon soil : then, after another pause, the

“Battle of the Nations” at Leipzig (18 October) at last turned the scale and

compelled Napoleon to retreat to the French border, with the allifid armies

in pursuit, with King Jerome in flight from Westphalia, and with Napoleon’s

Rhenish vassals meanly leaving him in the lurch.

Throughout this period the British Government had used its whole m-

fluence to bring the three Eastern Powers together and to umte them, well

in advance of the future peace negotiations, upon a plan for the rearrange-

ment of Europe. It is true that, despite all the renewed subsidies, they could

not make their weight as strongly felt in the scales as the vast armies of

Alexander, Francis and Frederick:William : butWellington’s steady progress

in Spam, and especially the battle of Vittoria (21 June), undoubtedly im-

pressed the Allies. The realist Castlereagh, then, concealed his suspicions

of Mettemich, and took the Ime that “the risk of treating with France is

great, but the risk of losing our continental allies and the confidence of our

own nation is greater. We must preserve our own faith inviolate to Spain,

Portugal, Sicily and Sweden”.*’ To the last moment before Leipzig he had

groimds for fearing that one or other’ of the Powers which were bargaining

for his subsidies might make a separate peace : and it was really the reckless

intransigeance of Napoleon himself that averted the danger and drove

Mettemich into open war.

Castlereagh has been somewhat criticised for sending as his representa-

tive at allied headquarters in September 1813 the young and inexperienced

Lord Aberdeen, who thus made his dehut in high politics. He was under

thirty, spoke no French, and was both diffident and secretive : he seems to

have owed his selection mainly to his high rank and to the fact that he had
been the ward of Pitt and Dundas. He was soon enthralled by the personal

charm of Mettemich** but Castlereagh saw much further, and was already

planning “ a common alliance” which was to survive the war as “the only

invigorating remedy” likely to check “the unbounded and faithless am-
bition of an individual The Cabinet grew more and more concerned as

the winter drew in, and as negotiations with the continental Powers dragged
• Castlereagh -wrote to Aberdeen, X3 November 1813 : "After such a tide of success this

nation is likely to new -with disfavour any peace which does not confine France strictly
within her ancient limits. Indeed, peace -with Bonaparte on any terms will be far ftom
popular” {pastlereagk Correspondetue, ix, 76).
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on interminably: and it very wisely concluded that someone possessed of

real authority to speak and act in their name must proceed to headquarters.

Thus in the last week of 1813 Castlereagh left England on a mission which

was destined to last for sixteen months and is unique in the annals of our

foreign policy. His instructions, which he himself of course helped to draft,

laid the main stress upon detaching Antwerp, the Low Countries and as

much territory west of the Rhine as possible from the hands of France, and

if necessary to buy her off with colonial concessions. Malta, the Cape,

Mauritius, Tobago and Guiana were to be treated as outside any bargaining,

but all else, including the Dutch Indies, could be discussed. In Europe the

restoration of the Pope and of Piedmont were specially stressed. He was to

aim at the conversion of the Alliance into something permanent, surviving

the war : and there was as yet no refusal to deal with Napoleon as Emperor.

Between January and May 1814 Castlereagh played his part in a long

series of negotiations at Basel, at Langres and at Ch^tillon, finding himself

between the two extremes of Mettermch and Alexander, and eager, amid

the fluctuations of the allied invasion of France, to maintain a united front.

“Our policy”, wrote Liverpool, “should be to keep the Alliance together

and not to separate ourselves from it either in peace or in war. But we
ought not to conceal from ourselves that any peace with Bonaparte will be

only a state of preparation for renewed hostilities.”^® Steady British

pressure was the main factor in securing, as a sequel to the Treaty of

Chaumont, that restoration of the Bourbons which Pitt had already favoured

in 1804 and 1805, and which, after the long exile of Louis XVIII in England,

seemed most likely to promote good Anglo-French relations, subject always

to French opinion manifesting itself. Two days before the allied sovereigns

entered Paris on 30 March 1814, restoration became their definite policy:

and Napoleon’s appeal to the Emperor Francis on behalfofthe little King of

Rome came too late, though Parma was assigned to Marie Louise. It was

the Tsar’s folly which gave the fallen tyrant the sovereignty of Elba: and

indeed he was only with difficulty restrained from putting forward Ber-

nadette as his candidate for the French throne.

Castlereagh spent six weeks in Paris negotiating the First Peace of Paris

(30 May), and acting as the finger on the balance. It was, above all, the

working agreement between Castlereagh and Mettemich which was the

determining factor. France in the end accepted a frontier more or less

identical with that of 1792, and consented that Belgium should go to Hol-

land. “ I felt it of the last importance”, Castlereagh wrote home, “not to

go to a Congress without the most essential point acquiesced in by France.”"
Otherwise England showed great moderation, limiting her claims to Malta,

the Cape, Mauritius and Tobago, and not pushing beyond a certain point

s-w 3
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for the abolition of the slave trade. The three Eastern Allies were, however,

in profound disagreement, especially as to the fate ofPoland and Saxony : and

the European Congress was postponed till the autumn, while the sovereigns

amused themselves in Pans and visited the Prince Regent at Windsor.

During these six months of delicate negotiation Castlereagh, by his

personal contacts with contmental statesmen and by his diplomatic skill m
the management of men, became an international figure to a degree hitherto

unknown m our history. Hence, after a brief interval in the House of

Commons durmg the summer of 1814, it became obvious that he alene could

worthily represent Britain at the Congress of Vienna and hold his own
against such men as Mettemich, Talleyrand, Hardenberg and Alexander.

He played the role of mediator with consummate skill, and it was in large

measure due to him that the thorny question of Saxony did not cause a

fatal rupture between the Allies. His success resulted from the bold ex-

pedient of concluding a treaty of defensive alliance with Austria and France,

and warning Hardenberg privately that Prussia’s menaces would be resisted

by Great Britain “ with her whole power and resources, and that every man
in Parliament, of whatever party, would support the Government in doing

sp”.“ The treaty, he told Liverpool, “may save Austria and consequently
the Continent” . and in the meantime his attitude made France increasmgly
dependent upon Britain in the still more vital questions of Belgium, of

the so-called “natural frontiers”, and also of Hanover, which dynastic

reasons forced him to keep in the forefront of his calculations. According to

Mettemich’s Eminence grise, Friedrich von Gentz, Castlereagh “worked
night and day”, and in “the Committee of Five”, which owed its origin

above all to him and Metternich, and in which the real settlement of Europe
was effected, he played to the full that mediatory part which he and all our
greatest Foreign Secretaries have held to be Britain’s true function in

continental affairs. Nor did he allow himselfto be bounced into a premature
return to England, andthough the Cabmet, faced by a difficultparliamentary
station, clamoured for his presence in London, he insisted on not leaving
Vienna until agreement on all essentials had been reached and his departure
could no longer deflect the scales. Attempts have more than once been
made to assign the whole credit, or discredit, for, the setdement of Vienna
to Castlereagh on the one hand or to Mettemich on the other. The only
just verdict is one which assigns it to their practical alliance, and to their
joint skill in combining with the astute Talleyrand to defeat the rapacity of
Russia and Prussia.*

^

• Prof, von SrbA’s monumental biography of Mettemich certainly does not do justice
to Casder^gh, and even the admirably ju^dicial Prof. Webster sometimes allows Ins en-thusiasm for Castleieagh to be vented at the expense of Mettemich.
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Even more admirable was the calm, steadying influence exercised by

Castlereagh both in Parliament and in the councils of the Allies, when
Napoleon’s return from Elba threatened to plunge Europe into fresh con-

fusion. He again had to steer a middle course, helping Wellington to or-

ganise the resistance which triumphed at Waterloo, convincing British

opinion that a renewal ofthe war was absolutely essential, and yet restraining

It from concluding a vindictive peace. Hence Britain’s was the only army

which paid its way during the renewed occupation of French territory:

and the Government’s whole weight was once more thrown m favour of the

restoration of the Bourbons—^this time no longer on a basis of pure legiti-

macy, but with some pretence of an appeal to the popular will. The corollary

of this was that, subject to minor changes, the frontiers of France should be

respected,^^astlereagh and Wellington were completely at one in wishing

that France, enfeebled by twenty years of aggression, should not be unduly

humiliated, and so tempted to renew the fatal experiment of military

expansion.

General Tendencies

From the history of the two centuries which preceded Waterloo there

emerge certain broad but unmistakable tendencies. First and foremost is

Britain’s instinctive opposition to any bid for world power, from whatever

quarter, and her no less marked preference for a certain equilibrium of

forces on the European Continent. The long struggles against Philip of

Spain and Louis XIV were but rehearsals for the Seven Years’ War and for

the great war against the French Revolution in all its changing phases, when
the continental alliance was four times overthrown and only a supreme effort

of European coalition was finally successful. But in each case no sooner was

victory assured than British statesmen set themselves to correct its ex-

aggerations and to explore the possibilities of good neighbourly relations

with the vanquished nation : and it was considerations of continental equi-

librium, no less than of political doctrine, that gradually alienated them
after 1815 from the closely allied Eastern Courts and produced the first of a

succession of ententes between London and Paris. Thus it cannot reasonably

be denied that the Balance of Power in Europe has for generations been a

fundamental maxim of British policy, and that it asserted itself once more
in the supreme crisis of the GreatWar—^this time of course against Germany
instead of France. After 1919 it seemed for a time as though we were en-

tering a new phase, in which the Balance of Power in its original sense had

been overthrown, thanks to the rapid shrinkage of the world, the merging

of European and extra-European issues, and the growing international in-

fluence of Powers—^notably America and Japan—^which till the very tiim
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of the century had held aloof from European affairs. But the latest develop-

ments in Central Europe suggest that the principle of the Balance of Power

is not extinct after all: and it is still too soon to say whether it will prove

more powerful than those ideas of international government which have

their centre in Geneva.

Next to a sure instinct for discouraging the rise of any omnipotent rival,

British policy may be said to have thrown its weight from time to time into

the European scales in order to secure virtual immumty for her overseas

designs. This was especially noticeable in the mid-eighteenth centdry, when

Prussia saved her skin, but Britain secured Canada and India. But it was

also true, in a much more creditable form, during and after the Napoleonic

Wars, when colonial gains were sometimes regarded as “gages” by which

to extract concessions in other fields, but peace was none the less never

concluded without substantial additions being made to Britain’s colonial

empire. Far too little attention has been paid to the essential interaction of

our continental and overseas policies, or it would not be possible for news-

paper theorists ofto-day to expound the doctrine of isolation, not merely as a

possibility of the present, but as a fact of the past. It should be sufficiently

obvious that scientific invention and improved communications by land,

sea and air have broken down all the remaining barriers behind which a

nation might still hope to live a life of isolation; but it should be no less

obvious that save for a brief interval at the close of the nineteenth century

Britain has never been able to pursue a policy of deliberate isolation

—

though her appetite for intervention has varied veryconsiderably—and above

all, that colonial issues of the first magnitude have repeatedly been decided

in Europe. What, however, has scarcely ever varied is the importance

attached to naval power, both as a bulwark against invasion, as a protection

to British carrying trade, and as a screen behind which colonial expansion

could be conducted. If trade does not necessarily follow the flag, the fate

of the navy and of the merchant service have always been intimately linked

together. From this.it follows that certain strategic routes of empire have
always been spedally in the mind of British statesmen. On the one hanrl our
attitude towards continental Powers has always been vitally affected by their

attitude to the Low Countries, where trade and strategy play almost equal

parts. Alike in the days of Elizabeth, of William III, of Napoleon, of

William II, of the Third Reich, we could not, and cannot, view witii in-

difference the control of Antwerp and Rotterdam, of the Dutch and Flemish
coasts, by an alien Great Power: and thus the Barrier Treaties find their

later parallels in the ephemeral arrangement of 1815-30, in the treaty

guaranteeing Belgian neutrality, and in the British attitude towards Belgium
in 1914 and since the Great War. On the other hand, for two centuries and



PROL,] POLICY AND NATIONAL CHARACTER 37

a half Mediterranean interests have also bulked very largely—^it may be

said only less largely—in British calculations: and Gibraltar, Minorca,

Sicily, Corfu, Cyprus, have all at one time or another served as strategic

points of vantage, vrhile no Power has taken so keen and persistent an in-

terest in the question of the Straits.

Viewed realistically, British policy is the natural expression of the

national character, with its defects and its qualities. It has too often shown
a distrust of other countries, based upon ignorance or prejudice: but in the

mainit'v^as a sound instinct to hold aloof from, or if need be to resist. Powers

whose appetite for power was all too unrestrained. It is not surprising that

foreign governments should have entirely failed, or should have simply

refused, to distinguish between the daring and rapacity of individual ad-

venturers and the settled policy of an inactive government at home, which

in the end reaped many a harvest sown without its knowledge. None the

less it remains absolutely true that no Empire was ever formed in a more
casual and haphazard manner than the British—^given the all-important

factors of opportunity and private initiative. Perhaps the real secret of

foreign misunderstanding is the hesitationwhich has time after time asserted

itself and led to Britain's temporary withdrawal, thereby deranging every

balance and every calculation—

a

hesitation probably due to the vague feeling

that Britain is of Europe, and yet not of it. The desire for isolation, the

knowledge that it is impossible—^these are the two poles between which the

needle of the British compass continues to waver.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTORY: CASTLEREAGH AND THE
HOLY ALLIANCE*

Britain after Waterloo

Twenty years of war and convulsion had transformed Europe almost out of

recognition, and therefore, before we pass on, it may not be amiss to subject

it to a bird’s-eye survey. In our own island there was a reaction of sentiment

and opinionm almost every sphere, after the long strain of the revolutionary

and Napoleonic wars—^not merely Reaction with a big R, but a natural

release of the pendulum. On the one hand there were acute agrarian and
industrial difficulties, which led to ever-recurrmg minor disorders. The
industrial revolution had entered on a new phase, the towns were growing
rapidly, the old rural population was affected by the fallm com prices, there

were mill riots and outbreaks of so-called Luddism. On the other hand there
was a widespread fear of revolution among the propertied classes, and a

desire to prevent political agitation, even by such drastic measures as the
suspension of the Habeas Corpus and the Seditious Meetings Bill. Both
these tendencies were accentuated by the economic crisis which followed
upon the first bnef abnormal post-war prosperity: and this crisis culmi-
nated in the famous not known as the “Massacre of Peterloo” and in the
passing ofthe “ SixActs ”, which imposed drastic restrictions onthe carrying
of arms, the right of public meeting and liberty of the press. It is to be
borne in mind that the soul of these restrictive measures, the man who
actually steered them through the House of Commons, was no other than
Castlereagh, and that this fact not unnaturally coloured the attitude of
contemporaries and even of later generations towards his foreign policy also.
There was, moreover, a certain icy aloofness in his bearing that antagonised
all save the inner ring of those attached to him by political or personal
ties.

Meanwhile Parliament was absorbed to a very large extent in finann'al

* If this chapter is stiU wntten m outoe, it is because the reader has an authontativeand md^pensable guide in the books of Prof. C. K. Webster, The Foreign Po&cv ofSfe!rmgh 18x2-15 (1931) and 1815-22 (1925); chapter iv in C.H.FP vol l: The Congress otVierata (1919), and Bnttsh Diplomacy 1813-15 (selected Documents).
ingress aj
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and economic questions and in such vital issues as the reform of the poor

law administration.* At the outset there was a certain agitation for reform,

led by such men as Sir Francis Burdett and Hunt, and then again byWilliam
Cobbett, who occupies a peculiar place of his own in English history, as a

champion of the rural classes and of democratic institutions, and as the

pioneer of a certain section of the modern press, but who spoiled his pros-

pects by his diatribes and quarrelsome, not to say scurrilous, language. The
revolutionary party could not in any case make much impression on the un-

reformed Parliament of those days : but it also rapidly lost ground in the

country, because its leaders were either second-rate or irresponsible, and

partly also because some of them saw fit to adopt a markedly irreligious

tone, which antagonised almost all sections of opinion. The Whigs showed

extreme caution, their party was still dominated by the great territorial

magnates : and more than a decade passed before some of them are again to

be observed actively leading the reform movement. In the Castlereagh

period this movement may be regarded as virtually dormant.

In the intellectual sphere England also pursues a development of her own.

It is the period when extreme formalism in the Church has produced the

breach with Wesley and those secessions which to-day we are prone to

think might well have been avoided. The Evangelical school of thought

may be described as a first wave of religious revival inside the Establish-

ment, to be followed in the ’forties by the Oxford movement. But till that

movement gathers weight, Oxford and Cambridge show but few signs of

their ancient vitality and remain little better than preserves of privilege.

It is the Scottish Universities which in the preceding period have been the

chief centres of academic culture, under Robertson, Adam Smith, Ferguson

and the philosophers : and it is a detail worth noting that the young Palmer-

ston was sent not only to Cambridge, but to Edinburgh University, where he

actually lodged in the house of Dugald Stewart, as well as attending his

lectures.

There is an epoch-making school of political thought in England too, but

as yet divorced from academic life, though it is ere long to preside over the

first germs of the future University of London. These are the Utilitarians,

who in contrast to the prevailing pietism, are if not irreligious, at least

emancipated from Christian teaching. They are disliked in some quarters

as unduly open to foreign influence, but retort by claiming to be essentially

English, and the spiritual descendants of Locke. In reality Benthamism

has been quite fairly defined by M. Halevy as the adaptation of eighteenth-

* M. Halevy*s great History of England since 1815 gives a very full account of this aspect,

while Sir Spencer Walpole’s History of England will always have a certain value, as a sane

presentment of the moderate Whig pomt of view.
*
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century French philosophy to an English milieu.^ Its basis is individualism,

private initiative, htisser-faire, and its pure theory has the most far-reaching

effects in the material sphere, in social legislation and m the general outlook

alike towards economic problems and towards the state. And side by side

with Bentham and Mill, the economic teachings of Ricardo and Malthus

are slowly penetrating the public mind.

As yet, however, the Utilitarians form a watertight compartment, and

there are other currents in the life of the nation which have still deeper roots

and provide one of the main explanations ofour outlook upon the Continent.

The one may be quite summarily described as the moral and philanthropic,

and comprises such many-sided activities as the anti-slavery agitation, the

demand for prison reform and the restriction of capital punishment, the

wonderful outburst of missionary enterprise, the abolition of simony (as the

existing abuses in the Church would have been roundly designated in a less

squeamish age), and the long drawn-out agitation forjustice to the Catholics

and Dissenters and the removal of antiquated religious tests. The other, in

literature—^romanticism—^is at its height, with Scott, Byron, Shelley, Keats,

the Lake School, and such now faded favourites as Tom Moore and

Southey. But it is instructive to note that their influence upon the Conti-

nent is infinitely greater, than that of the Continent upon them : indeed,

Byron alone of them can be really described as cosmopolitan, which is

doubtless one reason why his fame has Imgered longest outside his own
country. Of the others, Scott was in the very marrow of his being a Tory,

while Wordsworth and Coleridge turned away from democratic tendencies

in later life. Speaking quite broadly, we are entitled to identify the romantic

movement in this country with tradition and with the maintenance of

authority in church and state, whereas on the Continent it assumed in the

main a revolutionary or semi-revolutionary character.

Lastly, we may note the rise of the modern press and the growing repu-

tation, independence and influence of journalists. The Times, the Conner,

the Morning Post, and the Morning Chronicle, are already powers to be
reckoned with: journals like the Political Register and the Examiner, now
long since extinct, and the two great rivals, then recently founded, the

Edir^rgh and Quarterly Reviews, command attention to an extent which we
can hardly grasp in these days of over-commercialised newspapers, jostling

each other in their noisy insignificance. And though there are great re-

strictions on liberty of speech and writing, yet by comparison with her

neighbours Britain is the very home and fortress of such freedom.

In a word, Britain after Waterloo formed very much a world of its own,
self-contained and in every sense insular. In politics this expressed itself

in a belief, if not in the absolute perfection, at any rate in the perfectibUily,
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of British institutions, and in a tendency to look down upon those who did

not possess such signal benefits and to frown on those who showed a due

lack of appreciation.

Continental Currents

It is in no way the purpose of this volume to attempt a survey of the

Europe in which Castlereagh lived : but none the less, as an introduction to

the man and his policy, it is necessary to remind the reader, if only in a few

sentences, of the main factors upon the Continent with which he had to

reckon.

Exhaustion, even greater than ours, was common to every country, and

with it went the jarred nerves which expressed themselves in the two con-

flicting tendencies that came to be loosely known as Legitimacy and the

Revolution. The alarm and resentment aroused among the dynasties and the

ruling classes of the Continent by the French Revolution and its effects,

made it possible, when the great effort was over and peace had at last re-

turned, to bolster up at all costs what could still be reconstructed of the

old regime, and to identify quite deliberately the conceptions of “ revolu-

tionary’’ and “liberal”—in much the same way as in some countries of

post-war Europe it has often been sought to discredit advanced Liberals or

Radicals by identifying them with Communism.
Austria, for instance, which inthe eighteenthcenturyunder MariaTheresa

and Joseph II had been in the very van of enlightened, though of course

paternal, reform, had become under Francis impervious to new ideas—^the

chief fortress of reaction and immobility, or “Stability”, as Francis and
Mctternich preferred to call it. One result of the settlement of 1815 was to

leave Austria not merely free to maintain this rigid system throughout her
own dominions, but to exercise a predominant influence both in Germany
and in Italy, and thus to retard the political and even intellectual develop-
ment in both those countries. The German Confederation was a lifeless

automat, well-nigh incapable of initiative, and Prussia, the only state within
it that was seriously in a position to hold Austria in check, was during the
critical period following the Congress of Vienna, thanks to the weak per-
sonality of FrederickWilliam III, almost entirelyunder the spell of Metter-
nich, and had been induced by him to repress all movements in favour of
political change, to muzzle the universities and the academic youth, and to
repudiate the solemn pledges of constitutional reform given by the King
underthe Federal Act of 1815. OnlyinWurtemberg, Badenandsome of the
petty Thuringian states was there any approach to political liberty,

Italy meanwhile was bent beneath the yoke. Lombardy and Venetia
were integral parts of Austria. Scions of the House of Habsburg reigned in
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Tuscany, Modena and Parma. The King of the Two Sicilies was the near

kinsman of the Emperor and bound to him by a secret treaty. The Pope

was scarcely less dependent upon Austrian bayonets. Sardinia was isolated

and as yet barely conscious of its future mission. The whole Peninsula was

riddled with disaffection, the secret societies were the constant preoccupa-

tion of the authorities, and liberal tendencies were everywhere sternly

discouraged.

In Spain neither the enlightened rule of Charles III nor the long con-

vulsions of the Peninsular War had availed to rouse the nation' from its

essentially medieval outlook and traditions. The Constitution of 1812,

though it was to serve as a battle cry and an example for Liberals in other

lands, had no verywide support at home, and the sinister Ferdinand VII, on

his return from exile, had no difficulty in repudiating it, with the help of

the Conservative nobility and above all the Church and the Orders, who
kindled the fanaticism of the masses in favour of the old regime. Ferdinand

was alike odious as a man and incompetent as a ruler, and from the first

Spain was a prey to misgovernment and financial disorder, rendered more

acute by the growing unrest in her South American colonies. Mean-

while, the course of events m Spain quite naturally reacted upon Portugal,

which was for the next few decades to follow a curiously parallel develop-

ment.

Turning to the east of Europe, we find that m Turkey there had been

three palace revolutions, the central authority had lost control over the

provinces, Egypt and the whole of northern Africa were independent in all

but name. The Serbs, left to their fate by Russia in 1812, had for the mo-
ment been reconquered, but from 1815 onwards, under the more cautious

leadership of Milos Obrenovic, were establishing piecemeal their autono-

mous position. Wallachia and Moldavia still groaned under the corrupt

Phanariot regime, now tottering to its fall. The Congress of Vienna had
shown itself somewhat indifferent to the Eastern Question, but among all

the subject races the fire was smouldering, andm Greece especially was soon

to burst into flame.

Russia under Alexander I offered the curious spectacle of an absolute

monarchy, controlled by a sentimental mystic, dabbling in liberalism and
posing as constitutional King of Poland, though not willing to extend

political liberties to Russia itself. Behind the scenes lurked always the

memory of the tragedy by which he came to the throne, and the military

revolt which followed his death in 1825 was to prove that he had not been
wrong in fearing sedition even in the army. It is also a material point that

his peculiar personality, while giving the impulse to the Holy Alliance, felt

specially drawn towards the Christians of the East, with the result that when
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the Greek Revolution produced international complications, he found him-
self torn between two conflicting motives—the repression of a subversive

movement and the emancipation of his co-religionists of the Orthodox
faith.

Castlereagh and the Peace

Such, in the barest possible outline, is the European framework in 1814.

But of course the settlement in one sense rested upon the new regime im-

posed by the Allies upon France : and this was in a peculiar degree the

achievement of Castlereagh. But for him it may be doubted whether

Louis XVIII would have returned, even if Tsar Alexander’s candidature of

Bernadotte for the French throne had in any case been rejected.

Again, It was Castlereagh who insisted on Britain guardmg.the person of

Napoleon, against the wishes of the Cabinet. This half-way position was

perhaps typical of the man, just as it was typical of Blucher to announce that

he would shoot Napoleon if he caught him Castlereagh wrote to Liverpool

:

“After fighting him for twenty years, as a trophy he seems to belong to us.”

With his record in home politics alike in England and Ireland, he was

naturally enough indiffer*ent to the odium attaching to a gaoler
,
he was quite

proof against Napoleon’s appeal for generous treatment and was playing

above all for safety, and the cold-blooded decision of transportation to

St Helena was pre-eminently safe.

On the other hand, he was strongly opposed to a vindictive or hu-

miliating peace. His Conservative principles led him to favour the lawful

heir to the French throne, and brought him into line with strict legitimist

doctrine. But only up to a point. For it is highly characteristic of Britain’s

and of Castlereagh’s half-way position, that he had no sympathy for the

“Ultras” who surrounded the King’s brother, the future Charles X, and

that he threw all his weight in favour of the Charter which Louis XVIII

accepted as the basis of his restoration, and which was gall and wormwood

to such unalloyed legitimists as Mettemich and Francis. But he was more

logical than Wellington—^the most illogical or opportunist of men, when he

left the battlefield for the council chamber—and he drew the necessary con-

clusions from the restoration of the Bourbons, thereby discovering common
ground between himself and Mettermch. Castlereagh’s openly proclaimed

aim was “to bring the world back to peaceful habits”: and both he and

Mettemich realised that to restore the Bourbons and at the same time to

strip France not merely of her ill-gotten gains, but also of all that she had

acquired on her eastern frontier since the days of Louis XIV (as a large

section of allied opinion wished), was to condemn the dynasty to a short

reign and to pave the way for some fresh upheaval. The result was that
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France was eventually left with the frontiers of lyQ*- Wellington joined

Castlereagh in favouring leniency, just as later on he favoured the evacuation

of the occupied territory at the earliest practicable date.

In pressing for leniency, Castlereagh, like Mettemich, was thinking of

Europe as a whole. His central aim, stated in theoretic outline, was to

restore the old Balance of Power which had been disturbed by Napoleon’s

inordinate ambitions—^“the just equilibrium”, as he constantly called it.

Stated in general terms, it was to render it impossible for any one Power

to attads its neighbours with a real prospect of success: translated into

praptice, it was to prevent any repetition of such events as those of the

previous decade, to give France a sober, unsensational Government and to

keep her within just bounds. This purpose is visible from the first in

Castlereagh’s actions: it is tlie foundation of the Treaty of Chaumont of

March 1814, which, though at that stage a temporary fighting alliance, was

converted by his insistence into an alliance of twenty years and contains a

special clause (§ xvi) in favour of the Balance of Power. In thisTreaty, which

on 25 March 1815 becomes the Quadruple Alliance of the four Powers,

Britain, Austria, Russia and Prussia, there is the germ of what Pitt had

vaguely defined as “ a general and comprehensive system of public law in

Europe”. Dovetailed into this by the exigencies of the moment at the

Congress of Vienna, is the triple pact between Britain, Austria and France
—^the work of Mettemich, Talleyrand and Castlereagh—which led to the

admissidn of France into the inner counsels of the Congress, the Committee

of Four thus becoming the Committee of Five.*

France, then, was to be brought back into the Concert of Europe without

delay, and not to be treated as an outlaw. But she was to be carefully

watched and kept within strict bounds. As regards frontiers, this meant

(i) the line of 1792, not “the natural frontiers”, as the Rhine had been

called only a few short years earlier, even by the Rhinelander Mettemich
himself

; (2) the strengthening of Sardima by the annexation of Genoa; and

(3) what concerned Britain most of all, the union of Belgium and Holland

into a single Kingdom of the Netherlands imder the House of Orange. To
this end Austria gracefully renounced her Belgian provinces, which she had
held from the Peace of Utrecht in 1713 till their conquest by the French in

1794. This emancipation of Belgium and the Scheldt from French control

interested Britain very specially: it had indeed been the most steadfast

note in all Bntish policy since the days of Cromwell.

• It IS most interesting and mstructive to contrast the methods adopted in Vienna in 1815
with those of Pans m 1919—especially the different attitude towards the defeated Power.
T^s may be studied in Prof. C. K. Webster's admirable litde Foreign Office Handbook,
The Congress of Vtenfta (wiitten for the Peace Conference of 1919).
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Apart from this point, on which the Cabinet particularly insisted, the

general European plan was left very much to Castlereagh, and his main
ideas were to keep Russia as far away from Europe as possible, to prevent

her from linking up with France, and as a double precaution, to strengthen

Central Europe and to maintain Turkish integrity. This meant strengthening
Prussia in the north and west—^Westphalia and the Lower Rhine—and
Austria elsewhere, but at the same time to promote a sincere Austro-

Prussian friendship (it was for this that he was at one time ready to sacrifice

Saxony), *and lastly to leave Italy as an Austrian province. This general

conception was supplemented in north and south by the union of Norway
and Sweden—designed to render Scandinavia as a whole immune from

Russian influence—and by the restoration of the worthless Bourbon dynasty

at Naples. From a slightly different angle Castlereagh shared Metternich’s

desire to protect the centre of the Continent against Russia no less than

against France.

Whatever we may think of it to-day, this was a real European system,

resting in the main upon the realities of the moment. Meanwhile British

sea power was absolutely assured; the drastic maritime rights which we had

exercised at sea during the war and which produced the second American

war of 1812, had been successfully asserted: and the way was open to the

gigantic colonial expansion of the nineteenth century. Not that either

official or public opinion was specially keen or prescient about the colonies

:

indeed, as on earlier occasions, they were sometimes used as the small

change to facilitate transactions in Europe. Martinique and Guadaloupe

were restored to France, Java to the Dutch and everything to Denmark*

What we retained were essentially strategic points to safeguard com-

mercial rights—Gibraltar, Malta, Corfu, St Helena, Mauritius and so

on. The colonies were not the result of deliberate home policy, but were

engendered by the industrial revolution, and by the growth of a surplus

population, inspired by an enterprising and adventurous spirit. None

the less it was this system, to whose establishment Castlereagh contributed

so materially, that made possible the rise of what is sometimes called the

Second British Empire.

Castlereagh and Nationality

The essentially weak spot in the system was that it took no account of that

decisive new factor. Nationality, and still acted in the true spirit of the

eighteenth century by treating the peoples as little better than chattels of the

dynasties. Castlereagh was as blind to national feeling as was Metternich

himself, and in arranging the transference of Genoa to Piedmont and** of
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Norway to Sweden, was quite undeterred by the fact that in each case it

ran counter to the express wishes of the peoples concerned. This was still

more true of Sicily, and indeed the whole Italian Peninsula was carved upon

purely dynastic principles and assigned to the sphere of absolutist Austria

In the Near East Turkish territorial integrity was regarded as sacred, and

Castlereagh declined no less than six times to receive the Serbian delegates

who knocked so patiently at his door during the Congress of Vienna. In

Germany again the wishes of the people were never consulted, when por-

tions of Saxony and Westphalia were transferred to Prussia and when other

territorial readjustments were made between the various reigning houses.

Consequently many of the foundations of 1815 proved to have been laid

upon sand, and their piecemeal undermining by the flowing tide of Na-

tionality fills and directs the diplomatic history of Europe right through the

century.

It is interesting that there should have been just one exception to Castle-

reagh’s general indifference to national questions, namely, Poland. Early in

1815 he made a strong appeal to the three partitioning Powers, to consider

“ the habits and usages ” of the Poles “ as a people ”, and to treat them “ as

Poles”, whatever political system might be adopted. He may have been

influenced by personal sentiment, but his mam motive was almost certainly

political expediency and the belief that his advice, if adopted, would make
for peace and consolidation in Eastern Europe. In any case it was largely

due to Castlereagh that the Vienna settlement guaranteed special institu-

tions to the Poles and provided at any rate a legal basis for the protests

—

futile enough, it is true—^which the Western Powers were to raise against the

methods of repression applied by Russia in Poland after the two risings of

1831 and 1863.

Castlereagh was not only in the main indifferent to Nationality, he was
definitely hostile to ‘‘democratic principles”: but as may be seen from his

famous State Paper of 5 May 1820,^ he did not make Metternich’s mistake

of trying to identify democracy and revolution. He was simply a strong

Conservative, to whom the new political movements of the Continent, with

their strongly middle-class tinge, were antipathetic. Like so many members
of the unreformed House of Commons, from Burke downwards, he looked

upon liberty through aristocratic spectacles. But none the less his outlook

differed essentially from that of his continental colleagues, as was to become
increasingly apparent in the seven years after Waterloo. He was responsible

to a somewhat refractory Parliament, and was careful, in his dealings with
foreign Powers, to stress the constitutional aspect and the need for even
“the strongest Administration which ever served the Crown”, to assure

itself that it is supported by “the Voice of the Country” (written with a
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big V). This, moreover, was an aspect which he was able to impress

upon the Prince Regent, who was keenly interested in foreign policy and
constantly meddled with it.

“The Confederation of Europe”

After 1815, then, Europe rested on a triple basis: (i) the Quadruple

Alliance of Austria, Russia, Prussia and Britain, to maintain the peace terms

imposed upon France
; (2) the Pentarchy of the five Great Powers, to main-

tain public order and stability; and (3) the Holy Alliance, signed by the

rulers of Russia, Austria and Prussia in September 1815, which has given

its name to the decade following Waterloo

This last was due to the initiative of Tsar Alexander, in whom the

mystical and romantic strain inculcated by his tutor Laharpe and further

encouraged by Frau von Krudener, had reached its height at the period of

the Congress of Vienna. It proclaimed as its aim “ to take for their sole guide

the precepts of the Christian religion—-justice, charity and peace ”, and in-

vited all the other Powers to join. The three allied Powers, it declared,

regarded themselves “as merely delegated by Providence to govern three

branches of the One family—^thus confessing that the Christian world of

which they and their people form a part, has in reality no other sovereign

but Him to whom alone power really belongs”. It concluded by recom-

mending their subjects to follow Christian principles.®

These unusual but seemingly unexceptionable phrases really appealed to

none except the sentimental Alexander, and in a mild and hesitating way to

Frederick William III of Prussia. The practical Francis of Austria disliked

it but signed, on the advice of Mettemich, who scoffed at it as “a loud-

sounding nothing ”. Castlereagh himself regarded it as “ a piece of sublime

mysticism and nonsense”, and told Liverpool that the Tsar was not quite

right in the head and must be humoured. So while not allowing the Prince

Regent to give his name to the document on constitutional grounds, he

sent a personal letter of agreement which satisfied the Tsar. For obvious

reasons neither the Pope nor the Sultan could sign, and devout reactionaries

shook their heads over a manifesto of Christian doctrine, launched by an

Orthodox, a Catholic and a Protestant.

From the outset it remained on paper, the mere expression of a pious

wish. But owing to the fact that it originated from the three absolutist

sovereigns of Eastern Europe, and assumed a mainly dynastic and also a

distinctly didactic character, it very speedily won the repute of being di-

rected against popular liberties and so became the bugbear of the progressive

party in every country. As Professor Webster has pointed out, such a charge
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is quite false “so far as the original conception of the Holy Alliance was

concerned. But when the real Treaty of Alliance of 20 November 1815 was

diverted from its original objects, the gibe appeared to be fulfilled, and the

Holy Alliance became the name applied not to the original instrument,

but to the whole system of Diplomacy by Conference'*.^ This was the line

taken by the British Opposition in the House of Commons.

It is important to distinguish between the two instruments, the Quad-

ruple Alliance and the Holy Alliance, if we are to do justice to Castlereagh’s

ideas. The latter he laughed at, and merely assumed an attitude of external

civility, because he could not afford to quarrel with or offend the Tsar. But

the former was essentially Castlereagh's own achievement, and he it was

who prevented the Tsar from inserting a guarantee both of King Louis and

of his newly granted Charter. As Castlereagh argued, this revealed “too

strong and undisguised a complexion of interference on the part of the

Allied Sovereigns in the internal affairs of France ", and in the end the treaty

did not go further in this direction than to rule out any possible Bonapartist

restoration.

Its most original feature, however, is Article VI, which, drafted by Castle-

reagh himself and representing his most practical contribution to the

European system of his day, deserves to be quoted in full, even in the present

outline. “To facilitate and secure the execution of the present Treaty, and

to consolidate the connexions which at the present so closely unite the Four

Sovereigns for the happiness of the world, the High Contracting Parties

have agreed to renew their meetings at fixed periods, either under the

immediate auspices of the Sovereigns themselves, or by their respective

Ministers, for the purpose of consulting upon their common interests, and

for the consideration of the measures which at each of these periods shall

be considered the most salutary for the repose and prosperity of Nations,

and for the maintenance of the Peace of Europe."

This, it has not unfairly been argued, is the first germ of the League of

Nations, considered as an instrument of international peace and reached by
successive stages. There is a dear and obvious evolution from this agree-

ment through the tentative experiments between 1818 and 1822, the last

of which broke down owing to the incompatibility of the rulers and the im-
maturity and indifference of public opinion

;
the next stage is the Concert of

Europe as it was evolved from the Eastern crisis of 1839-41, and as it again

established itself after the violent interlude of the Crimean War
; and a third

stage may be detected in the growing habit of international congresses which
characterised the close of the century, and in the system of constant inter-

allied conference and personal contact which established itself during the

Gireat War, owing to die pressing needs of the moment
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Castlereagh is the true pioneer of personal contact between the statesmen

of Europe, as an instrument of conciliation and a practical means of trans-

acting business, not as superseding ordinary diplomacy, but supplementing

and humanising it. It is also essential to realise that thanks to him Britain

became more closely identified with the Peace settlement as a whole, than

on any occasion previous to 1815: he deliberately rejected isolation as an

altogether impracticable policy, Wding that the experience of his master

Pitt, who had tried it for a time and signally failed, was proof to all time

that this island is bound to the Continent and cannot hold aloof.

In this very brief survey Castlereagh has been treated as the dominant

figure, so far as this country is concerned, and of this there can be no

question. But it would be a complete mistake to draw the conclusion that

his chief. Lord Liverpool, was a mere figurehead. It is true that during the

critical period of 1813-15 Castlereagh more than once imposed his will

upon the Prime Minister and the Cabinet, but this was not by any arbitrary

disregard of their wishes or by simply “rushing” them into action: and

indeed there is the greatest possible contrast between his methods and

those of Palmerston in 1840-1, still more in 1849-51. As Bntish repre-

sentative he followed his instructions loyally on essential points, and his

advocacy of the abolition of the slave trade is a notable example of this

:

where he differed, he carried his view by force of character and weighty

argument; he was at once the man on the spot who was able to convey

essential information to his colleagues at a distance, and the trusted delegate

who knew himself to be indispensable at home, but also had formed a very

shrewd estimate of the lengths to which he could hope to carry others with

him.

Liverpool and Castlereagh

Lord Liverpool, we have already seeri, was far from being a mere cipher:

indeed, this is sufficiently proved by the fact that he was Prime Minister for

a longer consecutive period than any other man save Pitt and Walpole, and

was successful in holding together manydivergent characters. That, in spite

of holding such decided views of his own on foreign policy, he none the less

entrusted the Foreign Office to two men of such mark as Castlereagh and

Canning
,
dearly shows that he was free from personal jealousies and was a

sound judge of character. But he constantly took a stronger line than

Castlereagh, and only reluctantly allowed himselfto l?e dissuaded. Wheirthe

French Restoration Government indulged in vindictive measures against

some of Napoleon’s foremost generals and ministers, Liverpool, so far from

showing in^gnation, gave his encouragement. “ One can never feel that the

King is secure on his throne, until he had dared to spill traitors’ blood”, he

48-W
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wrote to Castlereagh; and the execution of Marshal Ney, whom his

victorious opponent Wellington would gladly have spared, and whom the

royalists would not have shot in defiance of an allied veto, has been laid by
more than one historian at LiverpooPs door. It is necessary to add that

Castlereagh had the bad taste to attend Ney’s court-martial, and that he

showed a singular indifference to the brutality and bad faith of Ferdi-

nand VII of Spain and Ferdinand IV of Naples in suppressing those

Liberal movements in their dominions which the British Alliance had done

so much to foster. Indeed he stands convicted of a conspiracy with Metter-

nich and Ruffo to condone the suppression of Sicilian liberty and to mislead

the British Parliament as to the facts.

On the other hand, on the fundamental question Castlereagh stood firm.

In July 1815 the Prime Minister had written to him - ‘‘The more I consider

the present internal state of France and the little chance there is of security to

Europe from the character and strength of the French Government, the

more I am satisfied that we must look for security on the frontier, and in

really weakening the power of France and he therefore disapproved of

leaving France “as she was left by the Treaty of Pans, and even as she

was before the Revolution’’.® But he was convinced by Castlereagh’s

reasomng, and in the end gave him full and loyal backing in the task of

European appeasement.
'

During the three years that separate Vienna from Aachen, the main pro-

blemthatfaced Castlereaghwas howto secure a return to normal conditions,

first in France itself, where the excesses of the White Terror soon spent

themselves, andwherethe so-called“ Chambre Introuvable ”, with its curious

affinities to the Restoration Parliament in England, slowly yielded to the

soothing influences of the Due de Richelieu, a statesman of moderation,

clear views and personal charm, who has not always received his due from
historians. It was the settled policy of Castlereagh and Wellington, whose
whole-hearted co-operation was a decisive factor in the situation, to make
things easy for Richelieu, and to extract from the moderates a toning down
of the regime, in return for a gradual reduction of the army of occupation,

and of the financial claims put forward by the Allies.

Meanwhile, inside the Alliance the dominant factor in both London and
Vienna was nervous suspicion of Russia, whose agents were actively stirring

up trouble in Spain and Italy, and of her strange, unbalanced, mystical Tsar.

No other than Mettemichhimselfonce propounded ahighly plausible theory

of Alexander’s character,® as compotinded of manly virtues and feminine
weaknesses, subject to a sort of periodicity of moods : and he argued that the
Tsar was alternately, and for about five years at a time, swayed by a blend
of Liberalism and religious revivalism, and by an equally strong revulsion
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to extreme political reaction. Certain it is that the former of these ten-

dencies reached its height between 1812 and 1817, but declined very notice-

ably after the latter year, and that Castlereagh and Metternich were at one

in regarding both moods with almost equal suspicion. It was the working

alliance between these two men that really decided the trend of events in

Europe, and one of their main points of contact was undoubtedly their

vigilant reserve towards Russia. There has at times been a mistaken ten-

dency to ascribe undue importance to one or the other, rather than to

recognise the greatness of both and their frequent interdependence.

Professor von Srbik, the latest and infinitely the most serious biographer

of Metternich, assigns a quite disproportionate value to his own hero and

allows him to dwarf the British statesman. Professor Webster, on the other

hand, points out that ‘‘the praises which Metternich gave to Castlereagh,

and in particular the contrast which he drew between him and Canning,

have done more to injure his reputation than all the abuse of Byron and

Cobbett’\'^ But not content with denying that Castlereagh was ever “the

dupe of Metternich ”, as the next generation was prone to believe, he goes

too far in his turn, when he claims that “ in the major problems of diplomacy

Castlereagh led and Metternich followed”. It may suffice to maintain that

for the first critical years after the Congress of Vienna the good under-

standing between London and Vienna provides the main key.

The Congress of Aachen

The last four years of Castlereagh’s tenure of office (1818-22) witnessed a

series of meetings between the sovereigns and statesmen of the five Great

Powers—^the first experiment in the government of Europe by international

conference. The scheme adopted in the present volume renders it un-

necessary to treat this period in detail.®

Already in 1817 Metternich had proposed a Congress of the Great

Powers, and Aachen (Aix-la-Chapelle) had been selected as its scene , the

problem of the eva^:uation of French territory became increasingly urgent in

proportion as domestic calm returned to France, and some such interna-

tional discussions were felt to be necessary. Incidentally it was the first

Congress of its kind, to be convoked amid profound peace, rather than for

the liquidation of a general war.

The various problems connected with evacuation and war debts were

settled with unexpected ease, to the satisfaction of France and of the Bour-

bon dynasty. The sustained moderation of Wellington played a vital part,

but also the half-acknowledged fear that the new French regime was far

from stable and might collapse, unless it were given active encouragement.
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The Quadruple Alliance was still upheld, in case France should make some

fresh bid for power, but as the result of a compromise she was invited to

adhere to the so-called “diplomatic Concert of the Courts”. The Russian

Ambassador in Vienna had argued that “under Napoleon Europe was

despotic : if she is not to become democratic, she must be maintained by the

four great Courts which are at the head of the European state-system, with

the later addition of France”.® But Castlereagh was averse to further ex-

tensions or definitions, and this not only because both he and Liverpool

instinctively hesitated to commit themselves too far, but because Parliament

was m an insular and restive mood, while even inside the Cabinet itself

criticism found a focussing-pomt in George Canning. Already at this date

Canmng held the view that Britain’s consent to hold regular conferences

“ with the great despotic monarchs . . . would really amount to a combination

of governments against liberty”.^® He spoke m this sense in the House of

Commons, and Liverpool himself reminded the British delegates at Aachen

of the need for caution. “We must recollect in the whole of this business,

and ought to make our Allies feel, that the general and European discussions

of these questions will be in the British Parliament, and that we have a new
Parliament to meet, which has not been tried, of a doubtful character, and

certainly not accustomed to look at foreign questions as Parliaments were

some years ago, when under the pressure or immediate recollection of great

foreign danger.

When once evacuation had been decided, the discussions at Aachen
centred round the Tsar’s proposal for a Universal League “ of all the Powers
of Europe, guaranteeing to each other [to quote the words of Castlereagh’s

confidential report to the Cabinet] the existing order of things in thrones as

well as in territories, all being bound to march if requisite, against the first

Power that offended either by her ambitions or by her revolutionary

transgressions

Mettermch was ready to accept, in the belief that such pledges would at

least serve as a brake upon Russian aggression and Prussian militarism,

while Frederids: William III might have signed without a full perception of

all that the document implied. But Castlereagh from the first firmly

opposed a scheme which neither Cabinet nor public opinion could have
been induced to accept. He pointed out to his Allies, that “the idea of an
‘Alliance Solidaire ’, by which each state shall be bound to support the state

of succession, government and possession within all other states from
violence and attack, upon condition of receiving for itself a similar guarantee,
must be understood as morally implying the previous establishment of such
a system of general government as may secure and enforce upon all kings
and nations an internal system of peace and justice. Till the mode of con-
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structing such a system shall be devised, the consequence is inadmissible,

as nothing would be more immoral or more prejudicial to the character of

government generally, than the idea that their force was collectively to be

prostituted to the support of established power without any consideration

of the extent to which it was abused”.^®

Castlereagh did his best to explain to the Tsar the peculiar British

mentality towards international commitments taken in advance, and “ad-

mitted that it was perhaps a misfortune in our system that we could not act

upon pr^autionary principles so early or so easily as His Imperial Majesty,

but that the only chance we had of making the nation feel the wisdom of

such a course was to be free, at the moment, to urge the policy of so acting,

not hecaiLse we had no choiccy hut as having a choice^\^^ Acting upon this

principle, he and Wellington insisted on restricting future meetings of the

sovereigns and their mimsters “to those interests that grow out of the

transactions in question ” : no further attempt was made to define the phrase
“ at fixed periods ”, or to give clearer shape to “the Areopagus of Europe
The Tsar seems to have shown considerable understanding for what has

always been the fundamental dilemma of British policy (and never more so

than in 1914 and in 1936).

On this, as on other occasions, Castlereagh occupied a middle position,

fully in keeping with British sentiment: for while refusing the guarantee for

which the Tsar had asked, he steadily defended towards the Cabinet his

policy of maintaining the Congress system, within reasonable bounds.

“ I am quite convinced”, he wrote home, “that past habits, common glory

and these occasional meetings, displays and repledges are among the best

securities Europe now has for a durable peace. The opposite view was

again voiced by Canning, who argued that: “the system of periodical

meetings” was “new and of very questionable policy, and that it will

necessarily involve us deeply in all the politics of the Continent, whereas

our true policy has always been not to interfere except in great emergencies

and then with commanding force In actual fact the difference between

the two statesmen was far more one of method and of temperament than of

principle. Both recognised isolation to be an utterly unattainable aim for a

country with such world-wide interests as Britain. If Castlereagh, thanks to

the close personal contacts which he had established, still hoped to maintain

the grand alliance as an effective instrument of peace and European co-

operation, he was by no means blind to those dangers of entanglement

which the more ardent Canmng stressed : and indeed the events of the next

three years were to force the two men slowly nearer to each other, until in

the famous State Paper of i8ao a highest common factor may be said to

have emerged. To the superficial contemporary, Canning in office may hive
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seemed to be engaged m reversing Castlereagh’s policy * but what killed the

first tentative experiment in international government was the fundamental

conflict of political ideas which, especially from 1819 onwards, tended to

separate Europe into two spiritual camps, whose members could only

co-operate spasmodically and for specific and transitory aims.

Castlereagh returned home from Aachen, well enough satisfied that the

reins of government were being everywhere drawn tighter, subversive

influences subjected to fuller control and the mutual jealousies and mis-

understandings of statesmen allayed : and he received the special thanks of

the British Cabinet for his exertions. Metternich for his part might rest

content, for his position in Europe had never been stronger: a few months

later he quoted with slightly fatuous approval Talleyrand’s epigram:

“Austria is Europe’s House of Lords: so long as it is not dissolved, it will

keep the Commons in check. For the rest, he had to be content with the

old all too complicated machinery—^the Quadruple Alliance, to prevent

any fresh French upheaval, the Concert of Five to maintain peace and dis-

cuss fresh problems as they arose, and as a wheel within wheels, a provi-

sional Austro-British entente, acting not unlike a reinsurance policy, and

directed not least of all towards keeping Russia and France apart.

Unrest and Reaction

There was, however, no permanentground for satisfaction : for the situation

throughout Europe very speedily deteriorated. The latent conflict between

sovereigns and peoples could no longer be concealed, and nowhere was the

disillusionment greater than in Germany, where the rising middle class, and

especially the universities and the academic youth, were infected with

liberal ideas, and not unnaturally indignant at the failure of Frederick

William III to fulfil his constitutional pledges. The famous demonstrations

of the Wartburg in October 1817—^the tercentenary of Luther’s theses

—

caused great alarm at the German Courts : and henceforth Metternich never

lost an opportunity for poisoning the mind of Frederick William and con-

vincing him that the introduction of a representative and elective system

meant in effect “the dissolution of the Prussian State and that on the

King’s decision rested the failure or triumph of “the Revolution” m
Europe as a whole. In particular, with a sure but perverted instinct, he laid

stress on the efforts of the revolutionaries to capture the rising generation,

and on the consequent need for drastic common action on the part of
Austria and Prussia, to crush the student organisations and restrict freedom

t Nachg. Paptere, in, 298. He had told his wife, on the eve of Aachen, that he had come
"like the Messiah to dehver sinners” (ibid, in, iii).
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of the press. The murder of Kotzebue—the German poetaster turned
Tsarist secret agent—by a crackbrained student of Erlangen (March 1819)
and an attempt on the life of the Nassau statesman Ibell, seemed to justify

Metternich’s reiterated plea for repression. Following on the discovery of

subversive plots inside the Russian army, it greatly hastened the Tsar’s
conversion to whole-hearted reaction: and Metternich wrote to Gentz that

he intended "‘to make the utmost possible capital out of it” in Berlin.

During the summer of 1819 Mettermch had a personal interview with
Frederick William, and reduced him to a state of thoroughgoing panic: and
their deliberations soon resulted m the Karlsbad Decrees, which imposed
restrictions upon the press, a new censorship, a central commission of inqui-

sition into treasonable practices”, and special measures for the control of

the German Universities. It is true that in the three chief South German
states—Bavaria, Wurttemberg and Baden—^at this very time certain mild

measures of constitutional reform were introduced: but the agreement

between Vienna and Berlin meant that the greater part of Germany was
dominated by what the jubilant Gentz described as “the greatest retrograde

movement in Europe for thirty years past”. Modesty was never one of

Metternich’s failings: “we have had the courage”, he assured the Prince

Regent, “ to take up the glove thrown down by the revolutionaries ”, and to

his wife he did not hesitate to write, “ I hope to beat the German Revolution,

just as I conquered the conqueror of the world

Even in Britain there was considerable unrest, and acute alarm on the

part of the propertied classes, though the grotesque disproportion between

the name popularly given to the “Peterloo Massacre” and the actual facts

of the case is in itself a proof that “ Reaction” meant quite different things

in Lancashire and Dorset, or in Spain, Lombardy and the Spielberg.

Castlereagh privately assured Neumann, “We are always pleased to see evil

germs destroyed, without the power to give our approbation openly”: and

to Metternich himself he penned the oft-quoted phrase, “ The monster still

lives and shows itself in new shapes : but we do not despair of crushing him
with time and patience The essence of his view is contained in an earlier

despatch, in which he refers to “the danger that the transition [to liberty]

may be too sudden to ripen into anything likely to make the world better or

happier ”, and held it to be better “to retard than accelerate the operation of

this most hazardous principle which is abroad”.^ But he refused to asso-

ciate the British Government with the policy of repression adopted at

Karlsbad, and set himself to discourage Mettemich’s interventionist ardour.

The utmost to which he was ready to assent was intervention to prevent

infringements of the constitutional settlements embodied in the Treaty of

Vienna and therefore endorsed by the Allied Powers. But this again
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reveals the essential difference of outlook between the conservative Castle-

reagh and his continental colleagues, who were incapable of drawing, or at

least quite disinclined to draw, any distinction between revolution and

anarchy on the one hand and those representative institutions or currents of

constitutional and liberal reform which in the main derived from the British

example and evoked a certain sympathy even from the most hidebound of

British Tories. When early in 1820 the news of the murder of the Duke of

Bern, heir to the French throne, first reached Metternich, he penned

the revealing phrase, “Liberalism goes its ways, it rains murderers

This perverse identification speaks volumes : and Castlereagh himself was

already conscious of the gulf of ideas that separated the sovereigns and

the peoples, and that was now in process of dividing Europe into two

main camps.

A Year of Revolution

The year 1820 was like the breaking of a dam in Europe : no sooner had the

Powers assured themselves that the revolution had been averted in France

and in Germany, than the floods forced an opening in one Mediterranean

country after another. The Spanish insurrection in January of that year

had begun in the army, but spread with great rapidity and forced the per-

jured King to re-establish the suppressed Constitution of 1812 and to feign

satisfaction, while secretly appealing for foreign aid. The example was in-

fectious, and in July and August there were no less successful revolutions m
Naples and in Portugal: events gave a fresh stimulus to the chronic re-

sistance of the Spanish Colonies and made their independence a mere
matter of time. The Cabinets of Europe were entirely taken by surprise, and
their boasted unity was soon rent by deep fissures. The Tsar demanded
intervention everywhere in defence of the existing order, and was perfectly

ready to march armies across Europe to suppress the Spanish Revolution.

Metternich agreed in principle, but so long as only Spam was in question,

was content to leave the precedence to England, and feared any steps which
might lead to a Russian hegemony, while France naturally had no desire to

see foreign troops on her soil, even in a cause with which her reactionary

Government might sympathise. When Naples followed Spain, Metter-
nich’s alarm increased, for Austrian prestige throughout Italy was at stake

:

he soon found himself on the horns of a dilemma, for which his secret

treaty with Ferdinand of Naples gave him the excuse he needed, and while
neitlier France nor Britain raised any objection to a purely Austrian inter-

vention, as opposed to actioninthename ofthewholeAlliance, itwasjust this
latter alternative upon which the Tsar eagerly insisted.
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The attitude of the British Government was partly determined by the

curious domestic situation which followed the death of George III in

January 1820. The scandalous brawl between the new King and his ill-used

but quite impossible wife produced great political uncertainty : George IV
was furious at the Cabinet’s refusal to consent to his divorce, and for a time

Castlereagh was the only minister who had any influence over him, so that

to all his work at the Foreign Office and as Leader of the Commons was

superadded the thankless task of mediating between King and Premier. His

health w^ thus undermined, with fatal results two years later.

This somewhat precarious situation, in which George IV might perhaps

revert to his earlier practice of alliance with the Whigs, rendered Castle-

reagh more than usually circumspect. He and his colleagues were shocked

at the Spanish Revolution, but deprecated any general action and did all in

their power to restrain Metternich. Great weight attached to Wellington’s

view that ‘‘there is no country in Europe, in the affairs of which foreigners

can interfere with so little advantage as Spain ” and there was clearly

much to be said for the claim that after her efforts from 1808 to 1814 Britain

had special interest in, and comprehension of, Spanish and Portuguese

affairs, and that they involved no direct danger for the rest of Europe. It

was the Tsar’s insistence upon joint action that led Castlereagh to define his

attitude in a memorandum which was long ascribed erroneously to Canning,

and which, since its full text was published in our own day, has rightly been

regarded as one of the most important State Papers of its kind.*

The Congress of Troppau

Metternich found himself between the two fires of St Petersburg and

London, but yielded to the Tsar’s insistence upon the summons of a fresh

Conference, at the pleasant little health-resort of Troppau, in Austrian

Silesia. But Castlereagh—once more influenced by the attitude of Parlia-

ment—^flatly refused to regard Troppau as a full conference of the Five

Powers, writing to his brother Lord Stewart, the Ambassador in Vienna, that

“ the more Russia wishes to transport us to the heights, the further we must

descend into the plain ”, and warning Prince Esterhazy that while ready for

continued co-operation, Britain could not consent “to extend the Alliance

so as to include all objects, present and future, foreseen and unforeseen”.^®

When, then, the Conference met in October 1820, Britain and France

were only represented by Ambassadors, acting as little more than friendly

observers : and the breach between the Eastern and Western Powers steadily

widened. The three former were left to enunciate the principle of interven-

^ See infra p. 73.
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tion in a cruder form than ever before. “ If in states belonging to the Euro-

pean Alliance changes of government are producedby a revolution, and iftheir

consequences thieaten other states, then they are excluded from the Alliance

until their situation offers guarantees of legitimate order and permanence.’’

And further, the Allies agreed “to refuse recognition to changes brought

about by illegal methods”, and laid down their right in case of danger

—

of which they themselves would of course be the judges—^to bring back

errant members to the fold of the Alliance, “ first by friendly representations,

then by measures of coercion, if the emplojnnent of such coercion is

indispensable In effect, this was a mutual guarantee of the three Eastern

Powers against “ Revolution”. In Fyffe’s words, “the Alexander who de-

signed the Holy Alliance was the Alexander who had forced Louis XVIII to

grant the Charta ”
: but the Alexander of 1820 was an entirely different being,

increasingly under the spell of Metternich.

The principles embodied in this Protocol were promptly denounced by
Castlereagh as “ so directly opposed to the political and constitutional system

of Great Britain, that the latter must disavow and even protest against

them If the King were to sanction them, he would be on the road to his

own abdication”.®^ Britain could not approve of any “attempt to reduce to

an abstract rule of conduct possible cases of interference in the internal

affairs of independent states “ The wide sweeping powers claimed for the

Allies”, so Castlereagh argued, “conflicted with the Alliance and were an
unwarranted assumption of a sovereign power over the other States of

Europe.” Britain had an almost equal objection to secret societies and
revolutions, and to the idea of the Allies becoming “ the armed guardians of

all thrones ”, And then, fully conscious of the latent opposition in the House
of Commons, he went on, “ The House of Hanover could not well maintain

the principles upon which the House of Stuart forfeited the throne We
cannot adhere to their [1 e the three Powers’] doctrine, and if they will be
theorists, we must act in separation upon matters not specifically provided
for by Treaty Europe had indeed reached a parting ofthe ways, when the

arch-Tory statesman was reduced to quoting the doctrines of 1688 and 1713
against his legitimist colleagues in Vienna and St Petersburg. Even the

French revolutionaries rejected the idea of “ a new public law ” which would
entitle the three Eastern Powers “ to put a ban upon any country in which in

their opinion an internal change was introduced in an illegal manner”.®®
Metternich, so long “ divided between the fear of revolutions and the fear of
Russia,®® believed himself to be engaged in a life and death struggle between
the old system and the new in Europe, and regretfully recognising that
Castlereagh was escaping from his grasp, concentrated his efforts upon
influencing Alexander and Frederick William. His memorandum to the
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Tsar pleaded for ‘‘union between the monarchs”, as the sole hope of

political salvation : but let their Governments goveruy maintain existing

institutions unimpaired, reform their finances and root out the secret

societies which are like a gangrene in the body politic. He now proposed a

fresh Conference at Laibach, at which the King of Two Sicilies and other

Italian delegates should be invited to attend.

The Qongress of Laibach and the Greek Revolution

The Congress of Laibach represented the highest point of Metternich’s

influence in Europe. The Tsar was now as completely under his spell as he

had been immunefrom it during the Congress of Vienna, and the Chancellor

could write exultantly of him: “If ever anyone has turned from black to

white, it is he.’’ The Tsar and the Kmg of Prussia speedily authorised the

despatch of Austrian troops in aid of the King of Naples, and when a

military revolt broke out m Piedmont in March 1821, Austria was again

entrusted with the necessary measures for its suppression. On 3 April

Metternich seemed triumphant all along the line .
“ I have one extinguished

revolution and two budding ones on my hands”, he wrote, “one monarch

who wont budge an inch, and a second who wants to march double quick

time.” Austria’s power in Italy seemed stronger than ever, and Russia was

ready to help her with 100,000 men. “ Let us save Europe ”, said Alexander,

“for it is God’s will.”^^ The worthless Ferdinand was restored at Naples,

and encouraged to repeat his habitual perjury. The Kmg of Sardinia abdi-

cated, and his brother Charles Felix, with the open backing of Austria, re-

asserted the absolutist position of the Crown, and incidentally ignored the

hope of the British Government that Victor Emmanuel I would recall his

abdication. Metternich rashly assumed “the diplomatic battle to ,be

gained ”, and received from Emperor Francis the title of “ State Chancellor
”

as a crowning honour.

More openly than ever Castlereagh was driven to withold co-operation

from his former allies. The Circular which he addressed to all the Courts, in

answer to the resolutions of Troppau, roundly declared that “the system of

measures proposed. . .would be in direct repugnance to the fundamental

laws of this country” (a typical instance of his clumsy English). In the

special case of Naples a strong distinction was drawn between intervention

by Austria, which was admitted, and intervention by the Allies, which could

not “ without the utmost danger . . .be incorporated into the ordinary diplo-

macy of states, or into the institutes of the law of nations This time the

British Government had been driven to make known its special attitude to

all the world: and there followed debates in Parliament which made it
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abundantly clear to the Eastern allies that it was useless to count upon

British public opinion for the old co-operation. Castlereagh, it is true, said

what he could for the Alliance on more abstract lines, resented Lord

Holland’s attack upon the Tsar and warned Mackintosh that “it was too

much to be told that the British Government ought to dictate moral lessons

to Europe”. But he used an ominous, if obscure, phrase about the Allied

Sovereigns, who with the best motives seemed to be unaware “how soon

the blood of their own people might become the sacrifice ofthe revolutionary

principles which were advocated throughout Europe

Theincreasing reserveshownby Castlereagh during 1821 was strengthened

by developments at two opposite extremities of Europe. At home the

scandal of Queen Caroline’s trial kept opinion in a ferment, undermined

the reputation ofthe Crown, caused acute friction between the King and his

Ministers, and for a time threatened to upset the Cabinet and bring back the

Whigs to power. Meanwhile, as if the troubles in Naples and Piedmont,

following upon those of Spam and Portugal, had not been enough for

allied nerves, the Congress of Laibachwas still sittingwhen news came ofthe

first mutterings of the Greek Revolution. It is true that Ypsilanti’s famous

invasion of Moldavia ended in swift fiasco, thanks to his own incompetence

and to the well grounded suspicions of the native Roumanian population

:

and though Ypsilanti had long enjoyed the special favour of the ’Tsar, and
though Alexander’s own Foreign Minister, Capodistrias, was himself a

Greek and naturally sympathetic to the cause of his compatriots, Metter-

nich none the less found it comparatively easy to win over Alexander for a

public disavowal of the rebels. He could indeed plead the imanswerable

argument that to,give his sanction to Ypsilanti’s enterprise would explode

the very foundations of the Holy Alliance. But there soon followed a much
more serious rising among the Greeks of the Morea and the Archipelago,

venting itselfonlytoo often in massacres ofthe Turkish landlords : and Sultan

Mahmud, in addition to the usual reprisals, took a fearful vengeance by
hanging the Greek Patriarch and three of his clergy in full canomcals

before the gate of his own Cathedral (23 April). This changed the whole
aspect of affairs, for Orthodox feeling was kindled in Russia, and henceforth

Tsar Alexander himself, always so open to religious and semi-mystical

motives, was tom in two opposite directions. Logically, the Greeks were
of course no less rebels than the Neapolitans or Spaniards, and to recognise

their right to resist Turkish conquest and misrule was a breach in the

principleson which theHoly Alliance rested. “ BeyondourEastern frontiers,
300,000 or 400,000 hanged, strangled and impaled, do not count much,” so

wrote the cynical Mettemich:*® but his attempts to treat the Greek revolt

solely as a challenge to social order and monarchical authority fell upon deaf
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ears. The twin forces of religion and nationality were already ranging them-
selves against him. Russia felt acutely the challenge to her position as

protector of the Eastern Christians, and could not be indifferent to their

fate, which was, moreover, bound up with the complex problem of her

Imperialistic designs against Turkey, and of Russian access to the Medi-
terranean. In August 1821 the Russian Ambassador was withdrawn from
Constantinople, and although Alexander allowed himself to be held back

by the constant appeals of his Austrian and Prussian allies and by the fear

of doing anything which might react unfavourably upon central or western

Europe, a conflict between Russia and Turkey was henceforth really only

a question of time, especially in view of the utter intransigeance of the

Sultan and his Mimsters.

Castlereagh had always been fully alive to the importance of the Eastern

Question: it was doubtless in the nature of things that he should have laid

the mam stress upon the status quo and failed to take the Christian subjects

of the Porte very seriously. ‘‘ Barbarous as it is **, he once assured the Tsar,

‘‘Turkey forms in the system of Europe a necessary evil.**®^ But while

constantly exhorting the Porte to moderation—a quality which even his very

Turcophil Ambassador, Lord Strangford, was unable to detect at Con-

stantinople—he also spared no effort to restrain the Tsar on his side. One
of his principal despatches to Bagot in St Petersburg shows the extent to

which he misjudged the Greek Revolution. “ They form a branch of that

organised spirit of insurrection which is systematically propagating itself

throughout Europe, and which explodes wherever the hand of the governing

Power from whatever cause is enfeebled. If its symptoms are more destruc-

tive in Turkey, it is because, in that unhappy country, it finds all those

passions and prejudices, and above all those religious ammosities, which

give to civil commotions their most odious and afflicting colours.**®^

Castlereagh and Metternich

In the course of the summer the advantages of a direct exchange of views

appear to have occurred almost simultaneously to Metternich and Castle-

reagh: and the latter took advantage of George IV*s visit to Hanover in

October, to transmit a cordial invitation to the Austrian Chancellor. This

journey helped to soothe down the King, who was in a highly refractory

mood, had refused for months past to have any dealings with Liverpool and

most of his colleagues, and had virtually driven Canning out of the Cabinet,

owing to the latter*s espousal of Queen Caroline’s cause. Themeetingproved

a great success: George, in his talks with Metternich, made “passionate

outbursts” against the Tsar and Capodistrias, and also indulged m much
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indiscreet abuse of Liverpool and the whole Tory Cabinet He made a

solitaryexception infavour of Castlereagh, who,hetold Metternich/^ under*

stands you, and is your friend, and that says everything On returning

home, he spoke openly of Mettermch as “the first statesman in Europe, and

after him Londonderry: these statesmen understand each other so per-

fectly, and their agreement is so important in the present state of Europe,

that this circumstance alone ought to outweigh all other considerations”,^^

Mettermch, on his side, was vain enough to take at their face value King

George’s extravagant compliments, and reported to Francis that Austria’s

“political standpoint would undoubtedly win by England taking a more

energetic part in world affairs He and Lord Londonderry—^for Castle-

reagh had recently succeeded his father as second Marquis—resumed their

old cordiality, and applied themselves in earnest to the task of mediation

between Tsar Alexander and the Turks. 'To the latter they put forward

“Four Points”, the essence of which were the protection of the Greek

Orthodox faith and the evacuation of the Principalities : but their efforts

shattered against the utter intractability of Mahmud, who had already

disgraced a Grand Vizier on the express ground of his “ humanity towards

the Christians”, and who now, in April 1822, horrified Europe by almost

wiping out the defenceless population of Chios.

None the less they were surprisingly successful in holding back the Tsar,

who allowed himself to be convinced of the connection between the Philike

Hetairia (the Greek secret society) and the Carbonari, and to be frightened

by the alleged “Solidarity of Revolution throughout Europe”.®® Castle-

reagh, in particular, had already made it clear to the Tsar that he could

“not reconcile it to my sense of duty to embark in a scheme for new-
modelling the position of the Greek population in those countries at the

hazard of all the destructive confusion and disunion which such an attempt

may lead to, not only within Turkey butm Europe ”
: the Greeks, he vaguely

argued, must rely upon “the hand of time and of Providence to achieve

their aims”.*

For the moment the Greek question had brought Britain and Austria

together again, while the renewed trouble in Spain cast a passing shadow
upon Franco-British relations. Castlereagh regarded the whole Eastern

Question, “not as a theoretical, but as a practical, consideration of the

highest moment ”.®® But events were steadily forcing Britain to adopt a new
attitude, both as regards the Spanish Colonies and the Greek Revolution,

and in both cases fundamental principles were involved, Castlereagh was
28 October 1821, to Bagot and the Tsar—cit, Webster, pp. 376-8. Esterhdzy reported

to Mettermch from London, ‘‘The public here of course look on the question as one of
liberalism, but they are not prepared to see the liberty of Greece bought at the price of
Russian supremacy m the Mediterranean*’ (i6zd. p. 362).
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confronted by a European situation in which the principles of public law

were being identified with the territorial status quo^ the legitimacy of

thrones and arbitrary government : and this was more than even so staunch

a Tory could stomach, conscious as he was of English constitutional origins

Meanwhile the quarrel between the Spamsh clericals and progressives

—

“Exaltados” and “Serviles” were their significant nicknames—^grew daily

more acute and was steadily fomented by King Ferdinand. The British

Government, with its long experience of that impossible monarch, leant

slightly towards the constitutional party, but held aloof from all ideas of

intervention, and of course viewed with extreme disapproval the rhetorical

appeals of the Clericals to Louis XVIII, to save “the prisoners of Madrid”

from a repetition of 1793. The Tsar went to the opposite extreme from Eng-

land, and was ready to send 40,000 Russian troops to Spain, as his contingent

to a “ European army” : but even Mettemich, though he was glad of any-

thing that might divert Alexander’s attention from eastern Europe, realised

very clearly that drastic action in Spain would speedily undo all the good

effects of the Hanover meeting, and might fatally alienate Britain from the

Alliance. In France the ultra-Royalist faction, including the Foreign

Minister Montmorency, clamoured for an immediate march on Madrid,

and were with difficulty restrained by the more statesmanlike Villde.

Castlereagh’s immediate policy was to allow the Spamsh Revolution to

run Its course, and to use all his influence in order that the other Powers

should do likewise. But it was obvious that a new situation had arisen in

Europe, in which the front of the stage was no longer occupied by questions

of only secondary interest to Britain, such as Naples or Piedmont, but by

problems which vitally concerned her—^the fate of Turkey and the Aegean

on the one hand, of Spam and above all her rebellious colonies on the other.

The question of British trade with the Levant and with Spanish America

was interwoven with the general diplomatic and political situation. When,

then, Mettemich pressed for yet another Congress, this time at Verona, to

complete the work of Laibach, Castlereagh felt that Britain must no longer

be represented by a mere diplomatic observer, but by a statesman who knew
the whole mind of the Cabinet and could commit them in case of need : and

despite the strain of an unusually arduous parliamentary session and the

additional task of “managing” the King, he eventually decided that he

must be his own ambassador. He had the great advantage of being able to

draw up his own instructions, which left him very considerable latitude and

were to have been supplemented by personal conversations, on the way to

Verona, with VillMe, King Louis and above all Mettemich. The lineswhich

he proposed to follow did not differ in essentials from the Memorandum of

5 May 1 8:^0, which was to form the point of departure for his successor’s
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policy. The direction m which Castlereagh’s mind was working is clearly

shown by his insistence that defacto recognition must after a certain lapse of

time inevitably be followed by full diplomatic recognition, and that the only

practical question was ‘‘how long”: and little as he sympathised with the

Greeks, he felt that this applied to themno less than to the Spanish colonists.*

In a very frank despatch to Madrid he argued that the King of Spain “ must

be aware that so large a portion of the world cannot, without fundamentally

disturbing the intercourse of civilised society, long continue without some
recognised and established relations ; that the State which can neither by its

councils nor by its arms effectually assert its own rights over its depen-

dencies so as to enforce obedience and make itself responsible for maintaining

their relations with other Powers, must sooner or later be prepared to see

those relations established, from the overruling necessity of the case under

some other form”.^^ What Canmng was eventually to carry out with so

much eclat in Greece and in South America, can already be traced in

embryo in Castlereagh’s cumbrous enough phrases.
^

Castlereagh as Statesman

At this point high tragedy intervened, and Castlereagh’s career came to an

abrupt close. His health had been steadily breaking down under the strain

of overwork and responsibility, he suffered from illusions which his doctor

utterly failed to diagnose, and on 12 August 1822 he took his own life. No
British statesman of modern times has ever been so misjudged by contem-

poraries, or exposed to such scurrilous libels : and the lofty contempt which
was his answer served to perpetuate the widespread popular assumption,

that he, and not their real author, the panic-stricken Sidmouth, was respon-

sible for the repressive Six Acts, and at the same time the chief inspirer of

Reaction on the Continent. When he died, party rancour went to .such

lengths that his coffin was hissed while it was being carried into the Abbey
and it speaks volumes for the period, that such obscene doggerel as Byron’s

quatrain upon Castlereagh’s grave should have been thought fit for inclu-

sion inthe poet’s collected works l-j* He had never cared aboutpublic opinion,
and public opinion took an ample vengeance for the slight. Yet “as a

manager of men, he had no equal”, and though he remained inscrutable to

his colleagues and had few intimate friends, he was unquestionably a great

* Well Desp, i, 284. Recognition of the Greeks as belligerents must, he held, be done
with caution and without ostentation, lest it should render the Turks wholly inaccessible to
our remonstrances”.

t See too the dedication to Don Juan, Shelley also showered abuse upon him;
** I met Murder on the way:
He had a mask hke Castlereagh.”
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diplomatist, conciliatory, informed, courageous, adroit, patient, full of tact

and consideration for others. In the words of Croker, ‘‘ Like Mont Blanc he

continues to gather all the sunshine upon his icy head It is a splendid

summit of bright and polished frost, which, like the travellers in Switzer-

land, we all admire * but no one can hope and few would wish to reach

Castlereagh was as secretive as any old-world diplomatist: for all his

clear and original thinking, he expressed himself in dry, stilted and in-

volved language, and in the end he left his papers m complete disorder.

This, ancf the rancorous traditions of his own day, delayed the process of

clearing his memory from many a myth and deliberate calumny.^ But

when at last the vindication came, it was thorough and impressive, and

it is difficult to believe that the preliminary .spadework of Alison Phillips,

followed by the minute and scholarly, yet broadly balanced, research work

of C. K. Webster, can ever again be superseded.^® However much the

verdict upon the settlement of Vienna may fluctuate—according as its

omission to take due account of the new fermenting influence of Nationality

be judged with greater or lesser severity, as being inevitable, or as sowing

the seeds of all the worst troubles of the century—^no one to-day will

seriously deny that Castlereagh was one of the very greatest, and most

constructive, of British Foreign Secretaries. It has been said with much
truth that he was the most European and least insular ofthem all : and indeed

he was one of the first to recognise the uncomfortable, but incontestable

fact that Britain is an integral part of Europe and cannot with impunity

neglect its problems. He has often been criticised for his attention to

international, and not merely to narrowly British interests : but this is the

feeblest of all gibes against him, for he who uses it proves himself to be in-

capable of realising that the fundamental task of true statesmanship is the

due adjustment of international and national interests.

Casdereagh, then, was foremost in laying “the foundation for a new
experiment in International Government*’: and though muck that is most

characteristic of post-war Geneva would doubtless have left him very cold,

he IS certainly to be regarded as one of its chief precursors : in particular, he

was one of the first to apply the Genevan principle of close and constant

personal contact between the statesmen of Europe.J)In one notable respect

he was inferior to his successor, in his mistaken indifference to public

opinion, and m his failure to present the main lines of his policy in an

attractive and easily comprehended form. But this, like his excessive

reliance upon the Great Powers, was probably inherent in the aristocratic

* Stapleton’s Life ofCarmtng and Greville’s Memoirs contain many maccurate statements

about Castlereagh. The first serious estimate of him came from the pen of Lord Robert
Cecil (afterwards the great Lord Salisbury) in 1862, m Quarterly Review (reprmted i&

Biographical Essays) : but its madequacy is a measure of the subsequent progressm research.

5s-w
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and insular traditions in which he had been reared. If he failed to solve the

crucial problem of the relations of Great and Small Powers in Europe, it is

but necessary to remember that this is still with us in 1936, in a more un-

solved form than ever. But no one had a broader outlook upon European

and world affairs than Castlereagh, and events were to justify the cti de

cceur of his last conversation with George IV—‘‘No one after me under-

stands the affairs of the Continent’’.'*® For Canning, great as he was, must
be admitted to have entered on a backward, not a forward path, when he

proclaimed the facile catchword, “Every nation for itself, and God for us

all”, thus leaving the Devil to take the hindmost.



CHAPTER II

CANNING AND THE NEW DIPLOMACY

If Castlereagh stood for diplomacy by conference, Canning stood for

diplomacy resting on an appeal to public opinion. As Dr Temperley has well

said,’*' the principles were the same, but their application was utterly different.

Hence, if Castlereagh's period of office marks an epoch because it coincides

with the first real experiment in international government. Canning’s period

also marks an epoch, because it is the first serious attempt of a Foreign

Secretary to interest public opinion in the details of policy, to get the nation

solidly behind him and to cut his cloth according to their requirements,

instead of supplying them with something ready-made. It would be

ridiculous to suggest that Pitt was indifferent to the opinion of the country.

But the appeal which Canning made was something quite new in British

history and took account of factors which Pitt had either ignored or not

found it necessary to consider.

Reaction in England

Before we consider the man and his policy, a thumbnail sketch of the

situation at home and abroad is needed, in order to bring home to the reader

the rapid transformation wrought in the seven years following upon

Waterloo.The Industrial Revolution is now proceeding apace, the population

growing by leaps and bounds, the old rurd life breaking down, while new
means of communication are revolutionising everything. There is already a

netw'ork of canals, and it is the age of Macadam, Indeed we are already

upon the threshold of the Railway Age, and our shipping trade is a greater

factor in the national life than ever before. We are just ceasing to be ex-

porters of agricultural produce : we have scarcely yet entered on the stage

with which we are now painfully familiar, of not being self-supporting in

food supplies. Economic and financial questions give Parliament great

concern, and an outstanding part is played by Huskisson as President of the

Board of Trade under Lord Liverpool. It is he who, as member of a Tory

Cabinet, took the first steps towards Free Trade, by his reform of the

^ See his authoritative study, The Foreign Policy of Canning (1925), his earlier Life of
George Canning (1905), and not least his chapter on Canningm vol. ii of Cambridge History

of British Foreign Policy

^

5i--n8.
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Navigation Acts, the reduction of duties on manufactured goods and foreign

imports, and the repeal of quarantine duties. He was also responsible for

the Sinking Fund, a sliding scale for the Corn Duties, and the repeal of the

most oppressive labour laws. His death m 1830, by a railway accident, was a

serious loss to the country, though Peel and others were ready to talce his

place.

Popular Feeling against the Crown

Huskisson’s legislation gave a more enlightened tone to the reactionary

regime of Liverpool and Castlereagh, and combined with Canning’s popular

foreign policy, assured to the Cabinet a new lease of life. There can be no

question that it had been intensely unpopular at the time of Castlereagh’s

death, partly because public opinion was resentful of the restrictive legis-

lation which had culminated in the Six Acts, partly because of the abomin-

able scandals of the Queen’s trial, during which the Government found itself

caughtbetweentwo fires, on the one hand from a half-hysterical mob, and on

the other from the King himself m his most uncompromising mood. So

intense was the feeling against George IV that the dynasty was m real

danger, and indeed its prospects of survival seemed far from good until the

almost providential interposition of Queen Victoria In 1819 Shelley could

write of ^ mad, blind, despised and dying King

—

Princes, the dregs of their dull race, who flow

Through public scorn—mud from a muddy spring.,,.

Indeed, the Royal Dukes by their blatancy and their scandalous morals

had long been the butt of hostile opinion. Even the exemplary George III

had been publicly insulted by the mob on his way to Parliament . in 1813 the

Prince Regent
—

“ Nobs Junior ” or “ Prinney ”, as he was familiarly called

—

was hooted loudly when going to Court the mob became more vocal than

ever during the trial of Queen Caroline, and this time had many men of note

upon its side : and even William IV soon after his accession judged it in-

advisable to pay a state visit to the City. In 1818 the Duke of Wellington

wrote thus of tihe Princes: “They are the damnedest millstone about the

necks of any Government, that can be imagined. They have insulted

—

personally insulted—^two-thirds of the gentlemen of England.”^ And though

it would be unfair to accept this outburst as typifying the Duke’s considered

attitude, the fact that he of all men could have penned such lines at all is

sufficiently significant.

The countless lampoons and broadsheets of the period exploited the

shortcomings of the Royal House in very much the same manner as the

Yellow Press of our own day revels in spiteful gossip about such Courts as

Ruritania and'Szimia. “ Peter Pindarjunior ” may serve as the type ofmany
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lesser scribes. His Three R 1 Bloods, or a Lame R 1, a Darling

Commander and a Love-Sick Admiral went through nine editions in 1813

and boldly declared that

The only point on which a doubt remains

Is whether Royalty is born with brains ®

Byron, coarsely though not inaccurately, wrote of George IV as “Royal

Stallion’’, and during the King’s visit to Ireland produced the more than

indifferent lines
•

Spread, spread for Vitellius the royal repast,

Till the gluttonous despot be stuff’d to the gorge

And the roar of the drunkards proclaim him at last

The fourth of the fools and oppressors called “ George”,^

A year earlier, in The Vision ofJudgment, he had written of George III,

A better farmer ne’er brushed dew from lawn,

A worse King never left a realm undone.

had declared George IV to share his father’s qualities,

Except that household virtue, most uncommon.
Of constancy to a bad, ugly woman.

and had run on
God save the King! It is a large economy
In God to save the like.

George Canning

Such was the atmosphere in Englandwhen Canningsucceeded Londonderry
as Foreign Secretary in September 1823.

George Canning, like his predecessor, came of a good Ulster Protestant

family, but not one of sufficient eminence to achieve title or territorial power

by the customary methods of the Ascendancy and Union period. Left an

orphan in infancy by an improvident father, he spent his childhood with the

none too savory associates of his actress mother, until her third husband, a

Plymouth tradesman, saved them from privation and until at last his father’s

family took pity on the boy and sent him to Eton. These early associations

weighed heavily upon him, and long afterwards were regarded by upholders

of the narrow aristocratic tradition in politics as disqualifying him from the

office of Prime Minister.^

* Lord Grey expressed this view, “m terms of the most violent and virulent contempt”,
to Sir Robert Wilson and Lord Lansdo\\Tie See Sir R. Wilson, Canmr^*s Ad mmstratiQn

(1872), p. 17.
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Canning first entered Parliament in 1793, and in his early flights of elo-

quence was sneered at by the Whigs as “Apollo imitating Hercules But

his speech against the resumption of negotiations with France (1798) already

won him an assured place as one of the chief orators of the House of Com-
mons. In the closing years of the century he was not only Pitt’s lieutenant,

but one of his closest confidants, especially m the foreign correspondence

which he conducted behind the back of his colleagues in the Cabinet.

During this first stage of his political career Canning was one of the most

active, and certainly the most effective, contributors to the fambus Aiiti-

Jacobin^ whose often coarse and mord4int satire played a part difficult for the

modern reader to comprehend, in alienating public sympathy from French

revolutionary doctrine. Canning was a true product of the eighteenth cen-

tury, in that he was more eminent for his wit than for his humour, and all

but a few famous epigrams have long since been consigned to oblivion.

But his gift of facile verse made him a force in his day and once led Wilber-

force to say that “ his lash would have fetched the hide off a rhinoceros”.®

It also made him many enemies—^Addington, of whom he had written,

“As London to Paddington, so Pitt is to Addington”, refused to serve in

the same Cabinet with him—and earned him an undue reputation for

levity, which it took long to live down. He was indignant at Pitt’s resigna-

tion in 1800 and their relations were never again quite so cordial, but on his

former chief’s death in 1806 he pronounced, as was most fitting, the eulogy

in the House of Commons. After refusing to take office in Fox’s “ Ministry

of all the Talents ”, he at last attamed to full Cabinet rank under the Duke of

Portland and was Foreign Secretary from March 1807 till September 1809.

Napoleon was at this time plotting to redress his naval inferiority by laying

his hands upon the Danish and Portuguese fleets, and it was Canning who
forestalled him, firstly by the drastic step of bombarding Copenhagen and
seizing the Danish ships, and then in a more legitimate manner by con-

cluding a treaty of mutual defence with Portugal and conveying the Regent

(afterwards John VI), to his Brazilian exile on a British man-of-war. He
openly proclaimed the policy that any nation which voluntarily resisted

Napoleon “ becomes instantly our essential ally”, and it was above all to his

initiative that the Peninsular expedition, and later on the appointment of

Wellesley as its commander, were due. Unhappily acute friction and diver-

gence of opinion between him and Castlereagh, then at the War Office, cul-

minated in a duel between colleagues and his resignation in September
1809. For twelve years he remained more or less under eclipse—either out
of office altogether or holding posts obviously inferior to ffis outstanding

merit, conscious of his ability, but also conscious that opimon in the House
was in the main hostile to him. Lord Liverpool, when in 1812 he succeeded
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the murdered Perceval as Prime Minister, offered Canning the Foreign

Office once more, and Castlereagh, more or less reconciled, declared him-

self willing to stand aside—in Canning’s own words, ‘‘the handsomest offer

ever yet made to an individual But by a miscalculation such as would have

finally wrecked any other career. Canning refused, only to witness the

new administration, whose situation he had regarded as so precarious,

speedily gaming in strength, thanks to Wellington’s victories in Spain,

which he himself had rendered possible. And thus it came about that

Liverpool remained Prime Minister for a longer consecutive period

than any British statesman save Walpole and Pitt, and that Castlereagh,

not Canning, shaped the policy of Britain in the supreme crisis of the

Napoleonic wars, at the Congress of Vienna and in the first seven years

of peace.

After an interlude of two years as Ambassador at Lisbon, Canning re-

turned to the Cabinet in 1816 as President of the Indian Board of Control,

but he w?s gradually drifting into a backwater and found himself by no

means in accord with the rigidly conservative outlook of the dominant

party. The inevitable reaction from over twenty years of revolutionary

clamour and the uncertainties of a gigantic struggle expressed itself in

hostility to any change whatsoever, and in a pathetic belief that the British

Constitution, in its unreformed state, was not merely perfect but im-

pregnable, Canning, with all his hatred for revolution, felt the necessity for

moving with the times, and adopted an attitude towards public opinion, and

its chief mouthpiece the press, that was markedly different from that of

Tory and Whig alike and was indeed an innovation in the political prac-

tice of his day. Added to this growing dissent from a policy of repression

both at home and abroad, was his keen sympathy for Queen Caroline, who
had befriended him in former years: and in 1820 he resigned office rather

than endorse the Cabinet’s stern measures against her, thereby naturally

arousing the displeasure of the new King In the summer of 1822 he was

offered, and accepted, the Governor-Generalship of India, his Tory

colleagues hoping thereby to rid themselves honourably of an irksome com-

petitor, while he himself, seeing no prospect of occupying the front of the

stage at home, was doubtless tempted by the compensations of Eastern

splendour. But in the very moment when he was about to embark for

India the situation was dramatically transformed by the tragic death of

Castlereagh. Canning’s qualifications for the vacant post were obvious,

even to the most hostile, all the more so since in the preceding four years

he had from the background increasingly pressed upon Castlereagh his

views regarding foreign policy. Indeed he had great influence upon the

drafting of the State Paper of May 1820, one of the most memorable state-
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merits of British policy on record,^ and thus it came about that at one time

its authorship was erroneously claimed for Canning. His withdrawal from

the Cabinet a little later in the same year was sincerely regretted by Castle-

reagh, who wrote to assure him that they agreed on all questions of foreign

policy.’

Canning at the Foreign Office

It was, however, natural enough that his appointment as Castlereagh^s

successor should have been strenuously opposed both by the King and by

the right wing of the Cabinet, especially by the arch-reactionary Chan-

cellor, Lord Eldon, who wished to see the Duke ofWellington at the Foreign

Office. But though half the Cabinet was hostile, and indeed maintained a

sort of passive resistance to his views for some considerable time to come,

Canning had on his side the still all-powerful Prime Minister, Lord Liver-

pool, and two future Premiers besides—^Robinson and William Lamb,

better known as Lords Goderich and Melbourne. In the end the Duke of

Wellington, whose Toryism, rigid as it was, was not impervious to political

necessity, turned the scale in favour of Canning. George IV yielded with a

fairly good grace,f and a couple of years later was able to remind the Duke
and the Prime Minister that he had “ consented to bury in oblivion all that

had previously passed ’’.J Canning, however, when he saw events turning

in his favour, insisted upon “the wholeheritage* ** of Castlereagh, and thus

became not only Foreign Secretary but leader of the House of Commons, a

task which even in those days imposed too great a strain upon any man and

undoubtedly shortened his life.

When he took office, he was isolated. He attempted to appease the King

by tactfully selecting as his Under-Secretary Lord Francis Conyngham, the

son of George’s mistress . but this only had a passing effect, and much of his

energy had to be devoted to overcoming the King’s hostility and active

intrigues. But he soon won for himself an almost unassailable position, and
by his foreign policy saved the Cabinet from disaster at home,

* As Prof C. K. Webster points out in his Foreign Policy of Castlereagh, ii, 246,
Dr Temperley “was the first historian to realise the importance of this paper”.

t Writing on 8 September 1822 to Liverpool, he said, “I have sacrificed my private
feelings, as you and other members of the Cabinet have represented to me that it is what you
consider to be for the good of the public service” Yonge, Life of Lord Liverpool, in, 199.
“The Kmg is aware fhat the brightest ornament of his Crown is the power of extending
grace and favour to a subject who may have mcurred his displeasure” {ibid p 200).

X I May 1824, King to Liverpool—Yonge, op, at 111, 280, also Wellington Despatches, ii,

251, The Kmg also declares himself “quite satisfied that he has smce acted with the most
uJ^orm condescendmg, concihatory and confidential kmdness towards Mr Cannmg”.
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The State Paper of May 1820

The State Paper of 5 May 1820, drawn up by Castlereagh as a summary of

his policy, and circulated to the leading European Governments, was
published by Canning in 1823, though only in a very truncated form.® It is

because Canning so definitely adopted it as embodying his own views, that

he was so long credited with its authorship, and a selection from its contents

is perhaps the best introduction to his period of office.

This noteworthy document aimed at a definition of policy in face of the

conflicting attitude of the Powers towards the Spanish Revolution, and from

the outset it opposes any idea of intervention and even “the interposition of

good offices’ ’
: and it quotes at an earlystage the great authority of the Duke of

Wellington and his knowledge of Spanish affairs, as to the imminent dangers

which such interventionwould provoke in so sensitive a nation as the Spanish.

“The alliance”, it declares, “was an union for the liberation of a great

proportion of the Continent from the military dominion of France.. . .It

never was, however, intended as an union for the government of the world

or for the superintendence of the internal affairs of other states It

definitely challenges the view that “any great political event”, such as the

Spanish Revolution, provides the Allies with an excuse for interference, and

argues that this cannot be done “ without seriously embarrassing the internal

administration of their own affairs ” and without rousing “ public opinion”.

This is fundamental, and it is highly sigmficant of the evolution since 1815

/that Castlereagh and Canning should have been at one in reminding Metter-

nich, even if in diplomatic language, of the fact that while two at least of the

three Eastern Powers had no public opinion to consider owing to their

methods of repression and censorship, it was necessary in the West to take

it very seriously into account. In this connection it is pointed out that the

Tsar has nothing to consider save the “physical or moral difficulties” in

which a war might involve him abroad, whereas the King of Great Britain,

“from the nature of our constitution, has on the contrary all his means to

acquire through Parliament”, and not even the strongest administration

could advocate a war against “the Voice of the country” (written wdth a

big V). It is further argued that at a time when the main energies of

statesmen are absorbed “in defence of our existing institutions, and to put

down the spirit of treason and disaffection”, it would be deplorable if

interference by the Allies led to discussions of continental home affairs in

the British Parliament. “ Identity of view can only be obtained by a pro-

portionate degree of inaction in all the States.” And having by this time

warmed to his argument, the writer goes on to affirm quite plainly; “ The
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fact is that we do not and cannot feel alilte on all subjects Our position,

our institutions, the habits of thinking and the prejudice of our people,

render us essentially diflferent.” And again, “ The principle of one state

interfering by force in the internal affairs of another, in order to enforce

obedience to the governing authority, is always a question of the greatest

possible moral as well as political delicacy . . .No country having a Repre-

sentative system of Government could act upon” the system now proposed,

and “the sooner such a doctrine shall be distinctly abjured as formingm any

degree the basis of our alliance, the better.” The closing paragraphs re-

affirm the desire for co-operation with the Allies, but hint that they were

departing from the original purpose of the alliance, and that Britain’s action

would always depend not merely on “the expediency of the case, but on

those maxims which a system of government strongly popular and national

in its character, has irresistibly imposed upon us ”.

It IS abundantly clear from these extracts that Castlereagh was already

moving away from the Allies some time before his death, or—^perhaps it

would be fairer to assert—^that Castlereagh considered them to be moving

steadily away from him. In any case. Canning merely continued on a road

already indicated by his predecessor. But everything depends upon the

personality behind a policy, and Mettemich in particular, though aware of

Castlereagh’s growing reserve, despite their cordial discussions at Hanover

in 1821, had confidence in him as a man, and believed that agreement could

be reached between the two of them, whereas Canning was utterly un-

sjmpathetic to him and indeed his very antithesis. In his dismay at Castle-

reagh’s death, Mettemich wrote: “The man is irreplaceable, especially for

me. He is the only man in England who has foreign experience. He was

devoted to me heart and soul, not only from personal inclination, but from

conviction.”^® A few months later he is lamenting the effacement of

England and calls Canning “merely the personification of that evil which
fills every pulse of his country, an evil which has broken its energy and
threatens to give over its weakened body to dissolution

To him the idea that a statesman, and especially a Foreign Minister,

should appeal openly to public opinionwas peculiarly distasteful : and during
the last few years before taking office Canning had set a definite precedent
in this direction. For instance, in 1818 he had expressed alarm at “the
periodical meetings” of the Allies, which “will”, he said, “necessarily

involve us deeply in all politics of the Continent”. And in i8ai, in face of
Troppau and Laibach, he demanded “neutrality in word and deed”,i*

since Britain was not prepared to go to war for such matters as a constitu-

tional regime in Naples. “Let us not”, he said, “in the foolish spirit of
romance, suppose that we alone could regenerate Europe.”



‘‘THE MAN IS IRREPLACEABLE*^n]
75

But if not prepared to commit himself to the support of one particular

regime rather than another, Canning was increasingly unwilling to see the

other Powers upholding or bolstering up the particular regime which they

themselves most favoured. He was thoroughly suspicious of what he called

“the predominating Areopagitic spirit and this was at once reflected in

his attitude to the Congress of Verona

The Congress of Verona

A year earlier, at Laibach, it had been decided that a fresh Congress should

meet at Verona m October 1832, and Metternich believed that he could

again exercise a dominant influence not only upon Tsar Alexander, who had
promised to attend in person, but upon the British and French repre-

sentatives, Londonderr)?- and the legitimist Montmorency. But all his cal-

culations were upset by the death of Londonderry, and the preparatory dis-

cussions at Vienna had to be abandoned. When at length the Congress met,

there could be no pretence at unity of programme, and Metternich*s main
eflForts had to be directed towards holding back the Tsar, who wished to lead

a crusading army against Spain, as the centre of Jacobin infection in Europe.

Metternich found himself on the horns of a triple dilemma. He shared the

determination of all the otherPowers to prevent Russian troops from crossing

Europe, yet he was afraid to postpone the repression of subversive forces in

Spam; he felt that French intervention was a reasonable substitute, yet

all too recent memories warned him against fresh encouragement to French

military effort, and he realised that it might very easily provoke a conflict

with Britain and finally alienate her from the alliance at a moment of un-

certainty at the Foreign Office when he was especially anxious to humour
her.

Lord Londonderry not long before his death had submitted for the

Cabinet's approval a set of instructions for his own guidance as British

delegate. The Duke of Wellington was now induced to take the vacant post,

and Londonderry's instructions were handed to him unaltered. They, to an

even greater extent than the State Paper of May 1820, show that their

author had already been preparing a change in British policy: and indeed in

the two documents it is already possible to trace the germ of Canmng's

action in several matters of capital importance. In the Eastern Question

stress was laid upon the need of preserving peace between Russia and

Turkey, but also upon the need for neutrality as between the Turks and the

Greeks, and upon the possibility of a de facto Greek Government being

eventually accorded “the ordinary privileges of a belligerent”. As regards

Spain, there was to be “a rigid abstinence from any interference in the
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internal affairs of that country’’. As regards the Spanish colonies, it was

assumed that sooner or later their recognition would be inevitable, and the

Conference was asked to consider the exact form which this should take

—

whether recogmtion de facto only, or accually de jure^ or the intermediate

method of sending diplomatic agents.

Londonderry, however cautiously, Vy^os already moving along the path

which led to Navarmo and to South American independence But with the

advent of Canning the pace was hastened, a louder note was struck, and

within two months of taking office he assumed, in a memorandum to the

v^fcabinel, that the recognition of the South American states cannot be

indefinitely postponed. We do not take her anarchy as an offence, but she

must not plead it as a privilege. This was already very different from

Castlereagh.

There was no little irony in the fact that the Duke, whom Metternich had

regarded as the only worthy successor of Castlereagh, should be the very

man to act upon the latter’s final instructions, and thereby to deal the first

blow to the system of government by congress. -X3n 27 September Canning,

whose main immediate object was to prevent any form of collective inter-

vention in Spain, in the calculation that he could deal with France singly

later, sent supplementary instructions of a very explicit kind to the Duke.

The culminating phrase bade him take any opportunity of declaring

“frankly and peremptorily, that to any such interference, come what may.

His Majesty will not be a party

At Verona the Tsar’s eagerness to throw Russian troops into Spain was

met by the tacit disapproval and obstruction of all his allies, and un-

doubtedly facilitated France’s own design of separate action. But it was

reserved for the Tory Wellington, in obstinate loyalty to his instructions,

reinforced by his own Spamsh memories, to express open disapproval of

collective intervention and a blunt disbelief in the theory of “moral

contagion”.^® Finally, when the three Eastern Powers proceeded to define

the circumstances in which they would give their support to French action

in Spain, Wellington flatly refused to sign the protocol, treated their

attitude as calculated to irritate the Spanish Government, and after showing
his disagreement in the questions of South American recognition and the

slave trade also, withdrew from Verona in a thoroughly bad humour.
Metternich, it is true, had carried his way in the Italian and Greek questions,

and the Tsar had again been induced to sacrifice Russian and Orthodox
sentiment in the Near East to the ideals of the Holy Alliance : but the aliena-

tion of London was already patent to the whole world, and the essential

divergence of outlook between the Eastern and Western Powers was to

become more and more obvious.
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The Spanish Revolution

The situation in Spain continued to be both obscure and dangerous. The
perjured and tyrannous King, Ferdinand VII, who celebrated his return

from exile by abolishing the Constitution of 1812, had proved quite in-

capable of establishing just and ordered government: and the summons of

the extraordinary Cortes m June 1821 had, if possible, rendered still more
acute the*struggle of the rival factions of Exaltados and Serviles The King,

after an unsuccessful attempt to re-establish absolutism in the summer of

1822, set his hopes more and more upon foreign help, in the first instance

upon the Tsar, but also, and with far better prospects, upon the French

reactionaries, who since the Due de Richelieu’s death were strengthening

their hold upon public affairs under the active influence of “Monsieur”,

Louis XVIIFs brother and heir. France had considerable excuse for ner-

vousness at the prolonged unrest on her south-western frontier, and every

motive for forestalling Russian intervention, and with this was doubtless

intermingled the desire to remind Europe of her own military revival.

Canning, in endeavourmg to detach her from the Eastern Powers, had of

neceslsity given her an added incentive in this direction : it was a risk which

he had foreseen, but none the less a risk which had unpleasant results.

Thewatchword ofthe FrenchUltraswas to liberate
‘
‘ the prisoner ofMadrid ”

and save him from the fate of Louis XVI. The Premier, Count Vill^e,

exercised a moderating influence, but was not prepared to accept the British

offer of mediation, made to himbyWellington on hiswayhome fromVerona
Chateaubriand, fresh from his colloquies with the Tsar, succeeded Mont-

morency as Foreign Minister at the turn of the year and worked ardently

for intervention: and though Canning, relying on their former personal

relations, had immediately after assuming the Foreign Office hastened to

make friendly overtures to him, he in his turn, though affecting to believe

that they would easily agree “as friends and statesmen”,^’ worked behind

Canning’s back, instructing his Minister in Madrid to “ put no trust in the

English”^® and assumed that “all the noise that is being made in London

will pass”.^®

On 28 January 1823 Louis XVIII, in his Speech from the Throne,

announced that 100,000 French troops were ready to march, under the

orders of his nephew the Duke of Angouleme, in order “to preserve the

Spanish throne for a descendant of Henry IV”, and that Ferdinand VII

“might be free to give to his peoples institutions which they could hold

from him alone”. The sensation in England was profound, the City and the

press—which at this period was gaining in influence by leaps and bounds
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—^were almost unanimous in condemning a step which was interpreted as

an assault upon constitutional government : and it was but natural that there

should be wide interest in a country whose emancipation fx'om foreign rule

had been achieved by British arms less than a decade earlier. Brougham

wittily denounced the intrigues of “the three gentlemen of Verona”, who
stood behind France, and the Spanish Ambassador in Paris, who withdrew

to England after the rupture of Franco-Spanish relations, was carried in

triumph by the London mob and greeted with demonstrative attention by

Canning at Covent Garden. And here the fundamental difference in tem-

perament between the ardent Canning and his cold-blooded predecessor

became at once apparent: for he found himself m sympathy with public

opinion and associated himself more and more openly with the prevalent

dislike of absolutist principles. He told the French through diplomatic

channels that King Louis had proclaimed “ a principle which strikes at the

root of the British constitution”, and that we should not countenance any

attempt to impose upon others constitution^ that owed their existence to

royal decree. He also wrote an earnest personal appeal to “Monsieur”,

assuring him that there was no parallel for “the tumultuous expression of

feeling” in England, since the country had been roused to defend Spain

against Napoleon in 1808. After this ominous comparison he did his best to

discourage French intervention in Spam on so doubtful a basis as “the

principle that nations can only receive freedom at the hands of their King,

and such a King (the world will add, however irreverently) as Ferdinand

has shown himself to be”. With a persuasive daring, he reminded a Prince

whose acquaintance with him dated from the darkest days of exile, that he

of all men could hardly “ be suspected of infection with Jacobin principles,

having spent his public life in combating them”. And yet he did not

hesitate to prefer “the Sovereignty of the People” to the principles laid

down by the King of France

On 14 April 1823 the question of French intervention was debated at

considerable length, and with no little heat, m the House of Commons
;
and

Canning, while declaring openly for neutrality and against war, employed
language such as must have been most offensive to French ears. Referring

to the French Speech from the Throne, he said that “ of the construction to

which its words were liable . , .there was not a man in the Housewhothought
with more disgust and abhorrence” than himself, and that “not a day was
lost” in telling the French that “the principle avowed was one which a

Bnxish statesman could not acknowledge ”, since “ it struck at the root of the

I February 1823, Canning Corresp,, ed. E. J. Stapleton, i, 71-6 To this the Count of
Artois somewhat inconsequently rephed that France’s only motive was to p|;event Ferdi-
nand VII from losing his throne.
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British constitution”, and that negotiation was impossible on such a basis.

He added that ‘‘as Great Britain did not put forward her own political

institutions as the model on which those of other states were to be framed,

or as the only system from which national freedom and happiness could

flow, so neither could she allow France to make her own example a rule for

other nations, not less to force that example on Spain in virtue of the con-

sanguinity of the reigning dynasties His plain speech went still further

when he referred to France’s disavowal of “this obnoxious construction”

and her adoption of “ another, which, I am free to confess, the words were

not altogether qualified to bear !
” Then in precise and categorical language

he assured the House that he had made it absolutely clear to Spam that

Britain would be neutral in a Franco-Spamsh war, and to France, that

“any attack wantonly made on Portugal, would bring Britain into the

field”, and to both that Britain “would not tolerate for an instant any

cession which Spam might make of colomes over which she did not exercise

a direct and positive influence But he declined to threaten France with

war, for “the country which menaced war ought always to be ready to carry

those menaces into execution ”, and the Government was not prepared to

give “actual and efficient support” to Spam, though it “earnestly hoped

and trusted she would come triumphantly out of the struggle * ”2® In the

resumed debate he justified neutrality by an even more insulting phrase.

“ If one of the contending parties poisons the well-springs of national liberty

and the other employs against its adversary the venomed weapons of political

fanaticism”, should Britain, he asked, associate with either

Language such as this took the wind out of the Opposition’s sails.

Mackintosh denounced French action as “an open and profligate attack on

the liberties of mankind ”, while Lord Grey—^always on the opposite side

from Canning—spoke of “the foulest disgrace that had ever befallen this

country”. But the essential difference lay in the fact that Canning repu-

diated the warlike action which their policy would inevitably have involved,

and the French Government, knowing exactly what to expect and how far it

might go with impunity, presumably found it worth while to pocket the

insult. None the less, it is impossible to justify such a tone in any statesman,

however great, and it is not surprising that the Iving should have been

furious and forced Liverpool and Peel to admit that their colleague had

gone too far.

Canning, however, had from the first no intention of going to war with

France, except under extreme provocation. Rather than that, he held, it

would be better to risk the re-establishment of French influence in Madrid.

There were, however, two things that could not be tolerated, namely,

French or Spanish intervention in South America, or an attack upon
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Portugal.22 Meanwhile he had no answer to Wellington's contention that

war must be avoided, since we should enter it “with a certainty of the loss of

Hanover and Portugal and of the Dutch alliance", and also “of doing no

service to Spain M. de Marcellus, the astute and brilliant young French

royalist whom Chateaubriand left as Charge d'Affaires m London during

these critical months, was perhaps not so far wrong in representing Canning

as “still irresolute" and “floating between the monarchical opinions which

made his former reputation and the popular favour which opens to him the

surest avenue to power Very acutely Marcellus assured Chafeaubriand

that he could rely upon British neutrality,^® if only France acted rapidly and

created accomplished facts m Spam : and to this he received the reply, “ Let

Canning be as annoyed as he pleases. He has lost his way • he had dreamt of

war and cannot make it: that is the secret cause of his illhumour." And
again a week later, “ Give entertainments and reply firmly to Mr Canning."^®

George IV and the Cottage Coterie

Marcellus was certainly right when he sought the key of Canning's hesita-

tion “in his ministerial duties and in his parliamentary situation": for it

was more than doubtful whether popular enthusiasm could carry him very

far against the disapproval of his colleagues and the comparative coldness

of the House. He was between two fires, for he soon quarrelled with the

unbalanced Brougham, while his own outspoken language brought protests

not merely from Eldon and Peel, but above all from the King. Here,

indeed, lies the clue to Britain's inaction during the French expedition : for

the Duke of Wellington expressed open delight at Chateaubriand's attitude

towards the end of April, while George IV, during an audience which he

accorded to Marcellus, wished all success to the Bourbon enterprise in

Spam, and by a calculated indiscretion allowed his words to be repeated. He
remained entirely unrepentant when The Times made one of its frontal

attacks upon him for expressing a wish directly contrary to that of his

Ministers and of the whole nation. In a word, the King was working behind
Canning’s back and actually encouraging the French to persist in their

adventure. In March 1823 he went so far as to tell the AustrianAmbassador,
Prince Esterhazy, that he disapproved of Canning, but that it was not easy

to dismiss him.^’

The period from 1823 to 1825 represents the high-water mark of the

so-called “Cottage Coterie", the clique of foreign diplomats who fre-

quented the King in the Windsor cottage to which he and his mistress,

Lady Conyngham, retreated. These were the Hanoverian agent Count
Munster; the Austrian Ambassador Prince Paul Esterhdzy and his first
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secretary Baron Neumann, who, it is true was equally constant in his in-

trigues against his own chief; to a lesser degree their French colleague,

Prince Polignac, who superseded Marcellus in July 1823 ;
and above all the

Russian Ambassador, Count Lieven, and his famous wife, nee Bencken-

dorff, who had already come to occupy an almost unique position m the

diplomatic world of London. She had by this time had her passing love

affair with Mctternich at the Congress of Aachen : she had exercised great

influence upon Castlereagh, she now contrived to win the ear of King

George, and in time she was to captivate her present bugbear Canning, and

the future Prime Minister, Lord Grey, and was to end her astonishing career

as the Egeria of Guizot in Pans. Her influence was at this time exerted in

favour of the Holy Alliance and its policy, and was therefore keenly hostile

to Canning, whom she affected to regard as an upstart and a Jacobin. Later

on, when George became reconciled, or resigned, to his brilliant Foreign

Secretary, she was the great exponent of Russo-British friendship and

played a salutary part in the later stages of the long Greek crisis.

Canning and George IV

At this earlier date George IV was a great danger, bent on interfering with

foreign policy, which really interested him, and envious of his brother

sovereigns, who could command and dismiss their Ministers as they pleased.

In the words of Dr Temperley,^ “A King who is both clever and perfidious

is a dangerous opponent for any British Minister. For while he may over-

match his sovereign in cleverness, he cannot overmatch him in perfidy. For

It is one thing to detect a Khng in a lie or an intrigue, quite another to tax

him with it.”

The tension between Canning and the King is best shown by a conver-

sation recorded by M. de Marcellus, shortly after the French Speech from

the Throne had kindled such excitement and indignation by its assertion

that only King Ferdinand himself was qualified to grant his people free

institutions. “A King free exclaimed Canning. “ Do you know a King
who deserves to be free m the implicit sense of the word? Can he ever be

free, ought he even to be so^ The only really free King is either a despot or

an usurper—scourges of the world, terrifying comets which shine and are

extinguished in blood. Our constitution and yours leave in appearance to the

King the vain privilege of choosing his Mimsters : but does he really exercise

this privilege^ Were the first Georges free to reject the Walpole Ministry?

Could George III, with his clouded reason, make a choice around him?

No, most happily for England. And George IV, do you think that I should

be his Minister if he had been free to choose? Do you suppose he has for-

6s-w
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gotten that I invariably avoided the orgies of his youth, that I always

opposed his tastes and his favourites? He hates me for my opposition, for

my political attitude, and above all for the intimate recollections of his

domestic life.*’^^ This passage, which may well have been embroidered in

Marcellus’ imagination, is reminiscent of the alleged remark of George IV,

“I wish to God someone would assassinate Knighton” (his private physi-

cian, who knew all his secrets and was inside the magic ring of the Coterie).*

But it must also be taken in conjunction with the essential fact that Lord

Liverpool resolutely kept Canning in office, in the knowledge that as he

himself steadily failed in health, the Ministry could hardly hope to survive

if Canning were ejected.

Not the least curious feature of the situation was that Canning in the

House of Commons alluded to himself as “a Liberal, yea, a Radical

Minister”, and therefore won the increasing support of the Whigs. By the

spring of 1825 Canning was strong enough to stand up to the King and was

confident that the intrigues of the Coterie had failed. Metternich, during

a visit to Paris, had been busily engaged in poisoning French opinion

against Canning, and Esterhdzy was sent across the Channel with a special

invitation in King George’s name to London,f where it was hoped that his

presence might finally turn the scales against the obnoxious Foreign Secre-

tary. But “ some incredibly unadvised expressions ” found their way to the

ear of Canning, who wrote to Lord Granville roundly denouncing Metter-

nich as ‘‘the greatest rogue and liar on the Continent, perhaps in the

civilised world Not content with this outburst, he added that if the

King’s “ intemperance or miscalculation ” had not brought the intrigue “ to a

premature denouemenV\ he himself would have resigned on the Spanish-

American question and declared openly in the House that he “was driven

from office by the Holy Alliance”, and further, that “the system which he

found established, of personal communications between the sovereign and

the foreign ministers, was one under which no English Mimster could do

his duty. If after such a demmciation and the debates which would have

followed it the Lievens and Esterhdzy did not find London too hot for

them, I know nothing of the present temper of the English nation”.

The Ambassador is to discourage Metternich from visiting Windsor:

Lord Redesdale, writing to Lord Colchester (a former Speaker of the House of
Commons, whose diary is full of mtimate light upon contemporary history) says that “the
King fancies he has acted with great dexterity, under the guidance ofLady Conyngham and
Sir William Knighton, two mtnguants who are looking only to themselves** (19 January
1828, Colchester, Diaries, 111, 539). Lord Lyndhurst once spoke of Kmghton to Disraeli,

as “very able—the real King of die country—did everything, wrote all the Kmg*s letters**

(Monypenny, Dtsraeh, i, 391).

t Prince Polignac reported to Count ViUMe (6 April 1825) that the mvitation came from
the King alone, probably without Canmng*s knowledge (ViUMe, Mimotres, in, 175).
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“he would have come to triumph, I would not advise him to come to

intrigue

Metternich’s sources of information were very good, and he was not the

man to risk an open rebuff. On 17 March he reported to the Emperor

Francis®^ that King George “ thinks it would be easy for me in a few days to

complete the moral education of Canning. Should he not come into line

readily, one would have a reason, and would find the means, for sending

him away’’. But on reflection he did not cross the Channel and merely sent

the message, “ how far the evil must have gone for it to have made impossible

the appearance of an Austrian Minister in England ”,

The French in Spain

-"Relations between France and Spain were broken off in the middle of

March 1823, and on 24 May the French army under the Duke ofAngouleme

entered Madrid virtually unopposed The constitutional Government

carried off the treacherous King Ferdinand with it, first to Seville, then to

Cadiz, where a third Regency was formed in opposition to the two already

existing. The British Minister, Sir William A’Court, had followed the

Cortes and the reluctant Ferdinand, but finally took up the position of

observer at Gibraltar. ^Canning announced British neutrality as early as

21 March, but in a communication to the French Government made it

quite clear that this attitude would change if France attempted to make her

military occupation permanent, to seize any of the Spanish colonies, or to

infringe Portuguese independence^ These conditions the French respected,

but the course of events in Spain gave them but little satisfaction. Long
before Cadiz surrendered and Ferdinand found himself a free man, the

Duke of Angouleme was privately expressing to M. de VillMe his disgust at

the excesses of the Royalist bands, and was under no illusions as to the

King for whose sake he had invaded Spam. “ Ferdinand ”, he wrote, “ would

make me a hundred promises, but would not keep them the moment I

turned my back We might stay ten years in Spain, but at the end the

parties would begin to massacre each other again.” Ferdinand’s first action

was to repudiate all his promises, to annul all the acts of “the so-called

constitutional” Government, and to indulge in reprisals so savage and

vindictive that Angouleme refused a triumphal entry into Madrid and left

Spain in disgust. Even Chateaubriand and Metternich were driven to

remonstrate, but the King was incorrigible and continued to misgovern till

his death. The Duke of Wellington’s prophecy that French policy in Spain

would end neither in complete success nor in complete failure, was ful-

filled to the letter, and while Chateaubriand had to confess that the Bourbon

6-3
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champion of legitimacy had speedily reduced his kingdom to “complete

anarchy’’, France earned little or no gratitude from Ferdinand’s fanatical

adherents, to whom even the French Royalists were tainted with Liberal

ideas. After long resistance Ferdinand granted an extremely inadequate

amnesty, and at the instance of the Allies accepted the more moderate Zea as

his Premier. But the influence of Zea was far more than counterbalanced

by the King’s reactionary entourage, and Ferdinand took the first safe

opportunity of dismissing him, making it quite clear that the main reason

was the very fact of his being acceptable to the Powers. Nor did French

opinion, even among the “Ultras”, obtain much satisfaction or increase

of influence from the Spanish adventure, and the romantic Chateaubriand

found in it the ruin of his political career.

Canning and the Spanish Colonies

Meanwhile Canning adhered faithfully to his original policy of disapproval,

but complete passivity, so long as the French kept clear of Portugal and

Spanish America. In fact he was inclined to concentrate more and more
upon the question of the Spanish colonies, and to assume that their recovery

by the mother country was by now hopeless.^ He was one of the first to

foresee their great possibilities and the value of commercial relations with

them, when once they were free to develop on healthy lines. Indeed, he did

not hesitate to urge on Wellington the view that “ in the present state of the

world the American questions are out of all proportion more important to

us than the European, and that if we do not seize and turn them to our

advantage in time, we shall rue the loss of an opportunity never to be
recovered”,^® He disclaimed all idea of acquiring territory, but was also

determined to prevent any of the colonies from falling into French hands,

and set his face against any idea of establishing petty Bourbon thrones in

South America>’ He declined to make “ abstract principles ”—^in otherwords,

the adoption of monarchical rather than republican forms—^the basis of

recognition. He insisted upon leaving the decision to the colonists them-
selves, and this attitude contributed very materially to the final triumph of

republicanism. In October 1823 he wrung from the French Ambassador,
Prince Polignac, the assurance that his Government regarded the reconquest

of Spanish America as “utterly hopeless” and had no territorial designs of
its own in that continent: and by communicating this to the Powers in the
form of a private memorandum, he achieved the double object of making it

impossible for France to go back upon the pledge and of isolating her from
the three Eastern allies.
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He followed this up by a public speech at Plymouth,** which contains

one of his most famous flights of eloquence. Referring to the men-of-war

in the harbour, he exclaimed: “You well know how soon one of these

stupendous masses, now reposing on their shadows in perfect stillness,

would, upon any call of patriotism or of necessity, assume the likeness of an

animated thing, instinct with life and motion: how soon it would ruffle, as

It were, its swelling plumage, how quickly it would put forth all its beauty

and Its bravery, collect its scattered elements of strength and waken its

dormant thunder “Such", he went on, “is England herself: while

apparently passive and motionless, she silently concentrates the power to

be put forth on an adequate occasion": and that occasion all England took

to mean the day when France should interfere in South America.

An attitude such as this naturally brought him closer to the United

States, and he made defimte overtures to Washington for joint action to

keep out the French. He even declared m another speech at Liverpool,

that “the force of blood again prevails", and that “the mother and the

daughter stand together against the world America was not uncordial,

but also not without suspicion, and preferred to follow her own line : the

joint declaration was never made. As early as March 182a Congress had

approved of recognition, the report submitted to it declaring that “to deny

to the peoples of Spanish America their right to independence would be in

fact to renounce our own independence". In December 1833 Piresident

Monroe proclaimed his famous “ Doctrine " and culminated in the principle

that “the American Continents. . .are henceforth not to be considered as

subjects for colonisation by any European Powers", and that any such

“interposition" would be regarded as an unfriendly act.

Canning did not altogether like this attitude, and it spurred him to action.

“ The effect of the ultra-liberalism of our Yankee cooperators ", he wrote to

Bagot, “or the utter despotism of the Aix-la-Chapelle Allies, gives me just

the balance that I wanted."^® Early in 1824 he declined the Congress on the

affairs of Latin America, proposed by Ferdinand VII and advocated by

Chateaubriand, arid successfully maintained his opposition in the teeth of

all the intrigues of Metternich, King George, and the Coterie. He was by

now convinced of the futility of the congress system: “We protested at

Laibach, we remonstrated at Verona
;
our protest was treated as waste paper,

'

our remonstrances mingled with the air." He told Polignac quite flat-

footedly, that “conferences are useless or dangerous—^useless if we are in

agreement, dangerous if we are not". “There are real, fundamental,

essential, irreconcilable differences of principle," he told Bagot, “ and every

attempt to represent them as trifling or fictitious we must steadily repel*

* Cf infra, p 93.
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The times are too big for compromise of this sort.” And he added, and

repeated with the utmost emphasis, ‘‘This only is sure. Conference there

shall be none, with us in it.”®’ Backed, then, by the petitions of influential

City merchants, he concluded a commercial treaty with Buenos Ayres (the

germ ofthe future Argentine) and was already drawing a distinction between

de jure and defacto recognition. During the autumn he gradually won over

some of his dissentient colleagues by pressing the claims of British trade and

the obvious drawbacks of allowing the Americans to be first in the field. It is,

however, open to question whether he could have enforced his views but for

the strong backing of Lord Liverpool himself, who in a lengthy memo-
randum argued the case for recogmtion, ascribed Spain’s loss of her colonies

to “the injustice and to the rigid and inflexible obstinacy of the Court and

nation”, stressed the risk of throwing the colonies into the arms of the

United States, and contended that the friendship of the new states

would not only bring great commercial advantages to Britain, but help her

to establish “a fair counterpoise to the combined maritime power” of

France and America.®® The Prime Minister supported this policy so ardently

that m December he actually threatened resignation, unless Canning were

allowed to act upon it. Its chief opponents, Wellington and Eldon, angrily

capitulated, and it was decided to recognise the independence of Buenos

Ayres, Colombia and Mexico. A last desperate attempt to get the decision

revoked was made by King George, who circulated a memorandum to

individual members of the Cabinet, asking for an explicit answer to the

question whether “the great principles of policy established in 1814, 1815

and 1818” were to be abandoned. “The Liberalism of late adopted” by

the Government was, he argued, “ a substantial part” of the French revo-

lutionary creed, whose adoption had led him to abandon his early political

friends. And “can the present Government suppose that the King will

permit any individuals to force upon him at this time a line ofpolicy ofwhich
he entirely disapproves and which is in direct opposition to those wise

principles”, in force for so many years?®® But Liverpool, undismayed by
the King’s “strong prejudices”,^ induced the Cabinet to show a united

front to the Crown: and its minute of reply pointed out that “the diver-

gence of opinion” with the Allies had already begun in 1815, that it had
become still more apparent at Aachen in 1818, and that Lord Londonderry
had already found it necessary to draw attention to it in the Circular Note of

19 January 1821. As for the Spanish-American decision, it had not been
t^en “till after as long and as continued a deliberation as ever has been
given to any great question of national policy”; and the Cabinet was
unanimous in regarding it as irrevocable, and the feith and honour of the
country as pledged. In the face of such firm language as this the King was
obliged to give way with as good a grace as he could muster, the more so as
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Wellington frightened him with the possibility of an exposure in Parliament

and a coup d'etat if he resisted further.* But he pled the gout rather than

read the obnoxious announcement in the Speech from the Throne at the

new parliamentary session : and thus by a refinement of irony it was given

to the world by that arch-reactionary, Lord Chancellor Eldon.

As so oftenm his political career, it was the Duke of Wellington who really

turned the scale m favour of a measure that was intensely distasteful to him.

For some months previously his relations with Canning had been specially

strained." In August 1824 Canning, in his desire to improve relations with

France, decided to remove Sir Charles Stuart from the Pans Embassyf and

replace him by Lord Granville : and he was therefore not a little annoyed to

find that the King, who (so he told Liverpool) “had persecuted him for

two years to recall him”, now objected to the change. This incident, and

the changes incidental to the death of Louis XVIII (16 September), gave

Canning the idea of himself paying a visit to Paris and establishing direct

personal contact with Villele and his new master Charles X. When Welling-

ton demurred to this, Canning pointed out that Lord Westmorland—at

once the most reactionary and the most mediocre member of the Cabinet,

who as Lord Privy Seal (Sceau Prive) was jocularly known as “Le Sot

Prive”—had obtained an audience with Charles X, discussed foreign

affairsm a sense contrary to Canning, and then reported direct to George IV
without coming near the Foreign Secretary The Duke answered that

Westmorland denied the audience, but this naturally seemed to Canning

an unworthy quibble, since Westmorland, though he only spoke to King

Charles at a public reception, had had the opportunity of saying what he

wanted. In the end Canning sent his correspondence with the Duke to

Liverpool and complained that it was “not fair” of the Duke not to admit

that King George himself “was pnvy to” the whole intrigue.^^ But he

deferred to the Prime Minister’s judgement and abandoned his visit to

Paris, all the more reluctantly because he felt that a frank talk with VillMe

might have cleared up many misunderstandings. The “ absolute fatuity” of

the new King’s language, he told Granville, “augurs very ill for the

possibility of any reasonable good understanding between the two

countries ”.

^ In his reply he somewhat lamely expressed himself as satisfied if the Cabinet acts on
the earnest desire of maintainmg the system of confidential and reciprocal communication
with the Allies’* (30 January 1^24—^Yonge, Life of Live}pooh iii, 404, see also Tempeilcy,
Foreign Pulny

, p 147)

f*
On 12 October 1824 Canning wrote to the Duke, **Polignac has told me over and over

again that if 1 wished to be on a tooting of confidence with Vill^le, I must change our
Ambassadoi ” {Canning Coriesp, i, 158) Meanwhile on 2 August Villele had written to

Pohgnac, “ I am tired of my constant explanations to Sir Charles Stuart la plupart du
temps pour des fagots que je ne voudrais pas que mes enfants criissent, si leur bonne les

leur faisait” (Villele, MemoireSt III, 107) Obviously it was time for a change
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Recognition of Spanish America

British recognition of the three new states aroused paroxysms of fury and

criticism from all the chief continental powers.* First Polignac, then the

representatives of Russia, Austria, and Prussia, lodged their protests against

this outrage upon monarchical principles. But Canning took a high line

and told his cousin Stratford: ‘‘ I mean to have it understood that no such

language is to be held to us, by either of the persons of the Continental

Trinity.’* To the Prussian Minister by way of a joke he invented a new
French word, saying that he did not choose to be lecture^ and asked him

how Prussia could object to this recognition and yet recognise Bernadotte as

King of Sweden, while the heir of the Vasas was “wandering in exile and

beggary through Europe

The legitimist Powers might storm and bluster, but in an extra-European

.
question they were at a hopeless disadvantagetowards England, and Canning

only had to stand firm. The fact that the Umted States held similar views

on the future of Latin America served to emphasise the hopelessness of any

return to legitimacy: naturally enough they welcomed from the very first

the revolt of the Spanish colonists, as tending to emancipate the whole

American continent from European political influence and to increase its

detachment and freedom of development. But it is hardly too much to

assert that Canning’s attitude rather than the Monroe Doctrine, was the

decisive factor in “creating the New World”: for the United States were

admittedly not ready to go the length of war, whereas Canning quite

definitely was, and Europe, realising it, was duly impressed.f

Not the least impressive feature of Canning’s career was his capacity for

not taking up any position which he was not either ready or able to defend

in case of need. In a letter to the British Minister at Madrid, he declared

that “a menace not intended to be executed is an engine which Great

Britain could never condescend to employ —a phrase of which we shall be

regretfully reminded when we come to the strong words and weak deeds of

some of his successors at the Foreign Office in the middle of the century, in

such questions as Poland and Schleswig-Holstein.

“For three years”, writes M. fimile Bourgeois in a none too cordial

estimate of Canning, “ his policy of non-intervention preserved the peace of

* “It has set the Continent quite wild with rage and joy, hope and fear**, wrote Sir
Robert Wilson, the confidant of Bolivar, to Lord Grey, i February 1825 (cit. Temperley,
Life of Canning, p. 189)

’

t The reader may be again reminded that the details of Anglo-American relations, even
in this immensely important formative period, he quite outside the scope of the present
volume, which is in the main concerned with Europe.
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Europe, by obliging France and Russia by threat and force to moderate the

ardours kindled by the Spanish war. He had a further aim, and brought it

about, that this peace, instead of serving Austria in Italy and in Germany,

should serve the greatness of the English people and its interests in the

world. And this was the end of the reign of Metternich”.^®

Canning and Portugal

Having by his firm attitude paralysed intervention in the New World in

favour of despotic government, Canning proceeded to turn the tables in

favour of constitutional government by intervention in Portugal. The basis

of his action was of course the traditional alliance with Portugal, which may
not unfairly be described as the oldest and most constant factor in British

foreign policy, and which included a pledge to defend PortugaPs territorial

integrity against attack.* The situation which Canning found in Portugal,

when he succeeded to the Foreign Office in 1822, was the direct outcome of

the events which had occurred during his first tenure of office and on which

he himself had exercised a decisive influence. The French invasion had led

to the flight of the Portuguese royal family to Brazil, and there the Regent

remained throughout the Peninsular War and even after his accession to the

throne in 1816 as John VI. The home Government was feeble and unpopu-

lar, quite unequal to remedying the agricultural and financial distress

occasioned by the long wars : indeed, it owed its survival very largely to the

backing ofLondon and to Marshal Beresford,who had remained commander-
in-chief of the army since the peace. Though friction with Spain was a

permanent element in the situation, the outbreak of the Spanish Revolution

had its immediate reactions in Portugal : and a revolutionary Junta estab-

lished itself in Lisbon in September 182G Henceforward events in the two

neighbouring states developed on curiously parallel lines.

Only after prolonged pressure, culminating in a minor revolution at Rio

itself, could King John be induced to return to Portugal, where he took the

oath to the new constitution early in July 1821. The essential difference

between the Spanish and Portuguese revolutions—apart from the personal

contrast between the sluggish John VI, a reactionary more tn posse than in

esse, and the savagely uncompromising Ferdinand VII—^was that in the

latter case the Powers of the Holy Alliance, however reluctantly, admitted

^ The earliest treaty of alliance was signed in 1373, and this was constantly renewed
during the following century. The treaty of 1642 (after the recovexy of Portuguese inde-

pendence) reaffirmed former alliances, and that of 1661 confirmed ail treaties smce 1641
(including both one of the latter year and one concluded by Cromivell) and pledged Britain

“to defend all colonies or conquests of PortugaT*. The new treaties of alliance were abro-

gated in 1815, but the earlier undertakings remained at least nominally m force, though it

could be argued that they had long fallen mto desuetude.
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from the first Britain’s prior claim to direct events. It is hardly necessary to

say that this admission rested far more on geographical remoteness and the

strength of the British fleet than upon any undue respect for treaties of

guarantee. In any case Castlereagh’s strong representations led the Allies

to disclaim any application to Portugal of the principles of legitimist inter-

vention enunciated at Laibach : but while making it clear to King John that

Britain would not tolerate “a crusade for the re-establishment of the old

system”, he also declined to give an absolute guarantee either to the King

or to the Liberals,^® his main object being to promote a compromise between

them. Canning, in a private letter to Bagot, gave a very frank opimon as to

the Portuguese revolutionaries: they were ‘‘the scum of the earth and the

Portuguese earth—fierce, rascally, thieving, ignorant ragamuffins, hating

England and labouring with all their might and cunning to force or entrap

us into war ”, and he was genuinely relieved at the coming into power of

Palmella, “the very best of the Portuguese”.^’

Appeasement was rendered more difficult and the dynasty’s prestige

undermined by the secession of Brazil, which declared itself independent

under the King’s eldest son, Dom Pedro, as “constitutional Emperor”,

and also by the constant intrigues at Court, between liberals and reaction-

aries. Queen Carlotta, who shared the intolerant views of her brother

Ferdinand of Spain, worked actively for a counter-revolution, in open league

with the Eastern Powers and with the very able and energetic French

Minister, Hyde de Neuville: and the Duke of Angoul^me’s expedition

naturally encour§iged her faction to seize the person of the King and prevent

the Cortes from meeting In April 1824 Dom Miguel, the King’s younger

son, was proclaimed dictator, a reign of terror prevailed in Lisbon, and the

King fled on board the British flagship. From this point of vantage John VI
was able to order bis son’s submission and m the end to send him into exile

at Vienna. But the Portuguese situation still remained extremely obscure

and unsettled and centred more and more round the rivalry of the French

and British Ministers. Not to be outdone by Hyde de Neuville’s offer of

French troops, Thornton encouraged the Portuguese Government to ask

for the despatch of a British force and warmly recommended the scheme to

London. This drew down upon his head a sharp reprimand from Canning,

and he was eventually recalled from Lisbon, but not until Canning, by
playing with the compromise idea of sending a Hanoverian army, had
frightened the French Government into disavowing Hyde de Neuville and
abandoning the idea of active French interference (July 1824). Thornton
had been unwise enough to attend conferences in which the allied ministers

discussed measures for reducing the Portuguese Court to reason, and this

Canning flatly repudiated as “ wholly out of your provmce and entirely dis-
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approved by your Court”A® Thornton’s successor, Sir William A’Court,

was a man of different calibre, and speedily acquired the ascendant not only

over his French rival, who was recalled in disgrace, but over the Francophil

Premier Subserra, who was dismissed from office (31 January 1835). “We
have undoubtedly struck the great blow,” wrote A’Court to Canning/®

British influence being once more supreme at Lisbon, Canning attempted

to regulate the position in Brazil by sending Sir Charles Stuart on a special

mission to Rio, in the name of Britain, but also with the direct authorisation

ofJohn VI. Stuart’s negotiations lasted through the summer of 1825, but on

29 August resulted in a treaty by which' Portugal recognised the Brazilian

Empire, while reserving to King John the barren right of himself assuming

the Imperial title and thus not yielding precedence to his own son. Canning

could well congratulate himself upon the result, for a peaceful separation of

the two countries had been effected through British mediation, without the

possibility of further interference from France or the Eastern Powers. The
way had also been prepared for the suppression of the Brazilian slave trade,*

vffiich Canning, like Castlereagh, had much at heart • and this had the further

advantage of checking any excessive influence of the United States, w’hich

was not to repudiate the principle of slavery within its own bounds till over

a generation later.

The death of John VI on 10 March 1826 opened a new phase in Portu-

guese affairs. The Emperor Pedro, who automatically succeeded to the

Portuguese throne, abdicated the latter in favour of his daughter Maria da

Gloria, a child of eight, having three days previously promulgated a new
constitution, on lines somewhat similar to the French Charte, His aim was

to appease the Liberals and checkmate his brother Miguel, but as a com-

promise he proposed uniting the rival factions by the eventual marriage of

uncle and niece—an odious experiment for which the Iberian Peninsula

offered a number of precedents, one more disastrous than the other.f

* ‘‘ The one great mart of legal slave trade is Brazil ”—so Canning writes m a memoran-
diam for the Cabinet, circulated 15 November 1822 (Canmng Corresp i, 61)

t Philip 11 of Spam had married as his fourth wife his niece and first cousin Anne,
daughter of Maximilian II Their son Philip III married Maria of btyria, who was his

second cousm on his father’s side, and first cousin once removed on her mother’s side

Their son again, Philip IV, married his niece, daughter of Ferdinand III (his first and
second cousin by three other descents) and from this marriage resulted two children—the

degenerate Charles II, with whom the Spanish line ends, and Margaret, who manied her

maternal uncle Leopold I Their only child married the Elector of Bavaria, and became
the mother of the Electoral Prince, whose death m 1699 made the Spanish confiict m-
evitable. In other words, three marriages between uncle and niece in four generations,

between two alreadv closely related families

In 1829 Ferdinand VII resumed the disastrous practice, and his fourth wife, who was
his own niece, became mother of Isabella II

In Portugal there was a similar precedent, m the marriage of Queen Maria I m 1777 to

her uncle Pedro III, John VI bemg their son and Miguel their grandson.
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Canning, though taken by surprise by these decisions, accepted them

a little nervously, and disagreed with the Duke of Wellington, who held

that liberty of the press and publicity of parliamentary debate ought, at

least temporarily, to be suspended in Portu'gal. In a long memorandum

addressed to the Liberal leader Palmella (at the time Portuguese Minister

in London) he made c^ear the British official attitude—^that the treaty

of 1807 had been superseded by the alliance of 1810, and this in its turn

cancelled by the Treaty of Vienna: that there was no British guarantee

regarding the succession to the Portuguese throne, and that Britain was

bound to prevent the designs of any foreign Power against the dynasty, but

not to interfere in civil contests

Metternich regarded the charter as ‘‘an act of madness”, and the

Emperor Francis, though the young Queen Maria was his own grandchild,

was equally furious and favoured MiguePs pretensions But for once the

reactionary Powers found themselves hoist with their own petard: for

having denounced a series of constitutions in Italy and Spain for no other

reason than that they were not put forward by legitimate sovereigns, they

now had no excuse for condemning one which so manifestly fulfilled ^heir

own test.* France again for her part had no possible excuse for inter-

ference, since Pedro’s action was an almost exact imitation of Louis XVIII
in proclaiming the Charte of 1814. Moreover, in the autumn of 1826

Canning visited Paris and was completely successful in dispelling the sus-

picions of Villele and counteracting Metternich’s hostile influence. The
great role played by Sir Charles Stuart at Lisbon and Rio had led the French

to assume Canning’s collusion in the abdication ofDom Pedro : but Canning,

admitting these suspicions to be not unnatural, categorically declared that

he had “never authorised ”, and now “ regretted ”, “ Stuart’s agency in this

aflFair”.®^ Nor did he hesitate to repudiate the treaties of commerce which

Stuart had negotiated at Rio, declaring that the minister had acted without

instructions : and indeed in a letter to Lord Granville he credited Stuart

with the motives of “thinking himself cleverer than all the rest of mankind
and believing himself to be protected by the King against the responsible

Minister under whom he is acting As a result of Canning’s new entente

with Villde, the French representatives in Madrid and Lisbon were
instructed to work hand in hand with their British colleagues.

But though Metternich had to submit to the new Portuguese constitution

as an accomplished fact, and though even Miguel, in his Viennese exile,

had found it expedient to take oath to it, the position of the Regent Isabella

He reminded them that they had suppressed the Constitutions of Naples and Spain,
*^not on the ground of their intrinsic worthlessness, but simply and declaredly because they
were not octroySes by the Sovereign”.
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Maria* and her Liberal supporters remained anjthing but secure. The
Queen- Dowager Carlottaf was in league with her brother Ferdinand of

Spain, who, not content with welcoming deserters from the Portuguese

army, tolerated and indeed encouraged the formation of irregular forces on

Spanish soil, to raid Portugal and restore autocracy. Faced by this danger,

the Palmella Cabinet on 3 December 1826 appealed to Canning for mihtary

assistance, under the terms of the treaty of guarantee : and rarely has there

been a response so prompt and decided. The message reached London on a

Friday, the Cabinet met on Saturday and accepted Canning’s proposals,

and on the following Tuesday he was able to announce to the House of

Commons that British troops were already on their way to Portugal.

It was on this occasion that he delivered the most justly celebrated of all

his speeches (12 December). After expatiating upon the ancient alliance

with Portugal— never seriously interrupted”—^he claimed that quite

apart from all treaties we had “a decided moral obligation to act as the

effectual defender of Portugal He bluntly admitted that “ a vast majority

of the Spanish nation entertain a decided attachment to arbitrary power ”,

and painted “the natural antipathy of the two nations, the one prizing its

recent freedom, the other hugging its traditional servitude”. A few years

earlier he had defined the British attitude as “one of neutrality, not only

between contending nations, but between contending principles”—^that

neutrality by which alone ‘‘ we could maintain that balance, the preservation

of which I believed to be essential to the welfare of mankind. I feared the

next war in Europe would be one, not so much of armies as of opinions”, and

after four years “ beholdmy apprehension realised ” in the war of opinion by

Spam upon Portugal.

England’s situation he defined in the words,

Celsa sedet Aeolus arce,

Sceptra tenens, mollitque ammos et temperat iras.

But he feared that “this country could not in such case avoid seeing ranked

under her banners all the restless and dissatisfied of any nation with which

she might come in conflict”, and he feared the giant strength of the new
forces that were rising In an eloquent peroration he exclaimed, “Let us

fly to the aid of Portugal, by whomsoever attacked We go to Portugal,

not to rule, not to dictate, not to prescribe constitutions, but to defend and

to preserve the independence of an ally. We go to plant the standard of

England on the well-known heights of Lisbon. Where that standard is

** “La jeune folk qui regne en ce moment au jour le jour’\ wrote M. de Moustier to

M. de Villele, on 4 October 1826 (Viilfele, Memotres, iv, 235)

t Henri Martin, in his Histoire de France depms 1789 goes the length of calling her “ une
vraie m6ghre, digne sceur de Ferdinand VII” (iv, 333),
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planted, foreign dominion shall not come/’®® On the other hand, without

British aid “Portugal will be trampled down, to your irretrievable disgrace,

and then will come war in the tram of national degradation.”®^

After speeches of no great weight by Sir Robert Wilson and others,

Canning again rose to defend himself against charges ofweakness. He pleaded

“guilty to the charge of wishing to avoid war”, m 1826 as in 1823: he

claimed that the effects of the French occupation of Spam had been

“infinitely exaggerated”, that the presence of a French army was “now a

protection to that very party which it was originally called in to put down ”,

and that its withdrawal would “give full scope to the unbridled rage of a

fanatical faction He then passed to more general principles and asked, “ Is

the balance of power a fixed and unalterable standard.^ Or is it a standard

perpetually varying, as civilisation advances and as new nations spring

up. ... To look to the policy of Europe in the times of William and Anne for

the purpose of regulating the balance of power in Europe at the present day,

IS to disregard the progress of events and to confuse dates and facts.” “ It

would be disingenuous not to admit that the French invasion ofSpam . . .was

in a certaih sense a disparagement, a blow to the feelings of England.” But

“was there no other mode of resistance than by a direct attack upon

France^ . . .No. I looked another way, sought materials of compensation in

another hemisphere. Contemplating Spam, such as our ancestors had

known her, I resolved that if France had Spain, it should not be Spain

‘with the Indies’. I called the New World into existence to redress the

balance of the Old”.

Canning’s bold language was completely justified by events: the expedi-

tion to Portugal attained its immediate object without war, Spam was duly

warned, and Spamsh America went on its course with fresh courage. After

the lapse of a century six Republics of the New World m celebrating the

centenary of their greatest leader, Simon Bolivar, placed a wreath below

the statue of Canning on Parliament Square. Some of his own colleagues

resented the use of “ I ” in his crowning phrase ; but posterity has accepted

its truth and allowed it to become proverbial.

The speech, then, made a profound sensation both at home, where it

caught the public imagination, and abroad, where it was received with rage

and horror by the autocratic Governments and was greeted as a rallying cry

by all the progressive elements. It was m a sense the echo of those twin
forces of Liberalism and Nationalism which were soon to transform the face

of Europe. It was a scarcely veiled warning to the Holy Alliance, and as

such it was understood. Mettemich expressed himself unable to understand

how Canning could dare “ to make the banner of an Empire the oriflame of

destruction for the social order”.®® To sum up the situation in Dr Tern-
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perley’s words, “ Not only was the New World free, but the New World had

endowed an European state with a constitution. This was bringing America

into Europe with a vengeance.”®®

During 1827 the affairs of Portugal continued to exercise both Liverpool

and Canning, the former holding that Britain must either evacuate at the

earliest possible moment, or leave her army “till the whole business of Dom
Miguel IS settled”, while the latter argued that “the imposition of Miguel

on Portugal, not by his brother as Regent, but by foreign force or intrigue,

as absolute King, would after all that has passed be a deadly disgrace as well

as a lasting injury to England”. To this Liverpool replied with the sugges-

tion that British troops should be withdrawn, but subject to a clear pro-

nouncement that Portugal must be left alone by other Powers also, and that

“ we will not suffer Spam, or any other country, to interfere in their internal

concerns”. The overthrow of the Charter and the restoration of absolutist

power under Miguel would, he added, “be a triumph to Spam and the

‘Apostohcs* throughout Europe, and would for a time destroy British

influence at Lisbon ”.®’ The Portuguese situation was still quite obscure and

fluid, when first Liverpool, and then Canning died, and their immediate

successors seem to have waited on events."^

Canning and Metternich

Nowhere was Canning’s challenge felt so keenly as in Vienna, and indeed

Metternich, who had so long regarded Castlereagh as his mainstay in

Europe, now agreed, m conversation with Lord Hertford, that Canning

was “ a world-scourge ”.®® For a long time he underestimated him, assuming

that “I’lnteret du jour”®® was the sole guide to Canmng’s policy, and that

as long as he was in power, “we must renounce seeing British policy take a

regular course: this is not in his character”,®® Eventually he had to admit

that Canning was not a mere adventurer, of the same class as Pozzo di

Borgo or Capodistrias, but he classed him with the Chateaubnands and the

Steins as a type with which he could not get on any better His mam anti-

pathy was due to the Liberal and to the man who relied on public opimon:

Canning’s manifold contradictions—^the fact that m home politics he took

the Tory line of defending the Six Acts and opposing electoral reform and

the relief of Dissenters—did not affect his attitude: it was the innovator in

foreign policy with whom he was concerned. He admitted that England’s

insular position imposed on her a special political outlook, but he based his

main criticism of Canning on his pet theory that “ to attack the principle of

the Alliance is to attack Society”. “I admit”, he said, “that Mr Canning^

See infra, p. 14a*
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belongs to the class of men who often try to strike out new paths or what are

reputed as such, and attaches to certain clamours and certain votes more

value than they merit ” But though wrong in concluding that this would

bring Canning to ruin, he saw clearly that “in the existing state of public

feeling all that would tend to cement a special union between us and Eng-

land, would infallibly destroy us In a word, a gulf had opened between

the ruling methods and outlook of Vienna and London, and Mettermch

hated Liberals much more than Radicals. “The most honest revolu-

tionaries”, he wrote, “are after all the Radicals, and if I were to be con-

verted to-day to the Revolution, I would preach to-morrow at Spitalfields.”®^

There was always a complete incompatibility of temper between the two

men: and Metternich once wrote: “As Canning always does the contrary

of what I should do, it is fair to admit that he also thinks the opposite of

what I think. His considered judgement on Canning, which throws

valuable light on the two men and their systems, runs as follows: “There

are in this world two kinds of spirits : one skims over everything, but never

goes very deep: the other rests upon facts and masters them. Canning

possesses to a high degree the former: I have much less than he, but I

belong to the second category. Caiming flies, I walk • he climbs to a region

where men do not live, I keep to the level of human affairs. The result of

this difference is that Canning will always have the romantics on his side,

while I shall be reduced to the simple prose-writers. His role is brilliant

as a flash of lightning, but also as passing: mine does not dazzle, but it

preserves what the other consumes.” This is assuredly not the verdict of

history, but it is a key to the conflict of the two men *

The antipathy was mutual. In October 1825 Canning repeats to his chief

Liverpool the confidences of the Russian Ambassador regarding Metter-

nich’s double game in the Greek question, and adds his own conviction:

“lam quite clear that there is no honesty in Metternich, and that we cannot

enter into joint counsel with him, without the certainty of being betrayed.

It is not only his practice, but in our case it will be his pride and pleasure.”

With these opinions may be coupled the characteristic verdict passed by

Chateaubriand upon Canning at alate stage inthe Spanish crisis. “ Wounded
amom-propre never repents, never pardons, unless combated in a lofty

soul by noble sentiments and a generous leaning towards sacrifice Mr Can-

ning has nothing of this. A man of talent, education and esprit, he has

nothing great or sincere, and his ambition will always dominate his prin-

An interesting indication of the animus with which Metternich regarded Canning
throughout hfe, is provided by a phrase m one of his letters of a quarter of a century later
-Writing on i August 1852 to Baron Roller, he refers to Canning de n^faste m^moire”
{ihtd, vm, 321).
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ciples,” It is difBcuIt to resist the conclusion that Chateaubriand was here

reading into the mind of his quondam friend and present rival some of the

prime motives which prompted his own actions.

Canning’s Reconciliation with the Crown

The King’s failure to prevent British recognition of the Spanish Colonies

appears at last to have convinced him of the strength of Canning’s position

in the country and even in the Cabinet. Moreover, Canning, not content

with opposing Metternich’s proposed visit to London, used very outspoken

language about the Coterie and frightened the King by talking of the

leakage of state secrets to foreign Powers. This was a reference to the fact

that George IV, as absolute sovereign of Hanover, had special channels of

his own for receiving and transmitting direct communications with the

statesmen of the Continent. Partly warned by Wellington, he decided that

it was necessary to come to terms, and on 27 April 1825 sent his confidential

agent, Sir William Knighton, to discuss matters with Canning. The latter

was only too ready to build a golden bridge for his royal master’s retreat,

and during the summer a real reconciliation was effected. Henceforth the

King showed Canning all his Hanover correspondence, thus virtually

putting an end to the danger of duplicating policy: and Count Munster and

other Hanoverian agents had the task of breaking discreetly to Vienna and

other capitals the changed sentiments of Windsor. Early in 1826 Knighton

confided to Lord Granville that the King was “ of a forgiving temper” and

regarded with pride the prestige which Canning had won for England : he

also warned Granville against the intrigues of the Austrian and Russian

Ambassadors, thereby indicating clearly enough that the Coterie was
virtually dissolved.

With the usual resentment of the pot for the kettle, Metternich indig-

nantly complained of King George’s “double dealing”, but his influence,

already on the decline, received a serious blow from the death of Tsar
Alexander in December 1825 and the inclination of Nicholas I to come to

terms with London rather than Vienna. This explains the seeming volte-^face

of Count and Countess Lieven, who already by the spring of 1826 were
making the most cordial overtures to Canning and eagerly trying to con-

vince St Petersburg that he was not a Jacobin—as they had so often alleged

in the past—but merely the enemy of Metternich:®® nor was their attitude

without its effect in bringing George closer to his Minister. So complete

was the change of sentiment that by the time of Liverpool’s withdrawal less

than eighteen months later the King was ready to throw himself definitely

on to the side of Canning against Wellington and the Tory Ultras

s-w 7
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Canning and the Liberation of Greece

It remains to consider the decisive part played by Canning in the Eastern

Question, and this is best treated as a connected whole, the more so as it was

so intimately linked up with the final phase of Cannmg’s Premiership.

At the moment of Castlereagh’s death the Greek problem was already

actmg as a dissolvent upon the Holy Alliance. Tsar Alexander was tom

between his hatred of revolution and his sympathies for the Orthodox

Christians of the East, and though he preferred to disavow his former

favourite Ypsilanti and to repudiate the Greeks rather than risk a breach m
the Holy Alliance, the repressive savagery of the Turks put an intolerable

strain upon Alexander’s forbearance, and provoked a diplomatic rupture.

Metternich, who was cymcally indifferent to the fate of the Greeks, was

above all concerned with the maintenance of his “system” m Europe: and

Castlereagh agreed with him to the extent of assuring the Tsar that the

Greeks “form a branch of that organised spirit of insurrection which is

systematically propagating itself throughout Europe”.®* Britain was repre-

sented at the Porte by Lord Strangford, who carried his Turcophil

enthusiasm to the length of finding excuses even for the execution of

the Patriarch.™ He was, however, horrified at the events of Chios and

protested vigorously, even before his chief wrote that the Porte was making

peace impossible and was leaving to friendly Powers no alternative save

to withdraw their missions from a country that showed “such hateful

barbarism”. The Porte, however, was utterly intransigeant and refused to

send a representative to the forthcoming Congress of Verona : for if Turkish

affairs were to be discussed there, he would at once have to withdraw

and would then be accused of a fresh rupture, when the real blame lay

with Russia for withdrawing her Ambassador and thus encouraging the

rising. The Reis Effendi concluded this inversion of chronology by the

phrase—^fuU of meaning, since it was uttered a bare two months after the

massacre of Chios— We know better than anyone how to treat our own
subjects.”™ At a later interview he again rejected all idea of foreign

intervention, adding “Let everyone mind his own business, and the world

will be much better governed ”.™

Verona was the turning-point in Britain’s attitude towards the Holy
Alliance, and Wellington, as her principal delegate, carried - out his in-

structions with a thoroughness which Metternich found incomprehensible
in so staunch a Tory. But in one direction—namely, in the Eastern Question

- —Metternich was still able to carry Britain with him, mainly because the

Duke himselfwas an inveterate Turcophil, while the second British delegate
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was Lord Strangford himself, who pursued the double policy of cham-

pioning the Turkish cause and upholding the principles of the Holy

Alliance,’*' Tsar Alexander, then, under the combined seductions of Metter-

nich and Strangford, consented to remain inactive and allowed the Greek

Question to be separated from the Russo-Turkish dispute, which neither

Power had any special incentive to patch up, and which might drag on

interminably, leaving the Greek rising, as Metternich hoped and calcu-

lated, to expire from exhaustion and lack of support. The Greek delegates,

Metaxas and Jourdain, waited in vain at Ancona and were not even given a

hearing by the Congress: and Mettemich’s alter ego Gentz was able to

report in triumph that ‘‘not one voice was raised in their favour”.’® But

the calculations of Vienna were thoroughly false, and while the rupture

between St Petersburg and Constantinople continued, the war of inde-

pendence also dragged on, and like the first ripple on a sluggish surface,

drew ever widening circles in the European pond.

In 1823 the tide of popular feeling already began to turn in favour of the

Greeks, both in England and in France. Lord Erskine had already addressed

a memorial to the Prime Minister, demanding the overthrow of Turkish

tyranny : and voluntary Philhellenic orgamsations now began to form, and

not merely to hold public meetings, but to collect subscriptions and discuss

the floating of a loan in favour of the insurgents. The death of the masterful

Governor of the Ionian Islands, “King Tom” Maitland (17 January), was

not without its importance : for his successor Adam no longer discouraged so

sternly the sympathies of the islanders for their kinsmen on the mainland,

and indeed Corfu soon came to be used as a convement centre for all kinds

of communication with the insurgents. Canning, though entirely opposed

to the destruction of Turkey, grew more and more impatient of the dilatory

and uncompromising tactics of the Porte, and finding that the warnings of

urgency which he sent through Strangford were utterly disregarded, he took

on 25 March a step which may not unfairly be described as the thin end

of the wedge. His recognition of the Greeks as belligerents rested on the

* Metternxch*s correspondence reveals the extent to which he courted and relied upon
Strangford In a despatch to Count Lutzow, his Inter-Nuncio m Constantinople (3 June
1823), he assumes joint action between him and Strangford, and appeals “au zhle ^clair€, k
r^nergie et aux talents’* of the latter to continue the work already achieved, the aim of

which has been to ** faire ^vanouir ” Russian influence at the Porte and prepare a new era for

the Ottoman Empire. (Incidentally this is strikmg proof of Metternich’s perfidy towards
his ally the Tsar), Metternich, Nachg, Paptere, in, 558. In a personal letter to Strang-
ford (31 July 1822) he refers to “I’ascendant que vous avez su acqu<Srir sur Tespnt des
mmistres turcs ” {zbtd, p 571) and goes on to urge the need for separatmg the Greek ques-
tion from the Russo-Turkish dispute—a direction in which Austrian and British policy were
m complete accord

*‘I, the Turk par excellence*^ Strangford jokingly calls himself m a letter to Bagot,

4 February 1826 (Bagot, Canning and hu Frtends, 11, 330).

7-2



loo CANNING AND THE NEW DIPLOMACY [ch.

contention that the sole alternative was to treat them as pirates and that this

wasincompatible with vital British commercial interests. Austria and Russia

were of course unaware that this step had already been contemplated by

Castlereagh and had been made optional in his instructions for Verona, and

they therefore treated it as a fresh proof of Canning’s revolutionary ten-

dencies and protested loudly. But Canning retorted that “ belligerency was

not so much a principle as a fact”,’^ and remained entirely unmoved. All

through the spring and summer Strangford was tireless in his efforts to

wring from the Porte concessions towards Russia, but they were from the

outset foredoomed to failure and need not detain us.

The Greek Committee in London* was by now in full swing, led by such

prominentWhigs as Lord Erskine, Sir James Mackintosh, Lord John Russell,

Burdett and Hobhouse, with Jeremy Bentham as an ornamental figurehead,

and John Bowring as its secretary. But it was the interposition of Byron

which did more than anything else to kindle the enthusiasm of Europe: for

m the words of Mr Harold Nicolson, it “ lifted the cause from the muddied

byways of party politics, and rendered it at once an enterprise, a novelty,

an excitement and a very emotional romance”. Byron had few illusions

about the Greeks, who were by now quarrelling fiercely and squalidly

among themselves : and before he had time to achieve anything, he fell ill

and died at Missolonghi, But the magic of his name and of his verse, at the

very height of the romantic era, was worth more than several battles. The
spell survived his death, and Victor Hugo, Wilhelm Muller, and a host of

minor writers sang the resurrection of Hellas. On the practical side, two

loans were raisedm England for the revolutionaries, both bearing interest at

5 per cent, but first quoted on the market at 59 and 55J per cent respectively.

The first was for 3^800,000, the second for £2,000,000, but both were

badly administered, and the investors lost very heavily: commenting on the

public report which was drawn up in 1826, The Times spoke of it as ‘‘a

timid compromise between peculation, indolence and incapacity”. It was
doubtless the bad feeling generated by this which led to a marked coolmg in

public sentiment towards the Greeks in 1826 :.and the Committee seems not

so much to have been woimd up, as simply to have faded out of existence.’®

Proofs now began to accumulate that Bagot had been a true prophet when
he warned Canning against the illusion of Mettemich and Strangford, that

'‘since Verona ” they had the Tsar “ completely in hand “ Be assured ”, he
declared, “that no man living has him in hand.” In January 1824, then,

Interesting detailswillbefound intwo articles on **PJbilhellenism in England (1821-7)
by Virginia Penn, in Slavonic Remew, Nos. 41 and 42 (January and April 1936) Edward
Blaquifere was sent round the country to rouse opinion m the provinces and interest the
local press*
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the Tsar tookthe initiative in proposing a special Congress for the settlement

of Greek affairs : he still hoped to be able to square the circle, and laid down
the two conflicting principles that the Moslem yoke could not be reimposed

upon a Christian population, but that full independence could not be con-

ceded, since it might serve as point of departure for fresh revolutionary

movements. He therefore suggested the creation of three vassal Princi-

palities, of Eastern, Western and Southern Greece (consisting respectively

of Thessaly and Attica, of Epirus, and of the Morea and Crete), paying a

fixed tribute to the Turkish suzerain, but trading freely under their own
flags, while the Archipelago would also be autonomous. This fantastic

scheme, he hoped, would at one and the same time restore peace, convince

the Turks of Russian friendship and perpetuate the principles of the Holy

Alliance. Incidentally the main result would be that “six meagre and

divided Balkan Principalities would revolve as satellites round the Russian

sun”.* By one of those diplomatic indiscretions which were to become

more and more frequent as the century lengthened, the memorandum in

which Nesselrode had embodied the Tsar’s ideas was published in Pans on

31 Mayand created an immense sensation. For though the Greek Committee

vigorously denounced its contents to Canning and the Greeks themselves

declared that they would rather die than submit to Turkish suzerainty, it

speedily became obvious that their cause was progressing if the Tsar could

contemplate drawing such generous frontiers even for vassals of the Porte.

And meanwhile, despite the scandalous dissensions within their own ranks

and the still more unedifying scramble for the pickings from the loan

negotiations in London, it was equally obvious that the Sultan was in-

capable of reimposing his authority upon Greece, without some external

help.

Stratford Canning’s Mission

In June 1824 discussions were set on foot at St Petersburg between the

Ambassadors of the Powers, on the basis of the memorandum : but Canning

withdrew Sir Charles Bagot for attending,! and persisted in holding aloof

from any action which might commit Britain in a Turcophobe sense.

Throughout 1824, iiideed, Canning played a lone hand in the Eastern

Question, going farther than any Power in his recognition of the Greeks,

but declining to co-operate with Russia even m the most moderate repre-

* See Temperley, op at p. 330. ‘*C*est un roman mal digiSr^”, was VilIMe^s contem-
porary comment to Fohgnac, 17 March 1824 (VillMe, Manotres, in, 168).

t To Bagot, with whom he was intimate, he wrote on 29 July 1824. “ Sorry to have to

snub or snoucb you, . ,I think of putting the Greek question mto his (Stratford’s) hands
and sending him to St Petersburg on a special mission to treat it there” (Bagot, Canning
and hts Fnends^ ii, 266). Bagot was moved to the Hague.
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sentations to the Porte. Tiring of the incorrigible Turcophilism of Strang-

ford, he transferred him from Constantinople to St Petersburg, where his

real knowledge of Turkish affairs might give him a strong hand in any game
with the sentimental and wavering Tsar : and in the latter’s place he sent his

young cousin Stratford Canning, at this stage of his career an ardent

Philhellene. It is worth stopping to record that “the Great Eltchi” of a

later generation had written as early as September 1821 to George Canning

:

“As a matter of humanity I wish with all my soul that the Greeks were put

in possession of their whole patrimony, and that the Sultan were driven,

bag and baggage^ into the heart of Asia”’®—^words which over fifty years

later, in the mouth of Gladstone, were to serve as a fresh landmark in the

perennial Eastern Question.

On his way to his new post, Stratford Canning was to discuss the Greek

Question both in Vienna and in St Petersburg, and in his instructions British

policy was defined as follows: “To preserve the peace of the world is the

leading policy of England. For this purpose it is necessary in the first place

to prevent to the utmost of our power the breaking out of new quarrels : in

the second, to compose, where it can be done by friendly mediation, existing

diflFerences ;
third, where that is hopeless, to narrow as much as possible

their range: and fourthly to maintain for ourselves an imperturbable

neutrality in all cases where nothing occurs to affect injuriously our in-

terests or our honour.”” As a theoretical statement of the policy of non-

intervention this could hardly be bettered: in actual fact, Canning at this

stage was running a certain risk of isolation, though his skilful steering may
be said to have amply justified it in the end.

Stratford has left an interesting record of his encounter with Metternich,

who greeted him after the first formalities with the not very encouraging

remark, “You have a bug on your sleeve” Yet the visitor was afterwards

able to report that “ considering his belief that I was in habits of intimacy

with his bitterest enemy, to say nothing of an old grudge and the sin of

relationship with you, he has treated me with civility”.’® Metternich, who
assumed Canning to be m the hands of “the Liberal faction” and keeping

“his elbows free” for any contingency,^ brought himself to express regret

that for the past three years he had looked around and found “no England

on the Continent”.

A juster appreciation of the British attitude at this period is provided by

the private correspondence of Canning and Liverpool only a few weeks

earlier. On 18 October the Prime Minister conveyed to the Foreign

^ 6 January 1825, Nachg. Paptere, iv, 199. And again, on 15 January to Lebzeltem,
** dvL jOur 6tant ddsormais le seul guide que Ton soit en droit d’attribuer k la

politique de M, Canning” (ibid, p. 209).
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Secretary his own personal impression “that the Turkish Empirem Europe

will fall to pieces sooner or later, and it would be highly inexpedient that

Russia, Austria and France should have a pretence to agree among them-

selves ” as to what should replace it, without Great Britain also being re-

presented.’® A fortnight later he sums up as follows his attitude to the war

of independence: “The Greeks will be satisfied with nothing but inde-

pendence. The Turks will be satisfied with nothing but submission. I am
not prepared to say that either party is so wrong as would warrant third

parties in interfering by force.”®® This view, which Canning unreservedly

endorsed/^ meant that London was as yet resolved to balance between the

two rivals and did not realise as clearly as did Vienna, that the mere act of

treating Greek and Turk as two scales capable of being balanced against

each other was in the long run a deflection of the balance in favour of the

former. Meanwhile the Duke of Wellington, though naturally leaning more

towards Mettemich, expressed to Canning the characteristic view, I believe

andfear that no Power in Europe, except ourselves and France, can prevent

the establishment of Greek independence”.®® In a word, London was as

yet content to play a waiting game and assume that the natural operation of

time would favour the Greek cause no less than that of Spanish America.

His difficulties with the King and with some of his own colleagues rendered

Canning more cautious than he might otherwise have been.

When Stratford reached St Petersburg, he found that the Tsar, in his

annoyance at Canning’s evasion of a Congress, had forbidden both Nessel-

rode at home and Lieven in London, to discuss the Greek Question with

any British representative. Stratford therefore had to wait till 19 March

1825 before he was admitted to an audience, and then was hard put to it to

smooth away the Tsar’s irritation against England. There is a sentence in

his report of this audience which deserves special emphasis, as a foretaste of

his grasp of essentials :
“ In speaking of the war in Greece, he (Alexander I)

betrayed a mind divided between sympathy with a people of his own per-

suasion goaded into rebellion by their sufferings, and disapprobation of the

revolutionary principles which had been mixed up with the causes of their

struggle.”®® In no other contemporary writing is the fundamental dilemma

of the two Tsars, Alexander and Nicholas, summed up so clearly and

succinctly.

Russian Overtures

While, however, Stratford was still waiting for access to the Tsar, two

events occurred which speedily modified the general situation. Mettemich,

indifferent as ever to the Greek cause, but increasingly alarmed at possible^

reactions elsewhere in Europe and like everyone else concerned, losing
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patience at the arrogance and tergiversations of the Porte, suddenly in-

structed his Ambassador m St Petersburg to propose, as the best issue from

the deadlock, that the Powers should recognise the independence of the

Morea and the islands."^ Thus by an irony of fate the first to adopt the full

programme of Greek independence was its most inveterate enemy, for

reasons of the purest opportunism. But not merely was this rejected by
Alexander and his faithful Nesselrode: it was the first step towards the

rapid alienation of the Tsar from Mettemich, a process which was com-
pleted when the latter, during his visit to Paris in March, indiscreetly

boasted of his ascendancy over Alexander, and his words were promptly

reported by Pozzo di Borgo to St Petersburg f The result was to “irritate

the Tsar’s feelings, destroy all confidence in his allies and throw him back

upon himself in a temper of gloomy abstraction”.®^ By August the Tsar

had moved so far as to inform his representatives abroad that he was no

longer willing to work with Metternich, and he was ready to accept as the

corollary of this attitude the necessity for collaboration with England.

Countess Lieven was definitely entrusted by Alexander with the mission of

winning Canning for action, in the belief that “the Turkish power is

crumbling ”, and that the two Powers together could “ establish in the East

an order of things conformable to the interests of Europe and to the laws of

religion and humanity”.®®

The summer of 1825 ,
then, is a turning point alike in the affairs of Canning

and of Greece. In February Count Lieven reported home that George IV

and the Duke of Wellington were ready to disavow Canning, and a month

later the Coterie intrigue against him reached its height in the King’s

attempt to bring Metternich across the Channel.J But Canning triumphant

soon turned from breathing threats against the Lievens to private overtures

of the most cordial kind, and they in turn were soon endeavouring to rid

the Tsar of his suspicion that Canning was a Jacobin. The reconciliation of

Canning and the King kept pace with the rupture between Metternich and

Alexander, and the two processes were not unconnected with each other.

Meanwhile Canning was steadily improving his relations with France,

where Charles X was distinctly more reactionary than his brother, but

happened to be a confirmed Philhellene and was already attracted by the idea

of a French prince upon the throne of an independent Greece, while

Vill^le favoured Anglo-French friendship and regarded Metternich as

* **Non pas comme une reconnaissance de droit, mais comme tine mesure de fait et de
n^cessit^, dingee en forme de menace contie une opposition autrement msurmontable ”,

15 January 1S25 {Nachg Papiere, iv, 204-5).

t It IS but fair to add that the visit was clouded by the death of his second wife, and that
Metternich may well have been unstrung

t See supra, p. 83.
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Machiavellian.®® Each of these causes made it easier for Canning to show a

firm hand, and sensitive as he always was to public opinion, the steady

growth of Philhellenic sentiment and the pressure of new trade interests,

outweighing the blind and selfish Turcophilism of the Levantine mono-
polists—all forced him in the same direction.

The Greeks appeal to London

But the decisive factor was undoubtedly the intransigeance of the Porte.

On the one hand it flatly rejected all foreign interference as incompatible

with its dignity and its religious principles, while on the other it was un-

willing to make the slightest concession to the rebels, yet in the disorganised

state of the Turkish army and administration it lacked the power to enforce

obedience. Under such circumstances the Sultan’s only hope lay in securing

an effective ally abroad, and this he found in Mehemet Ali, the Pasha of

Egypt, who was already hostile to the Greeks owing to the depredations

caused by their ships on Eg}^ptian commerce, and who feared the advent of

a Russian fleet in the Mediterranean. Mahmud therefore stooped to acclaim

his powerful vassal as the champion of Islam and proclaimed his son Ibrahim

as Vizier of the Morea, with command over the operations by sea and land.

Already in the summer of 1824 Egyptian forces decided the capture of

Kasos and Psara, two key positions ofthe Greeks in the Eastern Aegean, and

helped the Turks in several indecisive naval actions : in the winter Ibrahim

established himself in Crete, and in February 1825 began to disembark his

army in Greece. By the end of March he was able to lay siege to Navarino,

and ere long to establish himself on the sites rendered for ever famous by the

narrative of Thucydides. The Greek cause, threatened by this succession of

reverses, was also torn by violent internal dissensions : and it gradually be-

gan to transpire that Mahmud and Ibrahim had agreed upon a systematic

plan for exterminating or transplanting the Greek population of the Morea

and replacing them by Egyptians. Whether overstated or not, this was

widely believed, and roused the Philhellenes throughout Europe to fresh

efforts ; and it was not without its effect upon Canning. In the following year

Thomas Gordon and that famous sailor adventurer Lord Cochrane went to

Greece ‘‘with considerable funds with which to reinforce the Greek Navy”,

while Sir Richard Church became commander-in-chief of their land forces

and permanently linked his fortunes with the young state struggling to

birth.®’

American sympathy for the Greeks also began to show itself: President

Monroe in the famous message ever since associated with his name, ex-

pressed a firm belief in the ultimate victory of the Greeks, and added
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mysteriously that facts in his possession convinced him that their enemy
had for ever lost his power over them. A few days later Daniel Webster
urged upon Congress the appointment of an American diplomatic agent in

Greece: and ere long an American squadron, under Admiral Rodgers,

made its appearance in the Aegean. The new French “Society Phil-

anthropique’’, was founded in March 1825, thanks to the initiative of men
like Chateaubriand, Benjamin Constant and Sebastiani, and its first

emissary in Greece, General Roche, lost no time in proposing a French
prince for the future throne. The names of the Duke of Orleans and of his

second son the Duke of Nemours, were openly mentioned. Unhappily
there was already considerable jealousy between the French and British

supporters of the Greeks, and in London mention was already made of a

rival candidate in the person of Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, who had at one
time seemed destined to become Prince Consort of England. But with the

Greeks themselves the scale was weighted in favour of Britain by the

memory of Byron, and by the influence of Commodore Hamilton, whose
appearance with a British frigate off Nauplia had deterred Ibrahim from
pushinghome an attackuponthe provisional seat ofgovernment. Attheend of

July it was decided at Nauplia to place Greece under the exclusive protection

of Great Britain, and the “ French party” was left almost without support

While then Ibrahim held most of the Morea in his clutches and a new
Turkish army was slowly overcoming the heroic defence of Missolonghi,

three Greek delegates were despatched from Nauplia to London, to lay their

Government’s appeal before Canning. Canning received them cordially,

but rejected the proposed protectorate, on the ground that it would be
regarded in many quarters as “ territorial aggradisement ” and ‘‘would break

up the present system of treaties ” in Europe. He was evasive when they
mentioned Prince Leopold and the Duke of Sussex as possible candidates,

and when pressed for an opinion—since “ they will certainly choose a King
during the winter ”—^he merely hinted that Leopold was not likely to accept

any such offer without the approval of King George. When they declared

that they must either be entirely independent or perish, he warned them
that Great Britain would reaffirm neutrality, but earnestly begged them not
to consider this as a hostile measure.®® A few days later a proclamation of

neutrality was issued, and justified to the diplomatic corps by the argument
that belligerency is a question of fact, not of principle. From the despatch
in which he informs his Ambassador in Vieima of these happenings, it is

clear that Canning was still genuinely bent upon “ adjusting the balance of
neutrality ”, but was influenced bythe strength ofPhilhellenic feeling. At the
same time he complained that Mettemich was “heart and soul” upon the
Turkish side, and that France was playing a double game—^helping to create
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the Egyptian army, yet encouraging Greek resistance and the idea of a

French prince for the Greek throne.

Events were slowly pushing Canning along the road to recognition, yet the

fresh instructions which he issued to his cousin Stratford on 12 October

show quite clearly the reluctant slowness with which his mind was still

moving—a mood very different from the revolutionary outlook ascribed to

him by Mettermch. The long delay in accrediting Stratford Canning as

Lord Strangford’s successor was, he writes, intended to prove that Britain

was resolved not to take part in the conferences of St Petersburg, He recog-

nises that this had given a start of sixteen months to the French Ambassador,

General Guilleminot, but adds, “ I cannot conceal from myself that we as

well as France have something to explain and extenuate with the Porte in

view of the military activities of both French and British subjects on the

Greek side. Stratford is to warn the Porte as to the fatal consequences of

prolonging the struggle, and still more of war with Russia. “ Every success

of the Turkish army renders the Greeks more and more objects of sym-

pathy and compassion, and every failure contributes to place Turkey in the

light of a more tempting and easy prey.
’
’ Moreover, ‘

‘ to suppose that Greece

can ever be brought back... is vain’*: and Great Britain, though not

“obtruding” her services, is ready to enquire, if desired, “with how much
lessthan complete separationandindependence Greecewould be satisfied

In a word, Canning saw that the Turks had not a moment to lose if they

were to save some fragments from the wreck. But the Porte was not open to

reason, and Mahmud II, then already plotting the wholesale massacre of the

Janissaries, was not the man to yield to anjrthing short of triumphant

force.

Tsar Nicholas I

At this stage, however, the whole situation was radically transformed by the

unexpected death of Tsar Alexander The strange circumstances under

which Nicholas I succeeded to the throne—after the renunciation of his

brother Constantine and the suppression of the Decabrist military revolt

—

were to leave a permanent mark upon the new Tsar’s character. Already a

confirmed believer in autocratic government and its divine origin, but

wholly untouched by the sentimental liberalism into which his brother had

periodically lapsed, he regarded it as his mission in life to combat revolution

in everyform, and to him revolution was an elastic expressionwhich included

even the mildest attempt to impose further constitutional restraints upon a

sovereign. Yet, by a strange perversity, Nicholas was deeply suspicious of
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Metternich, the very pillar of the legitimist cause in Europe and several

critical years were to pass before the two natural allies were to be reconciled.

Hence the tendency, already noticeable under Alexander, for Russia to seek

a rapprochement with England, was accelerated, and the confident phrase of

Metternich about “the lawsuit (le proces) between the world and Mr Can-

ning”®® was falsified by events almost as soon as it was uttered.

A brief interval necessarily elapsed while Nicholas was absorbed in

stabilising a dangerous situation at home : and this interval was employed by
the Lievens in London to complete their reconciliation with Canning.

Canning himself was all the more ready for this, for several reasons—^be-

cause he was justly annoyed with Lord Strangford for exceeding his

instructions at St Petersburg and therefore all the more disposed to make the

Lievens his sole channel of commumcation with Russia . because he realised

that Alexander in the last months of his life had been bent upon war with

Turkey, and was therefore relieved at his removal and still hopeful of

restraining the new Tsar: and finally because he was more suspicious of

Mettermch than ever and at last saw a chance of isolating him in Europe.

The desirability of direct personal contacts was more obvious than ever,

especially as Canning had lost all confidence in Strangford and reprimanded

him with what seemed to the victim “unexampled severity but at the

sametime did not quite know howto get rid of him. Canning, then, hit upon
a device which would at one and the same time establish contact, gratify and

flatter Nicholas, eliminate Strangford, and perhaps also win a doubtful

colleague at home. This was the appointment of the Duke of Wellington on

a special mission to convey King George’s congratulations to the new Tsar

on his accession. The inner meaning of this was that Canning used the very

man upon whom Metternich had most relied in England since London-
derry’s death, to complete the process of detaching Russia from Austria.

Countess Lieven undoubtedly went too far when she assumed that Canning

wanted to “compromise” the Duke “and mock him at the same time—

a

double pleasure ”
:J and it appears certain that the Duke “ not only accepted,

hutjumped at the proposal”.®^

* The fact that Lebzeltem, the Austrian Ambassador at St Petersburg, was a brother-m-
law of the Decabrist leader Trubetskoy, and that even Prince Felix Schwarzenberg, then
a young attach^, had been closely associated with some of the conspirators, was a grave
additional embarrassment for Mettermch

t Cit. Temperley, op cit,p 291. A despatch of Lieven to Nesselrode, of 5 October 1825
(quoted by Schiemann, Gesch. Russlands^ i, 348), shows that the former believed Strangford
to be accessible to bribes :

“ L’homme est k nous si nous le voulons L*6tonnement que j ’ai

eprouv^ de cette d^couverte, ne m’a pas d^contenanc^; je Fai assure qu*il n*aurait pas k se

plaindre de la cherts de Petersbourg ” And again on 30 October, “ d'une probity Equi-
voque, . .mais puisqu’ii a EtE gagnE, il peut done FEtre encore,” There seems no escape
from the conclusion.

% l(ieven Diary

^

p. in. Her husband also reported home (21 January and ii February)
that Canning wished, for reasons of home policy, to get the Duke out of the way (at.
Schiemann, n, xzg).
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It was indeed high time that Britain should no longer be represented at

the Tsar’s Court by so rabid a Turcophil as Lord Strangford, whose bias

is sufficiently revealed in a phrase which he used to Bagot—at once

exultant and inaccurate—^“The young Nick does not care a straw for the

virtuous and suffering Greeks.”

The Wellington Mission to Russia

It is clear that Canning, and even more so Wellington, still hoped to hold

the Tsar back from war, whereas the French had already reached the con-

clusion that the Porte’s obstinacy rendered a Russo-Turbsh war in-

evitable, and that the wisest course would therefore be to make Russia
“ the instrument of the general alliance ”, that is, the mouthpiece ofEurope’s

will. In that case the Sultan might be forced to make terms with the Greeks,

the object of the war would be “ limited and specific ”, and Russia could not

dispute the right of the other Powers to be consulted as to the final peace,

whereas if Russia acted entirely on her own imtiative she would feel “at

liberty to seek the aggrandisement which has always been the favourite

object of the Russian army and people Even Wellington, whose political

mind moved slowly, realised before he started the dilemma before the

Powers—namely, that they could not raise objections to Russia making war

if the Porte continued much longer to refuse all concessions. In that event,

therefore, and if the design of depopulating the Morea should be proved,

he was ready that Britain, jointly with Russia, should inform the Turks that

they would not permit it, and that the British navy would be used to block

communications between Egypt and Greece. In doing so the Duke signi-

ficantly added, “we are aware that we shall in fact decide the result of the

war In this phrase, whose importance has not been sufficiently stressed,

we may already detect the germ of Navarino. But in home and in foreign

politics the Duke more than once played the part of Balaam.

Canning’s very full instructions to the Duke show that his main object is

to prevent or postpone war, and that he regards “ confidential concert be-

tween Russia and England” as the best means towards that end. He con-

siders that “ Strangford’s proceedings at St Petersburg” have increased the

chances of Stratford’s failure at the Porte, and recognising the patience ofthe

Tsar to be worn out, he would accept joint Russo-British, in place of purely

British, mediation. He does not believe that a Conference would be

“likely to settle the Turco-Greek dispute”, and therefore enumerates so

many conditions as the price of his consent as almost to block the way to

that solution. In his view “ no merely Russian quarrel ” would be an excuse

for war, but he sees only two ways of holding Russia back, first by cd-

operation with Austria and France, which he regards as hopeless, because of
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their ‘‘ulterior aims”, and secondly by telling Russia that “we would not

see the Turkish power destroyed”, and this might involve a single-hailded

war against Russia, and therefore against the Greeks also—an enterprise to

which Parliament would never consent. Britain mast therefore pursue the

parallel tactics of holding Russia back and forcing the Porte to concession,

and must combine with the Tsar to secure a Turco-Greek settlement, which

could then be placed under the joint guarantee of the five Powers,^'^ Wel-

lington before he left expressed to his high Tory friend Lord Bathurst the

opinion that the country would not tolerate interference to save Turkey from

Russia, still less to support Turkey against Greece, and this being his mood,

he went to Russia with his hands tied.®® Not the least significant point in

Canning’s instructions is his argumentthatwar for any reason savethe Greek

Question “would be a war of ambition and conquest” : in other words, for

him war for the Greek cause already stands definitely in another category.

The Duke himself gave a crudely naive definition of his object— to induce

the Emperor of Russia to put himself in our hands”,®® But Canning’s aim is

clearly revealed in a phrase to Granville®"^ :
“ I hope to save Greece through

the agency of the Russian name upon the fears of Turkey, without a war.”

Simultaneously, Canning instructed his cousin Stratford to press the

Porte for a disavowal of the aims ascribed to Ibrahim, and even for definite

orders to the Pasha to desist, and stated thatwithout this Britain must inter-

vene by sea, even at the risk of abandoning strict neutrality and deciding the

issue.®® With thiswe are reaching the final stage in Canning’s evolution. For

Stratford merely ran his head against a brick wall. The Reis Effendi took

the uncompromising line that the Greeks were Rayahs, and no one had

any business to interfere between them and their masters—a rebuff all the

more marked because Stratford had recently met the Greek delegates,

Mavrocordato and Zographos, off Hydra, in the hope of winning them for a

compromise, and had actually extracted their consent to a tribute and an

indemnity. About the same time the Reis assured the French dragoman,

Desgranges, that Stratford would never get an answer to his enquiries and

would have to get accustomed to this.®® On 1 5 March Stratford argued for

five hours with the Reis, without the shghtest effect, and by 17 April had

reached the categorical conclusion that “the Turkish Government is dead

to every consideration but that of force

One motive of the Petersburg mission lay in the desire to penetrate the

mind of its new ruler. Of Alexander, Canning had been “persuaded that

though there were moments of enthusiasm and paroxysm of ambition, the

fixed purpose of his mind was not so much to liberate Greece as to do that

^ork as the blessed instrument of the Holy Alliance Nicholas, he be-

lieved, would be more Russian in outlook and policy, but he was admittedly



IllCl] TSAR NICHOLAS AND THE GREEKS
in the dark about him and calculated that a man of Wellington's vast

prestige and reputation might extract confidences which an autocrat would
withhold from any ordinary envoy. And in actual fact the Tsar, when he re-

ceived the Duke, spoke with much apparent frankness, disclaimed all desire

for war, but showed keen irritation against the Turks and treated their re-

calcitrance as driving him towards a rupture. He was most emphatic as to

his lack of interest in the Greeks, described them as ‘‘ revolted subjects to

whom he could not extend his protection”, and though objecting to the

Morean deportations, insisted that “his quarrel was not about the Greeks,

but for his own just rights under the treaties which the Porte had violated

Nor was he shaken in this attitude when Wellington reminded him of the

late Tsar's assertions that the pacification of Greece was a sine qua non of

Russian reconciliation with the Turks. At the end of the audience he struck

for one moment a new note, when he remarked that “he would willingly

place himself at the head of a crusade to drive the Turks into Asia, but to

that the other Powers would not agree ”, and he must therefore seek the

next best solution.*^ It is probable that the Tsar was playing with the Duke,

for in describing the conversation to his own brother Constantine he wrote

:

“ I affected surprise, let him talk and then said, I could only regard what he

proposed as something quite new.”^^^^

This early attitude of Nicholas towards the Greek “rebels” was not

exactly insincere, though it suited his tactics to let England blow hot while

Russia for once in a way blew cold : but he wasfrom the very first torn intwo

opposite directions, for he could not withhold his sympathies from an

Orthodox population struggling against the traditional enemy of the Slavs,

and obviously well adapted to serve as pawns in the game which might

eventually give Russia access to the Mediterranean, nor could he ever forget

that Russia since the treaty of 1774 had an international status as protector

of the Eastern Christians. Moreover, it was not a mere accident that his

close confidant Speranski was an ardent Philhellene and that his attitude

towards the disgraced Capodistrias was by no means one of disfavour.

Canning, on receiving the Duke’s report, expressed himself as puzzled by

“the vehement and ostentatious manner” in which the Tsar “disclaimed

any interest in the Greek cause ”, and remembered that the first informa-

tion regardmg Ibrahim’s Morean designs came from the Russian Ambassa-

dor, with the avowed object of interesting the British Government more

keenly in the fate of the Greeks.^®^

^ Wellington to Canning, 5 and 16 March 1826 (Wellington Desp. iv, 149, 180). This
phrase was taken up m London, and the Duke, after his return, wrote an explanatory letter

to Canning, declaring that he had given a very erroneous representation of the Tsar*s

views, **if It is believed that he has the most distant intention of endeavourmg to dnve the

Turks out of Europe”, 20 April i8a6 (Welhr^ton Desp, iii, 308)
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Despite all personal friendliness—^according to the perhaps jealous

Strangford, the Duke was ‘‘treated like a Divinity —^Nicholas showed

no inclination to accept Wellington’s suggestions of British mediation, and

only a few days after the audience despatched an ultimatum to the Porte

without informing his guest. It demanded the restoration of the Roumanian
Prmcipalities to the position before 1821 : it demanded the enforcement, in

favour of Serbia, of the Treaty of 1812: and it gave the Porte six weeks to

send envoys to the frontier to negotiate all pomts of difference: the Greeks

were not even mentioned. This step came somewhat as a shock to the Duke,

but he was reassured when Nesselrode brought him the Tsar’s assurances

that if reluctantly driven to war, “he would have no views of conquest and

territorial aggrandisement in Europe ” and that he earnestly desired Russo-

British co-operation.^®® In the end, with the help of Prince Lieven, who was

summoned specially from London for the purpose, the Duke was induced

—after what was in effect a rearguard action, ending in a sharp skirmish'**

—

to sign the so-called Protocol of St Petersburg (4 April 1826). The'cssence

of this agreement was that the Greeks should form a vassal state, paying an

annual tribute, but enjoying entire freedom of administration, religion and

commerce and the right to expropriate the Turkish estates; that Russia

should support British mediation at the Porte
;
that both Russia and Britain

should renounce alike territorial extension or commercial advantage, and

that they should agree later as to the boundaries of the future “ Greece”.

There can be no doubt that Wellington did not fully realise the full sig-

nificance of his action.

The Protocol is the first international recognition of Greece, whose name
figures for the first time in a diplomatic document. The first intention had

been to communicate it confidentially to the other Powers: and to the

Austrian Ambassador Nicholas professed to be acting in the interests of his

continental allies. But in reality no more serious blow to the solidarity of

that alliance could be imagined than separate action by the two Powers

seemingly farthest apart in Europe : and as the secret was soon allowed to

become public, and indeed was announced by The Times early in May,f
* “ Count Nesselrode ”j he reported to Canning, ** was very violent, as indeed was Count

Lieven” (4 April, Wellington in, 2). The Duke does not always seem to have shown
great tact A Prussian report, based upon information given by the Prmce of Orange to the
Grand Duke Constantine, describes him as having asked Nicholas, ‘‘What were Your
Majesty’s sentiments durmg the day of 14 December? ” (i.e. during the Decabrist revolt)

;

to which the Tsar bluntly replied, “ I suppose, those which you had at Waterloo before
Marshal Blucher arrived” (cit. Schiemann, Gesck. Russlands, ii, 139, who never misses a

chance of quoting anything spiteful about England).

t The revelation, w’hich caused much annoyance in England (see e g. Wellington Desp.
Ill, 323). ascribed byCannmg to the Russians and by the Russians to I^g George In reality

it was due to a certam Christoph Wilhelm Hufeland, who wrote the facts to Pans, where a
journalist got hold of them and gave them to The Times (see Schiemann, op* ciu ii, 139).
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Canning found himself committed more deeply than he had originally in-

tended, but speedily seized upon the agreement as a powerful lever for no
less an end than shattering the whole Congress system which the Holy
Alliance had built up.* Nay more, he lost no opportunity of making it clear

that such was his deliberate aim, and drew the attention of Prussia in parti-

cular to the fundamental difference between the policies embodied in the

Protocol and in all previous projects. The Holy Alliance, he wrote gleefully

to Stratford, ‘‘no longer marches en corps. I have resolved them into indi-

viduality, and having done so, I employ the disjecta membra each in its

respective place and for its respective use, without scruple or hesitation”.^®®

Metternich was furious, because he felt himself now isolated in Europe

and his legitimist principles imdermined by their natural champion: and

his anger ledhim to assume that
‘
‘ British policy, instead ofsavingthe Greeks,

will have caused their massacre in detail and their final ruin”^®^—^the wish

being here obviously the father of the thought. He denounced Wellington’s

role as pitiable, and the Protocol as “an abortion”.^®® He raged against the

Philhellenes and claimed to be more humane and a better friend of the

Greeks than Constant, Hobhouse, Cochrane or Chateaubriand. “Both
Turks and Greeks”, he said, “are barbarians, but there is more resource

with the Christians than with the Moslems.”^®® He professed complete

willingness to consider the expulsion of the Turks from Europe, but argued

that there was no possibility of replacing them by a great Christian state,^^®

and that no one could wish “ a republic of bandits or a monarchy organised

by the scum of the revolutionaries of Europe

Russia, Britain and France

The Protocol duly impressed the Porte: the Russian ultimatum was

accepted on 12 May, the last Turkish troops were withdrawn from the

Principalities, the Serbian deputies were released, and envoys were sent to

negotiate at the border fortress of Akerman. This unwonted compliance on

the part of Sultan Mahmud was soon to be explained by a grim domestic

tragedy in Constantinople. Convinced of the extreme danger of war in the

existing state of indiscipline, and hence of the absolute need for military

reform, he issued an edict in May 1826 for the formation of a regular army,

and on 15 June met the insubordination and mutiny of the famous Janissary

corps by a savage and well-planned massacreand the dispersal or banishment

of the survivors. By this drastic measure he removed one of the worst

cankers of the Turkish state and rendered possible a re-organisation of its

* Prof. Temperley brings out very clearly “the diplomatic revolution** which this in-

volved (op. aU pp. 356-62).

s-w 8
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defences on lines which were to bear fruit in the Crimea and at Plevna. In

terms of the immediate situation, however, it meant that Admiral de Rigny

was right in his diagnosis :
‘‘ The Turks can exterminate, they cannot pacify,

hence intervention is necessary.”^^^

For the moment, however, this involved acceptance of the Russian de-

mands, and the Turkish envoys, after the usual oriental haggling, gave way
on every essential point and signed the Convention of Akermanon 6 October.

Its special significance consists in reaffirming the many unfulfilled provi-

sions of the Treaty of Bucarest (1812) and defining, m the most precise and
minute terms, the future status both of the Danubian Prmcipalities and of

Serbia, for all of whom it marks an entirely new stage of autonomous de-

velopment: and hence Schiemann is entitled to regard it as in a certain

sense the real beginning of the Ottoman decline. No less striking, however,

are its omissions : the Greek Question is passed over in complete silence

If the Russo-British agreement at St Petersburg rendered the Porte more
disposed to yield at Akerman, Russia’s success m these negotiations con-

vinced Canning that the moment had now come to win France also for his

Eastern policy. The French Government had complained both in London
and in St Petersburg at having been left out in the cold during the Duke’s

negotiations : and while the Tsar assured La Ferronays that he had struggled

for eight days in vain to win over Wellington for France’s inclusion,

Canning told Polignac that it was Russia who had insisted on her exclu-

sion.^^^ In any case one of Canning’s mam objects in visiting Paris during

the early autumn of 1826 was to reassure Villele and Damas, to separate

Paris from Vienna, and to win the former for closer naval co-operation,

and if necessary for a withdrawal of ambassadors from Constantinople. On
22 November he formally commumcated the Protocol to the Powers, and

was only too pleased to find that while Prussia remained indifferent and

Austria definitely unfavourable, France almost at once expressed her readi-

ness to make it the basis of a treaty d trots,^^^ In this the French Cabinet

had the strong backing df Charles X, who, in Canning’s own words,
“ appeared to enter into the question of pacifying Greece not only with the

sound views ofa politician, butwiththeenthusiasmofa Christian soldier ”

The negotiations lasted several months, partly because Canning was not

prepared to give any general guarantee of the Turkish Empire, such as

Villele began by proposing, but at most a strictly limited guarantee ** of our

own work in Greece which was as far as Lord Liverpool was prepared

to go. But his ultimate success was now assured: and he himself was the

highest common factor between France and Russia, between help for the

Greeks and the maintenance of Turkish integrity,

Mettemich might draw a spiteful comparison between Canning’s ex-
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ploitation of the Tsar and the attitude of “ clever speculators towards young

and inexperienced heirs to a fortune But Nicholas was well aware that

his own prestige had been greatly strengthened at Constantinople and

throughout the Balkans, and that his co-operation with Britain had con-

tributed to his success at Akerman. In the words of Lieven to Canning,

the Tsar “now takes up the Greek question with the firm resolve to solve

It”. At the same time France was eager for co-operation, and Metternich

was powerless to restrain either Pans or St Petersburg

Canning’s “Hundred Days”

While these negotiations were still pending, events occurred which radically

transformed the internal situation in England. The death of the Duke of

York (5 January 1827), whose accession to the throne had for some time

past seemed an immediate possibility in view of George IV’s wretched state

of health, deprived the Tory highflyers of their most eminent supporter and

greatly weakened their prospects, since the next heir, the Duke of Clarence,

was at once less reactionary and less influential. But still more decisive was

the sudden illness of Lord Liverpool (18 February) from which, though he

was to linger on for a couple of years, he never even recovered sufficiently

to be able to hand in his formal resignation. Though not a man of great

eminence and though certainly lacking any very consistent or clear-cut

policy, he had retained the Premiership for fifteen years—a feat which none

of his successors has even remotely rivalled—^and supplied the link between

very discordant elements m the Tory party. With his removal the latent

crisis inside the Cabinet came rapidly to a head and was prolonged for

nearly two months, in the first instance because Canning was also seriously

ill—^too ill to attend the House till five weeks after his chiefs seizure—but

above all because of the acute issues involved in the question of Catholic

emancipation. As staunch “political” Protestants, neither Wellington nor

Peel were willing to serve under Canning, who on his side was ready to

accept acompromisePremier,but only on conditionthathe himselfpossessed,

and was known to possess, “the substantive power of First Minister”. By

29 March his point of view was, “I will be head of the Government or

nothing”, while Peel refused to serve under him, but did not want the post

for himself, and again the Duke freely recognised that he would be mad
to accept office without the help of Canning. The inevitable breach followed.

When the King, on 10 April, asked Canning to form a Government, the

Duke at once resigned, saying that he “could not bring his mind to the

conviction ” that such a Government “ could be conducted on the principles

of Lord Liverpool *V®® and that it was one thing to recommend Canmng as
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Foreign Secretary in 1822, but quite another thing to act under him as

Premier in 1827.^*^ Disapproval of Canning’s foreign policy undoubtedly
played its part : for the Duke felt that he had been duped, or at any rate led

too far, at St Petersburg, as at Verona : he was incorrigibly Turcophil, he
disliked the implications of the Greek affair, and told his friend Lord
Bathurst that “we pass in Europe for a Jacobin Club”,^^^

The King, for his part, declared that “ the doubt and mistrust which he
had felt for some of the first acts of Canning’s foreign policy had given way
to feelings of a directly opposite character But Wellington was by now
furious,thought he had been duped by Canning, and insisted upon resigning

the command of the army, in which he had succeeded the Duke of York
only three months earlier. The breach between the two men was widened
still further by incidents in Parliament, and less than two months before his

death Canning wrote to Lord Granville the bitter words :
“ The Duke, I am

afraid, has greatly lowered his high estimation by his trickery or dupery (I

will not venture to pronounce which) on the Com Bill.’’^**

The secession of the Tory Ultras forced Canning into allianro with the
Whigs: and though Lord Grey, who to the last maintained a “morbid
irritation” against Canning,’^*® held coldly aloof, Lansdowne, Holland,
Brougham and William Lamb entered the Cabinet—^the first but decisive

step towards a shifting of the party balance. The inclusion of the Duke of

Clarence, the King’s heir, as Lord High Admiral, was at once a bid for the

support of the Court and a counter to the Duke of Wellington’s withdrawal
from the army. Party feeling flared up fiercely, and both sides of the press

were scurrilous to a degree which it is difficult for the present generation to

conceive.

Canning foimd it necessary to relinquish the Foreign Office, but re-

tamed absolute control of policy till his death. His nominal successor. Lord
Dudley, had enjoyed a high reputation in the Commons, but it seems to have
been mainly for his social gifts and wide general culture, and the wits said of
him that “ ses affaires lui ont ^t^ toujours 6trangeres Palmerston, how-
ever, who had not expected much of him, thought four months later that he
had “done incomparably well”.i« Princess Lieven in her diary calls

Dudley “spirituel, very bizarre, very peevish, hypochondriacal, medisant, a
litde touched with folly, much sought after in the elegant world, and never
having dreamt of entermg into affairs ’’.i®® If she is to be believed, raoning
was influenced in his choice by the knowledge that Dudley and Mettermch
detested each other.
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The Treaty of London

By February 1827 London had become the real centre of negotiations in

the Greek Question, but the long Cabinet crisis and Canning’s own illness

delayed a decision, and Metternich nursed the illusion that the Tsar was
turning towards Vienna.^^® But the course which Russia was now urging

upon Canning—-joint naval action to prevent either Egyptian or Turkish

reinforcements from reaching the Morea or the Greek islands—aroused

Metternich’s protest, without for a moment deflecting either the Russian or

French Government. Indeed, by May the impatience of the two Powers

knew no bounds, but Canning was again delayed by his new duties as Prime

Minister. The need for action had meanwhile become increasingly apparent,

for despite the renewed activities ofthe Philhellenes throughout Europe, the

appointment of Sir Richard Church and Lord Cochrane to the command of

the Greek military and naval forces, the proclamation of a new constitution

and the election of Count Capodistrias as first President of Greece—steps

which were intended to bar every line of retreat—^the cause of the Greeks

did not prosper during 1827. Caught between the two fires of Ibrahim in

the Morea and Reshid in Attica, they were driven from Athens in May, and

by midsummer found themselves exhausted, desperate, and not very far

from collapse.

Yet more than ever European policy seemed to revolve around the Greek

Question, and indeed continued to do so until 1830. Metternich feigned

readiness to co-operate, but secretly instructed Esterhazy to work against

agreement, and this, being discovered, heightened the Tsar’s suspicions of

Austria, whom he denounced to the King of Prussia as “un gouvemement
fourbe”.* But the prime factor in brmging the three Powers together

was the utter intransigeance of the Porte, which laid the entire blame upon

“the Byrons, the Cochranes, the Fabviers”. “The Porte”, said the Reis

Effendi Said, “does not need foreign medicines. The sword will reply to

the sword. There is no place for mediation.”^^ His successor, Pertev

Effendi, was even more categorical, assuring the representatives of the three

Powers that “a madman knows his own house better than his cleverest

neighbours can”, and that for the Porte the Protocol of 4 April was merely
“ un papier blanc”.^®^ Reshid’s successes rendered Pertev and his ferocious

master the Sultan if possible more intractable than ever.

At last, on 6 July 1827, the momentous Treaty of London was signed by

Britain, France, and Russia, with a view to “ setting a term to the sanguinary

• 30 October 1827—These sentiments were increased when the correspondence of Gentz
(Mettenuch’s alter ego) with the Hospodar of Wallachia was betrayed to Russia and proved
Mettemich’s disloyalty (see Schiemann, 11, 2x0).
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struggle which, while handing over the Greek provinces and islands to all

the disorders of anarchy, brings each day fresh obstacles to the commerce of

the European states To this end they agree to offer the Porte their media-

tion in its quarrel with the Greeks, and to insist upon an immediate ar-

mistice. They propose that the Greeks shall pay a fixed annual tribute to

the Sultan as their suzerain, that they shall be governed by authorities of

their own choice, subject to the Porte’s approval : that the Turkish pro-

prietors on Greek soil shall be bought out with fair compensation: and that

the frontiers shall be fixed by subsequent negotiation between the Powers

and the two parties. The Powers renounce any exclusive territorial or com-
mercial advantage, and undertake to guarantee the new settlement. By a

secret additional clause they undertake to notify to the Porte their decision

to enter upon consular relations with the Greeks, and if either side refuses

to accept an armistice within the term of one month, to do all in their

power to prevent any further collision between the two.

Only a week later, to Canning’s acute annoyance, the treatywas published

in The Times—^the first notable example of those sensational diplomatic

indiscretions in which the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were to be so

rich. On the Continent his denials of complicity were disbelieved and

incensed his enemies still further.

Fate was to leave Canning’s Greek policy as a torso, and hence his exact

intentions in a fluid situation will always remain to some extent a matter of

conjecture. But it is impossible to suppose that he did not realise the direc-

tion in which events were moving and the certainty that hostilities in some
form or other were bound to result from the treaty. He was certainly in-

fluenced on the one hand by the hopelessly arrogant and negative attitude

of the Porte and on the other hand by the hope of holding Russia back from

extremer courses if he worked in friendly co-operation with her : and a share

must be assigned to his constant desire to checkmate Metternich, who on
first learning the terms of the agreement, denounced it as “ consummating
the triumph of a new revolution in Europe”.* He believed that British

interests would be best served by preventing the revival of Moslem sea

power in the Eastern Mediterranean, whether under the Sultan or the Pasha

of Egypt : he felt that the emergence of a vassal but autonomous Greek state

would be favourable to British trade and would probably leave Britain ‘‘in

fact the masters of navigation” in the Mediterranean. He wished to pre-

serve Turkey as long as possible, but he would in the end have resigned

himself to very drastic curtailments, so long as Russia could be kept from

* 1 1 June, to Apponyi, Nackg. Paptere, iv, 368, This is the same idea which he expressed
on 13 November 1826 to the Prince of Hesse. **We shall see whether Russia will agree with
England to serve the cause of revolutions” (ilnd, p. 349),
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any territorial access to the Mediterranean. The negation and hesitation of

his immediate successors would have been anathema to him.

Canning’s own view of the true canons of foreign policy may be not in-

aptly tested by a comparison of two utterances early and late in his career.

In the exuberance of his Anti-Jacobin period he wrote the following lines

upon a type of Englishman whom we still have with us to-day;

No narrow bigot he—his reason’d view

Thy interests, England, ranlcs with thine, Peru *

France at our doors, he sees no danger nigh,

But heaves for Turkey’s woes the impartial sigh,

A steady patriot of the world alone.

The friend of every country—but his own.

His maturerjudgment is reflected in a passage from the famous Plymouth

speech of 1823. “ I hope that my heart beats as high for the general in-

terests of humanity. . .as anyone who vaunts his philanthropy most highly;

but I am contented to confess that in the conduct of political affairs the

grand object of my contemplation is the interest of England. Not that the

interest of England is an interest which stands isolated and alone. The situa-

tion which she holds forbids an exclusive selfishness But intimately

connected as we are with the system of Europe, it does not follow that we
are therefore called upon to mix ourselves on every occasion, with a restless

and meddling activity, in the concerns of the nations which surround us. It

is upon a just balance of conflicting duties and of rival, but sometimes in-

compatible, advantages that a Government must judge when to put forth its

strength and when to husband it for occasions yet to come. Our ultimate

object must be the peace of the world.”

Canning as Statesman

The Triple Alliance was Canning’s last notable achievement. His health

had already been seriously undermined by overwork, but to the general

public his death on 8 August came as a thunderbolt from clear heavens.

It is not easy to exaggerate the sensation in Europe . for the eyes of all

fighters for liberty, nationality and progress had long been turned towards

him, and the reactionaries were correspondingly elated. The dragoman of

the Porte in aU solemnity declared Canning’s death to be “ a miracle of Our

Prophet”. A Royalist correspondent of Countess Nesselrode wrote that

Providence had considered the welfare of Britain and of all Europe, in

cutting short the days of Canning.^®^ In Vienna also Friedrich von Gentz

spoke of “an act of God’s grace”, while Mettemich himself called it “an
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immense event, for the man was a whole revolution in himself alone ”, “ He
has shaken everything and destroyed much,” he wrote to Esterhazy, “but
he has built nothing:^®® and he compared Canning’s career to “a meteor”,

whosedisappearance is followed by“ profound night”. And again he assured

Zichy that “Canning did not build, but merely tore down. His three

months of office will take a place in history beside other notorious Hundred
Days.”^^ Well might Princess Lieven write to her brother: have

just lost Canning. The mercantile class is in dismay, the people in tears,

everybody who is not Metternichian is in despair.”^®®

It is seldom that a contemporary comment can be more unreservedly

endorsed after the lapse of a centuiy, than that of Sir James Mackintosh,

the Whig historian and politician on Canning. “ His death was an event in

the internal history of every country. From Lima to Athens every nation

struggling for independence or existence was filled by it with sorrow and
dismay. The Miguelites of Portugal, the Apostolicals of Spain, the Jesuit

faction in France and the Divan of Constantinople raised a shout of joy at

the fall of their dreaded enemy. He was regretted by all who, heated by no
personal or party resentment, felt for genius struck down in the act of

attempting to heal the revolutionary distemper. .

.



CHAPTER III

INTERLUDE: WELLINGTON AND
ABERDEEN

The Goderich Cabinet

The vacant Premiership was taken, but emphatically not filled, by Thomas
Robinson, Lord Goderich (afterwards the first Lord Ripon), a friend of

Canning who had frequently held office since 1809, had in 1813 assisted

Castlereagh during his long negotiations on the Continent, and had in 1823

succeeded Vansittart as Chancellor of the Exchequer. He was the Bang’s

choice, amiable and businesslike, but entirely unfit for such a difficult task,

and unable to keep together a Government resting upon an uneasy truce

between the Cannmgites (or ‘‘Tory deserters”, as their enemies called

them) and the fraction of the Whigs controlled by Lansdowne and Holland.

Cobbett’s mordant nicknames for the new chief—^“Prosperity Robinson”

and “Goody Goderich”—represent the verdict of many contemporaries

upon his rather smug ineptitude. A modern biographer is not going too

far when he calls him “probably the weakest Prime Minister who ever held

office in this country” and “the only one who never faced Parliament in

that capacity”.^

Goderich inherited as his Foreign Secretary Lord Dudley,whom Canning

had selected as one who could be trusted to leave to his chief the actual

control of foreign affairs, and who, though not without ability, left as little

mark upon affairs under the phantom Goderich as under the great Canning

himself. Indeed, during the five months for which this Government lasted,

both Premier and Foreign Secretary were negligible quantities, and British

policy in Europe was virtually under eclipse, while events took their course.

Navarino and After

Not long before his death Canning had sent Major Cradock on a secret

mission to Egypt, in the hope of inducingMehemet Ali to desistfrom helping

the Sultan and not to oppose the fulfilment of the Treaty of London, On
this occasion the Pasha made a dramatic bid for Britain’s support: “Syria

and Damascus are in fact at my disposition If your Government support

and acknowledge me, when occasion comes, as an independent Prince, L
shall be satisfied.” ^ It is interesting to speculate what would have happened
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if this overture to London had been taken up. But in any case Cradock

arrived just two days too late, and had nothing concrete to offer in return

for the Pasha’s suggestion of “ a lasting league of commerce with England

On 5 August a large new Egyptian fleet had left Alexandria, carrying re-

inforcements and ammunition for Ibrahim’s army. The danger of a colli-

sion thus became imminent . for the British and French squadrons under

Admirals Codrington and de Rigny were already off the Greek coast and

Russian ships were on their way from the Baltic to join them, actually

reaching Portsmouth on the day of Canning’s death. The Admirals, acting

on instructions, communicated the decisions of the three allies to the Greek

Government at Nauplia, which at once accepted the armistice. Very different

was the attitude of the Porte, for when the three ambassadors sent their

dragomans with a formal Note containing the decisions, Pertev Effendi

refused even to take it out of their hands, and it was eventually left lying on

a sofa! (i6 August.) Five days laterPertev burst outto theFrench dragoman

Desgranges: ‘‘The insurrection has lasted seven years, and if it were pro-

longed for forty, that would change nothing The Porte will never re-

nounce its rights The Moslems fear no power on earth.” After an

interval of a fortnight the three dragomans returned, but Pertev, acting on

the express orders of the Sultan, declared: “My reply positive, invariable,

eternal, is that the Porte accepts no proposal concerning the Greeks and will

persist till the Last Judgment.”^ The Note was again left on the sofa. The

Sultan himself actually threatened to “slay every Greek in all our terri-

tories ”, and if the Armenians and other rayahs shared this fate, so much the

worse for them. Thus those in power at Constantinople were deaf to all

reason and reality, and quite disinclined to accept the last-hour warnings of

the canny Pasha of Egypt.^

Codrington—^who, in the words of Stratford Canning, “had sailed from

England with the famous motto of ‘ Go it, Ned ’ in his thoughts, if not on

his flag”*—^had instructions “to prevent any Turkish or Egyptian help in

men, arms, ships, or munitions arriving in Greece ”, but to use force only if

the Turks “insist on forcing a passage”.® Realising more and more the

incompatibility of two such orders, he applied to the allied Ambassadors at

Constantinople for guidance: and Stratford, with the approval of his two

colleagues, Guilleminot and Ribeaupierre, gave the significant answer, “to

avoid if possible anything that may bring on war, yet the prevention of

supplies IS ultimately to be enforced, if necessary, and when all other means

are exhausted, by cannon shot ”.® This phrase was undoubtedly decisive.

Codrington and de Rigny joined forces off Zante on 20 September, ob-

• A reference to the contemporary legend that the Duke of Clarence had written these

words to Codrington.
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tained an interview with Ibrahim Pasha and gave him fair warning of their

purpose and the consequences of resistance: and the next month was

spent in enforcing the blockade, protesting against Ibrahim’s barbarous

conduct in the interior and preventing a series of attempts at evasion, until

the now inevitable incident was produced. Finally, five days after the

arrival of the Russian ships under Heyden, the allied fleet entered the

harbour of Navanno . a dispute arose about anchorage, the boats of the

Dartmouth were fired upon by the Turks, the infection spread, and soon a

general action was in progress, which ended in the complete destruction of

the Turco-Egyptian fleet (20 October 1827) There will always be contro-

versy as to the real responsibility for the collision. It is clear that Codring-

ton was m some perplexity and relied upon Stratford’s bold lead, while de

Rigny is now known to have been secretly encouraged to action by CharlesX
and to have forewarned certain Frenchmen in the service of Egypt not to

fight against the French flag ’ It is but fair to point out that Mehemet Ali,

unlike his son Ibrahim, realised the futility of resisting the allies, and had on

5 October urgently warned the Porte of the danger of losing fleet and army *

Navanno produced a sensation throughout Europe even greater than

that which followed the death of Canning. The Philhellenes might well

rejoice, for the result of the battle was to make Ibrahim’s position sooner or

later untenable and to put an end to all hopes of Turkey reimposmg her

authority upon Greece: and this was from the first moment obvious to men
like Victor Hugo in France or Baron Stein in Germany. To Metternich, on

the other hand, it was “a terrible catastrophe”, an event which “opens a

new era for Europe ”, while the Emperor Francis regarded it as the act of an

assassin and was more deeply affected than his Minister had seen him since

Austerlitz. They therefore ordered complete passivity, based on the mot

d*ordre that they no longer understood in the least what the three Courts

were aiming at. Strangely enough, of the three allies by far the most en-

thusiastic was Russia: Nesselrode wrote of “this gigantic triumph”, and

the Tsar sent warm congratulations and his highest order to the three

Admirals. In France, too. King, Cabinet and people were full of delight at

the news. But in England it was received with mixed feelings. Clarence

was too good a sailor not to be pleased, but his royal brother, when sending

Codrington the Bath, said that it really ought to be a halter. The Whigs and

the Philhellenes were jubilant, but the Cabinet, already divided over

internal questions, was torn in two, could not even bring itself to

celebrate the victory by a salute of guns and held an enquiry into the dis-

cretion of Codrington’s behaviour.

While the weak Goderich Cabinet was in its death-throes, the allied

representatives at Constantinople had to bear the brunt of Turkish fury and
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to congratulate themselves that the days were past when ambassadors were

left to languish in the Seven Towers for far more trifling offences. A diplo-

matic rupture followed, and they had to leave without even extracting

passports from the Porte. It is typical of Turkish methods that Pertev made
an insidious attempt to separate Stratford from his colleagues, promising

that ‘‘
if H.M.G. would abstain from pressing the Greek question, the Porte

was ready to enter into engagements most advantageous to Great Britain,

and the Sultan would in that case even go the length of according a kind of

constitution to his people’*.® A fortnight later the Sultan issued a high-

sounding manifesto, proclaiming war, “at once religious and national”,

against the Infidels, denouncing Russia as the chief villain of the piece, and

repudiating the Convention of Akerman as null and void. This of course

simply tied the hands of Turkey’s well-wishers and gave a perfect excuse for

action to the Tsar, who at once asked London’s approval for his occupation

of the Principalities, and promised not to desist till the Treaty of London
had been enforced: while France was ready to recognise Greece forthwith,

block the Dardanelles and back up Russia’s action. To calm British sus-

picions a Protocol was signed at London on 12 December, reaffirming the

pledge against exclusive territorial or commercial advantages. It did not

satisfy the Tsar, who towards the end of the month intimated that if the

Allies would not lethim “ merge his special grievances in the general cause ”,

he would act alone “selon ses convenances et int6r6ts”—a phrase which

British statesmen reiterate in varying notes of alarm for months to come.^®

Metternich was left lamenting “au milieu d’un monde en demence”.^^

Wellington as Prime Minister

By the close of the year the position of Lord Goderich had become untenable,

and on 8 January 1828 the Duke of Wellington succeeded him as Prime

Minister. Unhappily he seems to have imagined that the main function of his

Cabinet, as of his staff in former days, was to listen to and execute his orders

He at first secured the support of Huskisson and the Canningites, and left

Lord Dudley for the time being atthe Foreign Office. In spite of all his great

qualities he was a deplorable failure as Prime Minister, and though obsessed

with the danger of revolution and honestly concerned to avert it, he found

himself more than once carrying into effect the very measures to which he

most objected. On this occasion he broke up the Tory party within three

years, whereas Lord Liverpool, whom it is still the fashion to represent as

illustrating the capital importance of mediocrity in British political history,

had retained power and upheld unity for fifteen years on end. The great

Duke lacked both tact and adaptability, and a critic once attributed to him
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“ an intellectual contempt for his social equals, and a social contempt for his

intellectual equals At home his attitude to the three great questions of

Catholic emancipation, electoral reform, and the Corn Laws, clearly bene-

fitted the country, but leaves a deplorable impression of his political judge-

ment, consistency, and management: while m foreign policy also he more

than once stayed to bless what he had come to curse and allowed himself to be

outstripped or outmanceuvred by events. “ Like a true military commander,

he made no difficulties about sudden changes of front.’’ But as Hobhouse

once said of him in the House of Commons, it was impossible to apply to

him the Latin eulogy, ‘‘eodem ammo scnpsit quo bellavit”. While m
power he was very weak and only carried out a series of retreats with the

skill of a good general : his best quality was his ability to manage the two

Kings, though this, it is true, tasked all his powers.

“An Untoward Event”

Such being his general attitude, it is not surprising that his foreign policy

was also very weak. Lord Dudley he had retained at the Foreign Office,

mainly in order to conciliate the Canningite wing of the party, and Dudley,

while accepting Canning’s Eastern policy and regarding the Turks as “ hate-

ful barbarians’’,^^ was negative, irresolute and procrastinating, and “his

slow and painful style of composition, both in writing and oratory, rendered

him quite unable to keep abreast of the business of his office in which he

welcomed more and more the assistance of Lord Aberdeen.

In the Eastern Question, which was the dominant issue when he took

office, the Duke clung pathetically to his Turcophil views, and while the

Porte was, not unnaturally, fulmmatmg against the Christian Powers for

their perfidy, he opposed any joint military action against the Turks, on the

plea that it might lead to a general insurrection. In fact, he had never for-

given himself for his concessions at St Petersburg, frankly disliked the

Treaty of London, and was now seeking an excuse for drawing back. At

the opening of Parliament on 29 January 1828 the King’s Speech referred to

Navarino as “a collision wholly unexpected by His Majesty” and “an

untoward event”, while Lord Chichester, in moving the Address, spoke of

our “ancient alliance” with the Porte and claimed that “whatever may be

said of Turkish apathy and indifference, there is one thing to which that

people have never been indifferent—a friendly connection with England

This view was at once challenged with crushing effect by Lord Holland, who
reminded the House that he himself could remember the first treaty of

alliance ever formed by Britain with Turkey,^® with the simple object of

keeping the French out of Egypt, A series of quotations from Chatham,
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Frederick the Great and others culminated in the phrase of Burke ;
“ What

have these worse than savages to do with the Powers of Europe but to spread

war, destruction and pestilence among them? The Ministers and the policy

which shall give these people any weight in Europe, will deserve all the bans

and curses of posterity/ He closed with the assertion that Navarino was

‘‘a great step towards the pacification of Europe'’.^® Lord John Russell in

the House of Commons also challenged the phrase our ancient ally’’ as “ a

rather ludicrous mistake”, and there were also loud protests from other

Philhellene circles. On this, the Government hedged : both Palmerston and

the Duke defended the phrase “ untoward ” on the ground that the collision

was ‘‘unexpected” and “not desired”, and were careful to avoid any

criticism of Codnngton. But the Duke adhered to the view that Turkey was

an ally, and “its power an essential part of the Balance of Power in Europe ”

“ Its preservation has been for a considerable number of years an object not

only to this country, but to the whole of Europe ”, and, he added, seemingly

as an afterthought, “to Russia also.”

His motive is revealed in a letter addressed by Lord Dudley to Prince

Lieven in March 1828 and apparently the joint composition of himself and

the Duke .
“ The Ottoman Empire is not a country like some of those whose

example we could cite within our own times, which after having been in-

vaded, resume their domestic tranquillity and their political existence upon

the retreat of the invaders
;
once broken up, its capital taken and its pro-

vinces in rebellion, the recomposition of it as an independent state would be

a work scarcely within the reach of human integrity and human skill. A
new order of things must arise in those countries of which it now consists.

What that order would be it is vain to conjecture, but we may venture to

foretell that a final adjustment would not take place till after a series of

troubles and disasters, for which the greatest benefits that could be sup-

posed to arise from it could not for many years afford a sufficient compen-

sation.”^® He laid down as the general rule of our foreign policy that “ no

country had a right to interfere in the internal affairs of another nation,

except where the law of necessity or great political interests rendered inter-

ference indispensable’’: the Turco-Greek conflict was such an exception

and “justified the means resorted to”, though they had not at first been

intended.^®

Wellington, indeed, still clung to the conception of Metternich and

Castlereagh in the very different situation of 1821—^that general European
complications could best be avoided by keeping Russia’s special grievances

distinct from the Greek problem: and while assuring the French Am-
bassador that he would carry out the Treaty of London, he defined his aim
as “ the pacification of Greece without injury, or at least with as little injury
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as possible, to the power of the Porte Metternich strained every nerve

to hold back his old friend the Duke, as a brand plucked from the burmng,

but even he had to admit that the intransigeance of the Porte rendered a

peaceful issue wellmgh hopeless. Earlym January 1828 he instructed the

Intemuncio at Constantinople to warn the Reis Effendi that his tactics were

rendering the rum of the Empire ‘‘wellnigh certain”, and that by con-

ceding the half ofwhat was actually conceded a few months later at Akerman,

Turkey might have avoided the Petersburg Protocol, the Treaty of London,

the Triple Alliance and Navarino.^^ He was forced to admit^® that “the

Porte’s errors, false calculations, the illusions of its pride, the aberrations of

Its despair” were obvious to “the most vulgar eyes”, and that further

obstinacy was bound to lead to European recognition of Greek indepen-

dence, and that the Porte would be signing its own death sentence.

In such circumstances as these, Wellington’s extreme reserve, so far from

settling anything, left the imtiative and perhaps the -final decisions in the

hands of Russia and France, the more so as the French were increasingly m
favour of settling the Greek Question. In France Navarmo was regarded

not as an untoward event, but as “ une occasion de gloire pour nos armes

The Villele Cabinet, defeated at the elections, fell in the same week as

Lord Goderich, and Count de La Ferronays, who now became Foreign

Minister, had been for six years Ambassador 2x1^personagrata at the Russian

Court. Under him France was able to hold the balance between her two

allies and thus exercise a decisive influence upon events. When he urged on

Wellington the need for energetic measures against the Porte, the Duke
replied by stressing the need for the Porte’s survival in Europe: “We are

not prepared for its destruction.”^ Dudley answered the appeals of Russia

by opposing equally the occupation of the Principalities and a naval demon-

stration before Constantinople, and would at the most consent to the

blockade of Alexandria, in order to force Ibrahim to evacuate Morea.^®

Russia saw that she must act alone : and Metternich’s attempt, at the eleventh

hour, to revive his insincere proposal of 1825 for the independence of Morea

and the islands, was not listened to by anyone.

The Tsar seemed by now to have reverted to his earlier attitude of

showing far less interest in the Greeks than in his own quarrels with the

Porte. “ I detest and abhor the Greeks, though they are my co-religionists.

I still regard them as rebels : I do not want their liberation, they do not

* Wellington Desp, iv, 270 Typical of his confused thought and expression is the

following sentence :
** Even if the want of wisdom and moderation in the councils of the

Divan should, notwithstanding all our precautions and efforts to maintain peace for the

Allies, force war upon us, the previous attainment of the object of the Allies in Greece will

enable them in some degree to control its consequences ” (Wellmgton to La Ferronays,*

z6 February i8a8

—

tbtd, iv, 278). What a contrast to Canning.
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deserve it’’, so he told the Austrian Ambassador.^® Whether he was entirely

disingenuous is at least open to question, in view of his personal encourage-

ment to Capodistrias to accept the Presidency and of his readiness to finance

the provisional Government. In any case, nothing could now hold him
back, and he declared war upon Turkey, in the belief that it would be ‘‘the

second Punic War” and would deal the death-blow to the Sultan’s power.

This was highly distasteful to the British Cabinet, but its hands were tied

by the attitude of France, which on 20 April declined Wellington’s proposal

that the two Powers should act without Russia in endeavouring to enforce

the Treaty of London. The Tsar had already made a person^ appeal to

Charles X, in case of some such attempt, and the latter in his reply treated

the declaration of war as fully justified by the conduct of the Porte, though

insisting upon the maintenance of Turkey-in-Europe, as an interest of the

first order for France and for Europe.^® Meanwhile, Wellington was ab-

sorbed in home affairs and by no means sure of his colleagues. In the spring

of 1828 the Duke’s idea of a Greek settlement was a tributary state, con-

sisting of “ Morea and the adjacent islands only”, with an executive subject

to the sanction of the Porte, and without diplomatic relations with the outside

world.®® The evacuation of Morea was to be enforced by a blockade, and the

settlement could then go on under the protection of the fleets : but he had to

admit that only combined pressure of the Powers could induce the Porte to

recognise even a solution so unfavourable to the Greeks as this, and on the

other hand that “ it is now impossible that the Porte can reconquer Greece

In a word, though he might refuse to make war “in a quarrel purely

Russian”,®® he had manoeuvred himself into a position of tactical negation,

in which, as he and Aberdeen agreed, Britain and France were practically

co-operating with Russia in the prosecution of her war with Turkey, and in

which, if Russia should persist in including the settlement of Greece in her

final terms of peace, “we are at the mercy of Russia —in other words, in

which Britain had lost control of events, since she could not win France

away from Russia and could not face the prospect of a single-handed war

against Russia and against the Greeks. Moreover, quite apart from this

French attitude, his case for adopting a stiff line towards Russia was ex-

tremely weak, since it was impossible to deny that Nicholas, and his brother

before him, had allowed themselves to be held back for no less than six

years and had shown great forbearance under the endless provocation of the

Porte.

On 26 April 1828 Russia declared war upon Turkey, disclaiming at the

same time any intention of retaining conquests or destroying the Ottoman
Pmpire, but pointing out that if her allies held back, she must* proceed

alone to the enforcement of the Treaty of London. “That treaty had tied
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Russia’s hands and compelled her to march in concert with her allies: the

folly of the Porte had given her not only an excuse but a justification for

independent action.”^^

Lord Aberdeen at the Foreign Office

The weakness of the Duke’s foreign policy was accentuated by the uncer-

tainties of the situation at home. InEngland the political scene was dominated

by the struggle for Catholic Emancipation, all the more so since the Test and

Corporation Acts had been repealed in favour ofthe Dissenters : andWelling-

ton was engrossed by the problem how best to effect a tactical retreat, em-

barrassed by the obstructive attitude of the King and confronted by

disruptive tendencies inside his own party. Already in May 1828 the

Canningite group, led by Huskisson—^whom some of the Duke’s friends

suspected of intriguing for the Premiership^®—^withdrew from the Govern-

ment, which thus became a high and dry Tory preserve. Not without

reluctance, Dudley, who greatly relished the Foreign Office, though it was

so obviously beyond his powers, felt bound to throw in his lot with Hus-
kisson, Palmerston, William Lamb, and Grant: and on 27 May he was

succeeded in office by his friend Lord Aberdeen. There had not been a

Cabinet of such unadulterated Toryism since the days of Addington, or one

so lacking in distinction for an almost indefinite period.

Though in a sense a new man, Aberdeen had very considerable experience

of continental politics. He had travelled widely in his youth, and had, as we
saw, been sent in 1813 by Castlereagh on a very important mission to win

Austria for the Coalition : during the long campaign he had been intimately

associated with Mettemich and Schwarzenberg, had won to an amazing

degree the confidence ofthe Emperor Francis, and had only less influence on

the final settlement than Castlereagh and Wellington themselves. His re-

served, austere nature had led him to hold alooffrom public life and to prefer

the role of a busy territorial magnate in days when clan loyalty still meant

very much. By inclination he was a Philhellene, and had told Castlereagh in

1821 that the attempt of any Government in Europe to support theTurbsh
power for the avowed purpose of riveting the chains of their unhappy

Christian subjects”, would “scarcely be tolerated”.®^

As Foreign Secretary he found his hands already somewhat tied, and as

events steadily moved in the opposite direction from that favoured by him-

self and his chief, their joint policy could not fail to be negative and

hesitating. Aberdeen’s first act was to recall Codrington, but at the same

time he consented to a resumption of the conference of the three Powers in

London, atwhich hewas to be led on from one concession to another. At the

s-w 9
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first meeting (15 June) it was decided that the Russian ships in the Aegean

should not engage in war, and that the three ambassadors who had been

withdrawn from Constantinople should go to Corfu and start discussions

with the Greeks. On 19 July it was further agreed that a French expedition

under General Maison should be sent to the Morea, to eject Ibrahim by

force : and Britain, though refusing to send troops and affecting to regard the

decision as directed solely against Mehemet All, not against the Porte,

offered all naval facilities, and declared that so long as France and Britain

went hand in hand, the peace of Europe could not be troubled.®^ Soon

after, the Reis Effendi sent a special appeal to Wellington for the return of

the British Ambassador, and referred to “the true friendship of Britain and

the Porte”.®® But the Duke, while reciprocating these friendly feelings, re-

minded the Porte that the Treaty of London had been solely due to the

Porte’s persistent neglect of all warnings and remonstrances and to “the

obnoxious spirit ” in which it waged war, and that there could be no resump-

tion of relations until Turkey accepted the stipulations of the Treaty.®’

Meanwhile, Codrington negotiated a convention with Mehemet Ali for the

repatriation of the Egyptian troops, and as the French began to disembark

at the end of August, as the Russians had already overrun Moldavia and the

Dobrogea and were threatening Silistria and Shumla, and as Admiral

Heyden proceeded to blockade the Dardanelles—^under protest from Aber-

deen, who treated this as a breach of engagement—Ibrahim, in his slow and

tortuous way, came to terms with the allied Admirals, and at last on

a October began to embark. For Greece the real danger was over, and the

authority of her new President Capodistrias was rapidly consolidated. But

Britain had weakly abdicated her leading position and left the initiative in

other hands.

Early in September the three allied ambassadors—Stratford Canning,

Guilleminot, and Ribeaupierre—^installed themselves on the island of Poros

and proceeded to explore the various solutions of the Greek Question. But

the Porte absolutely refused to be represented, and Pertev Effendi told the

neutral Netherlands Minister that the Greeks being “ rayahs ” and “ a rebel

country”, the Sultan was graciously disposed to make certain concessions

to them, but would never treat with thqm as he did with the Principalities or

with Serbia.®® The only effect of this attitude was that the envoys negotiated

with the Greeks alone, and that the London Conference, incensed at the

Porte, took another halting step along the path to independence. This time

(16 November) it was decided to place Morea and the islands under the

guarantee of the three Powers, and perhaps as a set-off to this, to resume

negotiations at Constantinople

—

a. step only reluctantly sanctioned by

Russia, since she, being at war wdth the Porte, naturally could not participate
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and had perforce to leave France and Britain to act on her behalf. The three

ambassadors had meanwhile reached agreement on much more ample lines

and eventually submitted recommendations in favour of a monarchical form

of government, an annual tribute of 1,500,000 piastres, the complete ex-

propriation of the Turkish landowners, and the extension of the frontier to

include Attica, Thessaly and Euboea (12 December). Moreover, when orders

reached them from London to discontinue the blockade, they felt that this

might enable the Turks to regain the upper hand, and ** believing that the

home authorities would never have issued their instructions if they had been

in possession of the facts, they postponed their execution, and merely con-

verted the blockade into a naval observation of the ports For this Strat-

ford Canning incurred Lord Aberdeen’s strong censure.*

The fact is that while the French had made up their minds in favour of as

great a Greece as possible, Lord Aberdeen—partly from fear that such a

state might become a vassal of Russia and serve to secure her a foothold in

the Mediteiranean, partly from fear of its influence upon Britain’s protec-

torate of the Ionian Islands—^wished to see the new frontiers drawn as

narrowly as possible. His motive was certainly not affection for the Turks,

of whose “barbarous rule” he spoke quite openly in the House of Lords.

Yet even before the Poros Conference, he had his doubts as to the inclusion

of Attica m a free Greece, for reasons which must be described as purely

tactical and extremely shortsighted.^® and as late as January 1829 he

announced to Canning his intention “to use every exertion to limit the Greek

State to the Morea and the islands Aberdeen’s attitude was all the more

regrettable, since Pans and St Petersburg fully endorsed the action of

Guilleminot and Ribeaupierre at Poros.

Meanwhile Metternich was pulling every wire in order to win French

support for a new Congress to settle the Eastern Question; but this was

manfully countered by the arch-intnguer Pozzo di Borgo, and rejected by

Charles X and La Ferronays. It only had the effect of incensing Nicholas

still further against Austria and Metternich :
“ this man ”, he said to the Duke

of Mortemart, “is working both among you and among us to throw every-

thing into confusion.”^^ Net even a special mission from the Emperor
Francis could avail to pacify the Tsar, and Metternich found himself in

the opening months of 1829 more isolated than ever, and felt Wellington

and Aberdeen to be broken reeds.

This was amply demonstrated when on 22 March 1829 the Conference

reached a new and important decision in the Greek Question. This time it

* A full and lucid account of the Poros Conference mav be found in C. W Cra^vley, The
Question of Green Independence^ pp. 142-54. Mi Crawley is justified in treating it as an
early classic example of “Stratford’s manner of dealing with unwelcome orders from
home ”.
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was agreed, much against the will of Aberdeen, that the new frontier should

run from Volo to Arta, that after four years of exemption an annual tribute

of 1,500,000 piastres should be paid to the Porte, and that a vassal Christian

Prince should be appointed, subject to the joint approval of the Porte

and the three Powers, who would apply a self-denying ordinance to their

own three d5masties. The outlines of the new structure are thus already

visible.

Yet even now Aberdeen was not resigned to the inevitable, and only a

week later he notified Stratford that though the British Government had

accepted “the terms agreed to at Poros” as the basis of future negotiations

of the ambassadors with the Porte, it none the less regarded these terms as

“ in the highest degree improper and unjust “ Obviously, therefore,"’ he

went on, “ any objections made by the Porte will be admitted as valid by the

British Government: but it would undoubtedly be too much to expect from

you that you should labour with zeal to destroy at Constantinople what you

had constructed with so much pains at Poros. Yet this will be the main object

of the British Minister, so far as the question of limits is concerned.”

Stratford Canmng took this broadest of hints and did not attempt to resume

his post at the Porte, to which Lord Aberdeen then appointed his own
brother. Sir Robert Gordon. The Duke himself, when he saw Stratford

Canning, confirmed this extraordinary attitude. The Government’s view,

he said, had always been that the Greek frontier should not extend “ much,

if at all, beyond Corinth”, and it had only accepted the new basis at the

instance of the other two Powers. As Stratford drew the very natural con-

clusion that the proposals “were not to be pressed bona fide on the Porte”,

the Duke wrote a special letter to assure him that “such is distinctly the

fact”.^^ In a word, Stratford was disavowed, yet his work could no longer

be undone.

The Treaty of Adrianople

It is of course essential to realise the extent to which, during the opening

months of 1829, the great internal crisis in England immobilised the British

Government forany constructive actionabroad. The fierce conflictof opinion

upon Catholic Emancipation greatly weakened the Cabinet, absorbed its

full attention and also dienated it from the King,* who in the months that

followed was therefore more open to the unwearymg intrigues ofthe Lievens

to undermine Wellington’s position. Prmcess Lieven, on the one hand,

actually allied herself with the Bang’s truculent and reactionary brother the

Cf. Wellington’s very enlightening letters of i8 and 26 June to Sir W. Knighton
regarding his strained relations with the King (**The King wishes to get nd of us all

(^dUf^ton Desp, V, 620).
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Duke of Cumberland,* while on the other she established terms of close

intimacy with the Whig leader Lord Grey and throughout this period ex-

changed letters with him almost every few days The Duke himself declared

that they had “knocked at every door

—

viz, the King, Lady Conyngham,

and every description of faction and party”—not from personal dislike,

“ but because we are an Engluh administration and have the discernment to

know what they are about ’’.f The Duke warned his Ambassador at St Peters-

burg of these intrigues, but refused to lodge any complaint or to demand
their recall, being “perhaps vain enough to think that I am too strong for

Prince and Princess Lieven In December 1829 Lord Aberdeen wrote to

Lord Heytesbury on the same subject, stating it to be “impossible that

an3?thing like cordiality should exist ” between Russia and Britain, if the

former’s representatives in London were “engaged in every intrigue which

can possibly be set on foot to shake the King’s ministers. Their hostility is

open and avowed”, especially towards the Duke.^®

The lengths to which the estrangement from King George had gone may
be gathered from the letter in which the Duke describes to Knighton “a
very distressing scene ” with the King. “ If I had known in January 1828 ”,

he writes, “one tithe of what I do now. . .1 should never have been the

King’s Minister and should have avoided loads of misery. However I trust

that God Almighty will soon determine that I have been sufficiently punished

for my sins and will relieve me from the unhappy lot which has befallen me.

I believe there never was a man suffered so much, and for so little purpose.”^”^

The utter futility of this requires no emphasis : for Wellington and Abei -

deen had meanwhile lost all control of the Eastern situation, which con-

tinued to dominate the situation in Europe. The Russians, after capturing

Varna in the middle of October 1828, had suspended hostilities for the

winter. A new campaign was opened in April, and for some months Europe

held its breath while awaiting the decision. On 1 1 June the Turks were de-

feated at Kulevcha, and only a week afterwards the French and British

* “Your friend the Duke of Cumberland” (Grey to Princess Lieven, 18 November
1829). “I see the Duke and Duchess of Cumberland daily, but beyond Windsor gossip

they have nothing to tell me” (Prmcess to Grey, 21 November). “News however from that

quarter will now begin to be very interestmg From all that I can observe and hear,

mtercourse between the King and his Minister does not improve in confidence and cor-

diality For this the constant visits of the Duke of Cumberland at Windsor are sufficient

to account But .does he imagine that he has the means of forming an administration

such as he would like?. . .Is his desire to gratify his revenge .to embarrass the Duke of

Wellington^ Surely 50U must have it in your povier to afford me some light on these

matters?” (Grey to Princess, 26 November

—

Cone^pondence toitk Lord Grey^ i, 358, 360,

364)*

t 29 July 1829, Wellmgton to Aberdeen, Wellington Desp, vi, 58. “The Lievens have

played an English party game instead of doing the business of their sovereign, since I have

been m office” (24 August

—

ibid. p. 103).
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Ambassadors returned to Constantinople, to be followed a little later by the

Prussian General MufBing on an unpromising mission of mediation. But

even now the Turks had not learnt their lesson, and on 9 July Pcrtev

announced to the astounded diplomats the gracious resolve of his master the

Sultan to amnesty those of his rayahs who showed their repentance, to

appoint “ a good governor, just, and a friend of the rayahs and to sanction

arrears of taxation. Of any real autonomy to the Greeks, even on the in-

adequate and uncertain basis enjoyed by Serbia, there could be no question,

still less of the Poros proposals or the March Protocol. Such was the Porte’s

idea of concession, when the clock was almost striking twelve. But during

the second half of July Diebitch effected the passage of the Balkans, and

Thrace lay before the invader. On 5 August, in sudden panic, the Porte

announced its readiness to grant to the Morea the status enjoyed by Wal-

lachia and Moldavia, but insisted on retaining Turkish garrisons and keeping

the islands separate. During the next week it formulated further concessions,

then receded from them, and finally adhered to the Treaty of London
(ii August) Gordon naively assumed this to settle the Greek Question,

but the settlement of course now lay with Diebitch, whose armies pressed

swiftly forward and occupied Adrianople on 20 August, while news came
from Asia that Erzerum had fallen to the Russians and even Trebizond was

threatened. The banner of the Prophet was displayed, without arousing

popular enthusiasm, and the Sultan, at last faced by grim realities, sent en-

voys to negotiate. On 14,September the Treaty of Adrianople was con-

cluded, before any of the Powers could make their opinions felt, much less

impose their veto. Muffling with the amplest means ofjudging on the spot,

described the Turkish army as “not only beaten, dispersed and in frightful

disorder, but in full rebellion’’, and held that there was nothing to stop

Diebitch from seizing the capital.^® But Diebitch’s own army was in an

exhausted state, and he was above all influenced by the fear that his advance

might provoke a revolution and drive the Sultan into flight, in which case

there would be no one with whom to negotiate.

Meanwhile the Tsar and his advisers had reached the conclusion that the

complete downfall of Turkey would after all be contrary to Russian in-

terests, and that it would be far wiser to promote Russian predominance by
more indirect means. A virtual protectorate could be established over the

vassal Balkan states, and Turkey herself could be kept in a state of inanition,

pending her collapse and death from natural causes. “The idea of driving

the Turks out of Europe”, v^rote Nesselrode to Lieven, “ and restoring the

cult of the true God in Santa Sofia, is certainly very beautiful. . .but what
would Russia gain by it? Undoubtedly glory, but at the same time loss

of all the real advantages assured to her by the neighbourhood of a state
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weakened by many wars, and inevitable conflicts with the chief Powers

of Europe/’^®

The terms of peace duly reflected these considerations. Territorially,

Russia shows the greatest moderation and consents to restore the two

Roumanian Principalities and all her Asiatic conquests—Kars and Erzerum

—save a small strip on the Caucasian frontier. But she insists upon the re-

affirmation and punctilious execution of her existing treaties with the Porte.

She lays particular stress upon the unregulated position of Wallachia,

Moldavia and Serbia, and two separate conventions are appended to the

treaty, providing in such detail for the future self-government of the three

provinces, as to make of them one of the most notable landmarks in the

history of Roumaman and Serbian independence. The old restrictions upon

Black Sea navigation are removed, a large indemnity is exacted, the evacua-

tion of Roumama being made contingent upon its payment—^the actual

result being that the Russian occupation W’^as prolonged till 1834 and was

rendered memorable by the introduction of the first modern Roumaman
constitution, the “ Regicment Orgamque ”, by the military representative of

the most autocratic of all Tsars. Finally, in the Greek Question the Porte

was constrained to accept the Treaty of London and the Protocol of 22 March

1829 as the joint basis of immediate negotiations with the three Powers. In

other words, Russia forced upon the Turks those very Poros conditions

from which the London Cabinet was so anxious to recede. The net result

of the treaty was to enhance Russian prestige enormously throughout the

Moslem world, to reaffirm her moral authority over the Eastern Christians,

and to leave Turkey in great military and financial embarrassment.

A Policy of Panic

While these great events were taking place, Wellington and Aberdeen were

reduced to complete negation, receding at intervals from one position after

another. On 19 July the latter, realising that they might be compelled *‘to

go beyond the Morea”, launched the preposterous idea of ‘‘making a

northern state under a separate Government. This would be more agree-

able to the Porte : it would be morem umson with the declamations of classi-

cal dreamers : but above all it would operate as a check upon the encroaching

and restless spirit of Greek ambition, which we must expect to see in any

state to be established, especially under one head.”®® Their correspondence

reveals them as helplessly waiting for a decision that lay elsewhere, in utter

doubt as to the Tsar’s intentions and unable to control the French or even

to hasten the withdrawal of their troops from Greece. “No one,” wrote

Wellington on 24 August, “can expect us to go to war single-handed to
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prevent Russia from taking possession of Constantinople, while all Europe

look on and take no step
”

* and again, “We are certainly in a bad way, and

nobody can see a creditable way out of our diificulties. We have made the

greatest sacrifices of opimons, principles and national pride and prejudice

to our Allies. In return they have not fulfilled their promises.’’®^ To which

all that Aberdeen could rejoin was, “We are at the mercy of the Emperor:

he can insult us if he pleases.’’®^ Almost to the last Wellington disliked the

idea of recognising Greek independence, “ as a fresh act of hostility against

the Porte ” yet the two colleagues are driven to discuss it, as a possible

means of forestalling Diebitch.

By the second week of September this mood turns suddenly to panic.

If once the Russians are in Constantinople, writes the Duke,®^ “there is an

end to the Greek affair and to the Turkish Empire in Europe” : the world

must then be reconstructed, and Constantinople and the Straits should be

in the same hands as the mouth of the Danube, but not in the same hands

as the Crimea. “We must reconstruct a Greek Empire and give it to Prince

Frederick of Orange or Prince Charles of Prussia.” When the news of

Adrianople came, he declared: “It would be absurd to think of bolstering

up the Turkish Power in Europe • it is gone, in fact, and the tranquillity of

the world along with it.”®® “ There is no doubt that it would have been better

for the world if the Treaty had not been signed, if the Russians had entered

Constantinople, and if the Turkish Empire had been dissolved.”®® If this

is characteristic enough of the man who so often ended by pressing through

measures which he had spent many years in opposing, it says but little for

his balance and discrimination.

Lord Aberdeen’s pessimism was undoubtedly increased by the knowledge

that France was in disagreement and that Austria, mainly for reasons of

internal policy, was unable or entirely indisposed to oppose Russia in the

field. It was to Metternich that he had addressed a memorandum in the

previous winter, contrasting “the situation and character of the Ottoman
dominions with those of any other European states. In ordinary cases

peace heals all wounds. Governments may be changed, and dynasties over-

thrown or destroyed, without the general frame of society and the due exer-

cise of lawful authority being materially affected. But if the Turkish power
be once destroyed, its reconstruction is impossible,”®’

After Adrianople Metternich fully shared these alarms, and to Esterhdzy
he ventured the opinion that “ the mischief is done, the losses are irreparable

and the existence of the Ottoman Empire has become problematical”:®®

yet he had no programme of action to put forward, and Aberdeen seems to

have resented somewhat his hints that greater firmness on the part of London
might have averted disaster. Certainly he was fully justified in meeting
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Metternich’s reproaches by the reminder that Turkey’s “blind obstinacy”

had more than once rejected the Tsar’s “pacific overtures ”, and that Russia

had given the Powers “no excuse for intervention”.®® Meanwhile Gordon

had written home an alarmist despatch, assuring his brother that the

internal dangers threatening Turkey were even graver than the Russian

menace, and that “total destruction” seemed imminent.®®

What followed can only be described as an abrupt reversal of British

policy in the Near East. On 10 November Aberdeen informed Sir Robert

Gordon that Turkey’s inability to resist Russia compels Bricain to be ready

for the fall of Turkey, whether through risings, invasion or agreed partition.

After so long endeavouring to uphold Turkish integrity, it was necessary to

prepare for the possibility “that independently of all foreign or hostile

impulse, this clumsy fabric of barbarous power will speedily crumble to

pieces from its own inherent causes of decay We cannot be blind to the

detestable character of Turkish tyranny Every day renders more certain

the impossibility of any European sympathy with a system founded upon
ignorance and ferocity.” Even a guarantee of Turkish integrity by the

Powers could not, he very truly argued, offer any “ real security against the

causes of internal dissolution”. The confirmed Turcophil of the ’fifties,* if

he had then been able to read this utterance of the Premier who reluctantly

concluded the Turkish alliance against Russia, might have been tempted to

resent it as hitting a man when he was down. But the real key to the feeble

policy of 1829 found by comparing Aberdeen’s instructions with a

cri de coeur uttered by the Duke of Wellington under the stress of events

:

“The Ottoman Empire stands not for the benefit of the Turks, but of

Christian Europe.”®^

The direction in which Aberdeen’s mind was working is revealed in

another passage from a letter to his brother. “You know that to preserve

the Porte substantially entire was my great wish. But the instant that the

Russians had arrived at Adrianople and we saw of what the Turkish

Empire was composed, I changed my views and determined to lay the

foundation, if possible, of making something out of Greece. ... I now look

to establish a solid power in Greece, with which we may form a natural

connection.”®® When the question was raised by Lord Holland in the House
of Lords early in the following year, the Foreign Secretary did not hesitate

to declare publicly :
“ I do not regret the change from any love oftheTurks or

of the Turkish Government, God forbid ! I have seen and know the effect

of the barbarous rule existing there, and nobody can be more alive to the

horrors with which it abounds. But the improvement of Turkey may be

purchased at too dear a rate.” And he met the strictures of Holland—^who •

had described our policy towards Russia as “the acme of imbecility”

—
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by throwing the main blame upon “ the obstinacy and infatuation of the

Porte Yet Holland was not far wrong when he wrote to John Russell:

“We have somehow or another exasperated the two greatest Powers on the

Continent—the Cabinet of St Petersburg and the public opimon of France,

and we have done so without serving ourselves, or our pretended Allies, and

without ingratiating ourselves either with those we wished well to or those

who are really benefitted by the transactions. Neither Turks nor Greeks

have to thank us.”®^

The Polignac Project

One factor of decisive influence upon Britain’s negative policy was the

equivocal attitude of France. Navarino had acted as a wild intoxicant upon

French opimon, and the Morean expedition served to keep this mood alive.

As a Russian victory over Turkey became increasingly probable, more than

one Frenchman of note played with the idea of far-reaching French com-

pensation for possible readjustments in the Near East. Chateaubriand

boldly suggested informing the Tsar that if he wanted the partition of

Turkey, “we want the line of the Rhine from Strasburg to Cologne^’.

Sebastiani, with his long Turkish experience, held similar views, and a certain

General Richemont published a pamphlet demanding Belgium and Luxem-
burg and advancing the thesis that what the Bosphorus is for Russia, the

Rhine is for France. This talk at once became serious when Charles X,

who had resisted the proposal to replace La Ferronays by Chateaubriand as

Foreign Minister, dismissed the pseudo-Liberal Martignac Cabinet and

called to power his personal favourite, the lively, but mediocre and ultra-

reactionary Prince Polignac, for the last six years Ambassador in London

(29 August 1829). “No one but a King as stupid as Charles X,” said a

witty Frenchman, “would have chosen as minister a man so stupid as

Polignac.”®® One of Polignac’s first acts was to lay before the King and

Council of Ministers a fantastic project for the revision ofthe treaties of 1 8 1

5

and the redistribution of Europe. When he began by claiming for France

all Belgium to the Meuse and Scheldt, the Dauphin objected that Britain

would never consent to see Antwerp in French hands, and therefore sug-

gested working for the Rhine frontier instead. At a second sitting Polignac

tried to prove that Belgium was more valuable than the Rhine provinces

and that it was necessary to risk British enmity. But his further suggestions

were intended to provide a sop for the British Cerberus. Russia would
annex the Principalities, Armenia and as much of Asia Minor as she pleased,

^
while Austria would take Bosnia and Serbia. The rest of European Turkey,
with Constantinople, would become a Christian Kingdom imder the King
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of Holland, while Syria and Arabia would be united with Egypt and the

whole north African coast, under Mehemet All. The obnoxious Kingdom of

the Netherlands would disappear from the map, Belgium with Luxemburg
and the Saar going to France, Holland to Prussia and the Dutch colonies to

Britain, as the price of acquiescence. Prussia would also annex Saxony,

whose king would receive Rhenish Prussia in exchange In a word, the

plan was not merely a defiance of the principles laid down in 1815, but ran

roughshod over legitimate principles and the rights of the weaker states

alike: in its quest after ‘‘gloire’’ it ignored every obstacle and took no

account of reality

All this was to be achieved by a secret bargain between Pans and St Peters-

burg, though it was admitted that it might lead to general war, with Britain

and Austria pitted against Russia, France, Prussia and Bavaria. Incredible

as It may seem, the King and his Cabinet approved the scheme, and it was

sent in strictest confidence to the Duke of Mortemart at St Petersburg, with

instructions to win over the Tsar. Unfortunately the despatch only arrived

after the signature of peace wnth Turkey, wdien the Tsar was already m a

complacently pacific mood and exclaimmg that he could not imagine more
convenient neighbouis than the Talks But what finally proved fatal was

the absolute refusal of Frederick William III, when sounded, even to con-

sider for one moment the cession of the Rhine frontier to France * Polignac

dropped the idea, and the events of 1830 transformed the problem of the

Low Countries, on radical and unexpected lines: but such ambitions

smouldered on, and made their appearance in a new form during the ^sixties.

The full facts remained a secret, but enough was known to cause real

uneasiness both in London and Vienna. Palmerston, during a visit to Paris

early in January 1829, found ideas of this kind prevalent among men of

the first importance, for he records in his diary a conversation at Count

Fiahault's, with Sebastiani and Talleyrand

—

vath. both of whom he himself

was to have constant official dealings less than two years later—^the former

declaring the Rhine frontier to be “essential and indispensable to France’*,

and “cordial alliance” vath England to be impossible until she withdrew

her opposition to such a change on the map Thus nervousness as to

French intentions served as an additional motive for the British Govern-

ment pressing forward the settlement of Greece, and on 30 November the

conferences at London were resumed. As late as September, Aberdeen,

having only reluctantly conceded Attica to free Greece, still wished to leave

Euboea and Crete in the hands of the Turks, so that they might “ eifectually

control ” the new state.®® After Adrianople, Wellington still opposed con-

On 3 January 1830 he informed St Petersburg and Pans that “his resolve was irre-*

vocable”. Cf. Bourgeois, Manuel de Fohu JiStiangtre, ii, 781.
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ceding Euboea to the Greeks,®^ and on New Year’s Day 1830 was still

arguing that to make Greece a sovereign and not a vassal state was a viola-

tion of the Treaty of London. He now regarded the suggestion of a Greek

Empire as a mere passing aberration and reverted to his lixed idea of a

Russian danger in Greece.* The more nimble Aberdeen had to remmd his

chief that the situation had greatly changed since they first took office and

that all Europe expects the independence of Greece He therefore took

independence for granted and concentrated on the task of finding a suitable

sovereign for the new state. The favourite candidate, Prince Frederick of

Orange, refused to stand, and after a perfect bevy of obscure princelings

had been considered and rejected, the choice fell upon Prince Leopold of

Coburg, who, but for the death of the gifted Princess Charlotte, might ere

long have become Prince Consort of England. But Leopold, with con-

siderable Whig backing, held out for an extension of the Greek frontier,

reckoning that to arrive with such a concession from the Powers m his hands

would raise his prestige and ease the task of governing the new kingdom,

whereas to come without it would almost foredoom him to failure. His

failure to secure this concession left him free to accept the Belgian throne

in the following year, with happy results for all Europe.

There is some picquancy in the fact that Wellington pushed his advocacy

of Leopold to the length of threatening to resign unless George IV aban-

doned his obstruction. The double concession was made that Leopold

should renounce his British pensionand should bearthe title of
‘
* Sovereign ”,

not ‘‘ Kang”, of Greece. This incident illustrates Wellington’s stiff attitude

towards the Crown: as he once remarked to Lord Clarendon, “he had had

to do with many sovereigns, and always found he could bring them to

reason”.’^

The London Protocol of 3 February 1830 proclaimed the independence

of Greece, within frontiers including Attica, Boeotia and Euboea, but only

the merest strip north ofthe GulfofCorinth : to thiswere added the Cyclades,
but Crete and Samos were resolutely excluded. The new state was to enjoy

the guarantee of Russia, France and Britain. The form of government was
to be a hereditary monarch, but the Prince might not be chosen from the

reigning families of the three protecting Powers. This decision had the

defects common to all compromises. The British Government wished to

create a new state, freed from Turkish interference, strong enough not to

become a mere Russian outpost in the Mediterranean, and guarded by its

new dynastic character against subversive and revolutionary influences from
*** ‘T think we have seen enough of the objects of Russia m it (i.e. in Greece) to be very

^
certain that the establishment of the Greek Power can never be otherwise disadvan-
tageous to this Country”—^Wellington to Aberdeen, 31 August 1830, cit. Crawley, Greek
Independence, p. 20a.
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Italy or Germany. But at the same time it was afraid to make it too strong,

lest It should serve to attract the Ionian Islands into its orbit, or increase the

temptations to Russia to secure a naval station. As a result, the Conference

adopted frontiers so impossible that they had to be extended under the

final Protocol of 21 July 1832 to the full Volo-Arta line and even this left

the seeds of infinite future trouble which might have been averted by a

little more foresight and statesmanship at the outset. Thessaly came to

Greece in 1881, after the Powers in Congress at Berlin had imposed another

impracticable line. The exclusion of Crete caused periodical risings and

even international complications, at intervals throughout the century . while

Epirus, Salonica and the northern shores of the Aegean were the bait

which brought Greece into the Balkan League of 1912 and sealed the doom
of Turkey-in~Europe. The shortsighted outlook of British statesmen at the

cradle of modern Greece is the beginning of that fixed idea which haunts

their more eminent successors on both sides of politics for the next two

generations—^that the liberated Christians will inevitably be mere tools of

their liberators or co-religiomsts—an illusion first shaken by Bulgaria’s

attitude towards Russia in the ’eighties, but not finally dispelled till the

events of the present century As so often in continental problems, Britain

had allowed her first enthusiasms to fade, and after some really decisive

contributions to the cause of Hellenic freedom, became in the final stages

lukewarm and almost grudging. The feeble policy of Wellington and Aber-

deen only serves to throw into stronger relief the daring and constructive

ability of Canning : nor, it must be added, is there much trace in this first

brief interlude of office of the sober, consistent and conciliatory policy

pursued by Aberdeen in his later phase under Sir Robert Peel.

The idea of a joint guarantee of Turkish integrity by the Powers, favoured

both by Wellington and Mctternich, failed to find acceptance with Russia,

who lost no time during the wmter of 1829 in establishing her influence at

the Porte, to the detriment alike of the weak Gordon and the experienced

Guilleminot. Chosrev and Halil Pashas were definitely Russophil, and it

was thanks above all to Russian influence—^wisely enforced by the Tsar’s

promise to reduce the indemnity—that the Porte was induced on 23 April

1830 to endorse the decisions of the London Conference. In August of the

same year the Sultan issued a Hatti-Shenff which was to form the basis of

Serbia’s autonomous status for the next half century.
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The Reversal of Policy in Portugal

Canning’s energetic action in the winter of 1826 had saved Portugal from

Spanish interference and checked the triumph of autocracy. But though the

troops of General Clinton maintained order, the constitutional cause struck

but little root in the nation at large, and only a month before the death of

Canning the Liberal ministry of Saldanha fell, and Dom Pedro nominated

lus brother Miguel as Regent, believing that only the advent of a strong

man could save Portugal from civil discord. In this question, as in all else,

Goderich and Dudley played an entirely effaced role, and the decisive

negotiations took place in Vienna under the auspices of Mettermch.

Accordingly, Miguel authorised his sister to proclaim his allegiance to the

constitution and went out of his way to pay special complimentary visits to

Paris and London. Here his natural desire for a loan was favourably con-

sidered, and his position was further strengthened by the fact that the newly
appointed British Minister, Sir Frederick Lamb, went to Lisbon in his

suite. On arrival in February 1828, Miguel solemnly renewed his oath to the

constitution, but immediately began to conspire against it with his mother,

Queen Carlota. Lamb soon reported that “no party of any consequence

appears to attach the least value to the Charter”, but contemptuously

treated “the riding whip” as the only means of bringing either side to

reason and the withdrawal of the British forces on 5 April removed the

last restraint upon Miguel’s activities. A Liberal revolt at Oporto was easily

suppressed, and on 26 June a carefully picked Parliament proclaimed
Miguel as King, and abolished the constitution altogether. This was too

much even for Metternich, who, little as he loved the new constitution,

described the body which revoked it as “nothing but selected instruments
and notorious accomplices of the usurper”, and proposed that government
should be carried on m thejomt names of Miguel and Maria, until the latter

was old enough to marry.

Aberdeen had but recently succeeded Dudley at the Foreign Office, and
it was only natural that in Portuguese affairs the main decision should lie

with the Duke of Wellington, in view of his previous connections with the
Peninsula. Wellington disapproved from the first of the attitude of Lamb,
who, he told Aberdeen, had “taken an erroneous view of the relative

situation ” of Britain and Portugal. “We are not the protectors of Portugal ”,

he added: “Portugal is not a dependency either dejure or de This
of course meant a withdrawal from the strong line taken by Canning: and
.there was corresponding embarrassment in London, when the little Queen,
whom her father the Emperor Pedro had at last despatched to Europe,'
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learned on her arrival at Gibraltar the news of her uncle’s coup and was

therefore diverted to England. Here she was received with all honour and

welcomed by George IV at Windsor, but Wellington complained to Aber-

deen that her coming was ‘‘the work of an intrigue, intended to give us

trouble Aberdeen rejected Barbacena’s appeal for renewed intervention

and Lord Holland’s advocacy of the same course in the House of Lords

:

indeed, he very plausibly contended that “there would be no end to inter-

ference if we were liable to be called on in every case of dispute between the

members of the family [of Braganza] or between the King and his people

He looked with equal disfavour upon the designs of the Portuguese Liberal

exiles in England for a naval expedition to the Azores, which held out for

Queen Maria : and when Saldanha and Palmella, disregarding all warmngs,

actually set sail from Plymouth on 6 January 1829, two British frigates were

sent by Wellington’s orders to prevent them from landing, and kept them

under observation till they abandoned the scheme and returned to the

Channel. The vigorous protests of Mackintosh, Brougham and Palmerston

in the House of Commons were unavailing, and Miguel owed his impunity

very largely to a reversal of Canmng’s policy. Already on this occasion

Palmerston struck a note that was ere long to become familiar “The
civilised world,” he declared, rings with execrations upon Miguel, and

yet this destroyer of constitutional freedom, this faithless usurper ... is in the

opinion of Europe mainly indebted for his success to a belief. . .that the

Cabinet of England looks upon his usurpation with no unfriendly eye.”^

During the second half of 1828 and throughout 1829 Portugal was sub-

jected by the savage Miguel to a veritable reign of terror. The withdrawal

of the diplomatic corps released him from an embarrassing foreign control,

for which the recognition accorded by a kindred regime in Spain doubtless

more than atoned in his eyes. He therefore continued to govern by whole-

sale deportation, confiscation and espionage : a number ofprominent Liberals

were executed, and the strangled victims in some cases publicly burnt.

Queen Carlota encouraged her son in his worst excesses and pressed for the

revival of the Inquisition. Her death in January 1830 weakened the fanatics,

but Miguel’s misgovernment continued unabated, and financial distress was

superadded.

It would be absurd to credit the Wellington Cabinet with any sympathy

for Dom Miguel, but it was increasingly disposed to assume that he was

acceptable to the great majority of Portuguese, that opposiiion to him would

merely injure British trade interests, and that it would be unwise to risk

complications in the west while the situation remained so obscure in

* I June i8a9, Hansard, xxi, 1643-70, He even went so far as to argue that by MiguePs
actions **the personal honour of our sovereign has been insulted”, %htd, p. 1659*
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Eastern Europe. Wellington seems also to have been highly suspicious as to

the possibility of union between the Azores and Brazil. The only considera-

tion which deterred him and Aberdeen from accepting the new regime as

final was the desire to secure an amnesty for the numerous exiled Liberals :

and m February 1830 Aberdeen openly admitted in the House of Lords

that he had long considered recognition as a question ot time only As

Miguel was not willing to make eventhe verymoderate concessions demanded

by London, a deadlock had been reached in the relations ofthe two countries

many months before the advent of the Whigs to power.

France and Algiers

The Polignac Cabinet, frustrated in its dreams of European reconstruction,

and sinking ever deeper in the quagmire of legitimist and personal govern-

ment, sought to win back its vanished popularity with easy foreign laurels.

One important item in Polignac’s stillborn project had been the creation of a

new Arab Empire out of the African and south Asiatic dominions of Turkey,

his ulterior motive being to provide a useful counterweight to British sea

power in the Mediterranean. His secret negotiations with Mehemet Ah
gradually resolved themselves into a plan for joint military operations, in

which France should annex Algiers and allow her ally to seize the Regencies

of Tunis and Tripoli. The plan was distasteful to Polignac’s colleagues in

office and was in any case betrayed both to the British and to the Sultan,*

who obliged his vassal to postpone his ambitions for a more favourable

moment and sent an envoy to discuss African affairs with the French. But

meanwhile a purely French expedition was being fitted up to enforce the

demands pending since the rupture with the Dey of Algiers in 1827 : and this

caused great alarm and annoyance in London. Lord Stuart in Paris failed

to extract any clear assurances from Polignac, while the Duke and Aberdeen

were equally unsuccessful with the French Ambassador, the Duke of Laval.

On 7 May 1830 it came to a long and acrimonious discussion at the Foreign'

Office, in which Wellington emphasised Britain's interest in preserving the

Mediterranean statm quo and Laval expressed the fear that such language

might tend to put an end to the intimate relations existing " between Lon-
don and Paris,’’ The insistence upon written explanations which neither

CharlesX nor Polignac were ready to give, the “ malaise inexprimable " and
“expressions peu menagees” of Aberdeen, as reported by Laval,’® opened

* The British Consul-General Barker reported his French colleague Drovetti’s dealings
With the Pasha, the Divan communicated to Sir R. Gordon the information gleaned by its

spies, and Mettemich, having mtercepted some of Guilleminot’s despatches from Con-
*stantmople, sent copies to London through Lord Cowley, See Dodwell, The Founder of
Modem Egypt^ p, loi.
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up dangerous possibilities of conflict. But Polignac was not to have or to

hold, and on 25 May the expedition sailed from Marseilles. On 21 June

Aberdeen congratulated Laval on the safe arrival of the fleet, but added

that his congratulations on its return would be much more cordial P® On

4 July Algiers fell, and a fortnight later Polignac, while still refusing any

official explanation, assured Stuart that France had no idea of conquest and

proposed negotiating with the Porte direct as to the new status of Algiers,®^

It IS difficult to believe that he was sincere in these professions,* or to see

how an open rupture could have been averted if he had remained in office.

But within a week of this conversation with Stuart the issue of the illegal

Ordinances, prompted by Opposition successes at the recent general elec-

tions, provoked a fresh outburst of popular feeling : the July Revolution was

almost instantly successful, and while its effects reverberated across

Europe, Charles X fled into exile across the Channel and his unpopular

and incompetent ministers were consigned to a fortress. Nothing could

bolster up again the elder Bourbon line, and after a brief period of un-

certainty, what was then felt to be the only possible alternative to a Republic

was adopted, and the Duke of Orleans was elected not as Regent for the

youthful “ HenryV but as ** Louis Philippe, King of the French with the

tricolor as substitute for the fleur-de-lis.

The Death of George IV

The extremely opportunist attitude adopted by the British Government was
due in the first instance to its own somewhat precarious position at home,

and this had been accentuated by the death of George IV, which occurred

on 26 June 1830. It cannot be denied that George possessed great abilities,

and even in middle life great charm: but to the title of “first gentleman in

Europe which he presumably owed to this charm, he gave the lie by a

grossness of speech and manners which nothing can pardon. His word
could not be relied upon, and his private life was simply disgusting. Though
exceedingly well-informed on public affairs and well served by his entourage,

he was lacking alike in judgement and in courage, and therefore was provi-

dentially incapable of standing up to his ministers as he often would have

liked to do. For the last two years of his life the ill-health due to lifelong

excesses steadily undermined his powers, and his unreasoning resistance to

Catholic emancipation—so frantic and sustained as to cause doubts as to

his samty, yet at the final crisis so precipitately abandoned—^was a clear

^ Polignac, m his iStudes histonques pohtiques et morales^ p 227 (a sententious apologia

pro vita sua, published in 1845), openly states that as Ambassador he had ‘‘long meditated
on the importance of the conquest of Algiers for France, and the consequent advantages for

European society ”, and that on commg to power he decided to realise this aim.

s-w so
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sign of his political impotence. By the beginning of 1830 he was partially

blind, suffered from delusions, and was little better than a cipher.

Some idea of the hostility felt in the widest circles towards George IV
may best be conveyed by an extract from a leading article published in The

Times immediately after his funeral. Answering alternate charges of

“sycophancy*' and “malignity towards the defunct Prince", it declared:

“ The truth is—^and it speaks volumes about the man—that there never was

an individual less regretted by his fellow creatures than this deceased King.

What eye has wept for him? What heart has heaved one throb of unmer-

cenary sorrow? Was there at any time a gorgeous pageant on the stage more
completely forgotten than he has been, even from the day on which the

heralds proclaimed his successor? Has not that successor gained more upon

the English tastes and prepossessions of his subjects, by the blunt and un-

affected—even should it be the grotesque—cordiality of his demeanour,

within a few short weeks, than George IV—^that Leviathan of the haut ton—
ever did during the 68 years of his existence." It needs a considerable effort

ofimagination to transport ourselves into the atmosphere inwhich such senti-

ments could be uttered by a journal, not yet, it is true, at its very zenith,

but already one of the mouthpieces of the rising Fourth Estate. A month
after George's death the gossip Greville recorded in his diary: “Nobody
thinks any more of the late King than if he had been dead for 50 years, un-

less it be to abuse him and to rake up all his vices and misdeeds."*

King George was succeeded by the “Sailor King", William IV, who,

though much less brilliant and entirely lacking in dignity or real prestige,

was not without a certain popularity of his own. Eccentric, but bluff and

straightforward, he was much less prone to interfere m the policy of his

ministers. Unlike his brother, he was on good terms with Wellington, nor

did he, like his brother, bear a fierce grudge against Lord Grey for his atti-

tude towards the affair of Queen Caroline. The new King enjoyed, without

very good reason, it is true, the reputation of a Whig, and was dertainly

far more ready to resign Ibmself to the changes and chances of a kaleidosco-

pic situation. M. Halevy's somewhat drastic verdict deserves to be quoted

:

“ C'etait un vieux fou comme son frere. . .mais c'etait un brave homme de
fou, qui conquit les sympathies du grand public par la simplicite bourgeoise

de ses manieres —or in Charles Greville's phrase, “ a plain vulgar hospit-

able gentleman ".®® The influence of the Crown upon foreign policy still

continued, for even William IV was keenly interested in it. But it was
henceforth a somewhat intermittent influence, and now finally lost its

* Memoirs, n, i. This passage was already written m 1933. m 1936 the universal and
profound outburst of grief at the death of King George V has provided an overwhelming
contrast such as will at once occur to every reader.
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former character of secret intrigue and rancour. For the moment, however,

the change of sovereign increased the tendency of a weak Government to

wait upon events, instead of attempting to shape them to its will.

The cautious and temporising attitude adopted by the Duke’s Govern-
ment towards the new situation in France was partly due to the obscure and
as yet unregulated relations in which it found itself towards the Crown.
But above all it hoped that the new French Government would be less rash

and adventurous than its predecessor and would liquidate the Algerian

affair. It was moreover anxious to avoid any step which might give the

slightest impulse to revolutionary feeling. While Pozzo di Borgo a year

earlier had prophesied with amazing precision the exact course of events in

France, Lord Stuart had been completely deceived and on the very eve of

the coup d'etat had strongly denied its possibility.* Yet Wellington, though

not forewarned, seems not to have been greatly surprised, for he had come to

regard Charles X as incorrigible and wept no tears for the dynasty which he
himself had done so much to restore. At first he was prepared to discuss the

idea of intervention, but soon allowed himself to be dissuaded by Aberdeen
and agreed that anything was better than a quarrel with France. There are

some bitter pills to swallow ”, he wrote, “ the cockade, the alterations of the

Charter, the act of placing it under the sauvegarde of the National Guard, the

tone assumed by La Fayette. However, the best chance of peace is to

swallow them all.”®^ It was pointed out that the treaties of 1815 and 1818

had been concluded with “the legitimate and constitutional monarch” of

France, that Charles X had abdicated, and having violated the constitution

by his ordinances, could in no case claim any right
; that, if there should be a

breach, “the Liberal party in every country” would have the protection of

France, and a situation not unlike that after Valmy and Jemappes might

arise : that the Duke of Orleans was the only authority to whom the four

Powers could look with confidence if the choice lay with them, and that to

declare against him would increase the danger of revolution in many
quarters.®® For all these reasons it was decided to recognise the new Govern-

ment at an early date. The Tsar would have liked to take action, but Metter-

nich, who had lost no friend in Charles X, and who knew that Austria dared

not risk such an adventure, also thought it advisable to recognise the new
regime. Austria, then, and with her Prussia, speedily followed Britain’s

example, but the Tsar remained violently hostile, and though in January

1831 he instructed Pozzo di Borgo to resume relations, his antipathy for

Louis Philippe and his regime remained undiminished, and contributed very

materially to that gradual regrouping of the Powers which dates from 1830.

* Princess Lieven wrote to Lord Grey on 29 August 1829 (Corresp, l, 283): “You have
a very ill-mformed Ambassador m Pans.”

10-3
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Louis Philippe on his side realised the value, and indeed the necessity, of

British friendship, and his Premier, Count Mole, hastened to make over-

tures to London. It is difficult to read without a smile his assurance to the

Tory Duke that “never did revolution better reveal the spirit of the age’',

and that “it was achieved without conspiracy, because the whole of France

was its accomplice”.®® As a special sign of the importance which he

attached to the English connection, Louis Philippe decided to send the

veteran Talleyrand as his Ambassador to London, and though Aberdeen

was at first puzzled and displeased by this, Wellington on the contrary

welcomed the prospect of again dealing with one “with whose manner of

doing business he was so intimately acquainted”.®’

The position of the Government was by now highly precarious, and the

Duke’s overtures—after the tragic death of Huskisson—^to some of his

former colleagues, were a proof of weakness and foredoomed to failure.

Already in July he tried to win over Palmerston, but was not prepared to

accept the latter’s condition that Grey and Lansdowne should also be ad-

mitted to the Cabinet. A dissolution automatically followed the change

upon the throne, and the Royal Speech with which Parliament was closed

contained congratulations upon “the general tranquillity of Europe ”.®® But

the news of revolutions on the Contment speedily disproved this fatuous

verdict, and agrarian unrest was again on the increase. Under this stimulus,

the general elections greatly strengthened and encouraged the Whig
Opposition, and stimulated the reform agitation throughout the country.

Wellington’s foreign policy, alike towards Greece, Portugal and France, was
loudly criticised and could not be claimed as successful even by his most

ardent followers : indeed it was very widely believed—quite unjustly, but

with a certain passing plausibility—^that he had given his backing and his

sympathy to the reactionary Polignac. And now his hesitating attitude to-

wards the Belgian Revolution increased the indignation ofthe Whigs against

him, and convinced them that he was in league with all the reactionary forces

of the Contment. His open declaration against any measure of franchise

reform, soon after the opemng of Parliament, alienated all save a mere
handful, Palmerston declined, almost contemptuously, a second overture

from the Duke, who by this time “could find room” for Melbourne and
Grant also.®® Panic and negation prevailed, and the new King, acting on
ofiicial advice, actually abandoned his state visit to the City. On 15 Novem-
ber the Government was defeated in theHouse ofCommons, and WilliamIV
sent for Lord Grey.



CHAPTER IV

THE RAPPROCHEMENT OF THE WESTERN
POWERS (1830-39)

The year 1830 was a turning point for Europe and for England. It ushered

in an era in which the whole outlook and trend of affairs was markedly

different from that which followed Waterloo. The Great War had already

become a distant memory—almost certainly more distant than that of a

century later seemed to ourselves at the corresponding date of 1933. Eng-

land and Europe are recovering economically, but there is much unrest and

lawlessness, even in our own island, and the Industrial Revolution, with its

pace hastened by improved communications in the early railway and steam-

ship era, is rooting up ancient habits and traditions, transforming the

countryside and creating those great urban agglomerations which are to be

the chief problem of later generations. New classes are becoming vocal, and

pressing for political power—^the middle class with its two*main upper and

lower strata and many intermediate stages, but, it is well to remember, not

identical in every point with the grande and petite bourgeoisie of the Con-

tinent, though the product of a somewhat similar process. It is this class

that is on the whole identified with Liberalism, which most of the conti-

nental dynasts persist in regarding as identical with Revolution. In Britain

also there is grave alarm as to the possibility of revolution, yet the danger,

though quite real, is tempered by the remarkable elasticity of the British

Constitution, which had shown itself capable of drastic repair and extension,

and by the adaptability of the ruling class, which was never so rigid a caste

as those of the Continent, and always preserved intimate connections with

the classes below it. Moreover, the accidents of the Two-Party system,

which had reached one of its periodical crises about 1830, automatically

promoted an alliance between the old Whig aristocracy—^the *‘Outs” of

that day—^and the new Liberal and Radical bourgeoisie^ against the Tory

‘‘Ins».

This process was completed just at the moment when the reactionary

group surrounding Charles X challenged all believers in constitutional and

representative government in France by the illegal Ordinances of July

1830 : and the immediate result was the overthrow of the elder Bourbon line
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and the establishment of the Bourgeois Monarchy. In actual practice the

change was not perhaps aS great as might have been expected : but its effect

upon opinion throughout Europe was magical and overwhelming. In

Britain also—despite the very decided isolation into which she had fallen

since 1815 and especially since Casdereagh's death in 1822—^the Revolution

had a profound influence, not of course in inspiring ideas, for British con-

stitutional development needed no help from outside, but in stimulating the

movement for reform. Events moved with extreme rapidity. In 1827 Lord
Grey, the Whig leader, admittedly had stood alone in the political world,

and for another two years the country was absorbed in the struggle for

Catholic emancipation. Yet by the close of 1830 he was at the head of a

powerful and eager Coalition of Whigs and Canningites, pledged to reform,

and the country was in the throes of intense political agitation, suddenly

shaking off the lethargy and reaction into which it had fallen after the pro-

longed struggle against Napoleon. In this situation Lord Grey, a man of 68,

a great territorial landlord who had dabbled in Jacobin views in his youth,

but whose outlook was essentially aristocratic and who had the backing of

other great Whig magnates such as Lansdowne and Holland, was very soon

carried much farther than he could ever have foreseen, and made a lasting

breach in the privileges of his own class. It is necessary to realise that not

only the Duke of Wellington, whom he succeeded as Prime Minister, but
many of the leading Tories of the day, believed that Grey was letting loose

the red spectre and would be swept away by forces which he could not

controh Indeed, the Duke gave it quite frankly as his opinion, “that a

democracy once set going must sooner or later work itself out m anarchy,

and that some sort of despotism must then come to restore society’’,^ The
disorders of 1831-2 seemed to many at the time to justify such a view.

In actual fact, the Reform Bill of 1832 proved all such fears to have been
entirely false, and the advent of the Whigs to power—blasting, with one
brief interlude of five months, for ten solid years—soon transformed and
tranquillised the internal situation, though the rumblings of Luddism and
Peterloo and the Reform riots were to echo on into the days of the Chartists

and Fenians. The new regime soon found such absorbing interests as the
Repeal agitation of O’Connell, the victory of the anti-slavery campaign, the
reform of the Poor Law, the beginnings of popular education and factory
supervision, and the many philanthropic measures associated with the name
of Lord Shaftesbury. In a word, the period is to a special degree one of
transition, or perhaps more accurately one in which, as in a dissolving view,
the last faint outlines of the old are still visible through the very definite

pattern of the new.

Meanwhile on the general European landscape the main features are still



IV] LEGITIMACY, LIBERALISM AND NATIONALITY 151

the struggle of Legitimacy against the twin forces of Liberalism and

Nationality, which we saw marshalling themselves in the previous decade.

The Romantic movement has split, and its influence is to be traced in such

very different writers as Heine, Pushkin, Victor Hugo and Mazzini, and

again in the modern schools of history, resting on a national basis, which are

springing up in Germany and France and profoundly affecting the political

aspirations of central and eastern no less than western Europe. The ideas of

which Herder was a forerunner have by now struck root among the Slavs

and serve as the stimulus to a whole series of national revivals, in which the

historian, the philosopher and by no means least of all the philologist and

grammarian, lay the foundations upon which the poet, the literary critic and

the politician are soon to build.

The ’thirties, then, are a period of latent unrest on the Continent. The

July Revolution is followed by other revolutions in Belgium and Poland, in

Brunswick and Hesse, in the Papal States : and though all but the first of

these are suppressed, the result has been to divide Europe quite definitely

into two camps—the Eastern Powers, as the exponents of autocracy, led by

Metternich, Tsar Nicholas and Frederick William III, and the Liberal

West, resting on constitutional progress at home and eager, despite many
mutual jealousies, to promote it in Spain and Portugal against the ferocious

reaction of the Carlists and Dom Miguel.

In Prussia and Austria there is stagnation, and in Austria in particular the

principle of ‘‘stability” has become a fetish with Metternich and the Em-
peror Francis. The all-pervading censorship and secret police strangle at

birth all political activities and render any intellectual or literary movement

wellmgh impossible: and after the death of Francis in 1835,

imbecile son is in the hands of a triumvirate of which the nominal head.

Archduke Louis, is a mere cipher, while the other two, Mettermch and

Kolowrat, are in permanent conflict and neutralise each other. In Italy the

situation is even worse, and Austria not only holds down her own provinces

of Lombardy and Venice, but controls and supports the black reaction of

Pope Gregory XVI and King “ Bomba” of Naples. Young Italy and Young

Poland are working abroad in many underground channels as heirs of the

Carbonari. Young Germany is reduced to political impotence, but can at

least write poetry : while economic processes are already at work which are

ere long to culminate in the Zollverein and completely transform the internal

German situation.

The immediate result of the Revolution in European politics was the

reconciliation of Austria and Russia and an attempt to reconstruct the close

accord of the three Eastern and Conservative Courts. For a time Metter-.

nich was able to reassert his old supremacy, for the prolonged strain of the
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Polish revolt rendered Austrian friendship more valuable to the Tsar, and the

rupture of the Franco-Russian entente became a permanence owing to the

acute personal antipathy felt by Nicholas for Louis Philippe, while at the

same time the Government of Berlin was seriously alarmed at the revolu-

tionary outbreak in Belgium and drew nearer to Vienna. Yet Mettemich,

though well aware that Austria could not risk war and that the new regime

must therefore be promptly recognised, was quick enough to realise its

significance as “the breaking of a dam m Europe” and confided to Nessel-

rode, the Russian Foreign Minister, that “ the old Europe is at the begiimmg

of the end ”.®

The Grey Cabinet

Itwas characteristic ofthe difference of outlook in East and West, that to the

Tsar the new Grey Cabinet seemed scarcely less subversive or objectionable

than the Orleanist regime in France. For this very reason there is a certain

picquancy in the fact that Lord Grey had for some years past been on terms

of close mtimacy with Princess Lieven, sometimes jocularly described as

“second Russian Ambassador” in London, though indeed her role was

really superior to that of her husband. Year in year out, at intervals of a

few days, they exchanged letters on every topic of internal and foreign

policy. A study of this voluminous correspondence* will show that the

Prime Minister, while listening most attentively and cordially to her sug-

gestions, constantly dissented from her views, but that the general effect

was to avert many a chance of misunderstandmg between London and

St Petersburg. “People would have to be very clever”, she once wrote,

“ ever to know whether I am Whig or Tory. I only display one colour

—

that IS, yours. I am Grey, and I defy them to convict me of anything else.”*

Her avowed aim was to maintain good relations between the two Powers

whom she nghtly regarded, under the circumstances of the day, as the

pivots of the Eastern and Western groups. Her perseverance, combined

with mu6h diplomatic skill and personal charm, was bound to have its effect,

and a widespread rumour credited her with influenang the new Prime
Minister in flavour of his momentous appointment of Lord Palmerston as

Foreign Secretary. The only direct evidence of this is the Princess’s own
assertion, in her diary, that Grey had hitherto “had little liking” for

Palmerston, had thought him “frivolous and pushing”, and had only

seriously considered him when she warmly recommended him, partly at

Palmerston’s own instance.® The incredulous will note that in a letter wMch
she addressed to Grey while he was actually forming his Cabinet, she does

jiot even allude to Palmerston, though she offers concrete advice on two
other points.® It may well be that she spoke her word of praise and that the
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Whig statesman listened in his courtly way. But the fact remains that the

post was first offered to Lord Lansdowne, and next to Lord Holland, and

that Lord Palmerston was only considered after both had refused and when
no other obvious candidate was in sight.

Lord Palmerston

As Mr Guedalla has very rightly insisted, Palmerston was a real product of

the eighteenth century, projected far into the nineteenth. In the late

seventeenth century his family had already produced, in SirWilliam Temple,

a diplomatist of very high quality: he himself was the fourth holder of an

Irish viscounty, which gave him agreeable social rank without access to the

British House of Lords, and therefore—^what was far more important

—

without exclusion from the British House of Commons. He was a con-

siderable Irish landlord, but resident in the south of England, a beau and a

inan of fashion when Beau Brummell was the intimate of the Prince Regent,

a great rider, devoted to the turf, a genial sceptic entirely untouched either

by the Evangelical or the Neo-Catholic schools of thought which bulked so

large in the England of a century ago. He had been educated at Harrow and

Cambridge, had sat at the feet of the philosopher Dugald Stewart at Edin-

burgh University, and had learned a great deal from the first Lord Malmes-

bury, the leading’British diplomatist of the dying eighteenth century and

the mentor of the great Pitt in foreign policy. He had travelled extensively

in the western half of Europe and spoke admirable French and Italian. He

,
had belonged to Canning’s group, that is to say, to that section of the Tories

which was least Conservative in home politics and increasingly Liberal in its

,

"outlook upon continental affairs. For almost twenty years, from 1809 till

1828, he had beenWar Minister (the first five years coinciding with Britain’s

Peninsular campaign), yet he had not made much mark either in Parliament

or outside it, and was still regarded as rather a dark horse. He was an in-

different speaker, and The Times of this period caustically described him as

“ a flippant dandy ” and “ an exquisite From 1828, when he left the Duke

of Wellington’s Cabinet, in company with his future Prime Minister and

future brother-in-law William Lamb, Lord Melbourne, Palmerston was

“slowly drifting towards Whiggery”, and in 1829 he was saying of the

Tones, in spite of their overtures to him, that “to belong to people you do

not think with cannot answer In 1830, when the news,of revolution came

from Paris, he welcomed it with ecstasy in a letter to Lady Cowper. “We
. sh^ drink the cause of Liberalism ail over the world. Let Spain and

Austria look to themselves : this reaction can’t end where it began, and Spain,

and Italy and parts of Germany will sooner or later be affected. TMs event
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is decisive of the ascendancy of Liberal principles throughout Europe : the

evil spirit has been put down and will be trodden under foot. The reign of

Metternich is over, and the days of the Duke’s policy might be measured by
algebra, if not by arithmetic.”® As he was writing to the lady for whose sake

he remained a bachelor till past fifty, we may suppose that this represented

his real sentiments : and we need not be surprised at his refusal to consider

the offer of a post in the tottering Tory Cabinet.

The Belgian Revolution

Palmerston first took office at a highly critical moment in the affairs of

'

Europe. The July Revolution reverberated across the Continent and naturally

caused alarm to such Conservative statesmen as Wellington and Aberdeen.

They had none the less hastened to recognise Louis Philippe, whom they

rightly regarded as 2ljuste milieu between autocracy and revolution and as a

guarantee against an all too adventurous foreign policy. It very speedily

became apparent that despite many points of disagreement the two Western
Powers now stood for liberal and constitutional government against the

reactionary principles enforced by the three Eastern Courts. But the situa-

tion was greatly complicated by the Belgian crisis, and by the very obvious ,

desire of Vienna and St Petersburg to use it as a means of sowing discord

between London and Paris.

It is difficult to exaggerate the jubilation with which the July Revolution

was greeted in popular circles throughout Europe, and it was only natural

that the first sparks from the Paris conflagration should kindle the inflam-

mable material which had been accumulating in Brussels for many years

past. The union of Belgium and Holland as a “ Kingdom of the Nether-
lands ” had been one of the most notable decisions of the Allied Powers in

1815 resting on similar motives to those which had prompted successive

‘‘barrier treaties” of the previous century and a half, it was designed to

ensure to the new state the possibility of “upholding its independence by its

own means ”, and it was intended to last “ k toute perpetuity Unfortu-
nately, it was an essentially artificial and dynastic solution, and took but
little account of popular wishes. In the late Middle Ages the peoples of the
Low Countries had developed on uniform lines and attained a prosperity
and culture unequalled in Northern Europe: but the long and desperate
struggle against Philip II and Alba resulted in a deep cleavage, spiritual no
less than political and economic, between the provinces to which we now

^
* See text of secret article appended to the Treaty of Pans, 30 May 1814. The creation

ofthe new kingdom rested on the Acts of 21 July 1814 and the Treaty of 3 1 May 1815, both
of which were mcorporated m the resolutions of the Congress of Vienna.
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apply the names of Holland ” and “ Belgium While the former developed

into a free community, renowned for its commercial and colonial enterprise,

its seamanship and its zeal for the Protestant cause at home and abroad, the

latter went its own way, first under Spanish, then under Austrian rule, and
after the era of persecution had passed, maintained a fervent devotion to that

Catholic creed which it had once vainly sought to discard. This divergence

of outlook and tradition was accentuated still further by the linguistic

distinction between Dutch and Walloon, and even the Flemish districts,

despite natural affinities vrith their neighbours to the north, were permeated

by French influences. If this was already true m the eighteenth century.

It was much more so after twenty years of union with France, in a period so

memorable as that which lay between the French Revolution and Waterloo

:

and it is remarkable that the southern provinces accepted without much
demur the legislation imposed upon them by the French, but keenly

resented by their Dutch fellow-victims, but that they none the less preserved

their clericalism almost unalloyed

The union between the two ill-assorted partners was from the outset un-

popular in Belgium,' firstly because it was imposed from outside, without

their wishes being consulted, and secondly because many of its details were

regarded as unduly favouring the north against the south While the Dutch
had long since become reconciled to the House of Nassau and regarded it as

a national institution, the Belgians looked upon King William as alien by
blood, religion and traditions, and were confirmed in their dislike by his

tactlessness and obstinacy, his absolutist leanings and his Dutch preferences

Under the new constitution many high administrative and judicial posts

were filled by strangers from the north, the absence of ministerial responsi-

bility told in favour of the Dutch, and press freedom wp virtually non-

existent. Specially irreconcilable were the rival views as to parliamentary

representation. The Belgians, who were as three to two of the total popu-

lation, held out for a purely numerical basis, whereas the Dutch claimed

exact equality between the two halves : the former plan would have placed

the Dutch in an open minority at the outset, the latter would give them a

veiled majority. The Dutch view carried the day, but only because after its

rejection by the Belgian notables the King disallowed the votes of those who
had given a qualified dissent and added to the ayes the votes of those who
had abstained. Thus from the first all hope of a homogeneous Parliamentwas

destroyed, and the latent friction was increased by financial, linguistic and

educational disputes and above all by the hostility of the Catholic clergy.

Though Belgium flourished exceedmgly in the fifteen years following

Waterloo, her moral alienation from the King and his whole regime grew

»

year by year, and from 1828 onwards the Clencal and Liberal parties were
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closely linked together for its overthrow. The attempts of Potter and his

friends to organise a Patriotic League led to their arrest and banishment in

April 1830, and feelings were already at white heat when the news came

from Paris. The performance of a revolutionary opera in Brussels on

25 August gave the first signal for trouble; during the next month the

movement spread from town to town, and the Prince of Orange found little

or no support for a well-meaning attempt to mediate between his father and

the 'Belgian patriots. The troops despatched by King William against

Brussels forced their way into the suburbs, but found it necessary to retire

:

on 26 September a provisional Government was formed, and already on

4 October decisions were taken in favour of Belgian independence and the

summons of a National Congress.

Belgium’s secession from Holland aroused no little concern in London,

where it was regarded as the first breach in the system established in 1815,

and it was feared that France might deliberately use the situation thus

created as a lever by which to raise further issues. It was notorious that the

movement was being encouraged from Pans, and that there existed a party

which actually favoured union with France. Wellington, though at first

anxious to preserve the unity of the Netherlands, very soon realised that the

tide of revolution could no longer be stemmed, and thereupon concentrated

his efforts upon holding back the French and saving the crown for the

House of Nassau, though even this latter aim was speedily compromised by

the divergent aims and tactics of King William and the Prince of Orange.

Not even the most ardent friend of Holland could fail to regard Kang

William as a fatal handicap to his own cause, while Wellington, who had

been closely associated with the Prince during the Waterloo campaign, had

almost as little confidence in him as in his father, and confessed to Aberdeen

that there was in the Prince “a foundation of vanity, levity and thirst for

vulgar popularity which makes me tremble for the success of everything he

undertakes”.^® And indeed his bid for the favour of the Belgians only

alienated him from the Dutch and from his own family, without in any way
attaining its object.

King William early in September appealed for Prussian intervention, but

Berlin refused to move without the approval of London, and this Wellington

withheld, in the knowledge that French intervention would automatically

follow—though he would have done anythingto preserve the Kingdom ofthe

Netherlands as a unit and inserted in the Kang’s Speech an expression of

regret that ‘‘the enlightened administration of the Dutch King had failed

to avert a revolt For the same reason he declined the Dutch appeal for

British troops. Every instinct drove him towards a compromise with France,
and here Louis Philippe met him more than half-way. The veteran Talley-
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rand, who had successively served the Convention, the Directory, the

Empire and the Restoration, and who now returned to the London Embassy
at the age of seventy-six and after an absence of almost forty years, exercised,

even at that distance, a far more effective control of foreign policy than the

nominal Foreign Minister of the day: he was in constant correspondence

with the King’s sister and adviser, Madame Adelaide, he shared Louis

Philippe’s pacific temperament, and, like him, regarded peace as France’s

most vital need, “which alone can render stable our new dynasty They
fully realised that many supporters of the new regime would have welcomed
a policy of foreign expansion,^ oblivious of the fact that this meant isolation

in Europe and in all probability a new coalition of the Powers against her.

The best way to avert such a coalition was to secure a working alliance, not

necessarily in name, with one other Power, and England, the only one whom
there was much hope of winning in the circumstances of the moment, was

only to be won on a basis of the prmciple of non-intervention. Talleyrand

accordingly preached on this text from the moment of his arrival in London,

making it clear that the only means of holding back his countrymen from

active interference in Belgian affairs, was to prevent Holland from re-

asserting her lost authority, either alone or with foreign aid. It was in this

sense that the French Premier, Mole, sounded by Wellington, replied that

France desired nothing so much as peace, but would feel bound to repel any

armed intervention in Belgium or dictation to its people—an attitude which

he had already conveyed confidentially to the Prussian Government.

The London Conference

On this, Wellington suggested fnen^y^ discussions Jb^ the Powers
IresponsibTiTf^^ setflemait of 1815 andjnsisje.d^that Lo^ Paris,

should b^ the^place^of meeting, in the first instance because the Conference
"

oFSmBassadors which had been dealing with Greek affairs was stillm being

and could turn its attention to the new crisis with a minimum of delay, but

also Because it was notorious that Russia at any rate, if not all the three

Easteffi“Cburts, would have declined to take part in negotiations at the

revolutiohaiy cenUe. The Tsar was indeed ready to send troops to the aid

of King William, but reluctantly reached the conclusion that separate action

would do more harm than good. King William comj)lained of beings*/ left in

the lurch ”, when the Conference met on 4 ^Tovember and insisted upon an

armistice. For a fortnight there was a certain lull, during which the Wellmg-

* On 30 July Cavaignac had told Louxs Phihppe, “ It is the sight of the tncolor that has
roused the people, and it would certainly be easier to push from Pans to the Rhine than to
St Cloud** [where Charles X still was at the moment] (at. Bourgeois, op, at. ii, 784),



iS8 RAPPROCHEMENT OF THE WESTERN POWERS [ch.

ton Cabinet fell : but between i8 and 24 Novemberthe new Belgian Congress

successively declared its independence, adopted the principle of an heredi-

tary monarchy, and by 161 votes to 28 definitely excluded the House of

Nassau,

At this early stage both Paris and London still favoured the Prince of

Orange as sovereign of a separate Belgian state, and he himself crossed the

Channel to push his claim, somewhat to the embarrassment of the British

Government. General Maison instructed Talleyrand in favour of Orange,^®

as the only candidate whom the Tsar would accept, and treated the idea of

electing one of Louis Philippe’s sons, which was already being broached, as

one “which one must not even stop to consider”. But Sebastiani, who
succeeded Maison almost immediately after, still had lingering hopes of

partition and sent Count Flahault over to London as a discreet sponsor of

the scheme. Talleyrand, however, saw the danger of alienating the new
Cabinet and so resolutely discouraged any such idea that Sebastiani was

forced to abandon it out of hand.

Talleyrand and Palmerston speedily reached agreement on the main lines

of settlement, and their firmness carried the other three Powers with them,

and led to the unanimous recognition of Belgian independence (20 Decem-

ber). There is no doubt whatever that the compliance of the Tsar, who had

at the first been ready to send 60,000 troops to enforce the treaties of 1815,

was solely determined by the outbreak of revolution in Poland at the end of

November : and the fact that the Poles maintained a desperate resistance till

far on in 1831 and kept the Russians fully occupied, was not the least

decisive factor in securing Belgian immunity. It reacted upon Metternich

also, who was not ready to face a war without Russian help. He would have

liked the Conference to be held in Vienna, and to concern itself with

general European questions, but he could not arrest the natural trend of

events.^^

On 20 January 1831 the five Great Powers went a stage farther, by assigning

to Holland the frontiers of 1790 and leaving^verything else—^withthe special

exception ofJLuxemburg

—

to Belgium
, by renouncing for themselves all

temtonal ambitions" atTier expense and all “exclusive influence upon her

policy”, and by assuming^ a permanent guarantee of the neutrality ofjhe

new Idngdom. Several highly delicate issues still remained—^the selection

of a sovereign, Dutch ratification, the border fortresses, and the fate of

LuxemBurgT When Palmerston suggested the ,xmion of Belgium and
Cuxembufg under Ae^Prmce of Orange, Talleyrand mooted the possibility

of the latter falling to France, only to meet a vei^ strong refusal. Indeed
Palmerston wrote off to Lord Granville, now once more Ambassador in

Paris, in a tone reminiscent of his most aggressive days, and bade bim
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“hint, upon any fitting occasion, that though we are anxious. . .to be on

terms of the most intimate friendship ’’ with France, “yet it is only on the

supposition that she contents herself with the finest territory in Europe

and does not mean to open a new chapter of encroachment and conquest

Talleyrand continued to hold out for Luxemburg
—

‘ fighting like a dragon

to use Palmerston's own words—^and then attempted to bargain for Philippe-

ville and Marienburg as compensation: but in the end he had to choose

between signing the self-denying ordinance of zo January or disproving his

Government’s professions of non-mtervention. Palmerston’s zeal far ex-

ceeded that of his chief Lord Grey, who had told Princess Lieven not long

before, that m his opinion “the barrier of fortresses established at our

expense ” along the Belgian frontier was “ one of the most absurd provi-

sions” of the settlement of 1815.^® But it was not to the French alone that

Palmerston was very outspoken : for at the close ofthejear he sent a message

tolhe King.of the Netherlands, that by refusing to uphold thearmistice he

would expose himself to seeing the boundaries of his state fixed without

him!i’

The Belgian Throne

Meanwhile various candidatures were put forward for the new throne.

Prince Otto of Bavaria^® was handicapped by his extreme youth. The name of

Archduke Charles was promptly ruled out by his indignant brother Francis.

The Duke of Leuchtenberg,^® who would have been acceptable to Russia,

was vetoed by the French Government owing to his Bonapartist connections.

Little or no enthusiasm could be aroused for a Neapolitan Prince. Grey

clung to the last to the Prince of Orange, and is said to have drafted the

manifesto which the latter addressed to the Belgians early in January. 2® But

the French party, losing all sense of realities, pressed for the election of

Louis Philippe’s son, the Duke of Nemours, and on 3 February this was

carried by a bare majority in the Belgian Congress. This was keenly resented

in London, as a sign that Pans was playing a double game, and some days

before the election Palmerston had written to Granville, that the choice of

Nemours would be “a proof that the policy of France is like an infection

clinging to the walls of a dwelling and breaking out m every successive

occupant who comes within their influence He even told Talleyrand to

his face that Louis Philippe had but one course open to him, “without a

violation of public faith! ” The Cabinet confirmed this attitude, and Talley-

rand reported to Paris that it had “agreed upon the necessity of an imme-

diate war” if the election was confirmed by France. Sebastiani beat a

hurried retreat, and on 17 February Louis Philippe declined the Belgian

throne in his son’s name.

'
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French policy was at this time curiously hesitating and inconsequent. As
early as 3 January Talleyrand had warned Madame Adelaide of the need

for preventing Nemour’s election, “if the King feels strong enough to

maintain peace ’’—a highly significant phrase . and to this Sebastiani imme-
diately replied, “We shall refuse without hesitation {sans balancer) both

union with France and the Crown for Nemours ”, adding with lingering

regret, “We thought that other arrangements would have been best, but will

wait till the Powers accept this.”^ Some weeks later even Talleyrand him-

self wrote to Sebastiani that the reunion of Belgium with France would be

of advantage to the latter, but that “aggrandisement on the Rhine would
better satisfy my own views on French policy ”.2^ In a word, Pans was still

weighing alternatives, but prompted by a very robust appetite.

There was, however, another candidate in the field, who gradually over-

shadowed all his rivals—namely, Prince Leopold of Coburg, who had so

nearly become King of Greece in the previous year. At the very moment
when the letters just quoted were being exchanged, the Belgian patriot

Gendebien visited Paris in order to plead the cause of Leopold, and found

Louis Philippe frankly prejudiced against the Prince.*' But with Sebastiani

Gendebien had a far more significant passage of arms, in which he argued

that the proper course for Belgium was to urge upon London the election of

Leopold and a French alliance, and to elect him even if Louis Philippe

should oppose. When Sebastiani retorted, “If he puts his foot m Belgium,

we shall fire on him”, Gendebien countered, “And we shall ask England

to reply to your cannon.” “That will be universal war”, said the French

Minister. “So be it,” was the answer, “we prefer war to restoration, to

permanent humiliation.” It may well be that this version is too highly

coloured, but it corresponds entirely with what is known of Sebastiani’s

political tendencies.

Palmerston and the French

Meanwhile Palmerston continued to be alarmingly frank. Flahault again

came to London, this timeJ:o sound him as to an offensive and defensive

alliance between France and Britain: and to this Palmerston rejoined that

such alliances were unpopular m England, and that though France, if “un-
justly attacked”, would certainly have British support, still “whichever side

breaks the peace will find us against them ”.2^ On 15 February Granville

was instructed to inform Sebastiani “ that our desire for peace will never

* “Iiyaun‘mais'— . .. des repugnances de famille, desprejugespeut-dtre*'; seeGende-
bien*s account of his conversations, m Liopold I et Leopold IL pp. 60-71 (oriemally pub-
hshed in La LtberU^ 3rd year. No. 11).
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lead us to submit to affront either in language or in act’’.^® Two days

later, Palmerston added—^though it is to be presumed that the tactful

Granville kept the phrase to himself
—

“ Sebastiam must have the goodness

to learn to keep his temper, or when it fails him, let him go to vent his ill-

humour upon some other quarter and not bestow it upon England.”^^

Certainly this is a very unwonted tone, poles apart from that of Aberdeen or

Canning or Castlereagh. But it does not mean aggression. Britain is already

absorbedm one of the great crises of her history, public opinion is umformly

pacific,* and Grey has no intention of embroiling himself with France.

Meanwhile Russia is all too busy in Poland, and Austria is engaged with

Italian affairs. Hence Palmerston was giving very sound advice when he

urged the French to settle quickly, before the Eastern Powers could make

their weight felt. To use his own all too drastic phrase :
“ I wish the French

,

would make up their minds to act with good faith about Belgium, and we
should settle the matter in three weeks.

The advent of Casimir Perier to power in France (13 March) led to an

early detente. Sebastiani retained the Foreign Office, but the real control

lay in the hands of the King, the new Premier and Talleyrand : Perier was a

confirmed believer in the Entente, while Palmerston in his delight at the

change of Government told Granville to “cultivate him*' and make it clear

that London “ considers his appointment as the strongest pledge and security

for peace In the same breath he declared that “France cannot have

Belgium without a war with the four Powers ”, and a little later, “ umon with

France we cannot permit, because it would give to France an increase of

power dangerous to our security. We know we should have to fight France

after such an union, and we had better therefore do so before it. In all

these phrases there is an unmistakable ring of the future Palmerston, who
was the terror of Windsor and of Europe. But at least it can be said that

such explicit language served as a warmng signal to the French, not to

advance impossible demands.

The rejection of Nemours and the stubborn refusal of the Belgians to

reconsider the Prince of Orange left Prince Leopold as the most obvious

candidate. His name had been mentioned between Palmerston and Talley-

rand as early as 14 December, and the latter on 30 January pretended that

Leopold had always been his favourite. In April a Belgian deputation

waited upon Leopold in London, but he very wisely made his acceptance

conditional upon the territorial and financial settlement obtaining the

sanction of the Powers. For a time the Belgians tried to have their cake and

* Palmerston himself writes to his brother on x March. “We are all too busy with

Reform to make it possible to give you instructions about Italy”
,
peace is the mam interest

(Bulwer, Life of Palmerston i, p. 48),

s-w II
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eat it, sheltering themselves behind the international guarantee on points

which suited them better than the Dutch, but repudiating the decision of

the Conference when it met the Dutch view by excluding Luxemburg and

Limburg from the new Kingdom. In the end, Leopold was elected King

by the National Congress on 4 June, but still made his acceptance condi-

tional upon his future subjects accepting the terms laid down by the

Conference.

A situation of no little danger now arose, owing to the intransigeance of

the Belgians, Sebastiani’s secret hope that they would throw over Leopold

and hoist the tricolor at Brussels, and the now only too patent determina-

tion of King William to embroil the Powers and fish in troubled waters.®^

The shifty tactics of Talleyrand himself are shown by the fact that within

ten days of proposing a special treaty of guarantee by France and Britain

—^which the British Cabinet declined—he was telling Sebastian! that it

might after all come to'*myfavourite tdea^ of dividing up Belgium, in which

case France would undoubtedly find the part which suited her best.''®®

At last on 26 June the Conference adopted eighteen articles, to be sub-

mitted separately to Belgium and Holland for their acceptance. The deci-

sion was hastened by the insistence of Lord Ponsonby—^the British agent

in Brussels and brother-in-law of the Prime Minister—^upon the dangers of

delay, and also by Louis Philippe's fear of a republican movement in

Belgium. The Eastern Courts were influenced by these motives, but above

all by the fear that France and Britain might act alone. The Austrian pleni-

potentiaries in particular. Prince Esterhazy and Baron Wessenberg, were

fully conscious that they might be criticised in Vienna for giving their

sanction to the protocol
;
indeed they had only endorsed independence in

December 1830, “in order to keep England in the alliance" and to avert a

general war and the spread of Jacobinism which they assumed would

follow.* But they could not help condemning the King of Holland’s

deliberate unreason, and Wessenberg, whom the Conference chose as its

emissary to the Hague because of his own and his Government's good rela-

tions with KingWilliam, returned more disgusted than ever with the latter's

non possumus attitude and his obvious desire to resort to force. Even
William IV, who leant decidedly towards his Dutch namesake and was by
no means partial to Leopold, was alienated by “the obstinacy of character

of the King of Holland and the ungracious manner in which he concedes ".®®

The protocol of 26 June assigned to Holland the frontiers of 1790, left

the possession of Maestricht in suspense, maintained the status quo in

• Ameth, Johann Freiherr von Wessenberg

^

n, 104: “We dared not risk the contrary*’,
wrote Wessenberg, “m view of the fact that France is annmg from head to feet and turning
with impatience to cross the frontiers;**
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Luxemburg until negotiations could be concluded between Holland and

the German Confederation (of which Luxemburg was a member), assured

to Antwerp special rights upon the Scheldt, and defimtely adopted the

mternauonal guarantee of Belgian neutrality. The Conference had already,

on 17 April, agreed upon the demolition of the fortresses of Mons, Charleroi

and Manenbourg: and Palmerston had steadfastly opposed the various

feelers in favour of ceding Bouillon or Landau to France—insisting that

“the moment we give France a cabbage garden or a vineyard, we lose all

our vantage ground of principle

This basis Leopold assumed, and on 9 July it was ratified by the Belgians,

though not with a very good grace. But King William, on the contrary,

infuriated by Leopold’s inauguration at Brussels, not merely protested

against the protocol, but denounced the armistice and threw his troops into

Belgium. He thereby placed himself fatally in the wrong. Leopold appealed

for help to London and Paris
;
Perier abandoned his intention of retiring

from oiSce and took up the challenge; the Conference authorised joint

Franco-Bntish intervention, and while the Dutch were still threatening

Antwerp, a French army of 50,000 men hurried to the aid of the Belgians,

and a British squadron was ordered to the Scheldt. This news brought King

William to relative reason, and he recalled his troops after a brief campaign

of ten days.* But he showed no disposition for a compromise and more and

more obviously reckoned upon embroiling the Powers. No sooner was the

French army in occupation of Belgium than there was a recrudescence of

old hopes, and an attempt to obtain some kind of territorial compensation

for France’s withdrawal, Talleyrand again began to talk of partition, but

Palmerston was more peremptory than ever. Spurred on by a crop of

questions in Parliament, he demanded of Pans an explicit pledge of evacua-

tion, warmng Granville that neither the Cabinet nor British public opinion

would give way, and that it was “a question of war or peace “One''

thing is certain”, he wrote four days later, “the French must go out of

Belgium, or we have a general war, and war in a given number of days . .

.

Sebastiani and Soult apparently want to pick a quarrel with all their

neighbours, or to compel everybody to submit to their insolence and

aggressions.”^® By this time Palmerston, having convinced himself that

Talleyrand was preaching to all and sundry “the necessity of partitioning

Belgium and sending Leopold to Claremont”,^® was becoming entirely

* Sir Robert Adair, the new British Minister in Brussels, prevailed upon the Prince of

Orange to accept a kind of ar±mstice

t 13 August, Bulwer, ii, 105 To Adair he wrote on the same day, **We should be com-
pelled either to go out, or go to war, and from the jealous feeling of the Cabinet upon the

subject, I have little doubt that we should take the latter alternative ” (Johnston Collection,

cit, Bell, Palmerston^ i, 132).
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unconciliatory and impervious to the argument that the Perier Cabinet

needed concessions to appease the French Chamber. “There is no reason

why we should undergo humiliation to give him strength ’V’ he argued, and

the British Cabinet had to think of its own parliamentary position. “We will

never endure’’, he told Granville, “that France should dictate to us m this

matter at the point of the bayonet. . . . The only value to us of Perier and his

Cabinet is that we believe them to be lovers of peace and observers of

treaties : but if they are to be merely puppets, put up to play the part cast

for them by the violent party, what is it to us whether they stand or fall?

Fortunately Talleyrand gauged the situation most accurately, and was in-

sistent in his warnings, even telling Madame Adelaide that “if Grey is to

stay, the troops must withdraw”.^® At last, then, in return for King Leo-

pold’s promise that Charleroi, Tournai and three other fortresses should be

dismantled, Louis Philippe gave orders for the complete withdrawal of

French troops from Belgium by the end of September.

It may well be that Palmerston really felt bound to stiffen his attitude,

owing to the unmeasured criticism of the Opposition. The Duke of

Wellington in the House of Lords argued that British policy for a century

and a half had been concentrated on “ keeping Belgium out of the possession

of France and in a special memorandum on Belgium committed himself

to the view that King William of Holland was “ one of the wisest and most

beneficent sovereigns that ever reigned over a people while Lord

Aberdeen protested against seeing “ our ancient ally thus at the mercy of the

navy of France It is true that these views were to some extent set off

by the invective of O’Connell, who wildly declared that the King of Hol-

land’s “scaffolds had reeked with the blood of his subjects”^®, and that

“there never was a more iniquitous and unjust union” than that between

Holland and Belgium.^^

To the last moment the Dutch King was eager for the French to remain,

in the logical calculation that that would lead to the downfall of the Grey
Cabinet, a general war and the eventual partition of Belgium, which he

personally would have preferred to Belgian mdependence. When Louis

Philippe yielded, William I continued to sulk in his comer, consoling him-

self with the barren sympathy of the Emperor Francis and never losing a

chance of making further mischief. But henceforth the danger of inter-

national complications grew steadily less acute.

On 14 October the Conference drafted the final status of Belgium in

24 Articles, which were in some respects less favourable than the original

18 of the preliminary peace : Maestricht and the whole province of Lim-
burg had to be abandoned, and Antwerp had to be content with the free

navigation of the Scheldt, without territorial access to the river mouth.
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Despite these defects, the articles assured full independence, the guarantee

of the Powers, the position of the new dynasty and a reasonable division of

the joint debt, and in a word gave Belgium her definite place within the

commonwealth of nations. Talleyrand had no little difficulty in reconciling

Pans to what was regarded as a patchwork settlement, but in the end the

French yielded rather than risk the abdication of King Leopold and the

throwing of the whole question back into the melting pot. Palmerston on

his side made the most of the public criticism levelled against him in

England, and reminded Paris that he was constantly being attacked in the

House for letting his compatriots “stand by, passive spectators of hostilities

committed by France on two ancient allies, Portugal and Holland.**^®

Leopold himself needed all the pressure of the sagacious Stockmar, who
warned him that London regarded the Belgians as “too French”, but at the

same time begged him “ always to assume the good faith of the French ” and

“to bombard Paris daily and hourly”.^®

On 15 November, then, the five Powers concluded with Belgium a formal

treaty based upon the 24 Articles. At the last moment, however, the whole

settlement was jeopardised by the Fortress Convention, which was pro-

visionally agreed between the Belgian General Goblet and the three Eastern

Powers with Great Britain, and then submitted to Paris in a form which

differed materially from the earlier proposals, the chief fortresses designated

for demolition being no longer Charleroi and Tournay, but Manenbourg
and Philippeville, on which France was specially sensitive, as having been

ceded by her in 1815. The discreet Baron Stockmar, passing to and fro as

Leopold’s confidential agent, reported Talleyrand as “spitting fire and

flames ” and accusing Belgium of a breach of contract towards Paris : but he

gained the impression that a determined game of bluff was being played

between Louis Philippe, Tallej^and and Sebastian!,* who was unquestion-

ably ruffled and uncompromising. The publication of Talleyrand’s private

papers has, however, shown that he was all the time throwing cold water on

the flames, calming Madame Adelaide and her brother, and assuring

Perier that the whole question was really of “ secondary importance It is

not uninteresting to note that while the Duke of Wellington laid all the

stress of a military mind upon the fortresses, as a defence of the Balance of

Power in Europe, the new King Leopold assured General Goblet and Le
Hon that “you and your fortresses are making a lot of bad blood for me,

and yet they hardly interest me, nor the country either”.^’ This must have

been a real douche of cold water for the General, coming only three days

* Bell, Palmerston

f

P 213 This point is made very clear by Alfred Stem, Gesch Europas^

IV, 252, who therefore finally rejects the version of Hillebrand {Gesch, Frankreichs^ i, 250),

hitherto accepted by most historians.
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after a strangely indiscreet letter of Palmerston, which contains the phrase

:

“Prince Talleyrand and General Sebastian! must learn that they are no

longer the organs of the imperious will of a Napoleon, and Louis Philippe

must also know that the laurels of Valmy and Jemappes cannot serve as

scarecrow to all Europe.”'*

The main outlines of the new settlement had now been achieved, but

there were long delays in ratification, the Eastern Powers, and in particular

the Tsar, insisting upon the Dutch King’s preliminary consent as a sop to

their legitimist feelings, and William I again trying to fish in troubled

waters. The Russian and Austrian representatives had only signed the pro-

tocol of 15 November because they thought it a lesser evil than the certain

alternative that France and Britain would act alone and thereby reveal to

Europe the impotence of the Eastern Powers to prevent aWestern guarantee

of Belgium. But this motive did not weigh with Metternich, who reproved

Esterha2y and Wessenberg for signing and persisted in waiting for the Tsar’s

lead. YetWessenberg, who was at once a staunch Conservative and a special

friend of Holland, kept warning his chief that King William was incorrigible

and entirely to blame: “he is like a shipwrecked man who accuses his

rescuer for not restoring his belongings also, which the sea has swallowed

William, he added pertinently, forgets the origin of his own House, when he

lays such stress upon legitimist principles. After long hesitations even the

Tsar realised that the King was unreasonable and sent Count Orlov to the

Hague, in a vain attempt to bring him to reason. Evidently Orlov soon came

to the same conclusion as Stockmar, namely that the Dutch were playing

for the fall of Grey, a general war and partition as their part of the spoils.

At last in April and early May the Eastern Powers ratified, Francis

grumbling over “this m my eyes disgraceful document”^® and the Tsar

making his consent conditional upon a direct agreement between Belgium

and Holland, The King of Holland tried very hard to induce the Emperor

Francis to repudiate his signature, but though “the whole Belgian affair

was odious” to the latter, as “ protection accorded to rebellion the more
sagacious Metternich was fully alive to the King’s unscrupulous motives

and to the grave objections to a general war between the eastern and
western groups. He equally detested the French and British Cabinets, as

playing “ le gros jeu des revolutions ”—^the former, as he said, “ a la hausse
”

and the latter “ k la baisse But above all he knew that the Austrian army
was far from ready, and he was afraid of the internal consequences of war
both in Italy and Germany. Meanwhile the Tsar had been held back from
intervention by a double motive—on the one hand the unexpectedly pro-

• 2Z December 1831—-Bell, op, cit, p. 492. On i January 1832 Palmerston told Stockmar
that It was all “a piece of personal vanity” on the part of Louis Phihppe, Sebastiam and
Talleyrand (Stockmar, op. cit, p. 216).
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longed resistance of the Polish insurrection, and on the other the need for

watching with the closest attention the new Eastern crisis which was by now
rapidly developing out of the quarrel between the Sultan and his unruly

Egyptian vassal. The net result of all these rival currents was that the Con-

cert of the Powers covered the infant Belgium with its wings and left the

imtiative to Britain and France.

During the summer of 1832 the view ripened both in London and Paris,

that only coercion would overcome Dutch obstruction of a settlement: and

after Leopold’s marriage in August to Princess Louise of Orleans his new
father-in-law showed increased readiness for action, while Grey was

highly incensed at William L “lam aristocratic both by position and by
nature,” Grey pompously wrote to Princess Lieven, “and have with you a

predilection for old institutions ” : but while eager to do all thatwas possible

for Holland, he considered its conduct as “marked throughout by chicanery

and bad faith Already in July Palmerston warned the Dutch envoy that

if necessary France and Britain would enforce their wishes without waiting

for the other Powers.®^ The compromise which he put forward—often

known as the “ Theme de Lord Palmerston”—^was accepted by Belgium on

20 September, but not even admitted for discussionby Holland : whereupon a

concrete proposal ofinterventionwas laid before the Conference on i October,

and as the Eastern Powers temporised, France and Britain resolved to go

their own way. On 22 October Palmerston and Talleyrand signed an agree-

ment for joint enforcement of the Treaty of November 1831. Both parties

were ordered to evacuate disputed territory, and when King William as

usual proved recalcitrant, a French army under Marshal Gerard was sent to

expel the Dutch from Antwerp, which was obliged to surrender on

23 December 1832. The Eastern Powers were furious, and the Tsar with-

drew his representatives from the Conference: but neither he nor Frederick

William III was ready to risk war for their intransigeant kinsman at the

Hague The French kept their promise of handing over Antv^erp to the

Belgians and withdrawing their troops : but a Franco-British blockade of the

Scheldt had to be maintained, pending Dutch submission. On 21 May
1833 Palmerston and Talleyrand reached a provisional arrangement with the

Dutch envoy, but after long and barren negotiations a fresh deadlock was

reached in the questions of Luxemburg and Limburg, once more owing to

the attitude of the King of Holland, So obstinate had he become that in

September the Austrian and Russian Emperors, meeting at Munchengratz,

nominated Prince Felix Schwarzenberg as their joint delegate to the Dutch

10 September 1832

—

Grey-Lteven Corresp, ii, 392 That this was no passing mood on
his part is shown by letters of 3 Jime 1831 and 14 September 1833 • ‘As to the Kmg of

Holland, it is for the five Powers to determme how long they will allow him to set them at

defiance and keep all Euiope in a state of uneasmess i^btd. p. 464).
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Court. At the Hague Schwarzenberg soon had to admit the King’s

"‘obstinacy”, but in his capacity as envoy sent a message to Palmerston

urging a more conciliatory attitude towards Holland, and expressed keen

indignation at receiving a “ lecture ” instead of an “ answer This incident

seems to have rankled, and may be noted as the first encounter in a personal

conflict that was to flare up fiercely in 1848, when Schwarzenberg was

Premier of autocratic Austria and Palmerston appeared to his distorted

vision as the champion of subversive principles in Europe.

For our present purpose it is unnecessary to follow the dispute further.

Thanks to the energy of the Western allies, and not least of Palmerston

himself, the Belgian question was by now solved m all essentials : its un-

solved details were, so to speak, put into cold storage, and when at last, after

an interval of six more years, the remarkable progress of the new Belgian

Kingdom was patent to all Europe and time was seen to be on its side, the

final settlement (Treaty of London, 19 April 1839) was concluded without

any great difficulty.

In this first great crisis of his career as Foreign Secretary the outlook,

reasoning and methods with whichPalmerston afterwards became identified,

are all to be detected in embryo. But the need for Franco-British co-opera-

tion was so imperative as to overshadow all points of dispute between the

two nations, and Belgian independence was an admirable compromise be-

tween the two extreme policies of bolstering up an artificial Kingdom of the

Netherlands or partitioning Belgium between her neighbours—

a

spectre

which was to raise its head periodically during the next half-century. It is

not too much to say that Palmerston’s services to Belgian independence

constitute one "of his most lasting titles to fame: and this sentiment was

widely expressed by the Belgians themselves during their centenary

celebrations.

Palmerston’s attitude to Leopold illustrates at its best his sanity and
breadth of view. He favoured Leopold for the admirable reason, justified

tenfold by subsequent.events, “because he will make a good Belgian King,

neither French nor English Palmerston cannot, however, be given the

sole credif for this sentiment, for it was openly avowed by Lord Grey him-
self in the House of Lords.^^ In this connection it is worth recording what
the new King himself wrote to Prince Metternich a year later: “I have
really come here to prevent Belgium from falling either wholly or partly into

the hands of France.”®^ Here is overstatement to soothe the ruffled suscep-

tibilities ofreactionaryAustria : the central note ofhis policywas undoubtedly
to balance Paris and London against each other and extract all the advantages
he could from each, while exerting a personal influence wherever possible.

It may be admitted that Palmerston was right in his view that “we shall
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never get on with the Belgians till the French are out of Belgium”,®® and

again in his calculation that Louis Philippe’s Government could not

possibly risk a quarrel with London and that the Eastern Powers would

stop short of actual war. Yet it must equally be admitted that his general

tactics put a quite unjustifiable strain upon relations with so sensitive a

nation as the French. The fact that the rope held may be argued to have

proved Palmerston right: but it encouraged him in a habit which grew

upon him, of putting a maximum rather than a minimum of strain upon

most ropes.

None the less it is abundantly clear that Palmerston, from the very outset

of his long career as controller of British foreign policy, regarded good rela-

tions with Paris as its very axle. Already on 36 March 1832 he told the

House of Commons with pardonable pride in fiis own recent achievements,

that ‘‘there never was a period when England was more respected than at

present in her foreign relations, in consequence of her good faith, modera-

tion and firmness ” : and he went on to affirm that “ the interest of England

was the maintenance of general peace throughout Europe, and this object

was, in the mind of H M.G., most easily, most safely and most securely to

be attained by the maintenance of a firm and strict alliance between France

and this country”.®’ In the following year he again told the House that he

looked “with feelings of pride and satisfaction at the part which he had

played in bringing about good understanding” between France and Britain.

Palmerston and Portugal

The savage intransigeance of Dom Miguel had been too much even for the

complaisance of Wellington and Aberdeen, and by the middle of 1830 rela-

tions between London and Lisbon had reached a complete deadlock. The

new Foreign Secretary was rightly looked upon as an enemy by the domi-

nant Miguelite faction m Lisbon: as recently as June 1829 he had made a

flaming speech in the House of Commons, denouncing Miguel as “the

destroyer of constitutional freedom, this breaker of solemn oaths, this faith-

less usurper”, and much more in the same strain.®® In February and

March of the following year acute friction was revived by a series of out-

rages upon British subjects in Portugal itself and by the seizure of certain

British ships trading with the Azores. Palmerston at once threatened to

sendee British fleet to the Tagus, unless full satisfaction were accorded*

within ten days : and Miguel had the wisdom to climb down. But similar

outrages were perpetrated upon French subjects at Lisbon: indeed one of

them was publicly whipped through the streets. The French Consul with-

drew, and on 15 May a French squadron cast anchor and demanded atone-
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meat. As Miguel obstinately held out, in disregard of very frank advice

from London, Admiral Roussin imposed a blockade and on ii July, after

a sort of ultimatum, took possession of the Portuguese fleet. Palmerston,

in view of the action which he himself had so recently ordered and of his

parallel co-operation with the French in Belgium, could not reasonably

oppose these measures. But public opinion in England grew nervous, and the

Duke of Wellington went so far as to declare in the House of Lords that

he blushed when he heard that the French flag was waving before the walls

of Lisbon. Palmerston argued unanswerably that we had no exclusive right

to satisfaction, and Mackintosh, in defending him, declared that the Anglo-

Portuguese alliance was not ‘‘a league of robbers”. Here too, as in Belgium,

the solidarity of the Western Powers was maintained. Meanwhile it is not

too much to maintain that both Governments, and especially the British,

stretched their interpretation of neutrality beyond its farthest limits, allowing

thousands of their subjects to be enlisted in the cause of Maria, and British

naval officers to serve in the Queen’s navy under assumed Portuguese

names.®®

During the summer of 1831 the Portuguese situation was modified by the

advent of Dom Pedro, whom a revolution had forced to renounce the

Brazilian throne, and who now wished to further the cause of his daughter

Maria. During the winter of 1831, with the help of British and French
financiers and the conmvance of the two Governments, he rallied the

Portuguese exiles and prepared an expedition against his treacherous

brother. A manifesto was issued from his little island fastness of Terceira,

and at last in July 1832 his troops were able to occupy and hold Oporto, the

second city of the kingdom. For many months to come a deadlock

ensued, complicated by the growth of a strangely analogous situation in

Spain.

The Eastern Powers had watched this situation with growing anxiety.

Mettemich in particular regarded the cause of Dom Miguel as identified

with the monarchical principle in the Peninsula, and the Emperor Francis

openly frowned upon Pedro and Maria, though they were his own son-in-

law and grandchild. But all the sympathies ofthe three autocratic courts for

Miguel were promptly neutralised by Palmerston’s blunt warning that he
would regard any interference on the usurper’s behalf as “ a revival of the
principles of the Holy Alliance”.®® Grey and Palmerston were prepared to

accept a son of Archduke Charles as Queen Maria’s consort in place of her
hateful uncle, but apart from this concession British policy aimed quite
definitely at eliminating alike the two warring brothers and the reactionary
charter of 1826 and placing the young Queen in the hands of a moderate
constitutional party. The idea of Vienna that Spain might be actively
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enlisted in favour of Miguel—due partly to the Zea Cabinet’s sympathy with

Miguel—had to be abandoned when it was seen to involve active British,

and probably also French, intervention

Late in 1832 Stratford Canning was sent to Madrid for the purpose of

convincing the Spanish Government that Miguel’s cause must be aban-

doned, and found a situation strangely similar to the Portuguese in process of

development. In his old age the childless Ferdinand VII had taken as his

fourth wife a young Neapolitan Princess, Maria Christina, who was at once

his own and his first wife’s niece! and round the cradle of their infant

daughter Isabella an envenomed struggle was waged for and against the

enforcement of the Salic Law. In September 1832, believing himself to be

on his deathbed, Ferdinand revoked his daughter’s rights, thus leaving the

succession to his reactionary brother Don Carlos. But on his recovery two

months later he solemnly revoked his revocation, and it soon became obvious

that a disputed succession was imminent. In March 1833 Carlos

withdrew to the Court of Dom Miguel, with whom he was linked by close

ties of*blood and by political affimties: and the lists were opened for the

conflict between the two young queens and their ultra-reactionary uncles.

Carlos circularised all the sovereigns of Europe in favour of his cause, while

the Cortes were summoned to swear allegiance to the infant Isabella.

In June 1833 Wellington criticised the whole Portuguese policy very

strongly in the House of Lords, and obtained something very like a vote

of censure: but Palmerston was entirely unabashed and told the other

House that “thejprmciple of embarking in the contests of other countries

had prevailed, and had been acted upon, in the brightest periods of our

history”.®^

Soon after midsummer 1833, however, a sudden change occurred in the

affairs of Portugal. Sartorius, the none too effective British officer to whom
Pedro had entrusted the command of his fleet, was replaced by the brilliant

and energetic Charles Napier, who on 5 July defeated and captured Miguel’s

entire naval forces. Within a few weeks Lisbon fell into the hands of Dom
Pedro, and the prompt recognition of Queen Maria by the Western Powers

deterred the Spanish Government from action and at last undermined the

authority of Miguel.

Palmerston and the Spanish Crown

Only a week later King Ferdinand died at Madrid, and Spain found herself

plunged almost at once into the throes of a peculiarly savage civil war. The
forces of reaction, and in particular the Church, wholeheartedly espoused

the cause of Don Carlos, while the Queen Regent Christina, whose sym-
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pathies were entirely in favour of strong monarchical rule, was forced into

unwilling reliance upon the Liberal elements, Palmerston had at first been

much more interested in Portugal than in Spam and before Ferdinand’s

death had been offering British recognition of Isabella as the price of

Spanish help “in establishing Maria In a word, he had not merely

reverted to Canning’s Portuguese policy and continued it with vigour, he

had not merely warned the Eastern Powers against interference, but he had

in effect inverted his own prmciple of non-intervention by direct encourage-

ment to the constitutional regime in Portugal. He was not long in reaching

the conclusion that “the triumph of Maria and the accession of Isabella

will be important events in Europe, and will give great strength to the

Liberal party “In Spain Liberal measures must be pursued”—so he

unburdened himself still more frankly to his brother
—“which is saying in

other words that the influence of England and France must take that of the

three Northern Powers.” Here we see the foundations upon which he was

to build for twenty years to come.

The Italian Question

During the winter of 1830-1 a general war had more than once seemed

imminent. To the dangerous possibilities of the Belgian question were

added fresh complications in Italy, where the election of an ignorant and

reactionary friar as Pope Gregory XVI gave the signal for risings in the

Romagna and along the Adriatic coast, while Mane Louise and the Duke of

Parma—in other words, two out of the three Habsburg subdynasts in

Italy—^were temporarily driven into flight. While Mettermch prepared for

intervention in accordance with those Italian ambitions which Austria had

steadfastly pursued since the days of Joseph II, the Laffitte Cabinet in

France was only too disposed to become the champion of Italian liberalism

and challenged Austria’s right to interfere in the Papal States. Metternich

rejoined that if the Pope appealed to him, Austrian troops would enter not

merely Modena and Parma, but Bologna and Ancona also, and told his

Ambassador in Paris that “if France wants war, let her declare it upon
Europe and try to re-establish the revolution in places where we crush it by
merely appearing at a distance”.®^ Fortunately at the very moment when
the Austrians invaded the Romagna, there was a change of Government in

Paris, and the new Premier Casimir Perier, acting on the pacific instructions

of Louis Philippe, made a conciliatory speech upholding the principle of

non-intervention and repudiating any desire to encourage popular risings

in other countries. Metternich was wise enough to meet Perier half-way,
and no sooner had the Provisional Government collapsed and the Legate’s
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authority been restored, than a gradual withdrawal of the invading forces

was effected Flysheets were circulated in Paris on the anniversary of the

Bastille, denouncing the double betrayal of Poland and of Italy, but Louis

Philippe was at least able to claim that evacuation was due to his insistence.

Metternich, it may be added, had been very hostile to Charles X, and

unlike Nicholas I, he realised that Louis Philippe was much more conser-

vative than the circumstances of his accession might at first suggest. He
soon found common ground with General Maison, when sent as Ambassador

to Vienna. He could not face war, with Russia virtually demobilised in

Poland and with the further handicap of active hostility from the whole

Italian population : but he continued to bluff by assuring Maison that it was

‘‘better to die of steel than of poison”,®^ and by playing the card of Bona-

partism against the Orleanist regime. France’s proclamation of the prin-

ciple of non-intervention had a magic effect in Italy, but this was very

much toned down when Sebastian! publicly told La Fayette that “there is a

great difference between not consenting and making war”, and still more

when Perier declared :
“ we do not recognise the right of any people to force

us to fight for its cause: the blood of Frenchmen belongs to France alone”

(18 March 1831).

Throughout tins conflict the attitude of the Grey Cabinet was watchfully

negative, but benevolent towards France, and indeed did not differ in any

essentials from that assumed by Palmerston in the ’forties, as the Italian

question began to enter a still more decisive stage. It formed part of

Palmerston’s tactics of establishing a block of the Western Powers against

the three autocratic Courts.

The Eastern Question: Egypt and the Porte

While the Belgian problem was still unsolved and the affairs of the Iberian

Peninsula were attracting increased international attention, the Eastern

Question entered upon a new and acute phase, owing to the trial of strength

between Sultan Mahmud and his Egyptian vassal. Since the Treaty of

Adrianople and the recognition of Greek independence the situation of the

Porte had been distinctly precarious, and as at the beginning of the century,

the control of Constantinople over the provinces weakened. But the risings

which broke out in Albania and Bosnia, though serious enough, were mere

petty local disturbances, compared with the trouble which radiated from

Cairo. Twenty years had now passed since the tobacco farmer of Kavala had

finally established his sway over Egypt by the massacre of the Mameluke

chiefs, and in that period Mehemet Ali had successfully built up a strong

army and a highly centralised state on French models, in which all was
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subordinated to his own personal rule, and which assured to him something

very like a monopoly in the chief economic resources of the country. At the

samp timp he had pursued an independent foreign policy of his own. The

need for securing his eastern frontier involved him in a long struggle with

the Wahabites, which ended in i8i8 with the overthrow of their power in

Arabia: and meanwhile he was steadily expanding his influence along the

Red Sea and up the Valley of the Nile. The Greek Revolution strengthened

his position still further by absorbing all the energies of the Porte elsewhere

:

and we have already seen how Sultan Mahmud was reduced to appealing

for Egyptian help, how Ibrahim set himself to conquer Morea and was only

thwarted by the disaster of Navarino, and how Crete was the price paid by

Constantinople to the Pasha of Egypt. After 1830 Mehemet All watched

with a certain anxiety the Sultan’s persistent efforts to subdue local tyrants

and restore the central authority. It is doubtful whether he ever seriously

dreamt of seizing power at Constantinople : at most it was perhaps his aim

to become a sort of Mayor of the Palace, controlling the policy of a phan-

tom sovereign. But he did definitely aspire to the possession of Palestine,

Syria and Arabia, alike for pohtical and economic reasons : and from that

moment a clash with Mahmud became sooner or later mevitable. British

suspicion was also aroused, for “ his military action affected three regions in

which they were already interested—^the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf and

Ab3rssinia”.®® Yet he on his side made periodic bids for British friendship,

being more than ever impressed by the lesson of sea power which Navarino

had read him. “With the English for my friends, I can do anything:

without their friendship I can do nothing Wherever I turn, she is there

to baffle me”—so he told the British Consul-General at Alexandria in

1830.®’

In the late autumn of 1831 Mehemet Ali picked a quarrel with Abdullah

Pasha, who controlled the Lebanon and northern Syria, and sent his son

Ibrahim to invest Acre by land and sea. The Porte tried to mediate, but

Mehemet Ali demanded as the price of peace the administration of Acre and
Damascus and remained unmoved when the Sultan proclaimed him as a

rebel and sent an army against him under the command of Hussein, the

destroyer of the Janissaries. Acre fell on 27 May, and at the beginning and
end of July Ibrahim inflicted two crushing defeats upon the Turks, which
placed all Syria at his feet and opened the road into Asia Minor. Mahmud,
furious, arrogant, over-confident and encouraged in his obstinacy by more
than one diplomatic representative at the Porte, bluntly refused his vic-

torious vassal’s offer, ^smissed Hussein, and sent a fresh army under
Reshid Pasha against the invader. On 21 December 1832 that army was in
its turn utterly routed by Ibrahim at Konia, its general was taken prisoner,
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and there was nothing to prevent the Egyptians from overrunning Asia

Minor and advancing to the Sea of Marmora.

The Sultan in his need turned to London, and in an autograph letter to

William IV begged for British ships to defend him against Mehemet Ali.

But at this juncture the Grey Cabinet was absorbed in the Reform struggle

at home, and all its spare energies were concentrated upon Belgium and

Portugal, where squadrons were already engaged in blockading the Scheldt

and watching the Miguelists.* It therefore maintained extreme reserve to-

wards the Porte, and was not to be moved by Talleyrand’s advocacy of

joint Franco-Bntish armed intervention at both Constantinople and

Alexandria. Metternich meanwhile declined under any circumstances to

consider the idea of mediation between a sovereign and his rebellious vassal.

But the inevitable result of this inacavity was that Mahmud, in his distress,

turned to Russia for help, and at last, alarmed by Ibrahim’s steady advance,

formally begged the Tsar to send a fleet and army (3 February 1833). The
French and British Charges d’Affaires did all in their power to hold back the

Porte, but met with the unanswerable retort of the Reis Effendi, that ‘‘a

drowning man will clutch at a serpent”.®® Nicholas at once responded, and

seventeen days later a Russian squadron cast anchor off the Golden Horn.

Russia’s action had the full approval of Vienna and Berlin, but was keenly

resented both in Paris and in London. The new French Ambassador at the

Porte, Admiral Roussin, gave full rein to his natural arrogance and threatened

Turkey with a breach of diplomatic relations unless the Russians were re-

quested to withdraw—^at the same time pledging France to bring Mehemet
All to reason. For a moment the anti-Russian party regained the upper hand

and accepted Roussin’s terms : and letters were written by him to the Pasha

of Egypt, with the approval of the British Charge d’Affaires, demanding the

immediate withdrawal of Ibrahim. On this the Sultan himselfrequested the

Russians to withdraw.

The French Government was much elated and Palmerston expressed

* Palmerston defended his inaction in the House of Commons, on 1 1 July 1831, Hansard

^

.

XX, 578-81 He declared that it was “ of the utmost importance for the mterest of England
and the peace of Europe, that the Ottoman Empire should remam entire and be an
mdependent state**. The British Government “undoubtedly feel it to be their duty to resist

,

any attempt of Russia to partition Turkey, and would equally have felt themselves at

liberty to interfere and prevent the Pasha of Egypt from dismembering any portion of the ;

dominions of the Sultan’*, But he “very much doubted” whether Russia had “any/
mtention to partition”. He repudiated the idea that England was “afraid to go to war**j

or was “afraid of Russia’*—a taunt which was puerile, “for no country on the face of the;

globe was likely to suffer less than England from war”. But the Government had “full'

confidencem the honour and good faith of Russia”, and believed that her troops would soon
be withdrawn.

Prof Webster, however, has published a letter of Palmerston to Granville, of 3 June i

1831, m which “with some complacency” he assumes that “Tuikey is faiimg rapidly to

pieces”. (See Raleigh Lecture, already quoted, p. 133.)
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satisfaction at seeing the Russian Admiral sent home “with a flea in his

ear”. But Roussin’s triumph was short-lived, for Mehemet Ali and

Ibrahim not merely refused to yield, but threatened a march on Constanti-

nople unless their terms were accepted within five days. Automatically the

Sultan was forced back into the arms of the Tsar, and this time Russian

troops were sent to reinforce the fleet, and remained until a preliminary

peace could be signed at Kutahiya on 6 May. By this, Mehemet All was left

in control of all the country from the Nile to the Euphrates and the Taurus

range, while by a quibble that deceived no one Adana was ceded not to him,

but to Ibrahim. Towards the close of the negotiations Roussin had enjoyed

the support of the new British Ambassador, Lord Ponsonby, who as the

years passed was to become increasingly Turcophil and Russophobe : French

and British squadrons were sent to Smyrna, the agents of the two Powers in

Alexandria worked hand in hand, and for a time Talleyrand and Palmerston

worked at the project of a quadruple agreement in favour of Turkish

integrity.

But Roussin, for all his energy, had not the same means as Russia for

enforcing his will, and indeed his master Louis Philippe was even less in-

clined for an Eastern adventure than for a war with Austria “ pour les beaux

yeux ” ofYoung Italy. The Tsar sent one of his most trusted advisers, Count

Orlov, on a special mission to the Porte, with instructions to win over

Sultan Mahmud and thus legitimise Russian military aid in the eyes of

Europe—^to conciliate Austria, neutralise Britain and combat France to the

utmost limits short of actual rupture, and to maintain fleet and army m
position until Ibrahim had withdrawn south of the Taurus. An autograph

letter of Nicholas assured Mahmud that “ of all the sovereigns who have

succeeded to the throne of Constantine, you are the first to place a noble

confidence in the loyalty of Russian policy. I shall know how to justify

this.” Orlov combined conciliation with firmness, telling the Porte that if

French and British forces should pass the Dardanelles he should feel obliged

to defend Constantinople against them. The consequence was that the

Sultan himself declined the French application for access to the Sea of

Marmora, and Ponsonby restrained his colleague Roussin from a step which

he saw would only be playing into the hands of Russia. The new French

Foreign Minister, the Duke of Broglie, had been prepared to force the

Straits, but Palmerston, despite his growing suspicions of Russia, shrank

from such a drastic step, and the withdrawal of the Russian forces from
Constantinople eased the situation.

This withdrawal, however, was preceded on 8 July 1833 by the conclusion

at Unkiar Skelessi, of a treaty of mutual alliance and defence by land and
sea, between Russia and the Porte. But while the Sultan was free to decide
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the amount of help for which he might appeal, a secret clause released him

from the obligation of sending troops to Russia’s aid and in return for this

pledged him to close the Dardanelles to all foreign warships. The under-

lying idea was both simple and ingenious : it was to make Russia inaccessible

to the Western Powers from the south, while leaving to her the possibility

of reaching the Mediterranean m the event of war. The principle of a mare

clausum between the Aegean and Black Sea in both directions was thus over-

thrown in Russia’s favour. Yet it must be admitted that Russia showed no

little restraint—in marked contrast to her attitude twenty years later : for

there can be little doubt that she could have smashed Turkey at this

moment if she had chosen, and on the one hand could have defied the

Western Powers with impunity, and on the other could have squared

Austria by due emphasis on the legitimist order in Central Europe. But

Nicholas and Nesselrode preferred to leave Turkey m so weakened a state

that It could only exist under Russian protection and must submit to their

wishes : and meanwhile it would be their task to prevent any hostile Power

from establishing itself at Constantinople or even asserting undue influence

there. Already in the previous February he had given frank assurances to the

Austrian “Inter-Nuncio” Ficquelmont, that Russia would give the Sultan

all the support in her power against his rebellious vassal* but he added still

more frankly, that he had “ no power to give life to the dead. ... It will fall

a little earlier or a little later”. In his view the essential aim must be for

Russia and Austria to agree beforehand, and thus avert the worst dangers

which dismemberment might conjure up.®®

The news of the treaty soon leaked out and aroused no little excitement in

Paris and London—The Times

^

for instance, denouncing its provisions as

“barefaced and impudent”.^® The two West;ern Governments affected to

treat the decisions taken as null and void, their squadrons remained off

Tenedos, and Admiral Malcolm came to consult with the Ambassador. But

Palmerston’s protest against the treaty, submitted to the Porte on 27 August,

could not avail to alter the accomplished fact or to open the Dardanelles to

their ships : while Mettermch, so far from sharing their annoyance, was

highly satisfied with the Tsar’s Eastern policy.’^

When, then, in the summer a meeting between the Russian and Austrian

Emperors was suggested, Mettemich was entirely reassured. Starting from

the assumption that the maintenance of Turkey and the Ottoman dynasty

was a common interest of Europe and “especially a political necessity for

Austria he welcomed the Tsar’s abandonment of the idea of partition:

and this was the basis of the secret Austro-Russian agreement concluded at

Munchengratz in the following September. The two Powers pledged them-

selves to maintain Turkish independence, especially against further en-

s-w



lyS RAPPROCHEMENT OF THE WESTERN POWERS [ch.

croachments ofthe Pasha of Egypt, and if despite all their efforts the existing

order in Turkey should be overthrown, to work together for a settlementm
conformitywith the European balance of power. It is not too much to affirm

that this agreement contributed very materially towards that detente which

IS so noticeable in the Eastern Question from 1833 to 1839. The further

Russo-Turkish Convention concluded at St Petersburg on 29 January 1834

was a fresh proof of the Tsar’s moderation, since it provided for the

evacuation of the Danubian Principalities and cancelled 2,000,000 ducats

of the Turkish war debt to Russia.

Throughout this period the Government’s policy m the Near East was

followed with mingled feelings by Parliament and foreign opinion. Early

in 1834 the Duke of Wellington claimed that a plain veto by Britain upon

Mehemet Ali carrying on his contest in Syria and Asia Minor would have

put an end to war “without the risk of the Tsar sending fleet and army”.

Some weeks later Lord Stanley in the House of Commons affirmed that

what stopped the progress of the Egyrptian Pasha was the distinct declara-

tion of France and Britain that they would not permit the occupation of

Constantinople by his troops. And during the same debate Palmerston him-

self put forward the claim that the representations of Britain to the Pasha

and his son Ibrahim “materially contributed” to the agreement of

Kutahiya.’®

Meanwhile, Palmerston’s interest in Turkey was steadily growing. In

March 1833 he told his brother that he looked upon the Turks as a better

“occupier of the road to India” than the ruler of an independent Arab

kingdom, and added, “We must try to help the Sultan in organising his

army, navy_ md finances.”’*” Colonel Campbell, the new British agent

in Egypt, was mstructed that H.M.G. aimed at preventing “not only a

dissolution, but even a partial dismemberment of the Turkish Empire ”.’®

He made it clear that an Austro-Russian partition of Turkey, which he

suspected Nicholas and Mettemich of discussing at Munchengratz, would

be opposed by England and France “to the utmost of their means”.’* In

December we find him writing as follows :
“ Russia is the only Power with

which we are likely to come to a real quarrel, and even with her I trust we
shall be able to keep the peace And early in 1834 :

“ With Russia we are

on a footing of civil civility. She is not ready to go to war for Turkey. . .

.

We shall therefore have no war this year: and a year gained is a great deal

in such matters. Austria may openW eyes, and if she joins us really in

resisting the schemes of Russia, we shall checkmate Nicholas.”’* And
again: “With Russia we are just as we were, snarhng at each other, but

neither wishing for wax.

.
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The Polish Question

We have seen that Palmerston’s growing suspicion of Russia was in the main

determined by his interest in Turkey. In the Polish question, on the other

hand, he showed unusual reserve and declined a French proposal for joint

mediation. Altogether, though Poland had a few fervent advocates in

Britain, and though her cause was pleaded in the House of Commons by

Joseph Hume, O’Connell and de Lacy Evans, there was never the slightest

chance of Britain taking action. Palmerston expressed “the greatest ad-

miration” for the Poles and heartily wished them success,®® but he regarded

them as doomed from the outset, and was only ready to help them “m any

way consistent with our good faith towards Russia”

—

a. diplomatic phrase

very hard to decipher! He received Wielopolski and Walewski, the two

envoys sent to London by the Polish revolutionary Government, but he told

them quite plainly that “ we must stand upon our treaties ”, and that though

we should remonstrate if Russia tried to depart from the Treaty of Vienna,

“we could not do so ourselves by helping to make Poland entirely inde-

pendent”.* “We cannot send an army to Poland,” he told Czartoryski,

‘and the burning of the Russian fleet would be about as effectual as the

burning of Moscow.”®^ Like most British statesmen before and since, he

shrank from any step which might involve us in military action in the east of

Europe. But he was only too alive to the importance of the Polish diversion

in saving Belgium, deterring Austria and averting a general European war.

Very different was the attitude of Sebastiani—^it is true, an old comrade-in-

arms of the Poles under Napoleon—^who went so far as to warn Nesselrode

that general peace depended in no small degree upon Russia’s attitude to

Poland. He even suggested to Palmerston some kind of joint action, but

met with no response.

How little hope there was of-anything beyond Platonic expressions of

sympathy from this country, became apparent when her friends raised the

question in Parliament on 7 September 1831. Sir Francis Burdett, in

seconding de Lacy Evans’s petition for the appointment of a British Resident

in Warsaw—in itself an entirely impracticable suggestion—freely admitted

that “it might be incompatible with the interests of this country to take an

active part to reinstate Ae Poles in their rights and re-establish the inde-

pendence of Poland: but this he would say, that no cause more just ever

called forth the sympathy of nations”.®® O’Connell added that “the time

* 39March iS3 1—Bulwer, op , at, p, 61 . In 1836 Palmerston still took the same line, telling
,

Durham that “England only knows the Poland of the Vienna Congress and cannot en-
'

courage mad plans for the restoration of the Polish Kmgdom” (Schiemann, Gesch,"

Russlands, xii, 391).

12-3
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has now arrived when all Europe should stand forth to secure the constitu-

tion of Poland which had been given to it by treaty, if it were only to protect

the rest ofEurope from the barbarism of her invader Here the matter was

allowed to rest. The insurrection was mercilessly put down, Poland was held

to have forfeited by rebellion all the rights conceded to her in 1815, and for

30 years the silence of the tomb descended upon her, while many of her

greatest sons became political emigrants, and like Mickiewicz m Pans,

sought to promote and keep alive the Messianic’’ tradition of Poland the

Crucified among the nations. A few British stalwarts continued to plead the

Polish cause—notably David Urquhart and Lord Dudley Stuart—but long

before resurrection became possible, the links between the two countries had

been all but severed.

Relations with Russia

In view of subsequent developments it is worth dwelling upon Palmerston’s

early relations with Russia. In March 1832 Count Orlov, whom the Tsar

had sent to the Hague, paid a visit to London also, and Grey seems to have

suspected a foreign intrigue against the Whig Cabinet. Orlov, however,

explained in the most disarming fashion, that there were probably not twenty

persons in all Russia who knew the difference between Whig and Tory, and

that the Tsar’s will alone counted. Soon after, the Polish question was again

raised in the House, and this led Grey and Palmerston to take a decision of

no little boldness and originality. Lord Durham—in other words, the most

radical and uncompromising member of the Grey Cabinet, but at the same

time the Prime Minister’s own son-in-law—^was sent on a special mission

to Tsar Nicholas, to clear up the various pending questions—Belgium,

Poland, the Papal States, the progressive movement in Germany, and

Russia’s alleged designs on Khiva. He was to explain the principles of

British policy and “to make them [1 e. Russia] understand, that though

friends to free insUtutzons, we are not promoters oj revolution^ and to moderate

down to its proper and useful degree the apprehension entertained by the

Russian Cabinet, that we are forming too close an alliance with France”.®^

This was a really conciliatory step, for it was taken at the very time when
Joseph Hume, one of Durham’s chief Radical associates, was airing our

relations with Russia in the House of Commons and denouncing the Tsar
as not only a miscreant, but a monster in human form. In actual fact, the

appointment was a great success, and Durham soon won golden opinions in

St Petersburg.^

The first rift with Russia came in the following year, when Palmerston
• Princess Lieven had not been favourable and had written to her brother: “ The man's

vanity is proverbial; he is the haughtiest aristocrat.. . .Here he is cordially and universally
disliked” (29 June 1832—Letters of Princess Lieven^ ed. Robinson, p. 328),
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recalled our Ambassador at St Petersburg, Lord Heytesbury, and appointed

Sir Stratford Canning in his place. This the Tsar absolutely refused to

ratify, for reasons which have never been quite definitely ascertained, though

there has been many a wild surmise. Canning’s biographer contends

(though without proof or even much plausibility, as the story of the two

Durham missions amply shows) that Russia thought fit to dictate to Eng-

land what sort of Ambassador she should send to Petersburg, and that the

sort she would accept must not be one who knew too much about her pro-

ceedings in the East”. In view, however, of the well-known diplomatic

rule that names should be submitted to a foreign Court before the final

accrediting, it seems difficult to justify Palmerston’s contention that the

Tsar’s conduct was “ an outrageous piece of arrogance ”, still more his use of

this violent and undiplomatic phrase to the Russian Ambassador. The fact

is that Palmerston was forewarned and having deliberately disregarded the

warning, came up against an even stronger will in the autocratic Nicholas.

Conclusive evidence for this view is to be found in Lord Durham’s written

account of the incident. ‘‘Lord Palmerston was told that there was only

one man in England to whom the Emperor objected, namely Canning. This

was communicated in the most friendly way to Lord Palmerston by Lieven

and myself, and before Palmerston had even named Canning In despite of

this Palmerston appointed Canning and even gazetted him, without con-

veying any notice of his intention to Lord Grey When remonstrated with by

Lieven, he said, ‘ Canning is of my party, and I must provide for him’.”*

The fact is that Palmerston resented the interference of the Princess, and

still more Durham’s lobbying with his father-in-law the Prime Minister. In

the end he had to give way, but retaliated most unwisely by leaving this

important Embassy in the hands of a charge d'affaires for over two years, and

this despite all the dangers of an acute Eastern crisis. It is but fair to add

that on II July 1833 Palmerston pointedly assured the House of Commons
that he had “full confidence in the honour and good faith of Russia”. A
few days earlierTie Ead won the assent of the House for the view that “it

was wise not to involve Europe in a general war in the hope and expectation

of ultimatelyrescuing Poland from the oppressionunderwhich itsuffered ”.f

* The story of an alleged affront by Canning to Nicholas when Giand Duke appears to

be quite imaginary, and was actually denied both by the Tsar and by Nesselrode to the

British Minister ad int&rvni^ Mr Bligh (see Lane-Poole, op, at, ii, 20) “Don’t let it be

Canning”, Nesselrode wrote to Princess Lieven, “he is soup^onneux, pointilleux, defiant”

(16 February 1833—Greville, Memcms^ ii, 365).

t 9 July

—

Hansard^ xix, 434. It was on this occasion that O’Connell declared that he
“would as soon keep company with a thief who had been tried at the Old Bailey as with

Nicholas ”, and spoke of “ that outrageous public prostitute Catherine, the grandmother of

this Emperor ”—a woman “who should have been consigned to the treadmill or the duckmg
stool” (ihtd, p. 442).
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Petty though it is, this disagreement about Canning deserves to be stressed,

for it had two important effects. As a direct consequence, the Lievens were

recalled from London,* and the Princesses twenty years’ reign—unique m
the annals of the London diplomatic corps—came to a sudden end, though

from 1837 onwards she was to hold a new salon in Paris and once more to

exercise a vital influence upon politics through the enslaved Guizot. But

even more momentous, though far less easy to estimate, was the permanent

resentment which Stratford Canning seems to have borne towards Tsar

Nicholas : twenty years later the two men were to become in a very real

sense the two chief protagonists in the Crimean War
Wellington, during his short-lived tenure of the Foreign Office in 1834

proposed appointing Lord Londonderry:®® but Lord Stanley attacked him

in the House of Commons as ‘‘the last person whom England ought to

have sent to Russiato representthe feelings ofthe people ofthis country ”, and

indeed as “the most unfit man in the Empire to represent those feelings”.®^

Fortunately the Cabinet fell before the negotiations were concluded.

Palmerston, when he returned to power, consented to the appointment of

Lord Durham, who, it was known, would be acceptable to the Tsar: and

there was the further motive that neither Melbourne nor Grey wished to

have him in the Cabinet, but felt bound to offer him some good post.^

Durham remained at St Petersburg from October 1835 till the summer of

1837 and did much to improve Russo-Bntish relations, ridiculing in his

despatches “the hourly dread of Russia”, but warning Nesselrode very

fraiikly that “nothing would ever induce us to connive at her designs on

Turkey” or to allow her seizure of Constantinople.®®

The Quadruple Alliance

During 1833, as the Belgian danger gradually subsided and as the Whig
ascendancy became stabilised at home, Palmerston had kept an equally

vigilant eye upon Russia and upon Austria. He was not the man to leave

the renewed rapprochement of the three Eastern Powers to go unchallenged,

especially when he found Metternich already trying hard to win over Louis

Philippe to their side and only handicapped by the Tsar’s personal anti-

pathy to the usurper. Metternich indeed had already grasped the fact which
was only to become generally apparentin the ’forties, thattheJulyMonarchy

* **As to this producing the recall of the Lievens, gtota, gtoia, if it does ”, wrote Plants to
Canning, 23 July 1833 (Lane-Poole, op. ctt. ii, p. 22). Lady Cowper (afterwards Lady
Palmerston) told Greville that Palmerston had been “provoked by Princess Lieven’s
interference ” and “ thought both she and her Court wanted to be taken down a peg ”. She
appealed to Grey and Durham agamst Palmerston and thus made things worse Her own
diary contams the comment, “thus Palmerston rewarded the service I had done him”
(Dtoiy, p. 186),



IV] PALMERSTON FORCES THE CABINET’S HAND 183

despite its revolutionary origin was not merely conservative, but ultra-

conservative in its inclinations.

None the less, the underlying differences of motive and outlook between

London and Paris were as yet far outweighed by their common interests in

the West of Europe. This had been especially marked in Belgium, and it now
prompted Palmerston’s initiative in April 1834, in converting his triangular

understanding with Spam and Portugal into a Quadruple Alliance of the

Western Powers, committing the two major partners actively to the cause of

the two Queens. As he told his brother, it “was a capital hit and all my
own doing”.®® “ I carried it through the Cabinet by a coup de main, taking

them by surprise and not leaving them time to make objections. I reckon

this to be a great stroke. In the first place it will settle Portugal and go some

way to settle Spam also. But what is of more perinanent and extensive

importance, it establishes a Quadruple Alliance among the constitutional

states of the West, which will serve as a powerful counterpoise to the Holy

Alliance of the East.”®® This, then, was Palmerston’s idea of non-interven-

tion. It was a direct challenge to Metternich, who regarded Isabella as

“the revolution incarnate in its most dangerous form” and Carlos as

“representative of the monarchical principle m conflict with the Revolu-

tion.”®^ Palmerston, who very prematurely assumed that the case of Carlos

was already
‘
‘ desperate ”,®® was also bynow frankly defiant of Metternich, of

whom he said that his chief mistake since 1830 was not to realise that “the

political system of England is settled and unchangeable, whether Govern-

ments are stable or tottering”, and that he was always expecting to have

“his dear Tories in power within six months”.®®

The Tory Interlude

This little outburst was written in July 1834, at the moment when Lord

Grey resigned office, worn out by the stress of the long Reform agitation

and discouraged by the transference of the almost indispensable Aithorpe

from the Commons to the Lords. To Princess Lieven Grey confided, “My
life for the last eight months has been one of such unhappiness as nobody

can imagine, and as far as I am personally concerned, I rejoice at having

escaped from so painful and thankless a situation.”®^

The new Premier, Lord Melbourne, had only been in power for four

months, when he became the victim of what is known as “the Bang’s

coup d'etat ”. William IV was of course technically within his rights, but the

trend of events was against him, and the incident is noticeable as the last

occasion on which the Crown has not merely asserted but actually exercised
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its power to dismiss a whole Cabinet as opposed to an individual Minister,

though it has on occasion vindicated its right to send for whom it

pleases.

This time Sir Robert Peel became Prime Mmister, and the Duke of

Wellington went to the Foreign Office. But he was there barely six months,

and in that time nothing occurred to modify the policy which he found there.

It was a somewhat singular combination, which once surprised the bluif old

soldier into the apologetic comment,
“
I have no small talk, and Peel has no

manners”.*® A letter which Palmerston wrote to his brother during what

was for him a breathing space, gives a clue both to his own and to the Duke’s

attitude. “ The Duke of Wellington,” he says, “ is, I suspect, if possible more

hostile to Russia than I was—^fully as much impressed with the necessity of

checking her insatiable ambition and quite as determined to employ the

means which England possesses to do so. The fact is that Russia is a great

humbug, and that if England were fairly to go to work vnth her, we should

throw her back half a century in one campaign. But Nicholas the proud and

insolent knows this, and will always check his pride and moderate his in-

solence when he finds England is firmly determined and fully prepared to

resist him.”®* Here in germ we have the aggressive Palmerston of a later

date, andwe can already see the dangers which threaten the future from such

a temperament, pitted against so intolerably autocratic a will as that of

Nicholas I. But this is in a private letter to his brother, when public opinion

could not yet look over his shoulder. And so it came about that after his

return to office no other than David Urquhart, the most redoubtable Turco-

phil and Russophobe of his day, actually put forward the grotesque allega-

tion that Palmerston was influenced by Russian gold. Meanwhile in actual

fact the Duke cultivated better relations with Russia than his predecessor,

and the Tsar was not without hope ofwinning him to the cause of legitimacy

or of wheedling him as at St Petersburg in 1826.

The six brief months during which 'the Duke remained at the Foreign

Office were not marked by any outstanding event or change of policy : and
when Lord Melbourne resumed office in April 1835 there was no very

obvious substitute for Palmerston, after Lord Grey’s refusal. Yet Grey,

Lansdowne and Holland each urged Melbourne to pass over Palmerston,

and the Ambassadors of the three Eastern Powers went the length of ex-

pressing a hope in the same sense. But Palmerston himself was by now
thoroughly bitten with the work, and told his chief, “distinctly, unequi-
vocally, imalterably”, that without the Foreign Office he “had rather not

engage in the administration at all ” .
»» That his insistence proved successful,

was probably due to two main causes, firstly his dose friendship with Lord
Melbourne himself—whose brother-in-law he was to become in 1839 by
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his marriage with the widowed Lady Cowper, for whom he had waited so

long and so faithfully—and secondly because of his relatively cordial

relations with William IV. “ The King and the Court hate us and wish us

all to the devil Palmerston wrote to Durham :
“ I believe I am the only one

of the ministers whom the King likes personally.”®® Besides his first term

of office had proved him, despite many outbursts of temperament, to be a

man of outstanding ability—^to quote the words of Charles Grey, he was

‘‘firm and even bold: quite steady to his friends: indifferent to abuse, full

of resources, . .not punctilious or vain, or standing upon trifles and per-

sonalities I highly disapprove his foreign meddling, but I speak of his

general talents”.®®

Melbourne at this period still held Palmerston m leash and impressed

upon him “the extreme danger of taking strong steps

—

o. lesson which

was certainly lost upon Palmerston, with his “healthy appetite for ‘inci-

dents ’ And indeed yearbyyear the restraining influencegrewnoticeably

weaker.

Palmerston’s Attitude to France and Russia

From 1835 to 1839 there is relative quiet in Europe, marked, so far as

British policy is concerned, by a gradual alienation from France and a

simultaneous growth of suspicion towards Russia. Once again it is highly

instructive to study the reactions of Metternich towards both tendencies.

Early in 1833 he had already convinced himself that Palmerston’s character

was made up of “presumption and naivety, audacity and gene”.^®® Two
years later we find him again writing to his Ambassador in Paris, Count

Apponyi, that “ at Paris they are terrified at lafougue anglaise Every day

will prove that he is right in calling England la propagatrice du maV^ and

France an extinct crater. “ France is yesterday, England will be to-morrow

:

we and the states which are to-day, are froisses on every occasion by the

elements which jostle us.” To Sainte-Aulaire’s remark that the English

Ministers wanted war with Russia, Metternich agreed, but said that it

would not go beyond “ les limites d’une velleite ” of Palmerston. If France

could hold back England, he himselfwould undertake to keep Tsar Nicholas

“dans ses dispositions toutes pacifiques”.^®® This throws light on Metter-

nich’s egotism, but it also shows the impression that Palmerston was be-

giimmg to create in foreign diplomatic circles.

Palmerston on his side writes to Melbourne (i March 1835) that “'v^e

mi^notlook'toMetternich for any co-operation inmeasures destined to hold
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Russia in check”.’-®* Melbourne’s own brother, Sir Frederick Lamb,* was

now Ambassador in Vienna, and the Prime Mimster enquires of him “ how

he finds the land lying at Vieima”, and contrasts Mettermch’s ill-humour

and “ tone of haughtiness and imperiousness” with Russia’s tone, which is

“in the highest degree moderate and conciliatory”.’®® But Palmerston, for

all his forcible language, had accurately gauged the mtemational situation,

when he wrote to his chief :
“ The division of Europe into two camps (as

Ancillon calls it), to which you so much object, is the result of events beyond

our control, and is the consequence of the French Revolution of July

—

The three (Powers) and the two ”—^that is, the Eastern and Western groups
—

“

think differently, and therefore they act differently”, whether in Bel-

gium, in Portugal or in Spain. What Mettemich and Ancillon really dislike,

he pertinently adds, is not “the existence”, but “the equality of the two

camps ”.’®®

There is already an undercurrent of friction in the relations of Britain and

Russia, which is accentuated by the attitude of our Embassy at the Porte.

It is the first of a series of eventful rivalries between the British and Russian

representatives in Constantinople. This time it was Lord Ponsonby, who

had a fanatical hatred and distrust of Russia, and of whom his own cousm

Lord Durham once declared: “If I were Minister, Ponsonby would not

stay twenty-four hours at the Porte.” f The easy-going and cynical Mel-

bourne wrote of Ponsonby’s “ ridiculous Russophobia, which leads him to

shut his eyes to everything else”.’®’' Ponsonby was a man of alternating

moods, indolent, violent and not amenable to discipline, indeed often com-

pletely out of hand. His Private Letters on the Eastern Question, published

in pamphlet form in 1854, msisting on force as the only possible solution

and the only way to “ get England out of the filth in which she is attempted

to be smothered ” (^e grammar is his), suggest a very mediocre intelligence

and judgment. Ponsonby never varied in his hatred of Russia, but after

1834 he came to abandon his original belief in Mehemet Ali as Britam’s

natural ally against Russia, and pressed on Palmerston the view that by

supporting Mahmud s^ainst the Pasha of Egypt, Britain could draw the

Sultan altogether within her sphere of influence.’®® At this earlier period he

^ Afterwards Lord Beauvale, who, m Prof. Webster’s words, “handled Mettemich
with so judicious a mixture of flattery and frankness, and kept m such close touch with the
intricate machinery of the Austrian State, that he had more influence at Vienna than any
other Ambassador ”

—

Palmerston, Mettemich and the European System (Raleigh Lecture),

p. 129

t Barante, Souvenirs, v, 381. Barante, wntmg to Thiersm May 1836, quotes this phrase
as used by Durham to himself. Durham remonstrated with Palmerston agamst Ponsonby’s
mtransigeance, but received the answer, “ Ponsonby goes perhaps too far in his suspicions
of Russia and certainly is too warlike in his own inclinations . .but has great merits and
has done us good service at Constantinople” (31 May 1836)—cit. Stuart Reid, at ii,

43-
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was reinforced at the Constantinople Embassy by David Urquhart as First

Secretary. Urquhart, who had a remarkable knowledge of the Near East,

had already written many books and pamphlets^®^ and was an ardent Turco-

phil to whom Russia was a positive obsession. Indeed he had in 1835

review The Portfolio published a collection of Russian secret documents

which had been seized inWarsaw during the Polish insurrection, and which

contained various details highly embarrassing to Metternich also. His press

campaign in England was conducted with the approval and even co-

operation of Ponsonby.^® Thanks to the private influence of William IV,

Urquhart was in 1836 sent out to the Constantinople Embassy and there

continued to work actively against Russia. He was recalled after the King’s

death and bore a lasting grudge against Palmerston, but what really spoilt

his diplomatic career was his share in aggravating two delicate incidents

of the year 1836

The first was the case of an English merchant named Churchill, who
having accidentally killed a Turkish child, was attacked by the mob and

thrown into prison. Ponsonby went so far as to break off relations with the

Porte until the Reis Effendi and Ahmed Pasha had been dismissed and

Churchill indemnified. On this the Tsar wrote to the Sultan, exhorting

him not to sacrifice his servants to the unjust demands of Lord Ponsonby.

The Porte was even advised to ask London for the recall of Ponsonby, who
on his side tried to convince his chief that the conflict could only be ended

by the complete disgrace of Russia or of Britain.’*

The second incident was still more serious. A London merchant named
Bell—directly encouraged by Ponsonby and Urquhart behind the back of

the Foreign Office—^fitted out the sloop Vixen with a cargo of salt and ran

the Russian blockade to the coast of Circassia. The Russians, alleging that

the vessel contained gunpowder as well as salt, promptly confiscated her.

There were indignant complaints in the London press, and Palmerston used

very blunt language to Pozzo di Borgo about the Circassian struggle for

liberty. In the end, however, he had to recognise the justice of the seizure

:

but quite apart from this he had “no wish to go to war with Russia”, and

moreover, if war was to prove inevitable, he wanted “some real and well-

defined ground of quarrel, and not to begin fighting at the good will

and bidding of Mr James Bell, the bankrupt of Bucarest”.^^^ Ponsonby

urged Palmerston to send a fleet into the Black Sea, and if he had been

* See Bolsover, op, at, p no, who charges Ponsonby with trjnng to embroil the two
countnes. Barante reported to Thiers that Ponsonby*s two colleagues, Butenyev and
Roussm, found him “si excessif et si peu raisonnable**, that they could not share in his

demarche, (Barante, Souvenirs

^

v, 414 ) Admiral Roussm appears to have blamed Ponsonby
very freely as “un fou”, and this was repeated by Butenyev to the Intemuncio. Barante,

V, 44i» 453*
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listened to by the Foreign Secretary, it might very easily have come to

war.

The incident was again raised during the debate of i March 1848, when

Anstey, at Urquhart's instigation, accused Palmerston of subservience to

Russia and of actual treason. Palmerston, in a reply that was very damaging

for Urquhart, maintained that Bell had calculated upon the British Govern-

ment being forced to send a fleet to the Baltic. I have been accused fre-

quently”, he added, “of being too warlike, but I own my courage did not

rise to that point”: and Urquhart was therefore not allowed to return to

Constantinople and envenom the situation still further By that time he

had in any case quarrelled with the Ambassador

In these activities Urquhart seems to have relied upon the interest ofthe

“ Sailor King” and of his secretary Sir Herbert Taylor, in the fortifications

which Nicholas I was erecting both at Kronstadt and Sebastopol, and again

upon William’s personal antipathy for Nicholas. Urquhart certainly helped

to implant in Ponsonby the feed idea that the Tsar aimed at the possession

of Constantinople, which as a distant ultimate goal was doubtless accurate

enough.

There were other points offriction with Russia—^the question of a steamer

concession on the Euphrates, and in particular relations with Persia and their

effect upon Afghanistan. Russia was already advancing slowly into Central

Asia, and Palmerston could not be blamed for looking askance at this. But

most of all he was afraid of what a generation later was to become the

cauchemar of Germany—^namely, an alliance between Russia and France:

and it followed from this that as he became involved in friction with France

owing to Western affairs, he was forced into more friendly accord with

Russia in the crisis of i839-"4i. Till then, however, his typical method is

revealed in a phrase used to Lord John Russell (15 December 1838):

“What Lord Howick says of the real weakness of Russia for aggressive waf]

is quite true: but the knowledge of that fact ought rather to encourage us\

to make a stout stand against her systematic encroachment on Peace.”^^® ^

Spanish Affairs

The Quadruple Alliance, due to the initiative of Palmerston and the cordial

approval of Talleyrand, filled the Liberals of the West with joy, led the

Eastern Powers to withdraw their ministers from Madrid and decided the

weak Spanish Government to help Maria against her uncle Miguel. It

speedily attained its first aim of checking the civil war in Portugal, and
henceforth Maria, who was proclaimed of age m September 1834, was able
to maintain herself peacefully on the throne, despite the death of her
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father, the ex-Emperor. But in Spam the situation was much more pre-

carious, and there can be little doubt that but for foreign backing to the two

Queens, the Carlist cause, with its roots in medieval clericalism, would

eventually have triumphed. In the summer of 1834 Don Carlos himself

found his way back to Spain, and had the advantage of financial help from

the Tsar, Frederick William III, Carlo Alberto and the French legitimists,

and the even greater advantage of a brilliant guerilla general in Zumala-

carregui.

The advent of a Tory Cabinet to power in England roused Carlist hopes,

but our Minister in Madrid, George Villiers—^the future Lord Clarendon

—

was able to hold back the Duke of Wellington from any definite action * and

all that was done was to despatch Lord Eliot and Colonel Wylde to the

Carlist headquarters, in the hope of imposing some check upon the mutual

savagery of the contending forces. Wellington was already out of office

before they had time to conclude the convention of 37 April 1835, and its

terms were soon to be set at open defiance.

Under the stress of Carlist successes, the Government of Madrid appealed

in May for French assistance, but this was refused by Louis Philippe, owing

to the reserved attitude of London. He did, however, lend to Spam the

French Foreign Legion and permit the recruiting of French volunteers,

while Palmerston, in defiance of Tory protests, authorised the raising of a

Spanish Legion of 10,000 men, under the command of Colonel De Lacy

Evans, a Peninsular veteran who had won Westminster for the Radical

cause.* The retort of Don Carlos was to declare foreign volunteers exempt

from the Eliot convention : no quarter was given, and the civil war assumed

an increasingly “bloody and ferocious character

The course of events now led inevitably towards increased friction be-

tween France and Britain, and especially between their representatives in

Madnd, Villiers and Rayneval. It is impossible to absolve the former from

all blame: for on his own responsibility he signed with the Mendizabal

^ Cabinet a convention securing a British loan to Spain, m return for a re-

duction in the duties upon British goods. The secret was at once betrayed

by Queen Christina to Rayneval and transmitted to Pans, so that Palmer-

ston’s repudiation of his zealous subordinate was robbed of much of its

virtue. The French grpw exceedingly jealous of the open alliance between

Villiers and Mendizabal, and began to draw closer to the Eastern Powers,

refusing Palmerston’s suggestions of joint intervention in favour of the

“ Cristinos”. The appearance of a British squadron under Lord John Hay

on the eastern coast of Spain only increased their nervousness. In Palmer-

* Of Evans Villiers had the poorest opinion—“ a conceited, incapable coxcomb, with no
real merit beyond personal bravery” (Maxwell, Life of Clarendon^ i, 147).
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ston’s view the British Government, “by assisting the Spanish people to

establish a constitutional form of government, were assisting to secure the

independence of Spain, and they had no doubt that the maintenance of that

independence would be conducive to important British interests This

only thinly veils his very definite aim of preventing French predominance in

Spain. Moreover, it only fits in very imperfectly with the views of Villiers

m Madrid, who at this period of his career showed a certain immature

naivety. In writing home, he very frankly avowed the belief that “ the mass

of the nation” was Carlist and absolutist in its sympathies, and that Spain

was “ unfit for liberal institutions and yet continued to press for military

intervention. He only too obviously enjoyed Madrid’s atmosphere of

adventure, crime and intrigue :
“ after all,” he wrote, “ here I am somebody,

and m London nobody can be anybody

The fall of Mendizabal in May 1836 led to an improvement inthe relations

with France, but Spain’s situation remained pitiable. Queen Christina

seemed at the last gasp and thought seriously of flight to her brother’s

Court at Naples : and in the end she and her daughter were saved less by

their own virtue than by the arrogant incompetence of Don Carlos and his

entourage. The Carlist failure before Madrid m the autumn of 1837 marks

the turmng of the tide, and after two more years of dissension Don Carlos

fled the coimtry. But though the Progressist party seemed to hold the field,

and the Queen Regent also had to withdraw from Spain, it was really to

make way for the dictatorship of Espartero, and the effects of civil war

lingered for many decades.
' There can be little doubt that Spanish affairs contributed very materially

towards loosening the ties between the two Western Powers, but the exact

responsibility is difficult to determine. Palmerston genuinely desired co-

operation between the two chief exponents of liberalism and could not

conceal his chagnn at Louis Philippe’s growing inclination towards a rap-

prochementwith Austria. But itmay fairlybe askedwhether hisown cavalier

attitude towards France did not drive her into the. arms of Metternich, just

as it unquestionably made London unbearable for the veteran Talleyrand,

despite his devotion to a Franco-British entente—one of the few passions of

his life. How intolerable Palmerston could already make himself may be

seen from the instructions which he sent in September 1836 to Lord Gran-
ville in Paris. The Ambassador was to inform M. M0I6, the French
Premier, “that we look upon France as backing out of the alliance as fast

as she can, thatwe are sorry for it, butwash our hands ofthe consequences ”.

France “will lose her credit with the Liberal party in Europe, whom she is

about to desert”, and will become identified “with arbitrary power in

Europe and with the enemies of free institutions”, without, however, ever
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winning the trust or favour of the Holy Alliance, since she “could never

assimilate her Government to their mocler".^^® This may or may not have

been true, but it was not calculated to soothe the susceptibilities of the

French.

Far more moderate, meanwhile, was the definition of policy given by

Lord Melbourne to the King’s secretary. This was “to hold aloof”: Eng-

land was “ not to ally herself either with the spirit of general revolution or of

arbitrary government”, but also not “to take exception to any form of

government, despotic or republican, which may be established”.^^®

William IV for his part was against intervention, but believed that “jealousy

of the property and grandeur of this country is the dominant feeling of

France and of every state on the Continent”*—^an insular view which shows

him to have reflected pretty faithfully the attitude of his average subject

towards “ damned foreigners Of Melbourne it is not unfair to quote the

considered verdict of Guizot in later life—^remembering of course that he

was not quite impartial after his experiences at the London Embassy—^“the

least Radical of the Whigs, a judicious epicurean, an agreeable egoist, gay

without warmth and mingling a natural air of authority with a carelessness

which he took delight in proclaiming”.^®®

* Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, i, 358 In September 1833 he had been unwise enough
m a public speech to refer to the French as “ the natural enemies of England ” (Brougham,
Life, in, 306).



CHAPTER V

THE EASTERN QUESTION AND THE CRISIS

OF THE ENTENTE

We saw that the year 1833 brought a detente in the Eastern Question, the

two Western Powers being too absorbed elsewhere to risk an armed conflict

with Russia, and Sultan Mahmud resigning himself to a direct agreement

with Tsar Nicholas, as his best, and mdeed at the moment only effective,

guarantee against the aggression ofMehemet Ali. We saw also that the Tsar,

after the triumph of his policy at Unkiar Skelessi, showed singular modera-

tion towards the Porte and was content to await a dissolution which he

regarded as slow but inevitable, securing himself meanwhile against sudden

unforeseen developments by his secret agreement with Austria at Munchen-

gratz. The lull that followed in Eastern affairs somewhat allayed Palmer-

ston’s suspicions of Russia, and he remained politely vigilant, save for the

already recorded lapse mto aggression in connection with Stratford

Canning’s nomination to the Petersburg Embassy,

The Route to the East

During the remainder of the ’thirties Palmerston’s interest in the Near and

Middle East grew steadily, for three almost equal reasons. British trade in

the Levant was steadily mcreasing in volume, while the advent of the steam-

ship was bringing India nearer to England and stimulating the search for

alternatives to the old sailing route roimd the Cape of Good Hope. These

alternatives could only be through Suez and the Red Sea, or across the

Syrian desert to the Euphrates and the Persian Gulf. In both cases Turkey
was a factbr of prime importance: in the former Britain looked nervously

upon the Russian penetration in Asia and her intrigues in Persia, while in the

latter she feared French aspirations towards naval control of the Medi-
terranean and suspected Mehemet Ali as a mere tool of Paris. In this role,

indeed, Mehemet Ali was doubly obnoxious, for his ambitions seemed to

threaten equally the two new Indian routes and again to hamper British

commerce by his cotton and coffee monopohes. France had retained her

sympathy for Mehemet Ali since the days of Napoleon, provided him with
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many efficient officers and civil instructors, and regarded a strong Egypt

under his rule as likely to strengthen her own positionm the Mediterranean

and lO fit in with her designs upon North Africa. Britain, on the other hand,

was in constant fear that a fresh attack by Mehemet Ali upon the Sultan

might bring Russia into motion and so precipitate the collapse ofTurkey : and

again in 1834 she protested so vigorously against the Pasha’s projected

expedition across the Hedjaz towards Basra and Bagdad, that he found it

wiser to abandon it altogether. In October of that year Palmerston warned

Mehemet All against a declaration of independence, or any interference with

the statvs quo^ while at the same time discouraging the Porte from attacking

its vassal. Already in December 1838 he had urged the Porte to “ revert to

Its ancient policy” and look for aid to England, '‘instead of leaning upon a

powerful and systematically encroaching neighbour”: and in his instruc-

tions to our new Ambassador, Lord Ponsonby, he explained his desire "to

preserve Turkish integrity and independence”, to encourage financial

reform and—^here there showed a cloven hoof—^to supply muskets for the

Turkish army.^

In 183s Colonel Chesney, by a special concession from the Porte, was

allowed to transport two small steamboats in sections from the Orontes

to the Euphrates, one of which was navigated successfully as far as the

Persian Gulf. Nesselrode jealously protested against this concession, and

nothing came of this ambitious project for an overland route to India A
year later Palmerston sent Colonel Considme and other British officers to

study the Turkish army and promote military reforms, but this mission was

undermined by intrigue and evasion, and at last in November 1837 the

Porte decided to entrust the task to Prussian officers, notably Hellmuth von

Moltke, who thus first made his reputation m Eastern lands.

With every year the importance of Suez and the Red Sea became more

obvious : at first the monsoon was regarded as a fatal obstacle to steamships,

but this soon proved to be a false alarm, and opinion concentrated on the

difficulties of transhipment and the advantages of a canal. Britain’s in-

terest in the new route to India sharpened her eye for strategic points, and an

outrage committed on a British crew near Aden led to the occupation of that

outpost in January 1839,

The treaty concluded at Kutahiya in 1833 was in reality a mere truce.

Sultan Mahmud’s hatred of his victorious vassal knew no bounds, and his

whole mind was dominated by the thought offuture revenge, while Mehemet
Ali spent on armaments most of the surplus income derived from his ex-

periments in cotton. The fall of the latter’s old enemy, Chosrev Pasha, in

1836 led to a certain detente

^

and in the following year the Porte was ready,

in return for the surrender of Adana and the interior of Syria, to make

s-w 13
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Egypt and the rest of Syria hereditary in the Pasha's family. But Mehemet
Ali was then bent upon full independence and something very like an

Arab Empire, bounded by the Taurus, the Euphrates and the Indian Ocean

:

in 1835 he sounded Marshal Marmont during a visit to Egypt, and m
May 1838 told the Consuls very frankly that he meant to shake off the

Sultan's rule and declare his independence, though British dissuasion held

him back forthe moment. Relations between Constantinople and Alexandria

grew steadily worse : both sides began to arm. A Druse revolt in the Leba-

non was encouraged by the Turks, and its suppression by Ibrahim increased

the tension.

At this stage Palmerston proposed a Conference in London to discuss the

Turco-Egyptian question, which he rightly foresaw was leading towards

war. Russia, however, strongly demurred, not merely because she was not

yet ready to share with other Powers the rights conferred on her at Unkiar

Skelessi, but above all because she felt that her use of those rights would

unite the Western Powers against her, whereas her mam desire was to drive

a wedge between London and Paris. Metternich at once endorsed the

Russian view and condemned Palmerston's ‘‘disastrous idea".^ But the

British Cabinet was prepared “ to give naval aid to the Sultan against Me-
hemet Ali” in case of need, and to send a fleet to Alexandria as an earnest

of their intention.^

There were no half-tones in Palmerston's estimate of the Pasha. “ For

my own part”, he wrote to Granville, “ I hate Mehemet Ali, whom I con-

sider as nothing but an ignorant barbarian, who by cunning and boldness

and mother-wit has been successful in rebellion ; . . . I look upon his boasted

civilisation of Egypt as the arrantest humbug, and I believe that he is as

great a tyrant and oppressor as ever made a people wretched.”^ This fitted

in with his general aims : “The maintenance of the Turkish Empire ought

to be the basis of our policy No ideas therefore of fairness towards

Mehemet ought to stand in the way ofsuch great and paramount interests.”®

Nor did Palmerston hesitate to give the Pasha a fair and frank warning, that
“ if he should unfortunately proceed to execute his announced intentions”

(of independence), “and if hostilities should break out thereupon between
Sultan and Pasha, the Pasha must expect to find Great Britain taking part

with the Sultan, in order to obtain redress for so flagrant a wrong done to the

Sultan, and for the purpose of preventing the dismemberment of the

Turkish Empire”, and that Mehemet Ali would “fatally deceive himself”
if he were to reckon upon “any jealousies among the Powers ”.® The sense

of this despatch was communicated to the Turks.

This attitude greatly facilitated the new Anglo-Turkish commercial treaty

negotiated by Ponsonby and Bulwer in the summer of 1838. Its chief
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feature, the pledge to abolish all monopolies in the Turkish Empire, was

directly aimed at Mehemet All : two birds were to be killed with one stone,

Mehemet All’s revenues and his powers of resistance to the suzerain being

simultaneously diminished, and a chief obstacle to British trade in the

Levant being removed.*

Sultan Mahmud, towards the close of his life, was fanatically bent upon

war, and he was, if possible, encouraged still further by Lord Ponsonby,

who displayed equal antipathy towards Mehemet Ali and towards the Tsar,

only too often exceeded or neglected his official instructions,'^ used wild

and unguarded languagef and assumed war to be inevitable It is a striking

fact that in January 1839 the Tsar tried to induce Metternich, as more m
favour with London, to work for Ponsonby’s recall, on the ground that he

was “ a danger to the peace of Europe Metternich himself was on good

terms with Ponsonby and was glad to see himsome years later asAmbassador

in Vienna, but at this time he declined to take Ponsonby’s ‘‘bellicose

forecasts” seriously.J

Palmerston’s Views on Turkey

Palmerston himself from the first took up a straight and logical position,

whatever may be thought of its assumptions. “My opinion”, he told

Granville,^ “island has long been made up: it is that we ought to support

the Sultan heartily and vigorously—with France, if France will act with us

;

without her, if she should decline.” He already hoped that Unkiar Skelessi

might be terminated, by “ merging it in some more general compact of the

same nature”, in other words a joint guarantee of Turkey by the Powers.

Meanwhile he had convinced himself of Turkey’s reformability. “When
people say that Turkey is rapidly falling to decay, one always replies, ‘ It will

last our time, ifwe try to prop it up and not to pull it down Not content

with challenging the view that Turkey’s decay was “inevitable and pro-

gressive”, he told Bulwer, “I much question that there is any process of

decay going on in the Turkish Empire.”^^ And a year later he wrote to the

same correspondent in even more categorical terms: “As to the Turkish

• Palmerston wrote to Bulwer, 13 September 1838* “the abolition of monopolies will

mcrease m the end the resources of Egypt, as well as of Turkey, though it may for the

moment paralyse Mehemet Ali*s scheme of finance” (Bulwer, op, at, ii, 385).

t Komgsmarck reported him to Frederick William III as talkmg wildly of the destruc-

tion of Odessa and Sebastopol by the British fleet—cit. Hasenclever, Die onentahsche

Frage tn den Jahren 1839-41, p. 18, Cf. Thureau-Dangm, Histoire de la Monarchie de

yudlet, IV, 8, who quotes from Samte-Aulaire*s memoirs a phrase used by Ponsonby to

Bois-le-Comte m 1834

X Sainte-Aulaire toBarante, 20 November 1838—Barante, Souvenirs^ vi, 157. Cf. Metter-

nich to Samte-Auiaure, 21 May 1839, on Palmerston’s “ tolerance pour les errements lea( plus

extravagants ” of Ponsonby (Metternich, Nachg. Paptere, vi, 345).

13-2
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Empire, if we can procure for it ten years of peace under the joint protection

of the five Powers, and if those years are profitably employed in reorganising

the internal system of the Empire, there is no reason whatever why it should

not become again a respectable Power.. . .All we hear about the decay of

Turkey and its being a dead body or a sapless trunk. . .is pure and un-

adulterated nonsense. Here we see Palmerston already possessed by that

idh fixe which was never to leave him, which was one of the main con-

tributory causes of the Crimean War—^the most unnecessary war waged by

Britain during the past century—^which was taken over twenty years later

by Disraeli and the Conservative party and became mainly responsible for

the disastrous Eastern crisis of the ’seventies, and which was not fully

discarded until Lord Salisbury publicly admitted that in the Crimea “we
had put our money on the wrong horse”, and not fully atoned for until the

Great War.

Early in 1839 Mahmud reappointed as Grand Vizier the veteran Chosrev

Pasha, whom thirty-five years earlier Mehemet Ali had ejected from the

viceroyalty of Egypt and who had been sent in 1833 to negotiate terms with

the victorious Ibrahim—

m

other words, an irreconcilable opponent of the

Egyptian Pasha, and in the words of Henry Bulwer, then at the Constanti-

nople Embassy, “ a shrewd, bold, illiterate barbarian, . . . ready to have every

man in the Empire drowned, shot, poisoned or decapitated, if it was

necessary to carry out the views of himself or his master The prevailing

mentality at the Porte was revealed by Nuri Effendi’s remark to Lord

Ponsonby, that “ no treaty would be of any use to the interests of the Porte,

which had not for its objectthe destruction ofMehemet Ali The initiative

was undoubtedly taken by the Sultan, who allowed Hafiz Pasha and his

Prussian officers^® to cross the Euphrates on zi April. In May he told

Ponsonby that he would sooner die or be the vassal of Russia than renounce

the subjection of a rebellious vassal and indeed it was clear from the first

that concessions from Mehemet All would merely have whetted the appetite

of Mahmud, who was bent on recovering complete control not only of

Syria but of Egypt also. It may indeed be said of Mahmud that he was a

bloodthirsty tyrant, with passing gleams of enlightenment, feeling amid

the ravages of delirium tremens the need for haste if death was not to snatch

from him his revenge. Meanwhile Colonel Campbell, the British Agent in

Alexandria, rightly acquitted Mehemet Ali of any intention of making the

first move, but saw that only force would induce him to recall Ibrahim or

evacuate Syria. He reported home the Pasha’s talk of co-operation with

England in the task of freeing Turkey and Persia from the Russian yoke, and
' was himself inclined to wonder whether an Arab Caliphate under Mehemet
Ali would not be a more effective barrier against Russia than the decaymg
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Turkey ever could be.^*^ Campbell enjoyed great personal influence with

the Pasha and was sure that he could restrain him : but the violent Ponsonby

persuaded Palmerston to recall Campbell, and in December 1839 his place

was taken by Colonel Hodges, whose Russophobe mission in Belgrade had

just failed, and who ‘‘proved to be hot-tempered, blustering and quarrel-

some’’

Meanwhile, there can be no doubt that Ponsonby definitely encouraged

the warlike tendencies of the Turks
:
yet his own personal prejudices had

brought him to the belief that the Russians and Prussians were inciting the

Sultan to war, though he admitted that his Russian colleague Butenyev

was peaceably disposed.-^ In reality the Tsar was in no warlike mood, and

embarrassed by home finances : indeed the assurances which he bade Nessel-

rode give to Clanricarde in respect of a Persian attack upon Herat—^to the

effect that Russia did not harbour designs upon India—had been accepted

in December 1838 by Palmerston as entirely satisfactory.^® At this time the

main antipathies of Nicholas were concentrated upon France, as the em-

bodiment of revolutionary and subversive principles,! and he still looked

upon Turkey with the interested benevolence of one who hopes for an

inheritance in the course of nature rather than one who seeks to wrest it

prematurely from its present holder.

In France, meanwhile, Louis Philippe and his chief minister, Marshal

Soult, were equally averse to war, and eager for an understanding with

England, since without it they foresaw their abandonment by Metternich

and France’s isolation in the face of a hostile Russia. On the other hand, the

mass of French public opimon was consistently, even ardently, sympathetic

to Mehemet All, alike from memories of the Napoleonic era and as a prop

for French Mediterranean ambitions. Meanwhile Palmerston saw clearly

that as between Mahmud and Mehemet the question at stake was the very

vital one of prestige in the Islamic world and the possession of the Holy

Cities, and that the fate of Egypt and of Constantinople closely affected

British commerce and our connections with India. To the Pasha he sent

through Campbell the warning that Britain would not tolerate an Egyptian

military and naval Power on the Persian Gulf, while Ponsonby was in-

* Ponsonby to Palmerston, 19 March and 6 April—cit Guichen, op, cit p 38 Metter-

mch on 14 July wrote of Ponsonby, that he was mnonnatre whose fixed idea was the

Tsar’s design for the conquest of Constantinople” and who “consid^re depuis longtemps
la guerre comme le meilleur moyen d’emp^cher la realisation de ce plan” {Nachg, Papierey

VI, 345)

t In April 1839 Ficquelmont wrote thus to Mettermch. “Une guerre telle que TEm-
pereur Nicholas r6ve, celle qui plait a son courage et excite le plus vivement ses passions,

c’est une guerre de principes contre la France Or, cette guerre est impossible, tant que
Talhance de la France et de TAngleterre subsiste il faut done les s^parer et attirer k soi

TAngleterre. Tel est le but mstinctif non moms que le calcul raisoxm^ de TEmpereur dans

sa conduite avec I’Angleterre” (Guichen, op, at, p 52),



198 EASTERN QUESTION AND CRISIS OF ENTENTE [cH.

structed to warn the Porte of the danger which might ensue if the Egyptians

reached so far. His main idea at this early stage of the crisis was that the

Syrian desert must be made a sort of barrier between the two rivals, as the

only sure guarantee of peace.^ Moreover, he feared that if Mehemet Ali

once secured control of Bagdad and Diarbekr, he would inevitably ally with

Russia : Turkey would then be doomed, Russia would then he across all

routes to the East, and a conflict with her would logically follow. In his view,

then, it was better to risk war with the Pasha to-day than with the Tsar to-

morrow. Campbell was therefore instructed to warn the Pasha that Britain

“could not see -with indifference” any movement on his part towards

Bagdad or the Gulf.*^

The events of the summer created an entirely new and complex situation.

On 24 June Hafiz was utterly routed by Ibrahim at the battle of Nezib, and

Egyptian rule was unchallenged south of the Taurus. Sultan Mahmud
did not live to hear the disastrous news, but died on 30 June and was suc-

ceeded by his son Abdul Medjid, a mediocre and neurasthemc youth of

sixteen, in the hands of Chosrev and the Russophil party at the Porte. Barely

a week later the Kapitan Pasha Ahmed—^partly for personal motives, and

partly in the belief that a surrender to Russia was contemplated—^went over

to Mehemet Ali with the entire Turkish fleet, acting in this with the

collusion of the French Admiral Lalande, who, it is true, afterwards re-

ceived a severe reproof from his Government. Mehemet Ali made ful-

some professions of loyalty to the Sultan, but declined to surrender the fleet

unless Chosrev were dismissed from office and his own hereditary rule in

both Egypt and Syria recognised.

Intervention

Turkey was thus struck by paralysis, and but for the intervention of the

Powers would have been even more at the mercy of Mehemet Ali than in

1833. The idea of a Conference at Vienna to settle the dispute had already

been accepted by all the Powers, but to Mettemich’s intense disgust was

rejected by the Tsar, in favour of a direct ^reement between the two rivals.

“ Spain and Portugal”, he told Ficquelmont, “are France’s and England’s

concern, Italy is Austria’s, Germany Austria’s and Prussia’s, but Turkey is

V}y Nesselrode shortly before had urged Britain to warn the Pasha

that so long as he merely repelled Turkish aggression and did not carry war

beyond the boundaries of the Kutahiya agreement, no action would be taken

against him, but that if he pressed on into the centre of Asia Minor Botain
would regard this as action s^ainst herself. Pdmerstongreeted this prop08.al

with suspicion and told Granville that “the interests of France, Austria and
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England are so identical, so diametrically opposed to those of Russia ”, that

they were bound to act in common.^^ But he treated the agreement of

Kutahiyah as non-existent, on the ground that the parties were “ a sovereign

and a rebel” and that “no treaty can be made between such parties ”.23

As yet he retained his belief in the Franco-British alliance—despite all

eiforts to smash it, he told Granville and even a month later he wrote,

“Soult is a jewel: nothing can be more satisfactory than his course with

regard to us, and the union of England and France upon these Turkish

affairs will embolden Metternich and save Europe Soult on his side

told his representative in London, Baron Bourqueney, that he favoured
“ an intimate and sustained concert ”, and that there was “more reason than

ever for our strict unanimity ”.2®

For a brief moment the imtiative lay with Metternich, and a collective

Note was addressed to the Porte by the representatives of the five Powers,

led by the Austrian Internuncio Sturmer, assuring it of their unanimity on

the Eastern Question and requesting it “ to suspend any definitive resolution

without their concurrence”. At first this step seemed reassuring to the

Porte, but it soon became apparent that most of the mimsters were not

acting on instructions—indeed, the Russian, Butenyev, acted against his

instructions, to the annoyance of Nesselrode—^and had no clear programme.

While Britain, Austria and Prussia favoured the restoration of Syria to the

Porte, France and Russia opposed this: but when Ponsonby and Roussin

announced their intention to summon the British and French fleets to the

Golden Horn as soon as the Sultan was in danger, Butenyev flatly declared

that he would leave Constantinople if any foreign ship entered the

Dardanelles. The collective Note brought to a head the real divergence of

views between Britain and France, which became more marked from day to

day. Palmerston was thoroughly roused by the fact that Mehemet Ali had

accepted the Turkish fleet only a few days after his promise to Colonel

Campbell not to accept it if offered.^’ He now talked of a blockade of

Alexandria and urged on Pansjoint naval action against the Pasha :

‘
‘ means of

pressure, gradually increasing in their stringency”, was the formula sent to

Admiral Stopford.^® But Soult was not ready for such drastic action, or

indeed for any real coercion : the most that he could be induced to do was to

inform Mehemet Ali that France would not tolerate the overthrow of the

Sultan or the dismemberment of Turkey.^® To “ make Mehemet withdraw

into his original shell of Egypt”, as Palmerston demanded,^® would have

been intolerable to French public opinion, with its exaggerated ideas of

Egyptian power. Yet there were French diplomats who saw farther afield.

The wise Barante warned Soult that the Tsar was bent on setting France and

Britain by the ears, while even Samte-Aulaire in Vienna wrote of Mehemet
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Ali as “France’s evil genius”, who would ruin her relations with all her

allies.®^ On 9 August Palmerston argued to Bourqueney that to grant to

Mehemet Ali hereditary rule in Syria, led necessarily to independence, and

so to the collapse of Turkey whereas Soult only a few days earlier took the

line that “in ruining the Pasha of Egypt we shall bring about the destruc-

tion of the Ottoman Empire”.®® The disagreement was complete: and

Palmerston told Mettermch, “We can’t agree with France, because she

wants the contrary of what we must aim at.”®^ The cause of Mehemet Ali

was becoming identified with that of France.

The Brunnov Mission

Palmerston was not merely ready for action, but eager to force the pace: it

was something to win over Metternich to his views, but an ally was indis-

pensable, and Austria was not enough as an ally. More and more he found

It necessary to choose between France and Russia: and this provided Tsar

Nicholas with the very opportunity for which he had been waiting. In

September Baron Brunnov, one ofthe astutest of Russian diplomatists, some-

times known as “the Russian Gentz”,®® arrived in London, bearing special

proposals from the Tsar, of whom rumour described him as “la pens6e

intime”.®® It was suggested that the Western Powers should renounce any

general guarantee of Turkey and not send ships to the Sea of Marmora,

while Russia would not only work loyally with them to solve the Turco-

Egyptian quarrel, but would undertake not to renew Unkiar Skelessi and to

defend Constantinople in the name of Europe. The closing of the Straits

would then be proclaimed as part of the public law of Europe. Finally

—

and this was the thin end of the wedge—he was ready to pursue these lines

without waiting for France.

Palmerston did not accept the Russian overture outright : he had to reckon

with certain Francophil elements in the British Cabinet and also with press

suspicions of Russia. But Brunnov was able to take back to St Petersburg

counter-proposals that formed a hopeful basis of negotiations. He insisted

that if Russian ships entered the Bosphorus, French and British ships must

be free to pass the Dardanelles, but he accepted the principle of closing the

Straits and proposed a general guarantee of the Turkish Empire and its

dynasty, and joint action to end the crisis, merely asking that in the event of

Mehemet Ali resisting, Russian troops should not be used beyond the

Taurus. The Tsar would naturally have preferred a complete acceptance of

his own ideas, but he realised that Palmerston was movmg towards him by
great strides and watched with satisfaction the Foreign Secretary’s rising

irritation against Paris and the French press attacks upon “ perfide Albion ”,
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while at the same time he increased his ascendancy over Mettermch, with

the help of the Russophil Ficquelmont, To Lord Clanricarde he openly

abused the Orleans dynasty and declared that Mehemet All had the backing

of France, simply because he \yas a rebel subject In the eyes ofPalmerston

the Russian readiness to renounce Unkiar Skelessi outweighed all else. He
still had to walk circumspectly, because of his colleagues in the Cabinet,

but by October the shadow of a Russo-British combination against France

was already faintly visible upon the canvas.

Palmerston sent a very frankmessage to Soult, giving him ‘
‘ the substance

”

of his conversations with Brunnov and warmng him that Britain would

probably “proceed in conjunction with the three Powers, whether France

joins or not, but that on every possible account we should deeply regret that

France should not be a party He had however by now reached the con-

clusion that “the first object of France is the Pasha, not the Sultan As a

maximum he was ready to concede to Mehemet All not only Egypt but also

the pashalik of Acre—except the fortress, “which is the key of Syria

—

though at the back of his mind there was always the hope that Mehemet Ali

might lose Egypt also. But he laid down as a condition that France must

share in coercion, if the Pasha proved refractory: and this condition Soult

defimtely declined, adding that if the result was a Russo-British alliance,

France “would lament it as the rupture of an alliance to which we attach

much value—but would apprehend little from its immediate effects since

so unnatural a combination could not last.^^ On this Palmerston promptly

withdrew the British offer with regard to Acre, and began to play his cards

quite deliberately for the isolation of France, encouraging the Porte mean-

while to “remain firm, make no concessions to Mehemet Ali and rely on

allied support

His iiifluence may also be traced in the Hatti-Sheriff of Gulhane, the

famous charter of reform issued on 3 November by the Sultan and his

minister Reshid Pasha, without previous consultation of the Ambassadors

Reshid had spent the summer in London, trying in vain to negotiate an

Anglo-Turkish alliance against the Pasha of Egypt, but had genuinely

imbibed Western ideas of government and was at the same time fully alive

to the tactical advantages of the Sultan out-trumpmg the Pasha as champion

of progress in the Moslem world.^® By one and the same stroke Turkey

secured the sympathies of the Liberal West, which was too naive or too

ill-informed to foresee that reform was destined to remain very largely on

paper.

In December Brunnov returned to London, bringing with him, as a

special concession to Palmerston, the Tsar’s consent to British and French

ships entering the Straits in the event of Russian troops being sent through
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the Bosphorus for the defence of Constantinople, and also giving definite

assurances with regard to Russian designs in Central Asia, In fact, Brunnov

had virtually carte blanche to come to terms, and indeed could hardly risk the

negotiations falling through, without a real loss of prestige for his master.

Metternich was by now following the Tsar’s lead, but sent Baron Neumann
to London to maintain a certain friendly control over the activities of

Brunnov and the Prussian envoy Bulow. Palmerston, whose recent marriage

with the widowed Lady Cowper gave him a new lease of life, was increasingly

eager for a settlement: and while Louis Philippe and his ministers remained

convinced that Mehemet Ali could not be forced to evacuate Syria, the

British Foreign Secretary confidently argued (and quoted military opinion

in his support) that ‘'an expedition of 5000 men from Bombay to Suez

would suffice to overrun all Egypt, denuded of troops At the same time

he assumed that the French, though they might “ talk big, cannot make war

for such a cause” as Mehemet Aii.^® Soult on his side was much alarmed

at the Brunnov mission and wrote to Sebastian!, assuming the object of these

tactics to be that “they want to smash the Anglo-French alliance, to which

Europe owes ten years of peace but he did not yield an inch of his

ground.

In February 1840 it was decided to recall Sebastian! from the London

Embassy, and appoint M. Guizot, who to an established reputation as a

political and educational leader added the prestige acquired by his historical

studies, his profound interpretation of the great English revolution, his

Protestantism and his known Anglophil sentiments. Guizot at once assumed

a place of his own in the social life of London, but no effort on his part could

avail to close the widening breach. The French Government was by now
prepared that their protege should renounce Crete, Arabia and Adana, but

insisted upon hereditary rule in Egypt and Syria as far as the Taurus. This

neither Britain nor Russia, the protagonists of the four Powers, would con-

cede, and the latent friction between Paris and St Petersburg flared up

again. But as Nesselrode reminded Brunnov, “we only play a secondary

part; the quarrel is not between us and France, but between England and

France”: to which the wily Brunnov replied, “Leave them time to

quarrel ”, but let Russia stand behind England.^*^

Anglo-French Relations. The Thiers Cabinet

On I March Marshal Soult was replaced as Premier by Adolphe Thiers, who
had more than once pronounced publicly in favour of the Anglo-French
alliance^® and who shared the King’s reluctance to break with London, but

none the less played for time and waited for proposals from the other side.
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For many reasons the dispute was allowed to drag on for the first six months

of 1840, contributary causes being Brunnov’s deliberate tactics,^ Metter-

nich’s aversion to too cordial relations between London and St Petersburg,

Prussia’s negative attitude to the Eastern Question, the diversion created

by Queen Victoria’s wedding, the declining popularity of the Whig Cabinet,

the Francophil leanings of many of its members—^notably Russell, Claren-

don and Holland—^and the consequent need for unwonted caution and

patience on the part of Palmerston. But undoubtedly the mam cause of

delay lay in the profound miscalculations of the French Cabinet. Thiers

exaggerated the weakness of the Whigs and the deterrent effects of Anglo-

American friction or of the Chinese opium war, but still more did he ex-

aggerate Mehemet Ali’s powers of resistance and the powerlessness of the

four Powers against him. The Pasha himself was resolved not to surrender

an3rthing save Arabia, and Colonel Hodges reported that only a fleet before

Alexandria would bring him to reason.*^®

Thiers during a debate in the Chamber on 24 March spoke of England as

“in matter of principles our natural ally and in the East our necessary

ally” and Palmerston as late as 21 February had spoken m the House of

Commons of “the union so happily existing” between France and Britain

as “essential to the mterests of the two nations and the peace of Europe”.

But It may be doubted whether this expressed his sincere conviction. Late

m March he spoke to the Austrian, Baron Neumann, ofFrench designs along

the whole North African coast, to eliminate England from the Medi-

terranean.®^ By the middle of April he was writing to Granville of French
“ double-dealing ” and the untrustworthy character of Louis Philippe,®^ and

brushed away the Ambassador’s assurances that “the King does not want

to quarrel with us ”, with the slapdash phrase, “ I can’t enter into motives, I

must look to acts. And if a reputed friend will not act as a friend, I must

consider he is not one.” Already in his first official talk with Guizot he

complained of “ a less friendly disposition” on the part of France since the

fall of Mole, and he made it abundantly clear that England opposed “the

foundation of new and independent states which might assume in the

Mediterranean a role not easy to foresee”, but preferred “to maintain a

great state which we know, as a barrier against all ambitions ”. He stressed

Russia’s readiness to renounce the Unkiar Skelessi conditions, reaffirmed

his belief in Turkish recovery and already talked of sending British and

Austrian troops to Syria. Guizot “remained incredulous”®® on this point,

but warned his home Government that their policy of postponement might

* On 14 February he wrote home, ** the best course for our plans is not to conclude, but
to let negotiations drag on the greater the delay, the more painful will be the relations be-

tween France and England ” (cit. Hasenclever, p 122).
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in the end drive the British Cabinet into acting without France. To him

there were only two alternatives—either to collaborate with England in the

question of Constantinople, while obtaining from her concessions in Syria

for Mehemet All, or to “ withdraw from the affair, leave the four Powers to

come to terms among themselves and hold aloof, waiting on events’’, and

this latter course he regarded as most dangerous. But Thiers merely re-

joined, If Palmerston is bent on taking action against the Pasha with three

continental Courts for lack of four, we can’t help it ” {noiis n'ypoiivons nen):

and he continued to assume that Mehemet All could not be coerced and

that Palmerston’s policy was ‘‘one of blindness and ruin”.®^ On i April

Guizot informally sounded Palmerston as to a scheme for granting the

heredity of Egypt and Syria, in return for the surrender of Crete, the Holy

Places and Adana; and a month later Neumann proposed to Palmerston a

compromise on the lines of a partition of Syria, pledging Austria, ifMehemet
All should reject this, to join Britain in naval measures of coercion. But

Thiers, after a month’s delay, definitely rejected partition as “ a practical

compromise”®® and told Guizot that the Cabinet was ‘Tittle disposed to-

wards concession”, and that he must “postpone explanations”.®®

Two further incidents misled Thiers. Great Britain had become involved

in acute conflict with the King of Naples over the Sicilian sulphur mines,

the introduction of a royal monopoly having injured trade and violated the

commercial treaty of i8i6. On the imtiative of Guizot, Thiers offered his

mediation, and this was gratefully accepted by Palmerston, and less readily

by King Ferdinand, and after some two months’ dispute was happily

solved (7 July). Moreover, Palmerston showed admirable feeling in

facilitating the transfer of Napoleon’s remains from St Helena to France,

where they were interred with all due pomp at the Invalides. But Tjiiers

was quite wrong in thinking that this meant any relaxation of Palmerston’s

standpoint in the Eastern Question, and indeed his acceptance of French

good offices in Sicily was almost certainly due to a desire to release a British

squadron for service off the coast of Syria.®’

Matters had thus dragged on into June, when suddenly the Russophil

Grand Vizier Chosrev Pasha was overthrown, largely owing to the influence

ofthe French Ambassador, M, de Pontois, a zealous rival of Lord Ponsonby.
Mehemet Ali,who had persistently disregarded the advice of all the Consuls

—including even the French, M. Cochelet, who told him, on orders from
Thiers, that “ France will not sacrifice its alliance with England to the in-

terests of the Pasha ”®®—^was overjoyed at the news and at once decided to

send Sami Bey to the Sultan, to offer back the fleet and to pull wires among
the faction of the Sultan’s mother. News of this step reached Paris on

30 June and was welcomed by Thiers, both as likely to promote direct
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understanding between Constantinople and Alexandria, and as “ a powerful

argument against any immediate decision ’’ in the West.* But the news had

exactly the opposite effect in London, where it was assumed that Mehemet
Ali’s success would mean the triumph of France both m Egypt and at the

Porte. Palmerston was determined to prevent French intervention, and

told Hodges that it would be “the business of the four Powers so to press

Mehemet All as not to give France such an opportunity He therefore

decided on prompt and energetic action and had a series of meetings with

Brunnov, Neumann and Bulow without the knowledge of Guizot. At the

same time he overcame the acute disagreement inside the Cabinet by a direct

appeal to his easy-going chief, Lord Melbourne. It so happened that Bulow

had prepared the way by urging the hesitating Prime Minister to vigorous

action : on Melbourne’s assurance that Britain had adequate naval forces m
the Mediterranean, he advised the despatch of a fleet to Alexandria and

troops to Beirut, and the conclusion of a treaty between the four Powers and

Turkey But above all “be quick and bold”, before the Pasha or France

could be ready On the very top of this came Palmerston’s letter, with the

blunt complaint that some of his own colleagues had hinted to “various

ministers with whom he was negotiating ”, that he was ‘
‘ not the organ of the

sentiments of the Government”. Yet his policy, he said, rested on the ex-

pediency of maintaining Turkish independence and integrity. Having

failed to secure the co-operation of France, he felt it to be of the utmost im-

portance “for the interests of England, the preservation of the balance of

power and the maintenance of peace in Europe ”, that the other four Powers

should go on alone. To draw back now would be to place Britain
‘

' in leading

strings ” to France, and then Russia would again act alone and renew the

Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi “under some still more objectionable form”.

The result would be “the practical division of Turkey into two separate

states—one the dependency of France, and the other a satellite of Russia,

in both ofwhich our political influence will be annulled and our commercial

interests sacrificed ”. His policy ,v he reminded the Prime Minister, had
‘
‘ twice been overruled by the Cabinet, first in 1833 ,

when the Sultan appealed

for British aid, and again in 1835 when France was ready to undertake a

joint guarantee of Turkey. Rather than this should happen again, he de-

clared himself ready to resign—a step which, he very well knew, would have

brought down the Whig Government.®^

Faced by so uncompromising an attitude, Melbourne capitulated. In his

effort “to conciliate all parties in his rickety Government”! he could not

** Guizot, V, p Z08 Yet as late as 19 JuneThiers had written to Guizot,“ThePasha’shead
IS inflated and we are sure of nothing with him ”—thid p 204. Cf. Rodkey. op cit. p. 152.

t This IS the phrase used by Lord Cowper (the nephew of Lord Melbourne and Lady
Palmerston) on p. xi of his preface to The Melbourne Papers
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risk the loss of his Foreign Secretary : and the very senous attempt of such

influential Whigs as Russell, Holland and Ellice to get Palmerston replaced

by Clarendon, failed. Palmerston was left triumphant—in the words of

John Morley, “the ruling member of the weak Whig Government”, and

one who “made sensible men tremble”.®®

A day after the Cabinet’s surrender he wrote to Beauvale. “We shall in

all probability accomplish this [the coercion of Mehemet All] without any

great exertion of force, for I am satisfied that the power of Mehemet All is

a power built upon delusion and fancy, as much as upon injustice, a bubble

which will burst as soon as it is strongly pressed. ... If we had shrunk from

pursuing a course separate from that of France, and ifwe had truckled to the

French Government on this occasion, we should have been considered as a

merely secondrate Power in Europe, held in leadingstrings by France, and

incapable of any manly or independent course of action.”®® Here we
obviously have his tone and innermost sentiments.

The Quadruple Agreement of 15 July 1840

On 15 July Palmerston, Brunnov, Neumann and Bulow signed a Quadruple

Agreement behind the back of Guizot, with the deliberate object of im-

posing their own terms upon Mehemet All and if necessary helping the

Sultan to enforce them against him. The Straits were only to be used as a

last resort for the defence of Constantinople, and in future were to be closed

in time of peace to foreign warships. The Sultan was to offer Mehemet All

Egypt as an hereditary possession, and southern Syria, including the pashalik

of Acre, for his life ; but on condition that he surrendered northern Syria,

Adana, Crete and Arabia. Only ten days were allowed for his acceptance of

these terms, failing which he was to be deprived of Acre also, and if withm
a further period of ten days he had still not submitted, the Sultan would be

at liberty to withdraw even the offer of hereditary rule in Egypt. To make
this drastic decision irrevocable. Admiral Stopford, with his Austrian naval

collei^e, was instructed to act without waiting for ratification. One reason

for this haste was undoubtedly the news of an insurrection in Syria against

Ibrahim’s rule.

Two days later Palmerston, in notifying the Convention to Guizot, ex-

pressed profound if insmcere regret that all efforts to secure French co-

operation had failed, and that the French should “maintain conditions

which the four Powers regard as incompatible with the maintenance of

Turkish independence and integrity and the future calm of Europe”. They
had no choice but to act without her, but hoped that her .separation from
them would be short, and that she would give her

“
moral support ” to
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pressure upon Mehemet All. But these perfunctory professions of regret

hardly fit m with Palmerston’s outspoken language to Henry Bulwer : for he

assumes with obvious satisfaction that Thiers will be ‘‘very angry” and

“will probably at first swagger”, and that “it is a great blow to France”,

and ends by saying that if French naval forces “ should dare to meddle with

ours, it is war'*\ and France “would be made to pay dearly for war so

brought on”.®^ “We none of us”, he wrote next day, superbly oblivious of

his own reflection in the mirror, “intend that France shall domineer over

the other Powers of Europe, or even over England alone. Of all mistakes, in

public affairs as well as in private, the greatest is to truckle to swagger and

bully, or even to unjustifiable violence.”®®

French opinion was not unnaturally indignant and excited, and Thiers

complained bitterly to Bulwer: “I have been the partisan of the English

alliance. Why do you now break it? For a little land more or less for the

Pasha of Egypt.”®® To Guizot he treated such conduct “as difficult to

explain” on the part of one who professed to be “our faithful ally since

1830”.®’ Guizot in his turn reproached Palmerston for his secrecy, as an

unfriendly act. “ The alliance of France and England has given ten years of

peace to Europe : the Whig Ministry was bom under its flag and drew from

It some of its strength”: and now “a grave blow” had been dealt to the

alliance Thiers told Granville on his return to Paris that the whole French

nation felt the affront, and Louis Philippe shared this nervousness. Mean-

while Brunnov reported home that Palmerston would never forgive Thiers

and Guizot for rousing his own colleagues against him, while they would

never forgive Palmerston for covering them with ridicule: and this appears

to have encouraged the Tsar to assure Palmerston that in the event of a

Franco-British War he would regard himself as also at war with France.®®

The liberal elements in the House of Commons were roused by Palmer-

ston’s tendency to move from France towards Russia, and on 6 August, in

answer to Joseph Hume’s criticisms, he found it advisable to deny cate-

gorically any idea of abandoning France or embarking on a new Holy

Alliance. Meanwhile, he wrote to Bulwer, his confidant in Paris, “How-
ever inconsiderate the French nation may be, the French interests growing

up every day will make them pause before they begin an unprovoked and

aggressive war against the four Powers”.®®

In the House Palmerston denied all share in encouraging the Syrians to

rise, but subsequently published correspondence shows quite clearly that

Ponsonby had had his agents in the Lebanon since early in the year, and that

his dragoman Mr Wood maintained “personal relations with most of the

chiefs ”, especially the Emir Beshir.*^® So successful were these “ relations ”,

that he was appointed Vice-Consul at Beirut in September, and inDecember
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\M* fun! Pahneman hmiseli telling Ponbonby that as the Syrians were in-

duced to take up aims, it was a duty of the British Government to consult

their Intel ests in the final settlement.

At this moment feeling m Paris was fanned by the abortive landing of

Louis Napoleon at Boulogne, which was widely ascribed—^though quite

unjustly, as both Guizot and Thiers acknowledged—^to British machma-
luins, and again by the omission of any allusion to French friendship in the

Queen’s speech on the prorogation of Parliament.

King Leopold, who was on a visit to England, worked hard on a scheme

of mediation, the mam idea being to merge the Convention of the four

Powers in a wider Treaty of all the five, for a guarantee of Turkish inde-

pendence and integrity. But this proved inacceptable to Louis Philippe and

Thiers, unless Mehemet Ali were allowed to retain the boundaries laid

down at Kutahiya, and unless mediation between Sultan and Pasha were left

in French hands—an obviously preposterous demand. Moreover, Mehemet
Ali remained intractable as ever, insisting upon all the territory’' he had

occupied by force of arms and dreaming of a Holy War: and he found en-

couragement in the ominous instructions sent by Thiers to Cochelet on

29 July. The best means, he said, of annulling the convention was “the

submission of Syria” : the Pasha should be advised to put an army at the

foot of the Taurus and to defend both Alexandria and Acre, but not to

march upon Constantinople, since this would set the Russians in motion.

At home Thiers and the King took advantage ofthe rising feeling to increase

French armaments and above all to extend the hitherto neglected fortifica-

tions of Paris. Somewhat illogically, chauvinist opinion turned its eyes to-

wards the eastern frontier and showed a disposition to challenge the

boundaries established in 1815 : this m its turn kmdled patriotic fervour in

Germany, of which the songs of Becker and Schneckenburger, on “the free

German Rhine” and “ Die Wacht am Rhem” were the outward expression

The defenceless plight of the German Federal forces caused real uneasiness

both in Vienna and Berlin, military preparations were pushed forward, and

the two major German courts drew closer together. The recent death of

Frederick William III had placed on the Prussian throne a sovereign who
combined a high romanticism alike in politics and religion with strongly

'Anglophil tendencies and a genume zeal for European peace.

Not the least curious feature of the whole crisis is the rapidity with which

the Rhine danger flared up and then died down again, and again the relative

lack of attention devoted to it by British statesmen. It is this which absolves

us from pursuing its details in a book devoted to British foreign policy,

whileemphasisingthe factthatthe crisis leftafreshscaruponFranco-German

relations which was to become visible on more than one future occasion.
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Operations in Syria and the Walewski Mission

Palmerston, having decided upon action, did not let the grass grow under
his feet. Admiral Stopford was instructed to cut off all communications

between Egypt and Syria, and weapons were placed at his disposal for

distribution among the Syrian insurgents.’^ Commodore Charles Napier

was sent early in August to Beirut, and patrolled the Syrian coast, issuing

a proclamation inviting the inhabitants to throw off the Egyptian yoke.

Almost at the same time Rifaat Pasha appeared in Alexandria, to demand
Mehemet Ali’s submission to the terms of the July Convention: yet the

Pasha, defying the advice of all the Consuls, replied that what he had ac-

quired by the sword he would only restore at the sword's point. In the

second half of August Count Walewski, the future French Premier and a

natural son of the great Napoleon, arrived on a special misson from Thiers

to Mehemet Ali and warned him that if he refused the latest French pro-

posals—^the heredity of Egypt and the possession of Syria for life only, with

the possible but not certain retention of Crete and Adana—France would

look on until Russia had seized Constantinople and Britain Alexandria. Then
indeed she might go to war, but it would be on the Rhine This was very

foolish language, but none the less Walewski succeeded in inducing the

Pasha, after some violent outbursts, to renounce Crete and Adana at once,

and to promise the restoration of the fleet under certain conditions. There

is no doubt that so far from encouraging the Pasha in further resistance, as

Palmerston wrongly suspected, Walewski aimed above all at solving the

crisis by a direct understanding between Sultan and vassal. But when he

reached Constantinople and laid Mehemet Ali's proposals before the Porte,

he found the ground already cut from imder his feet by the violent counsels

of Ponsonby andby the Turks’ own reading ofthe European situation. So far

from treating his vassal’s concessions as serious, the Sultan was induced, on

14 September, to declare his deposition even from the viceroyalty of Egypt,

Izzet Pasha being temporarily appointed in his place.

It has been established beyond all doubt that the main responsibility for

this decision lay with Ponsonby, and though Palmerston afterwards ad-

mitted to Russell that the advice had been given “ without instructions ”, he

showed his own leamngs by adding, “ I am much inclined to think he is

right in this ” Theweak Melbourne characteristically confessed to no other

^ 6 November—Spencer Walpole, Life of Russell, 1, 360 Cf also Russell to Melbourne,

8 October, tbid p. 355, and Greville, Memoirs, iv, 329 (‘‘There is no doubt that Palmerston

and Ponsonby between them will do all they can to embroil matters and to make a trans-

action impossible **). On 2 October Melbourne reported to the Queen that the deposition of

Mehemet Ah had been “ by the advice of Lord Ponsonby ” (Queen Victoria’s Letters, i,

232).

s-w 14
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fhan Guizot the fear lest Ponsonby, who was “not afraid of war”, might

encourage the Sultan in “every sort of violent measure”,^* but he shrank

from the logical conclusion of recalling his Ambassador. Indeed, he agreed

with Palmerston that Ponsonby’s recall “would seem to disavow and retract

the whole of our policy, past, present and future, and would cast a damp on

the cause of the Sultan from which it would never recover.”’®

Dissensions in the Whig Cabinet

At home, while Melbourne himself showed “a melancholy picture of in-

decision, weakness and pusillanimity”,’* the Francophil section of the

Cabinet was roused to action. Lord John Russell, in particular, was

resolved “to oppose Palmerston’s headlong policy”, even at the risk of a

rupture inside the Government, and Holland and Clarendon threatened to

resign. On 29 September it came to a lively debate inside the Cabinet, and

Palmerston made “a violent philippic against France”, exhibiting, in the

words of Lord Holland, “all the violence of ’93 ”.” Lord John proposed

conciliatory overtures towards France, and to this Palmerston consented,

though apparently in the knowledge that nothing would come of the scheme

owing to Russian opposition. Russell went so far as to advise the acceptance

ofWalewski’s terms and to make his own resignation the alternative. When
he learned that Ponsonby had defimtely urged the Sultan to reject them, he

condemned this as “ highly criminal ” and meriting disavowal : and he con-

tinued to press for Ponsonby’s removalfromhis post as
‘
‘ the first preliminary

to any arrangement”.’* But fate was against him. Melbourne appealed to

him not merely in his own name, but in that of the Queen, who was very

near her first confinementf and declared that she could not face a political

crisis. The success ofthe Syrian operations greatlystrengthened Palmerston’s

strategic position, and in the end Lord John yielded, though convinced that

a violent article in the Chronicle had been inspired, or even written, by
Palmerston,withthe direct objectofdrivinghim out ofofiice. ’* On 7 October

Greville, then even more behind the scenes than usual, recorded in his

j
oumal,

‘
‘ the peace partyinthe Cabinetissilenced,Palmerston hastriumphed

and Lord Joto succumbed—Palmerston alone is resolute, entrenched in

a strong position, with unity and determination of purpose” (thus far no
one can fail to endorse his verdict), and added the more questionable

phrase “ quite unscrupulous, very ar^ and in possession of the Foreign
Office”.**

* The Princess Royal was bom on ai November 1840. The Queen wrote on 16 October
to her unde: “I think our child ought to have besides its other names those of Turco
Egypto, as we think of nothing else” {Letters, i, 243).
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The death of Lord Holland at this juncture was a blow to the French

party in the Cabinet, and Thiers* public expression of regret led The Times

to draw attention to the leakage of Cabinet secrets, in a way that was no-

toriously aimed at Holland House. Melbourne himself spoke of “the

talking at Holland House** as “irremediable**. ‘ They cannot help it.**®^

It is important to dwell upon the coulisses of this struggle, and we are

fortunate in possessing the testimony of so impartial and well-informed a

critic as King Leopold, who was keenly interested in preventing a breach

between London and Paris and had already written to Queen Victoria of

Thiers as being “as reckless of consequences as your own Foreign

Minister ’*.®2 By September he was complaining that “the form towards

France was, and still is, harsh and insulting’*.®^ He sent on to the British

Prime Minister a letter which he had received from his father-in-law Louis

Philippe, and this Melbourne frankly admitted to be “in the tone of a man
much hurt and very sore, and also much puzzled, perplexed and annoyed

with his situation*’.®^ On 2 October he forwarded another letter of Louis

Philippe, alluding to “the rage (furetir) against England and the general con-

viction that Palmerston wants to reduce France to the level of a secondary

Power, though the Entente is really the basis of world peace**. And
Leopold himself added, “ I can*t understand what has rendered Palmerston

so extremely hostile to the King and Government of France. A little civility

would have gone a long way. But Palmerston likes to put his foot on their

necks**.®® In a letter to Bulow we find him assuming, with an obvious note

of doubt in his voice, that “we have to do with Downing Street, and not

with Bedlam!**®®

Palmerston’s Duel with Thiers

How little King Leopold exaggerated, may be seen from Palmerston’s

despatches to Henry Bulwer, who was then Charge d’Affaires in Pans

—

Lord Granville having absented himself because the whole situation was so

distasteful to him. Thiers had used somewhat menacing language to Bulwer

during a private conversation at Auteuil:* and Palmerston, as soon as this

was reported to him, told Bulwer that the next time Thiers used “the

language of menace, however indistinctly and vaguely shadowed out**, he

must tell the Premier to his face that “ if France throws down the gauntlet,

we shall not refuse to pick it up : that if she begins a war, she will to a

* 18 September If Palmerston would jom m persuading Sultan and Powers to accept

Walewski’s scheme, “there is once more a cordial entente between us. If not, France
must support Mehemet Ah Vous comprenez la gravity de ce que je viens de vous dire

”

(though he at once quahiied this by saymg that he spoke as M. Thiers, not as French Pre-

mier) (Bulwer, op. ctt. ii, 324-s).

1^-2
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certainty lose her ships, colonies and commerce before she sees the end of it

:

that her army of Algiers will cease to give her anxiety, and that Mehemet Ali

will just be chucked into the Nile’’.®’ It is to be presumed that Bulwer

toned down this message in delivery, but it is small wonder that relations

between the two countries did not improve, if such was the mentality of our

Foreign Secretary. Moreover, Palmerston could never resist the temptation

to be polemical, and on 31 August had addressed a long and argumentative

Note to Thiers, affirming his desire for peace and French co-operation, but

insisting on the re-establishment of Turkish power in Syria and underlining

the consistency of Britain and the inconsistency of French policy throughout

the crisis.®® To this Thiers replied on 3 October in the same argumentative

vein, claiming to have readily co-operated with Britain in the earlier stages

of the dispute and to have always held back Mehemet Ali. He also claimed

that the Pasha, having beaten the Turks without himself being the aggressor

and having then desisted, deserved more consideration than the allies were

showing him; that Crete, Adana and Arabia were a sufficient renunciation

for a victor, that the use of force was extremely dangerous, and that the

heredity of both Egypt and Syria was the proper solution. He reminded the

four Powers that no attempt had been made to force back Wallachia, Mol-

davia, Greece or Serbia under Turkish rule : why then should this attempt

be made in Syria or Egypt? It was impossible to argue that Turkish in-

tegrity was saved if Egypt and Acre were detached from the Empire, but

destroyed if Damascus and Aleppo were also detached : and it was a singular

way of saving Turkey, to wrest several provinces from the Pasha and “ give

them not to the Sultan but to anarchy”.

The closing passages of the Note deserve special consideration, as illus-

trating how Palmerston’s brutal tactics were driving a declared Anglophil

mto a blind alley of hostility to England. The alliance of France and Britain,

Thiers argued, was a much surer basis of Turkish integrity than the Treaty

of 15 July, but a new alliance had now been concluded without France’s

knowledge and to promote her isolation. It was being affirmed that the old

alliance was not broken :
“ but when the four have pursued, without us and

despite us, an aimbad in itself, or one whichwe at leastbelievedand declared

to be bad
;
when this aim has been pursued by an alliance all too like those

coalitions which for fifty years have drenched Europe in blood, then to ex-

pect France to show no ffistrust or resentment at such a rebuff is to form
an idea of her national pride such as she has never offered to the world.”

On second thoughts Thiers went still further, and in a letter of 8 October

bade Guizot announce that he regarded Mehemet All’s rule in Egypt as “ an
essential and necessary part of the Ottoman Empire”, and that his ejection

would be “a blow to the general balance of power”, such as France could
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not tolerate. He therefore insisted upon a double guarantee of Sultan and

Pasha alike.®® This Note has been somewhat unfairly described as a casus

belli Note : it did however show that the crisis was developing into a duel

between two obstinate and tactless ministers.

Writing in cold blood after a lapse of years, Guizot admitted that French

policy had attached an exaggerated importance to Egypt and yielded unduly

to Mehemet All’s Syrian ambitions, thus playing into the hands of the Tsar

in his desire to isolate France. But he was fully justified in writing at the

height of the crisis,®® that ‘‘the real insult is the slight account which Eng-

land has taken of the French alliance ”, which “ she has risked and sacrificed

for a very secondary interest, namely the immediate forfeiture of Syria by

the Pasha”. Here in a nutshell is the main indictment against Palmerston

during the Eastern crisis—^his utter indifference to the susceptibilities of

other nations, even of his French allies. On the other hand Broglie’s answer

to Guizot shows very clearly the extent to which the French Cabinet on its

side was bluffing and risking universal war for reasons of prestige. “Will

Mehemet Ali yield everything? ” the Duke asks. “ M. Thiers is not afraid

of this. Will he be able to hold the Syrian coast? That is our strong card

—

that on which we have staked our money in the lottery.”®^ Yet, as Guizot

pointed out, “the treatment of France is a reason for coldness, for isolation,

for an entirely independent policy, but it is not a case for war”.

After the news from Syria and the exchange of Notes the situation in Pans

was undoubtedly grave, and a fresh attempt on the life of Louis Philippe in-

creased the excitement. Even the calmest observers talked of a revolu-

tionary atmosphere, such as they had noticed in 1831 : the Duke of Orleans^

and his brothers used warlike language, even the King spoke of “un-

muzzling the tiger ”, and the Thiers Cabinet was obviously drifting towards

war.

Palmerston’s Intransigeance

Yet Palmerston remained at once unconciliatory and confident, and wrote

wildly to Bulwer of “ the menaces of France ” and “ a succession of aggres-

sions and insults ” against the four Powers. ®® He was so elated by the news of

the first bombardment of Beirut, that he bade Granville “ try to persuade the

King and Thiers that they have lost the game and that itwouldbeunwisenow
to make a brawl about it ”.®® He also instructed Granville to warn the King
“ in the most friendly but earnest manner ” against either an ‘^if^conade ”f
or a public declaration of “what France will or will not permit ”, as likely to

He would rather be killed in action on the Rhine than be shot in a street fight (Hall,

op at p. 294).

t A reference to the French expedition to Ancona in 1831.



ZI4 EASTERN QUESTION AND CRISIS OF ENTENTE [ch.

produce either war or unfriendly relations,®^ And that he seriously reckoned

with the possibility of war, is shown by his warning to Lord Granville, that
“ in the event of your coming away, you should bring all your archives away
with you ”.®® Yet a few days later he submitted letters to the Queen, to show
that there was ‘‘never any real foundation for the alarm of war with

France It is but fair to add that the Queen was not deceived, and used

all her efforts, directly and also indirectly through Brussels, to soothe French

irritation, showing herself specially gracious to Guizot and insisting that

Palmerston should give a conciliatory turn to his messages.®’ Her anxiety

was not diminished by the knowledge that, in the words of the Prime
Minister himself, the two groups in the Cabinet “proceed upon principles,

opinions and expectations which are entirely different from one another, and
which therefore necessarily lead to a different course of action”,®® Mel-
bourne’s correspondence with Russell shows indeed that he had to choose

between risking war with France or breaking up the Government, and had
long felt that

‘
‘ the avoiding of war, if it can be done with honour and safety,

would be well bought by a change of Government”.®®

Much of the credit for averting a rupture lies with the three Courts of

Windsor, the Tuileries and Brussels. King Leopold wrote with growing
asperity of “Palmerston rex and autocrat” and added a whole shower of

adjectives— irritable, violent, childish, malicious, excessively nonchalant,

absolutely baseless, totally valueless”.^®® Queen Victoria continued to argue

with Palmerston and Melbourne against “ driving France to extremities

and to cultivate friendly personal relations with Louis Philippe, while he
on his part set his face against the war mania, and knowing that he had the

backing of the commercial classes and realising the blunder of counting on
the Pasha’s resistance and on the four Powers’ fear of action, decided to

part with the Thiers Cabinet before the meeting of the Chambers. “ Unless
they put a knife to my throat”, he told Lord Granville, “ I’ll do all I can to

avoid war.” A new Government was formed on 29 October by Marshal
Soult, with Guizot at the Foreign Office, and secured a majority in Parlia-

ment for a more moderate policy. Thiers, as leader of the Opposition, put
forward the criticism that “under the new Cabinet peace is certain”, but
Guizot neatly countered, that this was only half the truth, for under the old
Cabinet war was certain.^®® The ceremonies surrounding Napoleon’s re-

interment at the Invalides served as a welcome diversion for French
sentiment.
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Napier at Acre and Alexandria

Meanwhile events continued to move in the Near East. On z November
the combined British, Austrian and Turkish forces appeared off Acre, and
within two days Ibrahim himself had been defeated in the open field and the

fortress so often regarded as impregnable had been forced to surrender. The
hero of the hour, Commodore Napier, was then sent by his superior ofBcer

Admiral Stopford, with the Ambassador’s approval, to demonstrate off

Alexandria, Napier was a man after Palmerston’s own heart,* and charac-

teristically wrote off to the Foreign Secretary, suggesting that Mehemet All

should be allowed to retain Egypt, in return for surrendering Syria and the

Turkish fleet. “ Try me as negotiator, with six sail-of-the-line I believe

Egypt would be just as well governed by him as by one of the Turkish

Pashas : he is an old man, and it is hardly worth while risking a European war

to turn him out.”^®^ On reaching his destination, he was shown a despatch

of Palmerston to Ponsonby, advising the Sultan to reinstate Mehemet Ali

as hereditary Pasha of Egypt, in return for public submission, the surrender

of the fleet and the evacuation of Syria, Crete and Arabia. Inspired by this,

the impulsive Napier plunged into direct negotiations with Mehemet All,

without a shadow of authority from anyone, but justifying himself on the

ground that the situation in Syria was far more critical than might appear,

and that Ibrahim might still rally his forces. After two days of negotiation

the Pasha signed a convention following the lines of Palmerston’s despatch,

and Napier, in notifying it to the First Lord in London, Lord Minto, wrote

with a magmficent simplicity, “ I do not know whether I have done right in

settling the Eastern Question”, and at the same time told his wife, “ I shall

either be hung by the Government or made a bishop ! Napier doubtless

had before him the precedent of Sidney Smith’s convention for the

French evacuation of Egypt in 1801. He was at once repudiated and re-

buked by Admiral Stopford, who sent Captam Fanshawe to Egypt to

negotiate all over again with Mehemet Ali, and by Lord Ponsonby, who
actually discussed the idea of burning the Turkish fleet in the harbour of

Alexandria, in order to deprive the Pasha of his last trump of restoring

it|io6 The Porte, grown arrogant with its allies’ success, was furious and

clamoured for abject submission. But it now suited Palmerston to uphold

the rash sailor, and to relieve Sir Charles Smith of his Syrian command, on

grounds of “health”: and both Austria and Prussia endorsed his view,

Metternich instructing Stiirmer to demand from Reshid the hereditary

investiture of the Egyptian Pasha.

* like all his race”, writes Prof Temperley {The Cnmea, p. 119), "distinguished

for quarrelsomeness, for reckless daring and for vanity”.
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As late as 3 October Palmerston had expressed the wish that “ Mehemet

Ali could be got rid ofaltogether ”, butregarded this as
‘
‘ very improbable ” ^

To him the Pasha was a tyrant, and ‘‘ the people of Syria heart and soul for

the Sultan”. But the essential fact was that “he is a beaten man, and his

political and physical existence are both at their last gasp so prompt

submission will “ save us the trouble of going through the whole process of

forcible ejectment”.^®® Palmerston indeed already regarded Mehemet All

as something of a pricked bubble, and as his personal triumph seemed com-

plete, he could afford to be generous. He had settled the Syrian question by

force, while France had looked on inactive—a contrast well calculated to im-

press the Oriental mind. A certain lull in the crisis ensued, while the Turks

fulminated against Mehemet Ali and Ponsonby encouraged their un-

reason.

On II January Mehemet Ali sent back the Turkish fleet, and still they

remained unyielding. At last on 28 January Palmerston flatly declined to

help them towards the expulsion of the Pasha, and next day the four Allies

recommended the Porte to grant the heredity of Egypt, This was decisive,

and on 13 February, three days after the Note reached Constantinople, the

Sultan consented to issue the necessary firman. Yet even now the obstinacy

of the Porte caused infinite delays : for the firman, when it reached Alex-

andria, was found to reserve the Sultan’s right to select Mehemet All’s

successor inside the family, to nominate all the higher officers ofthe Egyptian

army and to receive one-quarter ofthe Egyptian revenues as tribute. Guizot

was almost certainly right in ascribing to Ponsonby much of the blame for

this blocking attitude : indeed Palmerston, with the Queen’s full approval,

sent him (Ponsonby) a reprimand, to which he “truculently answered, ‘I

think I acted right’

A

change came with the fall of Reshid Pasha on

30 March, very largely at the instance of Metternich, and this was a serious

blow to Ponsonby’s influence : but even then it was not till i June that a new
firman, dated 22 May, was despatched to Alexandria In the teeth of Pon-

sonby’s prophecy of rejection, this was accepted by the Pasha, with every

pretence of loyalty and gratitude. The Porte thus recovered the territory

lost at Kutahiya, and also the Holy Places, while Mehemet All was bound to

send his whole army to the help of the Sultan in case of need. In reality,

however, though he lost his dream of empire, he made his position in

Egypt unassailable, save for the merest paper control: his army and ad-

ministration became, what they already were to all intents and purposes,

independent, and he was free to expand southwards if he chose.
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Palmerston and Guizot

The real danger of a further conflict in the Near East had been at an end

since the Napier convention, though the Porte now developed the same
dilatory and captious tactics as in the final stages of Greek independence.

The French, much as they might resent the collapse of their protege^ could

not be more Papal than the Pope, and withdrew into a sullen, watching

attitude. Thus the mam problem of 1841 was to build a golden bridge across

which they might, without undue loss of digmty and prestige, resume their

due placem the counsels of Europe. That this took so long, was unquestion-

ably due to the utter intransigeance of Palmerston. As Henry Reeve wrote

to his mother, “Lord Palmerston has now bowled everybody out, and the

consequence is that the earth can scarcely contain him Wolsey himself

was not more formidable Even in the press voices of criticism were

raised. The Times complaining of his “wilful opposition to every species of

concession

The substitution of Guizot for Thiers might have been accepted as in itself

an earnest of better things, and many people, including our Ambassador

in Pans, felt that concessions might be made to ease the admittedly difficult

position of the new Premier, who had not merelytaken a very moderate line,

but had warned Thiers long beforehand. But Palmerston argued that

“ nothing is more unsound than the notion that anything is to be gained by

trying to conciliate those who are trying to intimidate us. . . . If we were to

give way, the French nation would believe thatwe gaveway to their menaces,

and not to the entreaties of Louis Philippe My opinion is that we shall

not have war now with France, but that we ought to make our minds up to

have it at any time I do not blame the French for disliking us. Their

vanity prompts them to be the first nation in the world: and yet at every

turn they find that we are their equals. It is a misfortune to Europe that the

national character of a great and powerful people, placed m the centre of

Europe, should be such as it is : but it is the business of other nations not to

shut their eyes to the truth and to shape their conduct by prudent precau-

tions.”^^^ When Granville reported the wish of Pans “that the final settle-

ment of the Eastern Question shall not appear to have been concluded

without their concurrence”, Palmerston at once replied, “But that is ex-

actly what I now wish should appear.”^^^ “At an earlier date we had desired

their help, but now they would come as protector of Mehemet Ali, not as

friend of the Sultan.” “France”, he insisted, “acted from much deeper

and more rational motives than vanity and amour-propre'\ and had had a

systematic plan of aggrandisement in the Levant for fifty years past. But the
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essence of Palmerston’s calculation was that a France in isolation could not

risk war with the four other Great Powers, and that Louis Philippe was in

any case “not a man to run amuck

The numerous extracts from Palmerston’s correspondence sufficiently

illustrate the habitual recklessness of his language. But special emphasis de-

serves to be placed on an answer sent to the Prime Minister on 25 October

1840, in which he treats a letter of King Leopold as a proof that French

armaments were “ a manoeuvre . .
. ,

in fact, a mere trick It “ brushes away

at once the whole web of deception about imminent war, by which some

people have endeavoured to blind our eyes Louis Philippe, so he runs on,

“ gave Thiers permission to bully and swagger and threaten”, and himself

“played up to Thiers’s acting. . .by hints and innuendoes”: then, there is

“ a well arranged wind-up, . . . Thiers saves his consistency with the French

people, and the King saves his pacific relations with Europe.”^^® Surely a

Minister who could write thus to his chief in an acute crisis must, despite

all his admirable principles, be described as a very real danger to the peace

of the world.

The Convention of the Straits

During the spring of 1841 Palmerston did nothing to make things easier for

Guizot and Louis Philippe. The omission of any reference to France in the

Queen’s speech was regarded as a further slight, the press was encouraged

to dwell upon French armaments and to discuss the idea of a defensive

alliance of the four Powers to counter them. In Berlin there was a growing

fear that Palmerston actually desired a breach, and Mettermch also, who
had long chafed at Palmerston’s methods,^^® shared this uneasiness. The
notorious fact that Russia showed no interest in bringing France and Britain

together and had even gone so far as to propose a Russo-British alliance,

based on spheres of influence in Asia

—

a. proposal which the Cabinet

declined from fear of public opinion^^^—increased the nervousness of

Viexma and Berlin and led her representatives in London, behind Palmer-

ston’s back, to discuss with their French colleague Bourqueney a way out of

the impasse. Meanwhile Palmerston played for time, tom between his

need for a settlement before the Cabinet tottered to its fall and the need for

greater caution imposed by the Chinese war, by the acute friction with
America—over the right of search of slaving vessels and theMarne frontier^^®—^and by very wide press resentment at the arrogant attitude of the Porte.

On 13 March 1841 the four Powers addressed a Note to the Turkish en-
voy, declaring the Eastern crisis to be at an end and the adjustment of out-
standing details to be an internal matter between the Sultan and his vassal,
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and on this basis a definite convention was signed two days later. But there

were still long delays. Palmerston, as the American danger died down,

again began to talk of the complete ejection ofMehemet Ali
;
Louis Philippe

felt his position stronger after the fortification projects had passed through

the Senate and was waiting eagerly for the fall of the Whigs, while Ponsonby

to the last incited the Turks to resistance and involved himself in a violent

feud with Stiirmer, the Austrian Intemuncio at the Porte. During the re-

newed negotiations in London early in May Palmerston raised the question

of again using force against Mehemet Ali, but was strongly opposed by

Bulow : and when he at last entered into discussions with Bourqueney, there

followed a long polemic as to what exactly had passed between them. While

Guizot refused active co-operation with the four Powers until he had a public

assurance that no further steps would be taken against Mehemet All,

Palmerston obstinately refused any such assurance until Mehemet Ali’s

submission was an accomplished fact: indeed he held out until Esterhazy

and Billow threatened to leave London, and he was ready to go on with

Russia alone. It was thus early July before the news of Mehemet Ali’s

acceptance became known in London.

Meanwhile the Whig Government was in the last stages of decay.

Failing to balance the budget, it decided upon a reduction of the corn and

sugar duties, in the hope of promoting consumption, and as a result was

defeated by 36 votes in the House of Commons (7 May 1841). Clinging,

pathetically to office, it was agam defeated on PeePs direct motion of no

confidence, this time by a single vote. A dissolution could no longer be

avoided, and the general election gave the Tories a majority of over 70.

The new Parliament assembled m August, and this time the Government,

being decisively defeated by 360 to 369, had to make way for a Tory Cabinet.

It was under circumstances such as these that the negotiations passed

their final stage. The news of Mehemet Ali’s submission removed the last

obstacle, and a preliminary protocol was signed by the four Powers,

announcing that the objects of their alliance had been fully attained, thus

enabling France to abandon her isolation. Three days later, on 13 July 1841,

the so-called Convention of the Straits followed. In form it was an agree-

ment between the sovereigns of the five Great Powers and the Sultan, to

affirm “ their unanimous determination to conform to the ancient rule of the

Ottoman Empire, by which the passage of the Straits must always be closed

to foreign warships, so long as the Porte is at peace*’. The Sultan reserved

the right to grant a special permit of entry to individual lesser ships of a

friendly Power. The emphasis upon ancient custom doubtless had the double

motive of flattering the susceptibilities of the Porte and covering up the

essential fact that Russia’s special privileged position, under the Treaty of
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Unkiar Skelessi, had expired and was to be replaced by a collective guarantee

of the five Powers in favour of the statm quo. It marks the temporary entry

of Turkey into the Concert of Europe, based upon the miscalculation that

she is capable of such liberal reforms as will restore, at any rate in large

measure, her former power and prestige. As regards Russia, it marks a

continuation of the policy pursued by Tsar Nicholas for the previous decade,

of leaving Turkey a breathing space, during which he, in contrast to his

Allies, assumed that so far from strengthening herself through reforms, she

would slowly succumb to a natural process of inanition and decay. Or if we
approach the question from another angle, it may be said that Nicholas

sacrificed a forward policy in the Near East in order to divide France and

Britain and thus isolate what he persisted in regarding as the most sub-

versive Power in Europe, while at the same time strengthening his prospects

of remaining undisturbed when at long last the Turkish fruit was ripe for

plucking.

Turkey on her side might seem to be restricted in her sovereignty by the

new agreement, but in reality she gained enormously, recovering territories

which her own strength could not have obtained and sheltering herself

behind an ostensibly united Europe.

It may be thought that undue space has been devoted to this long and

complicated struggle. But this has been done deliberately, in the belief that

the events of 1839-41 were not merely of capital importance in themselves

in their bearing upon Franco-British relations as one of the cardinal points

of European development, but also in providing insight into British policy

and British mentality in the Early Victorian period, and above all into the

methods employed by Palmerston in his great days—^methods which were to

bring us into repeated collisions in the future and to win for Britain during

the middle of the century a great but not altogether enviable reputation.

Palmerston’s Triumph

By common consent the chief laurels of the long crisis fell to Palmerston.

His calculations were proved to be right: the much vaunted Mehemet Ali

was a broken reed, and France, despite her fulminations, was not prepared

to risk universal war for the sake of Egypt or Syria. And yet, viewed in the

perspective of nearly a century, the b^ance of his achievement remains
doubtful. It is true that he checked the power of Mehemet Ali, frustrated

his designs of a big Arab state, prevented Asiatic Turkey from splitting into

two halves and made her, more than ever before, an international factor. It

is also true that he induced Russia to renounce her exclusive protectorate
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and substituted the Concert of Europe. But on the other hand he did not

thereby arrest the decay of Turkey, and nothing could destroy Russia's

place in the hearts of almost all the Christians of the Near East, It has also

been cogently argued that while intervention in Belgium and Portugal

could be justified by treaty rights, by interests of a very direct kind and by
such provocation as the outrages of Miguel, intervention in Syria was in no

way based upon treaty obligations and at the very best replaced one in-

efficient and semi-tyrannous rule by another. Above all, success was dearly

purchased by the humiliation of France and the encouragement given to

chauvinist currents on both sides of the Channel. He professed throughout

to desire French friendship, and even to value it as a pledge of European

peace, yet he placed an intolerable strain upon it by methods and a tone

such as his knowledge of French character should have warned him against

using.

We have more than once quoted Metternich's verdicts on British states-

men, for even when most unfair, they are always mstructive. On this

occasion he would seem to have come nearer to the truth, when he wrote

:

“ But what does Lord Palmerston then want^ He wants to make France feel

the power of England, by proving to her that the Egyptian affair will only

finish as he may wish, and without France h^-ving any right to take a hand.

He wants to prove to the two German Powers that he does not need them,

that Russia's help suffices for England. He wants to keep Russia in check

and drag her in his train by her permanent anxiety of seeing England draw

near to France again. Thus the Powers are in his hand instruments to play

with : he finds personal satisfaction in it, and England lets him do it because

she sees in it a proof of his power."^^® WijJhiout endorsing the whole of this,

it may be claimed that Palmerston sacrificed a major for a minor interest.

Moreover, whatever may be thought of the tortuous aims and doctrinaire

arguments of Thiers in the Eastern Question, there can be no doubt that

he, no less than Soult, Guizot and Louis Philippe, genuinely desired friend-

ship with England, that Palmerston goaded them into a state of permanent

exasperation and distrust, and that menagement instead of affront would have

had very different effects.

To the very last Palmerston kept up his feud with the French. As late as

20 July Guizot, after scrupulously avoiding all argument with Palmerston,

at last boiled over and requested Bourqueney to lay before him three per-

sonal grievances: (i) his despatch of 2 November 1840—^written in answer

to Thiers, yet inconsiderately delivered unaltered to Guizot on taking

office; (2) the refusal of co-operation with France in the dispute between

Buenos Aires and Montevideo, and (3) a passage in his electoral speech at

Tiverton, contrasting the tactics of the French army towards the Algerian
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population with those of the British in Afghanistan.^ Palmerston’s reply

was highly unsatisfactory. While regretting Guizot’s annoyance and ex-

pressing ‘‘ a great regard and esteem for him ”, he adhered to his words about

the French army and ended with the hope that the French Government

might find his successors “as anxious as we have been to maintain the

closest possible union between France and England !
”^20 xhis was a risk

which all Paris was longing to take, and within a fortnight the French

learned with immense relief that the Whigs had fallen and that Lord Aber-

deen had succeeded Lord Palmerston as Foreign Secretary.

Palmerston’s admirers argue with much force that he was a real peace

Minister, because he was not ready for “peace at any price” and always

made it abundantly clear how far he was prepared to go : while his critics have

concentrated on the retort that his success was dearly bought at the expense

of good relations with France, and that it took some years of effort on the

part of Aberdeen and Peel, aided by the two Courts and King Leopold, to

wipe out the lamentable impression.

It can hardly be denied that Palmerston showed his likes and dislikes to a

degree very dangerous in a Foreign Minister. A recent biographer has

defended him against the charge of flippancy and jauntiness : but if we sub-

stitute the words “nonchalant” and “irritable”—^both also contemporary

phrases—^we shall not be guilty of excessive or unfair criticism, and certainly

no one can deny his irritating effect upon most foreigners. Though never in

his private outlook upon life a typical Englishman—^he was too much of a

sceptic, a latitudinarian, a dandy, for that—^he none the less contrived in

matters of foreign policy to typify to an extraordinary degree the assertive-

ness and assurance, the self-centred outlook, the incapacity to see with

others’ eyes, and therefore the lack of nuances^ the inelasticity, which are

such noticeable features of the early Victorian era. It is true, on the other

hand, that he showed but few traces of smugness or snobbery—^two con-

suming vices of contemporary England: but in most other ways he may
stand for his epoch.

* “The French Army is tarnished by the character of their operations.^* It is worth
quoting the passage m which Gxuzot introduced his complaint: “J'ai confiance dans sa
parole. Sa mani^re de traiter, quoique un peu ^troite et taqume, me convient: elle est nette,

prompte, ferme. Je ne crois ni sa haine pour la France et le roi, m ^ ses perfidies.”
VI, 131.)



CHAPTER VI

ABERDEEN AND THE ENTENTE CORDIALE

That inimitable caricaturist, Mr Max Beerbohm, who may be earnestly

commended to those foreigners desirous of penetrating the secret of British

psychology, once produced a triple caricature of the older generation taking

critical note of the younger, in three successive centuries. In the eighteenth

an elderly beau, dressed in the height of fashion, inspects his son and finds

him to be a less fashionable and more anaemic edition of himself, but on the

whole not much changed. In the mid-nineteenth century a stout, self-

assertive, self-satisfied City merchant inspects his son and finds him to be an

exact replica of himself, but twice as stout, twice as prosperous and self-

assertive and far more self-satisfied and self-centred, without a single doubt

as to the duration of that order of which he fancies himself to be the centre.

In the third decade of our own century a middle-aged survivor of the Great

War, with nothing to distinguish him from thousands of his contemporaries,

surveys a flat and level landscape and sees nothing whatever before him,

save dense clouds on the horizon and against them a gigantic note of

interrogation ! This interpretation seems to me to go very deep In any case

the central figure should be much in our minds when we are considering the

later period of Lord Palmerston. Nor is any apology needed for reminding

the reader of the growing importance of caricature as an interpretation of

British politics, both internal and foreign.

It is important to distinguish clearly between the two phases of Palmer-

ston: and Mr Guedalla is perfectly right in warning us against the all too

common habit of regarding him as the aged, rather flippant and blatant

"‘Pam” of PuncKs cartoons in the Wties and 'sixties. It is certainly the

earlier period, from 1830 to 1841, when he is at his best—outspoken, rather

reckless, but frank, seeing consequences far ahead, never afraid to make his

meaning clear and thus forewarmng those who dealt with him. Moreover,

if we consider the details of his policy and the results obtained, it is difiicult

to deny the soundness of his views—^whether in Belgium or Spain, in

Portugal or Egypt. It is in his methods that he is so open to criticism, and

even in his earlier period we already see those tendencies towards bluster

and hectoring which become so marked in his later phase, from 1846 to

1851, and still more from 1853 to 1865, and which were to earn him such

widespread ill-wUl and distrust among Continental Governments.
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In dealing with the long crisis which closed Palmerston’s first and greatest

period, it was natural enough to concentrate attention on the Foreign

Secretary himself and on his chief, Lord Melbourne. But it is essential to

turn without further delay to that other factor which had already begun to

play a decisive part in the political situation, and not least of all in foreign

policy—namely, the young Queen, and ere very long her husband also.

The Influence of the Crown

It requires a certain effort for our generation to realise the precarious posi-

tion of the Royal family at the time of Queen Victoria’s accession in 1837

—

the extent to which the Regent and some of his brothers had tarnished its

reputation and undermined its prestige by a long series of scandals and

bickerings, of which the most notorious and incredible were the trial of

Queen Caroline, her exclusion from the coronation, and her open appeal to

the sympathies of the London mob. George IV, that odious roue miscalled

‘*the First Gentleman of Europe”, had been followed by his brother

William IV, a jovial and outspoken sailor, not renowned either for intellect

or tact, and though not exactly unpopular, carrying but little weight, even

though his position inevitably led him to play a big part in the Reform
crisis, and though he was capable of initiative, as in the crisis of 1834. The
memoirs of the Duke of Buckingham reveal something of the extraordinary

relations between William IV and the Duke of Cumberland—the most

objectionable and reactionary of George Ill’s seven sons—^who but for the

fortunate accident that the Duke of Kent, after marrying late in life, had

left a daughter behind him, would have inherited, and probably lost, the

throne.

Providentially, the education of the Princess was left mainly in the hands

of her mother the Duchess of Kent, who, having no aptitude for politics,

was wise enough to keep her daughter away from the Court and to bring her

up in strict seclusion and simphcity. In such a miheu the rapid develop-

ment of her character is all the more remarkable. Her position as heiress to

the Crown was concealed from her till she was twelve, but we have the

testimony of her governess. Baroness Lehzen, that when it was revealed to

her, she said, ‘‘I see I am nearer the throne than I thought”, then, after

some moments, Now many a child would boast, but they don’t know the

difficulty. There is much splendour, but there is more responsibility.”

Then, giving Lehzen her little hand, she exclaimed, “ I will be good. I will

be good.”* This at the age of twelve! But even this is as nothing compared

* Six T. Martin, Life of the Prince Consort, i, 13, To this passage the Queen m later life

added in her own hand, “ I cried much on learning it and ever deplored this contingency.*’
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With the little incident which followed her first public function as Queen

—

to my mind the most significant and enlightenmg in her whole career,

“ When, after her first Council ”, says Mr Lytton Strachey, “ she crossed the

ante-room and found her mother waiting for her, she said, ‘And now.

Mamma, am I really and truly Queen?’ ‘You see, my dear, that it is so/
‘ Then, dear Mamma, I hope you will grant me the first request I make to

you, as Queen. Let me be by myself for an hour.’ For an hour she re-

mained in solitude. Then she reappeared and gave a significant order : her

bed was to be moved out of her mother’s room.”^

V/e, who are wise after the event, need not stop to wonder that with such

a character at eighteen, she should speedily have made herself felt m her

great position: and it has become a commonplace of history—^though one

which can never be emphasised too strongly—^that long before she was forty

she had wrought a complete transformation in the outlook of the nation, and

especially of the new middle class, towards the throne. It is essential to an

understanding of our foreign policy, to bear in mind this great change which

is taking place in the background during the late ’thirties and the ’forties, and

to realise that Queen Victoria was from her early days keenly interested in

European politics The chief influence to which she owed this was her

maternal uncle, King Leopold of the Belgians, the widower of her cousin

Charlotte of Wales, who in the most impressionable period of her life was

her constant mentor and intimate adviser, and who even after she had come

to think and act for herself, was always listened to and trusted right up to

his death in 1865. All Leopold’s tact and political experience and know-

ledge were placed at the disposal of his niece, forwhom he had a real affection,

that grew even stronger after he had helped to find a husband for her m
one of his Coburg nephews.

It was his deliberate and systematic aim to fit her for her great position:

and it is very enlightening to read one of his first letters to her after ac-

cession, recommending her to keep near her his own confidential friend

Baron Stockmar, as “ a living dictionary of all matters scientific and political

that happened these thirty years, which to you is of the greatest importance,

because you must study the political history of at least the last thirty-seven

years more particularly”, and in fact the whole reign of George III.^

He was the first to advise her to retain the Whigs m power and to act with

them cordially, abandoning the negative attitude of William IV, who had

only been forced to tolerate them since his coup with the Tones m 1834 had

proved a failure. “For them [the Whigs] as well as for the Liberals at

large”, Leopold reminded her, “you are the only Sovereign that offers

them des chances d'existence et de duree. Except the Duke of Sussex, there is

no one in the family that offers them anything like what they can reasonably

ISs-w
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expect from you, and your immediate successor with the moustaches (he

means the dreadful uncle Ernest of Cumberland) ‘‘is enough to frighten

them into the most violent attachment for you.”^

In more than one letter she tells him, “you may depend on it, I shall

profit by your excellent advice respecting Politics He on his side shows the

impression left on the mind of one of the closest and acutest foreign

students of British politics of that generation, when he writes in January

1838, begging her to speak to Lord Melbourne “on the subject of what

ought to be done to keep for the Crown the little influence it may still

possess You are too clever not to know that it is not the being called

Queen or King which can be of the least consequence, when to the title

there is not also annexed the power indispensable for the exercise of those

functions. All trades must be learned, and nowadays the trade of a con-

stitutional Sovereign, to do it well, is a very difficult one.”®

The whole influence of Leopold was very naturally exerted in favour

of Anglo-French friendship, not merely because he was Louis Philippe’s

son-in-law, but because a quarrel between the two countries could not fail

to be a grave danger to Belgium. The Queen was already predisposed in

favour of “my kind and dear friend Louis Philippe, whom I do so respect

and for whom I have a great affection” (this already in July 1837), or “the

dear French family” {z$ April 1838). Throughout the crisis of 1840-1

the Queen, to use again her own words, “worked hard to bring about

something conciliatory” (16 October 1840),® and messages passed between

Windsor and the Tuileries through the medium of Brussels, which helped

very materially to allay the danger. The Queen agreed with Palmerston in

regarding France as “quite in the wrong but the first signs of disagree-

ment appeared when he deliberately incurred the risk of war, rather than

make concessions to French amour-propre. She considered that he mini-

mised the danger of revolution in France, and urged upon him the need

for not driving the French to extremities:® and she was evidently not im-

pervious to Leopold’s complaint that “Palmerston rex and autocrat is far

too irritable and violent”.®

But in this first period the young Queen sees everything through Whig
spectacles. The Whigs are “the only safe and loyal people”,^® while the

Tories “ do everything to degrade their young sovereign in the eyes of the

people”. For Lord Melbourne she has the feelings which might be felt at

one and the same time for a father and a guardian : he is indispensable, even
for after-dinner conversation, and when, to her bitter sorrow, he falls, he is

consulted daily, until the discreet Stockmar persuades Melbourne himself

to represent such a correspondence as contrary to the spirit of the constitu-

tion. And as Palmerston is Melbourne’s most indispensable helper, and his
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brother-in-law to boot, and the new Lady Palmerston’s daughter is one of

her ladies, Palmerston as yet shares the blind favour which she showers

upon the Whigs.

But her marriage in 1840 worked a great change, which was bound up
with the political transformation of the following year. In the first in-

stance the Queen had not the slightest idea of having a master, and even

refused her husband a seat in the House of Lords, in spite of King Leopold’s

plea. She selected his private secretary for him, and it taxed even Lord
Melbourne’s powers of persuasion to bring her to consent to the Prince’s

initiation into public affairs.

Prince Albert was regarded with suspicion when he first came to England

:

the Coburg family as a whole were viewed askance as time-servers. Leopold

himself, whom the nation might have had as Prince Consort if his first wife

had lived, had since then accepted first an Orthodox and then a Catholic

throne, and other Coburgs had become Catholic in order to become King

of Portugal and Duchess of Nemours. Even the lax Palmerston wrote

hastily to enquire of Stockmar, ‘‘ whether Prince Albert belonged to any sect

of Protestants whose rules might prevent his taking the sacrament according

to the ritual of the English Church” and in stricter circles the Prince was

suspected alternately of being a Catholic and an infidel

!

But Prince Albert was nothing if not conscientious and persevering : and

he slowly asserted himself both in home and in foreign politics and came to

exercise decisive influence over the Queen. The first direction in which this

found expression was in the altered attitude of the Crown to the two parties.

The Queen parted from Lord Melbourne in an agony of mind, and was

not sure how she could ever work with the shy, reserved Sir Robert Peel

—

“such an odd, cold man”, she writes, whose “ignorance of character” is

“ striking and unaccountable She found some consolation for the loss of

her beloved mentor in the praise which so shrewd a statesman conferred

upon the Prince and in his advice to her to rely upon her husband’s “judg-

ment, temper and discretion”.^® Meanwhile Prince Albert soon found how
many tastes and ideas he had in common with Peel and established intimate

relations with him, with the result that m the end the Queen was almost as

reluctant to part with him and the Tories as ever with Melbourne and the

Whigs.

The Peel. Era

Peel took office in September 1841 and remained till June 1846: and this

period is in many ways one of the most memorable in modern British

history. It is a period of great decisions, culminating in the Repeal of the

Corn Laws, a period of growing pains in thebody politic, of grave unrest, yet
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of a striking return of prosperity, of feverish development in every depart-

ment of public life, of the expansion of the railway system and of our sea-

borne trade, of emigration and colonial experiment. The new industrial

class effects an entry into the old political fortresses, and Peel is its most

typical representative, enjoying excellence the confidence of the mercan-

tile class and of a Church which was still proud of its Protestantism, still

responsive to anti-Papal clamour, still ready to dogmatise and genuinely

shocked at doubts. To his administrative reforms we owe the splendid

development of the British civil service, to his organisation of the police the

disappearance of those riotous habits which had marked the previous fifty

years, to his great financial measures and to his achievement of free trade

the whole fabric of mid-Victorian prosperity. Above all, if we look below

the surface of his achievements, we see in Peel the great example of a Prime

Minister who could place country above party and risk the ruin, almost the

extinction, of his political influence for the sake of a fundamental reform.

We also see in him one of the foremost examples of that gift of political flair

and compromise, of forestalling real trouble and extracting the sting from

dangerous movements, that has hitherto been the political salvation of

Britain. To the reforms of the early ’forties, all the more impressive because

the work of a sane Conservative, is due the striking contrast between the

Chartist troubles of Britain and the desperate revolutionary outbursts of

practically every other country in Europe in 1848.

The main explanation lies m the fact that the tactics adopted by most

continental Governments were the very opposite of those employed m
England. During the ’forties, save for incidents here and there, the general

peace was not disturbed, but it was a period of profound unrest, in which

the breach between the peoples and their Governments steadily widened,

reform was frowned upon as the equivalent of revolution, private initiative

in social welfare was weak, while the twin ideas of liberty and nationality

exercised a corrosive force upon public opinion. In the three Eastern

monarchies varying degrees of repression prevailed. In Russia no political

criticism whatsoever was tolerated, and those malcontents who escaped

prison and the knout developed an intense and introspective creed directed

against all recognised authority, and established contacts with the exiles of

many other countries. In Austria the poor epileptic Ferdinand occupied

the throne of his father Francis, but power rested with a triumvirate divided

within itself, and the wheels of government almost ceased to go round. It

was at this period thatMettemich said,
‘
‘ I have sometimes governed Europe,

but Austria never”. In the Austrian half of the Habsburg Monarchy the

police, the censorship and the Church were ^still all-powerful, and the
promising constitutional movement which had been gaining strength in
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Hungary since 1825 was vitiated by the Chauvinistic and Magyarising

tendencies of the ruling race, and inevitably rallied all the non-Magyar
races round a reactionary throne. In Prussia too there was complete political

stagnation, but this was counteracted by an efficient administration, strong

military discipline, municipal self-government, and an unexampled spread

of education, academic culture and research in history and all the sciences.

Meanwhile, if Spain was still torn by savage civil warfare, Italy was honey-

combed by secret societies, and the ideas promoted by Mazzini and ‘‘Young

Italy ’’ struck root all the more readily, because the petty rulers of the

Peninsula—^Naples, Parma, Modena and Lucca—offered so wide a target

for scathing criticism, while the advent of a Liberal Pope, after the long

repression of the mediocre Gregory XVI, only served to increase the fer-

ment. In France alone—^apart from Scandinavia and the Low Countries

—

was it possible to speak of stable government, yet even here there was a

steady growth of agitation against the Bourgeois Monarchy, which, having

rejected the old principles of divine right and authority, rested on a perilously

narrow franchise and was felt by both Clericals and Democrats to be losing

such raison d'itre as it had ever had.

Such was the European background with which British foreign policy

had to reckon in this period of Peel. Sir Richard Lodge has well said that

Peel was “ more definitely Prime Minister than most of his predecessors and

probably than any of his successors” he exercised a close control over all

the great departments and dominated the whole Cabinet. But for that very

reason he was absorbed mainly in home affairs, and had a somewhat insular

and preoccupied outlook, with the result that his Foreign Secretary, Lord

Aberdeen, had a much freer hand during these five years than in his first

and somewhat inglorious tenure of office.

Lord Aberdeen as Foreign Secretary

It is certainly not too much to say that there was very wide relief abroad

when Palmerston was replaced by Aberdeen. Metternich, who had been

intimately associated with him twenty-five years before, wrote him a

cordial letter welcoming the “revirement” which was “putting him face to

face with old friends”.^® It is true that Metternich continued to distrust

England, especially as the bourgeois element assumed growing prominence

under Peel, and he had a poor opinion of Queen Victoria—^though mainly,

it appears, because she resented the recall of Prince Esterhazy from the

London Embassy.

But it was in France that the real difficulty lay. The French felt humiliated,

and on both sides of the Channel there were very many who had again
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come to believe in the inalienable enmity of France and Britain, just as

to-day there are many who still talk of peace among the nations as a dream

and cling to the essentially pagan belief of the incurable depravity of human
character and the utility of the '‘steel-bath’’ of war. In the teeth of this,

Aberdeen devoted his whole energy to restoring the Entente Cordiale and

removing the causes of distrust, yet without loosening friendly ties with

other countries or falling into any kind of dependence upon Paris.

In this aim he was greatly helped by the fact that Guizot was now
Premier. While still Ambassador in London, the latter had been on close

terms with Aberdeen, many of whose interests were, like his own, those of a

scholar: and now at a public meeting Guizot expressed the friendliest senti-

ments towards Britain and her new Government. Sir Robert Peel, in the

opening Commons debate on the Address, hastened to grasp the proffered

hand. Not merely did he speak of Guizot as “ one so truly deserving the

character of a great statesman”, but he denounced as “ a complete delusion”

the idea that “the old feeling of hostility” against France still survived in

Britain.^®

Nor was Peel at all disposed to remain passive under Palmerston’s

criticism, and a year later he hit out fiercely. “For six years your constant

boast was that you had formed and consolidated the alliance of Western

Europe. . . .The influence of despotic power in the East was to be counter-

balanced by the intimate union of states in the West, governed by liberal

institutions.” “What has become of the French Alliance ” he added, and

drew the conclusion that France’s “ alienation and state of irritated feeling”

were the direct consequence of Palmerston’s policy.^^

It is not uninstructive to quote Guizot’s own epigram on the two Govern-

ments: “Peel and his colleagues”, he said, “were Conservatives who had

become Liberals : we were Liberals who had become Conservatives.”^® This

very neatly sums up the truth. It may be added that Princess Lieven (who

had come to exercise over Guizot an influence no less remarkable than that

over Lord Grey in her London days) was now working hard for the En-
tente, which by now represented her last hope of political influence and
achievement. Still more effective were the constant efforts of King Leopold
to promote intimacy and mutual confidence between the courts of his niece

and nephew and of his father-in-law. In this he was prompted by every

motive of affection, dynastic ambition and political interest, and was
materially aided by the wise Baron Stockmar, who had become, largely at

Leopold’s instance, the political mentor of the Prince.

In September 1843 the Queen and Prince Albert visited Louis Philippe,

with the deliberate purpose of improving relations. The initiative lay with
the Queen, who approved ofthe marriage ties between the Houses ofCoburg
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and Orleans,* and was anxious not only to please the French by breaking

down the ostracisna in which the Orleans dynasty had been so long held by
most of the ruling families of Europe, but also to show her sympathy for the

tragic fate of Louis Philippe’s heir.f Her motive is reflected in a letter

which she received from Leopold immediately after her return to England.

The visit, he writes, will show her that Louis Philippe, though vivacious, is

not astute, and it “ will do wonders in removing the silly irritation which had

been got up since 1840, and which might in the end have occasioned serious

mischief. The passions of the nations sometimes become very inconvenient

for their Governors.”^^ The effect of the visit upon public opinion on both

sides of the Channel was excellent, and we have the contemporary assurance

of Prince Albert that “little passed of a political nature, except the declara-

tion of Louis Philippe to Aberdeen that he will not give his son to Spain,

even if he were asked, and Aberdeen’s answer, that excepting one of his sons,

any aspirant whom Spain might choose would be acceptable to England

During the following winter the Queen emphasised her desire to please the

French Court, by refusing to receive the Duke of Bordeaux, the Legitimist

claimant, when he visited London.J The two Speeches from the Throne,

re-echoed by Peel, Aberdeen, Guizot and others, praised the Entente

Cordiale and the restoration of hearty relations.

Fate, however, seemed bent on thwarting these well-meant plans of

friendship, and during the early ’forties one unhappy incident followed

another. The dispute over the right of search of ships suspected of carrying

negro slaves—complicated by rival interpretations of the convention signed

at Vienna in 1815—^grew so heated that the French Parliament in 1842

refused ratification to a fresh convention which had been reached between

the five Powers in London in December 1841. This caused very widespread

indignation in England, where as usual humanitarian aims and national

susceptibility became somewhat entangled. This question was one of the

main causes which determined Guizot to dissolve the Chamber : but it was

not till 1845 that the atmosphere had calmed sufficiently to make a new
treaty possible.

* King Leopold’s wife Louise was a daughter of Louis Philippe another daughter,

Clementine, married Leopold’s nephew Augustus of Coburg and became mother of Kmg
Ferdmand of Bulgaria, while a niece of Leopold, Augustus’s sister Victoria, married Louis

Philippe’s third son the Duke of Nemours

t The Duke of Orleans was killed in a carriage accident m July 1843

X On I December 184.2 v^e find Guizot wntmg to Reeve to urge this refusal—a step

which the latter’s biographer describes as “either unnecessary or meffective” (Laughton,

Memoirs of Reeve y
l, i6o)
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The Tahiti Incident

Much more serious friction was provoked by an incident in the Pacific,

which though of very trifling importance in itself, was magnified by the

tactlessness of local agents into a question of national prestige on both sides.

The little island of Tahiti, ruled by a native dynasty, was the scene of rival

effort between English Protestant and French Catholic missionaries. The
chief of the former, Mr Pritchard, who was also British Consul, had won
the ear ofQueen Pomare andtried to checkthe proselytism ofhis competitors*

But they on their side obtained the support of a French frigate, whose com-
mander, Admiral Dupetit-Thouars, with the help of some of the chiefs, in

September 1842 imposed a French protectorate. When the Queen, en-

couraged by Pritchard, tried to repudiate the convention, the French

Admiral, without referring the matter to Paris, avenged what he regarded as

an insult to his flag, by deposing Pomare and annexing the island. The
British Government protested, and Guizot reversed the annexation, while

upholding the protectorate. Even this concession to London aroused a

gigantic outcry in France : a sword of honour was presented to the Admiral

by public subscription, and no less an orator than Lamartine declared in the

Chamber that while he understood the need for peace, it must be a French
peace, notanEnglish InTahiti itselfthe rival parties continued the struggle,

a skirmish occurred which cost the life of several French sailors, and their

superior officer, holding Pritchard responsible, arrested and threw him into

prison. He was only released on condition of leaving the island instantly,

without even saying goodbye to his family.

The British press now began to clamour for “ reparation ”, and Sir Robert

Peel himself, in the heat of parliamentary debate, spoke of “a gross insult,

accompanied with a gross indignity, . . . committed, so far as we can dis-

cover, by the direction of the French Government”.* Guizot, on his side,

had some difficulty in avoiding an excited debate in the Chamber, and ap-

peased the House of Peers by promising to defend the honour of the French
Navy. British public opinion, fanned by the agitation of Pritchard and the

Protestant societies, was rendered still more restive by French policy in

North Africa, where the suppression of Abd-el-Kader’s Algerian rising was
followed by hostilities on the Moroccan frontier, A minor complication

had been added earlier in the summer by the publication of a pamphlet on
French naval matters by the Prince of Joinville,f in which, with amazing

• House of Commons, 3 1 July 1844. It is noteworthy that Peel, m his last speech in the
House, during the famous Pacifico debate (see infra, p 383), made amends for this by
referrmg to the expulsion of Pritchard as “ the most stupid and frivolous cause of war that
ever existed** (Hansard, exit, 680).

t Third son of Louis Philippe.
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tactlessness, he discussed the possibilities of damage which might be in-

flicted in war upon the coast towns of England.

All this was highly embarrassing, and it is hardly too much to suppose that

if Palmerston and Thiers had occupied the places of Aberdeen and Guizot,

there would have been war between the two countries. There is a private

letter of Aberdeen himself to Princess Lieven, which declares it “ impossible

to deny that persons of all ranks had made up their minds to war’^.^i But

gradually calmer counsels prevailed. While in some quarters in England

there was wild talk of reinstating Pritchard in Tahiti by the guns of the

British navy, and while French opinion affected to regard Bugeaud's

successful campaign in Morocco as a victory over England, King and

Guizot refused to be stampeded and negotiated calmly with London. In

the end the veto on Pritchard’s return was upheld, but France expressed

regret at the manner of his expulsion and indemnified him for his personal

losses.* But the lengths to which mutual irritation had gone are most

strikingly reflected in a private letter of the British Prime Minister to his

Foreign Secretary, in which he declared “the conduct of France in the

original occupation of Algiers” to have been “marked by a gross violation

of her engagements towards Europe It is quite too late to call on France

to fulfil them now: but the original wrong is now the cause that Morocco

and Tunis are threatened : and unless we hold very decisive language to

France and are prepared to act upon it with regard to Tunis and Morocco,

they or so much of them as suits the purposes of France, will follow the fate

of Algiers.” 23

Greek Affairs under King Otto

A third unfortunate incident arose over the Revolution which broke out in

September 1843 at Athens against the arbitrary and incompetent rule of

King Otto. This was a classic example of what was really the main trouble

between France and Britain, namely that while the chiefs of the Govern-

ments were devotedly working for peace, their subordinate agents, in the

consular and sometimes even in the diplomatic service, were frequently

intriguing actively against each other in various parts of the world. Suchwas

A highly instructive outside commentary on this affair is to be found m a letter of the

Russian Foreign Minister Coimt Nesselrode, to his Ambassadorm Vienna, Baron Meyen-
dorff (10 September 1844—see Nesselrode, Lettres etPapters, vni, 254) He describes the

whole affair as “trop absurde"’, but adds: “Malgrd cela le coup est port^ k Tentente cor-

diale, et il me parait mortel, car j’ai trouv^ ici [London on the occasion of the Tsar^s visit]

Topinion publique plus montee centre la France qu’elle ne Ta jamais 6t6 en 1840. Ainsi la

moindre ^tincelle peut allumer un grand mcendie, et malheureusement les froissements et

ies causes d'lrritation ne manqueront jamais entre les deux pays.” Incidentally, this

confidential letter indicates an entirely pacific attitude on the part of Russia.
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unhappily the case with the British and French Ministers in Greece, who
crowed shrilly upon rival dunghills.

SirEdmund Lyons had been in command ofthe British warship which con-

veyed King Otto to Greece in 1833 and had been greeted so effusively two

years later, when he came as British envoy to congratulate Otto on his majority,

that Palmerston soon afterwards decided to appoint him as minister. But

his first instructions were to “ press on Armansperg and on the King the

absolute necessity of establishing some form of representative government

in Greece”, and as time passed it became obvious that neither the King nor

his Bavarian ministers had any such intentions. By 1840 Palmerston had

lost patience with the Greeks and told Lyons that in 1830 he had favoured

as large a Greece as possible, because Prince Leopold’s characterand pledges

of a constitution were “a guarantee that under his rule Greece would have

been politically independent and... the nation happy”, but that under

Otto Greece had been “a mere dependency of Russia” and the constitution

withheld, and that he was therefore opposed to the union of Crete with the

motherland.2^ On leaving office he wrote to him, “ I certainly have made a

great mistake when I persuaded France to give way to the wishes of Russia

in favour of Otto.”

A lurid light is thrown upon Lyons’s position at Athens by the first

instructions which he received from Lord Aberdeen as Foreign Secretary.

I must begin by expressing a wish to see you on a better footing with our

allies. Austria and Prussia have made a formal and official demand for your

removal from Athens, and Russia and France have given me to understand

that they would see it with pleasure. I shall not yield to this desire, but it

cannot be right that the English Minister should be thus regarded by the

Governments with whom we are acting in concert.”2® Lyons in his reply

countered by complaining of “the united efforts of MM. Piscatory and

Lagrene to hoodwink me”.

On his side Piscatory—^who had proved his friendship for Greece twenty

years earlier as a volunteer with the insurgents—^not altogether without

reason suspected Sir Edmund Lyons of designs for the formation of a

purely British party in Greece, and reported to this effect to M. Guizot in

July 1844. incident has its pleasant as well as its regrettable side : for it

illustrates better than anything else the ideal personal relations that existed

between the two Foreign Ministers. On 28 October Guizot wrote very

frankly to Lord Aberdeen that the Greek Premier Kolettis “is full of

prejudices and distrust against the policy of England towards Greece He
suspects you of wishing to keep his country in the state of a semi-English

pashalik, as Wallachia and Moldavia are semi-Russian pashaliks. But one
can extirpate from his mind these old racunes, Cest im homme trk
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perfectible, tres eclairahle . ... I wish him to have confidence in you also and

to believe that your policy towards Greece is what it really is, namely

sincere, like ours. I am sure that he can be brought to this, and it would be

a great step towards the solid restoration of our ‘ entente cordiale ’ at Athens.

I beg you to ensure that my work in this sense is not criticised and destroyed

by the sallies and obstacles of Sir Edmund Lyons, who seems to me much
more exclusive and obstinate than Kolettis.”^^ The good impression of this

despatch is somewhat spoilt for us when we find that Guizot soon after-

wards wrote to Piscatory that he had been “working verymuch on London ”

and hoped to “ succeed in destroying all confidence in Lyons But after

all the situation was sufficiently serious when the Greek Premier could

inform the French Minister, that Lyons was “a personal enemy. He
behaves like a party chief: he heads the Opposition’’. The truth is that he

was a bluff, not to say domineering, sailor, quite unfitted for a delicate

diplomatic situation. He once told Piscatory, “There is only one good

policy—for France and England to act together” but he never acted on

this principle himself and consistently treated the Greeks as inferior mortals.

In the end Lord Aberdeen found it necessary to reprimand Sir Edmund
Lyons for his attitude : but at the same time he very pertinently complained

to Guizot that
‘
‘ notwithstanding our mutual confidence and the objectwhich

above all others we have in view, it is vain to think that our desires and en-

deavours will produce any good, unless our agents shall really act in the

spirit of their instructions.* But Aberdeen found that even Peel himselfwas

infected by the prevailing irritation. Early in 1845 we find Peel writing to

him as follows: “What a pretty state the Entente Cordiale is in as regards

Greece, if Louis Philippe, in conversation with the Austrian Ambassador at

Paris, professes agreement with Austria and dissent from England, ‘from

the unfortunate tendency of the British Government at all times to support

revolutions and thus disturb the peace of Europe’. Considering by whom
this is said, and of whom it is said, the force of impudence cannot go much
further.”®^

In a word, the personal relations of Guizot and Aberdeen more than once

averted disaster in what were after all questions of secondary importance.

But there remained a much more serious point of friction in the Spanish

question, which simmered on through the early ’forties and speedily came

to a head when Aberdeen was again replaced by Palmerston.

^ Guizot’s despatches toM de Ste-Aulaire in London are even more convincing en

v^nt^ ”, he writes, “ ne voul^ant en Gi6ce que ce que nous voulons. Lord Aberdeen et moi,

SI nous ne parvenions pas k obliger nos agents ^ le vouloir aussi et k Taccomplir, il y aurait

dumalheur” (8 October 1841—Guizot, Memoires, vi, 265).
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Louis Philippe and Nicholas I

Meanwhile, Tsar Nicholas, in whom the passage of time had in no way-

abated his vindictive hatred for Louis Philippe, and who wished to keep

France in a state of permanent isolation, was naturally disturbed by the

royal visit to Eu, the more so because at this time he was somewhat critical

of his own special allies Prussia and Austria. Early in 1844, then, he indi-

cated to Lord Bloomfield, our Ambassador at St Petersburg, his desire to

visit London, and at the end of May he spent some time at Buckingham

Palace and Windsor, sparing no effort to charm and conciliate the Queen,

her husband, and her ministers. On the eve of his arrival the Journal des

Debats had published some articles on Russian designs for a Central Asiatic

confederation, and The Times had made fun of the whole idea, in a way

which provided an admirable opening for Nicholas. With Aberdeen and

Peel he raised the question of Turkey’s future, affirming that he would do

all in his power to maintain the status quo—^in other words, to keep the sick

man alive—^but that he was bound to die sooner or later, and that it would

be “wise to consider beforehand what might happen, and to attempt an

honest and honourable understanding”.-^ The reserve with which Lord

Aberdeen received these overtures was unquestionably due to embarrass-

ment at the Tsar’s only too manifest hostility towards France. In view of

subsequent events it is beyond all question regrettable that no more definite

resultwas reached, andindeed if the personal contact established by the Tsar

had been maintained, the whole Crimean tragedy might have been avoided.

“Years ago”, said Nicholas to Peel, “ Lord Durham was sent to me, a man
full of prejudices against me. By merely coming to close quarters with me,

all his prejudices were driven clean out of him. This is what I hope, by

coming here, to bring about with you and with England generally. By
personal intercourse I trust to annihilate these prejudices. For I esteem

England highly
; but as to what the French say of me, I care not, I spit upon

it.”^® In December 1840 Nicholas had already approached the Ambassador,

Lord Clanricarde, in favour of an understan^ng between the four Powers

and had insisted that “ he did not require a treaty ” and that the word of the

Ambassador, if once authorised from London, would amply suffice.®® This

attitude—^so flattering but so dangerously the reverse of constitutional

—

coincides entirely with his later attitude in 1853, when he urgently declared

that ten minutes of personal conversation with Lord Aberdeen would
probably suffice to clear up the growing misunderstandings between Russia

* To Aberdeen he roundly declared, “He [Louis Phihppe] has attempted to undermine
and rum my position as Russian Emperor That I will never forgive him” (cit. Th. Schie-
mann, Gesch, Russlandsy iv, 50).
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and Britain. But while the advantages of personal contact between states-

men can hardly be exaggerated, and in foreign policy may sometimes even

avail to bridge over fundamental differences of political creed, it has to be

admitted that British suspicions of the Tsar had been steadily augmented

by his policy towards Poland and Hungary and indeed throughout Europe,

and that the dispute over Turkish affairs was merely the culminating point

of a series.

The Eu Visit

The Tsar’s English visit, if really intended to drive a wedge between Lon-

don and Paris, was a failure : for no sooner had Sir Robert Peel announced

the amicable settlement of the Tahiti dispute, than Louis Philippe and his

Queen, accompanied by several of their family and by M. Guizot, paid a

state visit to Windsor—^the first such visit of a French sovereign—^and were

received with the greatest cordiality. The King wished Tahiti
‘
‘ at the bottom

of the sea”®^ and assured his hosts that the French nation did not wish for

w^ar, ‘‘though they love cracking their whips like postilions”. But though

the visit unquestionably did much to smooth down susceptibilities on both

sides of the Channel, there remained a latent possibility of friction, and the

spirit in which the Queen received her guests is revealed in a letter to her

uncle Leopold. “The good ending of our difficulties with France is an

immense blessing, but it is really and truly necessary that you and those at

Paris should know that the danger was imminent^ and that poor Aberdeen

stood almost alonem trying to keep matters peaceable.”®^ It is not too much
to say that the intimacy between Aberdeen and Guizot was the most

valuable asset in maintaimng the Entente Cordiale. We have the authority

of Aberdeen’s son, Lord Stanmore, for the statement that each showed the

other not merely their official despatches, but even the confidential letters

which accompanied them.®® Things were not helped by Palmerston’s

critical attitude. Melbourne himself told the Queen in 1842 that Palmerston

disliked Aberdeen, had a low opinion of him, and thought him weak and

timid,®’ while Aberdeen, though he had endorsed Palmerston’s Eastern

policy, disapproved intensely of what he called Palmerston’s “inter-

meddling

Aberdeen, we have seen, found himself almost alone, and the growing

divergence of views between him and some of his colleagues was accen-

tuated by the question of rival armaments. On 28 September 1845 he wrote

a very gloomy letter to Peel, complaining that “a policy of friendship and

confidence has been converted into a policy of hostility and distrust”, and

admitting that
‘
‘ in spite of all calculation it is possible that warmay suddenly

and when least expected take place”. Though it was his “deliberate and



238 ABERDEEN AND THE ENTENTE CORDIALE
[ch .

firm conviction” that there was less reason to distrust the French Govern-

ment and to doubt the continuance of peace ” than five years earlier, he none

the less felt that “ we are now acting under the influence of panic, both with

respect to the intentions of France and our own real condition”. He
therefore asked to be allowed to resign, though explaining the step by

reasons of health and revealing to no one the contents of this letter.®^ Peel

in reply assured him that he was irreplaceable, and that his withdrawal

might easily ruin the Government, and mobilised the Duke of Wellington

in the same sense.

It is peculiarly instructive to read the Duke’s comments on the situation.

No one, he told the Prime Minister, was “more sensible” than he “ of the

absolute importance of connectmg France with the councils of Europe, and

above all, of a good understanding between this country and France”.

Moreover, he believed Louis Philippe and Guizot to be really pacific: “ but

look at the state of naval preparation in France”, for which they were

responsible, and which must be regarded as “symptoms”, not of friendli-

ness, but of “deadly hostility”. Indeed, in his candid opinion “the pre-

vailing sentiment in the minds of Frenchmen is implacable hostility. We
cannot change their feelings.”^® Aberdeen allowed himself to be overruled,

but wrote back to his chief, “We still talk ofpeace, havingwar in our hearts ”,

and frankly regretted his own decision.^^ He went further and warned Peel

that the principle ofBellumparUfpacem habebisy on which both Governments

were acting, was “ entirely inapplicable to the condition of the Great Powers

and to the political system ofmodern times and thepresent state of society
”

From Peel’s reply it may be inferred that Aberdeen had reached this philo-

sophical conclusion by actual discussion with Guizot, but as the more

sceptical Peel reminded him, it was rather late in the day, after so many
French preparations, for Guizot to declare his abomination of bellum

para,^^ On the other hand, Palmerston was an increasingly outspoken

critic of the Government and expounded his own alternative attitude very

clearly in the House. “ Influence abroad is to be maintained only by the

operation of one or other of two principles—^hope and fear. We ought to

teach the weaker Powers to hope that they will receive the support of

this country in their time of danger. Powerful countries should be taught

to fear that they will be resisted by England in any imjust acts either

towards ourselves or towards those who are bound in ties of amity with

us.”^^ It was quite obvious that if Palmerston were to replace Aberdeen in

the near future, British policy would follow markedly different lines. It was
about this time that he gave to Greville the view that “we might hold any
language we pleased to France and America ”, without risk of war, “ as both
knew how vulnerable they were”.^^
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Russell, Grey and Palmerston

By the close of 1845 the growing anti-Corn Law agitation, accentuated by
the Irish famine, forced the broadminded Peel to revise his views upon
protection. A free trade manifesto, launched by the Liberal leader Lord

John Russell in November, evoked a crisis, and the Government resigned.

The Queen invited Russell to form an administration, but showed distinct

alarm at the prospect of Palmerston returning to the Foreign Office. For-

tunately for her, similar views were held by Lord Grey, without whose

support in Whig circles Russell could not hope to stand, and who flatly

refused to serve unless Palmerston were given some other post. “ For Lord

Palmerston ”, he wrote to the Liberal leader, “ I have much regard, and I have

always been on the most amicable terms with him . . . But I could not be

blind to the notorious fact that justly or unjustly both friends and opponents

regarded with considerable apprehension the prospect of his return to the

Foreign Office.” In view of ‘'the feelings of apparent alienation” between

him and leading foreign statesmen, his appointment “might very materially

increase the danger” of war.* Russell, whose mismanagement of the situa-

tion is further shown by his slightingly inadequate offer to Cobden, re-

pudiated these “unjust aspersions”, adhered to the view that Palmerston

was “the person best fitted” for the post, and rather than yield to Grey,

abandoned altogether the attempt to form a Government, or in the flam-

boyant phrase of Disraeli, “ handed back with courtesy the poisoned chalice

to Sir Robert”.^® As a result, the Queen recalled Peel, who dragged on for

another six months of office. The incident, veiled in secrecy at the time, is

of very great significance for the future; it shows that the Queen was not

alone in her misgivings as to the effect of Palmerstonian methods upon our

foreign relations, but it also prepares us for the growth of a situation in

whichno one in his own party is capable of setting bounds upon the masterful

minister.

For the moment, at any rate, Palmerston had learned his lesson. In the

spring of 1846 he paid a private visit to Pans, where he saw everyone from

the King downwards, “met with nothing but smiles, prevenance and em-

pYessemenV\^'^ and by his frankness did a good deal to tone down the pre-

judices against his person. In the previous winter Disraeli, who also culti-

vated relations with the Tuileries, had assured the King that Palmerston

Letter of 19 December 1845, first printedm “ Notes on the Gieville ]Memoirs English

Historical Rctieu\ No 1 (1886), cf also Stanmore, op at p 186 For interesting ne^
details, see chap xvi ofH C F. Bell, Palmerston^ i, 354-64 Very active in the background
were ** Bear ” Ellice, Henry Reeve (a close confidant of the Orleans Court) and Charles

GreviUe, clerk to the Pnv>' Council.
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‘‘was our first Foreign Minister who had taken the French intmidcy as an
avowed element of our national policy*’, and that from his frank character

he “required frankness and decision” and “would never take a litigious

view of the policy of France”. This he duly communicated to Palmerston

himself, who replied in these terms: “ I have the strongest conviction that

the great foundation of the foreign policy both of an English and of a

French Government ought to be a cordial and sincere good understanding

between England and France.”^® If we take a broad view of Palmerston’s

whole career, it becomes impossible to doubt that this was his genuine
aim; though his actions were only too often of such a character as to con-

firm most people in London, and still more in Pans, in a contrary belief.



CHAPTER VII

PALMERSTON AND THE NEW SPIRIT

In June 1846 came the final crisis of Protection : the Tory Die-Hards under

Lord George Bentinck and Disraeli revolted against Peel, and the latter

split his party rather than renounce Free Trade. This time Lord John

Russell was successful in forming what was to prove the last of the Whig
Cabinets: and Lord Palmerston returned for the third time to the Foreign

Office. The reasons against his appointment no longer seemed so strong.

The last public announcement of Sir Robert Peel as Prime Minister had

been the settlement of the thorny Oregon frontier dispute with the United

States: while Anglo-French relations had for the moment again become

normal. Hence Lord Grey, in acceptmg office for himself, consented to

withdraw his former veto upon Palmerston, in return for the Prime

Minister’s express assurance that he would “exercise a control over the

Foreign Office and secure the Cabinet against any imprudence of Palmer-

ston Unhappily a situationwas speedily to develop, inwhich Palmerston’s

methods again placed a dangerous strain upon the Entente Cordiale, and in

which there was no one capable of holding him back.

Throughout his long career Mettemich profoundly misjudged England,

but he was very happy in one phrase that occurs in his diary for 1846: “At

this moment there exists an alliance between France and England in name,

though in reality it does not exist; just as the opposite is the case between

France and Russia.”^ It was but too true that the Entente had been upheld

mainly by the personal efforts of the two courts and their Foreign Ministers.

No sooner was Aberdeen replaced by Palmerston, than it collapsed under

the first strain to which it was subjected, though it must be admitted that

the strain was very severe. But the difference of tone during the events now
to be described can hardly be illustrated more effectively than by a quota-

tion from a personal letter which Peel after his resignation addressed to

Guizot. He expressed the hope that their “united labours. . .have estab-

lished foundations of concord between England and France strong enough

to bear the shock of all ordinary casualties”. “We have succeeded m
elevating the tone and spirit of the two nations, have taught them to regard

• Charles Greville, xn his Memoin (vi, 193, 3 June 1848) records these words as used to

him by Lord Grey himself, Cf also Maxwell, Life of Clarendon^ i, 269.

s-w 16
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something higher than paltry jealousies and hostile rivalries, and to estimate

the full value of that moral and social influence which cordial relations

between England and France give to each for every good and beneficent

purpose. If it had not been for that confidence and esteem, how many
miserable squabbles might have swollen into terrible national controver-

sies!”^ This tribute from so typical an Englishman, and from one who
cannot always be acquitted of indiscretion in his pronouncements on foreign

policy, illustrates the advantages of that personal contact of heads of govern-

ment which is only now becoming one of the fundamental principles on

which sound international relations must rest.

Guizot, for his part, has left on record a generous tribute to the great

Englishman with whom fate had thrown him into contact. Peel, he con-

sidered, held “vague and undetermined notions” on foreign policy. While

firmly bent on upholding the national dignity, he “had no mania for

domination abroad”, and above all, “he believed that morality and good

sense are essential and practicable in foreign relations, as well as in the

internal government of states”.®

The Spanish Marriages

Palmerston had been but a very short time in office when the vexed question

known as the Spanish Marriages assumed an acute phase and rapidly undid

all the work of the previous five years in favour of Franco-British friend-

ship. The origins of the dispute belong to Lord Aberdeen's term of office,

but it is better treated as a consecutive whole. Viewed from the perspective

of the twentieth century, it seems futile and petty, but it deserves to be

studied as a thoroughly characteristic example of the part which matters of

dynastic interest still played in the early Victorian era and the extent to

which they were intertwined with national prestige.

After the horrors of the Carlist civil war Spain was slowly recovering her

breath, and the question of the marriage of the young Queen Isabella and

her sister dominated the internal situation. Louis Philippe and French

public opinion were anxious that the succession to the Spanish throne

should not pass outside one or other branch of the House of Bourbon, and

for a time a younger brother of the King of Two Sicilies was regarded as a

possible compromise candidate. The British view was opposed to any

French prince marrying the Queen or her sister, on the ground that this

would run counter to the provisions of the Peace of Utrecht (1713), by

which the throne of Spain was secured to Philip V and his descendants,

but its separation from that of France was definitely laid down. Lord
Aberdeen, who never would admit Louis Philippe’s point of view, was on
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the whole inclined to share Prince Albert’s opinion that an entirely free

choice should be left to the young Queen and her people. None the less

the name of Prince Leopold of Coburg, a first cousm of Queen Victoria and

her husband, was at one time put forward, thanks to that inveterate match-

maker the King of the Belgians. But it may be affirmed that Leopold’s

candidature was never pressed by London, though not of course absolutely

frowned upon.

Louis Philippe had already refused an offer of Queen Isabella’s hand

for his son the Duke of Aumale, and when he met Queen Victoria at Eu in

September 1845, Guizot and Aberdeen reached an agreement, by which

both countries should approve Isabella’s marriage with her cousin Henr)^

Duke of Seville, and that “until the Queen was married and had children”

there could be no question of her sister and presumptive heir marrying a

French Pnnce. Louis Philippe told Aberdeen that he was not attracted by

“the prospect of the Spanish throne”, but thought of his son the Duke of

Montpensier for the Infanta—not, however, “until it was no longer a

political question, which wouldbe when the Queen ts marnedand has children^\^

In that case he would not engage to shut out his son from “the great

mheritance which the Infanta would bring with her”. In this the French

subsequently claimed that Aberdeen had verbally concurred, though he

himself could not remember having done so, and though there was no verbal

record: in any case the French finally dropped the earlier candidature of the

Count of Trapani, who was generally unpopular in Spain.

Early in 1846 the situation was complicated by the equivocal attitude of

the Queen Mother Chnstina, and by the rivalry of the British and French

representatives in Madrid, Sir Henry Bulwer and M. de Bresson. In May
Christina reverted to the candidature of Prince Leopold and privately asked

Bulwer to transmit the proposal by letter to Leopold’s father the Duke of

Coburg. Whether in the months that followed she was merely vacillating

m temper or engaged in an elaborate intrigue, intended to compromise

Britain through her Minister and thereby free Louis Philippe from his

pledge regarding Montpensier,* remains an open question. Certain it is

that Bulwer was captivated by the idea and wrote home to Aberdeen, “ I

could make the marriage, ifyou instructed me to do so and your instructions

to me were kept secret.” Aberdeen replied, “we have no English candi-

date”, and forbade Bulwer to engage actively “in the support of another,

be he who he may”.® Meanwhile the Duke of Coburg visited England and

finding that both Peel and Aberdeen disapproved of his son’s candidature,

formally declined Christina’s offer.

* This explanation is put forward by Sir Theodore Martin in his Life of the Pnnce
Consort (i, 347) and seems to have been accepted by the British Court at the time
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It was at this juncture that the change of Government took place in

London, and there was at once an end to the mutual confidence between

the two Foreign Ministers. In the previous year, when Palmerston seemed

likely to return to office, Guizot, in a letter to Henry Reeve, had expressed

‘‘some uneasiness’’, but also “the conviction that Palmerston’s policy to-

wards France, the King and myself will be fair and friendly”.® But the

underlying nervousness which this phrase reveals now speedily became

acute, owing to the impetus given to events by the rivalry of Bresson and

Bulwer. The former was by now pressing strongly upon his Government

the view that the action of English agents absolved it from the Eu agree-

ment: and on 12 July, by taking Louis Philippe’s name in vain, he obtained

the consent of the Queen Mother and her Government to the simultaneous

marriage of her two daughters to the Dukes of Cadiz and Montpensier.’

Louis Philippe disapproved, and ordered Guizot to inform the Queen

Mother that “Bresson was forbidden to say what he has said, and that the

simultaneity is inadmissible. ... I will not rest under the imputation of

causing an engagement to be contracted in my name, which I am neither

free nor desirous to undertake.”®

Unhappily before this order was executed, Lord Palmerston sent to the

French Government a copy of his first despatch to Bulwer, instructing him

not to give active support to any candidate whatsoever, but stating their

number to be now reduced to three—namely. Prince Leopold and the two

sons of Don Francisco (i.e. the Dukes of Seville and Cadiz). There is no

reason to suppose that Palmerston meant mischief: it was merely his

downright method. But by placing Leopold’s name once more upon the

list, and in the first place, and by omitting that of Montpensier altogether,

he created upon Louis Philippe the impression of a definite abandonment

of the Aberdeen policy. A memorandum which had been handed to Lord

Aberdeen by the French Ambassador as long ago as February 1840 had

summed up the French attitude in these words: “If the mamage either of

the Queen or of the Infanta with Prince Leopold of Coburg or any other

Prince, not a descendant of Philip V, became probable and imminent, . . .we
should be set free from any engagement, and free to counterstroke at once

by asking for the hand either of the Queen or the Infanta for the Duke of

Montpensier.”® This seemed to French eyes to be exactly the situation

which had now arisen. It appears that the French Ambassador, M. de

Jamac, when Palmerston showed him the instructions for Bulwer, was

stupefied,^ and begged him to erase Prince Leopold’s name from the first

place, but that Palmerston declared this to be impossible, because it had
already been approved by the Cabinet. This, when reported to Paris,

The word is that used by Louis Philippe in his letter of apology for Queen Victoria.
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aroused both resentment and suspicion, and the intended disavowal of

Bresson was not sent to Madrid after all. That Louis Philippe genuinely-

believed himself duped is obvious from his letter of 25 July to Guizot, in

which the phrase occurs: “Not that I expected better from Lord Palmer-

ston; but I thought he would not have thrown off the mask so soon. My
present impression is that we must return blow for blow

This was easy enough, with so much inflammatory material lying about

in Madrid. A conciliatory tone on the part of the British Foreign Secretary

would still have saved the situation. But Palmerston, instead of holding

Bulwer back, encouraged him in his forward attitude. In August he was

still “very loth to undertake the risk of advising Leopold to become a

candidate”,^® but by September he was already telling Bulwer that he was

coming round to his view, and that “we ought to have at once and boldly

adopted Coburg and to have carried it in defiance of the French He
went so far as to affirm that “the independence of Spain would be en-

dangered, if not destroyed, by the marriage of a French Prince into the

Royal family of Spain

Meanwhile Bresson and the Queen Mother came to terms, all the more

readily because Don Enrique, the Duke of Seville, was regarded both by

Chnstina and by Louis Philippef as much too advanced in his political

opinions. On 29 August the Spanish Government publicly announced the

forthcoming marriage of Queen and Infanta to the Dukes of Cadiz and

Montpensier. This in turn incensed London, and on 16 September

Palmerston, writing to Bulwer, and identifying “the Queen, Russell,

Clarendon, and all our colleagues” with himself, roundly declared, “We
are all indignant at the bad faith and unscrupulous ambition and base

intrigues of the French Government.^ To Lord Normanby in Pans he

called it “a scandalous breach of promise and good faith” on the part of

the French Ministry “and of the Kmg personally

Queen Victoria took a very active part in the whole affair
—

“sadly en-

grossed” are her words to her uncle.^® “No quarrel”, she wrote, “could be

more disagreeable and to me more cruelly pamful”, and she could not

understand how Louis Philippe could “ wantonly throw away the friendship

of one who has stood firm by him with sincere affection, for a doubtful

object of personal and family aggrandisement”.^® The first announcement

* Revue Retrospective^ p. 185, czt Martin, op. at, u, 363. Palmerston on his side would

seem to have intended to show himself conciliatory towards Guizot, but produced the very

opposite effect See H C. F. Bell (Palmerston, p. 378) who remains m doubt as to Palmer-

ston’s real motives.

t In his letter, already quoted, to Queen Louise, he definitely charges “British agents**

with favouring Don Enrique, “ le chefou plutdt Tagent de toutes les nuances des r^volution-

naires’* (cit. Martm, op, at, ii, 511).
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had come to her from the Queen of the French, and her reply had expressed

surprise and ‘‘ a very lively regret’^ and the lengthy explanation addressed

to her by Louis Philippe himself through the medium of his daughter

Queen Louise of the Belgians did not in any way alter her views. She

expressed herself as “deeply pained’’, and emphatically denied that Leopold

had ever been the British candidate.^® It is but fair to add that the French

professed themselves as equally aggrieved at the hostile comments of the

British press. Guizot himself, who cannot escape his share of the blame,

complained to Reeve^® that for six years England had believed in his

sincere attachment to the Entente, yet “all disappears like a puff of wind”^

and “I am no longer supposed to have any integrity, uprightness or

sincerity”. But neither he nor his master could now draw back, and the

Spaniards were also in an unyielding mood. The double marriage was

therefore celebrated at Madrid on lo October 1846, and the second Entente

Cordiale had received its deathblow.

It is unnecessary for the purposes of a general survey to go farther into

the intricacies of this barren dispute. It may serve as a reminder of the

strong influence still exercised by dynastic interests upon European history

in the nineteenth century. But neither the fears nor the hopes which

prompted London and Paris were realised. Queen Isabella bore a son, who
after a stormy interlude eventually succeeded to the throne : and within less

than two years of the marriage Montpensier shared his father’s exile.

The real moral of the whole affair lies in the growing touchiness of

national feeling, as voiced by a very vocal public opinion in Parliament and

the press, and m the role of Palmerston as the typical mouthpiece of such

opinion. It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the marriage question

was given an altogether excessive importance, that for this Lord Palmerston

was in the mam responsible, and that, if Lord Aberdeen had still been in

power, a misunderstanding might have been avoided. This is not to ex-

culpate Guizot, who undoubtedly took umbrage and embroiled the quarrel

still farther, but this too was above all due to irritation produced by the

change from Aberdeen, whom he knew intimately and trusted implicitly,

to Palmerston, who kept him at arm’s length. The calm verdict of history

must undoubtedly be that the charges of gross perfidy and bad faith,

levelled against Louis Philippe at the time and indeed long afterwards,

rested in the main upon a misapprehension.

As Lord Aberdeen trenchantly pointed out in letters to Prince Albert,

whom Palmerston had won over to Ijtis own view, “a good understanding

with France is just as necessary now as it was at the moment when the

Entente was most cordial and intimate. This marriage is not an adequate

cause of national quarrel,” And again, “The marriage of the Duke of

Montpensier is really an affair of little importance to England, and it is an
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event with which in itself we have no right to quarrel. ”* This may fairly be

regarded as the verdict of history. It does not conflict with Queen Victoria’s

view that it was ** inexplicable” that Louis Philippe should risk a breach

for such doubtful advantages: and it is certainly true that he and Guizot

acted very shortsightedly in giving way to personal pique. Nor can it be

denied that on purely political grounds they were still more shortsighted:

for as Lord John told the Queen, there was “hardly a dissentient voice” in

England as to France’s behaviour. The Queen seems to have had her

doubts throughout the controversy, though at the moment she shared her

Minister’s view, and called the King’s action “beyond all belief shameful

and so shabbily dishonest She none the less retrospectively laid the

chief blame on “the attempt of Lord Palmerston to reorganise the Ero-

gressista party and regain the so-called English tnjiuence^\ with the result

that Louis Philippe and Queen Christina made up their old feud and

rushed the marriages through.f In this connection it is worth quoting

Charles Greville, who was behind the scenes of the dispute both in London

and Paris and was shown most of the confidential documents by Jarnac and

Normanby. Though convinced that Britamhad been “jockeyed by France in

a very shabbyunderhandway ”,2^ he inferred from a conversationwith Lady

Palmerston that her husband’s “fixed idea is to humble France and make

her feel her humiliation This aim, so thoroughly in keeping with Palmer-

ston’s policy in the earlier crisis of 1841, had been clearly divined by

Guizot, who poured out to Greville his reasons for suspecting that Palmer-

ston was “resolved to overturn French influence all over the world

Our survey may be fittingly closed by the verdict of Prince Metternich,

to whom Louis Philippe and Palmerston were almost equally unsympathetic,

but who in this instance severely condemned the tactical blunders of the

former and his “Utopian” ideas. “He [Louis Philippe] knows that I do

not think much of public opinion: it is not one of my instruments, but it

has its effect. The English Government have done their best to establish

Louis Philippe in public opinion. They can withdraw what they gave, and

I have always said that the moment he loses that, he is on the very verge of

a war, and his is not a dynasty that can stand a war. ” J Here the veteran re-

actionary puts his finger upon one of the nerves of the European situation:

* Stanmore, Life ofAberdeett, p 195. See ako letter of Lord Aberdeen to Prince Albert,

9 October 1846—cit Martin, op at, ii, 375 :
“ I care very little for the marriage, but I feel

deeply the breach of the engagement.**

j- In letter of 6 July 1848, to Palmeiston—see Letters^ ii, 183. This view was produced fay

the Queen’s perusal of the Revue RStrospective, a Frencli collection of documents relative to

the Spanish question. The Queen mars an otherwise measuredjudgement byspeakmg of the

Spanish marriage as “the origm of all the present convulsions m Europe**

X Nachg, Papiere, vir, 342 In September 1847 we find him summmg up the latent

European crisis as caused by “the absolute feebleness** of the French Government, and

“the profound hatred’* of the English Government towards it {ibid, p. 335).
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for the breakdown of the Entente Cordiale was undoubtedly much more
injurious to France than to Britain, and the consequent isolation of France

weakened the prestige of Louis Philippe and his ministers, at home no less

than abroad, and contributed very materially to the Revolution of 1848.

By the close of 1846 Metternich had no illusions left and regarded the

Entente Cordiale as dead, and Louis Philippe as incapable of reviving it.^^

The New Ferment in Europe

Only eighteen months now separate us from that momentous event, and

the state of Europe is increasingly insecure. All Italy was thrown into a

ferment by the death of Gregory XVI, under whom reaction had reached

the nadir of incompetence and immobility, and by the accession of Pius IX,

hailed in the widest circles as ‘‘the Liberal Pope”. The exaggerated hopes

at first set upon him could not be realised, and Metternich was fully entitled

to declare that “the liberalising Pope called forth monsters which he no

longer had the strength to restrain”.^® Meanwhile, the King of Naples

outdid even Pope Gregory in his reactionary methods, the small states

balanced uneasily between Naples and Austria, and in Piedmont Charles

Albert played the role of the doubter, hesitating between revolution and

repression. In Austria Metternich, conscious of the urgency of reform, but

powerless to restrain his two colleagues in the triumvirate, allowed the

home situation to drift, partly from love of power, and partly from the

genuine conviction that his hand was needed on the helm of policy, and

indeed more than ever since Palmerston had returned to office. Every

safety valve remained closed, stagnation was complete in the intellectual

and political sphere, the censorship and the police system retained their all-

pervading character; but the rising tide of nationality, hardly suspected by

many of those in authority, was already transforming and complicating the

situation. In Hungary especially the national renaissance, which had been

in full swing since the 'twenties, had evoked an active movement for con-

stitutional reform on lines unique^ in Europe, and in 1847 was already

assuming semi-revolutionary forms, before the spark from the Paris Revo-

lution kindled not merely Pest, but most of the other capitals of Central

Europe, into flame.

Palmerston, when he resumed office in 1846, was 62. He saw clearly that

Europe was moving towards the rapids, and his avowed aim was to pro-

mote constitutional and free government and thus avert revolution. The
theory upon which he acted was quite unimpeachable. So far from being

negative, he quite definitely put forward the view that a Government does

better to grant “measures of improvement, . .with the grace of spontaneous
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concession, than to be compelled to adopt, on the sudden, changes perhaps

insufficiently matured and which being wrung from them by the pressure

of imperious circumstances, invert the natural order of things and being of

the nature of a capitulation of the sovereign to the subject, may not always

be a sure foundation for permanent harmony between the Crown and the

people ”.2'^

In practice he had to apply these principles to three concrete cases in the

years immediately preceding the Great Revolution—the Polish, the Swiss

and the Italian questions. Few people in our own day will attempt to deny

that in each case he was right* once more it is rather his method than his

prmciples that are open to question.

The Rei>ublic of Cracow

A new phase in the Polish question had been opened by the ruthless sup-

pression of the rising of 1830-1 and by the failure of the Powers to press

upon the Tsar the observance of the pledges of 1815, which he regarded as

justly forfeited by the act of rebellion Since then the only fragment of

Polish soil where liberty survived was the tiny Republic of Cracow, which

led an uneasy existence as a free city, subject to continual interference from

her three great neighbours. Cracow enjoyed a certain privileged position

for Polish culture, which otherwise found its chief home in Pans: it was

thus peculiarly suspect to Russia and in a lesser degree to Prussia, but was

recognised as lying more within the sphere of Austria, who even then

adopted a milder attitude than her two Allies towards the Poles. The peasant

rising of 1846 in Galicia and the equivocal part played by the Polish patriots

inside Cracow, not unnaturally alarmed both the Tsar and the King of

Prussia, who pressed Mettemich to use it as a pretext for establishing

Austrian control over the Republic For some time Mettemich hesitated,

but the friction caused by the Spanish quarrel between London and Pans

seemed to assure him of immunity, and on ii November 1846 he pro-

claimed Cracow’s annexation to Austria, without so much as a warning to

the signatory Powers.

This was keenly resented by France and Britain as a violation of the

Treaties of 1815, ofwhich the Eastern Powers had made so much profession

as against France: but though they both entered formal protests, they found

it impossible to act together, and nothing happened beyond vigorous

speeches. None the less, the incident had a very real significance: for by it

the Legitimist Powders made a serious breach in their own principles and

turned their theory of intervention against themselves. Palmerston was
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embarrassingly right when he declared in the House of Commons that

‘‘the Treaty of Vienna must be respected as a whole’’. ‘Tf it be not good

on the Vistula, it may be equally bad on the Rhine and on the Po.”^®

Mettemich wanted the three Eastern Powers to make a public retort in

refutation of this view, and to reaffirm their loyalty to the treaties: but

neither Berlm nor St Petersburg was willing, and the Tsar took the line

that “action is our affair, words may be left to the others”.^® In London
'

Lord Palmerston was not alone in resenting the incident, and indeed Prince

Albert declared that he “would sooner have been burnt alive” than take

“such action as that of the Eastern Powers”.®® Even Palmerston was not

prepared to endorse the tirades of Joseph Hume and Monckton Milnes

against “the three despotic states” and their treatment of Poland: and

though referring to the Poles as “a great and noble people” who had

been “by injustice of the greatest magnitude, deprived of their national

existence,” he argued that the British Parliament could not “in our con-

siderations go farther back than the Treaty of Vienna. But to that we are

ready to go, and on that we have a right to take our stand.”

Switzerland and the Sonderbund

The Cracow affair was a shock to the principles of the Holy Alliance,

however disinclined it might be to admit this, and it was now easier for

Palmerston to obstruct their wishes in the Swiss question. At the very end

of 1845 the seven Catholic cantons of Switzerland, led by Luzern, had

formed the so-called “Sonderbund” (or separate League), and when in

July 1846 this was voted illegal by the Federal Diet, civil war followed.

France proposed intervention by the five Powers, but Palmerston refused.

While Guizot and Mettemich both secretly encouraged the Sonderbund,

Palmerston persisted in treating, and most certainly rightly, the Jesuit

question, roundwhich the quarrel centred, as more political than religious,®®

and tried to get it settled by pressure upon the Pope. He regarded the

Franco-Austrian plan as “a paraphrase of the manifesto of the three Powers

last year about the extinction of Cracow”, and wrote to Lord Minto that

“ Guizot will have to choose between us and the three Powers”.®® He then

deliberately played for time, until General Dufour’s military success ended

the war and averted all danger of intervention. Palmerston’s delays helped

to save Swiss independence, and in this he acted quite consciously in the

interest of Liberalism on the Continent, and thereby of course greatly

increased Mettemich’s aversion for him. In many ways this was one of

his most successful enterprises, and events were soon to prove how
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accurately he had judged the situation. To him the triumph of the Sonder-

bund and the extension of Austrian influence to Switzerland would have

been like closing yet another safety valve and hastening the catastrophe

which he saw coming.

Italy and the Minto Mission

Most characteristic of all, however, was Palmerston’s attitude to Italy. In

view of the general ferment throughout the Peninsula he sent Lord Minto

there on a special mission of enquiry and instructed him to express to

Charles Albert his surprise and regret at Austria’s threat of invasion, and

his pleasure at Charles Albert’s offer to help the Pope. He was then to

encourage the Grand Duke of Tuscany in further reforms, and to urge on

the Pope himself ‘‘a system of progressive improvement”, such as would

remedy ‘‘the ancient institutions” of Italy. In short, “he had a roving

commission to give any Italian Government which might ask for it, general

advice on the best way of conducting a constitutional government and to

assure such governments that England would protect them from inter-

ference”.®^ In general he declared British opposition to any external inter-

ference with the reforms introduced by any Italian sovereign* he would not,

he said, “see with indifference any aggression committed on Roman
territory

’ ’

—

a. plain hint to thePope that Austnan policywould be opposed

From Turin Minto reported that the danger of Austrian intervention was

not imminent, and both here and at Florence he showed a discreet reserve:

but in Rome his mere presence, prolonged as it was for three whole months,

was felt as a provocation to the reactionaries and a stimulus to all reformist

tendencies.

The mission was intensely resented in Vienna and long continued to

be regarded as one of the prime sources of all the subsequent troubles,

and indeed as one of Lord Palmerston’s most unpardonable acts.** Yet

again, it was not the underlying principle, but the manner of its ap-

plication, that prompted moderate criticism against the British Foreign

Secretary, No better statement of the sane middle position can be found

than in the contemporary writings of Prince Albert. Writing to his faithful

mentor Stockmar, he says: “lam strongly of opmion that England should

declare betimes that it mil not endure that independent states should be

forcibly prevented from setting about such mternal reforms as they shall

think for their advantage (e.g. Germany, Switzerland, Italy).” On the other

hand he realised that the British Government was “frequently inclined to

* See tnfra, p. 362. Mr Taylor (Italian Problem in European Diplomacy, p. 50) is fully

justified in assuming that Palmerston dehberately encouraged Mmto to stay on in Rome,
m order to embarrass Mettemich and Guizot.
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plunge states into constitutional reforms towards which they have no in-

clination. This I hold to be quite wrong (Spain, Portugal, Greece), though

it is Lord Palmerston's hobby , The root difficulty being that Austria was

definitely opposed to liberal and constitutional government in Italy, in

however mild a form, and that such a move as the Minto mission would be

regarded by her as “a most hostile step”, the Prince suggested informing

Austria that we were not helping the Italians, but “consider every inde-

pendent state has a perfect right to manage its own internal affairs” and

introduce the reforms it pleases. To Lord John Russell he developed his

theories still further: “Let England be careful (in her zeal for progress) not

to push any nation beyond its own march, and not to impose upon any

nation what that nation does not itself produce : but let her declare herself

the protector and friend of all states engaged in progress, and let them
acquire that confidence in England, that she will if necessary defend them
at her own risk and expense.”^^ The Queen sanctioned the mission on

condition that its object was communicated to Vienna and Paris beforehand,®^

but this does not appear to have been done: while the despatch of Admiral

Parker to the west Italian ports, as an encouragement to the Liberal

sovereigns, served to exasperate Austria still further. Indeed there seems

to have been some exchange of views between Paris, Berlin, Vienna and

St Petersburg early in 1848, as to the possibility of a league to hold in check

British encouragement to the constitutional movement.®®

It may be very plausibly argued that as pure theory Prince Albert’s

contention was excellent, but that in practice, during the period culminating

in the great year of revolution, there was an unbridgable gulf between the

views of the Eastern and the Western Powers, and that nothing could have

averted conflict. But it is impossible to escape the conclusion that Lord

Palmerston’s alternating methods of hectonng interference, good advice

and downright menace made unnecessary enemies on all hands.

Palmerston’s Policy in Portugal and Spain

A good example of these methods is provided by events in Portugal, where

the rival factions of Queen Maria and Dom Miguel had produced a state

of chronic civil war, with its attendant excesses. Palmerston’s attitude was
based on the perfectly sound view that the union of Spain and Portugal was
undesirable—especially if Spain should become a mere satellite of France,

as so many contemporaries of the Carlist troubles were prone to assume

—

and indeed that Portugal as a separate state oflFered many counterbalancing

advantages, “commercial, political, militaiy and naval”. From this last

point of view in particular Palmerston held that the naval position of the
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Tagus ought never to be in the hands of any possible enemy of England.^®

Preoccupations such as these, combined with a predisposition to favour all

Liberal movements, led Palmerston and Russell to meddle actively in

Portuguese affairs, and it was only the sound common sense of Queen
Victona that restrained them from committmg themselves to the statement,

at once exaggerated and offensive, that the Portuguese Government had

'‘shown a spirit of tyranny and cruelty. . .without a parallel in any part of

Europe**.^ Our new Mmister at Lisbon appealed to his chief "not to be

obliged to begin his activities by admimstermg a series of reproofs*’, such

as would only confirm the Portuguese in the belief that Britain was backing

the rebels. Here again the Queen took a hand and complained that "trifles

about two horses and the beating of a gardener” were "made topics of

serious complaint”, and that a contmuance of such tactics would deprive

England of "all legitimate influence in Portugal Palmerston toned

down the actual details complained of, but contmued his policy of inter-

ference, with the result that in June 1847 the two opposing wings of the

Opposition took the affairs of Portugal as the text for a sharp attack upon

the Government in both Houses. Palmerston quite frankly admitted that

"the object of our interference was a recall of the (Portuguese) Parliament”,

and that this was "the mainspring which directed our policy” He argued

that the only real alternative to the Ime which he had taken would be war

with Spain, "to prevent Spanish interference m Portugal”, and he correctly

assumed that the House of Commons would not sanction such an expedi-

tion, which would, he argued, present no analogy to that which Canning

sent to Portugal in 1826, "in the exercise and fulfilment of treaties and en-

gagement”. He therefore thought best "to unite with the Governments of

Spain and France, for the purpose, not of crushing the liberties of the

people, nor of setting up an arbitrary and tyrannical despotism, but for the

purpose of re-establishing the constitutional Government of Portugal, and

of giving to the people the means of redressing their grievances in a legal

and legitimate manner”. His defence culminated in the following phrases.

" Looking at Portugal as our natural ally, as a country which it was important

for British interests to maintain as a material element in the balance of

European power, . . .we thought we should best consult our duty in obtain-

ing for the Portuguese nation those constitutional securities which by the

bad advice of the counsellors of the Crown in that country had been sus-

pended. And in bringing the war to a peaceful termination, in transferring

the struggle from the field of battle to the arena of parliamentary debate,

we have earned the thanks of political parties.”^^ But if the House accepted

the unrepentant minister’s plea for interference to promote one set of

political prmciples, it was above all because Sir Robert Peel, after callmg
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the mission of Colonel Wyide to Lisbon ‘‘the most curious instance m
parliamentary history’', none the less gave his support to the Whig Govern-

ment. Both now and during the critical years that followed, the confused

state of British party politics forced him to the conclusion that Palmerston

at the Foreign Office was a lesser evil than the advent of a ministry com-

mitted to protection, and that Russell must therefore be kept in office.

Palmerston’s defence of his policy of interference in Portugal merits

close attention, for he deliberately based it upon principles of world-wide

application, such as are typical of the man and his outlook throughout life.

“Our duty, our vocation, is not to enslave, but to set free: and I may say,

without any vainglorious boast, or without great offence to anyone, that

we stand at the head of moral, social and political civilisation. Our task is

to lead the way and to direct the march of other nations. I do not think we
ought to goad on the unwilling or force forward the reluctant: but when we
see a people battling against difficulties and struggling against obstacles in

the pursuit of their rights, we may be permitted to encourage them with

our sympathy and cheer them with our approbation, and even if occasion

require, to lend them a helping hand.” This aim, he contended, had already

been achieved in Greece, in Spain, in Belgium, and was being quite

logically pursued in Portugal also.

The Queen had already complained more than once of the failure of these

tactics of interference in Spain, where even the so-called Progressists party

had become alienated from us. Striking confirmation was provided when
Palmerston on i6 March 1848 advised the Spanish Government to adopt

constitutional methods and call some of the Liberals to power, and when
the Premier, the Duke of Sotomayor, treated this as “offensive to the

dignity of a free and independent nation” and presented the British

Minister with his passports.’* This incident, which would doubtless have

had a much graver sequel if attention had not been diverted to the general

state of chaos in Europe, led Lord Aberdeen to declare in the House of

Lords, that it was “the first time a British Minister ever suffered such an

indignity”.^^ Lord Stanley did not hesitate to affirm that Palmerston’s

administration of foreign affairs had “been marked by a spirit and animus

which has often led him into measures detrimental to the interests of this

country”.^ In the House of Commons Peel expressed objection, not to

• The Queen told Lord Palmerston (as May 1848

—

Letters

^

ii, 175) that she was not sur-

prised, smce Sir Henry Bulwer ‘‘has for the last three years almost been sporting with
political mtrigues andsuggested that “ our diplomatists ” should be “ keptm better order
On IS June she bluntly msisted that our relations with Spain must have been very much
mismanaged, and told Lord Palmerston that she did not wish Bulwer to return to Madrid as

Minister (ii, 179), It is necessary to bear in mmd that Bulwer, the first serious biographer

of Palmerston, was himself deeply involved in Palmerstonian diplomacy, and in extolling

his chief was defending his own escapades in Pans and m Madrid.
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Palmerston ‘^giving advice, but to his mode of giving it. There was an

assumption of superiority in his despatch, calculated to give offence to a

proud nation like that of Spain.

Charges and Counter-Charges

Apart from the motives of home policy which deterred Peel from pressing

his attack, it may be supposed that another parliamentary debate, of recent

occurrence, had by its very futility rallied considerable support in favour of

the Foreign Secretary. On 8 February and i March 1848^’ Anstey, backed

by the brilliant but erratic David Urquhart, actually invited the House of

Commons to impeach Palmerston on a charge of high treason, arguing that

he had always sacrificed British to Russian interests, and that thanks to his

corrupt complaisance ‘‘our great and natural enemy the Tsar’’ was now on

the point of realising his ambitious designs. He even quoted as an analogy

the case of Lord Carmarthen, who had accepted a bribe from Peter the

Gieat, and boldly declared that since that time “Russia has never been

without an agent to represent her in some of the Cabinets of Europe”. At

this distance of time it is difficult to read without impatience the farrago of

nonsense which Anstey’s speeches contain, and it was easy enough for

Palmerston to tear his fancied arguments to shreds and at the same time

to deal resounding blows at Urquhart for the indiscretion and even “great

breach of duty” involved in his conduct at the Constantinople Embassy.*

It is not surprising that in view of such patent exaggerations—the full

absurdity of which were to become apparent a few years later, when

Palmerston steered his country into war with Russia—^many who looked

upon his methods with suspicion felt unable to co-operate with his most

ardent assailants.

Moreover, while accepting the criticism of Aberdeen and Stanley, we
must at the same time admit that the very essence of Palmerstonian policy

was to forestall revolution by timely concession: and this indeed was also

the foundation of our home policy in the ’forties, to which Britain owed her

immunity in 1848, when every other continental country save Scandinavia

and the Low Countries—and for a very different reason, Russia—^was a

prey to subversive movements.

Urquhart and Palmerston

After the failure of the Polish insurrection of 1831 some of the Polish exiles

entrusted to David Urquhart certain documents purloined from the private papers

ofthe Grand Duke Constantine (as Viceroy in Warsaw), with a view to publication.

* See Supra, p. 187, His more general observations on British foreign policy are referred

to tnfra^ p. 459.
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After a delay of several 3^ears—due, according to Urquhart, to Palmerston’s

pressure upon the Foreign Office, where they had originally been deposited

—

these documents appeared in Urquhart’s review The Portfolio in 1835 • this

was the beginning of his quarrel with Palmerston, which became irreparable

owing to Urquhart’s share in the affair of the Vixen and the smuggled arms for

Circassia, and his consequent removal from the Constantinople Embassy (see

suproy pp. 186-7). The Portfolio ceased publication after two years, but was revived

in 1843, and in this second series (vol. ii, no. 5, pp. 147-97) Urquhart published

an article entitled ‘‘The Connection of the Foreign Office with ‘The Portfolio

in which he claimed proof of Palmerston’s “Russian soul” in the original three

years’ veto on publication of the Polish documents. He went so far as to declare

that publication, when at last it came, did not trouble the Russian Government,

because it knew “all this time” that it “was secure of England”. A deputation

was sent from Glasgow to Peel and Aberdeen, to charge Palmerston with treason :

but not unnaturally the two statesmen remained unconvinced.

Even the Cnmean War did not convince Urquhart and his friends of Palmer-

ston’s Russophobia f In a signed pamphlet entitled The Queen and the Premier:

a Statement of their Struggle and its Results (1857) Urquhart referred to “the
history of that man’s progress” as “written in crimes, perpetrated throughout

the globe, and may to-day be listened to in the unconscious sighs of millions at

home”. He asserted that Napoleon Ill’s coup d^itat was due to the help of

Russia, and that therefore Palmerston had to support it; that Russia was active

in breaking up the Russell Cabinet and opening the way for a Coalition
;
and that

Palmerston first ordered, then suppressed, the pamphlet against Pnnce Albert,

in order to force himself upon the Queen.

Even after Palmerston’s death Urquhart kept up the feud, and in 1866 pub-

lished Materialsfor the Tiue History ofLord Palmerston (reprinted from the Free

Press). This is a summary of a report published on 20 September 1855 by a

Newcastle Committee of eight, self-appointed “to examine a charge of bnbery

against Palmerston ”. These individuals took “ evidence ” from a certainMr Porter,

of the Board of Trade, who “as the result of his own observation and of facts

within his own knowledge,” alleged that Palmerston systematically sacrificed the

interests of England to those of Russia, in matters relating to commercial treaties
”

(p. 7). Porter also charged him with receiving money in 1825, through a Jew
called Jacob James Hart, who formerly kept a gambling house, and who was

appointed British Consul at Leipzig—a man “universally shunned as a most

disreputable character ” and eventually dismissed at the instance of Gladstone.

The sum of £zopoo is mentioned. Peel is accused of conniving by “a variety of

terse and poisonous sophisms”, and “the Ministers of England” in a general

way, of carrying into execution the will of Peter the Great.***

It seems dmost incredible that a man of Urquhart’s high character, knowledge

and experience should have believed such rubbish: it certainly helps to explain

why he made no mark in politics, despite his remaikable achievement in rousing

the interest of wurking-class clubs in foreign policy (see David Urquhart^ by

This famous mare’s nest is dealt with m an article by Lawrence Lockhart, “The
Pohtical Testament of Peter the Great” m Slavonic Remew, No. 41 (January 1936).
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Gertrude Robinson). Henry Reeve, it is true, once called Urquhart “a mad
political dervish*’.

It is but fair to add that Palmerston seems to have paid Urquhart back m his

own coin. In a letter to his brother William Temple on 4 July 1852—which

Evelyn Ashley publishes in his Life of Palmerston (l, p. 366), Palmerston alleged

that Urquhart and Anstey owed their election to Parliament in 1847 to Louis

Philippe’s money, “in order that they might be set at me and demolish me if they

could ”. They and Westmacott (editor of The Portfolio) “got from Louis Philippe

for their attacks on me, something not short of ffio^ooo first and last That same

King was a mean fellow, true son of figalite and true grandson of the Regent.
”

This allegation seems to have been as groundless as the nonsense briefly sum-

mansed above* but it is cunous that no legal action was taken against Ashley

when his book appeared in 1874.

Some readers may think the incident unworthy of inclusion in a serious

history to me it seems of some value, as revealing the levity with which unproved

charges could be bandied about in the Victonan era, despite our strict law of

libel. After all, the incredible story about Prince Albert (see infra^ p. 323) has

its parallel in our own day, in the grotesque beliefs current in 1914 about Pnnce

Louis, Lord Haldane, and the Russian troops in transit to the western front.

Palmerston in the Year of Revolution

The February Revolution of 1848 had the effect of a spark m a powder

magazine. The overthrow of the July Monarchy, the flight of Louis PhiLppe

to England and the proclamation of the Second Republic were swiftly

followed by outbreaks in Berlin, Munich and other German cities, in Rome,

Naples and Northern Italy, in Vienna, Prague, Pest and Zagreb.*^ The

republican infection seemed about to sweep everything before it, and the

consen^ative courts found it less possible than ever to draw the necessary

distinction between the theories of red revolution and those of constitu-

tional liberalism.

Whatever may have been his faults, Palmerston had far too clear a grasp

of cause and effect not to foresee the dangers of the European situation,

and the explosion did not cause him any surprise. Nor would he have been

the man he was, if he had regretted ihe downfall of Louis Philippe and

Guizot: as he wrote to Lord Minto, he had always thought of Louis

Philippe as “one of the cunning who outwit themselves ”.f The exiled

^ The reader should be reminded that revolution broke out a month earlier in Sicily than

m Pans, and that even before the close of 1847 the parliamentary movement m Hungary
was assuming a semi-revolutionary complexion In a word, revolution was in the air almost

everywhere.

t Ashley, op at i, 54 Lord John Russell, writing to the Queen, went still further and

threw the whole blame for ** a great calamity” on the King himself “A moderate and con-

stitutional government at home, coupled wjth an abstinence from ambitious projects for

his family abroad, might have laid the foundation of permanent peace, order and treedom

m Europe Selfishness and cunning have destroyed that which honesty and wisdom
might have mamtamed” (15 Apnl 1848

—

Letters^ li, 169).
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King always suspected Palmerston of having shared in, or at least con-

nived at, the events of February 1848. But the suspicion was groundless

and reveals a complete misapprehension as to the character of Palmerston,

who was far too blunt and straightforward to indulge in conspiracy, and
who, it may be added, never bore Louis Philippe any grudge for such im-
putations, but did his best to ease his position as an exile. To Guizot as a

refugee he showed special courtesy and hospitality, though definitely re-

garding him as representative of opposite political principles both at home
and abroad.^ But he speedily reached the conclusion that Lamartine and
the Second Republic were a great improvement upon the Orleanists from
the point of view of Anglo-French relations, and that upon cultivating

them further depended the best hope of peace in Europe.

If such was his attitude towards France, he was franldy delighted at the

fall of his old enemy Mettemich. ‘‘Happy would it have been for the

Continent”, he wrote to his confidant Minto, “if this had happened some
years ago.”^^ He had already felt constrained to warn Mettemich that “if

he takes upon himself the task of regulating by force of arms the internal

affairs of the Italian states, there will infallibly be war”. In urging upon
Mettemich up to the very last moment the need for “ relaxing the seventy of

the system now established m Austrian Italy”, he failed to realise that by
now the veteran statesman saw less danger even in an European war than

in constitutional concessions.^® On the other hand, he very rightly assumed
that France would soon become the champion of constitutional liberty in

Italy, and was afraid that this might precipitate general war.

In a word, he was never so far-sighted and so statesmanlike as in this year

of crisis, though once more his plam speaking caused trouble. His chief

pre-occupations were with France and Austria. At first, like many people,

he faced the possibility of the revolutionary French Government becoming

aggressive and of other Powers wanting to interfere. He told his representa-

tives abroad quite boldly: “We will engage to prevent the rest of Europe

from settling with France”;®^ but he accepted Lamartine^s pacific profes-

sions, and he told Lord Ponsonby, now in Vienna, that “the only chance

for tranquillity and order in France and for peace in Europe, is to give

support to Lamartine”. To Normanby he assumed a Republic to be less

peaceful than a Monarchy, and “large republics to be essentially and
inherently aggressive ” : but none the less he thought it wise “to acknowledge

whatever mle may be established with apparent prospect of permanency,

but none other His attitude undoubtedly had a steadying and moder-
ating influence and proved his genuine desire to cultivate good relations

with whatever Government ruled France, in spite of all that had transpired.

At the same time it is highly amusing to find Frederick William IV blessing
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Providence for placing Palmerston at the Foreign OfEce,^ and the Tsar

inviting the Queen to combine in the defence of social order, and even

arguing that the ‘‘inumate union” of Russia and Britain, the only two

Powers still standing upright in Europe, may be destined “to save the

world”.s^

Palmerston was ready to respond within limits, and his instructions to

St Petersburg contain the phrase: “We are at present the Oxily two Powers

in Europe (except Belgium) that remain standing upright, ^ and we ought

to look with confidence to each other. ” He desired the settlement of Poland,

but “we, the Government, will never do an3rthing underhand or ungentle-

manlike”.®^ He therefore urged Russia to discourage Austria from holding

on to northern Italy, which he rather too optimistically assumed to be

finally lost.

Palmerston and Austria

But in spite of the reputation which he was soon to acquire, Palmerston

was not anti-Austrian. The motive of his message to Mettermch on the eve

of the Revolution is revealed in the phrase* “We set too great a value on

the maintenance of Austria as the pivot ofthe balance of power in Europe

To King Leopold he wrote, “As to poor Austria, every person who

attaches value to the maintenance of a balance of power in Europe must

lament her present helpless condition”—inevitably due, he argued, to

Mettemich’s system of government
—

“to aim at being the only figure

among ciphers.” But, he added, dogmatically, “the Alps are Austria’s

natural barrier and her best defence”.®^

In the early months of 1848 his main concern was to prevent Austrian

mtervention m Italy, because he feared that its inevitable result would be

“a war of principles”, in which “the principal champions contending

against each other would be Austria and France”. Moreover, in such a

war England and Austna would certainly not be on the same side
—“a

circumstance which would occasion to every Englishman the deepest

regret”. Indeed, he was genuinely concerned for the preservation of

Austria as a Great Power, and told Ponsonby, “The Austrian Empire is a

thmg worth saving” :
“ its maintenance is an object of genuine interest to all

Europe and to no country more than England”. But he held that “the

cheapest, best and tensest thing which Austria can do is to give up her

Italian possessions quietly and at once, and to direct her attention and energy

to organising the remainder of her coast territones, to cement them to-

* It 18 curious to note that Palmerston, writing from London to Nomaanby on 31 March,

and Nicholas, 's\nting from St Petersburg on 3 April, should have used this identical

phrase. Perhaps it seemed obvious at the moment.

17-2
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gether and to develop their abundant resources What wise advice, and

how different the course of European history might have been if it had been

followed ! But how tactless and unpalateable, though doubtless not so much
so as his frankly avowed opinion that Ferdinand should abdicate, since it is

fatal “when the sovereign is an idiot

The sparks from Paris had kindled instantly into flame in Vienna and in

Italy, and Mettemich’s successor, Count Ficquelmont, was confronted

simultaneously by revolution at home, insurrection at Milan and invasion

by Sardinia, as the champion of North Italian unity. Sharing as he did the

veteran Chancellor’s keen detestation of Palmerston as the villain of the

piece, he found himself in the uncomfortable position of having to turn to

London for help. In reality Palmerston at this period had no belief in, nor

desire for, an united Italian Kmgdom, and indeed a whole year later told

the Austrian Ambassador, “ I cannot conceive of liberty without two Houses

of Parliament and a free press”.®® His main aim was European peace, and

to that end Austria must be preserved, but this in its turn could only be

achieved, if her impossible government were reformed. At the same time

he was alarmed at the possibility of French intervention on the side of

Sardinia, and the complications which might easily ensue.

During April Stratford Canning came to Vienna on an informal mission

of enquiry, and various remarks let drop by him convinced the amiable, but

not very well informed PillersdorfF, head of the provisional Austrian

Government, that Britain had changed her policy, and that an appeal from

her ancient ally might not fall ori deaf ears. Already on 4 May Ficquelmont

was forced to resign, and only two days later Hummelauer was sent to

London, with virtually a free hand to negotiate. On 23 May he saw

Palmerston and suggested that Lombardy-Venetia might be formed into

an autonomous Kingdom, under an Austrian Archduke as Viceroy, but

with its own national Parliament, Government and army. Palmerston m
reply suggested that it would be better to renounce Lombardy outright,

while reserving the concessions already indicated forVenetia. Hummelauer,

much impressed by his friendly reception, urged Vienna to accept, arguing

that British mediation on such lines “would drag our enemies before the

judgment-seat of Europe”.®® The Italophil group in the British Cabinet,

led by Russell and Minto, insisted that this was still inadequate, but

Palmerston got them to consent, if to Lombardy were added “such

portions of Venetian territory as may be agreed upon between the respective

parties”. This, he told Russell, most disingenuously, gave away nothing to

Austria, because the Italians would agree to “nothing less than the whole:

but it saves the Austrian honour”. To Hummelauer, however, he repre-

sented it as a substantial concession, while adding significantly that what
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Austria needed was “a good victory” {une home bataille de gagnee),^^ On
10 June, then, the Pillersdorff Cabinet accepted in principle the independ-

ence of Lombardy and the mam lines of the Hummelauer proposals to

Palmerston, A week later, Baron Wessenberg, the one Austrian diplomat

of whom Palmerston approved, became Foreign Minister: and Palmerston

wrote to him in the most cordial terms: ‘‘So you are at last at the post

which you should have held long ago, and where you would have spared

your country and Europe much misfortune. But it is better late than never.

Try, I beg you, to put an end to this Italian war as soon as possible, for the

result of it, however delayed, cannot any longer be doubtful

The Milan Provisional Government, however, in its blind elation,

refused to negotiate with Austria, except on the basis of independence for

Venetia and South Tirol as well as Lombardy: and hence Wessenberg,

though still ready to cede Lombardy and resolved to keep upon good terms

with Palmerston, decided perforce to continue the war, and gave Marshal

Radetzky a free hand. On 25 July the latter’s resounding victory at Custozza

transformed the whole situation : for Sardinia had to purchase an armistice

by the evacuation of all Lombardy. Yet Palmerston persisted in offering

unpalateable advice, and as late as 31 August wrote to Ponsonby in Vienna:

“We do not wish to threaten, but it is the part of a friend to tell the truth,

and the truth is that Austria cannot and must not retain Lombardy. . . .North

of the Alps we wish her all prosperity and success in the world.” South of

them, he contended, her attitude was bound to land her in disaster. Already

Prince Windischgratz, who had suppressed the Revolution in Prague and

was now commanding against the Magyars, had made direct approaches to

Queen Victona, to counteract her Minister’s attitude. But Palmerston,

quite unabashed, told Ponsonby: “Pray make the Camarilla* understand

that in a constitutional country like England these things cannot answer,

and that a foreign Government which places its reliance on working against

the Government of this country is sure to be disappointed.”®®

During the late summer the idea of Anglo-French mediation was much
discussed, but in Palmerston’s eyes it was above all a pu -alter

y

a means of

preventing France from intervening alone. But even Wessenberg was no

longer ready to negotiate on the Hummelauer basis, and after the revolution-

ary outburst of 6 October at Vienna his supersession was in any case

imminent. Prince Felix Schwarzenberg, who now came rapidly to the front

as the leader of Austrian reaction, declared on taking office that “We shall

take our stand on the treaties, we shall not cede an inch of ground.”®^ He
hit upon the brilliant idea of dividing France and Britain, by convincing

the former thatLondonwas interested in a North Italian Kingdom “entirely

* The inner clique at the Austrian Court.
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as a barrier against France As a matter of fact Palmerston himself had

given an excuse for this idea by the language which he used to Baron

Roller: “Lombardy united to Piedmont/’ he said, “would form a barrier

between Austria and France” This barrier, which he described as a non-

conducting body, “would be a guarantee of peace”. Schwarzenberg’s stray

arrow found its mark, and France moved steadily towards a reconciliation

with Austria.

Palmerston on his side completely lost his temper over Radetzky’s

wholesale measures of repression in Lombardy, and he sent a protest to

Vienna against “a proceeding conceived in the spirit of the most odious

oppression, and enunciated by doctrmes which belong only to the disciples

of Communism, and which are subversive of the very foundations of social

order But this time he had met his master in vituperation: for Schwar-

zenberg issued a circular Note repudiating all interference in Austrian

affairs. “Lord Palmerston regards himself too much as the arbiter of

Europe. For our part we are not disposed to accord him the role of

Providence. We never impose our advice on him in relation to Ireland: let

him spare himself the trouble of advising us on the subject of Lombardy. . .

.

We are tired of his eternal insinuations, of his tone now protective and

pedantic, now insulting, but always unbecoming. We are resolved to

tolerate it no longer. Lord Palmerston said one day to Roller, that if we
wanted war, we could have it: I say, if he wants war, he shall have it

Here was a new note with which it would be necessary to reckon—a note

of reviving despotism, conscious of its power. Palmerston for his part

covered up his mortification by comparing Schwarzenberg to an enraged

woman of the town when arrested by a policeman in the act of picking a

pocket : but he was reduced to silence, while the text of the letter circulated

in select London circles.®"^

Palmerston was for the moment unabashed, but fell back upon the task

of maintaining good relations with France, and a little later he defended

himself before the House of Commons, as having “prevented a war in

Italy andjoined France in a mediation which prevented an European war”,

and as having preserved a good understanding with the Republic of France

and thereby essentially contributed to the maintenance of peace in Europe ”.

There was not a word about the emancipation of Italy, for the simple

reason that that was never his aim throughout the whole crisis of 1848-9.

In the later stages, and especially during the second Italian war, which
ended with the disastrous defeat of Charles Albert at Novara, he and
Schwarzenberg, despite all their mutual antipathy, were equally anxious

for a speedy termination of the war (and this, under the circumstances,

inevitably meant the discomfiture of Sardinia), lest French intervention in
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Italy should become a reality, and their anxiety was only increased by the

interest displayed by France in the affairs of the Papal States.

The advent of Louis Napoleon to power in France had the effect of

toning down the interventionist ardour of the Second Republic: and by the

spring of 1849 France and Britain w^ere almost equally eager to liquidate

the whole Italian quarrel, if only Austria would moderate her terms and

refrain from destroying Sardinian independence. Early in May, then, the

British Ambassador in Pans, Lord Normanby, was instructed to approach

Schwarzenberg’s confidential agent in Paris, Alexander Hubner. “ I know”,

he said, ‘‘that Prince Schwarzenberg has prejudices agamst Lord Palmer-

ston, and that he opposes him. but he knows me, and I beg him to believe

me. The Queen’s Government wants Italy pacified as soon as possible All

our efforts are towards that end. Lord Palmerston desires it as much as

you.”®® There was a last flare of trouble when de Tocqueville, newly

appointed as French Foreign Minister, indicated that if Piedmont were

again attacked, France would defend her, and suggested to London a joint

protective expedition. But Palmerston at once told the French Ambassador

that his Government, “whose interest in this affair is not equal to yours,

will give the Piedmontese Government only diplomatic assistance and

moral support”,®® A w’eek later peace was signed at Milan, reimposmg the

territorial settlement of 1815 in North Italy.

Palmerston and Queen Victoria

At a very early stage in the European crisis the Queen dissented strongly

from her Foreign Secretary’s attitude, and her letters of protest to both

Russell and Palmerston show what was in the latter’s mind. “The Queen

must tell Lord John what she has repeatedly told Lord Palmerston, but

without apparent effect, that the establishment of an entente cordtale with

the French Republic, for the purpose of driving the Austrians out of their

dominions in Italy, would be a disgrace to this country.”^®

The Queen was finding Palmerston incorngible. In spite of what had

happened in the Portuguese affair earlier in the year, he pursued his policy

of hectoring interference. At the instance of the Queen and the Prime

Minister he had instructed Sir Hamilton Seymour, our Minister in Lisbon,

to refrain from mixing in Portuguese party intrigues. The draft of these

instructions is so extremely characteristic that it deserves to be partially

quoted. “As it is evident that the Queen and the Government of Portugal

will listen to no advice except such that agrees with their own wishes, I

have to instruct you to abstain in future from giving any longer advice to

them on political matters, taking care to explain both to the Queen and the
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Government your reasons for doing so. You will, however, at the same time

positively declare to the Portuguese Government that if by the course of

policy they are pursuing they should run into any difEculty, they must

clearly understand that they will not have to expect any assistance from

England.”*^^ Queen Victoria protested against the use of such menacing

language, and Lord John insisted upon its deletion from the despatch; but

at the same time he frankly admitted that “in the present critical state of

Europe ” he was afraid to raise a question “which might induce a belief’’ that

Lord Palmerston “had not conducted foreign affairs to the satisfaction of

his colleagues or of his sovereign” Thus it is clear that Palmerston had

the bit between his teeth, and that his political colleagues and opponents

alike hesitated to proceed to extremities agamst him.

By the autumn of 1848 the Queen was in constant disagreement with

Lord Palmerston, and protested to the Prime Minister against “the in-

temperate tone” of the Foreign Secretary’s language’® and against his

writings, “always as bitter as gall”. “I felt”, she told Russell, “really I

could hardly go on with him, that I had no confidence in him, and that it

made me seriously anxious and imeasy for the welfare of the country and

for the peace of Europe in general”, that he was “distrusted everywhere

abroad”, and “often endangered the honour of England by taking a very

prejudiced and one-sided view of a question.” She therefore urged the

substitution of Lord Clarendon as Foreign Secretary and suggested that

Palmerston might be sent to Ireland as Viceroy. But Lord John confessed

to a desire of avoiding “internal trouble”, and above all to his fear “of

making Palmerston an enemy by displacing him”.’^ The Queen reluctantly

gave way, but for the next three years her protests were almost chronic.

Only three weeks after her talk with Russell she found that Palmerston’s

“partiality in this Italian question really surpasses all conception”.’®

“Really it is quite immoral, with Ireland quivering in our grasp, and ready

to throw off her allegiance at any moment, for us to force Austria to give

up her lawful possessions.”’®

Her annoyance was increased when the young Francis Joseph and his

advisers emphasised their resentment at British policy by refusing to send

an Archduke to announce his accession, as was being done in the case of

the Prussian and Russian Courts. Indeed, Schwarzenberg told Ponsonby
that he would not place any Archduke “in contact with a person who had
shown himself so great an enemy” of Austria:” and Roller, taking his cue

from his new chief, actually went so far as to tell the Queen at a Drawing
Room, that it was impossible for Austria to be on friendly terms with

England “ so long as the present Foreign Secretary has control of affairs ”,’®

But Palmerston merely treated this as “truly characteristic of the state
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policy of European China”, and notified Ponsonby that he was “sincerely

grateful to Austria for sparing me the trouble and inconvenience such a

mission would have caused If no Archduke came, the loss would not be

England's, but his own, since “ it must always be an advantage to a foreign

Prince. . .to visit England and see with his own eyes how Liberty may be

combined with Loyalty and Freedom with public order”. Schwarzenberg,

on his side, bluntly refused to accept a Note of Palmerston on behalf of

Hungary, and told the Prime Minister that he regarded it as interference

m Austrian home affairs, and that he in his turn intended to give London
advice regarding its policy in Canada.’^

That Palmerston had become little short of an obsession to Vienna may
be concluded from a letter written by Schwarzenberg on 2 January 1849

to King Leopold of the Belgians: “The present condition of Italy is largely

the work of English diplomacy and the fruit of the seed scattered by Lord

Minto. Lord Palmerston in March broke the staff over Austria: he gave

us up and erased us from the ranks of the Great Powers. A Kingdom of

Italy under his protection was to be formed by revolution at home and

treachery abroad, out of fragments of the Monarchy, in order to form a

counterweight to France in the south.”^® This was of course a grotesque

exaggeration, but Palmerston showed such complete disregard for the

mental processes of Austrian statesmen, that if he could have seen this

verdict, he would have had no right to complam at the failure to read his

own mind.

The Hungarian Revolution

in the meantime Kossuth and the revolutionary Hungarian Government

made constant efforts to establish contact with the West, but their agent,

the historian Szalay, was informed that Palmerston could only receive him

through the medium of the Austrian Ambassador: for the Government,

he argued, “has no knowledge of Hungary except as one of the component

parts of the Austrian Empire”.^ In December 1848 Count Teleki came to

London on Kossuth’s behalf, but was rebuffed in identical terms, and his

offer of special commercial concessions to British traders in Hungary was

not taken seriously. Pulszky, who arrived in March 1849, at first found the

situation rather more favourable, owing to Palmerston’s alarm at the Russian

occupation of Transylvania: he established many connections in society and

with the press, and dined with one member of the Cabinet, Lord Lans-

downe. But Kossuth’s rash deposition of the Habsburgs and his designs

of Danubian federation at the expense both of Austria and of Turkey were

too much for Palmerston, who favoured a compromise between Hungary
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and Austria, as the surest means of rendering Russian intervention un-

necessary, and openly avowed this in the House of Commons on 22 July.

‘‘Lord Palmerston and Lord Lansdowne*', wrote Pulszky to Kossuth, “are

very kind to me, but they are afraid of war. They do not act against us, but

the most they are ready to demand in our interest is mediation on the

basis of the Laws of 1848.’’®^

As a matter of fact, recent revelations from the Russian archives show

that Palmerston, whatever may have been his personal sympathies, was

even less disposed to help Hungary than has hitherto been assumed. That

Wellington, not once but repeatedly, pressed upon Brunnov the need for

Russian intervention in Hungary^—saying every time they met, “Act, but

with enough forces*’—^need not surprise us unduly: and that Aberdeen also

favoured intervention, is mainly interesting as helping to explain the

friendly feelings of Nicholas towards him. But it appears that Palmerston

also encouraged Brunnov in favour of intervention, giving as his opinion

that Russia must act in aid of Austria, but must then “finish as quickly as

possible**. From this the Ambassador drew the conclusion that Britain

wished Austria to be preserved, but did not wish the Russians to remain in

Hungary.®®

This attitude, however, did not prevent Palmerston from sharing the

widespread indignation ofpublic opinion at the drastic methods of repression

adopted by the Austrians in Hungary. In May 1849 Russians crossed

the Carpathians in overwhelming numbers, and by August the mam
resistance of Hungary had been overcome. After the capitulation of Vilagos,

while the Russian high command granted honourable terms to Arthur

Gorgei, the Austrians executed thirteen generals of the revolutionary army

at Arad, including Count Charles Leiningen, a cousin of Queen Victoria,

and with even less reason shot the ex-Premier Count Batthyany and various

high administrative officials. On 9 September Palmerston vented his anger

to the unsympathetic Ponsonby: “The Austrians are really the greatest

brutes that ever called themselves by the undeserved name of civilised

men. Their atrocities in Italy, Galicia, Hungary, Transylvania are only

to be equalled by the proceedings of the negro race in Africa and

Haiti.** Austria, he declared, held various territories ‘‘at the goodwill

of three external Powers**—Italy as long as France chooses, Hungary

and Galicia as long as Russia chooses, Germany as long as Prussia

chooses. And he closed this half-prophetic phrase by asserting that “the

first quarrel between Austria and France will drive the Austrians out of

Lombardy and Venetia**.®®

If these and other remarks could have been read by the indignant

Radical sympathisers with Italy and Hungary who considered themselves
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betrayed by Palmerston, public opinion would doubtless have been ap-

peased. As it was, press and platform were very vocal against Austria

during the summer of 1849, and became still more excited when Kossuth

and other leading Hungarian rebels fled into Turkish territory and when
Austria and Russia united at the Porte to press in the stiffest terms for their

surrender.

Palmerston had never given such free rein to his sympathies for Hungary

as for Italy, and even during the first half of 1849 he persisted in his

negative attitude towards the internecine war that was being waged

throughout the Danubian basin. Even the occupation of Wallacliia and

Moldavia by Russia, as a preliminary to action against the Hungarian

rebels, did not affect this attitude. Sir Stratford Canning, who had entered

upon his fifth mission to Constantinople in June 1848, had almost from the

first set himself to stiffen the resistance of the Porte to Russian interference

in the Pnncipalities. The affairs of the two provmces were placed upon a

new footing by the Russo-Turkish Convention concluded at Balta Liman

on I May: and Canning not merely blocked it at every stage, but carried

his dislike of its terms to the length of advocating a naval demonstration

against Russia. This, however, was too drastic for Palmerston, who
throughout the impending crisis was for once in a way admirably firm

without being provocative. The capitulation of Vilagos was followed by

the flight into Turkish territory of Louis Kossuth and other Hungarian

leaders, accompanied by the Polish volunteer generals Bern and Dembinski.

Austria and Russia promptly demanded their extradition, in accordance

with certain treaties dating from the eighteenth century, and the Tsar

even despatched Prince Radziwill with a fiery ultimatum to the Sultan

This was rejected by the Porte, thanks to the joint action of Canning

and his French colleague General Aupick, but only when the former, on his

own authonty, held out the prospect of British and French assistance

against Russia, and induced Admiral Parker to despatch a frigate to the

Golden Horn, as a visible sign of British interest. He then appealed to

Palmerston to ‘‘come to the rescue as fast as you can^’.®®

On 2 October the British Cabinet decided in favour of “moral and

material support” for Turkey, and Captain Townley, in a famous ride

across the Balkans, brought detailed instructions to Canning. Palmerston

secured the co-operation of France for “friendly and courteous representa-

tions at Vienna and St Petersburg, to induce the Imperial Governments to

desist from their demands”, and in the meanwhile, for the despatch of

British and French squadrons to the Dardanelles, and to the Bosphorus if

invited by the Sultan
—

“either to defend Constantinople from attack, or to

give the moral support which their presence would afford”,®’ In point of
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fact the fleets appeared off the Dardanelles in the first days of November,

but it was not necessary to go farther, for Russia and Austria withdrew

their demand for extradition, m deference, said the Russian representative,

to the strength of public opinion in England. Palmerston, who already had

a shrewd suspicion that the matter would be amicably settled, wrote to

Canning: “In this affair we are trying to catch two great fish, and must

wind the reel very gently and dexterously, not to break the line. The
Government here have resolved to support the Sultan at all events: but we
must be able to show to Parliament that we have used all civility and for-

bearance and that if hostilities ensue, they have not been brought on by any

fault or mistake of ours. There never was such unanimity in England upon

a question not directly affecting the immediate interests of England: but

that unanimity would cease if we did not play our game with great dis-

cretion.’^®® Stanley and Aberdeen, if they could have looked over his

shoulder as he wrote, would have felt that their parliamentary action had

not been altogether in vain. It may however at once be admitted that having

once taken such action, he was absolutely right in declaring, “we ought

either never to have sent our fleet, or to keep it there till matters are

settled”: Britain must not be represented “as a barking cur that runs off

with its tail between its legs when faced and threatened”.®®

That British public opinion felt so keenly on this subject, was very

largely due to disgust at the repressive measures adopted against Hungary,

reviving as they did the worst memories of Italy. The Arad executions

were ordered by the brutal Haynau, in total disregard of the wishes of the

real victor, the Russian commander-in-chief. This, and the execution of

Count Batthyany, the first Prime Minister of modem Hungary, was too

much even for the suppressor of Polish liberties and prompted the Tsar

to draw away a little from Austria. Moreover, when once the demand for

actual surrender of the refugees had been abandoned, he was less interested

in the minor question of their internment. It is true that he refused to

receive Lord Bloomfield, on the ground that Britain’s attitude had “ dimmed
the lustre” of Russia’s successes in Hungary. Fortunately, however,

Palmerston held that it “would be bad policy for us to accept a quarrel”,

unless absolutely forced upon us,®® and kept his more flamboyant style for a

pnvate letter to Canning. “We have forced the haughty autocrat to go back

from his arrogant pretensions; we have obliged Austria to forego another

opportunity of quaffing her bowl of blood: and we have saved Turkey from

being humbled down to absolute prostration. All this will be seen and felt

by Europe.”®^

The Tsar’s reserved attitude enabled Palmerston to concentrate his fire

upon Austria, who demanded that the refugees should be kept under
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surveillance for twelve years. This he dismissed as ‘‘quite preposterous”:

indeed, “it is scarcely less derogatory to the Sultan to be jailor for Austria

than to be purveyor to the Austrian executioners Encouraged by
Canning, the Porte stood firm, and when in April 1850 Austria withdrew

this claim also, Canning at once proceeded to work for the release of the

exiles. It was not till September 1851 that Austria finally withdrew her

veto, and that Kossuth was free to leave for America on a ship specially

provided by the United States Government.

In all this, Palmerston does not seem to have regarded himself as really

Austrophobe “It is painful”, he told Ponsonby,®® “to see the Austrian

Government led on in its blindness, folly and passionate violence into a

course utterly at variance with the established policy of Austria.” In his

view, she obviously ought to have backed Turkey against Russia* yet “here

is Schwarzenberg, in his fondness for bullying the weak”, co-operating

with the Tsar “to humble Turkey and lay her at the feet of Russia”. “It

is idle trash to say that we are hostile to Austria.” The downright and not

very subtle Ponsonby may well be excused for not taking these assurances

very seriously, and appears to have expressed his personal sympathy with

the arch-reactionaries in power at Vienna. On this Palmerston wrote to

him in the most outspoken terms: “I hear from many quarters that you

oppose instead of furthering the policy of your government and that you

declare that you disapprove of our course. No diplomat ought to hold such

language as long as he holds his appointment.”®^ This incident is thoroughly

typical of Palmerston, who always hit straight from the shoulder, whether

at a foreign Government or a political opponent or one of his own sub-

ordinates Incidentally, it serves also to illustrate the boundless arrogance

of Schwarzenberg, far exceeding even that of Tsar Nicholas. Moreover,

It explains how Ponsonby came to say to Russell that “he had received

from Palmerston letters which are not to be submitted to by any man”.®®

Palmerston, then, adhered to the view expressed to Stratford Canning:

“We of course attach great importance to the maintenance of the Austrian

Empire as an essential element, and a most valuable one, in the balance of

power, and we should deeply regret anything which could cripple Austria

or impair her future independence.” In the House of Commons, as late

as 21 July 1849, when Hungary was on the very point of surrender, he

denied “the imputation of unfriendly feelings” towards Austria, and de-

clared her to be “a most important element in the balance of European

power”. He even went so far as to argue that “the political independence

and liberties of Europe” were “bound up with the maintenance and

integrity of Austria as a great European Power, and that an3rthing which

tends to weaken or cripple her, still more reduce her to the position of a
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secondary state, must be a great calamity to Europe’*.®® After noting the

many defects of the Austrian constitution and deeply regretting the failure

to teach ‘‘some amicable arrangement” between Austria and Hungary, he

closed by affirming that “to suppose that any Government of England can

wish to excite revolutionary movements in any part of the world . . . shows

really a degree of ignorance and folly which I never supposed any public

man could have been guilty of”.®® But of course to the arch-reactionaries

Prince Schwarzenberg, Alexander Bach and their young master Francis

Joseph himself, as to Mettemich before them, Palmerston remained the

very incarnation of anti-Austrian feeling and of the subversive currents and

views of western Liberalism. None the less he had had entirely his own
way, he dominated the Prime Minister Lord John Russell, he held his own
against all opponents in the House and he had more and more behind him
the man in the street, who was now beginning to be a real political force.

At the same time he had against him more and more the influence of the

Court, very largely owing to his incorrigible habit of taking vital decisions

without even informing the Queen, who was after all, at least nominally,

the highest constitutional factor in foreign affairs: and between 1848 and

1851 a whole senes of incidents occurred which kindled the disapproval of

the Queen and Pnnce Albert into acute resentment and constant protest.

The mere catalogue of such incidents is sufficiently formidable—^the status

of Lord Normanby in Paris, the despatch of British rifles to Sicilian rebels,

the question of co-operation with France in Italian affairs, the Kossuth

agitation in England, the assault upon Geneiai Haynau in London, the

prolonged controversy with Greece, culminating in the affair of Don
Pacifico and the naval blockade, and finally Palmerston’s attitude to the

covp d'etat of Louis Napoleon On some of these it is unnecessary to

dwell in any detail, but others deserve close attention, as illustrating not

only the astonishing methods and mentality of one of our greatest Foreign

Secretaries and the crude and fluid state of public opinion in the Victorian

era, but also the complete transformation which has since been wrought in

the outlook of every party and party grouping towards the fundamental

facts of our foreign policy. In the decade following the Great War, by

universal consent, an attitude of negation or neutrality has been adopted

towards problems as acute and clamant as any that confronted Palmerston

in 1848, problems in which not only he, but even the mildest of his con-

temporaries, would almost infallibly have intervened with the whole force

of Bntain behind them.

It must be added that there was very wide dissatisfaction in the country,

and early in July 1849 Opposition initiated a debate on “ the state of the

nation”, in which of course Ae main stress was laid on home affairs. But
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It was highly significant that Disraeli, in the closing speech of the evening,

turned at the last his weapons against those who ‘‘year after year have been

murmuring opposition to a Government which they have not the courage

manfully to oppose and roundly declared that support of the Government
was equivalent to “a vote of confidence in an empty and exhausted Ex-

chequer. . .in an endangered colonial empire,. . .in Danish blockades and
Sicilian insurrections, ... in a prostrate and betrayed agriculture, . . .m Irish

desolation”.^®® The Russell administration was already being driven on to

the defensive.

Greek Affairs

During Lord Palmerston’s final tenure of the Foreign Office Greek affairs

played an altogether disproportionate part in the public eye, but the course

of events throws so much light not only upon Palmerston’s policy and

methods, but upon the general outlook upon foreign problems during the

Victorian era, that it deserves fuller treatment than its own merits would

suggest. Even under Aberdeen Athens had virtually been divided into

rival factions, headed by the French and British Ministers* under Palmer-

ston exaggerated importance was attached to the most trifling incident, and

Lyons, on orders from London, bombarded the Greek Government with

remonstrances about brigandage, frontier brawls and the minutiae of

police administration. The claim of the historian Finlay for compensation

for land expropriated for the King’s garden, was at once unreservedly

backed by Palmerston, though it afterwards transpired that Finlay was

making an altogether exorbitant profit and had already received a far

higher sum than any of the individuals concerned.* Early in 1847 a rupture

occurred between Greece and Turkey, owing to words which had passed

between King Otto and the Turkish Minister at a court ball : and Palmerston

at once took advantage of the incident to read the Greeks a lesson. Declaring

Greece to be clearly in the wrong, he warned her that the guarantee of the

three Powers did not apply in the case of Greek provocation and persisted

in treating as inadequate the King’s letter of apology to the Sultan.^®^ A
series of stiff British Notes followed, complaining of financial maladmini-

stration, and demanding prompt payment of the interest due on the Greek

Debt. At the same time Palmerston tned to convince Guizot as to the

parlous state of Greece, but only obtained the reply, “Lord Palmerston

thinks us badly informed, we think him badly informed. All English

travellers in Greece agree with Lyons, all French travellers agree with

^ Cobden stated m Parliament that Fmlay was one of over 100 persons affected, and that

all the others accepted the Greek Government’s tenns, including the Russian Consul-

General and the agent of the Episcopal Soaety of America*
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Piscatory.” It is hardly necessary to add that Greece under King Otto was

only too open to criticism, that the poison of prolonged Turkish rule was

still working in the veins of her people, and that she was all too scantily

supplied with leaders of integnty and efficient standards : but even at this

early stage, and especially after the Revolution of 1843, there was a marked

upward tendency, which was checked rather than promoted by the constant

bullying and insult to which Palmerston subjected the little country.

The death of Kolettis in September 1847 removed the special bugbear of

Palmerston and Lyons, and the general effervescence in Europe during

1848-9 provided a certain respite. On the eve of the February Revolution

Piscatory had been replaced in Athens by M. Thouvenel as French

Minister, and a year later Admiral Lyons was succeeded by Mr Wyse.

But this, so far from ending the friction between London and Athens, was

a signal for a senes of fresh notes, advancing all manner of claims against

the Greek Government. As Lord Stanley afterwards contended without

exaggeration, Finlay alone of all the claimants could be described as “a

person of character and responsibility”, and he himself eventually accepted

arbitration and a considerably lower sum of money than that demanded in

his name. Among various claims of Ionian subjects the foremost was that

of a certain Sumachi, who accused the police of having toi^ured him, but

who turned out to be a burglar of notorious character, whose testimony was

worthless. The incident of the British gunboats Spitfire and Phantom

centred round a discreditable brawl during an attempted rising near

Patras, in which through a misunderstanding the British Consul and a

naval lieutenant became involved, and which with a very little good will on

both sides could have been speedily settled up and dismissed to limbo.

Again, the islets of Cervi and Sapienza were claimed for the Ionian Islands,

on the basis of a doubtful reading of the Treaty of 1830 and without even

consultmg the other two Protecting Powers on a matter which concerned all.

The Pacifico Incident

But the main count of Palmerston’s indictment against Greece was the

notorious case of “Don Pacifico”, a Portuguese Jew who claimed British

citizenship as a former resident at Gibraltar, and who, as the result of

usurious practices, had on 4 April 1847 had his house at Athens pillaged by

the mob. Though according to his own story everything had been destroyed,

Pacifico vras able to present a strangely detailed inventory, including a

couch and a “ht conjugal” valued respectively at and 5(^150 and

totalling £8000 for furniture alone, while he estimated at ^£27,000 the value

of Portuguese bonds, alleged to have been destroyed in the fire, but for
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which the arbiters to whom this detail was eventually submitted awarded

about one-sixth of this figure. Palmerston endorsed every demand m its

most exaggerated form, showed not the slightest readiness to listen to

explanations, and when the Greeks took refuge in prevarication, ordered a

British squadron of fourteen ships, under Admiral Parker, to proceed to

Greek waters and concert with Wyse the best steps for enforcing payment.

However gravely at fault the Greek Government might have been, this

peremptory style was not the right remedy, and Palmerston’s thoroughly

unreasonable temper is shown by his correspondence with Wyse. For

instance, referrmg to the suspended payments on the Greek Loan, he tells

Wyse, “We can’t go on requirmg the people of this country to pay ^£50,000

a year to enable King Otto to corrupt lus Parliament, bribe his electors,

build palaces and lay up a stock purse for times which his bad policy may
bring upon him*’: and he added a violent allusion to “the intrigues and

cabals of French agents”.^^^

On 17 January 1850 Wyse and Parker, having failed to obtain satisfaction,

addressed an ultimatum to the Greek Government, and after the time limit

of 24 hours had expired, proclaimed a general blockade of Greece. The
Greek Foreign Mimster, Landos, applied for the good offices of the other

two Protecting Powers, and in a most dignified protest declared that

“ Greece is weak and did not expect that such blows would be aimed at her

by a Government which she reckoned with equal pride and confidence

among her benefactors,” The French and Russian Ministers, Thouvenel

and Persiany, protested at the seizure of Greek ships, and Palmerston’s

action may be said to have aroused general indignation on the Continent.

On 5 February the French Government offered mediation, and Palmerston

somewhat grudgingly accepted its “good offices”. This was followed a

fortmght later by Russian intervention. Nesselrode, on the Tsar’s personal

instructions, told Baron Brunnov to enter a complaint at Bntam acting

without takmg the trouble to inform her two colleagues in the protectorate

of Greece.* He was to enquire “whether Great Britain, abusing the ad-

vantages afforded by her immense maritime superiority, intends henceforth

to pursue an isolated policy, without canng for those engagements which

bind her to the other Cabinets, whether she intends to disengage herself

from every obligation, as well as from all community of action, and to

authorise all Great Powers on every fitting opportunity to recognise towards

the weak no other rule but their own will, no other right but their own
physical strength”.^®® This scathing criticism, peculiarly unpalatable from

* That Nesselrode himself was already furious at Palmerston, is shown by one of his

private letters to Baron Meyendorffm Vienna, dated 8 February, where he refers to “ a new
infamy” (LeXtre; et PapierSy X, 289).
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such a quarter, and all the more so because it was so apposite, seems to have

made but little impression on Palmerston, who wrote to Wyse, ^‘They are

furious at seeing that the spoilt child of Absolutism’’—here he is identifying

Otto and Greece
— ‘

*whom they, encouraging formany years past to insultand

defy England, should at last have received a chastisement from which they

are unable to protect him.”^®^ With one of the principals in such a mood,
even the most trifling incident was certain to be envenomed still further.

On 6 March Baron Gros, the French delegate, arrived in Athens on a

special mission of investigation, and next day the blockade was temporarily

raised. After a fortnight Gros proposed to Wyse the restoration of the

detained ships, the payment of a lump sum as indemnity and the abandon-

ment of the original six points: but Palmerston ordered Wyse to uphold the

original claims, and at last Gros, on 23 Apnl, declared his mission to have

failed and refused to advise the Greeks to comply. But the very next day

news reached him from home that direct negotiations had meanwhile been

conducted between London and Pans and had resulted in a convention,

by which Greece was to assign to Wyse the sum of ^£8500 for the satis-

faction of individual claims, while the special claim affecting the lost

Portuguese bonds was referred to three arbiters.* Incredible as it sounds,

however, this agreement was at once notified by Paris to Gros, but not by

London to Wyse, with the result that the latter, who had been growing

restive at the delays, reverted to his still valid original instructions and

reimposed the blockade. He took the pedantic and unconciliatory view that

Gros had put an end to his own mission, and declined the latter’s plea for

postponement till the news from Paris could be confirmed from London.

There was thus nothing left for the unfortunate Greeks but abject sub-

mission, after a secret session of the two Chambers: and on 27 April an

immediate payment of 180,000 drachmae and 150,000 more on deposit, was

made to the British Mmister.

It is doubtful whether the exact workings of Palmerston’s mmd in this

whole affair will ever be known. Certainly it is difficult to explain why he

delayed for ten whole days sending fresh instructions to Wyse, why, if he

wished to avert fresh complications on the spot, he did not send a special

messenger to Athens as the French Government had done, and above all,

why at the final stage he insisted on upholding Wyse’s action, instead of

treating it as superseded by his own convention with Paris. This last step

had immediate repercussions. The Russian Ambassador Brunnov formally

protested against the renewal of the blockade, and the French Ambassador,

Drouyn de Lhuys, absented himself from the Queen’s birthday celebra-

It IS highly significant, and deserves emphasis, that the final award at Lisbon gave to

Pacifico not the 665,450 drachmae claimed, but only 4885. See Driault, op. dt, ii, 360.
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tions. In the French Chamber the Premier, General de Lahitte, charged

the British Government with duplicity, and declared the Ambassador’s

“further residence in London” to be “no longer compatible with the

dignity of the Republic”. Palmerston was reduced to assuring Drouyn

that “we never had intended any disrespect to the French Government”,

and urged “the many great and important interests, not merely English and

French, but also European, which require a good understanding and close

connection between England and France”:^®® but this did not prevent

Drouyn from leavmg London, and Brunnov also expected to be recalled at

any moment.

Rupture with France

That Palmerston’s conduct of the Greek affair should thus have involved

us m acute international friction, naturally aroused keen excitement, and

Lord Stanley gave notice of a resolution cnticising the whole policy of the

Government. It seemed at last to give the Court their opportunity: and

Prince Albert wrote sarcastically to the Prime Minister, “We are not

surprised that Lord Palmerston’s mode of doing business should not be

borne by the susceptible French Government with the same good humour

and forbearance as by his colleagues.” * Three days later he returned to the

charge and expressed m his own name and the Queen’s, “the conviction. ,

.

that Lord Palmerston is bringing the whole of the hatred which is borne to

him—I don’t mean here to investigate whether justly or unjustly—by all

the Governments of Europe, upon England, and that the country runs

serious danger of havmg to pay for the consequences”.^®^ This led Lord

John to declare his “readiness not to remain in office any longer with

Palmerston as Foreign Secretary”,f and to admit that “Palmerston’s

personal quarrels with all Governments of foreign countries. . .were doing

serious injury to the country”. But though in secret confabulation he

agreed with the Whig magnate Lord Lansdowne that a change at the

Foreign Office was desirable, he was none the less reluctant to make

Palmerston “the scapegoat”, being long since unable either to control or to

defy him and feeling doubtful whether the Government could survive his

dismissal. The problem which Palmerston presented for the two great

parties is best stated m the words of Peel to his friend and colleague Sir

James Graham* “Either from choice or from necessity the present Govern-

*15 May, Martin, op, at ii. 275. As early as 2 Apnl, however, Prince Albert had

written to Russell ** at a momentm which England ought to stand highest m the esteem of

the world, and to possess the confidence of all the Powers, she was generally detested,

mistrusted and treated with indigmtj by even the smallest Powers ** {thtd, p 303).

t *T feel stiongly that the Queen ought not to be exposed to the enmity of Austna and

France and Russia, on account of her Mmister '' (18 May, to Prmce Albert, Letters, ii, 243).

18-2
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ment is so identified with Palmerston, that his overthrow would be the fate

of the administration.,..The case does not admit of faint attacks or of an idle

war of words He must be endured until he destroy both himself and the

administration of which he is now the ruling member
\
or active hostilities

must be openly waged against the Government, on the avowed ground that

his management of our foreign relations is inconsistent with the peace of

Europe, with our national sentiments and with the reduction of our huge

military and naval establishments.’* It was “ a choice of dangers and evils ”,

but Palmerston’s foreign policy seemed to him “less to be dreaded than

Stanley and a new Corn Law”.^®’

There were, however, others on both sides of the House who, not realising

Russell’s virtual conversion to the Queen’s views, favoured open war on

Palmerston: and the Queen’s fears lest the discussion should “place

despotic and democratic principles in array against each other when it

was above all a question of methods and tactics, were soon to be justified.

Lord Stanley urged upon Disraeli “the great importance, on many accounts,

of hitting hard and not sparing”, and waging guerre d outrance against

Palmerston.^®® He himself, on 17 June, in moving a vote of censure, dis-

sected one by one the British claims against Greece, denounced Don
Pacifico as “this petty usurer trading on a borrowed capital of £30”,

extolled “the dignified and touching” despatch of the Greek Foreign

Minister, contrasted Palmerston’s “humble rejoinder” to the Russian

autocracy with his peremptory tone towards helpless little Greece, and

ended by describing Palmerston’s policy as “calculated to endanger the

continuance of our friendly relations with other Powers Lord Aber-

deen* condemned almost equally Palmerston’s attitude towards Greece and

towards the Powers. Greece was “a corpus mle on which you might try

your experiments”, and its submission had been enforced by “a fleet equal

to that which won fhe battle of the Nile”. “Four short years” earlier,

Britain was “honoured, loved and respected by every state in Europe, with

a cordial understanding with France”: yet now “our relations with the

Great Powers of Europe are unprecedented and cannot continue long

without danger”.^^^

On a division Lord Stanley’s resolution was carried by 169 to 132, and

this naturally roused Lord Palmerston’s supporters to desperate efforts on
his behalf. The debate which opened on 24 June in the House of Commons,
on Mr Roebuck’s motion, lasted for five nights and will always remain one

of the most sensational incidents of its kind in parliamentary history. It is

* Of Aberdeen Graham writes to Peel (7 April 1850) that he “attaches primary im-
portance to our foreign relations, and m his estimation our domestic policy is secondary.
Athome he is liberal, but not an enthusiast ; abroad he is a 2ealot, in the sense most opposed
to Palmerston ” (Parker, Life of Peel, in, 540).
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obviously impossible, within the limits set to this volume, to describe fully

a debate in which Gladstone and Disraeli, Russell and Cockburn, Graham
and Sidney Herbert all took an active part, yet certain features are far too

illuminating to be passed over lightly.

As Palmerston himself intervened at an early stage—^winning the ad-

miration of the House by what Gladstone afterwards called “a gigantic

intellectual and physical effort”—it is natural to take his speech first.

opened on an aggressive note, arguing that the House of Lords by its

resolution had limited British subjects to “that protection only which the

law and tribunals of the land in which they happen to be may give them.

Now I deny that proposition and I say it is a doctrine on which no British

minister ever yet has acted, and on which the people of England never will

suffer any minister to act.” No claim can stand above the law, but “on a

denial of justice or upon decisions manifestly unjust” the British Govern-

ment “should be called upon to interfere”. Tummg to the Greek affair, he

maintained that Britam stood alone in urging on Otto the fulfilment of

constitutional pledges, and used very violent language about the abuses,

brigandage and “revolting barbarity” practised by the Greek Government.

The reflections passed upon Pacifico he brushed vigorously aside: “I know

nothing”, he said, “of the truth or falsehood of these stones. ,hut I don't

care what his character is'\ since his rights “depend on the merits of the

particular case”. Surely the smallness of a country could not justify the

magnitude of its evil acts, while the sending of a large force actually

diminished the humiliation inflicted. He failed to clear up the difference

of opinion between Baron Gros and Mr Wyse, but admitted that it “turned

on the claims of Mr Pacifico”. The fnction with France he not unnaturally

slurred over, but insisted that all differences had since been removed.

When he turned from Greece to other fields, he at once became more

effective, the more so as some of the criticisms directed against him were

futile and off the point. When taunted with “my little experimental Belgian

monarchy”, he found it easy to retort that the experiment had proved a

complete success. He was also on strong groundm defending the Quadruple

Alliance and his policy in Portugal, both in 1834 and in 1847: and he de-

nounced the attempt of his opponents “to bring down every question to a

personal bearing” declaring this attitude to be “like shooting a policeman”.

In arguing that the Spanish embroglio and the consequent disagreement

with Britain had led to the overthrow of the French Monarchy, he was less

convincing, though he described it as “a calumny on the French nation to

suppose that the personal hatred of any foreigner to their minister could

have this effect”. The French were “a brave, generous and nobleminded

people ”, and “if they had thought that a knot of foreign conspirators were
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caballing against one of their ministers for no other reason than that he

upheld, as he conceived, the dignityand interests of his own country. . .they

would have clung the closer to, and supported the more the man against

whom such a plot had been made”. The inferences in this passage were so

obviously intended to apply to his own case, that they provoked tumultuous

cheering on his side of the House.

It was in the Italian question that Palmerston’s defence was most effect-

ive. “It has always been the fate of advocates of temperate reform and of

constitutional improvement to be run at as the fomenters of revolution.

Now there are revolutionists of two kinds in this world There are those

violent, hotheaded and unthinking men who fly to arms, overthrow estab-

lished Governments and recklessly, without regard to consequences...

deluge their country with blood and draw down the greatest calamities on

their fellow-countrymen. . .But there are revolutionists of another kind

—

blindmmded men who, animated by antiquated prejudices and daunted by
ignorant apprehensions, dam up the current of human improvement xmtil

the irresistible pressure of accumulated discontent breaks down the op-

posing barriers and overthrows and levels to the earth those very institutions

which a timely application of renovating means would have rendered strong

and lasting. Such revolutionists as these are the men who call us revolu-

tionists.” These phrases were an effective preface to his contention that

Lord Minto had not been sent to Italy to make revolutions, but “in con-

sequence of a wish on the part of the Pope”, and that neither at Turin nor

Florence nor Rome did he advise the immediate establishment of repre-

sentative and constitutional government, while in Naples he was closeted

for eight hours with the King and his ministers, and but for the spark of the

February Revolution in Paris would probably have won back the Sicilians.

It was therefore quite untrue to speak of a policy of “exciting revolutions

and then abandonmg the victims we had deluded”.

Palmerston’s brief peroration contains phrases as familiar as Canning’s

classic reference to the New World. “We have shown”, he cried, “that

liberty is compatible with order, that individual freedom is reconcilable

with obedience to the law”: and he “therefore fearlessly challenged the

verdict” of the House, “as representing a political, a commercial, a con-

stitutional country”, on the question “whether the principles on which
foreign policy. . .has been conducted and the sense of duty which has led

us to think ourselves bound to afford protection to our fellow-subjects

abroad are proper and fitting guides for those charged with the government
of England; and whether as the Roman in days of old held himself free

from indignity when he could say ‘Civis Romanus sum^ so also a British

subject, in whatever land he may be, shall feel confident that the watchful
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eye and the strong arm of England will protect him against injustice and
wrong ”

Undoubtedly, however, the most striking feature of the debate was the

long speech of Gladstone, which despite a certain verbosity ranks among
his greatest utterances. Point by point he riddled the case made by Palmer-

ston against Greece. An apology might easily have been obtamed for the

Phantom incident, without resorting to reprisals or force. The claims of

Ionian subjects were mere “twenty pound cases”, dismissed by the im-

partial Gros as “inadmissible”, and here he stopped to rebuke those who
questioned Gros’s impartiality after having accepted and welcomed French

mediation and recognised his selection as unexceptionable. Sumachi was
“a man of no known character, under accusation of theft”, and his allega-

tion of torture hadbeen blindly accepted byLyons without
*
‘ sifting, scrutiny,

or resort to the tribunals”, and then quietly dropped. Finlay's far more
reputable case could have been solved in the Greek courts, and Finlay had

himself in the end admitted the possibility, while Lyons had reported them

to be “completely independent”.

Concentrating on the Pacifico affair, he condemned “the execrable out-

rage”, but contended that the question of the man's character was funda-

mental, since the claims rested “altogether on his personal credit”, and

Pacifico's “unsupported allegation has been the prime mover of the opera-

tions of the British fleet against Greece”. Yet Pacifico had made no attempt

to obtain civil redress orto refute a recent public allegation that he had forged

a bill for 3^600, while his “celebrated mventory” was patently false, since

a moneylender who had “not a single farthing ” of capital except £30
advanced by the Bank of Athens on some plate, could hardly have been

possessed of luxurious furniture, clothes and jewels worth £s^oo. The best

proof that his claims were fraudulent was that when Palmerston had in-

structed Lyons to prosecute certain persons on Pacifico's behalf at the

charge of the British Government, Pacifico himself had been afraid to

proceed, while for the major claim of £26,000, which had been pending for

some twenty-nine years against the Portuguese Government, he had never

once invoked the help of our Minister at Lisbon, but only raised it as an

after-thought now that the alleged bonds had been destroyed. To sum up,

the British demands had been “ urged in a tone and manner wholly unjustifi-

able” and “bore on the face of them abundant proofs of fraud, falsehood

and absurdity”, while the intervention infringed “the general principles of

the law of nations”. Palmerston had ordered the occupation of “the

worthless islands” of Cervi and Sapienza, in defiance of the right of France

and Russiato be consulted, and had onlybeen saved from grave consequences

because Wyse and Parker refrained from executing the order. He suggested
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that “while negotiating at home” with France, Palmerston had been “not

very unwillmg that the matter should again go to the issue of force abroad”,

and complained that it should have been left to “the Autocrat of All the

Russias” to administer a well-merited rebuke through Nesselrode’s Note of

19 February, which he quoted to the House.

It is, however, of quite minor importance that Gladstone’s arguments

on the merits of Pacifico’s case have stood the test of time : what gives his

speech a permanent value is his attempt, towards its conclusion, to define

the foundations upon which British policy should rest. Palmerston’s policy

was “characterised by a spirit of mterference”, and this he regarded as “a

fundamental fault”, to which he opposed “the principle of non-interven-

tion in the domestic affairs of other countries”. No difference of opinion

existed as to the desire to exercise British influence “in the spirit which we
derive from our own free and stable form of government and in the sense

of extending to such countries, as far as they are able and desirous to

receive them, institutions akin to those of which we know from experience

to be inestimable blessings”. But “are we to go abroad and make occasions

for the propagation even of the political opinions which we consider to be

sound. I say we are not.” Palmerston positively “boasted” of making

such occasions, and his interest in Portuguese and Spanish affairs was mea-

sured by “the opportunities of propagating the political sentiments which

we think sound”, Gladstone, while admitting this to be “a most alluring

doctrine”, objected “to the propagandism even of moderate reform”. “If

in every country the name of England is to be the symbol and nucleus of a

party, the name of France, of Russia or of Austria may and will be the same.

And are you not then laymg the foundations of a system hostile to the real

interests of freedom and destructive of the peace of the world?. . .Interfer-

ence in foreign countries should be rare, deliberate, decisive in character

and effectual for its end.”

Palmerston’s seductive comparison of a British and a Roman citizen

Gladstone met with a telling retort: “What was a Roman citizen? He was

the member of a privileged caste: be belonged to a conquering race, to a

nation that held all others bound down by the strong arm of power. For

him there was to be an exceptional system of law: for him principles were

to be asserted, and rights were to be enjoyed, that were denied to the rest

of the world. Is such then the view of the noble Lord as to the relation

that is to subsist between England and other countries?”*

This led him on to consider “what a Foreign Secretary ought to be”.
* Earlier la the debate Sir William Molesworth had already protested against the

analogy of ** Cms Romanus ”, on the ground that “ Rome was the master of the earth and
could and did trample upon mankmd ”, and again against the tendency to make of us “ the
pohtical pedagogues of flie world
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“ Is he to be like some gallant knight at a tournament of old, prickmg forth

into the lists, confiding in his sinews and skill, challenging all comers for

the sake of honour, and having no other duty than to lay as many as possible

of his adversaries sprawling m the dust?” If so, Palmerston should hold

office for life. But “I understand it to be his duty to conciliate peace with

dignity. I think it to be the very first of all his duties studiously to observe

and to exalt in honour among mankind that great code of principles which

is termed the law of nations, which [Mr Roebuck] has found indeed to be

very vague in their nature and greatly dependent on the discretion of each

particular country: but in which I find on the contrary a great and noble

monument of human wisdom, founded on the combined dictates of reason

znd experience—a precious inheritance bequeathed to us by the generations

that have gone before us, and a firm foundation on which we must take care

to build whatever it may be our part to add to their acquisition, if indeed

we wish to maintain and to consolidate the brotherhood of nations and to

promote the peace and welfare of the world.”

“The English people are indeed a great and noble people: but it adds

nothing to their greatness or their nobleness that when we assemble in this

place we should trumpet forth our virtues in elaborate panegyrics and

designate those who may not be wholly of our mind as a knot of foreign

conspirators.” “The only knot of foreign conspiratois against the noble

Lord, is the combined opinion of civilised Europe.” “ Indeed it seems as if

there lay upon the noble Lord an absolute need for quart elling
”

“His policy tends to encourage and confirm in us that which is our

besetting fault and weakness, both as a nation and as individuals. Let an

Englishman travel where he will as a private person, he is found in general

to be upright, high-minded, brave, liberal and true: but with all this

foreigners are too often sensible of something that galls them in his presence,

and I apprehend it is because he has too great a tendency to self-esteem—too

little disposition to regard the feelings, the habits and the ideas of others.

I find this characteristic too plainly legible m the policy of the noble Lord.”

“There is an appeal from this House to the people of England, but lastly

there is also an appeal from the people of England to the general sentiment

of the civilised world: and I for my part am of opinion that England will

stand shorn of a great part of her glory and her pride if she shall be found

to have separated herself, through the policy she pursues abroad, from the

moral supports which the general and mixed convictions of mankind afford

—
^if the day shall come in which she may continue to excite the wonder and

fear of other nations, but in which she shall have no part in their affections

and regard.” It is not too much to affirm, that in all this there is a new note,

leading quite logically to the attitude adopted by Gladstone at the height
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of his power towards arbitration and international relations and to his

famous definition of policy during the Midlothian campaign.

Highly interesting also was Richard Cobden’s contribution to the de-

bate.^^^ He was able to claim that no one could seriously accuse him of

intervening as the ally of Russia or of Austria. His mam contention was

that ‘‘the wrong might have been readily settled by other means. . than

this immense array of force’’. Baron Gros, he affirmed, had discovered the

whole case against Greece to be “a barefaced attempt at swindling”, its

only result was to “submit to rebuke from Russia, and next to humiliation

before France”, and Palmerston was “obliged to resort to my plan of

arbitration, after all the display of force”. Most strikmg of all and highly

original was his plea for “non-intervention in the domestic affairs of other

nations ”. “With what face ”, he asked, “could you get up and denounce the

Tsar for invading Hungary after the doctrine advocated to-night? Do you

want to benefit the Hungarians or Italians? Leave us to ourselves, they say.

Establish the principle that we shall not be interfered with by foreigners.”

Kossuth was saved, not by any intervention of the Foreign Secretary, “but

by an universal outburst of public opinion in western Europe”. Cobden
closed by repudiatmg Palmerston’s championship of liberalism abroad. “ I

believe the progress of freedom depends more upon the maintenance pf

peace, the spread of commerce and the diffusion of education than upon
the labours of cabinets and foreign offices.” Whatever may be said of the

efficacy of Cobden’s doctrine in the final resort, there can be no question

that it was far better calculated to avert friction and maintain good relations

with other Powers, than that pursued by Palmerston.

Scarcely less paradoxical in other directions was the speech of Benjamin

Disraeli,^^® who after brushing aside the claims of Finlay and Pacifico as

“doubtful in their character and exaggerated in their amount” and after a

contemptuous reference to the Spaniards and Jews of Gibraltar as “a

teeming and scheming race, not distmguished by the highest morality”,

laid down the principle that “the maintenance of a good understanding

with France is the cardinal point of the foreign policy of this country” and

then went on to a total denial of the view that the Whig Government had

stood for self-government aqd constitutionalism in Europe. On the con-

trary, it had maintained close relations during the revolution with Austria

and Russia and before it with the xmconstitutional governments in Italy,

and deserved but little credit for its attitude towards the second French
Republic, since it had taken four months to concede recognition. He then

made the curious assertion that three main interests of England in Europe
were that the north of Italy should belong to Austria, Sicily to the Kingdom
of Naples and the Sound and the mouths of the Elbe to Denmark. Yet
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these three interests had ‘‘at once been given up” by the British Govern-

ment, which indeed had simultaneously maintained relations with King
Ferdinand of Naples and secretly entertained a proposal for depriving him

of Sicily. Moreover, the “intelligence and energies” of the Government

had been “concentrated on one object, the creation of a German Empire”:

yet where was it now? “The German Empire was a German romance, as

wild and monstrous.” He even went so far as to maintain that but for “the

policy of Her Majesty’s Ministers there would have been no war in Europe

at all”, and that they could perfectly well have prevented Sardinia’s attack

upon Austna and its indirect consequence, the insurrection of Hungary.

He was on stronger ground when he argued that there was no other

example of a Foreign Secretary having driven away from London within so

short a space of time “four ministers of the highest class”, and that the

present policy of isolation could not be continued with impunity: though

his comparison with Venice’s position towards the Union of Cambrai^was

too remote to be impressive.

Towards the close of the debate Sir Robert Peel intervened in what

proved to be his last public utterance,^^® for he was thrown from his horse

after leaving the House the very next afternoon and died a few days later

from his injuries. He took a characteristic middle Ime, condemning

Palmerston’s action as “not consistent with the dignity and honour of

England”, but refusing “to provoke any censure”. He disclaimed all

approval of the Greek Government, to whom he and Aberdeen had had to

express their “deep dissatisfaction”, but he contended that the whole

dispute might have been quietly settled “without any compromise of

dignity”. “There never was a period”, he declared, “in which it was more

to the interest of England to conciliate the good feeling of Russia and

France.” “Diplomacy is a costly engine for maintaining peace”, and is

worse than useless “if your application of diplomacy be to fester every

wound, to provoke instead of soothing resentments, to place a minister in

every court of Europe for the purpose not of preventing or adjusting

quarrels, but of continuing an angry correspondence and promoting what

is supposed to be an English interest by keeping up conflicts with the

representatives of other Powers.”

“Which is the wisest policy,” he asked, “to attempt to interfere with the

institutions and measures of other countries not bordering on our own, out

of an abstract love for constitutional government, or to hold that doctrine

maintained by Fox, Pitt, Grenville, Canning and Castlereagh, that the true

policy of this country is non-intervention in the affairs of others?”—^to

instruct Mr Bowring to read to the Chinese lectures on political economy

and to insist upon self-government, or to live at peace with China and
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make allowance for those peculiar institutions under which the people live

and with which we have no concern? He doubted whether “the institutions

that take root under your patronage will be lasting. Constitutional liberty

will be best worked out by those who aspire to freedom by their own
efforts. You will only overload it by your help, by your principle of inter-

ference You are departing from the established policy of England, you

are involving yourselves in difficulties the extent of which you can hardly

conceive, you are bestowing no aid on the cause of constitutional freedom.*’

He therefore protested against the resolution, which if carried, “will give

a false impression with respect to the dignity and honour of this country

and will establish a principle which you cannot carry into execution without

imminent danger to the best interests of the country”.

Lord John Russell’s own contribution to the debate added but little and

need not detain us. He advanced quite unreservedly the view that “it is

our^particular interest with regard to Europe, that freedom should be

extended”, but qualified this by adding that it was “a great advantage that

we take part with neither of the extreme parties which divide it. that while

we abhor the crimes which produced the assassinations of Rossi and Latour,

we also disapprove of those acts which deprived nations of ancient rights and

have given their best blood to be shed upon the scaffold”.

The debate had lasted five days (24-9 June), and all the honours of

argument and eloquence lay with Palmerston’s opponents. But his own
wonderful energy and his skilful alignment with the rather angular and

aggressive views of Early Victorian England swept all before him, and

Mr Roebuck’s motion was carried by 310 to 264 Russell announced that

so long as the Whigs retained office, Palmerston would “act not as the

minister of Austria or of Russia or of France or any other country, but as

the minister of England”: and a large body of Whig M.P.’s presented

Palmerston with his portrait and thanked him for “the independent policy

by which he has maintained the honour and interests of this country

Yet on the very eve of the great debate The Times had written of the

Foreign Secretary in the following almost unparalleled terms (22 June

1850): “There is no constituted authority in Europe with which Lord
Palmerston has not quarrelled: there is no insurrection that he has not

betrayed. The ardent partisans of Sicilian, Italian and Hungarian independ-

ence have certainly no especial cause for gratitude to a Minister who gave

them abundance of verbal encouragement and then abandoned them to their

fate On the other hand, when Lord Palmerston has made up his mind
to court the goodwill of a foreign Power, no sacrifice of principle or interest

is too great for him” “ Our foreign policy has degenerated into a tissue

of caprices, machinations, petty contentions and everlasting disputes.”
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The Queen and Foreign Policy

Lord John, finding his own position in the Government to be by this time

considerably shakier than that of Palmerston, abandoned for the present all

idea of dismissal. The Queen, who even while the Pacifico debate was at its

height became involved in controversy with Palmerston on the subject of

Holstein, now saw herself forced to put up with the obnoxious minister

for a further term of office. She did not, however, relinquish her efforts for

a change at the Foreign Office and on 28 July flatly told the Prime Minister

that ‘‘she can have no confidence*’ m Lord Palmerston, whose conduct has

been “anything but straightforward and proper*’ and exposes “the country

to the constant risk of alarming complications.. . .There is no chance of

Lord Palmerston reforming himself in his sixty-seventh year, and after

having considered his last escape as a triumph. **^® The fear which Palmer-

ston inspired m his colleagues is reflected m the attitude of the Duke of

Bedford, who admitted that his brother Lord John “can exercise no control

over Palmerston** and was “frightened to turn him loose**.^^^^ The utmost

that could be obtained from Lord John was that he should lecture Palmerston

on the “unfortunate manner” in which he had executed a policy approved

by the Cabinet and the country at large: but Palmerston was entirely un-

repentant, argued that he had been the victim of “a great conspiracy .

.

urged on by foreigners”, that his “acquittal had produced the greatest

enthusiasm for him”, and that for him to resign “would be loss of character

to him, which he could not be expected to submit to**.^^ The close of the

interview, as reported by Prince Albert, is worth noting: “Lord John felt

he could not press the matter further under these circumstances, but he

seemed much provoked at the result of his conversation. We expressed our

surprise that he had not made any offer of any kind. Lord John replied he

had not been sure what he could have offered him.”

The Queen was not unnaturally reluctant to leave matters in this un-

satisfactory state and on 12 August 1850 drew up a memorandum for the

Prime Minister, which “in order to prevent any mistakes for the future”,

set out “shortly to explain what it is she expects from her Foreign Secre-

tary”. The essential passage deserves quotation in full: “She requires:

(i) That he will distinctly state what he proposes in a given case, in order

that the Queen may know as distinctly to what she has given her Royal

sanction, (2) Having once given her sanction to a measure, that it be not

arbitrarily altered or modifi,ed by the Minister; such an act she must

consider as failing in sincerity towards the Crown, and justly to be visited

by the exercise of her Constitutional right of dismissing that Mmister, She
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expects to be kept informed of what passes between him and the Foreign

Ministers before important decisions are taken, based upon that intercourse;

to receive the foreign despatches in good time, and to have the drafts for

her approval sent to her m sufficient time to make herself acquainted with

their contents before they must be sent

This memorandum, which at the Queen’s express request was handed

on to Palmerston, was, strange to say, accepted by him without the slightest

demur:* and it may therefore be presumed that two out of the three com-

petent constitutional factors in foreign policy accepted it as a fair statement

of what was due to the third. A few days later Prince Albert had a frank

conversation with Palmerston and found him ‘Tow and agitated”: and

Lord John in his turn expressed his opinion that “what had passed had

done a great deal of good”.

The Haynau Incident

The truce thus concluded, however, was of the shortest duration, for early

in September an unfortunate incident occurred which brought into fresh

relief those very habits of Palmerston which the Queen most resented.

General Haynau—^nicknamed in his native Austria “the hyaena of Brescia”,

and notorious for his brutal methods in Italy and Hungary, above all for

the public flogging of women—^paid a private visit to London, against the

advice of Prince Mettemich and Baron Neumann. While inspecting the

brewery of Barclay and Perkins in the City, he was recognised and roughly

handled by the draymen and other employees: and his own refusal either

to prosecute or even identify his assailants rendered judicial action im-

possible. The Austrian Ambassador, Baron Roller, unfamiliar with habeas

corpus and other safeguards of English law, treated this as a mere hypocrital

evasion, and our already strained relations with Austria were strained still

further. Prince Schwarzenberg demanded an apology for “the infamous

ambush (guet-apens) laid for our illustnous general and Palmerston

could not refuse : but the Note which he sent was handed to Roller without

being submitted to the Queen, and was regarded by her and Lord John as

“derogatory to the honour of the nation”.^^® They therefore insisted on
the drastic step of its withdrawal and the substitution of something less

offensive, and to this Palmerston, after threatening resignation, eventually

submitted—^but only after a long letter to the Queen, in which he dwelt upon
Haynau’s “want of propriety” in visiting a country where he “was looked

upon as a great moral criminal”, not unlike Tawell and the Mannings,

* Palmerston to Russell, 13 August: “I have taken a copy of this memorandum of the
Queen and will not fail to attend to the directions which it contains {Letters^ ii, 264-5).
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three notorious murderers of the day—“with this only difference”, Lord
Palmerston’s pen ran on, “that General Haynau’s bad deeds were com-

mitted upon a far larger scale, and upon a far larger number of victims”

The Queen stuck manfully to her guns, and denounced to Lord John his

colleague’s “violent vituperations” against “public men in other coun-

tnes”:^^’ and when Palmerston gave way, she gave the Prime Mmister the

well-merited reminder that the incident proved him to possess “the power

of exercising that control over Lord Palmerston, the careful exercise of

which he owes to the Queen, his colleagues and the country—if he will take

the necessary pains to remain Her attitude to Palmerston was now
frankly hostile: ** and she kept a surprisingly firm hold upon diplomatic

appointments.^^^

Perhaps the most enlightening commentary on Palmerston’s handling of

the Queen is to be found in his own wife’s words of warning, written in the

year 1848. “ I am sure the Queen is very angry with you. I am afraid you

contradict her notions too boldly. You fancy she will hear reason, when in

fact all you say only proves to her that you are determined to act on the line

she disapproves. ... I am sure it would be better if you said less to her, even

if you act as you think best. You always think you can convmce people by

Arguments, and she has not reflection or sense to feel the force of them I

should treat what she says more lightly and courteously and not enter into

argument with her, but lead her on gently, by letting her believe you have

both the same opinion in fact and the same wishes, but take sometimes

different ways of carrying them out.”^^® This study in the art of managing

a sovereign instantly recalls to the mind a later situation between the Queen

and a still greater Minister: but if she resented Mr Gladstone’s tendency

“to treat her as a public meeting”, she no less resented Lord Palmerston’s

treatment of her “as if she was a little girl”.

On 22 February 1851 the Russell Cabinet, weakened by the futile con-

troversy on Papal ecclesiastical titles and by the growing hostility of the

Radical wing, offered its resignation, and a prolonged deadlock ensued, in

which Lord Stanley declined. Lord John failed to win the Peelites in favour

of reconstruction. Lord Aberdeen refused to act alone, and Lord Stanley

again failed to form a ministry. After the Queen in her embarrassment had

sent for the Duke of Wellington, the crisis at last ended in her inviting

Lord John Russell to resume office. This decision was obviously zpis-aller^

and the Cabinet returned greatly weakened in power and prestige. The first

result of this was that despite the Queen’s very definite “objections” to

^ To her uncle King Leopold she lamented that “thanks to Palmerston we have con-

trived to quanel $0 happily

^

separately with each” of the Powers {2a November 1850

—

Letters, ii, p 277).
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Palmerston and the Prime Minister’s equally definite ‘‘promise” to respect

them, the latter found himself too weak “either to expel Lord Palmerston

or quarrel with him”.^^ Once more the confused state of parties, con-

sequent upon the protectionist quarrel, redounded to the advantage of

Palmerston, who persisted in his refusal to be bribed out of the Foreign

Office by the Irish Viceroyalty or other honours.

Kossuth in England

Meanwhile the Continental upheaval had slowly settled down into the

stagnation of blackest reaction, and the Great Exhibition of the summer of

1851 afforded a further respite. But acute friction again arose in October

1851, in connection with the visit of Louis Kossuth to England. The great

Hungarian patriot was no sooner released from his long internment in

Turkey, than he accepted the offer of a steam frigate by the United States

Government to convey him to America. He was refused entry into France,

but in Britain at once became the object of enthusiastic demonstrations

throughout the country. The Prime Minister, in writing to the Queen, did

not hesitate to declare that Kossuth was “considered the representative of

English institutions against despotism”, and that such a view was “ laud-

able As we saw, Palmerston’s sympathies were by no means un-

reservedly on the side of Hungary, but compliments to Kossuth seiwed the

double purpose of annoying the Russian and Austrian reactionaries and

increasmg his own popularity with the Radicals. He therefore gave out his

mtention of receiving Kossuth and defied Lord John’s “positive request”

that he should not do so. “There are limits to all things”, was his message

to his chief, “ I do not choose to be dictated to as to who I may or may not

receive in my own house.. . .1 shall use my own discretion You will of

course use yours as to the composition of your Govemment.”^^^ The help-

less Prime Minister, “as a last resource” advised the Queen to “ command”
Palmerston not to receive Kossuth.^®® Even this command, conveyed in

the plainest terms, was not enough, and it was not until the Cabinet had

unanimously endorsed the veto, that Palmerston most grudginglyabandoned

his mtention. But he more than spoilt the effect of this concession by

accepting memorials from Radical deputations which referred to the

Emperors Nicholas and Francis Joseph as “odious and detestable assas-

sins”, and by expressing himself as “extremely flattered and highly

gratified

This was altogether too much for the Queen, who assured Russell that

“her feelings have again been deeply wounded by the official conduct of
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her Foreign Secretary’’,* and reminded him that he had ‘‘invariably met

her remonstrances with the plea” that to push Palmerston harder would

involve the break-up of the Cabinet. “Under the present political circum-

stances” she chose “rather not to insist upon what is due to her”, but

wished the whole Cabinet to be informed that she did so “on their account,^

leaving it to them to reconcile the injuries done to her with that sound

policy and conduct which the maintenance of peace and the welfare of the

country require This time Russell attempted to defend his insubordin-

ate colleague, urging that “every Minister must have a certain latitude

allowed him, which he may use, perhaps with indiscretion, perhaps with

bad taste, but with no consequence of suiEcient importance to deserve

notice”. To this infelicitous phrase the Queen replied most convincingly,

that to listen without protest to addresses in which allied sovereigns were

called despots and assassins, seemed hardly to lie within that “latitude”

which the Prime Minister claimed for every colleague.^^®

Whether as the effect of this plain speaking or because it was obvious to

all his colleagues that Palmerston was utterly out of hand, the Cabinet

blamed him for “want of caution”, and Lord John urged upon him “the

necessity of a guarded conduct, m the present very critical condition of

Europe”,

Palmerston and the French Coup d'JStat

Yet this fresh exhortation had hardly been penned, when Palmerston

provoked a new and still more serious incident. That very day news reached

London of the French Coup by which the Prince-President, Louis

Napoleon, had overthrown the Second Republic. Both the Queen and the

Prime Minister were at once agreed as to the need for an “entirely passive”

attitude, and Lord Normanby, our Ambassador in Pans, was instructed

accordingly. Next day, however, when he called upon the Foreign Minister,

M. Turgot, and communicated this message, he was informed that already

on the 4th Count Walewski, the French Ambassador m London, had

reported home a conversation in which Palmerston expressed “entire ap-

probation of the act of the President Lord Normanby not unnaturally

addressed a formal complaint to his chief as to “the very awkward position”

in which he had thus been placed, but he did not let the matter rest there,

* She did not even accept Palmerston’s word and vvent so far as to assure Lord John that

she had ** every leason to believe” that he had seen Kossuth “after ail” (21 November

—

LettetSf II, p 331)

f A footnote is surely here in place, to remmd the reader of another and greater revolu-

tion that wasm progress. The news reached Londonby “ thewonderful ElectricTelegraph ”,

then still a novelty.

s-w 19
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His wife wrote two long letters to his brother Colonel Charles Phipps, who
was in the Royal Household and promptly showed them to the Queen. She
in her turn remonstrated more strongly than ever to the Pnme Minister.

The fat was now in the fire, for a question of major policy was involved,

and with it the whole question of the relations of the Foreign Secretary

with the Prime Minister and the sovereign. The actual coup d^etat of

2 December had taken everyone by surprise, but it had long been obvious

that the conflict between President and Assembly was drawing to a head

and must end in an explosion. A fortnight earlier Palmerston, in a very

^outspoken private letter to Normanby, had passed in review the possible

alternatives of government in France and reached the conclusion that

England had nothing to gain “by substituting Henry V or the Orleans

family’* for Louis Napoleon, and could have “no wish to see him fall”.^^®

Immediately after the event he wrote again in distinctly unmeasured
language—language hardly suggestive of a veteran Whig leader—descnbing

the Constitution which had just been abrogated as “tomfoolery” and

“childish nonsense”, invented by “the scatterbrain heads of Marrast and

Tocqueville for the torment and perplexity of the French nation”.^®^ As
Lady Normanby remarked, it was “a curious anomaly that he should

quarrel” with her husband “in support of arbitrary and absolute govern-

ment”.^^®

Meanwhile it is certain that Normanby had shown his sympathies for

the Orleans faction, and that Palmerston was genuinely convinced that the

sons of Louis Philippe, from Claremont as their base, were preparing a

rival coup d^etat,^ His old distrust of their father transferred itself to

Joinville and Aumale and led him to throw all his weight in favour of Louis

Napoleon. When taken to task by Lord John Russell, he wrote a lengthy

defence of the new autocrat, as the saviour of France from otherwise in-

evitable civil war: but he met with the rejoinder that the real question at

issue was not the merits of the Coup but whether the Foreign

Secretary was justified in takmg sides in a situation of such delicacy, with-

out previously consulting the Cabinet and the Queen. On 17 December
Lord John expressed this view to Palmerston in most unequivocal terms,

and after affirming that “misunderstandings perpetually renewed, violations

of prudence and decorum too frequently repeated, have marred the effects

which ought to have followed from a sound policy and able administra-

tion”, he definitely asked him to resign the Foreign Office and accept the

Irish Viceroyalty.

Palmerston’s memorandum, writtenm 1858, giving evidence for this belief, ispublished
by Ashley (op, ciU i, 287-9). There does not appear to have been any truth m ihe stories
that had reached him.
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Palmerston’s Dismissal

There can be little doubt that the Queen’s attitude turned the scale against

Palmerston, but this time it was fortunately unnecessary for her to carry

out her threat of dismissing him on her own responsibility and Lord John
was able to congratulate her ‘‘upon the change having been accomplished

without her personal intervention, which might have exposed her to the

animosity of Lord Palmerston’s admirers, while she would have been pre-

cluded from making any public defence That the Court this time

observed a waiting attitude instead of rushing in to give the death-blow, was
largely due to the advice of the sagacious Stockmar, who in his correspond-

ence with the Prince that winter expressed his belief that Palmerston had
been “for some time past partially insane”.*

The fall of Palmerston produced a profound sensation throughout

Europe, and was widely regarded as a triumph for the cause of reaction.

Nesselrode told Meyendorff that it “ offers to the Continental Powers the

best reparation which the British Government could offer them”—better

than any Aliens Bill.^^^ The arrogant Schwarzenberg even went so far as to

give a ball at Vienna in honour of the news. But though Radical circles

both at home and abroad were correspondingly discouraged, and inclined

to suspect foreign intrigue, the immediate issue mvolved was one which

could not command their sympathy. Palmerston, by associating himself

with their latest bugbear, the enemy of French liberties, had given Lord

John a tactical advantage of which he readily availed himself. Sane Liberal

opinion may probably be summed up in what Macaulay wrote in his diary

at the time: “Palmerston is out. It was high time: but I cannot help being

sorry. A daring, indefatigable, highspirited man, but too fond of conflict

and too ready to sacrifice everythmg to victory when once he was in the

nng.”^^8

To use Charles Greville’s words: “the case was cumulative and for

* Denkwurdigketten, p 642 On 23 December he wrote, ‘‘ In the last two months he has

committed follies which confirm me in my former suspicion that he is no longer quite right

m the head and urged the Queen to wait until Palmerston destroyed himself. Grevilie,

m his diary for 2 January 1852 (vi, 443) records Stockmar's restraining influence It is

mteresting to compare the latter’s verdict on Palmerston with that of Lady Normanby in

writmg to her brother-m-law on 8 December Commenting on his recent letters to her
husband, she says, ** One would have supposed, from the whole tenor of his policy, from
his Radical tendencies, and all that he has been doing lately, that Palmerston would have

been the last person to approve of this coup d'etat. Not a bit . . .The curious thmg is that

it IS a letter or rather letters that would completely rum Palmerston with his Party. He
treats all the wholesale cruelties of the troops as a joke—m short, it is the letter of a man
half-mad, I thmk . . The more I think of Palmerston’s letters, the less X can understand

them: every sentence is in direct contradiction to his acts and words” {Letters^ ii, 33^-9).

19-2
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some time past it had been only a question of finding a suitable pretext for

ejecting the insubordinate minister. It is quite clear that he himself had

not realised his danger/ and therefore perhaps resented his downfall all

the more keenly. In a long apologia written to his brother a month after the

event he gave the following sensational explanation. “The real ground was

a weak truckling to the hostile intrigues of the Orleans Family, Austria,

Russia, Saxony and Bavaria, and m some degree also of the present

Prussian Government. All these parties found their respective views and

systems of policy thwarted bythe course pursued bythe British Government,

and they thought that if they could remove the minister, they could change

the policy. They had for a long time effectually poisoned the mind of the

Queen and the Prince against me, and John Russell giving way, rather

encouraged than discountenanced the desire of the Queen to remove me
from the Foreign Office.’’f Lady Palmerston went even further and

described the whole affair as “an intrigue of Normanby, Phipps and the

Prince, worked up by the deep disappointment of the Orleans overthrow

and glibly repeated the phrase, “a Foreign Conspiracy*’, with two capital

letters. She even appears to have believed that the aim was to secure “a

pliant and subservient” Foreign Secretary who “would let Albert manage

the Foreign Office”. And at her highest note she declared that “John has

behaved like a little Blackguard

The Queen was unreservedly delighted, but took an eminently sane view

of the situation. To Russell she emphasised the dangers of the times, “in

which military despotism and red republicanism will be for some time the

only powers on the Continent, to both of which the constitutional monarchy

of England will be equally hateful”. England’s “calm influence in assuag-

ing the contest abroad . has been rendered null by Lord Palmerston’s

personal manner of conducting foreign affairs and by the universal hatred

which he has excited on the Continent. That you could hope to control him

has long been doubted by us, and its impossibility is clearly proved by the

last proceedings.”^^ There can be no doubt that she had grave grounds for

complaint : for in thewords of Palmerston’s latest biographer, Professor Bell,

“At the Foreign Office he opened her private letters from continental

royalties: he kept her in ignorance of essential facts. He frequently, and

as his papers show deliberately, sent off despatches to which she had not

* Here again Greville’s contemporary comment provides the key. “ Upon this piece of

indiscretion, to which it is probable that Pahnerston attached no importance, being so used

to act off his own bat, and never dreaming of any danger from it. Lord John determined to

act.** But the causa causans, he adds, was his speech to the Radical deputations in Novem-
ber (Memoirs, vi, 435).

t Here it is only possible to re-echo the comment of Sir Theodore Martm, m his Life

of the Pnnee Consort (il, 41 1, note) :
“ It is hard to believe that Palmerston himself would

have wished this letter to appear as embodymg his j5nal convictions.**
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given her assent or altered those to which she had.” And though she was

certainly exacting, and often caused embarrassing delays in matters of

urgent business, she had n* on her side, and she was after all Queen of

England 1

The Queen and Constitutional Doctrine

Not content, however, with liquidating the past, she was naturally bent on
preventing any recurrence of these troubles and told Lord John very plainly

that ‘‘after the sad experience which she has just had of the difficulties,

annoyances and dangers to which the Sovereign may be exposed by the

personal character and qualities of the Secretary for Foreign Affairs, she

must reserve to herself the unfettered right to approve or disapprove the

choice of a minister for this office”. “She cannot allow a servant of the

Crown and her minister, to act contrary to her orders, and this without her

knowledge.”

This was raising a highly delicate issue, but it did not need to be pushed

home, because the Queen and Lord John soon agreed upon Lord Granville

as Palmerston’s successor, as Lord Clarendon refused to put himself into

the position of seeming to oust his former chief. But she put on record a

protest “against the Cabinet taking on itself the appointment of its own
Members, which rested entirely with the Prime Minister and the Sove-

reign”.i48

She then suggested to the Prime Minister that the moment had arrived

for reconsidering and defining the principles of British foreign policy. Her

argument was that when revolution “had laid prostrate almost all the

governments” of the Continent, and England alone was immune owing to

“its stable, free and good government. . .the Queen, instead of earning the

natural good results of such a glorious position, . . .had the grief to see her

Government and herself treated with neglect, aversion, distrust and even

contumely”: and she refused to admit that this was due only to “the

personal manner of Lord Palmerston”, but to “a personal and arbitrary

perversion” of the principles of policy laid down. She therefore asked for

“a regular programme embracing these different relations” with other

Powers.

Russell’s reply is eminently British. He cautiously observed that the

“traditionary policy of this country is not to bind the Crown and country

by engagements, unless upon special cause shown arising out of the special

circumstances of the day”, and that “it is very difficult to lay down any

principles from which deviations may not frequently be made”.^^® But he

asked Granville to draft a suitable memorandum for the Queen’s consump-

tion, and its main Imes have been summarised by Lord Fitzmaurice in his
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biography of Granville.^®® It consisted mainly of discrete platitudes, de-

scribing “progress among the nations” as the natural aim of a country

with such worldwide interests as Britain, blit disclaiming any idea of en-

forcing her own ideas by hostile threats, and insisting that though anxious

to promote Britain’s foreign trade, we must not blindly support any under-

taking which traders might have entered at their own risk It reaffirmed the

doctrine of non-intervention, but not as indicating a lack of interest in

foreign countries, and it reiterated the impossibility of laying down any

general rule. The Government would, however, try to cultivate specially

intimate relations “with the countries which have adopted institutions

similar in liberality to our own”.

The whole question came up in the House of Commons on 3 February

1852, when the Prime Minister laid down “the general doctrine” that “a

minister is bound to afford to the Crown the most frank and full detail of

every measure taken, or leave to the Crown its full liberty. . .of saymg that

the minister no longer possesses its confidence”. He then proceeded to

quote the Queen’s memorandum of August 1850, defining “what it is she

expects from her Foreign Secretary”,* and inferred, rather than stated in

so many words, that Palmerston had not kept his promise to carry out the

Queen’s wishes. Palmerston defended at some length his attitude towards

the coup d^etat^ incidentally contending that Lord John had expressed

similar opinions to the French Ambassador on the very same day as himself,

and denying any breach of duty either to his chief or to the Crown. But

Russell’s use of the memorandum had driven him on to the defensive, and

he made a lame appearance before the House. It is but his due to add that

he felt It to be inadmissible “to bring for decision at the bar of public

opinion a personal quarrel” between himself and his sovereign.^®^ His

chivalrous conduct on this occasion prepared the way for his return to the

Queen’s good graces during the stress of the Crimean War.

Granville at the Foreign Office

After this debate the question of the Crown’s exact degree of control over

foreign policy was wisely allowed to drop. The advent of Lord Granville ap-

peased the Queen He was full of tact and acted according to the well-known

maxim that in diplomacy “c’est le ton qui fait la chanson”. He was now
only thirty-six, but had grown up m a diplomatic atmosphere as son of the

first Lord Granville, one of our ablest Ambassadors in Paris. To his grand-

father, Lord Gower, the younger Pitt had owed his entrenchment in ofiice

in the critical year of 1783, and his mother was a daughter of the beautiful

• See supra, p. 285.
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Georgiana Spencer, Duchess of Devonshire. He was thus a highly typical

product of the old Whig aristocracy, though himself holding relatively

advanced views on many subjects such as Free Trade. He had been

Under-Secretary in the Foreign Office from 1837 1840, but according

to Prince Albert was ^‘rather the sandwich between his principal and his

clerks”, to whom in three years Palmerston ‘‘had hardly once spoken on

any of the subjects he had to treat”.* His sudden advancement to the

Foreign Office in 1851 came as “a sort of peace offering and concession to

those who disapprove of Palmerston ”.^^2 ^as a public recognition of the

fact that foreign affairs were still a monopoly of the aristocracy. A good

example of the manner in which his appointment was received is provided

by the strong approval of Lord Aberdeen, who wrote that “the real state

of our relations with the whole world” was “perfectly unparalleled and

pregnant with danger”,^®®

The main concern of his very brief tenure of office was to tone down the

annoyance caused to the new regime m Paris by press attacks in London

and by the not unfounded belief that Palmerston^s fall was due to his

friendly attitude towards Napoleon. A rupture was even spoken of, and

Lord Granville in appealing to Lord Lansdowne for his good offices with

his kinsman M. de Flahault (an intimate of Louis Napoleon), used the

phrase, “ I should not like to begin with an European War” • while Russell,

not trusting Napoleon’s assurances, wished Flahault to explain to the

budding autocrat “the British interest m the independence of Belgium and

Piedmont Lord Cowley, who was almost immediately sent to replace

Lord Normanby at the Pans Embassy, ere long reported the President’s

pointed remark, “there is nothing which can prevent [peace between the

two countnes] except the proceedings of your [i.e. the British] press’’.^®®

How Granville’s role was interpreted by the Opposition may be gathered

from a letter of Disraeli to Malmesbury which declares, “The fact is, the

Government have entirely changed their foreign policy: under ordinary

circumstances, instead of making a victim of the Secretary of State, they

should have resigned.” But the real fact was that so far from modifying

Palmerston’s policy, as distinct from his tactics, they had immediately

adopted the very same opportunism towards Napoleon, and no one was

more anxious than the Queen that the Orleans Princes should remain

quiescent, or more mdignant at the suggestion that foreign influences had

played their part in the change of minister.

Feeling was already calming down, when in February 1852 the Whig

Ministry finally fell, and with it Granville, after only two months of office.

* Memorandum of Prince Albert, 27 December 1851—Letters

t

n, 349. It is only fair to

add that at the end of the penod referred to Granville was still only twenty-five.
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The fall was very largely due to Palmerston, who voted with his friends

against the Government and wrote to his brother in wicked glee, “I have

had my tit for tat with John Russell and turned him out on Friday last.’’

In a letter he wrote that he had lost all political confidence in Russell,

because he “has shown on so many occasions such a want of sound judg-

ment and discretion”,^®® and he told Lord John’s own brother, the Duke
of Bedford, that “he is infirm of purpose, changeable in* his views and

perpetually swayed by influences which are known and felt only by their

results”.^®® He made but little concealment of his belief that but for the

hostility of the Court, he himself had a much better prospect of forming a

/ Cabinet than the acting chief of the party.

It is important to realise that Palmerston’s uncertain, free-lance attitude

contributed materially to the chaotic party conditions which mark the early

’fifties and which had so much to do with the nation’s drift into war. It will

be remembered that early in 1851 no less than four unsuccessful efforts had

been made to form an alternative government, and that Russell had only

returned to office because no immediate substitute could be found. This

time, late in February 1852, Lord Derby succeeded in forming a weak
Conservative Cabinet, but one which was even weaker and more lacking in

prestige than its predecessor. An attempt was made to win the support of

Palmerston, but it is not surprising that he preferred to bide his time, until

his own party should find him to be indispensable.

Derby and Malmesbury

The selection of a Foreign Secretary raised issues which were soon to react

upon the international situation. On the previous occasion Lord Derby

(then still Lord Stanley) had told the famous Ambassador, Sir Stratford

Canning, that he wished to have him at the Foreign Office if he came into

power, and this was regarded by Canning as a bargain.^®® But when the

chance came in 1852, Canning was far away in Turkey, the post had to be

filled rapidly, and it was also felt inadvisable, while relations with France

were stfll doubtful, to appoint a Minister whom Russia would probably

resent. And so Lord Malmesbury became Foreign Secretary instead. A
grandson of one of our most eminent diplomatists—^James Harris, first Earl

of Malmesbury, whose papers he had studied and edited*—he had reached

the age of forty-five without holding any kmd of office, and having had no

* In his Memoirs he is perfectly frank about this (i, 41)* “The experience winch I

gained by reading and collating the contents of above 2000 letters and despatches from and
to my grandfather by all the important persons of the period from 1768 to 1800, stood me
in good stead. Without this accidental education I should have been as great a novice in

political busmess as were most of my colleagues.”
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practical experience whatever, was subject to the abuse of what Lord John

called “a ribald press But then only two members of the entire Cabinet

had ever held office before, and it may safely be regarded as the most

inexperienced of the century, Malmesbury himself wrote to Derby: “Sir

Stratford will never forgive me for being the innocent cause of this apparent

slight. His talents are beyond dispute, but his temper is so despotic and

irritable that he can only display them m a peculiar kind of diplomacy. He
managed the Turks in their own way, and it was Sultan versus Saltan.

With him at the Foreign Office there could have been no peace with

Russia or in the Cabinet.”^®^ On this point the commonplace Malmesbury

showed himself to possess better judgment than other more experienced

statesmen, and Stratford Canning was passed over, though his great

services in the Near East were recognised by the title of a Viscount. But

the sting remained, especially as the Paris Embassy, a prize which alone

could have consoled him for the loss of the Foreign Office, was given to his

former junior, Henry Wellesley, now Lord Cowley: and Canning returned

to the scene of his former triumphs, ready to vent his old rancour at a

supreme moment of crisis.

Malmesbury and Louis Napoleon

What really turned the scale in favour of Malmesbury was the fact that he

had long been on really intimate terms with Louis Napoleon—he had even

visited him in his prison at Ham—and his selection gave the would-be

Emperor very great satisfaction and smoothed over the latent friction. Men
as different as Palmerston and Wellington urged on Malmesbury the need

of “keeping well with France*’, but there was wide apprehension in

England as to Napoleon’s anti-British designs, shared even by Derby and

Brougham, while Wellington pressed for military precautions, and King

Leopold, influenced perhaps by his kinship with the Orleans family and

still more by his fears for Belgian independence, added to the panic.

Malmesbury was not brilliant, but possessed sound common sense. “I

believe I stand alone ”, he said, “in disbelieving, . .the sinister feelings and

intentions of Louis Napoleon”, and he quoted the latter’s remark, made to

himself more than once in days when no ulterior motive was possible, that

“his uncle’s great mistake was not being friends with England”.^®® Con-

vinced that Napoleon’s aim was to gain and secure the alliance with

England and consolidate his position with Great Britain by a pacific policy”,

Malmesbury worked cordially with Paris and did his best to overcome the

difficulties raised by the negotiations for a recognition of the Empire and

of the title of “Napoleon III”. He need not be blamed for regardmg
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Napoleon as peaceful, for it is now generally admitted that the famous
catchword, ‘‘L’Empire, c’est la Paix’’, was quite genuinely meant, and that

he, like our own country, was pushed on half unconsciously into the fatality

of a war which really led nowhere.

Apart from this central aim of restormg and deepenmg “the amity

between France and England” which he described as “necessary to the

prosperity of both and to the general interests of civilisation”,^®^ Malmes-
bury also set himself to remove the very definite “animus” of Prince

Schwarzenberg, the masterful Austrian Premier, against England, and let

him know of his desire “to resume our old relations of cordial amity with

Austria”. Schwarzenberg responded, but already in April 1852 death

removed the strong man of Austria at the height of his success, and rela-

tions in the years that followed were not improved by the fact that Count

Buol—^who as Ambassador in London had had violent scenes first with

Granville and then with Malmesbury, and is descnbed by the latter as

“most coarse and insolent”—now became Austrian Foreign Minister and

played a very feeble and obscure role throughout the critical years that

followed. For the remainder of the absolutist period in Austria there was

no Premier, and Alexander Bach, who was all powerful in home politics and

has very fittingly given his name to the regime, was weakly represented and

little known abroad.

It may be noted that in the winter of 1852 relations between London and

Vienna again became strained owing to Francis Joseph’s refusal to be re-

presented at the funeral of the Duke of Wellington. This was keenly

resented both by the Court and by the public, and was all the more marked

because the French Ambassador, on special instructions from Napoleon,

made a point of paying a last tribute to the victor of Waterloo. It at least

showed how deep-seated was the aversion to England which Palmerston’s

behaviour had kindled at the Hofburg, “The Austrians,” so ran Palmer-

ston’s not very accurate comment on the incident, “hate England, not-

withstanding the civil compliments interchanged when Derby came into

office Well, we can do without them, and I hope they can do without

us,. . .for help from England they are not very likely to get.”^®® This is a

very characteristic attitude of his, towards friend and foe alike.

Palmerston’s general attitude towards Malmesbury as Foreign Secretary

was far from benevolent: and we find him writing in these terms to his

brother: “Malmesbury has got into sad disgrace by his diplomatic mis-

management and his ungrammatical despatches: but every trade requires

an apprenticeship and a man can’t expect to start at once into being a good

Foreign Secretary.”^®® After what had happened at the time of his own
dismissal Palmerston may perhaps be excused for noting with a certain



THE ABERDEEN COALITION CABINETvn] 299

trace of malice that the Conservative leader was not popular at Court, and

did not know how to manage the Queen and the Prince. Derby, he notes,

fought them “stoutly and successfully” over the Danish question.^®^

Russell and Clarendon

There were elections in 1852, and neither Liberals nor Conservatives

obtained a working majority. In December Derby fell, and as party con-

ditions remained chaotic—Russell no longer commanding sufficient sup-

port, and Lansdowne declaring himself to be too old—^the chief of the

Peelites, Lord Aberdeen, became Prime Minister in a Coalition Cabinet.

Palmerston was persuaded to accept the Home Office, and the momentary
danger of his combining with Disraeli in opposition was averted. He
justified his action by the jocular assertion that he had “for the last 12

months been acting the part of a very distinguished tightrope dancer, and

much astonishing the public”, and that therefore there was no other course

to take but to join the Cabinet.^®® Meanwhile Gladstonewent to the Treasury,

and Russell was induced, in spite of professions that his health would not

stand the strain, to take the Foreign Office, though the press was allowed to

announce that this was only temporary.

Then in February 1853 Russell found that the leadership of the House
was as much as he could cope with, and Lord Clarendon was the obvious

compromise candidate for the Foreign Office. Clarendon, vj'ho was now
fifty-three, had acquired a certain diplomatic reputation as British

representative in Madrid during the Carlist war, and as Mr Algernon

Cecil has said of him, he is “perhaps the only man with a right to be called

a diplomate de carrme^ who ever held the seals of the Foreign Office”.^®®

He belonged to the lesser Whig aristocracy. His chief characteristic was a

certain suavity, and his biographer records “his inclination for drifting

down-stream” his tact was really compounded of indolence and courtesy.

In 1839, after he declined the succession to Lord Durham as Governor-

General of Canada, he became the Queen’s candidate for the post of

Palmerston. But though he strongly disapproved of the latter’s policy, he

felt “a sense of obligation” towards his former chief, and was determined

not to get credited with the desire to oust him. In 1850 he was again the

Queen’s candidate for the Foreign Office, because “she knew his bad

opinion of the mode in which foreign affairs had been conducted But

this time Russell was opposed to the idea, and it was not till two years later

that he was selected to succeed Russell himself in a Coalition Cabinet.

This Cabinet seemed at the time a very bnlliant solution of an obscure

situation: it may be said to have contained more men of the very front rank
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than any other British Cabinet save the famous Coalition of 1915, One
peculiarity was that Clarendon as Foreign Secretary had as colleagues no
less than four of his predecessors in office—^Aberdeen, Palmerston, Russell

and Granville. Apart from them, Sir James Graham and the Duke of

Argyll were men of exceptional ability, while Mr Gladstone, by his first

great budget, imparted added prestige. Yet it has left unhappy memories
behind it, for it ladled the very elements of internal unity, and a question

of foreign policy which was at first only a small cloud on the horizon, soon

came to overshadow the whole sky and accentuated the latent divergence of

outlook and temperament among its members, with the most fatal results

to the country and to Europe.



CHAPTER VIII

THE ORIGINS OF THE CRIMEAN WAR

Any detailed study of the causes of the Crimean War would very quickly

lead far beyond the limits deliberately set to this volume. But it is essential

at the outset to stress certain features in the home and foreign situation,

which provide a key to the policy pursued by the British Government. In

the first place, it may be claimed that nothing contributed so much towards

the impendmg disaster as the confused state of party politics at home.

There was no clear Ime of division between the two great parties, the

Peelites were in league with the Whigs, but the repeated attempts of Lord

Derby to wm over Lord Palmerston to his side is only one out of many
indications that re-groupmg was by no means impracticable. Moreover,

though there were four or five active statesmen of the front rank, there was

no longer any smgle commanding figure like Sir Robert Peel: and this,

combined with the steady dismtegration inside the various groups, added

to the obscurity. And not least of all, we have reached the moment when
public opinion has perhaps attained to its highest pitch of stridency and

irresponsibility in the press. It is a time of many discordant voices, of

unbdanced views and superficial information, of crude lampoons and

broadsheets, and of such preposterous rumours as the treason of Prince

Albert. The fact that a number of the most eminent public men did not see

eye to eye on vital issues—even if not known in an altogether concrete

form—^was bruited about and served to increase the confusion in the public

mind. And if there was one question upon which British public opinion,
^

from Lord Palmerston downwards, was singularly misinformed and un-

balanced, it was that very Eastern question which now gave rise to the

Crimean War.

If the confused state of parties and of public opinion at home constituted

a realjdanger, the-uncertain situation on the Continent greatly mcreased it.

This may be very briefly summarised as follows.

In France the Prmce-President had steadily consolidated his position in

the year following the coup d’etat and the plebiscite, and in December 1852

the time seemed ripe for his proclamation as Emperor of the French. But

while the Tsar had welcomed the first of these two steps, he resented the

second, and the attitudes of Russia and Britain towards the new regime were

speedily reversed. Our own country, which had objected to the overthrow
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of the French constitution and fallen into an absurd panic over Napoleon’s

alleged military designs against us, was appeased when he proclaimed the

popular origin of his Empire, recognised the governments which had pre-

ceded him, and to use his own words, “assumed frankly before the face of

Europe the position of parvenu—a glorious title when one acquires it by

the free suffrages of a great people”. But the Tsar could not pardon this

intrusion and declined to address Napoleon as “M. Mon Frere”, but only

as “Mon Cher Ami”
;
and though this was explained as due to “the differ-

ence of principles which served as base to the two governments” (it being

impossible for a Russian Emperor to recognise sovereigns who derived

their rights from the principle of the national willi) the parvenu monarch
was as hypersensitive as any other parvenu and bore Nicholas a lastmg

grudge. Other motives in the mind of Napoleon were interest in Italy,

which to him always remained a second country, and reliance upon the

Clericals m France, who were equally concerned with the fate of the

Temporal Power in Rome and with the traditional interests of Catholicism

in the Levant. Hence Napoleon from the first found it tactful to support

the claim of the Latins in the humiliating dispute about the custody of the

Holy Places in Palestine, round which the first stage of the Eastern Question

centred in its new phase.

Turning from France, we find Central and Eastern Europe in the grip of

extreme reaction. Austria in particular has recovered from her eclipse

during 1848-9, the revolution has been suppressed first in Bohemia, then

in Vienna, then in Lombardy and Venice, and finally, with the help of

Russian armies, in Hungary; the new Emperor Francis Joseph has revoked

the Austrian Constitution promulgated under stress of revolution, and has

abolished Hungary’s ancient constitutional liberties, on the plea that armed
rebellion forfeits all rights: and the new bureaucratic absolutism of Schwar-

zenberg and Bach is far more efiicient and constructive than the stagnant

regime of Mettemich. In foreign policy too it is efficient and aggressive*

and Schwarzenberg not merely reimposes Austrian authority in Italy with

a heavy hand, but dominates Germany and inflicts upon Prussia the grave

public humiliation of Olmiitz. Unfortunately for Austria, Schwarzenberg
died prematurely m April 1852 and found no worthy successor in foreign

policy, though the ex-revolutionary Alexander Bach established at home a

system of bureaucratic absolutism which remained all-powerful till 1859.
The young Emperor was surrounded in his youth by a group of very able

men, but he already showed the qualities which throughout a long reign

tended more and more to discourage and eliminate first-class talent from
the control of affairs. While the autocratic Nicholas firmly believed that he
had kept the pledges given to the Emperor Francis in 1833, by hastening
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to the aid of his grandnephew in distress in 1849, was naive enough to

count upon Austria’s gratitude and to assume identity of interests between

Russia and Austria, Francis Joseph was resentful of his dependence upon

the Tsar and was waitmg to prove the axiom ascribed to Schwarzenberg,

that Austria would one day surprise the world by her ingratitude.
1

To complete the picture, we have Russia under Nicholas as the very'

embodiment of reaction enforced with a brutality and thoroughness which

leaves the occasional outbursts of the Austnan military authorities and the

easygoing Austrian police censorship far behind. The repression of culture

m Russia was absolute: this was the period when Dostoyevsky was sent to

Siberia, when Shevchenko was depnved of writing materialsby express order

of the Tsar, and when Alexander Herzen was a centre of all dmigres and

conspirators in London. It was natural enough that in all Liberal and

advanced circles of Europe there should be acute suspicion of the Russian

autocracy. It was a fatality that that autocracy should have stood for

progress and civilisation in the Balkans, and that its evil reputation should

have betrayed the West mto supportmg a still more odious and decadent

tyranny m Turkey.

The Eastern Question Re-opened

It was thus in a Europe radically transformed after the failure of 1848 that

fresh signs of trouble began to appear m the perennial Eastern Question.

It is humiliating to reflect that the rival claims of Greek and Latin monks
for the custody of the Holy Places in Jerusalem and Bethlehem should

have been magnified into a struggle for political influence, in which

Napoleon III and Nicholas I became their respective champions and

voiced the hostility of the Roman and Orthodox Churches. The Tsar had

enjoyed certain specific rights of protection and interference in favour of

the latter, ever since the treaty of Kainardji in 1774, and these had been

reaffirmed at Bucarest in 181 a, at Akerman in 1826, at Adrianople in 1829,

at Unkiar Skelessi in 1833. Though Russia, in concluding the Five Power
Convention of 1841, had freely renounced the fresh rights acquired at

Unkiar Skelessi, she regarded this as in no way affecting those already in

existence: she had, however, from the first been disinclmed to limit them
to the Orthodox Christians of the two Roumanian Principalities and

Serbia, where her raison d'itre could not be denied, but sought to interpret

them as confernng a certain right of interference throughout the Turkish

dominions, France, on tlie other hand, had always been interested in the

Catholics of the Levant, especially of Syria: and Louis Napoleon had

found in this question an admirable means of propitiating the French
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Catholics, just as similar motives led him to prop up the Temporal Power
of the Pope, despite all his sympathy for the Italian national movement.

The Porte, on its part, vacillated between French and Russian claims,

making petty concessions now to one, now to the other, and playing off the

Powers againsc each other with varying degrees of skill and bad faith. The
details of the rival firmans and the intrigues which dictated them are entirely

barren and need not detain us. It is unnecessary to add that the dispute of

the Holy Places was merely what the Defenestration, the Ems Telegram or

the murder of the Archduke have been to other great wars—in a word, the

spark and not the powder magazine.

Unquestionably what gave a fresh impetus to the whole question was the

changed attitude of Tsar Nicholas and the changed outlook of the Powers

towards him. It will be remembered that in 1829, when Turkey was at his

mercy, he discussed with his military and political advisers the alternative

policies of disruption or bolstering up, and reached the conclusion that it

was more advantageous to let Turkey die of slow inamtion and meanwhile

to exercise the controlling influence over her, rather than destroy her at

once and risk the dangers and embarrassments of partition and redistribu-

tion of power. Both the Treaty of Adnanople in 1829 and the Treaty of

Unkiar Skelessi four years later, were based upon these calculations: and

their logical sequel was the Tsar’s secret agreement with Austria at

Miinchengratz, pledging both Powers to maintain Turkish integrity as long

as possible, but to agree promptly and act in concert if Turkey should

collapse. Nicholas continued to act on these lines during the crisis of

1839-41, convincing Palmerston of his moderation by renouncing Unkiar

Skelessi, and thereby promoting that isolation of France which he continued

to desire, for reasons both of international policy and djmastic picque.

Assuming that he could always carry Austria with him, his next aim was

to win England finally for his designs. By 1844 the time seemed to him to

be ripe. Turkey had not shown the recuperative powers which her friends

had prophesied, the danger of a Turkish collapse was growing nearer, and

it was therefore essential for the friendly Powers to be prepared with a

programme for all eventualities. Nicholas talked in this sense to Aberdeen

and Peel during his London visit in June 1844, and on his instructions

Nesselrode carried the conversations further that autumn. The result was

embodied in a memorandum, based on a mutual understanding to maintain

the existence of Turkey as long as possible, but “if we foresee that it must

crumble to pieces”—^this phrase is a subsequent insertion by the Tsar

himself, referred to and approved by Aberdeen—^to consult together and

ensure that the new order of things shall not injure the interests of indi-

vidual states or the balance of power. Bruimov obtained from Aberdeen a
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confidential exchange of letters in the sense of the memorandum, and

interpreted this as ‘‘an unprecedented event in the history of our political

relations with England”.^ On his side Brunnov was perfectly explicit,

announcing that the Tsar did not want Constantinople for himself, but

could not allow either France or England to have it, or even a revival of the

Byzantine Empire : while Aberdeen in a curiously clumsy phrase, expressed

‘‘much pleasure to find that no differences exist respecting the accuracy of

your statement’’. The document was not deposited at the Foreign Office,

and at each subsequent change of Government Brunnov tried to ensure

that the secret should be confined to the Prime Minister and Foreign

Secretary. In 1846 Palmerston gave this assurance, and though his suc-

cessors do not seem to have done so, secrecy was duly preserved, but further

commitments were avoided, first by Granville, and then by Malmesbury

and Derby, the last of whom reminded the Ambassador in a thinly veiled

phrase, that he was lucky not to have Lord Stratford to deal with at the

Foreign Office./

The Tsar and Sir Hamilton Seymour

The incident is a classic illustration of the difficulties inherent in agree-

ments between an autocratic sovereign and a constitutional government:

its danger lay in the fact that while Nicholas looked upon the document as

a binding pledge, on this side of the Channel it remained, and could not

legally be more than, a mere moral obligation on individual ministers. With

the years the Tsar’s belief in the impending collapse of Turkey deepened,

and the troubles in Jerusalem and in Montenegro during 1852 seemed to

him highly symptomatic. When, then, Lord Aberdeen, whom he regarded

as a personal friend, became Premier in a strong and able Cabinet, he was

correspondingly elated, and thought that the time had at last come when

joint action might crown twenty-four years of moderation. He therefore

tried to reopen the question on a wider basis, by his famous conversation

with the British Ambassador, Sir Hamilton Seymour, on 9 January 1853,

when he said, “jve havejrvery^^kk .i^amnn our- hands, andrit would-be a

great misfortune if he should escape us, especially before all the necessary

dispos^itioS had been taken ”.f Five Hays later he mfumerto Ihe“ chargT

Goriaino\, The Secret Agreement of 1844, p 114 On 31 March 1854 Lord Derby m
the House of Lords tieatcd the Memorandum of 1844 as binding upon Aberdeen, but not

upon any subsequent Government, and as lemamirg with each Foreign Secretary, but not

in the Foieign Office This undoubtedly was the official British view, which the T&ur

entirely tailed to understand See Hansatdf cxx\n, p. 156

Prof Tempeiley (The Crimea^ p. 272) shows that tlie Tsar really spoke not of “the

%ick man*^ but of “the dying bear”. “You may give him musk, but even musk will not

long keep him alive.”

s-w 20
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and proposed a frank discussion with Great Britain as to the fate of Turkey,

in order to avert chaos and “the certainty of an European war*’ if the

catastrophe took them unawares. He wished to speak “as a friend and a

gentleman”, as one keenly interested in the fate of millions of Christians:

and if once Russia and Britam were at one, “peu m’importe le reste”. He
could not allow Britain to take Constantinople, but he on his part “would

undertake not to establish himself there as proprietor”, though he did not

rule out the possibility of going as “depositaire” (tenant for a limited

period).

Seymour’s report home was answered by Lord John Russell, then at the

Foreign OfSce. After throwing doubt upon the imminence of dissolution,

Russell advanced the very cogent arguments that the proposed under-

standing was disloyal to the Sultan, and if once attained, would have to be

notified to the Powers, and this might easily precipitate the very anarchy

which it was desired to avert. He was, however, ready to disclaim all

designs on Constantinople and to pledge Britain against making any agree-

ment for disruption, without informing Russia beforehand. To this the

Tsar promptly replied that he had not intended to propose to England a

scheme of partition, but only to get a clear exchange of views as to what each

Power would regard as contrary to its interests in the Near East, The
break-up of Turkey, he felt, might still be remote or it might come at any

moment, and if there should be a Christian rising, neiAer Russia nor

Austria could tolerate such devastation as the Turks had attempted in

Montenegro. Let England therefore not unite with France against Russia’s

legitimate requirements, but invite the Porte to treat its Christians

well.®

Following on this came a report of Brunnov, to the effect that British

opinion was increasingly indifferent as to the maintenance of the tottering

Turkish fabric, and that Aberdeen had spoken to him of Turkey as the

worst Government in the world. On this the Tsar comments* “the most

remarkable despatch of all: it explains the unexpected success of our first

steps”. On zo February, then, undeterred by Russell’s cold water and the

Ambassador’s extreme reserve, he again insisted on Turkey’s imminent
demise and this time became sufficiently concrete, even while insisting

that he asked for “neither treaty nor protocol”, but merely “a general

entente” between gentlemen. “Constantinople must not belong to any
Great Power, nor must there be a new Byzantine Empire: still less could he
allow Turkey to be partitioned into small Republics, as asylums for the

Kossuths, Mazzinis and other revolutionaries of Europe.” But he sug-

gested that the Principalities, “which are in fact an independent state under
my protection”, could remain so further, and that both Serbia and Bulgaria
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might be organised on similar lines, while he was ready that England should
take Egypt and Crete m any partition.^

That this was only a very rough suggestion, is sufficiently proved by the

fact that Nicholas omitted all reference to Austria’s share, and yet that his

root idea was an arrangement between Russia, Britain and Austria as

principals, with Prussia’s approval and to the exclusion of France—in other

words, a virtual repetition of what happened in 1840. Besides, he told

Seymour, “When I speak of^Russia, I also speak of Austria: our Turkish
interests^arelSenticar’. Almost at the same time (23 February) he bade
“Count Francis "Zichy assure Francis Joseph m his name, that he loved him
like a son and counted on his help to end the dirty regime on the Bosphorus
and stop the oppression of the Christians by the “Turkish dogs”/
There can be no doubt that the Tsar was entirely sincere in his profes-

sions of friendliness to England, and that he did not imagine himself to be

mauguratmg a new policy, but merely carrying to its logical issue one
already pursued for close on 25 years. The real trouble was the difference

in atmosphere between London and St Peiersburg, or it may be said, the

difference in point of departure, the Tsar as a near neighbour and possible

heir of Turkey bemg imbued with the idea that nothing could save Turkey
from speedy destruction, while the statesmen of London saw the Turks m
a halo and maintained a really pathetic belief in their reformability But

apart from this, much had happened since the London visit of Nicholas to

make his overtures distasteful. Age had made him more arrogant and

irritable, and his role in 1849 in suppressmg Hungarian liberties and thus

bolstering up reaction in Italy, Poland and Germany also, had not only left

an exaggerated impression of his power, but made him the bugbear of all

Liberal opinion. A final ingredient in the impendmg quarrel was his old

aversion to France. Aiter eighteen years of implacable hostility to Louis

Philippe he had been inclined to welcome the Prince-President and looked

upon the coup d'etat as a guarantee against subversive tendencies : but when
Louis Napoleon became Napoleon III and based his new empire upon a

popular plebiscite, the Tsar’s anger flared up and he failed to reckon with

the forces which were drawing France and Britain together once more He
expressed to Seymour his conviction that to reach an agreement, it would

suffice for him to have “ten mmutes of conversation with Lord Aberdeen,

\who knows me so well and has as complete confidence in me as I m him”.

He failed to realise that the situation both in London and m Europe had

been completely transfonned since 1844.
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The Menshikov Mission

It was amid such disastrous illusions that Tsar Nicholas decided upon

direct negotiations with the Turks, and entrusted Pnnce Menshikov, who
enjoyed his special confidence, with a mission to Constantinople. Menshikov

was brilliantly characterised by the French Ambassador as “one of our

grands seigneurs of the court of Louis XV, fond of women, play, horses,

good and bad company but also with probity and independence of

character, “sparing none in his witty and caustic sallies’’.® In sending

Menshikov, Nicholas was undoubtedly inspired by a very recent and suc-

cessful precedent. The famous poet Prince of Montenegro, Peter II, had

in 1851 been succeeded by his nephew Danilo, who resolved to separate

the offices of Prince and Metropolitan and proclaimed himself as hereditary

lay pnnce. The Porte treated this as a violation of Turkish suzerainty and

sent an army against the Montenegrins: whereupon Francis Joseph de-

spatched Count Leiningen to Constantinople with a virtual ultimatum,

which led the Turks to desist and greatly enhanced Austrian prestige in the

western Balkans. The motive which prompted the mission was the fear lest

some fresh incident “might be enough to light that which lies glowing

beneath the cinders”’ and cause a conflagration such as might pact upon
Austria’s own Southern Slav subjects.

Menshikov’s mission, which if wisely conducted, might have achieved

similar results, was from the outset staged with an arrogance and tactless-

ness which defeated their own ends. He began by putting an open affront

upon the Foreign Minister Fuad Pasha, whom the panic-stricken Sultan

at once replaced by the much more mediocre Rifaat Pasha: and this caused

such alarm to the French and British Charges d’Affaires, that the latter,

Colonel Rose, at the request of the Porte, sent an urgent message to

Admiral Dundas at Malta, asking him to send a British squadron to the

Dardanelles. Dundas declined to move, and his decision was upheld by
the Bntish Government, but Paris was at this stage more excited than

London, and on 23 March, despite the dissuasive efforts of Lord Cowley,

a French fleet sailed from Toulon to the Aegean.

While the anxious Turks met Menshikov’s insistence by their usual

tactics of procrastination, Lord John Russell, during his bnef tenure of the

Foreign Office, took a decision which was to have the most momentous
consequences. Lord Stratford de Redcliffe, who had been Ambassador to

the Porte for the previous twelve years, had resigned in January, but was
now induced to resume his post “for a special purpose and charged with
special instructions”, which he himself had been virtually allowed to
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draft.** He was to counsel prudence to the Porte and forbearance on the part

of France and Russia, and was to stop in Paris in order to emphasise the

common interests of France and Britam in the Near East, he was left a free

hand in the question of the Holy Places, but was to warn the Porte roundly

that Its own misgovemment was largely responsible for its present troubles,

that a general revolt of her Christian subjects might ensue and that only

thorough reform could save the situation and win foreign sympathy. He
was authorised, despite the Prime Mmister’s misgivings, “in the event of

imminent danger to the existence of the Turkish Government*’, to summon
the fleet from Malta.

Thus armed, Stratford reached Constantinople on 5 April* Kinglake, in

one of his most purple passages has spoken of “the angry return of a King
whose realm had been suffered to fall into a danger**—a phrase to which

Professor Temperley moves an abrupt negative.® In any case, his presence

had a magical effect in stiffening Turkish resistance, and the tension was
increased by the overbearing attitude of Menshikov Ostensibly bent

merely upon securing equality of treatment for Greek and Latin Christians,

he pressed the Porte for a new treaty, extending the rights conferred upon
Russia in 1774 into what would amount to a Russian protectorate of all

Orthodox Christians, and if Turkey would then conclude a defensive

alliance on Imes resembling those of 1833, the Russian fleet and an army

of 400,000 men would be pledged to undertake her defence when required

This project, though intended to remam secret, was at once communicated

to the British Ambassador, who placed on record his view that its effect

“would infallibly be the surrender to Russian influence, management and

authority, of the Greek churches and clergy throughout Turkey’*.® That

Stratford had no illusions as to the Turkish situation, is shown by a letter

which he wrote to his wife on his way eastwards: “As to any real change in

the Porte’s system of administration or the adoption of sound measures in

a right spirit, I only don’t despair because we live in miraculous times.”^°

But he was not slow to respond, when the Turks appealed to him for help,

and soon found himself virtual arbiter in the quarrel, much as Menshikov

might resent his influence. His first advice, based strictly on instructions

from home, was unquestionably sound—^to separate the two questions of

the Holy Places and of Russia’s ulterior aims: a speedy settlement of the

former would place the Turks in a stronger position to resist the latter. If,

he added, they could also be induced “to confirm all the privileges hitherto

conferred upon the rayas. . .with such precision and completeness as may
* See Lane-Poole, n, 234, and Walpole, Life of Russell, 11, 179 Aberdeen, writing to

Russell on 15 February, refers to the need *‘to be very careful m preparing instructions for

Lord Stratford, if as I presume we must consider his memorandum as giving an outlme of

what he would desire
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throw any foreign influence into the shade”, they would at once revive in

their favour the sympathies of Europe, and especially of England.

On this advice the Turks acted, and on 4 May the Russian and French

Ambassadors signed a Protocol embodying a compromise with regard to

the Holy Places But it instantly became apparent that this had been merely

the occasion, but not the underlying cause, of the crisis: for the very next

day Menshikov, losing patience at the Porte's evasion of his other demands,

formulated them in a peremptory Note, to be answered within five days.

Stratford made no concealment of his disapproval, but heightened the

effect by waiting for three days and then informing the Sultan himself in

solemn private audience, that “in case of danger he was instructed to

request the commander of H M.’s forces m the Mediterranean to hold his

squadron in readiness This had a magical effect, and the Russian demands

were rejected Menshikov’s last desperate effort to wring concessions from

the weak Sultan in person, led to the resignation of the Grand Vizier and

Foreign Minister, but was countered by the summons of a Crown Council

and a meeting of diplomatic representatives at Stratford’s house. The
appointment of Reshid Pasha to the Foreign Office has usually been

ascribed to Stratford’s dominant influence: in reality, it appears to have

been made without his knowledge, and as a concession to Menshikov, who
fondly imagined him to be Russophil.^® But the irritable and haughty

Russian found out his mistake only too soon, and, after a final effort to bully

the Porte into submission, sailed on 21 May for Odessa, without attaining his

aim. Ten days later, the Russian Foreign Minister, Count Nesselrode,

endorsed his envoy’s demands and threatened the Porte that unless they

were accepted, Russian troops would occupy the Danubian Principalities

as a pledge of fulfilment On the very same day Stratford had reported

home that there was “at least no threat of immediate war”, and Clarendon

drew" the conclusion that the Ambassador did not “expect a resort to the

ultima ratio^\^^

The Turks as usual played a cautious and dilatory game. On 4 June they

issued a firman confirming all the privileges of their Christian subjects,

and of the Orthodox Church in particular

—

s, decree intended rather to

impress western opinion than to be put into practice: but their Note of

16 June evaded the question of “moral guarantees” demanded by Russia,

and merely offered to send a special envoy to St Petersburg. At this the

Tsar’s anger flared up again: he issued a fiery manifesto summoning his

subjects to “go forth to fight for the Orthodox faith” against “the obstinate

and blinded” Ottoman Government, and on 7 July his army crossed the

Pnith into Moldavia.

This was unquestionably a false move: for though Russia possessed
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special treaty rights over the Principalities and had in actual fact taken

possession of them on four or five previous occasions, it was none the less

a high-handed act which at once placed him in the wrong both at Constanti-

nople and m the west, and caused a swift revulsion of public opinion in

favour of the Turks. It must, however, be made clear that the French and

British fleets, already off Salamis, were ordex*ed to the Dardanelles before

the news of the invasion of Moldavia could arrive, and therefore that

aggressive actions may be said to have come more or less simultaneously

from both sides. Moreover, that Stratford was not one whit less over-

bearing and autocratic, but only more capable and more influential, than

Menshikov, is abundantly proved by the incident that followed the first

arrival of the news at Constantinople itself Mustafa and Resliid Pashas

were proniptly dismissed from their posts, for their failure to avert in-

vasion. whereupoxi Lord Stratford sought an audience with the Sultan and

secured their remstatement on the spot (7 July). In his own words, ‘T

went bang down to the Padishah and put them in again

The Vienna Note'

The summer of 1853 was filled by complicated negotiations betv^een the

Powers, directed towards a compromise between Russia and the Porte : and

Stratford’s biographer has enumerated and analysed no fever than eleven

such projects.^’ To treat these negotiations m any detail would far exceed

the scope of the present volume, and belongs to that full-blooded history of

the Crimean War which still remains to be written.* For our present

purpose it will suffice to dwell briefly upon the Austrian initiative and the

causes of its failure. Tsar Nicholas had invited Austria to )oin him in

parallel action, by occupying Serbia and Bosnia: but Francis Joseph de-

clmed to move and sent Count Gyulai on a special mission to dissuade him

from entering the Principalities. When this appeal was disregarded, the

Austrian Foreign Minister, Count Buol, convoked the .Ambassadors of the

Powers and attempted to draft a compromise between the Russian and

Turkish views. The result was the so-called “Vienna Note”—reaffirming

the Sultan’s resolve to respect the rights accorded at Kainardji and

Adnanople—which was despatched to St Petersburg on 31 July, and almost

immediately accepted by the Tsar. Meanwhile, however, quite independ-

ently similar negotiations had been initiated at Constantinople by Lord

Stratford with his diplomatic colleagues and the Porte, and had resulted in

another project known as the “Turkish Note”, differing but little in

substance from that of Vienna, but more satisfactory to Turkish amour-

Prof, Temperiey’s second volume on The Crimea will soon fill the void.
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propre. This Note reached Vienna two days after the other had left for

St Petersburg and was therefore suppressed by Buol and Westmorland

—

a step which Clarendon duly endorsed. One motive appears to have been

the fear that the Tsar was much less likely to accept a scheme that owed its

acceptance by the Porte to the influence of Stratford, whom he quite rightly

regarded as inspired by illwill towards him.^® It is difficult to resist the

conclusion that the Vienna Note contained the germ of a reasonable com-

promise, and that Lord Aberdeen was right when in later life he “so

bitterly regretted” that no attempt was made to devise an alternative

proposition,

Turkey and Russia at War

Fresh instructions were, it is true, sent by Clarendon to Stratford, in favour

of the Vienna Note as superseding the Turkish, and Mr Lane-Poole, on

the basis of the Ambassador’s papers, is most emphatic m contendmg that

he “scrupulously abstained from letting his personal opinions transpire”.^

But these instructions arrived by sea, after a delay of some days, and it is

impossible to avoid the conclusion that long ere then Stratford had helped

the Turkish ministers to makeup their minds. In any case the Turks, who m
Stratford’s own phrase, were “altogether on their high horse declined

to accept the Vienna Note without amendments (19 August), and these

latter the Tsar in his turn rejected (7 September). The indiscreet publica-

tion of a Russian circular in Berlin showed that the Russians and Turks put

radically different interpretations on the Note, and this made a compromise

more difficult than ever. On 4 October Turkey summoned Russia to

evacuate the Principalities, and even before the time limit of fourteen days

had expired, the two countries found themselves at war upon the Danube.

Already at the end of August the French Ambassador, M. de Lacour,

had lost his head and begged his Government to send the fleet through the

Straits, in order to prevent a massacre of Christians at Constantinople I

Paris, accepting these alarmist tales at their face value, invited London’s

co-operation: and Lord Clarendon, without waiting for Stratford’s calmer

and more sceptical reports, sent a summons to the fleet. No sooner had the

Turks declared war than they plunged from war fever into panic and
clamoured for the two fleets. Thus it came about that on 22 October the

joint Franco-British squadron entered the Dardanelles and anchored off

the Golden Horn. A dangerous lull followed in the situation, which was at

the mercy of any incident.

* On 20 August he wrote to Clarendon; “ I feel confident that you will give me credit
for having done my official best m support of the Vienna Note. Reshid told me candidly
that no personal influence would have induced the Porte to give way ” (Lane-Poole, op, at,
P‘ «9S)*
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The British Cabinet and Lord Stratford

It is now necessary to consider the peculiar position of the British Cabinet,

which throughout the summer was paralysed by internal divisions. Lord
Aberdeen with all his ability and -tact was not strong enough to impose
himself upon all his colleagues or to insist upon warning Turkey that

Britain would be no party to a war, while Lord Palmerston and Lord John
Russell were not strong enough to warn the Tsar that in the event of war
Bntain would place herself on the Turkish side. < Either attitude might

have led one or other of the disputants to pause before it was too late. As it

was, Aberdeen allowed his riper judgement to be overruled on two vital

pomts—^the reappointment of Lord Stratford and the sendmg of the fleet.

He realised the need of very carefully worded instructions: as he said, “the

assurances of prompt and effective aid on the approach of danger, given by
us to the Porte, would in all probability produce war. These barbarians

hate us all and would be delighted to take their chance of some advantage

by embroilmg us with the other Powers of Christendom. It may be

necessary to give them a moral support and to endeavour to prolong their

existence: but we ought to regard as the greatest mischief any engagement

which compelled us to take up arms for the Turks. Lord Stratford is not

very consistent in his descriptions of the Turkish Government. He refers

to their present course of rashness, vacillation and disorder, and speaks of

their maladministration as hopeless. At the same time he looks to their

power of carrying into effect a system of internal improvement.^’

He then draws the very sound conclusion that Britain ought to keep

“perfectly independent and free to act as circumstances may require.

Above all we ought not to trust the disposal of the jMediterranean fleet

—

w^hich is peace or war—^to the discretion of any man”.^*^ None the less, only

a month later the Foreign Secretary is writing to the Prime Minister:
“ One good thing of Rose having sent for the fleet will be that Lord Stratford

will wish to be without it”,^^ and yet, though apparently agreed on this

judgment, they resign themselves to leaving Stratford in control. This de-

tached and negative attitude of London was soon to bear fatal fruit.

Another of Aberdeen’s closest colleagues, Sir James Graham, the First

Lord of the Admiralty, shared his doubts as to Stratford, and wrote on

9 May “He (Stratford) is a Bashaw—^too long accustomed to rule alone.

Such temper and such manners are not the pledges or emblems of peace/’^a

But both agreed with Clarendon that there was no obvious person to

replace the “Great Elchi”, except Lord Cowley, who was indispensable at

Paris, Yet on 7 June the Prime Minister admitted that “we are drifting
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fast towards war”, and towards the end of the month expressed the view

that ^‘any war. . .will speedily lead to the dissolution of Turkey as at present

existing’’.^®

Other Ministers, however, had no such fears. Russell, who as long ago

as 1828 had published quite a good essay on “The Turks in Europe” and

knew the hopelessness of the Turkish system, was now bellicose almost

frqm the first, and as early as 20 March wrote to Clarendon : “The Emperor

of Russia is clearly bent on accomplishing the destruction of Turkey, and

he must he remted^’^^ Both he_ and .Palmerston, who remained a firm

believer in Turkey^s soundness of health, kept pressmg for the despatch of

the fleet to the Dardanelles or farther, and on 19 June Russell wrote a

memorandum for the Cabinet, urging help for Turkey agamsl Russia and

an alliance with France and Austria. In Parliament periodical enquiries

were made by the ex-ambassador Lord Clanricarde and the late Foreign

Secretary Lord Malmesbury: but Clarendon appealed for discretion and

declined to reveal his instructions to Stratford, and even the Radical Joseph

Hume approved of this, though adding that “publicity is, on almost all

occasions, of advantage”.®® On 8 August Clanricarde urged the Govern-

ment to make “a categorical demand” upon Russia for the evacuation of

the Principalities, arguing that the existing status was “either war or

piracy”:®® and Clarendon replied that “the question has assumed a

European character” and that Britain, France, Austria and Prussia were

acting cordially together, to check designs which they considered incon-

sistent with the Balance of Power. A few days later Malmesbury insisted

upon the immense importance of Turkish independence, without which

“we could hardly maintain our hold of India”, and declared it was an

“absurd and ruinous theory” to treat Turkey as “in a state of decay”

which led logically to partition,®’ Clarendon again made a cautious reply,

emphasising the frequent assurances given by the Tsar: but he committed

himself to the view that the occupation of the Principalities was a “violation

of existing treaties”, which might have been treated by the Sultan as a

cams helh.^

COBDEN AND PALMERSTON

In the House of Commons about the same time there was a lively passage

of arms between Cobden and Palmerston, which admirably illustrates the

rising tide of public opmion. The apostle of Free Trade, who knew the

Near East at first hand and had taken an open stand for Hungarian liberties

against the Tsar, expressed the view that “Turkish independence” had
become “a mere empty phrase”, and that the Turks were intruders and
could not exist much longer in Europe. “If I were a rayah”, he said, “I
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should prefer a Russian or any other Government rather than a Moham-
medan one” : and the real question to him was what were the wishes of the

Christian population. This speech deserves to be recorded, as the first

occasion on which a British statesman publicly took account of the rights

and interests of the subject races of Turkey, as opposed to their rulers. Nor
did his home truths stop at that: for he warned those members who sat for

manufacturing towns and talked ‘*so glibly of war”, that it was an illusion

to identify British interests with Turkish trade, that the very existence of

Bntish commerce in the Black Sea was directly ‘‘ owing to Russian invasion
”

of Crimea, and that Russia, so far from being a military danger, can’t

move an army to her own frontiers except by the aid of foreign gold”. On
this, Palmerston fell upon him for such detestable sentiments, and not

content with describing him as “greatly mismformed as to the state of

Turkey for the last thirty years”, roundly denied that Turkey was in a state

of decay and declared that she not merely had “no Poland or Circassia to

distract her”, but had made “greater progress and improvement than any

other country in the same period”—alike in her system of government, in

her army and navy, in justice and agriculture, m “such manufactures as

she has”, in her commercial system and in religious toleration After this

confession of faith it was not surprising that Palmerston should declare that

he did not “mean to go into a rearrangement of Turkey or to dictate to the

Bulgarians, Slavonians, Greeks or Mussulmans, who are to be tlieir

governors or what form of government they are to have” Palmerston

had the House behind him in a view based upon crass ignorance and falsified

by history, but Sir James Graham was prophetic enough to tell Clarendon

that “ Cobden in the long run will have England with him”.®° Palmerston’s

truculent attitude is clearly revealed in a letter to Sidney Herbert, in which

he bids the Tsar, if he wishes the Christians of Turkey to be safe from

“oppression and vexation”, to relieve the Principalities of the miseries

inflicted by his own armies, and “beyond that, let him be satisfied, as we all

are, with the progressively liberal system of Turkey, and let him keep his

remonstrances till some case and occasion arises which calls for them”.

But if he “wants to become acknowledged protector” of the Christians and

“to interfere between the Sultan and his subjects,. . .then let us manfully

assist Turkey in manfully resisting it and let the fortune of war decide

between the Emperor’s wrong and the Sultan’s rightful cause”. And again,

“I am desirous that England should be well with Russia as long as the

Emperor allows us to be so, but if he is determined to break a lance with

us, why, then have at him, say I, and perhaps he may have enough of it

before we have done with him”.®^ Russell, for his part, while confessing

that “this Eastern Question has got mto as entangled a position as can well
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be’’, declared himself “for the Turk against the Russian”, and ere very-

long was talking of “the English people fighting to the stumps for the

honour of England”.^®

“The Real Sultan”

To these explosives at London must be added the growing inclination of

Napoleon III for war, the Tsar’s irritation and growing lack of self-control,

and above all the baneful influence of Lord Stratford upon the Turks. On
this point there is abundant evidence from inside the British Cabinet,

Graham, in giving Stratford control of the fleet, had written to him, “I

am certain you will wield this power with discretion and in the spirit of

peace. It will be a miserable end if Europe be convulsed in these latter

days by a Holy War”.^*^ But by the middle of August he was alarmed at

the “harsh and ominous tone” of Stratford’s reports and told Clarendon

that “notwithstanding the peremptory order to the contrary, he [Stratford]

IS quite capable of advising the Turks to be refractory. In this case you

should be ready to supersede him without the loss of a day and send either

Bulwer or Howden” to Constantinople.^® Aberdeen fully agreed, but ex-

pressed the fear that “ Stratford intends to give us some trouble”, and told

Clarendon that he had “ prepared the Queen for the possibility of Stratford’s

resignation. . .which she will not at all regret”.®® “The conduct of the

Porte”, he wrote later,®’ “is suicidaf, and some fatal influence must be at

work. It can only be explained by a desire that the whole affair should end

in war.” About the same time Lord Cowley transmitted home the sense

of M. de Lacour’s reports to Paris on his British colleague’s “strange

conduct ”
. Stratford, he stated, while nominally complying with his instruc-

tions and urgmg the Porte to accept the Vienna Note, “lets it be seen at the

same time that his private opinion is at variance with his official language,

and does not bring that personal influence to bear which would have

been so useful at the present moment”. Meanwhile he “uses to his intimes

the most violent language”, disapproves of the Vienna Note, declares war
preferable to such a solution . .

. ;
“that they shall know that his name is

Canning, that he will resign, that he knows the Government of England is

not united on this question, and that a change must take place which will

bring into power the friends and supporters of his policy in Turkey”.*
In this passage we have the real clue to the weak attitude of the home

Government; they were afraid to recall Stratford, because they knew that

• Cowley to Clarendon, 29 August

—

ibid, p. 19 This is confirmed by a memorandum of
Prince Albert, of 16 October, summarismg Aberdeen’s positive assertions to the Queen as
to Stratford’s **msinceiity” and his denunciation of the Government’s conduct as “in-
famous” {Letters, n, 456).
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in that case he and Palmerston would automatically coalesce—even though

there might be no actual understanding between them (as has been alleged,

and as -firmly denied, and never proved)-^—and stampede public opinion.

“ I hope you will not allow Europe to be embroiled in war,” wrote Graham
to Clarendon, “because Canning. . .is resolved to embroil matters at home
and abroad, m the hope of obtaining a triumph for his own morbid vanity

and implacable antipathies.”^® “Stratford,” wrote Clarendon to his

brother-in-law Lewis, “the real Sultan, though he ostensibly and officially

obeys his instructions, lets his dissent from them be known, and upon that

the Turks act.”®® To Russell the Foreign Secretary wrote, “If I had such

a man as Cowley at Constantinople, I have little doubt that matters would

long ago have been arranged: but I quite agreed with you at the time that

Stratford’s experience and influence rendered him the fittest man for the

emergency: but then we were not prepared for such an amount of Russian

deceit, and that called forth all his Russian antipathies and made him from

the first look to war as the best thing for Turkey. In fact, no settlement

would have been satisfactory to him that did not humiliate Russia. He has

never entered sincerely into the views of the Government and has been

making political capital for himself. However, there he is, and we must

make the best of him.”^® And to Cowley he wrote even more flatfootcdly

“It IS a misfortune and complication that we cannot feel sure of Stratford

acting with us for a peaceful solution. He pretends to do so and writes

notes and gets promises and appears to carry out his instructions: but it

is impossible to believe, if he put his heart into it and set about the work as he

knows how to do there, that everything in our view should fail as it does. It

is painful to arrive at such a conviction, but it is difficult to come to any

other. He is lent on war, and on playing the first part in settling the great

Eastern Question In short, he seemsjust as wild as the Turks themselves,

and together they may and will defeat every combination coming from the

west, however well devised it may be.”^ To Sidney Herbert he was equally

explicit
—

“ It is quite clear the Turks don’t want a settlement. The titular

Sultan is for peace, but the real Sultan thmks that now or never is the time

for putting an end to Russia It is to Stratford’s amour-proprefroisse that

the obstacles to peace must be attributed

^ There would seem to be no grounds for Clarendon^s contemporary suspicions that

Stratford was m direct correspondence with Palmerston for the promotion ofwar (cf. Lane-

Poole, II, 231, and Maxwell, ii, 28) but on the other hand it has transpired that he W'as ac-

twely organising a Turcophil and Russophobe propaganda in the Biitish press through the

medium ot his former secretary, Mr Layard, the explorer of Nmeveh (Layard, Auto-

biography^ II, 123-4, Kingsley Martm, The Triumph of Lord Palmerstorty p. 109). Prof

Temperley {The Citmea, p, 337), on the basis of mmute research, dismisses as **a foohsh

legend” the allegation that “Paimeiston and Stratford were m league for war”.
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Stratford’s letters to his wife show him to have feared at one moment the

possibility of a revolution in Turkey,^®and afterthe mischiefwas done, to have

regretted his friend Reshid’s “hotness upon war”.^^ But his own animus

is clearly revealed in his outburst against the Tsar
—

“the head and front

of the offence is that man who has been humbugging Europe, and perhaps

at times duping himself, for the last quarter of a century”.^®

About the same time Aberdeen expressed to Graham his alarm at the

turn of events. “I thought that we should have been able to conquer

Stratford, but I begin to fear that the reverse will be the case, and that he

will succeed in defeating us all. . .Although at our wit’s end, Clarendon

and I are still labourmg in the cause of peace: but really to contend at

once with the pride of the Emperor, the fanaticism of the Turks and the

dishonesty of Stratford, is an almost hopeless attempt.”^ Stratford’s private

letters drove the Queen to the same conclusion, and on 5 November she

told the Prime Minister that “they exhibit clearly on his part a desire for

war, and to drag us into it”, and asked “whether we are justified in allowing

Lord Stratford any longer to remain in a situation which gives him the

means of frustrating all our efforts for peace As Prince Albert told

Stockmar, “Lord Stratford fulfils his instructions to the letter, but he so

contrives that we are constantly getting deeper into a war policy”.*’ The
evidence is overwhelming, and it says much for the uncritical character of

historical writing on our foreign policy, that Lord Stratford should so long

have been given the benefit of the doubt. This must be my excuse for

dwelling upon this aspect of the crisis with such fullness.

In a word, the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary, the First Lord,

the Queen, were all agreed upon the fatal results of leaving Stratford at

Constantinople, and yet the Eastern helm was left in his hands, while the

flagship, in Aberdeen’s own phrase, “drifted” into action. It was in this

frame of mind that Lord Clarendon announced to his wife, “The beastly

Turks have actually declared war” on Russia: and it is the phrase of a man
who has lost all control of the situation. Meanwhile public opinion grew

irritable and unrestrained, the Queen and Prince Albert, who were still

genuinely desirous of averting war, became increasingly anxious, and the

Tsar’s personal appeal to her not to allow “the English flag to float beside

the Crescent, against the Cross of St Andrew”*®, was not well received and
provoked an answer friendly in form, but distinctly argumentative.

Stanmore, Life of Aberdeen, p 271. Lord Morley, in his Life of Gladstone (l, 487),
records that Gladstone demurred to the word " dishonesty when this letter was shown to
him by Sir Arthur Gordon (Lord Stanmore) as the biographer of Aberdeen, but Morley
himself, while callmg it a hard saying, adds, “Why not call things by their right names?
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Drifting towards War

Hostilities opened on the Danube in the second half of October, and to the
Tsar’s mortification the Turks were able to take the offensive and drive

back his troops in two engagements near Isaccea and Olteni^a For the
moment, however. Western Europe maintained a wacchmg attitude and
after conciliatory discussions between Nicholas, Francis Joseph and
Frederick William at Warsaw in October, negotiations were resumed at

Vienna, and on 5 December a Protocol of the two Western and two Central
Powers declared against any curtailment of Turkish sovereignty or territory,

but mvited the Porte to reopen the discussions.

Meanwhile Aberdeen at home fought week by week a losmg game for

peace. Public opimon, m Clarendon’s words, seemed to tliink “there is

nothing to do but to declare war against Russia, just when she is yielding

the point in dispute, and back the Turk just when he acts contrary to our
advice. ..I believe the Turks expect to take Petersburg before Christ-

mas’’.** The Cabinet was riddled with dissension and there was constant

leakage of secrets.** At one moment Aberdeen, with the approval of

Gladstone and other colleagues, was prepared to send a clear warning from
the four Powers to Turkey, that “they would not permit themselves .to

be drawn into a policy inconsistent with the peace of Europe”.** But he
found both Palmerston and Russell “determined to resist this to the utmost
extremity”, and rather than nsk a split, abandoned his project. All this

time Russell behind the scenes was pressing the Pnme Mimster to resign

in his favour, as had originally been planned: but while he appears to have

genuinely thought that a stronger line against Russia would avert rather

than precipitate war, Aberdeen, not without excuse, feared the triumph of

the Jmgo wmg in the Cabinet and felt bound in honour to stay on and
“prevent any rash decision”. As he wrote to the Queen, “no doubt it may
be very agreeable to humiliate the Emperor of Russia- but Lord Aberdeen
thinks It IS paying a little too dear for this pleasure, to check the progress

and prospenty of this happy country and to cover Europe with confusion,

misery and blood”.®*

As if the situation w-ere not bad enough already, Lord John complicated

it still further by raising the question of the franchise and pressing for a

new Reform Bill. To this Palmerston objected, both on its meritsand because
it was so obviously ill-timed. Some of their colleagues believed that

Palmerston hoped “by raising the war-cry to drown the demand for an
extension of the suffrage”.*® In any case on 15 December Palmerston

resigned office, thereby dealmg a grave blow to the Government. He had
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consistently pressed upon Aberdeen the view that Turkey must be defended

against Russia
—

‘‘by negotiation if possible, and if negotiation fails, by force

of arms’’, that all stories of Turkish fanaticism were “fables”, that neither

the Greeks nor the Slavs provided a sufiScient nucleus for creating inde-

pendent states, and that therefore “the reconstruction of Turkey means

neither more nor less than its subjection to Russia”,®^ and that the Confer-

ence in Vienna was dead.*^ His resignation may be ascribed in almost equal

proportions to disapproval of Lord John’s project and of Lord Aberdeen’s

definite refusal “ to adopt the mode which you think most likely to restore

peace”.®® But his decisive reason was the news of the battle off Sinope,

which had just reached London, and the intense public excitement which it

evoked both in England and France.

Towards the end of November the Porte, disregarding even the warnings

of Lord Stratford, sent the Turkish fleet to reconnoitre in the Black Sea,

following tactics highly reminiscent of coat-trailing at Kilkenny Fair: and

then, instead of re-entering the Bosphorus, its incompetent commander
anchored in the open roadstead of Sinope. On 30 November a Russian

squadron surprised it there, and in the engagement that followed the Turks

lost all their ships and 4000 men. The two countries had been at war for

over a month, and if the Turks were justified in attacking and defeating the

Russians by land on the Danube, the Russians were equally justified in

retaliating by sea. Nor can there be much doubt that the Turks, though of

course ndt prepared for such condign punishment, had deliberately aimed

at provoking a conflict between Russia and the Allies. Prince Albert at the

time showed his perspicacity when he argued that to allow Turkish ships to

“pass before Sebastopol. . .can only be meant to msult the Russian fleet

and to entice it to come out, in order to bring our fleet into collision with that

of Russia and so make an European war certain ”.f Lord Stratford, when
he heard the news of Sinope, hailed it as good, “for that means war. The
Emperor of Russia chose to make it a personal quarrel with me : and now I

am avenged.”®® “Thank God, that’s war”, he said to the Embassy
physician. Dr Sandwith, who afterwards repeated it to Lord Stanmore.®’

In a word, the very situation had arisen which the Queen, anxious but

clear-sighted, had foreseen someweeks earlier, when she told Lord Clarendon

* “A Vienna Conference means Buol, and Buol means Meyendorff, and Meyendorff
means Nicholas, and the Turks know this, and so does all Europe” (24 October, to Kussell—Ashley, op, at p 54). Meyendorff was Buol’s brother-m-law.

i Sir James Graham, speaking officiallym the House of Commons, on 27 February 1854,
gave it as his opmion that Sinope was due to “the culpable negligence of the Turkish
commander” (Hamard^ cxxx, 1360). %

“My belief is we shall have to go into the Black Sea. I wish devoutly that it were
otherwise, and I also wish that we had other friends than those of Islamism to support”
(Stratford de Redchffe to Clarendon, $ December—Lane-Poole, op at, ii, 330).
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that we had “taken on ourselves, in conjunction with France, all the risks

of an European war, without having bound Turkey to any conditions with

respect to provoking it”.®® Moreover, Nesselrode was on unassailable

ground when he claimed that war was war and asked whether Turkey had

an exclusive nght to take the offensive.®^

Public Opinion and War

None the less, British public opinion, calmly oblivious of the treatment

meted out to the Turkish fleet at Navarino m 1827, and under far more
questionable circumstances to the Danish fleet off Copenhagen in 1807,

clamoured against the “massacre” of Sinope.* At this crisis we are faced

by the growth of a factor which had never before dominated British politics

to the same extent, namely irresponsible public opimon expressed through

the press. The older tradition of broadsheets and tracts had not yet died

out, while the deluge of pamphlet literature was now in full swing: both

catered for the masses and for the lower fringes of the new half-baked

middle class which Early Victorian prosperity had rendered active and

vocal. It was this opinion to which Palmerston gave a lead by his resigna-

tion, and when he was mduced to withdraw it ten days later, his place was

already assured as the leader of the nation in its warlike mood. The French

at once proposed joint measures to protect Turkey, as otherwise the Black

Sea would become a Russian lake: and before the end of the year Drouyn

de Lhuys was able to announce the decision of the two Governments to

send their squadrons into that sea.

The Campaign against Prince Albert

In England meanwhile public opinion fell into a positive frenzy of nation-

alist suspicion and jingoism, of which nothmg was more characteristic, more
undignified or more humiliating than the attacks directed against Prince

Albert, and so indirectly against the Queen, as being German or Russian

or both—^many people seemed incapable of distinguishing between the two
—^and therefore pacific and even guilty of actual treason. He was roundly

denounced as the chief agent of “the Austro-Belgian-Coburg-Orleans

clique, the avowed enemies of England and the subservient tools of Russian

ambition”.®® His unpopularity, due to his “un-English” habits and out-

look, made him an easy butt, and for some weeks he was attacked with

persistent scurrility by large sections of the press—^notably the Morning

* Even Mr Lane-Poole, writing in cold bloodm 1888, uses such phrases as "massacre
"barbanty” and “wantonness** (ii, 329).

s-w 21
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Advertiser^ then at its height, the Morning Herald and the Daily News^ but

also the Standard and Morning Post, The most concrete charge was that he

had had illegal access to the Queen’s correspondence with her ministers,

had himself corresponded with British diplomats abroad, and had used his

influence and special information to the detriment of British interests. A
great deal of nonsense was talked about his ‘‘unconstitutional position”,

and for a time it was very widely believed that the Prince had been com-

mitted to the Tower and was about to be impeached. This may seem too

fantastic to be recorded, yet can the general public be blamed for running

amok, when a leading Radical journal could seriously write in one of a

series of leading articles
—

“Better that a few drops of guilty blood should

be shed on a scaffold on Tower Hill than that the country should be baulked

of its desire for war?”^

So widespread was the mischief, that the Queen seriously considered

whether she could open Parliament in her husband’s presence, without

being publicly insulted: and ministers found it necessary to grasp the nettle

firmly and rob it of its sting. In the House of Lords it came to recrimina-

tions between the Prime Minister and Lord Derby as leader of the Opposi-

tion, each accusing the other’s press organs of the initiative in launching

these “ despicable” and “disgraceful” imputations. Aberdeen, after remind-

ing the House that he himself was accused of having “received a hogshead

of gold from Russia” and of being “Austrian as well as Russian”—^though

Britain was “acting in direct concert with Austria” agamst Russia—clearly

affirmed the Prince’s constitutional right to be the Queen’s adviser, and

quoted abundant proof that Melbourne, Peel and Wellington alike had the

highest opinion of his “judgment, temper and discretion”, the former

advising her “to rely upon him with confidence” and the latter desiring

to have the Prince to succeed him
.
as commander-in-chief. Derby

“entirely concurred” in the Prime Minister’s praise of the Prince, but

denied his right “to insinuate that countenance has been given to the

slanders by members of the Conservative party”. The origin, he said, of

“the absurd charges...which led crowds to attend at the doors of the Tower
to see His Royal Highness go in, and which led individuals to say he was

sure to have been sent there if the Queen had not annoimced her intention

to go with him”, was to be found in the Morning Advertiser^ “a favourite

paper of the licensed victuallers”, which he himself did not read, but which,

he suggested, was in touch with the Duke of Newcastle and other Liberals.

Motmng AdverttseTf cf. Simpson, Lotus Napoleon and the Recovery of France, p. 241 , A
very graphic account of the popular agitation of these years is to be found in Mr B. Kingsley
Martin’s book The Tmtmph of Lord Palmerston, which throws a great deal of fresh light,

not only on the recesses of the Crimean War, but on mass psychology and press psychology
in general, and therefore deserves to be widely known.
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The myth was laid, and public opmion soon sought other scapegoats.

But the Court had to show great reserve and discretion, in face of divergent

outlooks inside the Cabinet itself By the next summer Prince Albert was
confiding to his brother, “We have much trouble with the Ministry.

Aberdeen still lives in 1814, Lord John m 1830 and Palmerston in 1848.

Parliament and the Press have suddenly become bom generals.’’®^

The Rupture

Meanwhile the Vienna Collective Note had been forestalled by another

Note of the four Ambassadors in Constantinople, to which Stratford induced

the Porte to accede: and this was duly despatched on board a Bntish frigate

to Sebastopol, for transmission to the Tsar. This was in itself well calculated

to wound the pride and kindle the national sentiment of Nicholas, who
resented what he described as a summons before an “ European council of

war”.®^ What aroused him still further was the news that a joint Franco-

British squadron had entered the Black Sea (3 January 1854). A personal

letter from Napoleon III only made matters worse: for Nicholas was still

highly incensed at the upstart Emperor and could not resist replying that

Russia in case of need would be the same in 1854 as in 1812. His nervous

state was heightened by the failure of his envoy Count Orlov to win over

Austria, and by what he fairly regarded as the equivocal attitude of Francis

Joseph and his Foreign Minister Count Buol. But his chief anger was

directed agamst England: he chafed at Aberdeen’s weakness, saw in

Stratford a personal enemy and in Palmerston “revolutionary propaganda

incarnate Foreign observers thought that he had aged ten years under

the strain of this crisis, and his half-mystical mood was reflected in a

manifesto rousing his people against the enemies of Christianity. This was

in one sense the counterpart of the agitation in the Turkish capital for a

Holy War.

The Tsar’s mental processes during this period are reflected in his

eloquent appeals to Francis Joseph for co-operation agamst Turkey

—

reminding him of the agreements of Munchengratz for just such a con-

tingency, and assuring him of his resolve to do nothing except in consulta-

tion. “Could you really want”, he wrote, “to espouse the cause of the

Turks, tot, Empereur apostolique} Could your conscience permit you? Well,

in that case Russia will march alone, under the Holy Cross, to her sacred

predestination.

On 6 Febmary it came to the rupture of diplomatic relations between

Russia and the Western Powers. In England the majority of the Aberdeen

Cabinet found itself slowly driven towards war, against its better judgment,

.

21-2
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by the strong pressure of public opinion. Long afterwards Gladstone

denied that they had “drifted*’ into war, but the phrase is Lord Aberdeen’s

own and is overwhelmingly proved by the course of events. The unhappy
Mmister assured John Bright that “his grief was such that at times he felt

as if every drop of blood that would be shed would rest upon his head”,®®

But the public frenzy held him as in a vice, and Palmerston by his “dex-

terous move”* of resignation and his discreet manipulation of the press,

especially after Sinope, soon became the mouthpiece of aggression. Even
the Radical Molesworth admitted Palmerston to be indispensable to the

Government, and Lord John, no doubt in a state of passmg huff, declared

that the tactics employed “would rum anybody but Palmerston”.®®

Nothing illustrates better Palmerston’s relations to public opinion than

the speech which he delivered as chairman of a banquet at the Reform
Club, in honour of Sir Charles Napier, on the eve of his departure as

commander of the Baltic fleet. The frivolous and vulgar tone of this speech

—^punctuated in the newspaper reports by cheers and roars of laughter

—

led John Bright to enter a protest in the House of Commons against what
seemed to him “reckless levity. . .discreditable in the last degree to the

great and responsible statesmen of a civilised and Christian nation”. But
Palmerston was entirely unrepentant, began his speech by a reference to

“the honourable and reverend gentleman”, and though called up sharply

by Cobden, went on to treat Bright’s opinion as “to me a matter of the

most perfect indifference”, since “he stands almost singly” in the opinion

that the country should “submit to any degradation rather than have re-

course to war”. He would gladly listen to Bright at the next Reform Club
dinner, “whatever state he may be in”, but “it might not add to the con-

viviality of the evening”.®'^ This was too much for Macaulay, who noted in

his diary that “Palmerston’s want of temper, judgment and good breeding

was almost incredible”.®® while Disraeli denounced Palmerston’s “invec-

tive” against the Tsar as “most undignified and indiscreet”.®*^

Palmerston, however, undoubtedly had the nation behmd him and quite

rightly claimed that he could “not reckon Cobden, Bright and Co. for

an5rthing”. It was the time when Franklin Lushington in his much-
lauded “Muster of the Guards” declared that

The cannons are God*s preachers when the time is ripe for war,

Tennyson, in one of his most famous passages, declaimed

So I wake to the higher aims

Of a land that has lost for a little her lust of gold,

And love of a peace that was full of wrongs and shames,
Hornble, hateful, monstrous, not to be told

Aberdeen’s own phrase to Graham, who rephed, “We have a crafty foe to deal with
(Martin, c^. au u, 178).
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For the Peace, that I deemed no peace, is over and done,

And now by the side of the Black and the Baltic deep,

And deathful-grinmng mouths of the fortress, flames

The bloodred blossom of war with a heart of fire . .

.

It IS better to fight for the good than to rail at the ill:

I have felt with my native land, I am one with my kind,

I embrace the purpose of God, and the doom assigned.

If ever a war was made by an ill-informed but ardent public opinion,

against the better judgment of a divided Government, it was the Crimean
War, It is the classic disproof of the view that peoples are always pacific

and only the statesmen or financiers warlike.*

During the winter and spring events inexorably drove France and

Britain together: for the great adventure on which public, press and Parlia-

ment were more and more resolved, an ally was essential, and while France

had more troops available, we had the ships and the means of transport. It

was a fatality that neither country could very well have risked action alone,

because each had one eye questioningly directed across the Channel : but a

common adventure provided exactly the vent desired, when the one could

safely indulge its ambitions and the other its sentiments. There was a fatal

madness in the very atmosphere, for even to the last Castelbajac, the

French Ambassador in St Petersburg, himself an opponent of war, strongly

upheld the view that the Tsar was really pacific, while Drouyn de Lhuys

realised well enough that the Vienna Note, accepted by the Tsar, met all

just demands, and even Thouvenel, who attached considerable importance

to the question of the Holy Places, complained from time to time of the

mischievous role of Stratford de RedcliflE^e, who had fallen foul of three

successive French Ambassadors to the Porte. Stratford himself hesitated

at times: on 5 December he told Clarendon that he wished devoutly that

the fleet could be kept out of the Black Sea, and also “that we had other

friends than those of Islamism to support’ and in the following April he

told his wife, “no pen can write the cnmes the Bashibezuks have com-

mitted”.’^ But these passing qualms did not affect the main issue. The lists

were now set—disappointment, wounded pride and mysticism working

upon the autocratic nature of the Tsar, a divided Cabinet and irresponsible

press in London, an all-powerful ambassador making a policy of his own in

Constantinople, and a monarch bent on cementing his newly established

power by the glamour of foreign alliances and a victorious war. All these

factors completely outweighed the not very impressive efforts of the two

• Mr Reddaway, in his apologia for Palmerston (C.H.F.P. ii, 381), is perfectly right

in saying that “it was the nation, not Palmerston or any other man who really made the

war*’.
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GermanPowers at mediation.’® On 27 February France and Britain addressed

an ultimatum to the Tsar, giving him two months to evacuate the Princi-

palities: debates in the House of Commons and the French Legislative

Assembly poured oil upon the fire, and the publication of Sir Hamilton

Seymour's report of his conversations with the Tsar and of the Nesselrode

Memorandum of 1844 both infuriated Nicholas and brought British public

opinion to the boiling point. As Nicholas disdained to answer the ultimatum

and sent his troops across the Danube on 20 March, hostilities against

Russia were officially declared in London and Paris eight days later. A
national day of prayer was ordained, but the Queen made good her protest

against its being one of ‘‘humiliation" also: it would not do, she argued, to

ascribe war to “the great sinfulness of the nation, . . .when it is the selfish-

ness and ambition of one man and his servants who have brought this

about It was on this characteristically Victorian note that the Crimean

War opened, those true and logical pacifists Bright and Cobden being

treated ever3rwhere with ignominy, and those later Prussian arguments of

the steel bath for effeminate mankind being put forward in every variety of

form by the poets and imaginative writers of the day.

Palmerston was the soul of the war party and the hero of its unbalanced

enthusiasm. To Lord John he confided his “beau ideal" of the terms on

which peace should be concluded: “Aland and Finland restored to Sweden.

Some of the German provinces of Russia on the Baltic ceded to Prussia. A
substantive Kingdom of Poland re-established as a barrier between Germany
and Russia. Wallachia and Moldavia and the mouths of the Danube given to

Austria. Lombardy and Venetia set free from Austrian rule and either made
independent states or incorporated with Piedmont. The Crimea, Circassia

and Georgia wrested from Russia, Crimea and Georgia given to Turkey
and Circassia either independent orconnected with the Sultan as suzerain."’®

In other words, his mind was full of vast and impracticable schemes for

remodelling the whole east of Europe to Russia's disadvantage, and bolster-

ing up the crumbling rule of Turkey.

In order to stiffen public opinion still further, the Government took the

then somewhat unusual step of publishing Seymour's confidential de-

spatches, recounting the overtures of the Tsar, and Lord Clarendon justified

the step in a speech to the House of Lords. While suggesting that Nicholas's

attitude was no worse in 1853 than in 1844 in 1829,*= claimed that if

England had admitted the dissolution of Turkey to be at hand, thdn his

prophecy might have come true: but we denied the impending dissolution

and rejected the territorial bribe. To yield would have placed “the affairs

of all Eastern Christians" at the mercy of Russia, and Ae maintenance of
* See supra, pp 134, 236.
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the Turkish Empire would have been “a vague and unmeaning term”.

Britain’s aims were unselfish; *‘we want nothing for our trade, and we fear

nothing for our Indian possessions It is to maintain our honour and

self-respect.” Her main object was ‘‘to check and repel the unjust aggres-

sion of Russia”: it was a “battle of civilisation against barbarism”, to

maintain the independence of Europe.’®



CHAPTER IX

THE DIPLOMACY OF THE CRIMEAN WAR

The Search for Contact

The Aberdeen Cabinet survived the outbreak of war for eleven months, but

though it contained more men of high ability than almost any ministry of

last century, it was rent by internal dissensions and continually dogged by

misfortune. Indeed, it was not until the scandals and disaster of the ensuing

winter raised an outcry at home and brought the popular hero Palmerston

to power upon the shoulders of the mob, that real energy and efficiency

began to be shown.

Of few other wars in history can it bel said that six months elapsed before

the two sides could get to grips with one another. The history of the war

has as a rule been written in entirely false perspective: a few deeds of

extreme heroism have received such exuberant publicity that the plain man
is still unaware of two capital facts—^that the brunt of the war was borne by

the French forces, which always greatly outnumbered theBritish,• ** and

above all, that the actual field of operations was really determined by

circumstances altogether outside the control of the western allies. Through-

out 1854 and even 1855 the key to the whole situation lay in Vienna. That

Austria under Francis Joseph and Buol pitiably mismanaged her foreign

policy, and ended by finding herself dangerously isolated in Europe, in no

way affects the truth of this contention.

The Tsar never even deigned to answer the Franco-British ultimatum,

and long before it had expired, sent his troops across the Danube. The
Western Alliance was proclaimed on 10 April 1854, terms mcluded
an invitation to other Powers to assist a campaign in which all conquest

and aggrandisement was expressly disclaimed and Russia’s inordinate

power and ambition were treated as full justification. Only ten days later,

however, the two Powers to which this appeal was mainly directed

—

Austria and Prussia—concluded an alliance of their own for the period of

the war now opening, by which they gave a mutual guarantee of territory,

• According to P^lissier the French losses up to December were 72,000, as against
*2,500 British. Raglan on x8 January 1855 officially estimated the strength of the French
aixny to be at least four times that of the Bntish (Martineau, Dtike of Newcastle^ p. 233).
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forswore separate alliances with other states, and made it clear that they

would only go to war with Russia if she should decide to annex the Prmci-

pahties or to cross the Balkan range and thus threaten Constantinople.

There can be little doubt that this was a disastrous step and that Bismarck

and his friends were right in the disapproval which they expressed at the

time. An agreement between the two Central and the two Western Powers

could almost certainly still have been achieved on terms halfway between

the Bntish and Russian extremes, and the Tsar v/ould then have yielded to

the inevitable, instead of allowing his illusions as to Austrian support to

stiffen his resistance to the West.* In actual fact, the camarilla which now
controlled Austria was deeply divided between a Russophil and a Russo-

phobe current, the hesitant Francis Joseph leaning on the whole slightly

towards the latter, under the influence of his mother and of his cousin

Archduke Albrecht. Despite the financial stress and a growing deficit, the

Austrian army was put on a partial war footing, and the concentration in

Galicia became a serious threat to Russia’s right flank. On 3 June Vienna

addressed to St Petersburg a demand for the evacuation of Moldavia and

Wallachia, and, furious as he was at such a proof of ingratitude towards

him. Tsar Nicholas found the strategic arguments against him overwhelm-

ing, and complied, though with a very bad grace. Neither he nor his

generals could shut their eyes to the patent military fact that Austria, m
the event of war, would threaten his land communications with the Danube

and perhaps even cut off his armies* retreat to Odessa. His annoyance was

increased by the knowledge that evacuation also meant the abandonment

of his Danubian campaign, which had been held up by Turkey’s successful

defence of Sihstria.f

Russia, Austria and the Principalities

No sooner, however, had the Russians withdrawn from the two Princi-

palities, than the Austrians themselves filled the vacuum, on the basis of a

secret convention concluded on 14 June with the Porte. Bucarest was left

in Turkish hands and the rest of Wallachia jomtly occupied, but Moldavia

was held exclusively by Austria The result was to insert a wide neutral

wedge betw’een the Turks and Russians on the lower Danube, and as

Francis Joseph, on the attainment of his immediate objective, resumed his

old policy of hesitation between the two groups, all idea of a joint advance

* On 29 January 1856 the Queen told her uncle King Leopold : I repeat now what we
have said from the beginnmg. . . ifPrussia and Austria had held strong and decided language

to Russia in 1853, we should never have had this war” {Letters of Queen Victoria, ni, 170).

In this she was unquestionably right

t With the help of a group ot aole Bntish oncers, Butler, Nasmyth and Ballard
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of the Western Allies and the Turks, from the delta m the direction of

Odessa, had to be abandoned. The Austrian Foreign Minister, Count Buol,

it is true, favoured alliance with the West, very largely because he feared

lest Napoleon, if Austria refused his overtures, should actively espouse the

cause of Italian liberty; and he had the support of the clerical party, whose

concern for the Temporal Power led them to favour the Power which

garrisoned Rome for the Pope. On the other hand the high aristocracy, and

most of the high command, leaned to the side of Russia.

It was Austria’s insistence upon the Russian evacuation of the Princi-

palities andthen heradoption of a passive role that really decided the Crimean

expedition. But for that, the struggle would inevitably have taken place on

the Danube. As it was, the Allies had positively to search for a point of

contact with their enemy. An invasion through Poland was impossible

without the active intervention of Prussia, an attack in the Baltic involved

the support of Sweden* and there thus remained, by a process of exclusion,

the Russian coasts of the Black Sea. The Allies, possessing an absolute naval

superiority, set themselves to destroy the strategic centre from which Russia

might hope to dominate that sea and achieve her designs on Constantinople

The first point of concentration for the French and British forces had been

Gallipoli, but in June headquarters were transferred to Varna, where,

however, cholera decimated their ranks and a mysterious fire destroyed a

vast accumulation of stores. Everything seemed to conspire in favour of

making the capture of Sebastopol the prime objective of the war.

Crimea as the Objective

As early as March 1854 Graham, as First Lord, spoke to Clarendon of the

Crimean fortress as ‘‘the eyetooth of the Bear”: and in April the Duke of

Newcastle (soon to become the first Secretary for War, on the separation

of the Colonial and War Offices) instructed Lord Raglan to make “careful

but secret inquiry into the present amount and the condition of the Russian

force in the Crimea and the strength of the fortress of Sebastopol. Your
first duty will be to prevent by every means in your power the advance of

the Russian army on Constantinople. . . .No blow which could be struck at

the southern extremities of the Russian Empire would be so effective for

this purpose as the taking of Sebastopol.” After discussions with Paris,

in which Napoleon was more constrained than constraining, definite in-

* 10 April—^James Martmeau, Duke of Nezvcastle, p. 143. Gladstone congratulated
Palmerston on being the first man m England to suggest the Crimea as the rn^m pomt of
attack (Guedalla, Gladstone and Palmerston^ p. 100).
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structions were sent to Raglan on 29 June, “to concert measures for the

siege”, in the belief that without such action and the capture of the Russian

fleet, it would be “impossible to conclude an honourable and safe peace

It should be unnecessary to emphasise the immense difficulties presented

in the ’fifties by the transport and supply of such large armies at such a

distance. Indeed to-day, with the perspective of 80 years, and only too

ample revelations at our disposal, the lamentable breakdown of commis-
sariat, road transport and medical services should cause no surprise But
it requires a greater effort to admit—^what is none the less an undoubted
fact—^that not all the valour of the British and French troops could have

saved them from disaster, but for the double handicap which circumstances

imposed upon the Russians in their turn. These were on the one hand the

lack of proper communications between the Crimea and the interior of

Russia, and on the other the doubtful and at times menacing attitude of

Austria, which rendered necessary the concentration of a large Russian

army along the Galician frontier and thus prevented the Tsar from throw-

ing his whole weight against the invaders from the sea. Whether, if that

had been possible, Russia’s overwhelming numbers would have made up

for defects of transport even more faulty than those of the Allies, is a question

for military historians to decide. Certain it is in any case that the respons-

ibility for the Crimean adventure rests rather upon the political than upon

the military chiefs. Raglan and St Amaud, Dundas and Hamelm alike dis-

liked the idea and acted more in deference to the known views of London

and the acquiescence of Napoleon III, “than to any information in posses-

sion of the naval and military authorities” * The decisive factor was the

combined optimism and aggressive nationalism of Palmerston, who was

convinced that “60,000 English and French troops with the fleet would

accomplish the object in 6 weeks after landing”, and that parallel operations

might be conducted in Georgia and Circassia, and that this would be the

surest way of winning over Austria, who “has as usual been playing a

shabby game”.^ His ideas of territorial change were so vast as to wrest

from Lord Aberdeen the plaintive phrase, “We have the plan sketched out

for a thirty years’ war.” ^

The Court, and in particular Prince Albert, took what was then a sane

middle course: his main desire was to avert an European war, but he felt

that “we cannot look on and see the Porte destroyed by Russia”.^ But after

the outburst of popular fantasy against the foreign consort, it was necessarj^

** Raglan’s official despatch in Kinglake, Invasion of Crimea, 11, 277-9, and Martineau,

op. ctt. p. 149. Newcastle replied to Raglan* cannot help seeing through the calm and

noble tone of your announcement of the decision to attack Sebastopol, that it has been taken

in order to meet the views and desires of the Government and not m entire accordance

with your own opinions” (ibid* p. 150).
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to walk circumspectly and play a somewhat effaced role: and though

Palmerston was now more and more in favour, there was the recent memory
of how he could defy and even browbeat or ignore the Crown.

Austria and the Four Points

It is not too much to affirm that throughout the war Austria remained the

key to the diplomatic situation: and this explains the negotiations which

led on 8 August 1854 to adoption of the so-called “Four Points’’ of

Vienna as the joint programme of the Western Powers and of Austria. They

may be summarised as follows

(1) The renunciation of Russia’s special treaty nghts m Wallachia,

Moldavia and Serbia and the substitution of a general guarantee by the

Powers.

(2) The freedom of Danubian navigation.

(3) The Revision of the Straits Convention of 1841.

(4) The renunciation of Russia’s Protectorate over the Christians of

Turkey.

Though they really contamed the germ of the future settlement, they

were in the first instance rejected with great indignation by Tsar Nicholas

and Nesselrode, and this rendered the Crimean expedition mevitable.

During the middle of September 58,000 Allied troops were landed and

within the first week won the battle of Alma, but the first assault upon the

fortress was unsuccessful, the genius of Todleben organised a most formid-

able defence, and after the heroic but not decisive actions of Balaklava and

Inkerman (25 October and 5 November), it became obvious that a long and

strenuous winter siege was inevitable. None the less, extravagant hopes

were still entertained in both London and Pans, and Napoleon planned—it

may be only as a ballon d^essai—^an elaborate revision of the map of Europe

which would give the Danubian Principalities and Bessarabia to Austria,

Lombardy to Sardinia, Caucasus and Crimea to Turkey, and either restore

Poland’s independence or assign it in its entirety to Prussian rule.

Meanwhile every effort was being made to induce Austria to throw in her

lot with the Western Allies, while the irresolute Frederick William IV did

his utmost to prevent Vienna and St Petersburg from quarrelling (or, if

Bismarck’s rude interpretation be allowed, “ran after Austria like a master-

less poodle”). His attitude was at least partly responsible for Russia giving

her assent to the Four Points on 28 November. But the Tsar had waited

too long, and on 2 December Austria, yielding to strong diplomatic pressure,

signed an alliance with the Western Powers, couched, it is true, in somewhat
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vague and elastic terms, but includmg a pledge of joint defence of the

Principalities against Russia and, if peace were not attamed by the end of

the year, a joint discussion of the best “means for securing the aims of the

alliance”. If Napoleon was unduly elated, Palmerston remained somewhat
sceptical, while the Tsar fulminated against the ingratitude of Francis

Joseph and ordered the young Emperor’s bust to be removed from his

room. He had already corned the charactenstic phrase, “The two most
foolish Kings of Poland were Sobieski and I, who helped Austna.”^ But
Francis Joseph seemed bent upon alienating friend and foe alike, for,

finding it impossible to carry Frederick William with him, he drew back and

stood irresolute between the two groups, thus leaving Sardinia free to step

into the vacant place in the alliance. The consummate diplomacy of Cavour

thus prepared the way for French advocacy of Italian liberation and accept-

ance of a free Italy as an equal among the Great Powers. Buol meanwhile

fondly imagmed that he had pegged out Austrians claim to the two Princi-

palities, and that in the end it would prove possible to annex them without

war: and the Roumanian question bulked largely m his calculations, smce

the union of Wallachia and Moldavia under a foreign Prince was likely to

react upon Austria’s numerous Roumanian subjects, and it therefore seemed

advisable to bring them once for all within the political orbit of the Habs-

burg Monarchy.

The Fall of Lord Aberdeen

During the winter of 1854 the Aberdeen Government was growing steadily

weaker, and suffered a series of annoying parliamentary reverses. The un-

expected resistance of Sebastopol, the hardships and obstacles due to an

unusually rigorous winter, and above all the harrowing accounts of in-

competence, neglect and disease taking their toll upon a gallant but well-

nigh helpless army and slowly tncklmg through to a public entirely

unprepared for anything save a speedy and overwhelming victory—all this

provoked intense excitement and impatience. Public opinion turned against

the Government and began to search for scapegoats.

The cnsis was rendered still more acute by dissensions inside the Cabinet.

Lord John Russell in particular showed great restiveness, not merely

pressing the cause of franchise reform with a zeal that was all the more

ill-timed because of the indispensable Palmerston’s active opposition to any

such idea, but at the same time arguing that Aberdeen’s very love of peace

and his good relations with the Tsar increased the danger of actual war,

and thus reaching the naive conclusion that the time was now ripe for his
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assumption of the Premiership.* Clarendon, who had long chafed at

Russell’s strange mentality, now wrote of him that he “was wrong in his

facts, insolent m his assertions, and most ill-tempered in his replies. No
spoilt child could be more perverse or inaccessible either to kind or firm

words.”® Prince Albert found in the Cabmet an “universal feeling of

indignation ... at Lord John’s conduct” : but he also found that it seriously

weakened the Prime Minister’s moderating influence. Indeed Lord Aber-

deen confided to the Prince that his “ great difficulty was not only the long

antecedent and mutual opposition between him and Lord Palmerston, but

also the fact that Lord Palmerston loved war for war’s sake, and he peace

for peace’s sake”."^

It was only with difficulty that Russell could be dissuaded from resigning

at the turn of the year, and he continued, very rightly, to press for more

energetic measures of co-operation with the French. He also demanded

that the Duke of Newcastle should be removed from the War Office and

replaced by Palmerston; but we now know that the Duke by no means

deserved the unstinted abuse levelled against him by contemporaries and

was already earnestly engaged upon remedial measures in the War Office.f

Matters came swiftly to a head on 23 January 1855, when Roebuck gave

notice of a motion in the House of Commons, to enquire into the conduct

of the war, and when Russell demonstratively resigned and left the sinking

ship. After much plain speaking the motion was adopted, a week later, by

305 votes to 148: and Lord Aberdeen at once resigned The Queen sent

successively for the Conservative leader Lord Derby—^who recognised that

he could not hope to stand without Palmerston’s alliance, but refused the

latter’s condition of an equal coalition; for Lord Lansdowne, whose age

and feeble health prevented him from acceptmg, and for Lord John Russell,

who imagmed himself to be the natural heir to the Premiership, but soon

found that at the moment only one of his colleagues would hear of acceptmg

office under him, and that, by a supreme irony of fate, this was no other

than Palmerston,® A fourth combination, of Clarendon as Prime Minister,

Russell as Foreign Secretary and Palmerston as leader of the House, was

wisely rejected by the Queen and her husband, on the ground that it would
“ spoil two efficientmen”—onewho lacked courage for the chief ofiice in the

state, the other whose conduct of foreign affairs had been a decided

failure,®

* Already on 10 May 1854 he had written to Clarendon :
**The great want of all is a head

ofthe English Cabmet. If a head could be foimd, all might be well ” But Clarendon did not
respond (Walpole, Life of Russell, 11, ai8).

t On 19 October 1864 The Times expressed the view that the Duke “had been made the
scapegoat of a powerful but meffectual Mimstry”, and this is probably not far from the
verdict of history.
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Palmerston as Prime Minister

Thus, by a process of elimination, Palmerston became Prime Minister or

6 February 1855, and was able without arrogance to call himself the

inevitable Prime Minister.’* He had made the retention of Clarendon at the

Foreign Office an absolute condition, and Clarendon himself was not pre-

pared to serve under Russell. Meanwhile it is entirely characteristic of the

chivalrous Aberdeen that he should have used all his influence to induce

the Peehtes to enter the Government of his successor. Thus for the moment
the new Cabinet was identical with the old, save for the elimination ol

Aberdeen, Russell and Newcastle, who was succeeded by Lord Panmure.

But within a very few weeks Palmerston found it advisable to accept an

unrestricted enquiry on the Roebuck Imes, and the three Peelite Ministers

—Gladstone, Graham and Herbert—^takmg the view that such an enquiry

was a most dangerous constitutional innovation, announced their final

withdrawal. Palmerston, however, held the tiller firmly; the ship, whose

gunwales had been awash m the squall, swiftly righted itself and made
increasmg way. The Queen recorded, with evident approval, Lord Derby’s

conviction ‘‘that the whole country cried out for Lord Palmerston as the

only man fit for carrying on the war with success The country was

unquestionably behind him, ready to endorse more vigorous measures and

a less conciliatory peace programme: and one of his first steps was to assure

Napoleon III how much the alliance owed to His Majesty’s “loyalty,

frankness and sagacity”, and how firmly resolved he himself was “to restore

order to our camp before Sebastopol and to imitate the fine example of the

French camp This seems for themoment to have revived the old anxieties

of the Queen and the Prmce, who asked each other what control the Cabmet

could hope to exercise on foreign affairs, if the Prime Minister acted in

direct concert with the Emperor of the French.

By an irony of fate, at the very moment when Britain’s warlike attitude

was strengthened by Palmerston’s advent to power, an event occurred

which led to the growth of less aggressive sentiments in France. This was

the death of the intransigeant Tsar Nicholas, to whom victory had become

a matter not merely of prestige but of personal honour, and whose auto-

cratic outlook rendered compromise wellnigh impossible (2 March). With

the accession of the milder Alexander II, Napoleon, whose attitude towards

the war had from the first been determined rather by calculation than by
* Ashley, op at, p. 77. **Wherever I go”, said Lord Dudley Stuart, “m the House [ol

Commons] I have heard but one opinion. . .and that has been pronounced in a single word

or a single name—^Palmerston.” Cf Mr Kmgsley jVIartin^s admirable survey in Tin

Tniunph of Lord Palmerston^ pp. 224-44.
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principle, addressed himself to the task of re-establishing Franco-Russian

relations. It is true that shortly before the Tsar died, Napoleon had sent

reinforcements to the Crimea under Pelissier and Niel, and was even

contemplating a personal visit to the seat of war. But this was conceived

rather as the final act in the great drama, timed to coincide with the fall of

Sebastopol: the army could then return crowned with laurels, and the

stability and virtues of his regime would be apparent to all the world at

the very moment when the Universal Exhibition was to open in Paris.

In striking contrast to the ’thirties or ’forties, French opinion in 1855-6

was far less bellicose, far less liable to panic, than opinion across the

Channel, which, as the war dragged on, grew steadily more aggressive and

exacting.

With some difficulty the Emperor was induced by Persigny, Morny,

Drouyn, Clarendon and others to renounce his journey: on the one side

there was fear lest some evil might befall him, such as would react upon the

home situation, on the other there was the suspicion that in presence of the

Emperor ‘^the British army would become a mere brigade”.^^ But it was

impossible to disregard his pacific wishes and those of the new Tsar, as

expressed in Nesselrode’s Circular Note: and a Conference was therefore

convened at Vienna on 1 5 March, to explore the possibilities of peace on

the basis of the Four Points. While Napoleon stressed the value which he

attached to the negotiations by sending his Foreign Minister, Drouyn de

Lhuys, to Vienna, Palmerston invited Russell to become the British repre-

sentative, thus ridding himself of an irksome colleague at a time of crisis

and yet seeming to win future-support by entrusting him with so important

a mission and pleasing the French by the selection of an ex-Premier.*

The Conference of Vienna

Into the complicated discussions that followed it would be an error to enter

in any generd history: for the reader would then be in danger of not seemg

the wood for the trees. On the first two Points—^the collective guarantee

of the Principalities, and the free navigation of the Danube—agreement

seemed within easy reach: and the main controversy centred round the

third Point, which dealt with the status of the Straits. Discussion ranged

between the two alternatives of restricting the naval forces of Russia or of

authorising the Allies to maintain equivalent forces of their own in the

• “The reasons against,” wrote Palmerston to Clarendon, “are his habit of acting upon
sudden impulse, his rather dry and stift habits, his aptitude to be swayed by others, and the

circumstance that if he came back with success, he would be more mconvenient to the

Government than he would otherwise be ” (10 February 1855, Maxwell, op, at ii, 63). This
throws a somewhat harsh light upon the friendship of the two veteran Whig chiefs.
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Black Sea. The difficulty of agreement was increased by BuoPs shifty and

arrogant attitude and still more by the absence, and when he at last arrived,

by the extreme reserve, of the Turkish delegate. This was largely due to

Stratford de Redcliffe, who discouraged the Porte from sending an envoy.

‘‘It is just like him,’’ wrote Clarendon to Russell, “He never will help

anybody else and will always thwart any business which is not carried on a1

Constantinople, where he can have the principal finger in the pie ” But

it is altogether characteristic of Clarendon that though he keenly resented

Stratford’s behaviour, and told him so with a frankness that would have

been brutal towards almost any other man,-*^ he declined to consider

Russell’s suggestion that the Ambassador should be recalled, in the behei

that he would be an even greater obstacle to peace if he returned to England

Yet he confided to Cowley that Stratford “hopes the negotiations will fail,

which of course means that he won’t allow the Porte to accept any terms

of peace. He appears to think that John Bull has not yet bled either in

purse or in person as he ought to have done
”

Once more, as in 1853, Clarendon’s weak attitude must be condemned

as altogether inexcusable: for he was fully aware that quite apart from

Stratford’s fatal influence upon the Turks, he had been engaged in constani

quarrels with Admirals Dundas and Lyons, had greatly complicated iht

problem of assistance to Fenwick Williams in beleaguered Kars, and above

all maintained a vendetta with his colleagues at the French Embassy, thuj

introducing ’an awkward element of friction in the relations of Paris anc

London. Lacour had already found it impossible to work with Lore

Stratford: his successor General Paraguay d’Hilhers (whom Stratford him-

self regarded as “the very quintessence of French vanity and recklessness”

and who was certainly little suited to delicate diplomatic tasks)f was sooi

recalled to Pans and no other than Napoleon informed Clarendon tha

he was deliberately sending a Charge d’Affaires instead of an Ambassador

in order to avoid further friction. That Charge, Benedetti, has left on recorc

his o^vn views and those of a former Charge, Sabatier, as to the impossibb

temper of “The Great Eltchi” The one said of him, “His colleagues wen

his enemies: he never allowed one of them to join him on the height when

^ I have deferred m all things toyour eminent position and great local experience I hav

maiked but not noticed your general disregard ot whatever had the appearance of mstruc

tions Last, though by no means least, hardly a week passes without m\ fighting som

battle somewhere for you The Emperor has told me that he has no Ambassador at Con

stantmople now, because he thought his Chaige d Affaires w'ould be beneath your notice

but that things were not improved and the message I received two days ago was *
‘ qu’ici c

h Londres nous sommes les meilleurs amis du monde k Constantinople nous sommes ei

guerre’ ” (i3 February 1855—Clarendon to Stratford, Maxwell, op. at n, 66).

t Hubner, on learning of the appointment, refers to him as “bns.-raison et mauvai

coucheur qui se brouillera avec tout le monde, i commencer par Lord Stratford ” (Seh

An$ de Souvenirs^ 1 , 162).

s-w 22
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he had placed himself”: while the other wrote, “Systematically hostile to

France, he has always been our adversary in all questions where we would

not let ourselves be dragged m his wake or submit to his jealous and

haughty patronage.” Even the Porte itself, “in great confidence”, con-

veyed through Musurus to Clarendon “the earnest entreaties of the Sultan

and Government to be relieved from an oppressor who prevents their doing

what is right, because he will have all the merit of it exclusively, and thereby

lowers them in the eyes of their people”.*

The Vienna discussions continued throughout April. Austria being op-

posed to the complete neutralisation of the Black Sea, the Western Powers

advocated a limitation of the naval forces of the nverine states. Prince

Gorchakov, in rejecting this, suggested that the Straits Convention of 1841

should be abolished and free passage assured to the ships of all nations at

peace with the Porte: but as the effect of this was to accord to Russia free

access to the Mediterranean, France and Bntain in their turn refused. Buol

made a final effort to avert a failure of the Conference, and his proposals

are worth summansing—an European guarantee of Turkish independence

and integrity; closure of the Straits, but maintenance of allied ships in the

Black Sea; limitation of the Russian fleet and in the event of any infringe-

ment an automatic increase by the Allies: and finally the right reserved by

the Powers to keep the Straits open to the entire naval forces of the Allies,

if the Porte should be in danger. In* the belief that these terms would at

last secure the active support of Austria, both Russell and Drotiyn assented,

the latter admitting that the motive of his visit to Vienna was “not so much
peace with Russia as an alliance with Austria”.^® The fact is that Drouyn
never really trusted England and hoped for an agreement between the

Second Empire and Catholic Austria: but his direct secret overtures to

Francis Joseph were met by evasion and led to nothing. Meanwhile, how-

ever, Napoleon and Eugenie had paid their state visit to England, and the

British statesmen had held a joint council of war with Marshal Vaillant.

The result was that Napoleon was induced to repudiate his own Minister,

while Clarendon raised objections to what he regarded as tantamount to

the “permanent policing” of the Black Sea, and Palmerston denounced
the Austrian scheme to the Queen as “really a mockery”, “alike dangerous

and dishonourable”.^® It has always remained somewhat of a mystery why
Russell failed to realise that he was committing himself far beyond what
not merely Palmerston, but even Clarendon, was ready to accept. Clarendon

was on tenterhooks as to what he called “the devilries at Vienna”,^’ and
the only two explanations of what happened—and neither entirely fits the

This Ciarendoa repeated confidentially to Cowley, adding, “ Of course I could not
listen to this, but I beheve it and sympathise with the sufferers’* (Maxwell, op. cit. 11, 68).
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facts—^would seem to be that the envoywent beyond his instructions, or tha

the Foreign Secretary gave him a free rein in the hope that he would fal

at a fence.

Early in May Drouyn was succeeded by the pliant Walewski as Premier

and Russell also resigned, but yielding to the earnest entreaties of botl

Clarendon and Palmerston, consented to remain in office and remain silent

What finally decided him was the view put forward with equal msisteno

from London and Paris, that acceptance of the Austrian terms might hav
led to “the instant acquiescence of Russia and the consequent evacuatioj

of the Crimea”, that a withdrawal before Sebastopol had fallen would bi

intensely resented by the French army, and that both the Alliance and evei

the Emperor’s throne would be endangered.

Lord John Russell Resigns

Lord John, who had acted from motives of loyalty to the Government and tb
Alliance, soon found himself in an utterly false position. For on 24 Ma;

Disraeli brought forward a motion condemning “the ambiguous languagi

and uncertain conduct” of the Government, and pledgmg the House t(

active prosecution of the war; and he concentrated much of his criticisn

upon Russell’s conduct of the negotiations in Vienna. Lord John’s defenc

was unexceptionable in its warlike tone and its denunciation of Russia; an

there is some piquancy in the fact that in passing he eagerly disclaimed th

idea ascribed to him of wishing “to make this a war of nationalities”, ani

committed himself to the view that the cause of Poland was “hopeless*

For the moment he was able to regain the confidence of the House on th

eve of the Whitsun Recess. But, naturally enough, under the peculia

circumstances, he passed over many essential facts, as seen by Vienna 0

by Paris: and Count Buol, never an easy or too tactful colleague, felt con

strained to issue his own version of what had happened and disclosed fo

the first time the exact nature of his proposals and the fact that both Russel

and Drouyn had endorsed and recommended them The result of thi

revelation was a storm of obloquy against Lord John in the entire Londo:

press: he was pressed for an explanation in the House of Commons fror

two such different quarters as Milner Gibson and Bulwer Lytton, and hi

defence on 12 July left so much unsaid (in particular, his fears for th

Emperor and his dynasty obviously had to be suppressed, and yet they hai

really turned the scale of his decision), that few on either side accepted ther

as adequate. Indeed Cobden went so far as to say that he had never heari

a speech in the House of Commons which struck him “with such astonish

ment and grief”, while Disraeli held that Lord John’s explanations “ woul

zz-z
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not greatly reassure the daunted spirit of the nation”, and were “utterly

inconsistent with the facts of the case”. Russell’s resignation followed

almost inevitably next day. and for a time there was a complete breach

between him and Palmerston. How acute was the feeling is shown by
Clarendon’s manifestly unfair remark that Russell “filled up the measure

of mischief, and with malice prepense did all the harm in his power to every

English interest”.^*

More important than the temporary eclipse of a smgle statesman was the

definite failure of the Vienna Conference, which did not meet after 4 June,

and the general tendency to treat Austria as the European scapegoat and
her alliance with the West, in Palmerston’s unconciliatory phrase, as “a
stillborn child”. Even less complimentary was Napoleon’s passmg refer-

ence to her at the opening of the French Legislative Assembly—“We still

await Austria’s fulfilment of her obligations.”^® Francis Joseph, deeply

offended, withdrew into his shell, the number of Austrian troops under
arms was reduced, and the outbreak of cholera in Galicia stiU further

diminished the likelihood of her armed intervention.

The Final Struggle for Sebastopol

During the summer of 1855 feeling in England was more bellicose than
ever. The Peelite speeches of 4 June in favour of coming to terms with
Russia seemed even to the moderate Prince Albert to be mere “Russian
speeches”;®® and Palmerston’s stndent tones were obviously directed to

preventmg further overtures between the belligerents. In the main debate

he roundly afiinned that “the intention of Russia to partition Turkey is

manifest as the sun at noonday, and it is to prevent that that we are contend-

ing. That IS the object of the war If Russia were to stride like a Colossus

from the Baltic to the Mediterranean, British interests and commerce
would be in peril.” On 30 July he attacked Gladstone for his advocacy of
the Austrian proposals and flatly accused Russia of “aimmg at the normal
and physical subjugation of the Continent of Europe and the extraction of
those principles of political and commercial liberty upon which the inde-
pendent existence of the Kingdoms of Europe must mainly depend”.
Granville was certainly right when he and Gladstone agreed in thinking

that the French could easily have been won for the terms offered at Vienna,
“if Palmerston and Co. had not refused their consent”.®^

There can be no doubt that Napoleon Ill’s policy underwent an abrupt
change at the beginning of May 1855 and that this was above all due to
strong pressure from London and the personal impressions gathered during
his visit to the Queen. Just as Drouyn was above all concerned to win
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Austria, whom he regarded as a useful corrective to British influence on th

Continent, so his master, now as ever, attached more weight to the friend

ship and alliance of Britain and the satisfaction of national amour-propre

The Allies now had no choice but to prosecute the war more vigorousl;

than before, and had to abandon all hope of immediate assistance iron

Austria or her Prussian ally. Early m June the two fleets under Admira
Lyons made a somewhat ineffective naval onslaught upon Azov, and thi;

was followed by a series of determmed attacks upon Malakov and Redan
the two mam defences of Sebastopol (7-18 June). The Russians were stil

able to repulse the Allies, but their fast failing strength proved unequal t<

the counter-offensive on the Chernaya (16 August). Lord Raglan had ii

the meantime died and had been succeeded by the plodding and ineffectua

General Simpson; but Pelissier had strict orders from Paris to force on 1

final issue, and the end came soon after Queen Victorians memorable retun

visit to Paris (during which the Third Napoleon led her as his ally to hi

uncle’s tomb at the Invalides).

On 9 September the Malakov redoubt was captured by Marshal Pelissie

and gave its name to the victor’s dukedom: the Russians found it necessar

to evacuate the fortress and withdraw to defensive lines m the centre of thi

Cnmean peninsula. But the immense joy with which this was greeted ii

the West could not long conceal the divergent outlooks of Pans an<

London. For months past there had been marked sympathy, and periodi

exchanges of courtesy, between the French and Russian lines: and s

notable a victory was felt alike by military and civilian opinion in Franc

to offer a fitting occasion for compromise and peace. British opinion, oi

the other hand, was mortified by the contrast between Pelissier’s succes

and the serious British rebuff before the Redan. The Queen, in congratu

lating General Simpson, urged him to “lose no time in following up th

great victory and dnving the Russians from the Crimea”. The fall of thi

great fortress was thus treated as merely incidental—as possessing in itsel

no intrinsic value for the Allies, but simply serving as a pledge m hand fo

future bargaining. It still remained to weaken Russian power in the Baltic

and the London press soon wrote of Cronstadt as the next objective.

The Allies Disagree

In the Crimea itself, meanwhile, such was the exhaustion and war-w^earines

of all the combatants without exception, that a long pause automatical!

followed the surrender, the only further active step being Bazaine’s seizur

of Kinbum on 14 October without meeting any determined resistance, Th
Emperor for a time favoured the design of driving the Russians from th
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whole Crimea and even pushing farther north: but P^lissier did not conceal

his scepticism and made it quite clearthathewould only attack on the receipt

of explicit orders—in other words, that he would not accept responsibility

for the possible consequences. Napoleon hesitated, and nothing was done.

The winter was already upon them, and the more closely the Allies came
to consider alternative plans, the greater was the divergence of views

between them. The Emperor was of the opinion that the, only sound basis

for a further extension of the war was to appeal to all the subject nation-

alities of Eastern Europe, to free Poland, Finland and the Caucasus and to

restore Crimea to Turkey. In particular he would have liked to see the

resuscitation of the Polish state, either in complete independence or at

least on the lines laid down at the Congress of Vienna. “I could compre-

hend a policy”, so he wrote to Queen Victoria, “which would have a

certain grandeur and would put the results aimed at on a level -with the

sacrifices to be made.” But to such a cause the British Cabinet was in-

different, if not defimtely hostile: it had every justification for feeling that

its capricous taskmaster, public opinion, would utterly fail to comprehend.
The Queen reminded her ally that she had “no uncontrolled power of

decision, but must defer to Ministers and Parliament”; and she reverted

to the hope that Austria could now at least be won for active participation

in the alliance.®*

These disagreements were reflected in the British and French Embassies

at Constantmople. Stratford accused Benedetti of trying to counter his

influence with the Turkish Ministers, and on this occasion his complaints

were only too well grounded. For during a temporary visit of the Ambas-
sador to the Crimea, the weak Sultan was persuaded to appoint as Capudan
Pasha his own brother-in-law Mohammed Ali, who was not merely the

open enemy of Stratford’s close friend Reshid Pasha, but was a man of

famous character, guilty of corruption andeven murder 1 The irrepressible

Stratford, on his return, demanded an audience with Abdul Medjid and
read aloud to him a formal protest, which described the appointment as “ an
open contradiction to Your Majesty’s laws against venality, to Your
Majesty’s previous commands, to the efficiency of the administration, to

the hopes of Your Majesty’s subjects, and to the just expectations of Your
Majesty’s allies”.®* Small wonder if Paris—^all the more resentful because

this particular ’Ftsa.ch.poUgi was not easy to defend—saw in this incident

the cornble of a long series of insults and pressed the London Cabinet,

though in vain, to recall Stratford. Small wonder if Stratford’s relations

with the new French Ambassador, 'Thouvenel, were bad from the very
outset.

During the autumn and winter Palmerston was more powerful, and more
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uncompromising, than ever: and it is not surprising that the Queen anc

the Prince should have reverted to their old misgivings. A letter on this

subject from the all too negative Clarendon to his future successor Granville

deserves quotation as the verdict of a constant and experienced observei

from the coulisses of every act. The Queen and the Prince, he notes, **ar<

always ready to let their old rancour agamst him (Palmerston) boil up anc

boil over, though he has done nothing to justify this since he has been ir

office Like everybody else, he requires to be dealt with after his owr
fashion, and he won’t bear to be hrusqui or put down by authority. The}
don’t bear in mind the total change in Palmerston’s position. He has nc

colleagues to fear or to upset: he has attained the object of his ambition

he can’t act upon his impulses at the Foreign Office : he is more immediately

responsible to Parliament than he ever was before: and he is proud 0

having, as he thinks, overcome the repugnance of the Court. The Queei

therefore must not persist in thinking him the Palmerston of old. He hai

put off the old man and has become a babe of grace with his alterec

position. He cannot wish to get into trouble : but he requires to be delicateb

handled.”

This extract serves also to illustrate the extent to which Clarendon hac

at this time fallen under the spell of his more masterful chief, even thougl

he endorsed Sidney Herbert’s moty that Palmerston “always wishes to pla;

double or quits ”.2® In foreign policy the Prime Minister naturally had thi

last word, but he also had most of the initiative, and the Foreign Secretary’

main function was to water down Palmerston’s impulsive utterances an<

to keep Windsor calm. Mr Guedalla deprecates a certain tendency t

represent him as flippant and truculent, but he quotes the comments c

Disraeli in this very period upon his adversary’s “rollicking air” and lov

of poking fun. He also quotes a series of summary verdicts upon men wit]

whom Palmerston had to deal. Walewski, for a time the French Ambassado

in London and afterwards Foreign Minister and Premier, Palmerston de

nounced as “a tricky rogue”: Thouvenel—Drouyn’s successor at the Qua

d’Orsay—^was “an accomplished follower of Loyola”, with an intens

hatred of England: Prokesch-Osten—^Austria’s brilliant representative i:

Constantinople—was “a low-minded strollmg player”: ICing Otto c

Greece—^this with perhaps more pardonable exaggeration—^was “the curs

of the Greek people”.^’ But Palmerston’s recklessness of statement coul

easily be multiplied tenfold.

As early as 25 August Palmerston had warned his brother in Naples tha

after the impending fall of Sebastopol “our danger will then begin—

danger of peace, not a danger of war”.®® The other side of the medal i

reflected in Cobden’s melancholy comments to his friend Henry Richarc
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of the Peace Society, on “the deluge of fierce passions which everywhere

covers the land I am actually so amazed and disgusted and excited at

the fren2y to which all classes—and especially those called middle and

respectable—have abandoned themselves, and am so horrified at the im-

pudent impiety with which they make God a witness and partaker of their

devilish paroxysm, that I would rather say nothing about it. My only hope

is m Louis Napoleon, his interests and necessities.’’ And indeed French

feeling, official and popular, henceforth grew week by week more pacific, in

contrast to the bellicose lucubrations of the London press.

Clarendon was at this time completely under the ban of the Prime

Minister. Realising to the full the difference between the two allied

capitals, he told his wife that “a termination to the war would be as popular

m France as it would be unpopular here, that Louis Napoleon would be

applauded for it, and we stoned with stones that we died”.^° Thus the

British Cabinet followed meekly in the wake of the Jingo opposition, of

which Palmerston had constituted himself the mouthpiece, and resented

the fact that France had long since shaken off her illusions. Clarendon’s

private annoyance found expression in the strange phrase, “Those French
are mad with fear and roguery” but even to Persigny, the new French

Ambassador in London, he was outspoken enough. “Your public opinion”,

he told him, “favours peace, ours war.”

Napoleon’s Peace Feelers

Realising only too well the intransigeance of Bntish statesmen and the

growing impatience of his own subjects, Napoleon had no course open to

him save to put out fresh feelers for Austrian mediation, despite the latent

friction between the courts of Pans and Vienna. But quite apart from this

channel, there was a keen desire for peace on the part of the lesser German
states, and the Premiers of Saxony, Bavaria and Wurttemberg—Beust, von
der Pfordten and Hugel—each contributed in a small way towards establish-

ing direct contact between Napoleon and the Russian Government. There
were soon parallel negotiations on foot, though of a secret and informal

character—the one set between Napoleon’s half-brother and confidant,

Count Momy, and the Russian Ambassador in Vienna, Prince Gorchakov
(Momy usmg his financial connections with Baron Eskeles and Baron Sina,

two prominent Viennese bankers), the other between Napoleon’s other

kinsman, the French Premier Count Walewski, and the Saxon diplomat,

Baron Seebach, who was a brother-in-law of the veteran Russian Chancellor,

Count Nesselrode. There were hesitations and reluctance on both sides,

for the Tsar’s amour-propre had to be considered, while the Emperor, with
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all his eagerness for peace, was not ready to sacrifice to it the alliance witi

Britain. But these talks, though they had no concrete results, created ar

atmosphere m which others could work: and already on 14 November j

Protocol was signed at Vienna by France and Austria, defining the terms 0

peace which the latter was prepared to submit to Russia in the form of ai

ultimatum. These terms were in effect a stiffening of the original Fouj

Points, the third of which, now as ever the most contentious, provided fo]

the neutralisation of the Black Sea and the abolition of all arsenals and ever

of all naval forces save a few light vessels for the control of commerce
Austria insisted on the addition of a demand for the restoration of southeri

Bessarabia to Moldavia (which latter she herself secretly hoped to retam)

while a further clause, added at the instance of London, entitled am
belligerent to put forward special conditions at a later date. Austria at las

bound herself to enter the war in the event of Russia’s refusal of the ulti

matum. There was some further delay while the final terms were com-

municated to Paris and London, but in the last week of the year Coun
Valentm Esterhazy was sent with them to St Petersburg, and Austria coulc

no longer draw back.

While Napoleon was full of eager hope that they would be accepted

London was far from enthusiastic and held out for the neutralisation of th(

Sea of Azov as well as the Black Sea, and for a direct Russo-Turkish agree

ment as to the number of warships on both sides. The fall of Kars oi

28 November, which of course increased Russia’s powers of bargaining

caused great excitement in England, and the state visit of Victor Emanue

and Cavour was made the occasion for fresh warlike demonstrations Th
Emperor wrote to Queen Victoria, disclaiming all idea of “peace at an;

price”, but there was no longer any doubt that he regarded the negotiation

now proceeding with Austria, Prussia, Sweden and even Spain, not as aid:

to a more vigorous prosecution of the war in the coming spring, but simpl;

as a means of isolating Russia in Europe and thus inducing her to accept th<

inevitable, would give four fingers of my hand”, he had said early 11

November, “to sign peace at this moment.”

Austria and the Peace Prelimina^ries

At first Tsar Alexander made reservations, but after a Crown Council ii

St Petersburg on 15 January 1856 he yielded to the inevitable, under th

joint pressure of the military situation, disordered finances, the urgen

appeals of his uncle Frederick William IV, and a consciousness that i

would be little short of insanity to add Austria to his other enemies at thi

stage. The ultimatum was therefore unreserv^edly accepted as the basis 0
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peace preliminaries, though it was made clear to Buol that Austria was

risking the permanent alienation of Russia.^^ Moreover, the Tsar had by

now every reason to regard Francis Joseph and Buol as shifty and unreliable,

and threw his whole weight in favour of Paris rather than Vienna as the

seat of the future Peace Congress. This met with the approval of Clarendon

for a somewhat similar reason: it would be easier there to pursue what he

already regarded as his chief task, “to keep the Emperor straight*\®® The
British Government was indeed disconcerted by the prospect of peace, and

public opinion remained bellicose. The Queen could not bear the thought

that “the failure on the Redan should be our hstfait d"armes^\ and told the

Emperor that in her view “our position towards Russia will be better after

rupture” with Austria.^® Palmerston could still write to the Queen, “The
cabal of stock-jobbing politicians by whom Napoleon is surrounded, must

give way to him if he is firm” : and he adhered to his old view that it would

be better “to continue the war without any allies save Turkey”.®^ But the

Duke of Cambridge, then on a visit to Paris, was in no way exaggerating

when he warned the Queen that “France wishes for peace more than any-

thing else on earth, and this feeling does not confine itself to Walewski or

the Ministers—it extends itself to all classes”.®®

Palmerston remained adamant against all suggestion of concessions in the

Black Sea question, saying, “I can fancy how I should be hooted in the

House, if I were to say we had agreed to an imperfect arrangement about

one of the most important points, as a personal favour to Count Buol

or to save the amour-propre of Russia.”®® Writing to Clarendon a little

earlier, he had already defined his aim as follows; “We went to war

not so much to keep the Sultan and his Mussulmans in Turkey, as to

keep the Russians out of Turkey.”^ He even went so far as to inform

Seymour in Vienna that he regarded BuoPs proposals as “impertinent”

—

adding that it would be well for Buol to “keep his threats for elsewhere and

not send them over here”.^^ But in the words of Clarendon, “France was

determined on peace, and whatever Palmerston in hisjaunty mood may say,

we could not have made war alone, for we should have had all Europe

against us at once, and the United States would soon have followed in the

train.” The Emperor “to this day has not got over Palmerston’s letter to

Persigny, saying we were quite able to carry on the war alone, with the aid

of Sardinia and Turkey”.* Cowley, whose ear detected every echo from

^12 March 1856—to Granville, Marwell, op at, il, 1 19 , Palmerston to Persigny, 21 No-
vember 1855—^Ashley, op, at, ii, 103. On 21 January he had written to Stratford de Red-
dbdSe :

** France---Government, people and army—are bent on peace at any price. We have
no such feehng and are determmed not to have peace imless it be a safe and honourable one.
The Emperor inclmes towards us, but his position is becoming daily more embarrassing,
and m one way or another the Alliance is bemg sorely tried** (Lane-Poole, op. at, ii, 434).
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the Tuileries, had reached the unhesitating verdict that ‘‘the Empero
could not, if he would, continue the war’\^^

The interval which elapsed between Russia’s acceptance and the actua

opening of the Congress was filled by a long controversy as to the admissioi

of Prussia. Britain, angry at Prussian neutrality and anxious lest Frederic]

William should throw his weight in favour of his nephew the Tsar, strongb

opposed Prussia’s admission, arguing that she had throughout the wa
sheltered herself behind her status as a German Federal State, and coulc

not therefore now suddenly pose as a Great Power. The Emperor, thougl
distinctly embarrassed, followed England’s lead in this, if only to be mon
able to restrain her in other directions: but in the end it became abundanth
obvious that Prussia, if excluded, would refuse all international obligation

such as the Congress might lay down, and that this would create a mos
awkward gap in the European system. As Hubner very plausibly arguec

to the Emperor, “one can’t chastise a great state as if it were a small boy
and it would be wrong to humiliate Prussia without diminishing its materia

power. . .To exasperate itwould only drive it into the arms of theenemy”.^
Meanwhile the British Cabinet made little attempt to conceal its pre-

occupation as to the possibility of a Franco-Russian rapprochement. Th(
Tsar was represented by his father’s intimate friend, the veteran Coun
Orlov, a soldier of gigantic stature whose manners and dress recalled th<

Paris of 1815, but who possessed diplomatic gifts second to none at th(

Congress and won the goodwill of the Emperor in his first audience. Hi

was ably seconded by the astute Baron Brunnov, who worked in thi

coulisses while Orlov’s fame filled the salons, the press and the print-shopi

of Paris. While Brunnov took the line that war could have been avoidec

altogether but for the West’s excessive and unjustified suspicion of Tsa;

Nicholas, Orlov freely admitted his late master’s rash diplomacy in sending

Menshikov to Constantinople and occupying the Pnncipalities, and he ever

affected regret for Sinope and the refusal to accept the Turkish amend-

ments to the Vienna Note. Austria was represented by Buol himself

arrogant and bad-tempered, and now about to reap in isolation the fruit o:

his policy of vacillation and greed: and by Hubner, the very able parveni

Ambassador, whose memoirs are so useful a source for the diplomatii

history of the Second Empire Ali Pasha, though Grand Vizier and j

declared friend of France, played a somewhat effaced part; and Cavour

the greatest of all, represented a Power which was as yet only on probatior

in the Concert of Europe. The presidency of the Congress naturally fell tc

Count Walewski, who was but a pliant instrument of his Imperial cousin

weiak and singularly ill-informed, and all too attentive to the fluctuations o:

the Bourse. Clarendon, who knew him from London, did not hesitate tc
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speak of him to Napoleon himself as “insignificant, inept and of bad

faith’’ while Hiibner in his diary describes him as “more Russian

than Orlov”. In reality the keynote to his actions was supplied by an

intense conservatism and a genuine devotion to the Napoleonic idea and

dynasty. *

The British representatives were Lord Clarendon himself and Lord
Cowley, the Ambassador who enjoyed Napoleon’s confidence, but did not

return it. Granville records that “Clarendon is dying to be forced into

going”, and that “Palmerston does not like his going”.^® but it seems more
probable that in the end Clarendon went without misgivings and, above all,

lest worst might befall. He was certainly right in opposing Palmerston’s

strange idea that Admiral Lyons, with his doubtful record, would be a

suitable representative. There can be equally little doubt that the sending

of Palmerston himself would have had most disastrous consequences. The
more pliant Clarendon was from the first leagued with Buol in opposition

to all idea of leniency towards Russia: but he maintained close and cordial

relations with the Emperor and possessed the tact which knew how far it

was possible to go and when it Was necessary to yield.

The Congress of Paris

The Congress of Paris opened on 25 February 1856 and lasted just over a

month. Its history still remains to be written: for our present purpose it

must suffice to summarise the main problems—Turkish integrity, Turkish

reform, naval power in the Black Sea and the Straits, and the status of the

vassal Principalities—and to indicate the manner of their solution.

The opening discussions turned round the evacuation of occupied terri-

tory* the Russians naturally enough wished to use Kars as an object of

barter, and if possible as a means of saving southern Bessarabia, while the

British and Austrians held that Kars must be evacuated forthwith, and
without compensation.

After an obstinate resistance during the first two sittings, Orlov and
Brunnov realised that refusal would almost certainly have involved a fresh

rupture, and that Napoleon, on whom their chief hopes rested, would have

* See a discerning study of Walewski and other contemporary French statesmen in
Sevens, Le Second Empire, i, chap xii Clarendon once wrote ofWalewski as “ a man whose
moral sense is misty .and whose duties are subordinate to his vanity or mterests This
was probably too severe (2a December 1855, lo Lady Clarendon—Maxwell, op. at. ii,

p. io8). On another occasion Clarendon summed up Walewski m one of his drastic
phrases, as "with an empty head and an abundant abdomen” (Wellesley, The Parts
Embassy^ p. 170).
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had no choice but to fall into line with his allies. They therefore yielded

gracefully and took advantage of an evening reception at the Tuileries in

order to address a personal appeal to the Emperor for his mediation with

the British Government. The result of his ensuing conversations with

Clarendon was that “the special examination of the territories situated to

the east of the Black Sea**—an ominous and elastic phrase on which the

British delegates had hitherto insisted—^was reduced to the establishment

of a mixed commission to delimit afresh the Turco-Russian frontier in

Asia, while the British no longer raised the question of the fortresses on the

east coast of the Black Sea and contented themselves with the engagement

not to restore the fortifications of the Aland Islands The discussion con-

tinued as to the neutralisation of the Black Sea, Britain endeavouring to

extend it to the Sea of Azov also : but m the end the Congress rested content

with the formal assurances of Orlov that construction at the arsenals of

Nikolayev and Kherson would be restricted to ships expressly sanctioned

under the Treaty.

The navigation of the Danube was easily disposed of in a single sitting,

but the question of the future frontier between Russia and the Princip-

alities was long and keenly contested, Austria now taking the place of

Britain as the party mainly interested and most mtransigeant. The Russians

eventually yielded ground and consented in principle to the cession of the

southern districts of Bessarabia, but made reserves with regard to certain

Russian and Bulgarian colonies there: the exact details were therefore left

to a special commission, which was to find extreme difficulty m making a

settlement. The main object of this change was to cut off Russia from the

mouths of the Danube and thus debar her from all claim to figure as a

riparian state.

Austria, however, soon found that while the Congress did not wish

Russia to remain on the Danube, it was not prepared to lift one finger to

preserve Austrian rule in the Pnncipalities. Bud’s whole calculation had

centred upon their eventual annexation without a war. what, then, was his

dismay and fury when at the sitting of 27 March Count Walewski, as

President, pointedly enquired as to the date at which evacuation might be

expected! Buol “grew red with anger and went off Lke a rocket**:^® but he

found himself completely isolated and had no choice but to comply. Over

a year was to pass before the last Austrian troops departed, but already the

final issue was wellnigh irrevocable Palmerston had no sympathy for

Buol, whom he described as “ fond of Buollytng ^\ and prophetically foretold

that “m the next war between Austria and Sardinia, if it is brought about,

as it will be, by the fault of Austria, Sardinia wiU not be left alone as she

was last time”.^’
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From the first days of the Congress the fate of the Roumanians threatened

to embroil the relations of the Powers: for the line of division cut across

existing alliances. Napoleon Ill’s devotion to the cause of Italian independ-

ence needs no emphasis, for it was constantly in evidence and provided one

of the keys to his action at most points of his career. But his sympathies

for Roumania were scarcely less pronounced, though far less attention has

been devoted to them. In his mind this neglected and half-submerged people

figured as an emblem of reviving nationality in the Near East, as a Latin

sentinel set between Turk and Slav and Magyar, as a possible barrier to

Russian expansion southwards, as a medium of French culture and political

influence. ‘‘The great fault of the Congress of Vienna”, he one day told

Lord Clarendon, “is to have only admitted the interests of sovereigns, not

those of the peoples” : and thus by implication this strange autocrat, with

his mystical leanings, espoused the cause of democracy against Turkish

rule, while his British Liberal allies unreservedly supported the Sultan

against his oppressed subjects, and denied in the Balkans the principles

which they upheld in Italy.

Napoleon’s solution was the union of the Principalities under a foreign

Prince, and this he urged upon London, and more indirectly upon Vienna.*

In a personal conversation Clarendon raised every possible objection and

even affected to regard the union as “ an act of spoliation towards Turkey ”

:

but this did not deter Walewski, on the Emperor’s orders, from formally

proposingdt to the Congress, as conforming with the wishes and interests

of Ae Roumanian people. Clarendon did not at first oppose, but grew

steadily more lukewarm as both Austria and Turkey reacted violently

against union. Queen Victoria wisely argued that “nothing will oppose a

barrier to Russia and her mtrigues but the arrangement which will satisfy

the people themselves, viz : an hereditary monarchy”, and that “the

example of Egypt might perfectly well be followed in Wallachia and
Moldavia”,^ But Palmerston remained obstinately of the opposite opinion.

Russia on her side could not be expected to show enthusiasm for a barrier

state: but she saw a means of widening the rift between Paris and London,
and therefore sided with the French. Napoleon naturally was not prepared

to risk a real quarrel with his ally over a question that was secondary
despite all its implications: and the union might have been indefinitely

delayed but for the unwise tactics of Austria and Turkey, in strenuously

denying all desire for union on the part of the Roumanians themselves. The

^ Duke Ernest of Saxe-Coburg transmitted to Francis Joseph Napoleon’s suggestion
that Austria should relmquish Lombardy m return for the Principalities and a free
hand m Serbia, but Francis Joseph declined all discussion (Ernest II, Memoirs m 66
105).

’ *
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logical outcome of this was that the Congress appointed a commission to

investigate conditions on the spot and to report back to Pans, after specially-

elected Assemblies m each Principality had had time to express their

opinion This was an honourable compromise between the French and

British standpoints, ensured a thorough airing of the question, and had the

supreme advantage of eliminating from discussion the chief remaining

subject of discord. In a word, the Roumanian question was put into cold

storage for the time being: and the Treaty of Pans could be concluded on

30 March 1856,

The Treaty of Paris

The main provisions of the Treaty may- be briefly summarised:

All conquered territory was restored on both sides: but the Tsar con-

sented to a ** rectification” of frontier in Bessarabia, to be traced out by
special delegates, and the restored districts were to form an integral part

of Moldavia.

Turkey was included in the Concert of Europe, the Five Great Powers

and Sardinia guaranteeing its independence and teintonal integrity and

promising to refer to the others any dispute which one of them might have

with the Porte. A special clause mentioned the newly issued firman of the

Sultan in favour of his Christian subjects, took note of its spontaneous

character and high value, and disclaimed all idea on the part of the Powers

of interference in Turkey’s internal affairs.

The Straits Convention of 1841 was revised, the Sultan promising in

future “to maintam the principle invariably established as ancient rule of

the Empire”, prohibiting the entry of war vessels into the Dardanelles and

Bosphorus, and the Powers pledgmg themselves to observe this. The Sultan

was entitled to give a special permit for the passage of light vessels. The

Black Sea was then neutralised and all arsenals on its shores prohibited, and

freedom of trade was established in its waters.

Danubian navigation was placed under the control of two Commissions

—

one of the Five Great Powers, Turkey and Sardinia, for two years, and one

permanent, consistmg of delegates from all the nverme states.

The ancient protectorate of Russia over Wallachia, Moldavia and Serbia—

dating from Kutchuk Kainardji and extended by subsequent treaties—^was

expressly abolished, and in its place there was to be a collective guarantee

of the three vassal states by the Great Powers, no one of whom might

intervene without consulting the others previously. In other respects all

existing privileges and immunities were upheld, and the terms of investiga-

tion into the Roumanian situation were more closely defined. In particular.
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the two new assemblies were to be based on “the most exact representation

of the interests of all classes of society*’, in order that the wishes of the

population might find expression. Other clauses aimed at still further

reducing the possibility of armed intervention from the outside.

The net result of the Treaty was to check Russia in her advance towards

Constantinople and to secure for Turkey a further respite of twenty years

within which to re-establish herself by internal reforms. It was an attempt,

and a successful attempt, to substitute collective action for the separate

action of a single Power. But unhappily it proved impossible to make
collective action an organised reality: and the Turks, by playing off the

rival jealousies and interests, were able to evade senous control and rest

content with improvements upon paper only. British policy at the Congress

was based upon the assumption that Turkey was capable of reform: and

even to-day historians can still be found who plead that at that date Turkey
was “not clearly moribund*’.^^ To tlie Jingo press and the war party,

blinded by hysteria and ignorant of Eastern institutions, Turkish decadence

was naturally not clear: but it would be easy to quote many eminent con-

temporaries who knew the Turk to be incorrigible as a ruler of subject

races, and who were not deceived by Palmerston’s shallow optimism. Few
more damning admissions are to be found than those of Lord Stratford him-

self, at the very period when he was labouring to bolster up the Ottoman
regime. It may suffice here to quote the verdict of the Duke of Cambridge,

who wrote home to the Queen his impressions of the Sultan Abdul Medjid,

then highly popularm the British press. “He is, to say the truth, a wretched

creature, prematurely aged and having nothing whatever to say for him-

self,. . .As to his Ministers and in fact the whole population and country,

with the exception of Reshid Pasha, they are all a most wretched and

miserable set of people, and far, far worse than anything I could possibly

have imagined or supposed. In fact the Sick Man is excessively sick, indeed

dying as fast as possible: and the sooner diplomacy disposes of him the

better, for no earthly power can save him This is the opinion of every

person out here, of both armies, French and English.”®® But Palmerston

clung stubbornly to the opposite view, and supplemented it by the no less

erroneous theory that “the Sclavonians [the name then often used for Slavs]

do not possess the conditions necessary for becoming the bones and sinews

of a new state”.

The Turkish reforms (known as Hatti-Humayun) issued on 31 February

1856 and referred to in the text of the Treaty itself, were the supreme effort

of Lord Stratford, who had negotiated untiringly with the Porte throughout

1855 and secured the Sultan’s signature only four days before the Congress
opened. The great Ambassador’s attitude was logical throughout: he recog-
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nised the immense difficulty of applying reforms, and put it to Lord
Clarendon that “three levers are requisite—ist, the provincial authorities

to act in a right spirit; and, the power of the Government duly exerted for

their appointment and direction: 3rd, a force /row without to keep up a

steady animating pressure on the Government. The last, I am persuaded,

can alone constitute—if even that can—a durable and efficient principe

moteuY ” This pressure could come from “England alone, the Alliance, or

Europe”, and the order m which he named the three indicated his prefer-

ence.®^ Near the end of the negotiations he warned Clarendon that “if the

integrity of the Sultan’s dominions be formally secured, there is but too

much reason to fear the Porte will give way to its natural indolence, and

leave the firman of reform, now almost completed, a lifeless paper, valuable

only as a record of sound principles”.* It was for this reason that his first

reaction to a treaty which expressly disclaimed all idea of pressure upon the

Porte, was voiced in the words, “ I would rather have cut off my right hand

than have signed that treaty His fears were only too well-grounded,

and though numerous important changes were effected in the structure of

the Turkish state, the dry-rot of corruption and misiule, so far from being

arrested by the refonns, spread further with every year.

If, how’ever, Palmerston and other mid-Victorian statesmen were radic-

ally wrong in their hopes of Turkish regeneration, the respite accorded to

the Porte had one important effect which Napoleon III was probably alone

in foreseeing. For the next twenty years served as a respite not merely to

the Turks, but also to the young Greek, Roumanian and Serb national

states, which under the collective guarantee of Europe steadily grew and

consolidated, and were soon to become centres of national aspiration for

their still unemancipated kinsmen in Bulgana, Bosnia, Macedonia and

Albania. The foundations of the Near East were in process of slow recon-

struction, but in a manner as yet incomprehensible to Liberal opinion.

While, however, to Palmerston and Russell national movements meant but

little outside Italy, Gladstone’s far-sighted and prophetic vision made him

the champion of Roumanian, Serb and Bulgar no less than of Greek or

Italian, and vindicated the honour of Britain m the Near East.

The British Government was far from enthusiastic as to the terms of

peace, and its view was shared by public opinion The decisive factor was

the knowledge that nothing more could be wrung from Russia save by a

prolonged and bloody war, which France was no longer ready to contem-

plate. Palmerston made it clear to the Queen that “additional security”

* Lane-Poole, op cit ir, 437 His full programme was drastic, if logical—a barrier of

neutral or independent states between Russia and Turkey, the Dniester as a frontier

Cnraea disarmed, and the restoration of the Grand Duchy of Warsaw.

s-w 23
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against Russian aggression could only be attained by detaching Finland,

Poland and Georgia,^® while Clarendon pointed out that “a continuation

of the war would hardly have been possible either with or without France

To drag her on reluctantly would have kindled her ill-will, and “on the

first favourable occasion she would have left us in the lurch”, whereas, “if

we had continued the war single-handed, France would feel that she had

behaved shabbily to us, and would therefore have hated us all the more,

and become our enemy sooner than under any other circumstances”.

Clarendon even hinted at the possible “coalition of Europe”, aided by

America, against Britain.®^ To Granville he used the same arguments:

“whatever Palmerston in his jaunty mood may say, we could not have made
war alone, for we should have all Europe against us at once, and the United

States would soon have followed” and he had already warned Palmerston

that “the alliance, such as it has hitherto existed, is enjeu*\ The Queen
found these arguments convincmg, made Palmerston a knight of the Garter,

and offered marquisates to Clarendon and Cowley. But the terms of peace

were hissed by the crowd at Temple Bar, and Palmerston gave them a

half-hearted reception. Lord Malmesbury in the name of the Opposition

moved that the phrases “joy and satisfaction” and “honourable conditions

which fully accomplish”, in the Address to the Crown, should be toned

down to “satisfaction”, and “conditions which have appeared adequately

to .effect!”^® Lord Derby accepted the Treaty, “as I believe the country

will accept it, with some degree of reluctance”, and not as completely

attaining all the objects for which Britain had gone to war.®’ Lord Aberdeen

found nothing better to say than that “upon the whole ” it was “ all we could

expect—honourable to Her Majesty^s arms and creditable to the noble

earl”, and contrasted the “triumphant character” of another treaty signed

at Pans forty years earlier. Another speaker drew a singular comparison

with the Peace of Amiens, “at which all men rejoiced, but of which all men
were ashamed”.®® In the Commons Layard doubted whether “all the

great objects of the war” had been accomplished; Lord John Russell ex-

pressed “neither joy nor satisfaction”: while Disraeli held that “peace is a

great blessing when war has been carried on so inefficiently”. Gladstone,

in a notable speech, regretted that nothing more “substantial” had been

done for the Principalities, had his doubts about the efficacy of Christian

rights under the Treaty, and saw in the neutralisation of the Black Sea
“nothing more than a series of pitfalls”

; but he spoke of the proposal to

submit international differences to arbitration as “a great triumph”.®®

Moreover, all these lukewarm utterances followed several nights of acrid

debate upon the Government’s “want of foresight and energy” m permit-
ting the fall of Kars. James Whiteside, the mover in the debate, claimed
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that Kars could have been saved by a credit of £30,000 and quoted, a little

irrelevantly, the lines

The age of virtuous politics is past

And we are deep m that of cold pretence:

Patriots are grown too shrewd to be sincere,

And we too wise to trust them.

Palmerston on his side made an effective, though not altogether con-

clusive rejoinder, insisting that neither Bessarabia nor Moldavia nor

Asia Mmor was a sound line of attack, and that the Government had
throughout concentrated upon dealing “a blow at the heart’', vrhich they

could effect at Sebastopol. In parenthesis he admitted that a campaign in

Georgia after the fall of the fortress had “formed part of our intentions

He claimed that the object of the war had been to free Turkey from

“eternal dictation ” and to raise a firm “ barrier against future aggressions ”,

but not to secure territory or indemnities for Britain herself. The importance

of the Sultan’s firman of reform could not in his opinion be overrated : and

he also defended the Triple Treaty of Guarantee as “not the offspring of a

day, but the result of full deliberation”. He closed with a few conciliatory

phrases addressed to the Tsar and to Russia In the end he won by a

majonty of 127 (176-303). Clarendon m the Lords defended his own
secret bugbear Stratford and contrasted the position of Russia two years

earlier, astride over the Continent, and her position after the war, with

her Black Sea fortresses dismantled and her Baltic designs agamst Norway
and Sweden equally thwarted.®^ Palmerston, in the months that followed,

took an increasingly opportunist line, arguing that “when people ask one . .

.

for what is called a policy, the only answer is that we mean to do what

may seem to be best upon each occasion as it arises, making the interests

of one’s country one’s guiding principle”.®^

Before the Congress separated, one further decision was taken, on the

initiative of France, to which brief reference must be made. The exist-

ing sea-law was revised by the so-called “Declaration of Pans”, consist-

ing of the four following rules

:

1. “Privateermg is, and remams, abolished.

2. The neutral flag covers enemy’s goods, with the exception of

contraband of war,

3. Neutral goods, with the exception of contraband of war, are not

liable to capture under enemy’s flags

4. Blockades, in order to be binding, must be effective: that is to say,

maintained by a force sufficient really to prevent access to the coast of

the enemy.”
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By this decision the old principle of unrestricted search and seizure

of shipping in time of war was abandoned, in response to the humaner

sentiments of the age. How little even the ablest minds could, either then

or later, foresee subsequent developments is shown by the emphatic con-

tention of Sir Robert Morier in the ’seventies that the Pans Declaration

''must lead to the total enfranchisement of private property at sea”. Since

then the hard and fast Ime between combatant and non-combatant has

tended to disappear, and with it and with the vast requirements of raw

materials for armament industries the word “contraband” has received

a new definition.

In the long period between 1856 and 1914 Britain’s power rested in

the first instance upon her Sea Power, and as in many respects the British

Navy performed the functions of an international police force and as a

general war was avoided, the issues raised by the Declaration of Paris

remained discreetly in the background. In 1908, as a result of the Second
Hague Conference, an attempt was made to codify the principles of sea-

law and the verj’' widely divergent interpretations of “blockade” which
had survived from earlier times. But the Declaration of London never

achieved its purpose of definmg the respective rights of belligerents and
neutrals, never obtained the general sanction of the nations and of their

respective public opinion, and proved unworkable m the Great War, in

face of the new problems which it raised. The issue is fundamental, and
had to be stated here : but it hardly belongs to a general survey of our

foreign policy such as the present volume, since it requires detailed and
perhaps even technical treatment, in order to be fully understood.

The Triple Treaty of Guarantee

The actual Treatywas supplemented by a separate and secret treaty between
France, Britain and Austria (14 Apnl), the text of which was not made
public: its main purpose was to ensuire beyond all doubt the integrity of
Turkey, any attack upon her by Russia constituting a clear casus belli. In
signing this new instrument Napoleon yielded reluctantly to British in-

sistence and revealed its existence to the Russians: and it is not too much
to say that it was almost from the first day a dead letter. The rapproche-
ment between France and Russia which was already so marked dunng the
closing weeks of the Conference, was now apparent to all the world, and
Orlov actually attended a big military review held by the Emperor in

honour of Pelissier’s troops. No sooner was peace definitive, than Momy
was sent to St Petersburg on a special diplomatic mission and at once
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entered into most cordial relations with Tsar Alexander and Prince

Gorchakov, who had just succeeded Nesselrode as Chancellor. Napoleon
again sacrificed his very genuine sympathies with Poland for the sake of

Russian friendship. He already foresaw that the Italian question would
soon dominate the European situation, and that Russian benevolence might

be decisive for the success of his plans. The Russians fell in all the more
readily with his views, because their main resentment was directed agamst

Austria

In striking contrast to the dissatisfaction so widely expressed in England

was the general approval bestowed in France upon the Emperor’s diplomacy

and its concrete results. Never did his prestige stand higher: victory seemed

to wipe out the humiliation of the treaties of 1815, and the new settlement

signed in the capital of the restored Empire atoned for the abandonment of

any concrete “revision”. This was the moment at which Victor Cousin

hailed Napoleon as “Emperor of Europe” and arbiter among nations.

Opinions on War and Peace

The closing period of the Crimean War saw the British nation in one of its

most touchy, exacting and unreasoning moods, and of that mood Palmerston

was the supreme expression The urbane Clarendon once lamented that “if

in the remotest corner of the earth any Englishman gets a well-deserved

but uncompensated black eye, the newspapers and Palmerston immediately

demand an enquiry into the conduct of the bloated sinecurist in Downing

Street, who has no sense of British honour”.®® This hits off very exactly the

prevalent temper. The logical outcome was that the principle of mterven-

tion in contmental affairs, habitually practised by Palmerston, was now

earned farther than ever before. It doubtless had an underlying psycho-

logical explanation in what may be called the “cock-sureness”, the moral

certainty of the mid-Victonan era, when infallibility was quite as much a

political as a religious dogma, when it was assumed by so many excellent

people that British liberal and constitutional doctrines were a sure panacea

for every ill and justified almost any mterference, and when at the same

time it was assumed even more confidently by the Radical interventionists

of the Manchester school, that Free Trade was the perfect economic remedy

and was destined to triumph everywhere.

During the autumn of 1856, Lord Granville, who headed a British

mission to the Tsar’s Coronation, put it on record that “Palmerston and

Clarendon have been too scoldmg lately. They are at everybody. They have

tried by bullying to get out of difficulties caused by carelessness in the
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negotiations. They have almost broken up the French alliance, which now

only depends on what is its best security—^the importance to his own interests

which Louis Napoleon may attach to it.” That Granville in no way exag-

gerated Palmerston's reckless mood, is shown by a letter which the latter

addressed to Clarendon only two months later. “Our marriage with

France”, he writes, “will soon end in a separation on account of ^tncom-

patibilite de mcBurs\ After all, when we consider the different private

interests of England and France, the different characters and habits of the

two nations, we ought rather to be thankful at having got so much out of

the alliance and at having maintained it so long, than to be surprised or

disappointed at its approaching end.”®® To this we can only oppose the

saner phrase of a famous French writer of that day. Prosper Merimee, who
enjoyed the Emperor's confidence. “England and France”, he declared,

“often quarrel, but at bottom they resemble those married couples who,

though they nag at each other, cannot separate.”®®

It would not be proper to pass on from the Paris settlement without

alluding to one important factor in the situation at that time, namely the

peace agitation of Cobden and Bright. It is a striking proof of the extent

to which war fever had seized upon the country, that these two men, within

so short a time of their unexampled triumph in the Free Trade controversy,

should have failed to move even their most ardent supporters in the business

world or in nonconformist circles, and should have been treated, not merely

with rudeness, but to use Morley's phrase, with “bullying and contempt”

by Palmerston himself in the House.®’ Presumably the reason was that

while they were far better informed on the merits of the case than their

supporters, they overreached themselves by their exaggerated “peace at

any price” attitude, and by their assumption of complete indifference to the

quarrels of others. And indeed the man in the street saw a curious incon-

sistence in those who had been in specially close contact with Kossuth or

Mazzini, trying to hold back a public opinion which had beenjustly incensed

at the Tsar's treatment of Hungary or Poland.

They—^unlike Palmerston, who complained in 1853 Tsar should

“be satisfied, aswe all are, withthe progressively liberal system ofTurkey '
' ®®

—^knew the real facts about Turkey and knew that no such “liberal”

system had ever existed.®® Hence to Cobden “the Integrity of the Turkish

Empire” and the “Balance of Power” were “words without meaning, the

mere echoes of the past, and so, admirably suited for the mouths of senile

Whiggery”.’® To them diplomacy consisted in the prevention of strife

—

not as, with Palmerston and Russell, in “veiled menace or tart lecturmg”.’^

To take but a single example, they would never have sanctioned the de-

spatch to Constantinople of an Ambassador who was the bitter personal
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enemy of the Tsar. After opposing war from the very outset m the teeth

of much obloquy, they came by the autumn of 1855 to set their “only hope
in Louis Napoleon, his interests and necessities”.^^ Cobden had gauged
the situation very accurately when he wrote on 18 September, “How can

our Government make out a case to their deluded followers, to justify a

peace which must certamly involve the abandonment of the Crimea? The
danger is that Louis Napoleon, whose one dominant idea is the alliance with

England, may yield to Palmerston and the warlike spirit of our people, and
go on with the war.” And a little later (5 October) he passed this remarkable

verdict upon Palmerston. “It is only because the Parliamentary chiefs

shrink from the responsibility of continuing the war that he has been en-

abled to seize the reins All men of the age of 72, with unsatisfied ambitions,

are desperadoes: and Lord Palmerston, in addition to this qualification,

having had the experience of nearly half a century of parliamentary life,

having continued to persuade the democracy that he was a revolutionist,

while the aristocracy knew him to be their safe friend, became the fittest

incarnation of the delusion, bewilderment and deception into which the

public mind had been plunged: and he and his colleagues hold office to

carry on a war for the continuance of which no other statesman chose to be

responsible.” There is an echo of this m Lord Granville's remark that

Palmerston, even in his old age, was “always dying to connect his name
with something”.’^

The Crimean War has come to be regarded by most historians as the

most unnecessary in the history of modern Europe: and even if this be too

sweeping a verdict, it will remain beyond all question as the classical proof

ihat in foreign policy the voice of the people is not necessarily the voice of

God, and that an ill-informed and excitable public opinion can plunge a

country into war no less effectually than a dictator or a crowned autocrat.

The war cost France close upon 100,000 lives, Britain 22,737, Turkey

30,000 and Russia 110,000 (if the Russian figures are reliable): British

expenditure reached the sum of ,^76,000,000 The chief gains of the war lay

with Napoleon III, whose regime it stabilised, and who could now aspire

to be arbiter in Europe, and with the Porte, which proved entirely incapable

of profiting either by the enhanced mternational status assured to it or by

the respite of time within which to set its home affairs in order. As a result,

Palmerston’s whole calculation, which had rested on the assumption ot

Turkish regeneration, went awry, and Russia, though checked in her

advance upon Constantinople, only had to await patiently the moment when

she would be able to shake off the restraints imposed upon her in the Black

Sea, and when inexorable events would restore to her the right to champion

and to liberate the Christians of the Near East. With the perspective oi
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eightY years we may fairly argue that the ultimate beneficiaries of the war
were those very Christians to whose interests little more than lip-service was

paid at Paris, but who, thanks to the delay in a real settlement, were at last

enabled to achieve real national independence. Yet if that be so, it follows

that Gladstone and Cobden, not Palmerston and Clarendon, were the true

prophets in the Crimean period.



CHAPTER X

THE AFTERMATH: ROUMANIA AND ITALY

Frontier Disputes

The Congress of Paris separated after five weeks in session : but several

years were to elapse befoie all the outstanding questions could be liquidated.

In the first place, London protested vigorously at the slowness with which

the Russians evacuated Kars, and then still more against their destruction

of the citadel before finally withdrawing A second dispute arose over the

Island of Serpents, an islet in the delta of the Danube, to which no reference

had been made in the peace tieaty and on which a detachment of marines

were sent to hoist the Russian flag. On this point Napoleon opposed

Russia with the unanswerable argument that a treaty which was designed

^to exclude Russia from the whole course of the Danube could not be inter-

preted as assigning to her an island commanding one of its two mam exits

to the sea.

Even more troublesome was the dispute about the Bessarabian frontier,

which was to pass ‘‘ to the south of Bolgrad’'. It now transpired that there

were two places of that name—one situated north of Lake Yalpuk, the other

considerably to the south of it and with access by water to the river. The
Tsar claimed to be concerned with Bolgrad as “the centre of the Bulgarian

colonies ”, and this description could only apply to the more so'utherly of the

two. Napoleon cared as little about “the hamlet” as he had cared about

“ the rock ”, but he found himself between two utterly intransigeant Powers

—Britain, who in her disillusioned mood refused even the most infinitesimal

concession, and Russia, w*ho held her ground not merely from motives of

prestige, but in the hope of splitting the Franco-British Alliance The

British Government went so far as to send four ships to the Black Sea and to

suggest that they should transport the Russian marines to Odessa. Gorcha-

kov appealed to the French; Count Morny tried to hold back his British

colleague Lord Wodehouse; Clarendon accused Russia of deliberately

creating a misunderstanding: and when Walewski, despite all the friction

with London, wished to yield for the sake of the alliance, St Petersburg

treated the issue as “the touchstone of French loyalty and firmness of

character”A How unconciliatory London was may be gathered from
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Palmerston’s comment to Clarendon: “The Russian Government is acting

in all things like the most incorrigible ticket-of-leave man, who begins

robbing and cheating in every direction the moment he is let out.” ^ After

long and acrid discussions between London and Pans, the Tsar consented

to abandon Bolgrad m return for compensation, and endeavoured to push

Napoleon into the position of arbitrator. In the end Bolgrad was left to

Moldavia, while the territory to be ceded by Russia was diminished at

another less contentious point : and this was linked up with the withdrawal

of British ships from the Black Sea and Austria’s final evacuation of the

Principalities. Morny, however, failed in his hope of substituting a Franco-

Russian for a Franco-Bntish alliance, and though the rift within the latter

was at times painfully apparent, the tender plant of Tsar Alexander’s new
enthusiasm for Paris suffered from a series of minor incidents. The joint

Franco-British occupation of Greece—originally established to prevent a

Greek rising in Turkey—^was in the nature of things distasteful to Russia as

the third protecting Power, and was prolonged till February 1857—^far

beyond all reason or necessity. The joint naval demonstration against King
“ Bomba ” of the Two Sicilies caused even greater qualms to the Tsar, who
condemned it as “ an act of interference in the internal government of a free

King”, and instructed Gorchakov to protest to Morny. The fact that

Palmerston’s own brother was Minister at Naples certainly did not dimmish

Russian nervousness.

The background to these negotiations is supplied by Count Morny’s

mission to Russia and by his master Napoleon’s very definite desire to add

Britain as third party to a new Franco-Russian entente. London was

altogether obdurate, but Napoleon persisted, and put it very frankly to the

Russian Ambassador Count Orlov. “ Could ve not agree d trois} We shall

dominate Europe.” Kiselev duly reported this to the Tsar, whose comment
was, “An alliance d trois with England telle quelle^ is impossible.” Morny,
however, was extremely active in St Petersburg, and argued that* Russia

must choose between aFrench alliance or a return to “ les affimtes andennes ”

with the German Powers. His only motive? was obviously enough the en-

circlement of Germany. He found his ideas and projects strongly opposed

by Persigny, who, from the vantage ground of the French Embassy in

London, complained that Napoleon was in danger of repeating the old

blunder of Louis Philippe in trying to come to terms with Russia behind
the back of England. Morny remained in Russia till 1857, meeting
with only partial success in the political sphere, concentrated his efforts on
financial and commercial operations, backing a French railway group, the

“Grande Society”, against a rival group of Paxton, and writing home to

Paris, “ Je vois dans la Russia une mine a exploiter pour la France”.®
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The Problem of Roumanian Unity

Much more serious than any of these secondary questions was the conflict

over the Roumanian Question, which ere long threatened to divide Europe

once more into two rival camps. Napoleon III—not umnfluenced by the

very active group of Roumanian liberal exiles in Paris (notably the Bratianus,

Rosetti and Kogalmceanu), and true to that idea of nationality which

dominated him throughout life—showed scarcely less interest in the fate of

the Roumanians than in that of Italy. He remained inflexibly of opinion that

“ no peace would be solid and durable which does not provide for the union

and independence of the Principalities and pressed this upon the wavering

Clarendon. Queen Victoria inclined towards union under a foreign Prince,

and Walewski told his Ambassador at the Porte, Thouvenel, that “ union is

especially in the odour of sanctity at Windsor”®. But Palmerston was

hostile, and Stratford de Redcliffe made this clear to the Porte, and argued

:n his despatches home that “where Moldo-Wallachian interests conflict

with European interests, the former must be sacrificed”. Thouvenel, like

all his predecessois at the French Embassy, found it impossible to work v ith

his domineering colleague, protege^ Reshid Pasha, led the opposition

against the Francophil Ministers Ali and Fuad. Thouvenel wrote of Strat-

ford as “ my special cross ”, and reported that so long as Stratford's ‘‘ artillery

was dumb”, there was no hope of the Turks yielding.® Even the Austrian

representative Prokesch-Osten, who was Stratford's principal ally in the

fight against union, complained that he behaved not as an Ambassador, but

as a sovereign !
^ Once more Clarendon was fully aware of the Ambassador's

insubordination, but w^as incapable of checking it. At a later stage he wrote

as follows: “He [Stratford] has consistently and unremittingly hated the

French and done his utmost to thwart them : and having for a number of

years occupied the Eastern dunghill without competitors, he could not find

an inch of room upon it for the French Ambassador, who, having been

backed by 150,000 men, thought he might have a locus standi there.” ®

The struggle centred round the elections to the two Roumanian Assem-

blies, which the Congress prescribed as the principal means of ascertaining

the true wishes of the population The Unionist party in each province had

the active backing of France, w^hom Russia supported not from enthusiasm

but for tactical reasons, while Britain and Austria no less openly worked

against union. In Moldavia m particular, where the Turkish Kaimakam or

Regent—Theodore Balf, and after his death in March 1857, Nicholas

Vogorides—employed wholesale corruption and intimidation against the

popular party, the contending factions were led and encouraged by the
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Austrian and French Consuls, Baron Godel and Victor Place respectively.

In Bucarest there was a similar though less violent rivalry between the

British and French Consuls, Colquhoun and Bedard. On the international

Commission to which the Congress had delegated the study of local condi-

tions, Baron Talleyrand-Perigord openly favoured union, and was greeted

by torchlight processions and demonstrations in favour of Napoleon III.

Fortunately the British member, Sir Henry Bulwer, though necessarily on

the Turkish side, adopted a much more reserved attitude
;
but for that very

reason he fell foul ofLord Stratford, who quarrelled with him at a full sitting

of the Commission, the facts being then recounted with much gusto m the

European press.

Meanwhile Thouvenel, though himself no enthusiast for the Roumanian

cause, had strict orders from the Emperor to “spare no effort” to promote

union: and he was of course strengthened in this when the Moniteur^ again

by order of Napoleon, reaffirmed belief in union. Stratford on his side

strained every nerve to stiffen Turkish resistance: the unprecedented offer

of the Garter to the wretched Abdul Medjid stood the Ambassador in good

stead and may have turned the scale in favour of the overthrow of Ali and

Fuad and the return of his own creature Reshid as Grand Vizier. Some faint

idea of his hectoring treatment of the Turks may be gathered from a

despatch in which he assures Clarendon that “ it is only by acting like a bully

that I can at all keep Reshid up to the mark”.® Thouvenel on his side re-

ported home to Paris that “Stratford has made of the separation of the

Principalities and the maintenance of Vogorides a personal question”, and
“ has become, by his defects more than his merits, the sixth Great Power of

Europe”.^®

Throughout the first half of 1857 the struggle of the Powers for in-

fluence at the Porte and in the Principalities continued, and culminated in

the Moldavian elections of 19 July, at which, as a protest against the mani-

pulation of the voting rolls, the greater part of the electors—^including the

Metropolitan and most of the leading boiars and clergy—^kept altogether

away from the polls and made a complete farce of the results. Victor Place

and Thouvenel greatly increased the scandal by making public intercepted

letters which proved that the Regent Vogorides was acting on definite

instructions from the Grand Vizier, backed by Stratford and Prokesch : and
Alison, the counsellor of the British Embassy, whom Stratford had unwisely

sent to Jassy, was freely accused of being in the conspiracy. As if all this

were not enough, Stratford saw fit to give a big dinner and reception on the

anniversary of Waterloo!

The news of these events caused keen indignation in Paris, and Napoleon
gave personal instructions to Thouvenel to demand the immediate annul-
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ment of the Moldavian elections. There was now an open trial of strength at

Constantinople, in which the first blow was the fall of Reshid and the return

of All and Fuad to office under the colouiless but Francophil Mustafa

(31 July). Thouvenel, however, persisted in his full demands, and on

6 August asked for his passports and embarked on a French warship, while

the Russian, Prussian and Sardinian Ministers, acting in conjunction with

him, also broke off diplomatic relations wuth the Porte. The British Cabinet

had meanwhile, at Palmerston’s instance, advised the Porte to ‘‘decline

compliance with this arrogant demand : and Palmerston, with his cus-

tomary intransigeance, actually wrote to the French Ambassador, “we are

ready for any eventualities, however painful Well might Napoleon com-

plain of Palmerston’s “violence”, when a question of altogether secondary

importance was pushed to the verge of a rupture with France, on the basis of

highly indefensible procedure.*

What alone saved the situation was the fortunate accident that the Em-
peror Napoleon III and Empress Eugenie arrived on 6 August, in fulfilment

of a long-standing engagement, at Osborne, as the guests of Queen Victoria

and Prince Albert.f As a result there were lengthy discussions between the

four and their Ministers, Walewski and Persjgny, Palmerston and Clai endon

:

and agreement was certainly rendered easier by the extent to whicn the

British Ministers and British opinion were absorbed m the fiist full news of

the Indian Mutiny. A compromise was reached in the Roumanian Question,

Napoleon no longer insisting on complete union under a foreign prince,

while Britain associated herself with the demand for new elections m
Moldavia on a revised voting register. As both agreed that the Roumanians

should receive “ a common system in all things civil and military ”, there was

henceforward the certainty that the national movement would soon find

expression in one form or another.

Even now the detente was delayed and endangered by Stratford’s stubborn

resistance. Disregarding his instructions not once but thrice, he protested

to Clarendon against annulment, as being “in public opinion a complete

surrender” : and when the instructions were repeated, he waited for eleven

days before acting upon them. The fact that when at last he acted the Porte

* Napoleon told Pnnee Albert that he had tound it necessary to foibid Persigny to show
him Palmerston’s missives, o\Mng to their \iolcnt nature See memorandum of 6 August

m Martm, Life of the Pnnee Consort^ iv, 105. Co\viey learned of this m time and put

Palmerston on his guard, and so at Osborne the latter ** was as civil and friendly as possible
”

(The Pans Embassy, p 127)

t At the last moment Napoleon ver>" nearly postponed the \ isit, owing to Persigny re-

porting to Pans a tactless outburst of Palmerston
—

‘‘pourquoi done vient-il i Osborne^”

The no less tactful Cowley had time to smooth down Walewski, who then saw the

Emperor and explained aw^ay the phrase (Cowley Papers in The Pans Embassy

^

p. 125) On
the preparation of the visit see Clarendon’s letter of 20 May 1857 to Prmce Albert, Letters

of Queen Victonay iii, 232.
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instantly gave way and ordered fresh elections, is conclusive proof that it

had counted to the last upon Stratford carrying his Government with him,

and that his obstruction had greatly prolonged the crisis. As the indignant

Clarendon wrote to Cowley, “half the difficulties which now exist at

Constantinople are owing to the rix (sic) between him and Thouvenel, and

his doing the right thing always in the wrong way. He has behaved very ill

to Bulwer throughout.’’ And again, “I believe he would think his own
personal triumph in the struggle cheaply purchased by dividing Europe into

two hostile camps, and cementing an alliance between France and Russia,

founded on the extinction of Turkey.” This time indeed Clarendon was

thoroughly roused, and roundly told the Ambassador that the reasons which

he gave for delay were “ inadequate ”, and added, “ You seem to be creating

for us as much embarrassment as the nature of the case admits, as of course

the Porte does exactly what you advise. It is an unenviable responsibility

you are taking upon yourself.

These incidents have been treatedm some detail for more than one reason.

Firstly, they illustrate once more the somewhat negative character of Claren-

don’s diplomacy, and the extent to which he could allow his policy to be

overborne by a masterful subordinate, on a matter which even if it made no

appeal to him on its merits—^namely the Roumanian problem—none the

less reacted upon the fundamental question of Anglo-French relations.

Secondly, Stratford’s whole attitude must be branded as a flagrant and

perhaps unique example of ambassadorial mischief-makmg, which throws

back a harsh light upon his earlier methods in envenoming the quarrel with

Russia in 1853. Thirdly, the course of the crisis reveals the very different

measure meted out by the London Cabinet to questions of nationality in the

West and in the East, to the oppressed races of Turkey and the Near East

m contrast to Italy or Poland. Palmerston himself argued very frankly in

the House of Commons on 4 May 1858, that if the Principalities had been

independent states, Europe would not have taken up arms to save them from

Russia, but that the War had been fought “because they were outposts of

the Turkish Empire, and because their invasion was a menace to its in-

tegrity and independence, which we deemed to be essential to the interests

of Europe”. He opposed their independence on the ground that this was
bound to lead to vassalage or even partition, and would be the first step

towards the dismemberment of Turkey. He committed himself to the pre-

posterous view that their oppression came not from Turkish rule, but solely

from foreign invasion. Fortunately in the same debate British foresight and
sanitywere vindicated by Gladstone, who unsuccessfully urged the House to

give “just weight” to the wishes of the Roumanians themselves and rightly

assumed them to be overwhelmingly in favour of union.
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The new elections were held in Moldavia in September and resulted in an

Unionist victory. Stratford continued to the very last his conflict with

Thouvenel, and scored a final point in October by securing the re-appoint-

ment of Reshid as Grand Vizier. To the very last he expressed the ‘‘firm

conviction that we ought to join stoutly with Austria and the Porte in

resisting the scheme or the fancy—call it what you will—of France in

seeking to unite the two Provmces But in December he went home on

leave, and when Palmerston fell in February 1858 unwarily offered his

resignation, which was accepted by the new Conservative Government.

Bulwer took his place at the Embassy and lived on correct if uncordial terms

with Thouvenel, whose position was still further strengthened by the sudden

death of Reshid. The fate of Roumania came up for consideration in May
1858 before the Paris Conference, and this time the details of a new consti-

tution were gradually evolved, the initiative of Napoleon triumphing over

the obstruction of Turkey and Austria and the feeble indifference or sus-

picions of Lord Malmesbury. The two Principalities were still held apart,

but their institutions were framed on exactly parallel lines,Turkish suzerainty

became purely nominal and the new regime was placed under the collective

guarantee of Europe. The Convention was signed at Pans on 19 August

1858, and towards the turn of the year the Assemblies met to fill the vacant

thrones. Early in 1859 the Roumanians, encouraged by a revolution in

Serbia, and by the grave tension due to the impending struggle in Italy,

cleverly broke through the artificial restraints imposed by the Great Powers,

by the double election of Alexander Cuza in Moldavia and Wallachia. With

Austria paralysed by the military situation, Britain essentially negative,

Russia ready to comply with France’s wishes and France more than ever

bent upon union, Europe’s acceptance of the accomplished fact was only a

matter of time, and was facilitated by the new Prince’s tactful management

of the Porte

The mam credit for Roumanian Unity, so far as European diplomacy is

concerned, unquestionably rests with Napoleon III, and the acclamation

with which his agents were greeted showed that the Roumanians themselves

were not slow to recognise the fact. The attitude of Britain in obstructing

a movement which it had radically misjudged was short-sighted and dis-

creditable. At the same time it was doubtless natural enough that London

should view with suspicion Napoleon’s eager overtures to the Russian arch-

enemy and his frank indifference to “such a sorry set as the Turks”, to

quote his own phrase to Prince Albert at Osborne. “ The maladministration

of the Turks was such ”, he told Cowley about the same time, “ that it was

impossible that Christian Powers should not sympathisewith those Christian

subjects of the Sultan who asked tor a better government” and when he
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met the Tsar at Stuttgart, he went even farther on the same lines, admitting

that “the late war had opened his eyes with regard to Turkey ”, and arguing

that in face of such misgovernment, Turkey’s “ dissolution should be pro-

vided for by all prudent and far-seeing Governments”.^'^ We can see now
that he was right, but at the time the London Cabinet asked why, in that

case, he had fought the war, or what were the ulterior motives of such a

swift change of views : and a whole generation was to pass before such an

opinion could find official acceptance in England.

The extraordinary perversity of Palmerston’s attitude towards Roumania

maybe studied in his speech to the House of Commons on 4May 1858. In it

he argued that the connection of the Principalities had not been “marked

by oppression ”
;
that their sufferings had been owing to “foreign aggression

and military occupation” ; that “the appointment of a foreign Prince would

be the first step towards separation”: and that Roumania could not avoid

“either becoming the conquest of Russia”, or being partitioned between

Russia and Austria, like Poland before them. This was said on a motion in

favour of the Union of the Principalities, in which hiS'plea for consulting the

wishes of the Roumanian people itself was eloquently pleaded by Gladstone

and supported by his future rival Lord Robert Cecil, who contended that

union would “ erect a barrier against Russia greater than by annexing them

either to Austria or Turkey”
This is perhaps a suitable connection in which to quote the considered

view of the Duke of Argyll, one of the most consistent Liberals of the

Victorian Era, and a member of both the Aberdeen and the first Palmerston

Cabinet. “ There were none in the Cabinet ”, he says, “who sympathised with

Turkey, except perhaps Palmerston, whose habit of mind did not lead him to

dwell upon, hardly even to glance at, those deeper-seated moral causes

which affect the strength and prepare the fall of states.” This verdict from

within the magic ring is perhaps in some ways the most damning of all.

The Chinese War and Dissolution

In the period immediately following peace Palmerston’s position was
probably stronger than ever before, and even that section of public opinion

which had wished the imposition of more severe terms was well aware that

he shared its views, and therefore laid the blame elsewhere. While, however,
opinion was still in this irritable and exalted mood, an incident occurred in

the Far East which ran a course only too reminiscent of Palmerstonikn
methods in the Pacifico affair and many others. Sir John Bowring, a man

of wide culture and attainments (who in politics was a Benthamite Radical,
an active member of the Peace Society, and had played a great part in the
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foundation of the University of London), had been appointed Governor of

Hong Kong, and in that position became involved in a dispute with the

Chinese authorities at Canton over a vessel built and owned by Chinese

merchants and wrongly flying the British flag as a screen for piratical acts.

Bowring demanded an apology from the Governor of Canton for his seizure

of the delinquents on board the Anow^ and when this was declined he

requested Admiral Seymour to bombard first the forts and then the city

(23-*25 October 1856). A state of war with China resulted. Bowring's atti-

tude was in the highest degree tactless and arrogant: Lord Elgin, who was

afterwards sent out officially by the British Government to take charge of the

whole Chinese situation, refers in his diary to ‘‘that question of the Anow,
which is a scandal to us and is so considered, I have reason to know, by all

except the few who are personally responsible".^®

It must none the less in common fairness be remembered that at that

period even official communications took seven weeks each way to pass be-

tween China and London, that this inevitably imposed upon those on the

spot infinitely greater responsibilities of initiative and decision, and that it

became correspondingly diflicult for the home Government to reverse or

repudiate any such decision or to recede from a situation created without

Its knowledge or control To-day, however, no one will attempt to deny that

Sir John Bowring acted m defiance of the plain sense of the situation and of

his own Liberal principles, and that the essence of the dispute lay in the fact

that the Arrow was a Chinese ship, illegally flying the British flag, and

therefore that its lowering could not be construed as an insult to Britain.

The details of a Chinese quarrel lie beyond the scope of this survey of

policy in Europe, but the incident had a very direct bearing upon the whole

political situation at home. On 24 February 1857 Lord Derby brought

forward a motion m the House of Lords strongly condemning the Govern-

ment's Chinese policy and contrasting the Chinese Governor, “forbearing,

courteous and gentlemanlike”, with the “menacing, disrespectful and

arrogant” Bowring, whom he charged with picking a quarrel with the

Cantonese;* and he had the backing of that formidable old lawyer Lord

Lyndhurst, who described Bowring as “ one of the most mischievous men I

know The Lords rejected the motion by the small majority of 146 to 1 10

:

but in the House of Commons the subject was debated for four nights at even

greater length and with much greater acrimony, on the motion of Richard

Cobden for a select committee of enquiry into our relations with China.

Cobden's exhaustive yet calm indictment was all the more impressive

* Hansaid, c\ltv, 1183 We went on”, he added, **from one act of cruelw to another,

until we committed an amount of barbarity which would ha\e been wholly umustifi'ible

under any circumstances whatever” (tbid p 1191)

s-w .14
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because he had for years been on terms of friendship and political agreement

with Bowring
;
and he had the powerful support of Gladstone and Disraeli,

of Russell and Bulwer Lytton, of the future Lords Salisbury and Selborne.

Cobden challenged the tendency to abuse the Chinese as barbarians,'^ and

defended China as a state “which had its system of logic before Aristotle

and its code of morals before Socrates”, and as “the very soul of commerce

in the East Lord John Russell complained that too much had been heard

of the “ prestige ” of England, whereas “ we used to hear of the character, of

the reputation, of the honour of England ”, He was indeed fully entitled to

paraphrase the official argument in these words: “it is true we have a bad

case, it is true we were in the wrong, it is true we have committed injustice,

but we must persevere in the wrong, we must continue to act unjustly, or the

Chinese will think we are afraid”. Gladstone in one of his most famous

orations condemned the recklessness with which we had plunged into war.

“You have turned a consul into a diplomatist, and that metamorphosed

consul is forsooth to be at liberty to direct the whole might of England

against the lives of a defenceless people.” On the last night of the debate

Disraeli denounced the Government’s “weak and shambling case”, and

was unwise enough to challenge Palmerston as “the worthy leader of the

cause of progress and civilisation” to appeal to the country on a programme

of “Np Reform! New Taxes! Canton Blazing! Persia Invaded!” But

Palmerston remained entirely truculent and impenitent, treated the Oppo-

sition speeches as mere “ parodies of Chatham and Burke ”, taunted Cobden

for his “un-English spirit”, and harking back to the watchword of “ Civis

Romanussum ”, declared him to be equally unfit to be a citizen of England or

of Rome. Cobden had described that famous phrase as
‘
‘ not a very attractive

motto to put over the doors of our counting-houses abroad ”, and Palmerston

rejoined, “If he write up instead ‘I am a British subject’, that inscription

would be held by those who knew him to be untrue in spirit and at heart

When the debate ended in the defeat of the Government by i6 votes,

Palmerston took Disraeli at his word and ordered a dissolution. The general

election fullyjustified hisflair^ for many of his strongest critics—and notably

Cobden, Bright, Milner Gibson and Layard—^were unseated, and the man
whom Disraeli had attacked as “ the Tory chief of a Radical Cabinet”, pur-

suing a
‘
‘ turbulent and aggressive ” policy abroad “ that his rule athomemay

be tranquil and unassailed”, now returned triumphantly to power with a

majority of 70. He had opened the address to his own electors at Tiverton

by a volley of violent phrases : “An insolent barbarian, wielding authority at

• Palmerston described the Governor of Canton as “one of the most savage barbarians
that ever disgraced a nation”, and asserted that 70,000 heads had been struck off by his
orders m the course of one year! {Hansard^ cxliv, 1410, 1822).
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Canton, violated the British flag, broke the engagements of treaties, offered

rewards for the heads of British subjects in that part of China, and planned

their destruction by murder, assassination and poison.” Lord John Russell

might denounce this address as unworthy of a gentleman, but it unquestion-

ably suited the taste of the electors of that day: and the victor flatly refused

to change his policy by one iota or to recall Bowring. The disgraceful

Chinese war continued, and our Commissioner in the East, Lord Elgin, on

the eve of a fresh bombardment, entered in his journal, “I never felt so

ashamed of myself in my life. I thought bitterly of those who for the most

selfish objects are trampling underfoot this ancient civilisation.”

It seems difficult to believe that the country could have tolerated so

inequitable a policy, had it not been for the outbreak of the Indian Mutiny.

Its horrors revoltedand stiffened public opinion, rendered it uncompromising

in Its attitude towards all Asiatics, and convinced it that British prestige on

the Continent was at stake and could only be recovered by drastic measures

alike in India and in China. This attitude may help to explain the Prime

Minister’s boastful Guildhall speech of 9 November 1857, declaring that

“there is no nation on the face of the globe which can surpass—I might

without too much national vanity say no nation which can equal—the people

of the British Islands It is true that a series of Chinese outrages against

the lives and properties of Europeans seemed for the time to justify Palmer-

ston’s stiff attitude and actually led to the co-operation of a French squadron

in disciplinary measures against the Chinese Government: but to-day it is

possible to endorse the view of Lord Derby, that “ these horrors have been

the consequence, and not, as Lord Palmerston would fain makethem appear,

the provocation to our acts ”.^3 At the same time the Guildhall speech gave

great offence to the French by its pointed warmng that it would not be “ a

safe game ” for any nation “ to take advantage of that which was erroneously

imagined to be the moment of our weakness ”, eventhough “ the Englishman

is not so fond as the people of some other countries are of umforms, of steel

scabbards, and of iron heels”. That these phrases were deliberate is shown

by the terse note found in Palmerston’s own pocketbook
—

“ Gave much

offence at Compiegne—can’t be helped^—il n’y a que la verite qui blesse”.

His attitude towards Napoleon was to say the least ungracious, in view of the

Emperor’s unexampled offer of a passage across France to Marseilles for

British reinforcements destined for India. Cowley m no way exaggerated

when he stressed the absurdity of offering a gratuitous insult to “ the countrj^

with which his whole policy is identified Palmerston, with characteristic

• Greville’s contemporary comment is very pextinent, “
. . . a s^^aggenng speech , ver>

ill-timed and m very bad taste "He might have obser\ed on the remarkable good taste

and forbearance which had been conspicuous in all foreign nations towards us’* {Memoirs

t

VII, 13 1).
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recklessness, told his colleague Clarendon that the speech had been

“ pointed, not at the French particularly, but at the whole Continent, where

for the last six months we have been talked of, and written of, and printed

of, as a second-rate power

It is clear that at seventy Palmerston remained as unregenerate as in his

sparring matches with Guizot, Metternich, Schwarzenberg and Nicholas.

It is singular that no one should have attempted to draw a comparison, or

rather a contrast, between the Chinese policy ofPalmerston and that adopted

by Sir Austen Chamberlain in 1927 in dealing with a curiously similar

situation at Canton. There can be no doubt that anything approaching

similar tactics would have involved Britain in warlike complications of

which no one could foresee the end. A comparative study of the two inci-

dents is highly instructive, as enabling us to measure the progress in diplo-

matic urbanity and pacific tendencies since the ’fifties. Palmerston will

always remain typical of a certain phase of British policy and British psycho-

logy—^in a mood of self-assertive nationalism which we ourselves have since

outgrown, but which we find somewhat irksome when adopted by younger

nations.

The Orsini Affair

The elections of 1857, by virtually labelling pacifism as defeatism, seemed

to have made Palmerston irresistible and irreplaceable, and his popularity

was increased by the energy with which he set himself to quell the Mutiny.

It was however most fortunate that a Governor-General held office whom
posterity will always know as ‘‘Clemency Canning”, and that Disraeli had

the courage to protest publicly against the bloodthirsty and unchristian

sentiments so freely expressed, or, in his own words, “against taking Nana
Sahib as a model for the conduct of the British soldier ”.2® Palmerston

thought that he could act almost as he plea?ed, and hurried through his bill

for the Government of India, with but smell consideration for other views.

Yet within a fortnight of its adoption by 318 votes to 173, he was suddenly

overthrown by an entirely unforeseen incident of foreign policy, which was
compounded of many tragic and ironic elements. Close observers, it is true,

had of latenoticed amarked diminution ofPalmerston’s ‘
‘ powerand energy ’

’

,

a recrudescence of his old hectoring marmer, and a consequent decline in his

general popularity : and his appointment of Lord Clanricarde as Privy Seal

was widely resented in his own party. On the other hand, the Queen, whose
main interest laym foreign policy, was by now entirely reconciled to Palmer-
ston, made no secret of her delight at havmg “a really strong Minister”,

and enquired about his health in “almost affectionate terms
The fall of the Government was as totally unexpected even to its oppo-
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nents in the lobbies of the House, as the bolt from the blue to which it was
actually due. This was of course the famous attempt upon the life of

Napoleon III at the Pans Opera, by the Italian terrorist Felice Orsini

(14 January 1858) It was speedily proved beyond all possibility of doubt
that the plot had been laid m London and the bombs manufactured in

Birmingham: and it was but natural that the French should regard what
had happened as an abuse of the right of asylum, and should expect from
free England the same stiffening of the law as was immediately takenm hand
by the subservient French legislature. It had to be admitted that a law which
treated conspiracy to murder as a mere misdemeanour and not as a felony,

and which lacked the power to expel a foreigner from English soil, wa&

obsolete and stood in real need of amendment On the other hand, any

suggestion that the hospitality so long extended to political refugees should

be infringed or curtailed, at once kindled mid-Victorian resentment. Lon-
don was the principal refuge of continental liberals and revolutionaries, and

the right of asylum was closely associated with such names as Mazzini,

Ledru-Rollin, Kossuth and Herzen, of w horn the two former had long been

regarded by the Emperor himself as plotting his assassination Moreover,

Napoleon, though so recently our ally, w^as widely distrusted as an enemy to

French liberties—and more than ever so since he had begun to coquette so

openly with Tsarist Russia. Thus to the plain Englishman two bogies

seemed to join forces.

Suspicion was followed by intense irritation when the official Momtem
began to publish congratulatory addresses on the Emperor^s escape

—

notably from a group of colonels who spoke of England as a “lair of

assassins’* which it might be necessary one day to “clear out”.f Morny
too was tactless enough to complain of “regular laboratories of murder*’,

and even Walewski, while conveying the Emperor’s very frank apology for

the publication in the Monitew\ caused still greater offence by the manner

in which he complained of the hospitality accorded to assassins
‘
‘ Ought the

English legislature**, so ran Walewski’s despatch, “to contribute to the

designs of men who were not mere fugitives, but assassins, and continue to

shelter persons who place themselves beyond the pale of common right and

under the ban of humanity? **
: and he w'ent on to demand “ a guarantee of

security which no state can refuse to a neighbouring state, and which w’'e are

authorised to expect from an ally**. At this distance of time the sense of the

demand wall appear altogether unexceptionable: but the tone w*as resented,

* Napoleon made this allegation to Lord Cowley on 18 June 1857 See The Pam
(Cowley Papers), p 117

t Palmerston was able to point out that militar>' addresses to the sovereign were nothing

new in France, but had been in vogue for at least sixty years (8 February 1858, Hansard,

cxLviii, 935).
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following, as it did, so soon upon the lucubrations of the Colonels, and

followed as it was by the French Ambassador’s perhaps somewhat querulous

reply to the official regrets of the Lord Mayor.* Moreover, it was obviously

impossible to treat such men as Ledru-Rollin and Victor Hugo as murderers

upon the “simple declaration” of Walewski, and this was pointed out very

firmly by Cowley at the very moment when he was urging Clarendon not to

allow Mazzini’s return to England. Incidentally, nothing illustrates better

the curious contrast between Clarendon’s drastic views in private and his

reluctance to put them into practice publicly, than his comment on the

Orsini dispute in a letter to our Ambassador in Pans. “We are a nuisance

to Europe, we have our laws and our systems and our policy and our ex-

treme difficulties in making the slightest change; but these are internal

affairs, and their external result is terror and danger to others, and people are

therefore justified in voting us a pest.”^®

For almost the first time in his career Palmerston showed extreme

moderation, urged the House of Commons to ignore the idle vapourings of

the Colonels, and consented to introduce a Bill to make conspiracy a

felony punishable with penal servitude for life. He flatly denied that

Walewski’s despatch was an insult to Britain, or that it called upon us to give

up the right of asylum : and it is only necessary to read the original text to

see that he was absolutely right. But public opinion was by now extremely

touchy and unreasonable, and in Parliament a number of quite hetero-

geneous elements combined in the assault upon Palmerston—^the Radical

Milner Gibson,f the pacifist John Bright, the doctrinaire Lord John Russell

and Ednglake the historian, whose hatred for Napoleon III was strangely

compounded of public and personal motives. A popular note was struck by
Roebuck, who spoke of Britain as “an oasis in the desert”: “despotism”,

he declaimed, “has been daily narrowing the speech of liberty in Europe,

and we are in the proud position of being the sole depositaries of liberty in

Europe”. It would therefore be a “degradation and a humiliation” for

Parliament “to alter our law upon threat ”.^9 After lively debates the

Government was defeated on 19 February by a majority of 19, no fewer

than 84 Liberals voting against their chief.

This defeat of Palmerston within a few months of his great triumph at the

* It IS impossible to read the text of this speech of a declared Anglophil (J Delaroa,
Persigny, et les doctrines de VEmpirCy pp. 82-5) without feelmg that the offence which it

unwittingly caused was above all due to the peculiarly irntable susceptibility of Victorian
public opinion, to which allusion has already been made (supra, pp 301, 357).

t The Milner Gibsons had a sort of salon frequented by French, Italian, Hungarian and
other continental exiles. In the Cowley Papers (see The Pans Embassy, p 169), there is a
mysterious reference to the purchase of a revolver in Paris (about the time of the Orsim
outrage) which was traced to a maid ofMrs Milner Gibson, who then hurriedly returned to
London.



GUIZOT’S VERDICT ON PALMERSTONX] 375

polls is one of the most curious incidents in British Parliamentary history.

It is all the more curious when looked at in perspective ; for he was defeated

just because he showed unusual restraint and moderation. In short,

nothing more clearly reflects the jumpiness, the insularity, the aggressive

tendencies of public opinion in the mid-Victorian era. In Lord Morley’s

words, ‘‘Palmerston suited the temper of the times, while old maxims of

government and policy were tardily expiring, and the forces of a new era

w ere in their season gathering to a head.” * We are entitled to conclude

that It was the dictatorial and hectoring side of Palmerston which most

appealed to his countrymen.

Equally piquant and instructive is the contemporary comment of his old

rival Guizot, by this time of course living in strict retirement. “After having

committed absurdities for twenty years with impumty”, he told Nassau

Senior, “Palmerston is upset for having behaved for once in his life with

prudence and temper. A man ought to be consistent. Ifbullying and chicane

are his natural role, he should keep to them. If he deviates into moderation

and good sense, he is lost.” f There is a note of personal resentment to be

discounted, but there is none the less an uncomfortable spice of truth in the

argument And indeed about the same time a former close colleague con-

fided to Lord John his opinion of Palmerston as first Minister. “I think

him dangerous ”, he wrote, “ and I have always understood that Melbourne,

who knew him best, dreaded him most

Derby and Malmesbury

A highly paradoxical situation now arose. An all-powerful Minister, who
had swept the country at the recent elections, had suffered a passing eclipse

of popularity and resigned office, but Lord Derby, whom the Queen sum-

moned as the only possible alternative Premier, could not hope to rob him

of his majority in the House of Commons. John Bright was therefore fully

entitled to argue that “ a Derby Government can only exist on forbearance,

and will only last till it is convenient for us and the Whigs to overthrow it ”.J

* Life of Gladstone^ i, 543 There was, however, a personal incident which contnbuted to

Palmerston’s fail—the w idespread resentment atjamst the appointment of Lord Clanricarde,

which in Prince Albert’s view w'ould ha\e sufficed to o\erthrow him (Martin, iv, 195)

t W. Nassau Senior, Convenatiom with Thiers^ Guizoty etc
,

ii, 178 Another phrase of

Guizot on the same occasion deserves to be recorded • “No despotic sovereign would ha\e

dismissed Lord Palmerston No constitutional sovereign could retain Walewski or Momy.
The balance is m favour of constitutionalism

”

t ]Morle> , Life of Gladstone^ i 587-8 Buckle, Life of Dn^raeliy iv, chap \ . The modera-

tion of Disraeli’s \iews on foreign policy in all this period deser\es some emphasis In

1S57, during the debate on the Address, he had favoured “salutary" economy” and had

voiced the opinion that “it is not advisable that England should become what is called *a

great military nation
’ ”—cf Walpole, Twenty•five YtarSy i. 74.
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The attitude of the Liberal fronde encouraged Lord Derby to invite the

co-operation of the Peelites, and in particular to offer Gladstone a seat

in the new Cabinet: and this offer, renewed in May after a first refusal, was

backed up by a strong personal appeal from Disraeli.®^ It forms a dramatic

incident, and in some sense marks the parting of the ways between the two

men for whom fate had reserved the most titanic political rivalry in Vic-

torian history : but Gladstone’s refusal was a foregone conclusion.

Without the adherence of him and his colleagues the new Cabinet was

mediocre and undistinguished, though Disraeli at the Treasury imparted a

certain unconventionality. In the absence of any stronger or more obvious

candidate, Lord Malmesbury returned to the Foreign Office and, as in 1852,

owed much to his personal relations with Napoleon III : indeed he soon

found, as Clarendon ironically assured him on handing over, ‘‘ that the chief

employment of the Foreign Secretary was to make bridges for the Emperor
of the French One of Lord Malmesbury’s first tasks was to convince

the Queen, on the basis of his own youthful intimacy with Louis Napoleon

30 years earlier, that the story of his having taken “ the oath of the Assassin’s

Society ” was an entire fable, and that his association with “ the higher class

of the Carbonari” had been due to “those romantic feelings which the

former history and present degradation of Italy may naturally inspire even

at a more advanced time of life”.®® He next had to overcome the irritation

caused to the Emperor by the news that the British Cabinet found it quite

impossible to pass into law its predecessor’s Conspiracy Bill and must for

the moment postpone legal reform. But his urgent private assurances, and

the weighty and tactful support of Cowley, had a calming effect upon
Napoleon, who, to the Ambassador’s dismay, actually consulted him as to

the possibility of commuting the death sentence on the assassin Orsini, for

whom “he felt the greatest sympathy”. This attitude made it easier for

Malmesbury to remind him and Walewski that they had taken an exactly

opposite attitude in 1852, when Austria and Russia demanded the surrender

of their refugees. On 8 March, then, Walewski was instructed to offer

explanations of his original Note, and to express the readiness of the French
Government to leave it “to the English nation alone to determine m what
manner, and in what measure, a remedy could be applied ”. A few days
later Disraeli was able to announce to the House that the “painful mis-
conceptions” between the two Governments had “entirely terminated”.

All danger of a relapse was not yet over. Shortly before Palmerston’s fall

a certain Simon Bernard, secretary of “La Commune Fran^aise” in Lon-
don, had been arrested on a charge of conspiracy, and the Conservative law
officers now raised this charge to one of wilful murder and ordered his trial

before a special commission. Though his complicity in the Orsini plot was
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beyond dispute, he was on 18 April acquitted by the jury, thanks mainly to

an eloquent but impudent tirade of his defending counsel against the crimes

of Louis Napoleon, a former refugee in England and a conspirator against

Louis Philippe. Napoleon can hardly be blamed for showing intense irri-

tation at this and losing that “habitual calm*' of which he once boasted to

Queen Victoria and the Empress Eugenie wrote a long private letter to

Lord Cowley to express her “indescribable stupefaction” But fortunately

Napoleon kept his head and even reaped the full advantage of his recent

decision to recall Persigny from the London Embassy. It was high time,

for Persigny, though an old personal friend of Malmesbury, “literally

raved ” during his first visit to the new Foreign Secretary—shouting “ C'est

la guerre”—and talked wildly against the Conserv^ative Government in

London drawing-rooms ^ His successor, who arrived providentially on the

very day of Bernard's acquittal, was no other than Marshal Pelissier, Duke of

Malakoff, a bluff, outspoken and unconventional soldier whom all his old

comrades of the Crimea held in high honour. Pehssicr received a civic

welcome at Dover, was cheered m the streets of London and feted by
Society and Clubland • and Cowley only voiced the instinct of the man m the

street when he privately assured the Queen that “there could not be a greater

reparation for the offence given by the military addresses than m sending

the greatest man in the Army to maintain friendly relations*' f
The agitation on both sides slowly died down, but m England there re-

mained a profound suspicion of Napoleon's motives. We know enough to-

day to be certainthatNapoleonwasinhisownway profoundlyattached to the

cause of Franco-British friendship, and that his mind was already moving

towards an objective whose attainment would have been gravely com-

promised by any rupture. But his contemporaries were misled by a curious

“time-lag” between his far-reaching yet slowly evolved ambitions and the

marked vacillation of his attitude before any irremediable decision Avas

reached. In the words of an acute observer, “ His temper is procrastinating

He resolves, and w^hat he has resolved he executes . but the interval between

the resolution and the execution is often long We kno\v that he had decided

onthe^roz/^<iV/iZiinJanuary 1849 hedidnot executeit tillDccember 1S51

And again, “ The English alliance is his settled policy If he attempted an

invasion and failed, his ruin would be immediate.*' This fits in curiously

wfith a statement made about the same time to Vitzthuin—doubtless in-

tended for Malmesbury’s ears :
“Ualliance, e'est mot

!

If they don’t under-

* Malmesbury, li, 106. But as lately as 12 Novembei iS5<? the Queen had wiitten to

Clarendon ot Persigny as “a good honest warmhearted man” {Lett* in, 253)

t ThePaiisEmbaM>y,p 161 MalmesburytoldCow ley that “the diplomatists pjrticularlj

looked glum, but I think more at what they knew was a compliment and eainest ot the

Emperor’s goodwill, than because they thought it hostile’* (i, 110)
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stand this, so much the worse for them and for us. The two peoples don’t

know each other and have little love for each other.”

British opinion was at this moment diverted from the French situation by
an acute controversy over the future Government of India. The vindictive

folly of Lord Ellensborough and his tactless criticism of the clement Viceroy

Lord Canning encouraged the Opposition to attempt the overthrow of a

minority Government: but the issue of the debate in Parliament—one of the

great debates of the Victorian era—^was, on the contrary, to give Lord Derby
a new lease of life. Disraeli reached a fresh stage of notoriety through his

famous mockery of the unsuccessful “ Cabal”. “ It was like a convulsion of

nature rather than any ordinary transaction of human life”, he told his

delighted constituents, ‘*I can only liken it to one of those earthquakes

which take place in Calabria or Peru. There was a rumbling murmur, a

groan, a shriek, a sound of distant thunder. . . . There was a rent, a fissure

in the ground; and then a village disappeared; then a tall town toppled

down; and then the whole of the Opposition benches became one great

dissolving view of anarchy.”®® The result was a very definite strengthening

of the Conservatives.

It might at first sight be supposed that Napoleon would have welcomed

the return of his old friend Malmesbury to office : but in reality it was a true

instinct which led him to fear the probable reactions of the High Tory

Ministers to his fast maturing Italian designs, and to realise that the sym-

pathies of the Liberals for Italy were an asset far outweighing the drawbacks

of Palmerston’s explosive temper. The visit of the Queen and the Prince

Consort to Cherbourg was the occasion for a renewed exchange of cordial

greetings between the two courts, but the French naval display and the

evidence of extensive fortification aroused no little concern, especially

among the parliamentary delegates who accompanied the Queen, and

stimulated the feeling which was to vent itself in the great Volunteer Panic

of 1859-60. Prince Albert, moreover, was “conscious of a change in the

Emperor”, and saw signs of “a hot friend cooling”, to which the Italian

adventure ofthe coming year was to provide the clue. On the otherhand it is

not surprising that Napoleon grew increasingly reserved when his sugges-

tions for an Anglo-French understanding “on the revision of the map of

Europe ” met with no response whatsoever from Prince Albert.®® Napoleon
was already full of secret plans, which had assumed a concrete form at

Plombieres a month before Cherbourg (see infra, p. 381): and it was un-

questionably in pursuance of these that he took the strange step of inviting

Palmerston and Clarendon to Compiegne in November. Their acceptance,

though freely criticised on both sides of politics in England, was probably
wise : their warnings as to Austrian obstinacy may have served as a momen-
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tary deterrent upon the Emperor, and they learned from his own lips his

intense eagerness to ‘‘clean up Italy”, and the embarrassment which the

Roman occupation caused him. But far from revealing his whole mind on

the subject, he suppressed all reference not merely to his talks with Cavour,

but even to the projected marriage of his reprobate cousin “Plon-PIon” to

the daughter of Victor Emanuel.

Malmesbury took a generous and statesmanlike view of this incident, and
when warned by Cowley of the extent to which Napoleon listened to

Palmerston’s opimons, at once authorised the Ambassador to get into touch

with Palmerston, and tactfully to urge on him the dangers which any in-

cautious utterances in the House of Commons might so easily evoke.^ To
Malmesbury himself Cov ley expressed himself with almost equal tact,

arguing that it was possible to tell France almost anything without giving

offence, “provided we go gingerly to work. Your object must be to have

sufhcient influence to guide France and prevent her from getting herself and

others into scrapes, but this will never be obtained without the application

of a little soft solder

r

Cowley knew his Pans as few Englishmen, and could

give advice by which more than one British statesman might have profited.

The Italian Question

The change in Napoleon was a spiritual process that defies the psychologist:

it originated m the mental crisis that followed the Orsini outrage and the

published appeal of the assassin upon the scaffold :
“ I adjure Your Majesty

to restore to Italy the independence her children lost in 1849 through the

fault of France Deliver my country, and the blessings of 25,000,000

citizens will follow you down the ages.” f
The Congress of Pans had altogether evaded the Italian question and left

its solution to some other occasion. Cavour’s secret aim in joining the Allies

and sending Piedmontese troops to the Crimea had been, not merely to

secure for his little coimtry an equal place among the Great Powers, but to

extend the scope of the war in such a way that the Italian cause might profit.

But though he was admitted to the Concert and the Congress while

Prussia’s position at the latter was challenged, he soon found that all the

Powers without exception shrank from making Nationality the foundation of

* Coptrast the petty attitude of Russell who, as Foreign Secretary, objected to Cowley
continuing his pri\ ate correspondence with Clarendon, but lacking the courage to say so m
so many words, circularised to all embassies and legations a kind of general veto on private

letters (see Maxw’cll, 11, 188)

t He also won many s>Tnpathie& by declaring that despite “a fatal mental error*’ (me
plot’) “murder is no part of my prmciples and by begging fiee Italy of the future to

coTtapensate his victims ’
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their policy, realising that this must almost infallibly lead to fresh hostilities.

Even Napoleon, despite his very genuine Italian sympathies, was held back

by considerations for the Pope, whose Temporal Power rested on French

bayonets, maintained in Rome at the instance of the powerful French

Ultramontanes. Clarendon had given Cavour the advice that Danton’s old

recipe of ‘‘audacity’’ was his best policy but though he himself stupefied

his colleagues at the Congress by a frontal attack upon Papal and Neapolitan

rule, he not merely withheld his support from any idea of territorial gains

for Piedmont, but as it were barred the door to such ambitions by the con-

clusion of the Triple Guarantee Treaty of 9 April 1856 with Austria and

France. All that Cavour could do for the moment was to memorialise the

French and British Governments, and to depict Austria’s arrogant domina-

tion of the whole Italian situation as a permanent danger to peace.

For the next two years Cavour’s position was one of extreme difficulty:

he had to humour the federalist current, to hold in check Mazzini and the

wilder revolutionaries, to overcome Garibaldi’s impatience and separate

him from the republicans, and above all, to make preparations for a war

which he regarded as not merely inevitable, but actually desirable. This

meant that there must be constant incitement against Austria, yet never to

the point of provoking an open rupture, but thatAustriamustbe manoeuvred

into the position of the aggressor, while Piedmont must secure strong allies,

capable of redressing her military inferiority. It was typical of such tactics

that in February 1857, on the very day when Francis Joseph installed his

brother Maximilian as Viceroy in Milan, to inaugurate a milder regime,

Cavour delivered a speech culminating in the phrase, “Italy is marching

by great strides towards independence and liberty.” This led to a passing

diplomatic rupture with Austria, but peace was not broken: and Cavour

continued to fan the national movement throughout the Peninsula, while at

the same time doing all in his power to make of the House of Savoy the

focussing point of the future. Above all, he cultivated close relations with

Napoleon III, and the extent to which he avoided givmg offence to Pans is

reflected in his cautious attitude towards the designs of the mediocre Lucien

Murat, the Emperor’s cousin, upon the Neapolitan throne. But he dealt

very firmly with Mazzini’s ill-advised plot at Genoa, and thereby laid

himself open to much misapprehension and misrepresentation from the

Left.

The Orsini outrage seemed at first to be fatal to Cavour’s designs, by
identifying in many minds the Italian national cause with assassination, and
the French were as insistent in Turin as in London, that exceptional

measures should be taken against the terrorists. But after a month Napo-
leon’s mood began to change

;
to Victor Emanuel’s special envoy he hinted
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the possibility of active help for Piedmont He even showed sympathy for

Orsini, thought seriously of pardoning him, ordered his letters to be

published in the oSicizlMoniteur^ and took to heart that strangest of appeals

which the assassin had addressed in the name of Italy to his would-be

victim. It has often been affirmed that fear for his own life from other

revolutionaries was a prime motive with Napoleon butthough contemporary

enemies of that most enigmatic and romantic of autocrats may be excused

for believing this of him, they were almost certainly misled by hate and

passion. Far truer is it to recognise that his imagination was fired, and that a

fatalist belief in destiny and in his own guiding star led him on logically to

assume that the opportune moment for action was at last drawing near

In July 1858, then, he invited Cavour to a secret meeting at Plombieres,

and there the two conspirators reached agreement upon a joint campaign

against Austria. Cavour reported to Victor Emanuel the Emperor's in-

sistence on the need for justifying war before the diplomacy and public

opinion of Europe, and described with a curious blend of cynicism and

naivete ‘‘the search for this cause of war so difficult to find". Napoleon

made it clear that he could not take too strong a line against the Pope or the

King of Naples without on the one hand alienating French Catholic opinion

and on the other jeopardising his new-found friendship with the Tsar*

but also that he was ready to drive the Austiians bej ond the Isonzo It v as

agreed that the future Italy should consist of four states instead of se\en

—

a Kingdom of Upper Italy or Piedmont, augmented by Lombardy-Venetia,

Parma and Modena; a revived Kingdom of Etruria, consisting of Tuscany

and most of the Papal States, and perhaps assigned to the evicted Duchess of

Parma; Papal Rome, reduced to the original Patrimony of St Peter, and a

Kingdom of Naples, from which Murat might oust the hated Bourbons.

The four would form a federation under the presidency of the Pope

Napoleon's price was Savoy and Nice; Cavour did not finally commit him-

self, but argued unanswerably that on a basis of nationality it was almost

equally impossible to withhold the former and to concede the latter. Finally

Victor Emanuel was to give his daughter Clotilde in marriage to Prince

Napoleon.*

The net result was to lay the mam stress upon independence and to place

Italian unity altogether in the background and indeed to some it savoured

far more of a dynastic “deal " between the Houses of Savoy and Bonaparte

than of a true national programme—^in the words of M. Bourgeois, it was

“a partition of the Peninsula, dictated and controlled by ‘ raison d etat and

* Ca\our’i» report to Victor Emanuel on the conversations is to be found in Lettere di

CavoM , in, Nos i-i The reasoning b> which ne sought to wm his master fur the marriage

IS tiuly amazing and Las more than once been pilloried.



383 THE AFTERMATH: ROUMANIA AND ITALY [ch.

destined to produce prolonged misunderstandings between the two peoples

associated m the enterprise”.^

During the summer, while Cavour secretly continued his preparations,

Napoleon sent his cousin to Warsaw, to win the Tsar for benevolent neu-

trality in the event of a Franco-Austnan conflict. In the crude form

submitted to Gorchakov, the French proposal virtually amounted to the

destruction of Austria as a Great Power : for not merely was she to lose all

her Italian possessions, but Hungary was to become independent, while

Galicia was to be Russia’s share in a war of Coalition.^^ It is doubtful

whether Alexander II would ever have taken the scheme seriously, but in

any case he refused to consider it unless the Treaty of 1856 were revised—

a

concessionwhich Napoleon could not make without alienating Britain None
the less, Prince Jerome left with a reasonable hope that Russia would not

merely be neutral, but by a concentration of troops on her western

frontier would create a diversion against Austria and deter Prussia from

possible activity on the Rhine. Less successful was the Berlin mission

of Marquis Pepoli, a grandson of Joachim Murat and therefore a kinsman

both of Napoleon and of the Prussian Premier Prince Antony of Hohen-
zollern. The Prince Regent—^the future William I—showed great reserve

at the time, and then by his confidential enquiries in London helped to

augment the growing alarm of the British Court and Cabinet, which m
its turn increased the secretiveness and hesitations of the Emperor. It was,

however, a significant fact that the French press, though as completely at

the mercy of the Imperial authorities as the corresponding press under our

modern dictatorships, was left free to indulge m violent tirades against

Austria and her henchmen in Italy: and while the Momteur itself published

EdmondAbout’s criticisms of Papal misgovernment.La Presse^ the organ of

Pnnce Napoleon, insulted Francis Joseph and the Archduchess Sophy and

even went so far as to declare that while we do not love war, and hope that

it will some day disappear from the surface of Europe, we should none the

less like to see one war, and that one directed against Austria ”.^2 On
24 December Cavour transmitted to Paris a draft convention confirming the

main decisions of Plombieres: the new Northern Italian Kingdom was to

take Lombardy and Venice from Austria and the Romagna from the Pope,

while Savoy was to be ceded to France (this time no mention was made of

Nice), Everything, then, pointed to war when in the last week of 1858,

while the movement for Roumanian union was reaching its height, a

sudden revolution in Serbia overthrew Prince Alexander Karagjorgjevid

and restored the exiled Milos Obrenovi^, Count Buol, arrogant as ever,

notified Paris that he might send troops to assist the Pasha of Belgrade
against the insurgent Serbs: even the lukewarm Walewski was highly in-
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dignant, and the Austrian Ambassador Hubner was gravely embarrassed

and wrote of a tile falling upon his head.^^ This was the background of the

famous scene at the New Year reception in the Tuileries, when the Emperor
expressed to Hubner his regret that Franco-Austrian relations were not as

good as he could wish. The phrase resounded through Europe, and there

was consternation in Pans, reflected in movements on the Bourse; but there

are grounds for doubting whether Napoleon had intended anything more
than a momentary snub to a diplomat whom he detested,*^ Much more
serious was the speech of Victor Emanuel in opening Parliament ten days

later: for on that occasion he referred to “the ciy of anguish” {g^ido di

dolore) which came to him from many parts of Italy, and the reaction from

Vienna was immediate.

British Efforts for Peace

Now that most of the diplomatic secrets of those days have been laid bare, it

would be absurd to deny that the policy pursued by Piedmont, under the

guidance of Cavour and his King, was one of calculated aggression, planned

to manoeuvre the enemy into an aggressive pose before Europe. But if we
look deeper, we must endorse as fundamental Hudson’s view that “the

mere existence of a system of government as free as that of Sardinia is

excitement enough to people in the condition of the Lombards, Venetians

and the Pope’s subjects In a word. Piedmont’s crime was that she was

there at all.

Malmesbury entirely shared the apprehensions of the Queen, and already

on 12 January recorded in his diary that his whole mind was occupied by the

object of preventing a war “which would cost 100,000 lives and desolate the

fairest parts of Europe At the same time his well-meantwarning to Vienna

that war “would soon assume the character of a revolutionary contest ”, and

that w’’hile Britain would remain neutral, her public opinion “had a natural

tendency to sympathise with Italian nationalists ”, provoked a haughty repK

from Buol, who, in the Foreign Secretary’s considered view, behaved “ with

a folly which is perfectly inconceivable “ Buol ”, he told Cowley a week

later, “has received our counsels of prudence with nearly equal sulkiness,

and I think the best attitude for us now is to fold our arms likemen who have

advised madmen in vain to refrain from mutual follies. . .and leave them

with sorrow to their fate.” And indeed the unfortunate Malmesbury soon

found himself between two, or even three, stools. He suspected Napoleon,

• The press recalled the energetic language used by Napoleon I to Lord ^^hitv^o^til m
1803, when he had resolved upon teaiing up the Tieatv of .\mieis But there is probably

a much truer parallel in the open encounter between Napoleon III and Lord Cowley at

another Tuiienes reception in the year i860. (See tnfra, p 416.)



384 THE AFTERMATH: ROUMANIA AND ITALY [cm

not without justice, of being
‘
‘ very hostile to our administration and anxious

to upset it*'
;
a chance phrase of his to the effect that Austria had the same

right to Lombardy as England to Ireland and India;' had been repeated to

the Emperor and been much resented by him Moreover, Malmesbury had

grounds for suspecting an alliance between Napoleon and Algernon Borth-

wick, ofthe Morning Post, and behind this he seemed to see a plot of Palmer-

ston for the overthrow ofthe Conservative Cabinet. Meanwhile, Malmesbury

instructed his Minister in Turin, Sir James Hudson,* to warn Cavour. but

the effect of this was marred by the fact that Hudson was more Italian than

the Italians and virtually conspiring with the Turin Government. This ex-

plains the flat-footed answer that Piedmont was '' following the path marked

out by England, and Europe was to blame for rousing the hopes of the

Italians”. Malmesburyvented his wrath on“that little conceited mischievous

state now called Sardinia That Europe should be deluged with blood for

the personal ambition of an Italian attorney and a tambour-major, like

Cavour and his master, is intolerable.”*]' But like Prince Albert, he gravely

misjudged and under-estimated Cavour when he spoke of him as “ bankrupt

and desperate”. Lord Clarendon may perhaps be excused for thinking

Malmesbury “ unfit for the oncoming European crisis ” and indeed there

was more than an undercurrent of this same feeling in Malmesbury’s own
colleague Disraeli, who had already in December taken the unusual step of

sending his secretary Ralph Earle to urge moderation upon Napoleon, and

who early in January wrote a very critical letter to the Prime Minister on

the subject of our foreign policy.

At the opening of Parliament on 3 February the Queen’s speech laidwery

special stress on Britain’s resolve “to maintain inviolate the faith of public

treaties”: and this attitude, which found universal acceptance from public

opimon, was voiced by no one more explicitly than Palmerston himself, who
argued quite openly that “no Power could violate” the settlement of 1815
“ by attempting, without reason or cause, to dispossess Austria of what that

treaty gave her”. He even went so far as to allude to a possible Austro-

French war over the possession of Lombardy
; but this, he concluded,

“would be to involve Europe in calamities. . .for a cause which, however
in the abstract desirable, would by no means justify such a war Of special

interest was the speech of Disraeli on the same occasion: for after allusions

* Malmesbury himselfm his diary for 1 1 April says of Hudson that ' he is more Italian
than the Italians, and he lives almost entirely with tibe ultras of that cause” (Memoirs, ii,

169).

t The Paris Embassy, p 175. Palmerston’s comment to Granville was that Malmesbury
was “ really unfit for his office ”, if he had told France that she would not be permitted to
go to war; for that is to insult her without bemg strong enough to make good the affront”
(Fiteiaurice, i, 326).
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to '‘the great jealousy and distrust” between France and Austria and an

appeal for patience addressed to " that interesting state ”, Sardinia, he placed

his main emphasis upon "the high policy of an alliance with France”, such

as all the greatest statesmen of England had advocrlea He claimed that

there were deeply rooted reasons for calling it ‘ a natural alliance, ... an

alliance independent of dynasties, individuals cr forms of government ”

:

and he expressed his confidence in the character of Napoleon, as "a faith-

ful ally and. . ,a sagacious Prince”. At the close of the debate Lcrd John

Russell endorsed Disraeli’s belief in the value of a French alliance, and ad-

vanced his favourite theory that the people of Central Italy should be

allowed to settle their own affairs without foreign interference, and that :h:s

was the surest way of averting war in Europe

These utterances had a momentary influence on the Emperor, who four

days later, in opening the French legislature, repeated the watchword
" L’Empire, e’est la paix”

:
yet the general tone of his speech was anything

but reassuring, and its effect was counteracted by the very different language

of the inspired pamphlet UEmpire et Vltalie^ in which Austria’s strangle-

hold upon the minor states of the Peninsula was mercilessly denounced He
admitted to the Queen that " the treaties could only be altered by common
agreement, but respect for them does not conflict with my duty, which is

to follow the policy which best conforms to the honour and interests of my
country”. As Prince Albert told Stockmar, "it is not on words like these

that ^he funds will rise”.

During the second half of February London, realising that nothing save

some form of friendly mediation from the outside could avert the slow but

steady drift towards war, sent Lord Cowley on a mission to Vienna His

four proposals were the joint withdrawal of Austrian and French troops

from the Papal States, an agreement for reform of the Papal Government,

permanent guarantees for Austro-Sardmian friendship and revision of the

treaties binding Parma and Modena to Austria Friendly letters passed

between the Queen and Francis Joseph, and Cowley was well received by

Buol and found his position eased by the sudden dismissal of Prince

Napoleon from his position as Colonial Minister, 'which was interpreted as

a sign of pacific views on Napoleon’s part. But Cowley’s suggestion that a

disarmed Piedmont should be guaranteed by the Great Powers as a kind of

Switzerland, never had any prospect of success and in any case, before ir

could be discussed, the situation was transformed by a Russian proposal thai

the Italian question should be submitted to an European Congress, and by its

ready acceptance by France. This proposal in its turn remained stillborn:

for on the one hand Britain, though also accepting it, suspected the motives

that prompted Russia. Prince Albert told his uncle that the Russian aim was

SL-W *5
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“ to increase the difficulties of an arrangement ”, and thought that Gorchakov

“looked to Congress to regain for Russia the position she had lost since

1855 On the other hand, Austria insisted on the exclusion of Sardinia

—

an impossible humiliation after her role at Pans three years earlier—^while

Malmesbury and even Cowley entertained for a time the preposterous

alternative of excluding all six Italian states. It is possible to sympathise

with the Foreign Secretary’s view that to admit all six to the Congress

“would make it a Babel”; but it was surely obvious that to exclude all

Italians from a Congress convoked to settle the Italian Question,* was a tour

deforce worthy of the Holy Alliance, and certain to be rejected by Western

opinion. It was, however, left to Austria to make a proposal which Malmes-

bury at once called “ perfectly inadmissible —^namely that Sardima should

be excluded and the other five admitted.

At this criticaljuncture, when foreign Governments were closelywatching

London, and when so much depended upon the Derby Cabinet taking a

clear and firm line in favour of peace, its prestige was diminished by a pre-

carious situation at home. The electoral reform to which Lord Derby stood

pledged, and which he laid before Parliament on 28 February, proved too

conservative for the Liberals and too liberal for the Tories
:
John Bright held

up its “ fancy franchises ” to ridicule, and Lord John Russell, denounced by

Disraelif for the “ restlessness which will not brook that delay and patience

needed in our constitutional Government”, rallied all the hostile groups

against the Government. On 31 March it was defeated by 39 votes, and a

dissolution followed: nor did the gain of about 30 seats at the general

elections suffice to give the Government a clear majority. Thus, in

Mr Buckle’s words, “Malmesbury’s advice necessarily lost half its weight

abroad and such chance as he still had of dammmg back the torrent was

reduced almost to zero. Napoleon, it is true, was full of hesitations, con-

cealed his designs from his Mimsters, whose clerical outlook rendered them
hostile to Turin, and, as the event was to prove, made altogether inadequate

military preparations. British disapproval, Russian dislike of anything

savouring of revolution, doubts as to Prussian intervention—all these served

to increase his irresolution. In a word, Napoleon sat at the Tuileries,
“ brooding over Italy ”, and faced, in the view of Prince William of Prussia,

and of many other good judges, by a choice of “ la guerre ou le poignard

No wonder that Cavour was intensely alarmed
;
for though anxious “not

* To quote Malmesbury’s own words in the House of Lords, on 28 March, ** intimately
connected with the political and social happiness of the Italian people” {Hansard^ CLiii,

908).

t Ibid. p. 1253. He accused Russell of sneermg at the Foreign Secretary and embarras-
sing the Government before Europe at “a moment the most critical. . .for many years
past”.
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to triumph solely by means of the French”, he fully realised that without

their aid he was helpless. At the end of March he paid a visit of despair to

Napoleon and spared no effort to brace him for the plunge : for the next few

weeks he seriously thought of resigning, withdrawing to America and
publishing an account of the Plombieres talks and Napoleon’s written

pledges.* He was resolved to resist any attempt, even on the part of a

Congress, to impose disarmament upon his country, and was reduced to

pinning his last hope upon Austria placing herself in the wrong by an

aggression which he himself was of course only too ready to forestall.

London’s alarm was heightened by a conversation between Cowley and
Napoleon on 9 April. Asked to say frankly whether he desired peace or

war, the Emperor replied that though he should be glad of peace, he was not

afraid of war, and feared it to be unavoidable. England, he added, had

always disliked Austria’s presence in Italy: why should she not come to

terms with France on this matter, and he would give guarantees that he had
no ambitious projects. Cowley, feeling this to be “the cloven foot”, gave

the Emperor a piece of his mind : he roundly declared that “ if he attempted

without reason any scheme so iniquitous, he would have both the moral

and material efforts of England arrayed agamst him” and concluded with

an impassioned appeal “to help Italy by pacific means”, rather than by
drawing the sword.®® This was reported to the Cabinet, who ‘'all agreed”,

Malmesbury told Cowley, “that you did not say a word too much to the

man who broke his word to you, and who, it is evident to me, had from the

first meant an Italian War”.®® But he was also only too conscious that

“ England cannot go running from one to the other like an old aunt trying

to make up family squabbles ”, and yet this was in effect what British policy

was rapidly coming to. Malmesbury’s final effort on 19 April took the

form of proposals for simultaneous disarmament on the part of Austria,

France and Sardinia, to be followed by a Congress to which Sardinia and

all the other five Italian states should be invited, but only en titre consiiUahfy

according to the Laibach precedent of 1831. It was on this very day that

Clarendon, speaking in the House of Lords, summed up the situation some-

what cynically as follows . “that one despotic Power has proposed to another

despotic Power that by means of a Congress a third despotic Power should

pave the way for liberal institutions m Italy”.®’ He was followed by the

Prime Minister himself, who openly blamed Victor Emanuel for “ stepping

out of his legitimate course” by the famous speech from the Throne m
which the words “a cry of anguish” occur.

The attitude of Malmesbury on this occasion was far from effective, and

* Cf. Martin, iv, 416 Olliviei {UEmpire LtbSralf in, 562) rejects the possibility of such
action, but it is to be found m Lettere d% Cavour, in, 96.

25-2
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really led in neither of the two obvious directions. He spoke of sympathies for

“ the Austrian people ”, because “ we are of the same Teutomc origin ”, but

added that we were ‘‘to a certain extent alienated from them by the signal

difference which exists between the two Governments. Theirs is an essen-

tially despotic Government and ours an essentially free one.” On the

other hand, Britain was not of the same race or descent as Sardinia, “but

there is such a resemblance between our Governments, they are so identical

in character, that the greatest desire for the prosperity of Sardinia has always

existed in this country We accept the revolutions which they bring about

by their own hands and judgments. We recognise their de facto Govern-

ments.” Such utterances, from such a quarter, could only incense Vienna

and encourage Turin, this producing an effect quite at variance with

Malmesbury’s intentions and a clear impression abroad of hesitancy and

weakness.

It is quite obvious that Malmesbury under-estimated the strength of

Italian national feeling, but after the event he strenuously denied ever

having objected on principle to the idea of Unity. Nor would he admit that

hostility towards Napoleon of which the latter came to suspect him: and in

186 1 he pressed for, and succeeded in obtaining, an audience with the

Emperor, in order to convince him that Conservative hostility to his person,

and still more the suggestion that Malmesbury was “getting up a Ger-

man coalition against him”, was a myth, and probably originated with

Palmerston.®®

Parliament was dissolved on 19 April 1859, and thus the European crisis

came to a head while the British Government was absorbed in a losing

electoral campaign. On the very eve of dissolution Disraeli had spoken on
the Italian Question, and argued that “the waters of the Adriatic cannot

be disturbed without agitating the waters of the Rhine”. Palmerston inter-

vened, in order to “express his opinion in favour of a much more liberal

policy than H.M.G. seemed inclined to pursue towards the unhappy people

of Italy”.®®

The Italian War
Cavour feared the min of all his plans and was on the point of resignation,

perhaps even of suicide, when he was saved by the impatient folly of

Austria. To the Cabinet of Vienna a Congress offered no satisfactory

solution: for it opened the door to general European mterference in

matters which Austria regarded as her own concern, and in the meantime
gave her enemies'a breathing-space for further military preparations. Buol
refused even to enter the Congress unless Sardinia disarmed, and told Lord
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Augustus Loftus that he had no illusions and expected France to offer him
not an olive branch, but the sword’s point.®® Unduly encouraged by anti-

Italian manifestations in the south of Germany, Francis Joseph and Buol

sent the Archduke Albrecht on a special mission to Berlin, urging a joint

Austro-Prussian campaign upon the Rhine. The Prince Regent William was

not attracted by a scheme which not merely involved a great war, but

perhaps also Austrian predominance in Germany: and he may well have

been influenced by Prince Albert’s pressing advice in favour of a waiting

attitude as the true Prussian policy.®^ But in any case before he had even

left Berlin, the war party in Vienna gained the upper hand and induced

Francis Joseph to launch an ultimatum against Sardinia, giving her only

three days in which to accept the principle of radical disarmament.^ After

the disaster Count Buol wished it to be believed that he had opposed such

precipitate action and that this was the cause of his dismissal, which took

place on 4 May. In reality there seems no doubt that at the decisive Crown
Council he had not opposed the ultimatum, and that he was dismissed

because Austria’s isolationmEurope instantlybecame apparent and themain
blame was, not without reason, laid upon his arrogant and inept conduct of

foreign policy. Two of his many outbursts in these critical weeks were to the

effect that we want allies, not mediators ”, and that “ I would sooner go to

the gallows than to this conference ”.®2

The ultimatum put Austria in the wrong and tied the hands of London,

the more so as Cavour, with despair in his soul, had a day earlier accepted

the programme of disarmament. Austrophil though he was. Lord Derby
told the Queen that ‘‘Austria deprives herself of all claim to the support or

countenance of England ” :®® and at a dinner of the Lord Mayor he went so

far as to declare that “there was nothing in his judgment to justify the

hasty, precipitate, and, because involving the horrors of war, the criminal

step which had been taken by Austria”. The Queen, already “dreadfully

disgusted with politics and Europe ”, wrote to King Leopold, bewailing ‘
‘ the

madness and blindness of Austria”, and also “the most vehement sympathy

for Sardinia” which Austria’s action was evoking in England.®^ Malmes-

bury made a last unavailing effort at mediation and urged Buol at least to

delay the attack upon Piedmont. But his appeal was disregarded, and

Loftus’s warning that Austria would be isolated met with Buol’s answer,
“ Perhaps, butwe are fighting against Revolution and for European order. ”®®

Austria and Sardinia were at war by 26 April, and manifestos in the name
of Francis Joseph, Victor Emanuel and Napoleon served as the flourish of

trumpets that ushered in a tournament. But one phrase of the Emperor

* This offers a highly interesting analogy to the Austnan ultimatum of 33 July 1914,
when a respite of only 48, mstead of 73, hours was given.
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drowned all the restand echoed thunderously throughout the Peninsula—his

assumption that either Austria must rule up to the Alps or
‘
‘ Italymustbe free

from tie Alps to the Adriatic’’. Cavour’s despair was turned to exultation

by the unfriendly Walewski’s telegram promising full militar}^ support: and

soon French troops began to pour over the Mont Cems pass and to land at

Genoa. Fortunately for the Italian cause, the Austrian commander Count

Gyulay showed marked incompetence and by his inaction wasted the ten

days during which he might well have overwhelmed Piedmont’s resistance

before her ally’s numbers began to tell. It was not till 20 May that the first

serious engagement took place at Montebello : on 4 June thebattle ofMagenta

was won by Macmahon after confused and almost haphazard fighting, and

four days later Napoleon and Victor Emanuel made a joint entry into Milan.

Meanwhile a sudden revolutionary outburst, from embers long secretly

fanned by Cavour, drove the Grand Duke of Tuscany and the Dukes of

Parma and Modena from their dominions and struck terror into the hearts of

the Pope and the King of Naples.

Austria, Prussia and the Rhine

Thanks to the arrogant infatuation of Buol, Austria found herself in com-
plete diplomatic isolation on the outbreak of war. To the last moment he had
calculated that Napoleon would compel Sardinia to submit, and that Prussia

and Britain would give Austria their backing.®® But the Bund refused to

move, and though Moltke as a soldier favoured action, and though Albert

of Saxony and Frederick of Baden appealed to the Prmce Regent against
“ the disturber of the peace ”, and bade him answer “the call of Germany ”,

he preferred to follow the advice of Bismarck, who held that Prussia would
only be helping Austria to establish her hegemony over Germany, South

German sentiment was on the Austrian side, in spite of the obvious draw-

backs ofthe Bach regime
; but Schleinitz, Prussia’s Liberal Foreign Minister,

felt both national and political affinities with the cause of Piedmont, and
knew that Francis Joseph dreamt of a reversion to Austria’s full territorial

status in the eighteenth century. Moreover, he was fully alive to the dangers

of action in theWest before Russia’s intentions could be clearly ascertained.'^

Russia, for her part, was definitely pleased to see Austria endangered and
defeated: to the Tsar and Gorchakov it meant an easy vengeance for

Austrian ingratitude in the Crimean War, and Francis Joseph’s arguments

Schlemitz at first only wanted to mobilise three, m order '‘not to give umbrage” (see
Pnnce Regent*s memorandum of la June 1859, No. 440 m AuswaiUge PoUttk Preussens,

6s4).



X] “THE CALL OF GERMANY*’ 391

as to the essentially revolutionary character of the Italian war fell upon deaf

ears. Napoleon was not slow to invite the Tsar to declare himself “We
understand ”, hewrote, “the menagementsv^hich. it is wise to show towards the

Confederation, and above all Prussia. But without adopting a menacing

attitude, it is essential that the neutrality of Russia should inspire in Ger-

many a salutary fear—^the sole possible brake upon the passions which

agitate her.” Alexander in his reply expressed his desire to fulfil his en-

gagements and to effect in France’s favour “the strongest possible diver-

sion ”, and promised to use his influence upon all his German relations. He
then informed Schleinitz that Russia would remain neutral so long as the

war was localised, but that “ her attitude would change if without the terri-

tory of the Confederation being attacked, Prussia and Germany were to

range themselves on the side of Austria”.®® In the following autumn

Gorchakov informed the French Ambassador that a Russian warning had

been addressed to Berlin, but that he had concealed it from France, “so as

not to encourage the extension of a war which it was our interest to circum-

scribe Whether this was literally accurate or not, it is certain that Russian

policy aimed at restraimng Russia from aggression, yet without entirely

freeing France from the fear of it.

The news of Magenta revived the patriotic agitation in South Germany,

and voices were heard demanding action agamst France and even the con-

quest of Alsace. Alarm spread through Europe, the Danes and Swiss placed

part of their forces under arms, and Russia gathered four army corps on the

Galician and Moldavian frontiers. Prussia, though anxious not to offend

Russia,, accepted the proposals put forward at the Diet of Frankfurt and

mobilised six army corps, while inviting Russia and Britain to join her in

mediation. After Solferino the tension increased still further, and Prussia

proposed that a federal observation corps should be placed on the upper

Rhine, m contact with her own forces. If at this stage Russian pressure was

the decisive deterrent in Berlin, it must not be overlooked that the British

Conservative Cabinet, already at its last gasp, sent a circular to all the Ger-

man courts, strongly discouraging any action on the Rhine, and warning

them that if they should be “ so ill-advised as to provoke a war with France,

and shoilld without any sufficient cause make general a war which on every

account ought if possible to be localised, Her Majesty’s Government. . . can

give to Germany no assistance nor contribute. . .to protect her coast from

hostile attack”.’®

Itwas in circumstances such as these, and amid agrowing German clamour

for a “ Front against the West ”, that Napoleon took the fateful decision of

direct overtures to Francis Joseph, and thus by the compromise of Villa-

franca averted the danger of an attack on the Rhine. The further details need
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not concern us here, but the respective attitudes of Prussia and Russia form

the essential background to Napoleon’s Italian policy, while it was being

converted from theory into practice.

The British Elections

Events in Italy undoubtedly diminished the chances of the Tories at the

elections, and their hold upon the new Parliament, which met early in

June, was distinctly precarious. Feeling in the country was strongly in

favour of “ a strict and impartial neutrality ”, and in including so pointed a

phrase in the Queen’s speech, Derby was going farther than Gladstone

himself felt to be expedient. but there was also widespread sympathy for

the Italian cause, and the suspicion that the Government was siding with

Austria lost it many votes.

A curious episode deserves passing mention. On 5 May Napoleon III

received in audience Louis Kossuth, the exiled Governor of Hungary, with

a view to rousing against Austria her disaffected populations. The conver-

sation turning upon the need for France’s flanks being secured against

attack while she was winning freedom for Italy, Kossuth argued that British

neutrality was the key, and offered to contribute towards the overthrow of

Derby’s Government by using his personal influence with Cobden and the

Radicals. He did actually go straight to England and with the help of

Charles Gilpin, Member for Northampton, organised four big meetings in

favour of neutrality, in London, Manchester, Bradford and Glasgow, the

Lord Mayor presiding at the first of the four.'^^ xhis was neither the first

nor the last occasion on which Hungarian patriots meddled in British party

politics for their own ends.

Already during the debate on the Address the Government was m a

minority of 13, and this time definitely resigned. Lord Malmesbury after-

wards recorded his view that if the Blue Book on his conduct of affairs

during the Italian dispute had appeared before the debate, instead of being

held back by Derby and Disraeli, the voting would have been the other way.

But it seems obvious that even in that event the fall ofthe Government could

not have been averted for more than a few weeks. Its failure to check the

Austro-French quarrel was certainly a prime cause of its defeat, but that

failure was above all due to Napoleon’s cdculation that Derby was tottering,

and that his Liberal successors would favour a forward policy in Italy.

Malmesbury at least saw this clearly enough: for on 25 March he noted,
‘‘None of the Great Powers (excepting Russia, who agrees to everything),

woidd move an inch till it^s decided whether Lord Derby’s Government
can hold on or not. If we were secure, Austria might make the concession
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we require, which she would not if Palmerston and Lord John were in

office: and Louis Napoleon, seeing a chance of his friends being m power

and following a policy in accordance with his wishes, throws of course every

kind of delay in the way of settling the case by negotiation. In other

words, the weakness of the Conservatives formed an essential factor in

French calculations, and therefore in the ultimate Italian issue.

There followed a brief political interlude, the Queen, in her embarrass-

ment between ‘‘those two dreadful old men*’ Lord Palmerston and Lord

John Russell, hit upon the idea of inviting Lord Granville (whom Russell in

1852 had described as one of the best Foreign Secretaries the country ever

had) to become Prime Minister and hold the balance between them.

Greville very acutely interpreted this as “ a significant notice to them of her

great reluctance to have either of them at the head of affairs”. There were

several days of astute manoeuvring, Palmerston consenting to serve under

Granville, if he could remain leader of the Commons, while Russell also

claimed this for himself and expected Palmerston to be Foreign Secretary,

but to go to the Lords In the end, to use Lord Fitzmaurice’s witty phrase,

“neither of the two elder statesmen would consent to be the third person in

the political trinity, though each was ready to consent to be the second”.
“ With Palmerston ”, Lord John bluntly told Lord Granville, “ I could only

have to consider who is to have the first, and who the second office in the

State. With you I could only occupy the third, and should not feel that I had

sufficient security either on foreign affairs or on reform. Granville’s

biographer is fully entitled to interpret this as meaning that while there

were at that moment two main aims of British Policy—^the maintenance

of peace and the better government of Italy—^“Lord John and Lord

Palmerston thought most of the second, Lord Granville most of the first,

of these objects. Lord John was prepared to risk war to secure Italian

liberation: Lord Granville was not prepared to do so”. Already in May
Lord John’s mind had been moving on the lines of “ a division of power on

fair and equal terms ” between himself and Palmerston,'^® and this became

the only possible solution as soon as Granville handed back his mandate to

the Queen,*

To complete the picture, it must be added that inside the Conservative

ranks Disraeli was urging upon his chiefLordDerbythe regrettable necessity

for dropping Lord Malmesbury, in the hope that Lord Clarendon might

consent to take his place. He also expressed the view that there was only

* The secret of these negotiations was revealed m The Times of 14 June, owing to the

deliberate indiscretion of its great Editor Delane, and the mnocent Granville was placed in

a very awkward situation towards the Queen {Letters^ in, 347) Disraeli’s idea of recon-

struction under Lord Stanley, with Clarendon in place of Malmesbury, was never taken
senously and belongs to the curiosities of pohtics (Buckle, op, at, p. 1659).



394 the AFTERMATH: ROUMANIA AND ITALY [ch. x

one man who could rally all Conservatives and win them allies outside,

and that was Lord Stanley. “ My friendship for him is so complete, and his

confidence in me so perfect that if I sat below the gangway, he would know
I was only there for his interests. ” Nothing came of this combination, but

the friendship of Disraeli and Stanley was to remain one of the decisive

factors in British party politics for close upon two decades to come.



CHAPTER XI

INTERFERENCE AS A POLICY

Russell at the Foreign Office

Palmerston again became Prime Minister, with Granville as President of

the Council, Gladstone as Chancellor of the Exchequer, Newcastle, Sidney

Herbert and Wood as Secretaries for the Colonies, War and India. But

Russell, who in his own estimation was no less fitted for the supreme

post, made it an absolute condition of his co-operation that he should

himself be Foreign Secretary. Clarendon, who could not be induced to

accept any alternative post, and again showed, as on other occasions, a

singular indifference to political office or advancement, now dropped out

altogether, to the great regret of the Queen and of Palmerston himself.*

But to-day it is impossible to regret this, in view of the utterly erroneous

views which he held on the vital issues of his time: and it will suffice to

quote his publicly avowed opinion that “the bubble of Italian Unity has

at length burst”,^ and his private appeal to Cowley to use his influence

on Napoleon “to put some check on the brigandage of the King of

Sardinia”.^

After some years of friction and divergent views the two Liberal veterans

re-established an intimate personal alliance, in which it was observed that

RusselPs eagerness for office was far greaterthan Palmerston’s. Palmerston’s

attitude on foreign policy had not really changed since 1848. “The
Austrians have no business in Italy, and they are a public nuisance there”,

he had told Lord Granville : but on the other hand he held it to be “ greatly

for the interests of Europe that Austria should continue to be a Great Power

in the centre of the Continent and war on too drastic a scale might, he

feared, end in her dismemberment. In April he openly defended Sardinia’s

right to take part in any Conference, but privately he looked upon Austria

as the aggressor. He recognised that Napoleon had “ for manyyears past had

a fixed desire to improve the internal condition of Italy by freeing as much
of that country as possible from the crushing weight of Austrian domina-

tion ”, and that ifwar ensued, “we shall have Italy freed from the Austrians,

* In November 1857 he had already told the Queen that he could never succeed Palmer-
ston and that Lord John was the right successor (GreviUe, viii, 136).
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and that would be another good thing The Queen’s entourage doubtless

shared Aberdeen’s view that Austria was “still fighting the battle of

Europe ” but public opinion with every week rallied more decisively to the

Italian side.

Even more pronounced was Russell’s attitude towards the Italian Ques-

tion: and indeed his keen sympathy with the Italian cause was a prime

factor in his insistence upon the Foreign Office. Professor Trevelyan makes

the strong, but by no means excessive, assertion that Lord John’s partm the

making of Italy, “next to his part in the great Reform Bill, stands as the

principal achievement of his life” For years Russell had been in close

contact with leading Italian patriots, and even with French official agents,

who late in 1858 sounded him as to the attitude of the Liberal press in the

event of Napoleon crossing the Alps and asking only Savoy as the reward

ofhis assistance to Sardinia. Thisheconfided to his father-in-lawLord Minto,
whose famous mission of 1847 had identified him with the Italian cause : but

he refrained from telling Palmerston and Clarendon, “as I suspect their

advice would be quite against Italy”.’ This was written before his recon-

ciliation with Palmerston, and while his relations with Clarendon were

definitely strained: but it shows quite clearly that long before taking office

he was prepared to go very far in the Italian Question, None the less, his

somewhat doctrinaire outlook stood revealed during the debate on the

Queen’s speech : for, starting from a criticism of the Conservatives as un-

duly Austrophil and perhaps even as ready to take the Austrian side,' he

argued “that the honour of Britain demands that she should not assist in

rivetting the chains of Italy, and her interest requires peace with all the

Powers of Europe”. It was soon to be brought home to him that only war

could destroy the chains of Italy. When the Italian War was already at its

height, he summed up his real sentiments to the no less ardent Italophil

Hudson, in the phrase, “ I don’t wish to see either the Tedeschi or the Galli

drinking the waters of the Po, Let the Italians govern their own affairs

;

that ismy motto.” ® To the Queen he wrote :
“ The Emperor must either give

independence to Italy, or be stigmatised as the betrayer of the Italian

people.” ®

Russell took over the Foreign Office on i July, at a highly critical moment.
The battle of Solferino, fought a week earlier, had ended in an Austrian

retreat, and the fearful bloodshed and lack of doctors had a harrowing effect

upon the nerves of Napoleon III, who was no soldier and had not inherited

the brutal callousness of his uncle. More important still, it could not be
regarded as a decisive victory, and the unconquered Quadrilateral still con-
fronted the French Army with a truly formidable task and caused lively dis-

sensions inside the French High Command. It was clear that Austria, in
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spite of financial difficulties and the discontent so rife in Hungary, was by

no means at the end of her resources. Meanwhile the revolutionary move-

ment in Italy itself was going too fast and loo far for Napoleon: to free the

north from foreign rule was one thing, to unite the whole Peninsula was

quite another. The effect upon the Papal Stares was highly embarrassing,

and alarmed that French Catholic and Conservative opinion upon which

Napoleon so much relied. Above all, France’s eastern frontier was by now
seriously denuded of troops, while the Prince Regent of Prussia mobilised

his whole army and began to sound London and St Petersburg as to possible

mediation. The Tsar and his Chancellor Prince Gorchakov viewed with

almost equal disquiet the ferment m Italy and the attitude adopted by

Prussia, and urged Pans to lose no time in making peace.

All this lay behind the proposals laid before the new British Foreign

Secretary by Persigny, who was now back at the FrenchEmbassy in London.

The rebirth of Italy was to be achieved through the cession of Lombardy
and Parma to Sardinia, the creation of an independent Venetia (with

Modena) under an Austrian Archduke, the restoration of the Grand Duchy
of Tuscany, and the placing of Romagna under a Piedmontese Governor:

the superstructure was to be provided by an Italian Confederation under

the presidency of the Pope. But Palmerston refused to be a party to any

such scheme, arguing that it would embroil Britain with both parties and

merely perpetuate existing quarrels the Emperor might favour it out of
‘
‘
jealousy of Sardinia and tenderness forthePope : butwe feel neither ofthese

mental affections and are not bound to adopt them”.^® To Persigny he was

no less frank: such a confederation would deliver Italy to Austria “bound
hand and foot” : Piedmont alone would be “for a liberal system”, the rest

would always favour absolutism, and there could be no agreement.^^ Russell

gave It as his opimon to the Russian Ambassador that such a confederation

would involve “ either the total supremacy of Austria in Italy or a renewal of

the war None the less, both Palmerston and Russell were ready to give

to the Emperor ‘
‘ the moral support ” which he asked, but the Queen strongly

objected and clung to a policy of strict neutrality.

The Peace of Villafranca

It was in these circumstances, and again urged on by the Tsar, that

Napoleon decided upon a sudden overture to Francis Joseph, on whom the

horrors of the battlefield had made a scarcely less overwhelming impression.

On II July the two Emperors met at Villafranca, and Europe was suddenly

confronted with a treaty of peacewhich left the Italian question only partially

solved. Instead of handing over Lombardy to Victor Emanuel direct,
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Francis Joseph ceded it to Napoleon and left him to complete the transfer.

No reference was made to Parma, which thus remained in the hands of

Piedmont. Tuscany and Modena were to be restored, the Pope was to

head a new Italian Confederation, but the two Emperors were to urge upon
him immediate constitutional reform. Venetia remained in Austrian hands.

The motives for concluding peace were almost equally strong on both

sides. Napoleon was swayed by fear of Prussia, doubts as to Italian unity,

Russian and Ultramontane pressure, and failure to win British support
;
but

Francis Joseph was scarcely less eager to avert Prussian intervention, which

he felt might easily lead to Prussian predominance m Germany, and he also

had good grounds for fearing serious trouble in Hungary. The keenest

reaction was of course in Turin, and Hudson summed up the universal

opimonof the Italians inthe phrase We are betrayed.” Napoleon, it is true,

in his proclamation to the army, declared that the aim of the war had been

attained: “Italy will for the first time become a nation Henceforth

mistress of her own destimes, Italy can only blame herself if she does not

advance steadily in order and in liberty.” He was probably quite sincere

when he declared, “To serve Italian independence I made war, against the

wish of Europe : as soon as the fate ofmy country seemed imperilled, I made
peace.” Privately he explained to Cavour that he should have needed

300,000 men to continue the campaign, and he simply had not got them.^®

But this was entirely unconvincmg to the Italians, who only remembered
the catchword of “Alps to Adriatic”. Victor Emanuel protested, and per-

force submitted, but Cavour, after violent scenes, resigned office in a fury,

declaring “ This treaty will never be executed : I will turn conspirator.” At
one stroke Napoleon had extinguished all feeling of gratitude on the part of

the Italians towards France, and the events of the next twelve months were

to render this attitude permanent.

In London also the settlement was badly received by Cabinet, press and

public opinion. Granville describes Palmerston as “deeply mortified and
annoyed The Queen was thankful that the British Government had not
“ fallen into the trap to ask from Austria, as friends and neutrals, concessions

which he (the Emperor) was ready to waive But Lord John made no
concealment of his desire that Italian soil should be freed “as soon as

possible from the presence of foreign troops, whether French orAustrian ”

he warned both Paris and Vienna against any foreign attempt to restore the

sovereigns of Tuscany and Modena: and he insisted on an Assembly in

Tuscany, “so that the wishes of the people in favour of autonomy may be
fully expressed”.^’ He made no concealment of his disapproval of the
form which the new Confederation was to take, arguing that the Emperor of

Austriawould “ infallibly exercise a preponderating influence ”, underwhich



XI] “ITALY FOR THE ITALIANS” 399

“ the light of Italian independence will be quenched Thus “ Italy for the

Italians ” was his openly proclaimed watchword. His steady encouragement

to the Italians became more and more a prime factor in the European

situation.

The Movement for Italian Unity

Nothing could now arrest the national movement. During the second half

of August the Tuscan Assembly rejected the Grand Duke and voted for

union with Piedmont, and its example was followed not only by Modena

and Parma, but also on 7 September by the Romagna. To these events the

London Cabinet gave its unequivocal backing, holding the annexation of

the Duchies to be “unmixed good for Italy, for France, and for Europe”.

“Restoration”, Lord John held, “was to return to that system of foreign

interference which for upwards of forty years had been the misfortune of

Italy and the danger of Europe.” Victor Emanuel, despite such encourage-

ment, hesitated as yet to follow Mazzmi’s behest and “ place himself at the

head of the national revolution”; but he ignored the protests of Pius IX,

there was an open rupture between Turm and Rome, and Garibaldi was

given a military command in Piedmont. Meanwhile Napoleon sought an

escape from his embarrassments by referring the Italian question to an

European Congress. Torn hither and thither by rival interests at home and

abroad—^the clerical campaign in favour of the Temporal Power, the fear of

revolutionary infection, the fear of complications on the Rhine, the mis-

givings inspired by the emergence of a new Italian Kingdom—^and feeling

that he could not let England supplant him in the affections of the Italians,

he did not challenge the view that French troops should be withdrawn, and

he refused to share in any forcible restoration of the dispossessed sovereigns.

Walewski had told Cowley in August that a Sardinian annexation ofTuscany

was “an impossibility”,^^ and in October, while disclaiming all idea of

forcible restoration, hinted that “if a state of anarchy should arise” in

Italy, France could not remain indifferent.^® How fluid the Italian situation

remained, and how little the British Government saw into the future, is

shown by the fact that in September Palmerston accepted in principle a

scheme for ending the Temporal Power and dividing the Papal States be-

tween Sardinia and Naples.^^ No wonder that there was acute friction

between Queen and Premier : she was of course fully aware that Palmerston

rather than Russell was the real driving force in foreign policy.

But the various projects of dynastic rearrfegement discussed in Paris

during the autumn were doomed to failure, above all by the resolute attitude

of Lord John. When notified of them by Lord Cowley, he declined to give

any answer at all, “ for I should use terms of abhorrence and indignation too
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Strong for eyes and ears diplomatic. The disposal of the Tuscans and

Modenese as if they were so many firkins of butter, is somewhat too pro-

fligate.”®^ He only gave his sanction to the Congress after long pressure

from Paris, and sought to allay the Queen’s anxiety by explaining that to

refuse and “to leave France to settle with Austria the future condition of

Italy would be to withdraw voluntarily from the first rank among the Powers

of Europe”.®® The Queen on her side, by steady insistence, succeeded in

deterring Russell from any commitments to Napoleon, who for atime played

for an English alliance in the event of a fresh campaign against Austria.

Doubtless in the hope of keeping him in this mood, Russell offered to accept

a compromise by which only Parma and Carrara should go to Sardinia,

while Tuscany and Modena would elect a new sovereign of their own, pre-

ferably from the House of Savoy. He assumed that m that case French

troops would leave Rome and reforms would be made a reality by the Pope

and the King of Naples. “ In the mdependence of Italy,” he added, “ placed

on solid and durable bases, Her Majesty’s Government will recogmse the

germs of her future welfare and the sources of her permanent freedom.”

Late in November invitations to a Congressm Paris were issued, the three

Italian Powers—Rome, Turin and Naples—^being included, but the pros-

pects of its success were not promoted by the selection of Cavour as Pied-

montese delegate. That the Congress never met was above airdue to the

action of its chiefpromoter, Napoleon III, who late in December launched an

anonymous but notoriously inspired pamphlet under the title of “ Le Pape

et le Congres”. Its main contentions—^with which the Emperor did not

conceal his agreement—^were that the Pope’s territorial power was a handi-

cap to the exercise of his spiritual authority, that the States of the Church

should therefore be restricted to the Eternal City and the Patrimony of

St Peter, that the loss of the Romagna must be accepted as final, and that

the Catholic Great Powers and the future Italian Confederation should share

the responsibility for the Pope’s defence. Such sentiments were generally

approved in Britain, but raised a storm of indignation among the French

Clericals, who accused the Emperor of having “ burnt the Pope on the altar

of the English alliance”. Pius IX, instead of listening to Napoleon’s appeal

to
‘
‘ the inexorable logic of events ” and to

*
‘ the interests ofEuropeanpeace ”,

unwisely engaged in polemics againstthe hypocrisy and contradictions of the

anonymous writer. Austria demanded a disavowal of such views before she

could attend the Congress, and thus extinguished its last spark of life. To the

world at large Napoleon seemed, after some hesitation, to be reverting to his

revolutionary past. Meanwhile Russell was the last man to show much
sympathy for the Pope, whom he was ready to leave undisturbed in Rome
itself, but frankly regaiided as “an anachronism” which Italy had **out-
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grown Colourless though he was, the French Premier, Count Walewski,
could not stomach such a policy, and in January i860 surrended Foreign

Affairs to the still more pliant and somewhat cynical Thouvenel. These

changes and the active encouragement of Russell led Victor Emanuel to re-

call to favour the great Cavour, whose collaboration with Sir James Hudson
was henceforth more intimate than ever. To the no small alarm of the Queen,

Lord John now laid before Pans and Vienna “Four Points for an Italian

settlement.^® France and Austria were to pledge themselves not to interfere

in Italian affairs unless invited by all the Powers : Napoleon was to withdraw

French troops from Rome by arrangement with the Pope : and the internal

government of Venetia was not to be discussed by the Powers Above all,

France and Britain were to request Victor Emanuel not to send troops to

Central Italy until each of the states affected could hold elections and vote

upon their future destiny; if their decision was in favour of umon with

Sardinia, the Western Powers were not to oppose it. The Queen’s speech on

24 January laid down as a foremost principle of British policy, that there

should be “freedom from foreign interference by force of arms in the in-

ternal concerns” of “the People of Italy”.

The Austrian Foreign Minister did not conceal his annoyance at the

British attitude, but was not prepared to interfere in Italy by force of arms
and made this quite clear to the French. Palmerston favoured an under-

standing with France and Sardinia for “common and united action”, even

at the risk of war with Austria: but for this neither Queen nor Cabinet was
prepared, and Britain avoided binding commitments, while continuing to

fan the flames of Italian popular feeling. Cavour, a stern realist for all his

embitterment, consented, on his return to power, to enter upon negotiations

for the cession of Savoy and Nice to France; for the Emperor, none too

tactfully, explained to Victor Emanuel himself that Sardinia’s expansion,

not merely to the Adriatic but across the Apennines and to the very borders

of Rome, lay quite outside the original programme, and that a revision of

France’s strategic frontiers was a necessary “ measure of security Cavour
resigned himself to the inevitable, but with consummate skill made the

decision dependent upon a plebiscite, and thus made it finally impossible for

Napoleon or anyone else to oppose a similar method of decision in Central

Italy. No time was wasted in entrenching still further the already accom-
plished facts, in March overwhelming plebiscites swept Tuscany and
Emilia into the Sardinian fold, and already on 2 April Victor Emanuel
opened the first “National Parliament” of modem Itdy,

s-w 26
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Savoy and Nice: British Suspicions of Napoleon

Napoleon on his side also had to act quickly if the booty was not to slip

from his grasp. In his speech from the Throne on i March he announced to

all Europe his claim to Savoy and Nice, and before the end of the month the

treaty of cession was signed by Cavour. His alleged remark to the French

Minister at Turin, “ and now you are our accomplices !
” was long believed,

but is now abandoned as a picturesque myth.^^ Minor complications were

caused by Garibaldi^s rage at the abandonment of his birthplace and by

Swiss protests regarding Northern Savoy: but in the case of both pro-

vinces the plebiscite on which Cavour had insisted went overwhelmingly

in favour of France, and it only remained for Victor Emanuel to divert

attention so far as possible from the sacrifice of the cradle of his race,

by solemn state entries into Florence and Bologna.

Russell and Palmerston viewed the course of events with very mixed

feelings. The former, while regretting that his views on Italy were not shared

by Queen Victoria, went on to assure her that “whatever may be the con-

sequence, the liberation of the Italian people from a foreign yoke is m the

eyes of Lord Palmerston and Lord John Russell an increase of freedom and

happiness at which, as well-wishers to mankind, they cannot but rejoice

It is hardly surprising that the Queen should have resented this tone and

complained to the Prime Minister

On the question of Savoy, however, and its bearing upon Franco-British

relations, there was much more agreement. “If Victor Emanuel sells his

inheritance of Savoy to obtain Tuscany^’, so Russell wrote to Hudson as

early as 31 January i860, “he will be disgraced in the eyes of Europe

and even after Cavour had signed the Treaty of Turin Russell maintained

his attitude of protest. But he also argued before the Cabinet that “the

reasons which are given for the frontier of the Alps apply more strongly to

the frontier of the Rhine, inasmuch as the German armies will at all times

be much more formidable than the Piedmontese, Lombards and Tuscans

While Cavour himself yielded, while Austria refused to see any distinction

between the cession of Tuscany to Piedmont and of Savoy to France, while

Russia saw no danger to the general balance of power, Russell openly

declared in the House of Commons that “it will produce a great deal of

distrust all over Europe”, and created a sensation by hinting at the possi-

bility of “ other acts of aggression” on the part of “ a nation as warlike as the

French” (26 March). Worse even than these tactless and doctrinaire

opinions was the attitude of Palmerston himself, who told Count Flahaut to
“ repeat to your Emperor Lord John’s speech and tell him it expresses my
own opinions”. “Mais c’est la guerre”, replied Flahaut, all aghast. “Eh
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bien,’’ said Palmerston, *‘si c’est la guerre, c’est la guerre. Que voulez-

vous^ Nous sommes prepares et nous Tattendons de pied ferme.’’ In these

remarks all the old recklessness reappears, but beyond all doubt in a calcu-

lated form : for he had no desire for war with France and to the end of his

life retained a certain partiality for Louis Napoleon. In a note to Cowley

only a few days later he admitted that ‘‘we had no ground for war and no

sufficient reason for war about Nice and Savoy’*.

Palmerston, it is clear, only reflected the suspicious mentality of Victorian

England towards her nearest neighbours, and the volume of feeling which

had been growing throughout the winter of 1859-60. In the previous

November he confided to Russell his growing distrust of Napoleon, and

only a little later he told the Duke of Somerset :
“ I have watched the French

Emperor narrowly, and have studied his character and conduct. You may
rely upon it that at the bottom of his heart there rankles a deep and in-

extinguishable desire to humble and pumsh England, and to avenge if he

can the many humiliations, political, naval and military, which since the

beginning of the century England has, by herself and by her allies, inflicted

upon France.”®*^ By the autumn of i860 he had reverted to a more moderate

view, which clearly reflects his riper judgment. “ The Emperor and those

about him”, he wrote to Cowley, “ fancy we are making a coalition to attack

France. We should be insane to do so. What would be the object of such an

attack, and what possible hopes would anyone have of success^ France is an

essential element in the Balance of Power in Europe, and I may say, in the

world. All we want is that France should be content with what she is, and

should not take up the schemes and policy of the first Napoleon.” Cowley

on his side, though far from edified at many of the Emperor’s actions, had

not hesitated to report home :
“ I defy anyone to listen to the Emperor when

speaking of the English alliance, without the conviction that the preserva-

tion of It is that which he has most at heart. . . . His amour-propre\% wounded
byoursuspicions of his intentions. The accuracy of this view is abundantly

confirmed by Napoleon’s attitude to the Indian Mutiny, by his eager co-

operation in Syria and China and above all by his welcome to Cobden and

his personal interest in the Commercial Treaty (see tnfra^ p. 414).

It would not, indeed, be difficult to show that while Napoleon’s views on
Britain scarcely fluctuated, Palmerston’s views on France were in perpetual

flux. In September 1859 Russell, presumably not without consulting

Palmerston, had told the Queen that “there never was a time when it was
less expedient to fetter this country by prospective engagements”.®® Yet

by December they were already contemplating a French alliance, in the idea

that fear of it would “prevent Austria from disturbing the peace of

Europe ” and in the first days of i860 Palmerston himself presented to the
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Cabinet a memorandum advocating such an alliance, with special regard to

the Italian Question.-^ But his colleagues were divided and Parliament

showed itself so unmistakably hostile to any such entanglement that within

a month the Prime Minister was assuring it, with all the emphasis of a

guilty conscience, that the Government was “totally free from any engage-

ment whatever with any foreign Power upon the affairs of Italy

Throughout this period, as a decade earlier, the Queen had grown in-

creasingly restive at the attitude of her Ministers, and this time in particular

of Lord John. Her rigid interpretation of “ non-intervention ’’ would have

ruled out even the offering of friendly advice, to say nothing of mediation:

and this, Palmerston very plausibly argued, would have reduced Britain “to

the rank of a third-class European state Doctrinaire as ever, Russell

must needs seek to convince the Queen that his attitude to the Italian

Duchies was based on “the doctrines of the Revolution of 1688 ”, by which

“all power held by Sovereigns may be forfeited by misconduct, and every

nation is the judge of its own internal government”.®’^ The Queen refused

to admit any connection between the two things and appealed to the Prime

Minister to restrain his Foreign Secretary from “ covert insinuation” and a

lack of due respect.®® But Lord John remained incorrigible, and after the

Sicilian revolt he assured her that “the best writers on international law

consider it a merit to overthrow a tyrannical government ”, and received the

feminine but pertinent answer that “if William III had made England a

province of Holland, he would not have received the applause Lord John
quotes”.®®

In England the French claim to Savoy and Nice, ThouveneFs unwise

reference to the theory of “natural frontiers”, and above all the tortuous

methods employed by Napoleon to achieve this aim, and the no less tortuous

tactics of Cavour m denying everything to London and in the same breath

bargaining with Paris—all this caused intense, and doubtless exaggerated,

annoyance and alarm. Lord Grey in the House of Lords voiced a very wide-

spread opinion when he refused to believe m a Franco-Sardinian compact,

because “ itwouldbe difficultto find inthe annals of the world a case of more
flagrant iniquity”, and because “ if such a principle were to be established,

no Government in Europe is safe for a day”.^® Napoleon on his side was
cut to the quick by British criticism and lost his temper to Lord Cowley,

in front of other diplomats, though he afterwards made a handsome apology.

What really saved the situation in the face of an aggressive press and ajumpy
* Printed in extenso by Ashley, ii, 174-80. It contains the phrase, “There is no ground

for imputing to him [Napoleon] bad faithm his conduct towards us as allies.’* Clarendon’s
estimate of Palmerston’s alliance policy is to be found in a very frank letter to the Duchess
of Manchester- “he would place England m the honourable position of camster to the
Imperial tail” (Maxwell, €#>. aU n, 206).
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public opinion, were the parallel negotiations of Cobden in Paris (see infra,

p. 414), fortified by Gladstone’s memorable Budget reforms and their intro-

duction to Parliament by a speech of truly European calibre. John Bright

also contributed to the detente, by insisting that Savoy was no direct British

interest and insignificant compared with Franco-British friendship, and by
warning the Government against making itself ‘‘the common scold of

Europe ”
: but as so often, his pacifism overshot the mark and caused offence

in many quarters.^ Behind all the sound and fury of British protest there

was also the highly practical fact, freely admitted by Lord John himself in

debate, that Austria regarded the annexation of Savoy to France as “at all

events not worse” than that of Tuscany to Sardinia, while the Tsar had

declared that Victor Emanuel was “ free to give away his own province ” and

Napoleon free to receive it.^^ In other words, Britain would have had no
allies in an attempt to make France desist.

Garibaldi and the Revolution

The excitement engendered in England by the plebiscite was ere long

diverted into fresh channels. Already in April the smouldering discontent in

Sicily burst into open insurrection, and on 7 May Garibaldi and his im-

mortal “ Thousand ”, after preparations to which the Government of Turin

discreetly closed its eyes, landed at Marsala, and by his daring tactics

speedily freed the whole of Sicily from Bourbon rule and drove the in-

competent Francis II on to the defensive. The French and British Govern-

ments were equally outdistanced by events. On more than one occasion

Russell had sent to the young King outspoken and urgent advice “to adopt

a liberal system of internal policy, as the only chance of averting a political

convulsion and of maintaining himself and his dynasty on the throne “ If

he supports [his evil counsellors] and places himself under their guidance,

it requires not much foresight to predict that the Bourbon dynasty will

cease to reign at Naples, by whatever combination, regal or republican, it

may be replaced. Russell’s brother-in-law Henry Elliott, since May
1859 British Minister at Naples,f had not failed to press this advice upon

* *T say, ‘Perish Savoy’—though Savoy, I believe, will not perish and will not
suffer—rather than that we . should involve the government of this country with
the people and government of France . .

” Lord John Manners remmded Bright m the
House that this Ime of argument would justify French annexation of Belgium or the
Rhme provmces {z March i860

—

Hansardy CLVi, 2170, tbtd. 26 March, clvii, 1265). It is

perhaps worth recording that Monckton Milnes defended annexation, on the ground that
the people of Savoy had always represented the opinions of the Government of France, “ and
had very httle sympathy with the struggles m which the pepple of Italy were engaged

t He succeeded William Temple, who was Palmerston’s brother; Mmto was Russell’s

father-in-law. Biitain was represented m Rome by Lord Jonn’s brilliant nephew Odo
Russell, afterwards famous as Ambassador m Berlm.



INTERFERENCE AS A POLICY406 [CH.

Francis, though of course without the slightest effect. When, however,

misrule ended, as he had predicted, in revolution, Russell was far from

regarding the union of Northern and Southern Italy as either desirable or

feasible : and his nervousness was increased by a persistent rumour that

France was preparing to extract Liguria and Sardinia from Victor Emanuel

as the price of annexation in the south. Even the ardent Hudson was at

first doubtful.^® and favoured the transference of the Crown of the Two
Sicilies to a cadet of the House of Savoy. But Garibaldi’s capture of

Palermo led Hudson to write of “the tidal wave of unity” and to regard

Victor Emanuel as the only man who could save Naples from “anarchy

and civil war, plunder and massacre, a licentious foreign soldiery and a

degraded mob” Moreover, he argued, annexation was certainly “less

prejudicial to British interests than the anarchy of Sicily and Naples”,

which might easily end in France placing “a creature of her own” on

the Neapolitan throne. Palmerston and Russell seem to have been agreed

in theory that the independence of the Two Sicilies coincided with the

interests of Britain as a naval Mediterranean Power, but they rightly

regarded the Bourbon dynasty as impossible and gradually came to regard

a united Italy as “the best arrangement, with a view to the general

balance of power in Europe Francis II, it should be added, had

stubbornly declined the suggestion of Cavour that he should ally himself

with Piedmont and introduce constitutional government at home: and

he even appears to have contemplated the occupation of Umbria and

the Marches, in order to prevent the spread of subversive ideas from the

north.

At an early date public subscriptions were raised in England to assist the

Sicilian insurgents, and indignant protests were lodged in the House of

Commons, the Irish members Henessy and Maguire demanding inter-

vention by the Attorney-General, to prevent any active assistance being

rendered by British subjects to “the filibustering expedition of Garibaldi”.

Lord John, however, was entirely unabashed, referred to his early associa-

tion with a committee formed to assist the Greek insurrection, and reminded
the House that “ we had once a great filibuster who landed in the month of

November 1688 ”, round whom “ all the people of England flocked ”. “ Our
sympathies and the judgment of history will distinguish between the cases

of the filibuster and felon, and that of the hero and patriot.”^® He flatly

declined to prosecute on such an issue.

If how'ever Russell had made up his mind, Palmerston would seem to

have been in a fresh mood of opportunism, for he told Russell that he had
“ no strong objection to the union of all Italy and Sicily into one monarchy ”

:

and yet he was ready to assure King Francis that “ our desire is to maintam



XI] GARIBALDI AND NON-INTERVENTION 407

his dynasty and the integrity of his dominions, but that we cannot be of any

active assistance to him unless he will at once alter his system of govern-

ment’’. In that case Britain should give him naval assistance and political

support This, it is true, was too much for Russell, who could not

‘‘stomach defending Bombino” but the whole incident shows how un-

stable and improvised Britain’s Italian policy was.

Napoleon on his side felt gravely embarrassed by the Sicilian enterprise,

and his Foreign Mimster, Thouvenel, put forward m all seriousness the

suggestion that the French and British Fleets should combine to police the

Straits of Messina and warn Garibaldi against transferring his operations to

the mainland. Russell was on the point of accepting the proposal laid before

him by Persigny, but was held back at the very last moment by a dramatic

appeal of Sir James Lacaita, acting in the name of Cavour, and based his

refusal upon the principle of non-intervention.^^ This is one of the classic

examples of amateur and improvised methods in diplomacy. Napoleon, who
was becoming involved in the Syrian Question, and henceforth sought more
and more to restrict his active share in the Italian problem to his unhappy

Roman commitmeiit, speedily gave up any idea of acting alone. Already on

28 July Garibaldi had reached Messina
;
on 20 August he successfully crossed

the Straits; on 7 September he entered Naples in triumph; and the King,

betrayed by his nearest kinsmen and incapable of oiganismg the defence of

his capital, was soon a fugitive in the strong fortress of Gaeta. Meanwhile

Cavour had been playing a perfidious double game, determined by specu-

lations as to what course France and Austria might adopt He himself

defined the problem before him as that of “ helping the revolution, but in

such a way that it may appear in the eyes of Europe to have been a spon-

taneous act”.^® To D’Azeglio he was brutally frank and admitted that “if

we did for ourselves what we are doing for Italy, we should be great

knaves”.^® “If once the Italian flag flies at Taranto, it means the end of

the Temporal Power and the liberation of Venice”, he wrote to Ricasoli as

early as 27 June in other words, Palermo was to him amere stepping-stone

to the richer prizes of Rome and Venice. And so the Redshirts had the

cryptic support of the Turin Government; Admiral Persano was held in

readiness to help them in case of need; Victor Emanuel’s emissary to

Garibaldi carried with him an open veto, for the press of the world, and a

secret encouragement to disregard it, for the hero’s own guidance. But

Cavour took alarm at Garibaldi’s dictatorial methods, feared that the revo-

lutionary movement might easily take an anti-monarchical turn, and con-

vinced himself that the only sure remedy was to occupy Umbria and the

Marches before Garibaldi could get there, and that Napoleon would not

intervene so long as Rome itself and its French garrison were not attacked
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We shall be grumbled at, he said, but not too much: and the calculation

proved correct.

Cavour and Victor Emanuel, then, decided upon speedy and drastic

action. A quarrel was picked with the Pope, on the ground of the very in-

adequate force of mercenaries which Lamoriciere had been enlisting for his

service. Only 24 hours were allowed for a reply, and then the Sardinian

forces swiftly overran Papal territory : Urbino, Perugia, Spoleto, and by the

end of the month Ancona, fell before them Cavour summoned Parliament

to ratify the new annexations : and this was followed by the King’s triumphal

progress to Naples, which took the wind out of Garibaldi’s sails and check-

mated the designs of Mazzini and the extremists. Preparations for a ple-

biscite in Papal and Neapolitan territory were rapidly pushed forward and

ended in an overwhelming vote for union.

Meanwhile the attitude of the Powers caused some anxiety. Prussia

entered a protest against Victor Emanuel’s breach of international law,

Russia and Spain recalled their Ministers from Turin, Austria began to

move troops in Venetia and was only held back from further actions by the

advice which Tsar Alexander and Prince Regent William administered to

Francis Joseph at their meeting in Warsaw on 22 October. Much more
decisive was the inaction of Napoleon III, who expressed anger, “but in a

very loving manner”,®^ and who under no circumstances could have taken

action such as might have undone his recent work for Italy.

Russell’s Despatch of 27 October

If Napoleon’s restraining influence upon the Tsar did much to avert further

complications in Europe, it is hardly too much to assert that the scales were

turned by the decisive intervention of Lord John Russell, in the name of the

British Government.^^ On 27 October, entirely on his own initiative, he

wrote a despatch to Sir James Hudson which was immediately published

and deserved the sensation which it aroused. After alluding to Russian and

Prussian indignation at Piedmont’s action, he laid it down that for the

British Government the essential question was; were the people of Italy

justified in asking assistance of the King of Sardinia to relieve them from
Governments with which they were dissatisfied, and was he justified in

helping the Roman and Neapolitan peoples? In his view, the misgovern-

ment was so great that the overthrow of their rulers was felt to be “the
necessary preliminary to all improvements”, and united government for

Italy was the sole means of securing “independence of foreign control”.

“The people in question”, he added, “are the best judges of their own
affairs”, and reinforced his arguments by quoting the great jurist Vattel’s
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approval of Dutch support to William of Orange’s invasion of England. It

was not true that the peoples were attached to the King of Naples or to

the Pope; there was “universal disaffection”. This led to a peroration

eminently characteristic both of its author and of his whole school of political

thought:

The Italian Revolution has been conducted with singular temper and for-

bearance. The subversion of existing power has not been followed, as is too often

the case, by an outburst of popular vengeance. The extreme views of the demo-

crats have nowhere prevailed. Public opimon has checked the excesses of the

public triumph. The venerated forms of constitutional monarchy have been

associated with the name of a Prince who represents an ancient and gloiious

dynasty Her Majesty’s Government can see no sufBcient ground for the

severe censure of Austria, France, Prussia and Russia Her Majesty’s Govern-

ment will turn their eyes rather to the gratifying prospect of a people building

up the edifice of their liberties and consolidating the work of this independence,

amid the sympathy and good wishes of Europe.

This was no longer a diplomatic document, but a political pronunciamento

of explosive force. Vitzthum, the Saxon Minister in London, one of the

best informed of contemporary observers, was entitled to regard it as unique

in the annals of diplomacy : and it is interesting to find him also treating it as

a complete reversal of all previous oral and written assurances, prompted by

exigencies of party politics Meanwhile Brunnov, the Russian Ambassador,

roundly denounced it as “ polissonnerie ” rather than “ diplomacy Cer-

tain It is that Britain’s alignment saved the situation for Cavour and gave the

Italian cause that moral backing before Europewhich his none too scrupulous

policy had obscured. Feeling had grown steadily more intense since the

beginning of the struggle. There were many in England who shared the

opinion expressed by Malmesbury to Cowley:* “That Europe should be

deluged with blood for the personal ambition of an Italian attorney and a

tambourmajor, like Cavour and his master, is intolerable.” But with the

appearance of Garibaldi on the stage, and especially after his attack on the

Papal States, feeling was still more keenly divided : to some he was a lawless

and godless brigand, yet to the vast majority he stood forth as a true hero of

romance. It would be ridiculous to deny that indignation against gross

Papal misgovernment was coloured by Protestant prejudices (and Lord John

was a particularly ardent opponent of Romamst claims), or that fear of

French designs in the Mediterranean supplied an added incentive to Lord

John’s action. But with the perspective of 70 years we can unhesitatingly

* February 1859—The Pans Embassy

y

p. 175 It is worth noting that Russell had warned
Cavour on 3 1 August that Great Britain has interests in the Adriatic which Her Majesty*s

Government must watch with careful attention” (cf. Martin, v, 228),
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affirm that Russell had most of the British nation enthusiastically behind

him as he wrote, and that zeal for United Italy was one of the consuming

passions of mid-Victorian liberalism. It was compounded of many qualities

—on the one hand a somewhat naive satisfaction at Italian imitation of

constitutional and parliamentary principles, on the other a personal love of

Italy, her artistic and literary traditions. Doubtless at times this was a mere

superficial fashion, stimulated by the growing habit of travel among the

wealthier classes
:
yet it needs but little reflection to realise the extent to

which Italian traditions permeated every aspect of English intellectual

life in the middle of last century. The accumulation of Italian art treasures,

the vogue of pre-Raphaelite paintmg, the pontifical exposition, but also the

seductive eloquence, of Ruskin; the immense popularity of Italian opera,

from Donizetti to Verdi, maintained by a long succession of virtuosi—all

this was as nothing compared with the fact that all the great English poets

from the days of Keats, Shelley and Byron onwards (with the one signal

exception of Wordsworth) were deeply imbued with Italian influences and

S3nnpathised in varying degrees with the national cause. The Brownings,

Tennyson, Clough, Landor, all repaid in a living present their debt to

Italy’s past : Swinburne went farther than any in his Songs before Sunrise and

in his homage to the revolution: and a special niche must be resen^-ed for

Meredith’s Vittoria and Addington Symonds’ Renaissance at a slightly later

date.

It is highly characteristic of Russell and Palmerston, that they should

have sent off this memorable despatch without consulting the Cabinet. The
Queen and Prince Albert, already profoundly alarmed at the Government’s

Italian policy, and reduced to the same state of nervous resentment into

which Palmerston had driven them in the years 1848-51, now protested very

vigorously when Russell proposed to send another despatch—^this time

addressed to all the Powers—expressing ‘‘the hope that Rome and Venetia,

from their Italian nationality, will soon share in the freedom and good

government of the rest of Italy”. There was unanswerable logic in the

Queen’s comment, that this “can only be understood as a declaration on

our part that we wish to see them share the annexation to Sardinia, after

that of the Two Sicilies shall have been completed”.®^ Russell actually

desired to add that “ if any other Power should attempt forcible interference,

Her Majesty’s Government will hold themselves free to act in such a manner
as the rights of nations, the independence of Italy and the interests of

Europe may seem to require”. Despite his genuine desire for peace, he
apparently failed to see that this was provocative in two directions, and
indeed meaningless unless he was ready to risk war with Austria, and more-
over, that such language was a direct incentive to adventure on the part of
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Cavour. It may fairly be doubted whether Russell himself foresaw the

explosive character of his own eloquence

The despatch of 27 October, however, was amply sufficient. In the words

ofMr Trevelyan, it was “greeted with ecstasies ofjoy by the Italian people ”
:

and Hudson reported that when Cavour first read it, “he shouted, rubbed his

hands, jumped up, sat down again, then began to think, and when he looked

up, tears were standing in his eyes. Behind your despatch he saw the Italy

of his dreams, the Italy of his hopes, the Italy of his policy.” The most

realist of modern statesmen expressed overwhelming gratitude to the most

sentimental of Liberals, and his trusted agent Villamarina said that the

despatch was “ worth more than 100,000 men ” Lord John’s nephew Odo,

already making his mark as a diplomatist in the tense atmosphere of Papal

Rome, wrote home as follows: “Ever smce your famous despatch. . .you

are blessed night and morning by twenty millions of Italians Thousands

copied it from each other, to carry it to their homes and weep over it for joy

and gratitude in the bosom of their families, away from brutal mercenaries

and greasy priests.”^’

Europe having renounced the idea of intervention, the Italians were not

slow to push their advantage. The Papal mercenaries were speedily scattered

to the winds, and Lamorici^jre, when he surrendered Ancona, was already a

general without an army. The King of Naples announced his intention of

“ holding out alone against all the forces of the European revolution ” but

when his last fortress of Gaeta fell in February 1861, the Bourbon dynasty

faded into the obscurity of well-merited exile Russell’s active share in the

Italian Revolution may be said to have ended in the same month, when he

wrote to Garibaldi, begging him to refrain from further war: the Queen
objected to his writing at all, but Palmerston gave his sanction, and action

from such a quarter undoubtedly had a deterrent effect.^® A French

garrison continued to hold Rome for the Pope, but towards this policy

—

dictated to Napoleon by his ultramontane commitments at home—Palmer-

ston was something less than unsympathetic, testily asking Russell why a

portion of the Italian people should be doomed to misery on the theory that

the Pope “would not open the gates of paradise if he had not the power to

make some little hell upon earth

That even Russell only advanced very haltingly and without any per-

ception of the Italian problem as a whole, is sufficiently proved by the fact

that as late as 5 February 1861 he disclaimed, m the name of the Govern-

ment, any wish to prevent the return of the Grand Duke of Tuscany or the

Duke of Modena, and added that “in our opinion the happiness of Italy

would be better secured by the establishment of two Kingdoms of Italy than

of one”. That this was not a mere momentary aberration, is shown by his
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letter of 25 August 1859 to Corbett, the Minister to Tuscany “I dare say

the dreamers wish to unite Naples and Sicily, and make a kingdom of the

whole of Italy. But that is wild and foolish. It would make a despotism

instead of a free government, an unwieldy power instead of a compact one,

and it would increase tenfold the European dif&culties.”®^ To Russell the

grant of a constitution to Naples might still have saved the situation, and

he flatly condemned any idea of a Sardinian attack upon Venice. His mam
theme, as ever, was the right of the Italians to decide their own form of

government. On the same day in the House of Lords, Lord Derby, as

leader of the Conservatives, expressed “very serious doubts” about the

“ dream of Italian unity ” and spoke of Victor EmanuePs “ flagrant violation

of International law”. He also doubced “the good faith and discretion of

the Emperor of the French”, but added that there could be no greater

calamity “than the rupture or dissolution of the friendly alliance of

Britain and France”.®^ It was left for Gladstone to sum up the Italian

controversy in the closing debate of 7 March, when he spoke of Russell’s

Italian policy as “stamped with approval throughout the body of the

people of England, from the greatest to the least”: but even he might

have been at a loss to define that policy. He was certainly to the point in

claiming that “it is the Powers hostile to Italy who, in the mysterious

counsels of Providence, have been the means of compelling the people to

forget those local feelings with which they were strongly imbued”, and to

merge “every jealousy, every petty tradition. . .in one desire” for Unity.
“ The miseries of Italy have been the danger of Europe. The consolidation

of Italy, her restoration to national life, will . . . add to the general peace and

welfare of the civilised world a new and solid guarantee.”^

None the less, though Russell saw the issue of unity much less clearly

than that of liberty, he certainly believed himself to be “directed by a

consistent principle”, and in a revealing despatch to Lord Cowley main-

tained that British policy had always followed the same line since the days of

Castlereagh, instancing Spanish America, Greece and Belgium. “ Britain”,

he argued, had “uniformly withheld her consent to acts of intervention by
force to alter the internal government of other nations”, but no less

“uniformly gave her countenance, and if necessary her aid, to consolidate

the de facto governments which arose in Europe or America.” The reasons

which prompted Canning or Palmerston now applied no less strongly to

Central Italy.®^ It may seem a left-handed compliment if the apologist of a

leading British statesman can describe his share in the achievement of

Hansard, CLXi, is65“79* It wasm this debate that the InshM P
, Maguire, spoke of

Victor Emanuel as “ one of the stoUdest stupids m Europe”, who had ** combined with this
stupidity the morality of a moss-trooper and the temperament of a he-goat ” {zhd. p. 1599).
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Italian Unity as ‘'his one resplendent triumph*’.®^ But from the wider

European angle his contribution may fairly be regarded as decisive. The
problems of Rome and Venice still remained unsolved, but the consolidation

of Italy henceforth depended above all upon the Italians themselves.

Mazzini and Garibaldi had achieved their tasks as forerunners, and the

development of constitutional liberties now lay in the hands of a statesman

of rare genius, and of a sovereign who appreciated and used him to the full.

The premature death of Cavour in Jime 1861 was a disaster whose full

effects have only become apparent in our own day, but not all the disillusion-

ment and misery ofthe south, not all the obstacles to Cavour’s ideal of “ a free

Church in a free State*’ could arrest that process of “growing together**

from which United Italy was to emerge within a decade.

In the House of Commons Palmerston paid an eloquent tribute to the

greatest of all Italian liberals and democrats. “We have seen under his

guidance a people who was supposed to have become torpid in the enjoy-

ment of luxury. . .rising from the slumber of ages with the power of a giant

refreshed, breaking that spell by which they had so long been bound, and

displaying on great occasions the courage of heroes, the sagacity of states-

men, the wisdom of philosophers, and obtaining for themselves that unity

of political existence which for centuries had been denied them.**

CoBDEN, Napoleon and the Treaty of Commerce

It is perhaps not surprising that the tortuous policy pursued by Napoleon in

the Italian question, and above all in the affair of Nice and Savoy and towards

the Roman See, should have aroused keen contemporary suspicion on the

other side of the Channel : and yet nothing is more certam to-day than that

friendship with Britain was a cardinal aim of the Emperor throughout his

reign. The classic proof of this is to be found in the Commercial Treaty of

i860.

French opinion had been wedded to extreme protectionist views ever

since the days of Colbert and the First Napoleon, and though under Louis

Philippe French industry had rapidly expanded and was now less dependent

upon artificial support, the bulk of the industrialists, and especially in such

towns as Lille and Rouen, were hostile to any idea of change. Napoleon

himself, however, had Free Trade leanings, and was inspired with the ambi*:

tion to improve the conditions of the workmg class by cheapening the cost

of the more necessary articles. His views were known to a few enlightened

theorists on both sides of the Channel, and when John Bright appealed to

the Government to extend trade intercourse with France instead of piling

up armaments against her, Michel Chevalier, a Professor at the College de
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France, and the doyen of French Free Traders, wrote to Cobden to urge

practical action in this sense. They met soon afterwards at a congress in

Bradford, and it was decided that Cobden, during the winter which he was

about to spend in Paris, should carry the discussions a stage further. Cob-

den had recently declined office under Palmerston, but was of course on not

uncordial terms with both him and Russell, and consulted them before

leaving London. But the decisive factor was his meeting with Gladstone,

w’ho as Chancellor of the Exchequer was preparing the most famous of his

great Budgets : and the two men found themselves in enthusiastic agreement

as to the possibility of combimng a further extension of free trade at home
and concessions to France such as would promote friendship between the

two countries.

Cobden obtained an audience with Napoleon, found him an apt pupil in

economic theory, and was sent by him to continue the discussions with

Fould and other Pvlinisters, whom Cobden found timorous and none too

well informed. But the real decision lay with the Emperor himself, as

Rouher did not hesitate to confess to him : and when once Cobden received

official powers from London and found Lord Cowley magnanimously ready

to co-operate,* and as sane and tactful in this as in the more beaten tracks of

diplomacy, the negotiations advanced rapidly, and all the agitation of the

French cotton-spinners and other manufacturers proved of no avail. Cobden
showed great wisdom in resisting Napoleon’s passing idea of combinmg
a commercial agreement with that treaty of alliance for settling Italian

affairs which for a brief moment caught the fancy of Palmerston

The Treaty of Commerce, which was signed on 23 January i860, has

quite rightly been described as one of the landmarks in the fiscal history of

Europe in the nineteenth century”.®® Its main provisions were, on the

British side, the abolition of duties on French silk, articles of fashion and

many other manufactured goods and a reduction of the duty on wine and

spirits : on the French side, the fixing of an ad valorem duty of 30 per cent on

British textiles, iron and steel—^to be reduced after three years to 25 per

cent—^and the reduction of duty on British coal to 3 fr. 60 per ton. Napoleon,

in a letter published in the official Moniteur, had stressed the need for

removing undue restrictions on trade and agriculture, denounced prohibi-

tion as a worn-out system, and placed the welfare of the workmg class in the

forefront of his argument: and he was able to override the hostility of the

Corps Legislatif. For six months longer Cobden laboured in Pans as chief

^ Cobden^s own word, see Morley, pp 290,311. Cowley’s broad and generous outlook
IS reflected m has letter of 23 January i860 to Gladstone, hoping that the treaty “may prove
the keystone to unmterrupted peace between the Bntish and French nations ... It will be
to you and Cobden on the one side and to a few brave and enlightened spirits on the other,
that the gratitude of posterity will be due” {The Pam Embassy, p. 195).
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commissioner for working out supplementary conventions, which were at

last signed in the winter of i860. In the meantime the Treaty was keenly

debated in Parliament, and opposed by men as different as Disraeli and

Graham: but all objections were triumphantly borne down by the argu-

ments of Gladstone, who proved that ‘'at a small loss of revenue we had

gamed a great extension of trade’' His advocacy of the Treaty in the

Budget speech of i860 was one of his greatest oratorical efforts, of which

Lord George Bentinck said, “ I believe that fellow could persuade me to eat

dead dog every day of the week.” To quote Gladstone’s words on another

occasion :
“A treaty with France is even in itself a measure of no small con-

sequence : but that which gives to a measure of that kind its highest value is

Its tendency to produce beneficial imitation in other quarters. It is the fact

that, in concluding the Treaty, we did not give to o-ne a privilege which we
withheld from another, but that our Treaty with France was in fact a treaty

with the world, and wide are the consequences which engagements of that

kind carry in their tram. ” In other words, while trade between France and

Britain was more than trebled during the next two decades, it was far more
important that the Treaty served as a landmark for the abandonment of

protection by Britain and the adoption of a new system of moderate duties

by France. If it may be admitted that the theories of free trade which under-

lay the action of Cobden or of Gladstone were unduly dogmatic, it is but

just to add that they were also swayed by farsighted and statesmanlike views

of general policy, in strong contrast to the pettiness and suspicions of

Palmerston and Russell. Gladstone realised that for the unreasoning panic

into which the Government had whipped the country, “the Treaty of

Commerce was the only sedative. It was in fact a counter-irritant, and it

aroused the sense of commercial interest to counteract the war passion. It

was and is my opinion, that the choice lay between the Cobden Treaty and

not the certainty, but the high probability, of war with France.”

The Volunteer Movement

There is an extraordinary contrast between these negotiations, ardently

approved and furthered by Napoleon himself, and the almost pathological

distrust of his motives entertained by ministers, re-echoed in the press, and
periodically sweeping over the House of Commons. These attacks both in-

censed and wounded the Emperor, and perhaps more particularly the crude

language of Mr Roebuck, who accused “this man” of “a disgraceful and
dishonourable act”, begged the House not to be “ base enough to truckle to

an Emperor”, but to “maintain the character, dignity and honour of
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England”.^ Next day, at a social function, Napoleon’s annoyance vented

itself upon Lord Cowley, in presence of the Russian Ambassador,’^ and for a

moment there were highly disagreeable possibilities. But only a few days later

Napoleon wrote the frankest possible apology to Lord Cowley, ascribing his

outburst
‘
‘ to the pain I feel at seeing the animosities and prejudices ofanother

age springing up afresh in England At the same time he promised that he

would “ always continue to do everything in my power to cement more and

more closely the alliance of the two nations, for it ismy profound conviction

that their harmonious action is indispensable for the good of civilisation, and

that their antagonism would be a calamity to all ” . In the previous summer
Cowley, who knew his psychology better than most people, had already re-

ported home: “I defy anyone to listen to the Emperor speaking of the

English alliance, without the conviction that the preservation of it is that

wliich he has most at heart His amour-^propre is wounded by our sus-

picions of his intentions.” Even more illuminating is a passage in a later

memorandum of Cowley: “ I do not believe the Emperor to have any fixed

policy at all. He has certain ideas and desires floating in his mind, which

turn up as circumstances seem favourable, but a man of less decision of

character, ofmore indolent disposition, or more inclined to waitupon events,

instead of creating them, I never came across.”’^

The Treaty negotiations served to allay the acerbities of the moment, but

the press fanned public alarm, and the new Volunteer Movement kindled

the enthusiasm of the Victorian middle class. By midsummer i860, when
the Queen held great reviews in Hyde Park and at Holyrood, their numbers

had already swollen to 130,000, and Wimbledon rose to fame as the centre of

the National Riflemen. Behind the scenes the Queen and the Prince Con-

sort were consumed with anxiety, complaining that Cowley was “not alive

to the enormous crimes ” which Napoleon was “ meditating againstEurope

Clarendon confided to the Ambassador his impression that the Prince

“seems demented”, having written “a diatribe against patching up the

alliance with France ” :f and there is no doubt that the Royal couple had

since Villafranca radically changed their views upon Napoleon. Meanwhile,

more publicly, there was a trial of strength between Palmerston, who en-

couraged the armament campaign of The Times

^

andwas always somewhat in-

different to ideas of economy, and Gladstone, who shared the views of

Bright and Cobden on France, and resented the havoc which his chiefs

projects would play with budget plans. In the middle distance Disraeli, as

^ Hansard, CLVI, 3248-50. In the Italian debate of 7 March 1861 Roebuck reaffirmed

his lack of faith m Napoleon III and at the same time his scepticism as to a United Italy

(M. CXLI, 1607)

t The Paris Embassy, pp. 207-10 Cowley “found extreme bitterness at Windsor, the
Pnnce called the Emperor a *walkmg he’” (Maxwell, op at, 11, 207).
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Leader of the Opposition, for all his friendship for France and even Napo-

leon, felt that events might occur such as would render “war a necessity for

Louis Napoleon”,’® and therefore accepted rearmament. Sir Charles

Napier, now m the House of Commons, made himself the mouthpiece of

popular alarm and the galloper of Palmerston.

On 23 July, then, Palmerston brought in a bill for voting what was then

the enormous sum of 3^11,000,000 on the fortifications of Portsmouth,

Plymouth, Chatham and Cork. With his habitual preference for a frontal

attack, he spoke at the outset of a horizon charged with clouds which

betoken the possibility of a tempest In the main I am speaking of our

immediate neighbours across the Channel, and there is no disguising it.”

He went on to extol the “great value” of the Commercial Treaty, and

claimed to be speaking “in no unfriendly spirit”: but the mischief was

already done, and he gave added offence some weeks later by a futile re-

ference to the “ most painful impression ” produced in England by the Savoy

affair, as infringing the rights of Switzerland under the Treaty of Vienna.’®

Futile, because he had long since abandoned, if he had ever entertained, any

idea of resisting the fait accompli of Savoy, and was therefore, as Punch

clearly saw, merely brandishing an ineffectual birch at someone long since

outside his jurisdiction. Well might Rouher express his indignation to

Cobden, and Cobden protest to Cowley.

Napoleon sought to allay British suspicions by a letter to his Ambassador

in London, intended for Palmerston; but he despatched it without con-

sulting his own Ministers, and he also took the unconventional step of

publishing it in the press, thereby underlining the difference between British

and French institutions in the ’sixties. Its main tenor, to be conveyed “ in

terms the most unqualified ”, was “ that since the Peace of Villafranca I have

had but one thought, one object—^to inaugurate a new era of peace and to

live on the best of terms with all my neighbours and especially with

England He begged British statesmen to “ lay aside pitiful jealousies and

imfounded distrust. Let us deal frankly and loyally with one another like

honest men, as we are, and not like rogues, eachbent on cheatmg the other.””

He pursued the same line in his New Year letter to the Queen and

this time obtained a gracious assent to his view that “PEurope est bien

agitee, mais tant que I’Angleterre et la France s’entendent, le mal pourra se

localiser”.’®

None the less, panic continued in England, and Gladstonebecamedoubly

suspect in many circles for his dislike of armaments and for the democratic

tendencies of his Budget. John Bright’s overture to Disraeli, to combine for

the overthrow of Palmerston and Russell, belongs to the curiosities of party

government, and on the former’s side is to be explained very largely by his

27s-w
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anger at armaments and panic-mongering. But the very opposite resulted,

and Derby offered to Palmerston the support of the Conservative Party

against fronde from inside his own party. None the less, “ there was far

less difference of opinion between Bright and Disraeli on this question than

might have been supposed. The Quaker statesman held that “ there has woer
before in any time been a Government in France more willing to act

honourably and amicably with England”, and that “at least 15 millions a

year might be saved to the two countries at once ”, by an agreement for the

limitation of armaments.’^ A few months later Disraeli, from his very

different standpoint, deprecated “imdignified panic and readiness for reck-

less expenditure”, and referred to an “insane race of competition for naval

power”. It might be inferred from the speeches of the Prime Minister and

Foreign Secretary that “the good understanding between England and

France was in great peril”: but he reminded the House that “for many
years past ” there had been “ a perfect willingness ” on the part of France to

agree on “ relative proportions of naval powers ”, and to recognise England’s

great superiority on the sea.®®

None the less, what Disraeli called “this irritating discussion” as to iron-

plated ships was continued between London and Paris. New inventions had

been rapidly rendering obsolete the old wooden fleets, and much replace-

ment was inevitable. But it is now known that as early as 1849 Napoleon, as

Prince President, had been ready for a limitation of naval armaments,

virtually at Britain’s discretion, and that it was Palmerston who then de-

clined the offer and maintained a similar attitude a decade later.

In May 1862 Disraeli returned to the charge in one of his most notable

speeches, reminding the House that “your armaments lead to rival arma-

ments”, and pleading for a French alliance as “the great object of policy”,

restmg on identical interests. “ The French Alliance is not the boast or the

glory of any party.” It “must be founded on mutual forbearance, carried

on in a spirit of conciliation”: but instead of this, under the existing

Government we found “constant jealousies, constant distrusts, frequent

misunderstandings, occasional insults—^and this to a high-spirited ally”.

And to make a reality of the alliance, it was above all necessary “ to put an

end to those bloated armaments ”—^a phrase that instantly caught the public

fancy and is still remembered.®^ Nowhere was Disraeli more consistently

sane than in his attitude to France : and here at least is a theme on which he

never really clashed with his great rival Gladstone. Cobden, too, was
eminently sane on this subject, and when Russell met his criticisms on
fortifications by the phrase, “ But I cannot consent to place my country at

the mercy of France”, Cobden retorted that he “would, if necessary, spend

£100,000,000 sterling to maintain an irresistible superiority over France at
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sea” ‘‘Palmerston”, he confided to Chevalier, “likes to drive the wheel

close to the edge and show how dexterously he can avoid falling over the

precipice.”

The Syrian Massacres and the Chinese War

If British public opinion had not been brought to a high pitch of nervous

excitement by the deliberate encouragement of the Government, it ought to

have been realised that quite apart from the Commercial Treaty, Napoleon

was only too eager to co-operate with Britain in at least three directions, in

Syria, in China, and in Mexico

In May i860 the trouble which had long been brewmg in the district of

the Lebanon came suddenly to a head. The population was fairly equally

divided between the Druses, a strange and warlike Moslem sect tinged with

ancient pagan traditions, and the Maronites, descended from a Christian

commimity founded by a monk of the fifth century, and linked with the

Latin Church since the days of the Fourth Crusade. They had lived for

generations under their own feudal chiefs, but after the expulsion of

Mehemet Ali from Syria in 1840, the Turks divided the Mountain into two

provinces, each under a Kaimakam belonging to the dominant persuasion:

but both were placed directly under the Pasha of Damascus, and the new-

fangled Turkish efforts at centralisation led to the crudest possible forms of

bribery and corruption, and nowhere more so than in Syria. The situation

was aggravated by the rivalry of the Powers, and especially of France and

Britain, the former having passed for centuries as protector of the Latin

Christians* and having given her full political support to the Jesuit and

Lazarist missions in Syria, while for that very reason the Druses had looked

to the more consistently Turcophil Britam. A lesser part was played by

British and American missionaries, who found that opening for proselytism

among these Moslem heretics which they sought in vain amid the fanatical

Mohammedan masses, and who were not sorry to counter Catholic activities

in the Middle East. The Turks, on their side, keenly resented the Reform

Charter of 1856, and were not in the least inclined to make a reality of the

paper pledge of equality between Moslem and Christian: and this attitude

was very marked among the incompetent and corrupt higher officials of

Syria.

During May i860 there was sporadic rioting in the Lebanon, in which the

blame must be divided between the Maronites and Druses, but in which the

Turkish authorities put their whole weight in favour of the latter. By the

end of the month it was already described by Consul Moore as “ civil war ”

;

* The Maronites had by a charter of St Louis been made part of the Fiench nation.
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but by I June it had swelled to wholesale massacre, first by the Druses, then

by the Turkish troops. Then, after an ominous pause, the Moslem popula-

tion in Damascus itself rose against its Christian neighbours, and killed at

least 5000 of them by fire and sword : the massacre lasted for three days

(9-1 1 July). The Turkish Government took no steps to stop it, and even-

tually the Turkish troops took an active part. The Consuls had meanwhile

intervened at Beirout, and a sort of truce had been arranged: but French

opinion instantly reacted to the news, and Napoleon instructed his Foreign

Mimster, Thouvenel—^himself so recently Ambassador to the Porte—^to

propose to Lord Cowley a Commission of the Great Powers, to investigate

the situation on the spot, and the despatch of troops and warships to main-

tain order. The British Government at first adopted a niggardly and negative

view, being at the height of its suspicions with regard to Napoleon’s

Italian policy : but the events of Damascus made action imperative, since

the epidemic of massacre might at any moment spread to the coast towns,

and then France and Russia were certain to intervene alone. On 3 August,

therefore, Palmerston reluctantly signed a Convention for the despatch of

French troops to Syria, and in due course they occupied Beyrout and pre-

pared to carry out the repatriation of the fugitives. Meanwhile the Sultan,

whose main concern it was to play off France and Britain against each other,

appointed one of the foremost Turkish statesmen of the day, Fuad Pasha, as

special commissioner in Syria: and he, with the manifest object of saving

the high officials implicated, proceeded to hang and shoot 168 of the rioters

in Damascus. But though the wretched Governor Ahmed Pasha was too

deeply involved and was therefore handed over for secret execution, Fuad,

only too evidently, set himself to screen the Turkish officers and to let the

Commission slake its thirst for vengeance on the Druse chiefs. In the end

Fuad found it expedient to sacrifice the Pasha of Beirout and some of his

subordinate officers, but this time they were not executed, but merely trans-

ferred in temporary disgrace to the capital.

The concluding stages of the incident do not throw a pleasing light upon
British policy : indeed, it was only redeemed by the high-minded and tactful

attitude of its Commissioner Lord Dufferin, who however preferred to

acquit Fuad of connivance and to blame the stupidity of the latter’s agents.

Long before there could be any real talk of pacification, Russell kept pressing

Paris for a recall of the expeditionary force, and on 21 February 1861 he

openly declared, '‘We do not want to create a new Papal State in the East

and to give France a new pretext for indefinite occupation.” In June a fairly

reasonable compromise was reached. The French troops were withdrawn,

while a special Statute for Lebanon autonomy was drawn up by the Powers
and accepted bythe Sultan. Lord Dufferin had recommended autonomyfor
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the whole of Syria, but the close resemblance of the scheme to that which

had finally entrenched Mehemet Ali in Egypt led both the Sultan and the

French, and even British, Governments to oppose it, though each for quite

different reasons. Under the scheme first signed on 9 June 1861 andmodified

in 1864, the Lebanon was placed under a Christian Governor, nominated by

the Sultan and entirely independent of the neighbouring Pashas. It was

divided into six districts, each with an administrative council in which the

various communities were proportionately represented : and mixed tribunals

were also set up. Under its first Governor, Daoud Pasha, an energetic and

astute Catholic Armenian, the Statute speedily justified itself, and the

Lebanon, recovering from the horrors of i860, remained till the Great War
a welcome oasis amid the arid waste of Turkish misrule. While, however,

Dufferin, for all his tenderness for the Druses, left golden opinions even

among French observers, Russell’s whole attitude was grudging and unjust,

and it is again Napoleon III who, despite his obvious motive in placating

outraged Catholic opinion, emerges with most credit from the affair. In

the words of Dr Rachel Reid, it must be admitted that our foreign policy

has seldom shown itself less circumspect”.®^

The Chinese and Mexican episodes lie outside our province, and their

bearings upon Europe may be dismissed quite briefly. France and Britain

had already collaborated m the more than questionable dispute with China

which originated in the misdeeds of Chinese pirates masquerading under the

British flag (see p. 369) : and the Treaty of Tientsin (36 June 1858), bywhich

the Celestial Empire was for the first time forced to accept foreign diplo-

matists at the Court of Peking, was the joint work of the two Powers,

following upon joint military action. A year later, however, when the first

French and British Ministers presented themselves, the Chinese refused

to receive them, and a British gunboat was fired upon. In November 1859,

then, the British and French agreed upon another joint expedition, which

m July i860 stormed the Taku Forts : and when their envoys, on the way to

Peking, were assaulted and seized as hostages, the Franco-Bntish forces

advanced on the capital and routed the Tatar army at Palikao. The British

civil commissioner Lord Elgin, ordinarilythe mildest of men, was roused into

giving orders for the burning of the Summer Palace—much to the disgust of

his French colleague Baron Gros, who none the less ere long had to confess

that this was the only language which the Chinese seemed capable of under-

standmg. Only six days later (34 October i860) peace had been signed by a

brother of the Emperor, and while a virtual French protectorate over the

Catholic missions m China was assured, Britain obtained a cession of

territory at Hongkong which was to prove invaluable for the development

ofhertradeintheFar East. The part playedsoonafterby* ‘ Chinese Gordon”
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in the high command and by Robert Hart in the organisation of the Chinese

Customs, testified to the enhanced prestige of Britain, following upon her

abrupt enough action in forcing China to abandon the mysterious seclusion

of centuries. Incidentally the war and the peace showed Franco-British

collaboration to be perfectly practicable, and to be genuinely desired by

Napoleon III and his advisers.

That similar co-operation in Mexico was only of a temporary character,

has an altogether valid explanation, for here we touch upon the adventure

that was to exercise so long and fatal an influence upon the Second Empire.

The chronic civil war in that rich and undeveloped country had by i860

reached a phase of acute anarchy, in which the foreign residents appealed to

their respective Governments for support: and the fact that the United

States were becoming absorbed in their own disastrous quarrel, both in-

creased the anarchy and seemed to render intervention safer, Napoleon III

had long dreamt Ajnerican dreams, and as a prisoner at Ham had actually

concocted a plan for a Pacific Canal and a new Constantinople at Nicaragua.

He now saw fresh visions of a Latin Confederation holding the Anglo-Saxon

states of the North in check, and already hoped to regain the friendship of

Austria by the offer of a Mexican throne to the Habsburgs.

At first his lead was followed by Britain and Spain, and a triple conven-

tion was signed in London on 31 October 1861, recognising “the right of

the Mexican nation to choose and set up its own form of government”, but

also authorising the seizure of Mexican ports and fortresses. Troops of all

three Powers were duly landed at Vera Cruz in January 1862, but the

British corps, which was much the smallest, was opposed to any advance,

while France wished to advance inland to the capital. There was also acute

disagreement as to the compensation to be demanded from the Mexican

Government: and ere long the British Government withdrew altogether

from the expedition, leavmg France to become more and more involved in

the slough of Mexican politics and military adventure. This is not the place

to tell the tragic story of the Emperor Maximilian, or to estimate the deter-

rent effect of Mexican commitments upon Napoleon^s policy in Europe

during the critical years that followed. But it is safe to affirm that a con-

tinuance of British intervention in Mexico in these years might have turned

the wavering scales in favour of an Anglo-American conflict, for the Union,

though momentarily paralysed by civil war, keenly resented the whole

Mexican adventure and would undoubtedly, after peace returned, have

taken action if the Mexicans themselves had not been able unaided to over-

whelm the unhappy Maximilian and his foreign abettors.

As a passing indication of the dangers in which we might so easily have
become involved, it is admissible to quote the half cynical remark of Claren-
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don to Cornwall Lewis. ‘Tt would have been very wrong if war against

Mexico had been declared without the knowledge of the Cabinet: but it

would have been Palmerstonian.”®® This verdict, passed at a moment when
Palmerston favoured a blockade of Vera Cruz, is equally characteristic of

the reckless, fire-eating Palmerston and of the nonchalantly negative

Clarendon.

The Death of the Prince Consort

In June 1861 Lord John Russell, whose health had always been fragile, was

made an Earl, and for the next four years directed his foreign policy from

the Upper Chamber. Amid all his interest in the Italian problem, he had in

the previous year devoted much of his time to yet another project of franchise

reform, and meeting with firm opposition from about half of his colleagues

inside the Cabmet, had dropped it with a precipitancy and an apparent

indifference which deeply angered John Bright. It had long since become

clear that he could not simultaneously bear the brunt of two such questions

as Reform and Italy.

The close of 1861 brought with it a real disaster to the nation in the pre-

mature death of the Prince Consort, at the age of 42. His health had long

been failing and was further impaired by overwork; and strangely enough,

despite his wide interests, his affectionate nature and keen sense of duty, he

lacked the vitality that makes recovery possible. He had slowly lived down

the insular prejudice with which he had so long been regarded, and the full

maturity of his judgment had latterly been revealed by his attitude to Ger-

man and American affairs. Indeed his last public act may be said to have

had a decisive and permanent effect upon the relations of the two chief

English-speaking communities.

The long-threatened American civil war had broken out in January 1861,

and the blockade proclaimed by President Lincoln against the secessionist

States of the South had speedily produced a cotton famine in Lancashire and

thereby caused an acute division of British opinion. The Federal defeats

of the following summer encouraged many m England to treat Secession

almost as a foregone conclusion : even Gladstone was guilty of this miscalcu-

lation. All the greater was the indignation aroused in November 1861 by

the so-called Trent affair, when a British mail steamer was held up on the

high seas and two of her passengers, the Confederate envoys to France and

England, were forcibly earned off prisoners to a northern port, and when

the officer responsible for this outrage received the thanks of the American

Congress. Such a situation demanded the exercise of peculiar tact, and this

was a quality in which both the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary were
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conspicuously lacking. But at the critical stage Prince Albert, already racked

by illness, received the two draft notes which the Cabinet proposed to send

to Washington—emphasising in somewhat abrupt language the violation of

international law involved, and demanding “ reparation and redress’*. Next
morning he submitted to the Queen a memorandum—^the last he ever wrote—^urging that the draft was “somewhat meagre” in its original form and

ought to include a distinct assumption that the American captain did not

act under instructions, and that the United States Government had no in-

tention of “wanton insult”, and would “upon full consideration. . .spon-

taneously offer redress” by restoring the two prisoners and apologising.®®

These amendments were adopted by the Cabmet, and thus the request

addressed to Washington acquired a moderate and conciliatory tone. The
support given to Lord Lyons by the French, Austrian and Russian Ministers

contributed to the final result. By Christmas President Lincoln had con-

sented to comply with the demand, and the danger of war was averted. It is

strange that no attempt has ever been made to contrast the action of the

Prince Consort in “toning down” the Cabinet draft of i86i with that of

Bismarck and his colleagues in “toning up” the Ems telegram of 1870.

Prince Albert’s death on 17 December 1861—^in no small degree the result

of medical incompetence—^was a memorable incident in the history of

British foreign policy, both in respect of what it took away and what it

left behind. The Prince had had many prejudices to overcome, but had at

last lived down the most of them and had come to occupy a unique position

in the country, not merely as a paragon of the domestic virtues, but as a man
of taste and judgment in many fields—^music and literature, science and

commercial enterprise—and an expert in many continental problems. High
character, industry, experience and imagination already far outweighed,

both with the governing class and with the masses, that touch of priggishness

or of “foreignness” of which they had at first accused him. Disraeli won
the Queen’s heart by comparing the Prince with Sir Philip Sidney, and the

comparison was not unmerited. Palmerston, with whom he had so many
disagreements, was far more deeply moved than was his wont,^ while

Clarendon, remembering the Prince’s “sagacity and foresight”, felt his loss

to be “a national calamity of far greater importance than the public dreamt

of” In the words ofMr Paul, “ Palmerston and Russellwere antipathetic

to him, because they represented the spirit of the Whig Revolution and in

their hearts considered the Queen an appendage of the Crown. Within the

^ I cannot resist quoting Mr Bolitho {Albert the Good, p. 285): ‘‘Palmerston came, an
old crafty man who had sneered at her and who had been rude to the Prince. He was
ushered mto the room, and when he saw her, sittmg upon the sofa, fightmg her agony, he
wept bitterly.” This may rest partly on the diary of Count Vitzthum {St Petersburg imd
London^ 1852-64, xi, 162),
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limits of law and custom, which he had too much sense to infringe, he never

failed to push the prerogative as far as he decently could, and it is possible

that if he had lived he might have done something to revive the personal

power of the Sovereign. ” Guided by duty rather than ambition, his prestige

would have been enormous, if he had survived the elder statesmen who were

now nearing the end of their careers. It has sometimes been argued that if

he had lived as long as the Queen, he might have aspired to give England
** the blessing of absolute government It is quite true that his first mentor

Baron Stockmar looked at the British Constitution through the eyes of a

German, but it betrays a complete misapprehension both of him and of his

two apt pupils Leopold and Albert, to suppose that they would ever have

risked flouting those traditions of constitutional and parliamentary govern-

ment which they recognised as deeply entrenched in their adopted country

and genuinely believed to be best suited to the Europe of their day.

The essential fact is that his place remained unfilled. The Queen main-

tamed to the end of her reign a keen interest in foreign policy and a vast

knowledge of continental affairs, mamtained and extended by voluminous

correspondence with many of her fellow sovereigns. But none the less her

influence was henceforth less decisive and more fitful, while she jealously

opposed the initiation of her son in foreign affairs. It is only too excusable

if the main aim of Queen and Prince alike was to make their son ‘‘as

unlike as possible to any of his great-uncles 'V® but the exaggerated

regime by which they sought to promote this end often had the opposite

effect upon its victim. Meanwhile, the shock to her nervous system was

so overwhelming, that for a time her ministers seriously feared for her

reason: and it may be noted that already in June 1861 Prince Albert

himself had written to his brother Ernest of the “horrid vile rumours’’

about the Queen’s “mental state”.®® For some years, then, she withdrew

into a seclusion so rigid and so irksome to the nation, that Russell and

Palmerston found themselves more powerful than ever and were only too

ready to take a free hand in affairs. The full pathos of her attitude is revealed

in herwords to Lord Clarendon: “ I depended on him for everytliing. I had

absolutely no will of my own. He told me when to go to bed and when to

get up. He ordered all my actions, all my thoughts.” It was really not

till the advent of Disraeli, with his unlimited powers of soothing flattery,

that the Queen plunged with her old zest into foreign affairs, but no longer

with that restraint and balance which had characterised the joint regime.



426 INTERFERENCE AS A POLICY [CH.

Greece and the Ionian Islands

The great upheaval in Italy was not without its reactions upon the various

Balkan nationalities, and Britain found herself directly involved in Greek
affairs, thanks not merely to her position as one of the three Guarantor
Powers ofthe Greek Kingdom, but also thanks to the protectorate which she

had exercised over “the United States of the Ionian Islands” since the

Convention of 5 November 1815. Under a series of able Governors—
notably “King Tom” Maitland, Sir Frederick Adam and Lord Seaton

—

the islands had prospered and enjoyed just, if sometimes arbitrary, govern-

ment; but the hearts of the population were set upon union with Greece,

and after the ferment of 1848 no occasion was allowed to pass without an

open demonstration of this sentiment. In 1857 there were specially loud

protests agamst a reference in the British Parliament to the islands as a

British colony ; and the publication in the Daily News of a confidential report

of the Governor in favour of colonial status for the protectorate was water

on the agitator’s mill. The Colonial Secretary, Bulwer Lytton, described this

indiscretion as “an inconceivable misfortune”: it revived the demand for

union and aroused the suspicions of the other two Protecting Powers. To-
wards the end of 1858, then, it was decided to send Gladstone, then out of

office, as special High Commissioner, to investigate Ionian conditions. He
was not slow to recommend the recall of his old schoolfellow Young, and
taking over the latter’s post until the arrival of a successor, made a progress

through the islands and soon found that nowhere were his well-meant pro-

posals for a more liberal constitution accepted as an adequate alternative to

union. The Archbishop of Cephalonia publicly appealed to him for union,

and the Assembly rtvo days after its first meeting with him as the Queen’s

representative, voted unammously in the same sense Gladstone’s report

was compounded of a firm rejection of Union, a cnticism of the existing

Charter of 1817, a plea for a responsible ministry, but also an admission that
“ not Cherubim and Seraphim cotdd work ” the system as it stood. The result

of his Ionian mission was a complete deadlock, from which his successor.

Sir Henry Storks, was equally unable to extricate himself.

The changes of regime which were almost simultaneously taking place in

Serbia and Roumania kept Greek opinion in a ferment, which was rendered

still more acute by the great events in Italy. Lord John RusseU’s famous
despatch of 27 October i860, bestowmg Britain’s blessings upon the cause of

Italian independence and declaringwith such emphasis that tihe Italians were
“the best judges of their own interests”, served as a watchword for the
Ionian unionists, who invited him to apply the same principles in the pro-
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tectorate of the seven islands. In 1861 a motion was brought forward in

favour of a plebiscite on the Italian analogy, and Storks thought it was wiser

to prorogue the Assembly. The whole question came up for debate in the

House of Commons on 7 May 1861: and the Irish member Maguire

pertinently accused the Foreign Secretary of using “one set of weights and

measures for Italy and another for the Ionian Isles”. The principal speechwas

that of Gladstone, who took the perverse line of denying the existence of

“evidence of any great wish on the part of the Kingdom of Greece for such

a union”. He believed that it would be nothing less than “a crime agamst

the safety of Europe” to surrender the protectorate, in view of the probable

effect upon Candia, Thessaly and Albania. He even went so far as to justify

the rejection of the Union by the claim that “we are stewards and guardians

of the general peace of Europe The debate is a drastic illustration of the

rapidity with which statesmen are sometimes forced to eat their own words:

for within 18 months the Gladstonian policy in Greece had been blown

sky-high.

Palmerston had in 1859 denounced the idea of surrendering Corfu, which

he was not alone in regarding as under certain circumstances the key to the

Adriatic: and in 1851 he argued in favour of retaining Corfu, even if the

other six islands should be handed over. In November 1862, however, he

informed the Greek Minister Tricoupis that the Ionian Islands were “ of no

use to England. . .except the fortress of Corfu”, and he and Russell soon

afterwards admitted the seven to be indivisible.®^ They were both by now

rapidly coming to the view that the islands represented a liability, and they

hoped by their cession to ease the precarious situation of King Otto and his

Government, which was barely able to cope with a determined msurrection

at Nauplia in February 1862. In the following October the revolution broke

out in earnest, King Otto and Queen Amalia took refuge on a British ship,

and the provisional Government declared the Greek throne to be vacant.

This decided the British Governmentto take action, the otherthree signatory

Powers were privately sounded, and in December the Greeks were informed

that subject to their approval of the King whom they elected to the vacant

throne, the Islands would be united with the Kingdom. It was no doubt

partly under the impression of favours to come that at a plebiscite of Greeks,

at home and abroad, an overwhelming number of votes were cast for Queen

Victoria’s second son, Alfred Duke of Edinburgh, and that this was duly

ratified by the Greek Parliament. London had already made it abundantly

clear that it felt itself tied by the self-denying ordinance of 1830 in respect

of the reigning families of the three Protecting Powers—an attitude which

ruled out any Russian or French candidate : and the Queen formally declined

the Crown on behalf of all her sons. After the ex-King Consort of Portugal,
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Duke Ernest of Coburg and Archduke Maximilian had all been considered,

the name of Lord Stanley was for a moment put forward : butm the words of

his close friend and colleague Disraeli, “they are not an imaginative race,

and I fancy they will prefer Elnowsley to the Parthenon” In the end the

three Protecting Powers agreed to recommend Prince William of Denmark,

who was duly elected as King George I, on 30 March 1863, and the way
thus lay open for the consummation of the Union under a triple guarantee.

The final stage was unfortunately marred by various incidents. In the

British Parliament the Conservatives vigorously opposed the cession, though

they did not press the matter to a division in either House. Lord Derby’s

main criticism was directed towards the conditions attached to the cession

—

Greece’s abandonment of ^^grandes idies^\ her non-extension of territory,

her acceptance of dynastic and constitutional government. This, he argued,

was to ask the impossible and to postpone a settlement till the Greek

Kalends. Both he and Malmesbury stressed the very serious naval consi-

derations which told against the surrender of Corfu, “ an important harbour

and fortress, the key of the Adriatic” while Disraeli reminded the House
that we had held the islands for years before the treaties of 1815

of conquest”, and with unanswerable logic pointed out that the cession was

a direct encouragement to the Greeks “to aspire to the possession of

Albania, Thessaly and other provinces”. Russell was on strong ground

when he retorted that it was quite impossible for Britain to say that she did

not care for the wishes of the islanders and that “what we do care about

is a harbour for Great Britain”. It was, however, left for Palmerston to state

the official case most forcibly, pointing out that the Ionian Islands were “no
part of the dominions of the British Crown”, but “a separate and inde-

pendent state”, of which “the Queen is not sovereign”—^placed under her

protection, not “given as a possession”. Hence it followed that “the Crown
may by its prerogative make a treaty, alienating such possessions without the

consent of the House of Commons”, and precedents were to be found in the

case of Senegal, Minorca, Florida and Banea. On the other hand it was

necessary to obtain the consent of the other parties to the Treaty of Vienna,

and of the population itself: and this was being duly considered.

Meanwhile the conditions attached by the British Government to its

consent to Union aroused lively, and not always very reasonable, protest

among the lonians themselves. Some financial arrears were to be written

off, the British cemeteries were to be maintained, and a special contribution

was to be made to the new King’s civil list. But much more important was
the provision—-included out of deference to Austria and Turkey—^that all

fortifications were to be destroyed and the islands of Corfu and Paxo to

remain neutral territory. This and the somewhat irksome conditions attached
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to the cession at first marred the effect among the islanders: but Europe took

note of the fact that after two generations of possession a British Government

was still ready to admit the higher obligations incumbent upon it under an

international trust.

Serbia, Turkey and Britain

Meanwhile, the illogical nature of British policy towards the various

national problems was strikingly exemplified by the course of the Serbian

crisis. The Serbs, who had been the first Balkan race to rise against the

Turks and owed far less to foreign assistance than any of their neighbours,

had even by the middle of the nineteenth century established only the

scantiest relations with England. It was not till 1837 that the British

Government sent its first diplomatic agent to Belgrade, in the person of

Colonel Hodges, and even then the real motive of this step was not interest

m the growing movement in favour of Serbian self-government, but merely

the desire of Palmerston to counteract the spread of Russian influence in

the Balkan Peninsula. There soon developed a highly paradoxical situation,

in which the Government of Tsar Nicholas encouraged the so-called

Defenders of the Constitution” against the arbitrary rule of Prince Milo§,

and pressed for the erection of a Senate, while the representative of Liberal

England threw his whole weight in favour of the autocratic Milos and

encouraged him in subservience to the Porte and in opposition to free

institutions. Ere long Hodges evolved a plan for inducing the Porte to

hand over the citadel of Belgrade to the Serbs, but warned Palmerston that

unless the Prince were supported against the Chiefs, Russia would be able

to lay her hands upon Serbia, and would then control Bosnia and Bulgaria

also and would be in a position to organise a general Christian rising.

During the summer of 1838 Hodges went to Constantinople, in the hope

of stirring up the Porte to action : but even with the help of Lord Ponsonby

he effected nothing, and the only result of his whole mission was to

strengthen Russian influence still further. Unlike Mettermch, Palmerston

had not realised that Milos had nothing behind him, and that it was mere

folly to drive the leaders of the Serbian nation into the Russian camp.

When Hodges was transferred to Egypt, he left behind him in Serbia the

general impression that Britain was opposed to popular liberties, and even

to a national assembly.®®

Milos and his dynasty were eventually expelled from Serbia, and the

somewhat ineffective Alexander Karagjorgjevid, who was Prince from 1842

till the very end of 1858, leant mainly upon Austria and carefully avoided



430 INTERFERENCE AS A POLICY
[ch .

all adventure, even in 1848, while his kinsmen were engaged in a fierce

racial conflict with the Magyar Revolution, So far as Serbia was concerned,

the Treaty of Paris weakened still further for a time the influence of Russia

and placed her, like her two Roumanian neighbours, Wallachia and

Moldavia, under an inadequately defined dual control—^the suzerainty of

the Sultan and the guarantee of the Concert of the Powers. In Serbia’s

case, however, Turkish rule found practical and irksome expression in the

garrisons maintained in the fortress of Belgrade and at five other strategic

points in the Principality. The weak Alexander was overthrown in 1858,

and Milo§, returning at the age of eighty, hastened to secure the sanction

of the Porte and thereby averted all excuse for either Austrian or Russian

intervention. Austria, moreover, was absorbed by Italian affairs and the

approachmg conflict with France ; and before she could again take an active

interest in the Balkans, Milos had died, and the stabilisation of Serbia

made rapid and steady progress under his son Michael, the ablest of aU her

modern rulers, Michael, with the help of a French staff officer, trained up
' a standing army of 50,000 men, secured a revision of the constitution on
lines such as would increase his own princely power, and as time passed,

aimed definitely at a loose Balkan federation under Serbian leadership.

Speaking broadly, his motto was first union, and only then freedom. It

was inevitable that there should be chronic friction between him and the

Porte, and not surprising that the latter, who always played for time,

should have refused MichaePs periodical appeals to end the unsatisfactory

dual jurisdiction in the towns, and that the Consuls should on the whole

have taken an unsympathetic atcitude towards the ambitious Prince. Long-

worth in particular misjudged the Serbs and wrote home contemptuously

of “ a nation of shepherds and swineherds ”, who “ have no desire apparently

to be anything else”.®^

In June 1862 the long latent trouble came to a head: after a series of

petty scuffles between the Turkish police and the Serbian mob, the Pasha

suddenly bombarded the open town of Belgrade for four hours, until the

Consuls intervened, and to prevent fresh firmg, pitched their tents on the

glacis between town and fortress. Michael at once appealed to Napoleon III,

Tsar Alexander and Lord John Russell, and after some delay the Austrian

Foreign Minister, Count Rechberg, proposed that the question should be

referred to a conference of ambassadors at Constantinople. In the end a

compromise was reached, by which the Moslem residents of Belgrade were

to be evacuated, the garrisons were reduced from 6 to 3, and ‘‘guarantees

”

against bombardment were laid down. That a mere stopgap solution was
reached, such as could not last and satisfied no one, was mainly due to the

attitude of Lord John Russell, who instantly and without investigation
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attributed the original trouble to ‘‘the violations by the Serbs of the

relations established by treaties with the Porte’’. He actually proposed “ to

leave in the hands of Austria the pacification of Belgrade ”, his motive being

fear that Russia might encourage the Serbs “to start for the cup of in-

dependence Fortunately Austria herself was not inclined to send troops,

and it was left to Russell to be “more Papal than the Pope”.

Michael, despite his natural anger, had perforce to submit to this dis-

tasteful compromise, but he began to buy arms abroad for his young army,

and was soon on very bad terms with Longworth, whom he had every

reason to distrust, and who on his side accused the Prince of lying. On one

occasion Michael reduced Longworth to silence by enquiring why the

British Liberal Government supported the cause of nationality on the west

side of the Adriatic, but opposed it no less firmly on the east. There could

be no answer, for he had detected the fundamental inconsistency of Russell

and Palmerston. Michael none the less made a series of efforts to overcome

the unfriendly attitude of the British Government towards Serbia: and the

Conservative statesmen Marinovi6 and Philip Hristid, and finally Princess

Julia herself—^nee Countess Hunyady, a woman of great charm and ability

—^were entrusted with missions to London, but without any success beyond

the asking of a few questions in the House and the publication of a few

friendly articles in the press.

The sequel may be summed up here very briefly. With the advent of the

Conservatives to power, a new and fresher wind blew at the Foreign Office

.

and Lord Stanley readily co-operated with Count Beust, to whom Francis

Joseph entrusted foreign affairs in Austria after his defeat at the hands of

Prussia. Stanley realised that conditions in Turkey rendered concessions

to the Christians indispensable, and instructed*Lord Lyons, now Ambas-
sador at Constantinople, to associate himself with the French initiative for

a settlement of the garrison dispute. Troubles in Crete rendered the Porte

more amenable, all attempts to divide the Powers into two opposing

groups proved unavailing, and in February 1867 the Sultan consented to

yield the fortresses to Serbia. The Grand Vizier was deceiving no one when
he grandiloquently announced, “We have not yielded Belgrade to the

Serbs, but have designated them as guardians of the Empire, demanding

that the Turkish and Serbian flags should wave together over the ram-

parts.” The last serious restraint upon Serbian freedom had thus been

removed, but the British Liberal statesman whose services to the Italian

cause are so often quoted as his chief title to Fame, had adopted the same

obstructive and unfriendly attitude towards Serbia’s just grievances, as an

earlier Liberal Cabinet had shown towards Roumanian unity.
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The Second Polish Rising

The hold which the new spirit of Nationality exercised upon Napoleon III

is sufficiently exemplified in his attitude to Italy and Roumania. But he

also showed a steady interest in the fate of Poland, and not all his desire for

close accord with Tsar Alexander could deter him from dabbling in the

Polish problem. The outbreak of a serious insurrection in Warsaw at the

beginning of 1863 was in one sense the result of a competition between an

extremist and a moderate group of patriots, and had received persistent

encouragement from the numerous emigrants who made Paris their head-

quarters. The more conciliatory measures adopted by Tsar Alexander II,,

which in his mind were intended to lead to a gradual, if inadequate, restora-

tion of autonomy, were unfortunately counteracted by the blunders of the

local authorities, and the appointment of the Grand Duke Constantine as

Governor-General, though also intended as a concession, had m no way
mollified Polish opinion. Our Ambassador described the new order of

conscription in Poland as “a simple plan, by a clean sweep of the revolu-

tionary youth of Poland, to kidnap the opposition and to carry it off to

Siberia or the Caucasus”.

During the previous two years the Tsar had given Napoleon more than

one warning of his ‘‘noli me tangere” attitude, though couched in the most

cordial terms.®® But Napoleon himself could not conceal the fact that he still

felt towards Poland as in 1831, while French public opinion—Conservative,

Catholic and revolutionary alike—flared into almost unanimous enthusiasm

for the Poles. In England contacts with Poland were rarer, but there was

considerable sympathy, and a National League was formed by Edmund
Beales and others to promote the Polish cause. On 20 February Lord Ellen-

borough raised the Polish Question m the House of Lords, amid cheers from

both sides of the House,^®® and invited the Government to admit that the

insurrection was “provoked by the conduct of Russia”, who could not be

“considered any longer as in Europe”. In his reply Lord Russell, while

quite polite towards the Tsar and his intentions of reform, criticised the

conscription ordered in Poland as “a measure which no British Minister

could venture to justify”, and aimounced that he had informed the Russian

Government of his opinion that it was “the most imprudent and unjust step

it could take”.^®^ A week later Palmerston, after a debate in which many
private members had intervened,* bluntly informed the House ofCommons
that the Government had “always held that the conduct of Russia towards

Poland had been a violation of the stipulations of the Treaty of Vienna”.^®®

* Including Lord Robert Cecil, the future Lord Salisbury.
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Disraeli followed in a speech mainly devoted to praise of Castlereagh’s

Polish policy, but ended with the words: ‘‘It is a natural movement: it

possesses all the elements of a sound cause—^the love of country, the memory

of a glorious past, and, as I hope and will believe, the mspiration of a

triumphant future.”^®®

The msurrection had the immediate effect of drawing the three Eastern

Powers together: community of interest m upholding the joint crime of

partition outweighed for the moment many points of rivalry between them.

Austna was alarmed at possible reactions in Galicia, and Bismarck had no

dfficulty in inducing William I to propose a Prusso-Russian convention for

mutual help m the event of the revolt spreading. This step angered

Napoleon, who made the Moniteur print a warning against arousmg hopes

which could not be fulfilled, but meanwhile tried to persuade London and

Vienna to join Paris in expressing to Berlin their regret at the convention.^®^

Palmerston suspected a trap, and refused his co-operation, but he wrote a

letter, amazing even for him, to the Russian Ambassador, treating the in-

surrection as “a just punishment of Heaven” for the arms and secret en-

couragement which, according to his information, Russia had been supplymg

to Roumania, Serbia and Bosnia.^®®

On 2 March the British Government took action for the first time,

claiming “as a party to the Treaty of i8i 5, and as a Power deeply interested

in the tranquillity of Europe”, to be entitled to express its opinion upon the

eventsnow taking place,
*
‘ in the most friendly spirit towards Russia and with

a sincere desire to promote the interests of all parties concerned Lord

Russell went on to suggest “an immediate and unconditional anmesty” by

the Tsar “to his revolted Polish subjects”, and a restoration of the political

and civil privileges granted in 1815, as likely to “content the Poles and

satisfy European opinion”. He then mformed Pans that m his view “the

next step to be taken is to invite all the chief Powers who signed the Treaty

of Vienna to concur in advising Russia to recur to the stipulations and to

revert to the policy of the Treaty of Vienna in regard to Poland”.^®^ Such

proposals, unless backed by force, were entirely divorced from reality, and

he speedily found a growing reserve on the part of Austria and a disposition

on the part of Russia to invoke “the right of the conqueror”.^®®

Moreover, it was with some reluctance that Napoleon followed the British

lead, for he was notoriously more than cold towards the Treaties of 1815:

and indeed he had only reluctantly abandoned the strange illusion that the

Tsar might be disposed to create an independent Poland under the Duke
of Leuchtenberg, a Russified kinsman of the Bonapartes. There followed a

slightly less fantastic day-dream, strongly favoured by Eugenie, of a re-

umted Poland under an Austrian Archduke. Prince Richard Mettemich

28s-w
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was sent to Vienna to suggest not only this, but a thorough rearrangement

of European territory—^Venice to Italy, Silesia and Serbia to Austria, the

Rhineland to France, Saxony and Hanover as compensation for Prussia,.and

a partition of Turkey between the Balkan states.^®® Napoleon was ready to

“bind himself with body and soul” to Francis Joseph, and in talking of new
alliance projects with his Foreign Minister Drouyn, used the questionable

simile that hitherto he had only had mistresses, but nowwanted a wife ! But

Mettemich warned him against mixing the Polish and Venetian questions,

and Francis Joseph politely declined any alliance, being quite well pleased

to see friction between Paris and Petersburg. And this was increased by

Prince Napoleon’s outburst in the Senate in favour of the Poles and against

Russia—an outburst so unmeasured as to necessitate official disavowal.

On 10-12 April three parallel notes were addressed to Russia by the

Western Powers and Austria : buttheir effect was curiously guarded, forwhile

Austria stressed the reactions of Polish unrest on the three Eastern Powers,

and France invoked the general interest of Europe, Russell, in his most

didactic style, harked back to Russia’s engagements under the Treaty of

1815, and referring to Gorchakov’s argument of conquest, declared that

“Her Majesty’s Government cannot acquiesce in a doctrine which they

deem so contrary to good faith, so destructive of the obligations of treaties,

and so fatal to all the international ties which bind together the community

of European States and Powers”. Moreover, he reminded Russia that “be-

sides the obligations of treaties, she has, as a member of the community of

European states, duties of comity towards other nations to fulfil”, and that

the Polish question was “a source of danger, not to Russia alone, but also to

the general peace of Europe While the Tsar issued a manifesto pro-

mising pardon and autonomy if the insurgents surrendered withm a month.

Prince Gorchakov gave a sharp answer to Lord Napier, virtually repeating

the arguments employed by Nesselrode in a similar situation after the rising

of 1831. The Polish Constitution of 181 5, he argued, had been a free act of

grace on the Tsar’s part, Russia had no obligations whatsoever towards

foreign Powers, and the main trouble was due to revolutionary propaganda,

culpably furthered in the West. The British, Gorchakov ironically added,

“would not claim that there was only one form of government possible for

all peoples, whatever their history and development”,^

The action of the Powers only served to encourage the insurgent Govern-

ment, who proclaimed that “Poland will crush the hordes of Russia” and

rejected the proferred amnesty. Lord Napier sent an earnest warning to

London: “If the Government does not mean to fight, let them say so and

stop the loss of life and suffering attendant on a rising which unaided cannot

succeed.”^ But Russell does not seem to have Realised the dire effects of
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his attitude. The month’s respite ended, the brutal Muravyev was sent to

Poland as Governor-General to drown all resistance in blood, and the Tsar,

knowing that Napoleon was still playing with the idea of Franco-Austrian

action in favour of the Poles, countered by offering his uncle King William

an alliance and ‘‘comradeship in arms” agamst Austria. It is true that

Bismarck did not allow him to accept anythmg so concrete, but the Polish

question had become a very definite bond of union between Prussia and

Russia.

The diplomatic struggle reached its height in June, when the three

Powers presented their advice to Russia under Six Points—

a

general am-

nesty, a Polish National Assembly, an autonomous admmistration, freedom

for the Catholic Church, the use of Polish in public life and education, and a

legal recruiting system—and went on to suggest that Russia should suspend

hostilities and allow a Conference ofthe eight Powers, signatories of Vienna,

to be convoked,^^^ Gorchakov kept them waiting for nearly a month, and

then his reply, received on i8 July, consisted in a flat refusal to submit to a

conference a matter of such purely internal concern, or to grant an amnesty

to the rebels.^^^ Lord Malmesbury caused no small sensation in the House

of Lords by regretting that our Ambassador had not been recalled from

St Petersburg and drawing an analogy between the Tsar and the King of

Naples.* But by now Bntish zeal for action was rapidly coolmg: Russell m
a speech at Edinburgh declared that Poland “could count on our sym-

pathies, but not on our material aid” : and it was from Pans that the stiffest

rejoinder came. Indeed if the Tsar had not shown studied moderation and

been aided by the French Ambassador, Montebello, a rupture between

France and Russia might easily have resulted.^^® But the hesitancy of both

Britain and Austria and the obvious intimacy of Russia and Prussia brought

home to Napoleon the danger of isolation, and he too began to hesitate. The
further Notes of 3-12 August sought to lay upon Russia the responsibility

for the rejected advice. “The principal obstacle to the re-establishment of

order in Poland is not the assistance obtained by the insurgents from abroad,

but the conduct of the Russian Government itself” : and again, “If Russia

. , .does not enter upon the path which is open to her by friendly counsels,

she makes herself responsible for the senous consequences which the

prolongation of the troubles of Poland may produce.”^^® This was bad

enough, for Russell was pressing claims which Russia would obviously never

admit except at the point of the bayonet: but he sent yet another despatch,

of which the sense was that Russia had forfeited her treaty rights towards

* 24 July, Hansard^ CLXXii, 1353—^thus showing “that you would no longer have any
relations with a Power so uncivilised, so uncertainm its faith, and whose acts are so revolting

to the feelmgs of the people of this country”.
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Poland. Providentially Lord Napier thought it wise to sound the Russian

Chancellor privately, and so the culminating phrase was never communi-

cated officially, but returnedto the Foreign Office for revision Thoroughly

typical of Lord RusselPs final methods was a speech delivered at Blair-

gowrie on 26 September. In the first place he put it on record that “neither

the obligations, the honour nor the interests of England require that we
should go to war for Poland. . .and I think it would be unbecoming to

rail at Russia when we are not prepared forcibly to resist her assertions’*.

Yet almost in the same breath he argued ?hat Russia had not complied with

the conditions of the Treaty of 1815, and “without the conditions of the

tenure, the title itself can hardly be upheld Small wonder that Russia

persisted in refusing all idea of intervention, though graciously consenting

to refer the issue to the three Partitioning Powers

!

Finally, while the despairing Poles already felt the knife at their throats,

Napoleon on 4 November launched proposals for a European Congress,

“which would not only regulate the fate of Poland, but would substitute for

the treaties of 1815, now in decay, new stipulations apt to assure the peace

of the world”. “ It is on the Treaty of Vienna”, so he addressed his fellow

sovereigns, “that now reposes the political edifice of Europe, and yet it is

crumbling away on all sides.” But this was the last thing which the British

Cabinet desired: and Palmerston wrote very frankly, and very tellmgly, on

the subject to King Leopold :“ In 1815 a Congress was a necessity”, whereas

“nothing of the kind exists in the present state of Europe. Such territorial

changes as have since been effected, had all been legalised and confirmed by

treaty. To range over the wide and almost endless extent of proposed and

possible changes, would give rise to endless animosities between the

Powers.”^^^ In plain words, he and Russell feared that a Congress would

enable Russia to reopen the Eastern Question, and in particular that of Black

Sea neutrality, and to use it as a means of bargaming in other parts of

Europe. They therefore declined the proposal, in terms bordering upon
discourtesy: declaring that in their view the main provisions of the Treaty

of 181 5 were in full force and formed the basis of the European balance, and
then adding that they “would feel more apprehension than confidence at

the meeting of a congress of sovereigns and ministers without fixed objects,,

ranging over the map of Europe, and exciting hopes and aspirations which
they might find themselves unable either to gratify or to quiet ”. Instead of

writing thus, they need only have waited for an almost certam refusal of the

Tsar, who was quite resolved not to admit all Europe to a discussion of the

Polish problem. They thus gratuitously offended Napoleon and advertised

their retreat before Europe. After all his high-sounding phrases, Russell had
already informed Napier on 20 October, tliat have no wish ta
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prolong the correspondence for the mere sake of controversy”.* And so the

very event which Napier had feared occurred: the Poles, already foolishly

infatuated, had been led on to utter destruction by their western well-

wishers. The crown was set upon our attitude when on 36 May 1864 Lord
Palmerston assured the House of Commons that to wage war on Russia for

the sake of Poland would have been “an act of insanity” which “we did not

at any moment contemplate, that Poland was not accessible to England and

France as Greece was, and that the Poles had been “very short-sighted”.^20

This was adding insult to injury.

France once more found herself alone; Prussia, while careful not to

offend Russia, took a somewhat negative Ime:^^^ the idea of a Congress

collapsed, and Russia was left undisturbed to complete the pacification of

Poland. Queen Sophia of Holland may have overstated her case, but was

near the heart of thmgs when she told Clarendon that RusselFs answer was

deplorable, “ It is the death-blow of an alliance which ought to have domi-

nated the world, managed the affairs of the Continent, assured us an era of

peace.”^^^

The Polish incident was of far more than local importance: it fore-

shadowed a redistribution of forces in Europe. In the first place it loosened

still further the ties between London and Pans, Napoleon treating Russell’s

behaviour as a personal affront, and bemg dnven to suspect that the British

Government had merely been leading on the French, with aview to spoiling

the new cordiality between France and Russia. Moreover, it made it clear to

Europe that British statesmen were ready enough to bombard a Greek or

Japanese fortress, a South American or Chinese port, on account of some

dispute capable of peaceful adjustment, but found it prudent to eat their

words when confronted by the resolute attitude of a Great Power such as

Russia. Lord Derby was in no way guilty of overstatement when he de-

scribed Lord Russell’s handling of the Polish question as “meddle and

muddle”, and Disraeli agreed that it was “very priggish and pedantic”.

“The Polish question”, he wrote to his friend Mrs Brydges Williams, “is

a diplomatic Frankenstein, created, out of cadaverous remnants, by the

mystic blundering of Lord Russell.”^^ Napoleon had sought to cover his

diplomatic reverse in the Polish question by a gesture which in effect drew

him awayfrom Britain and from Austria, and once more nearer to Russia.

The real profit of the whole affair was reaped by Bismarck, who by his

astute tactics rapidly extricated Prussia from her isolation, won the Tsar’s

^ In France Jules Favre took the same fatuous line. “Ni paix ni guerre, affirmation de
droit La Russie est d^chue de toute esp^ce d’autont6 legitime sur la Pologne, car elle a

V10I6 les trait^s les trait^s sont le droit, et quand nous aurons affiim^ le droit, nous nous
retirerons de ceiui qui Ta viol^ ” (Charles Roux, op. cit, p. 363). But Favre was a mere
deputy, Russell spoke for the British Government,
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sympathies to her side, and was thus able to alter the balance of forces

in Central Europe to his own advantage, with decisive results during the

followmg three years.

Denmark and the Duchies

While the Polish rising, and with it Russell’s ill-judged project of mediation,

were in their death throes, another question rapidly came to absorb the

anxious attention of foreign statesmen, and its solution was in no small

degree affected by the fiasco of the Western Powers in Poland. The German-
Danish dispute regarding the Duchies, which had been slowly festering

throughout 1863, was still further intensified by the death of Frederick VII

of Denmark on 15 November.

The question of Schleswig-Holstein was one of great complexity: of it

Lord Palmerston, with characteristic levity, had once said that only three

men in Europe had ever understood it, and of these the Prince Consort was

dead, a Danish statesman (unnamed) was in an asylum, and he himself had

forgotten it. The two Duchies had lived together ever since the fifteenth

century under a Personal Union with the Danish Crown, and their position

had been guaranteed by Britain and France under a Treaty of 1720. In

1806 Christian VII had incorporated them with Denmark, amid the stress of

the Napoleonic upheaval, but in 1815 he became a member of the new Ger-

man Confederation, in respect of Holstein. In 1839 son Frederic VI
was succeeded by his cousin Christian VIII, and as it was by then already

clear that the main royal line would die out on the death of the new king’s

only son and heir, the question of the succession became a live issue,

since unless it could be regulated anew, the Duchies, following the Salic

law, would fall to the Duke of Augustenburg, while Denmark itself would

pass through the female line to a still more distant cousin, Christian of

Glucksburg. The revolution which followed the accession of Frederic VII

in 1848 led to the dissolution of the Union between Schleswig and Holstein,

the former being incorporated in Denmark, while the latter was left to the

German Confederation. Holstein appealed to the Federal Diet, which
declared Schleswig a part of Germany, and entrusted Prussia with the task

of mediation. This led to war between Denmark and the Confederation, m
which the latter, crippled at home by a dangerous revolution, was defeated

at the battle of Fredericia (6 July 1849), again, when after an armistice

hostilities were resumed, at Idsted (25 July 1850). Thanks to the parallel

mediation of Palmerston and Tsar Nicholas peace was signed on terms

entirely favourable to Denmark, and the so-called London Protocol

(August 1850) established a uniform law of succession for the Eungdom and
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the Duchies, Palmerston having convinced Copenhagen that the succession

was '‘the key to the whole questions pending between Germany and Den-
mark”. The humiliatmg settlement imposed by Austria upon Prussia at

Olmutz in November 1850 rendered the latter’s resistance in the Danish

question impossible, and Palmerston informed Berlin in September 1851

that "it is for the general interests of Europe that Denmark, Schleswig and
Holstem should remain umted under the same sovereign”. Prussia, then,

gave her assent to the integrity of the Danish Monarchy and to the succession

of Christian of Glucksburg.* Finally a Conference of Ambassadors was

convoked, and on 8 May 1852 signed the Treaty of London, by which the

succession was unified in favour of Prince Chnstian, but the rights of the

Confederation were reserved. The fatal weakness of the Treaty lay in the

fact that it was a diplomatic patchwork of the Great Powers and that no

attempt whatsoever was made to ascertain or consider the wishes of the

mhabitants of the Duchies. A specially active part was played by the Tsar,

who wished to strengthen his Danish kinsman’s throne and looked askance

upon turbulent Prussia. As Prince Albert wrote to his brother Ernest, "The
poor Schleswigers have to pay for everything—even for the sms of ourAngel

of Foreign Aiiairs.”^^^ Meanwhile mternationally, in Sybel’s words, the

Treaty was "equally distasteful to the Danes and to the Germans”.f
One result of Denmark’s successful war was to seal the fate of the royal

absolutism and to introduce a really democratic constitution: but it also

roused Danish national feeling, and the so-called Eider Dane partyj up-

held a chauvinist racial policy against the Germans. For the next ten years

the gnevances of the Duchies gathered and festered, opinion in Germany,

and perhaps especially among the liberal mtellectuals, remained extremely

restive, and the new Danish Constitution of 1855, under which Holstein was

to enjoy autonomy, but Schleswig to be incorporated in Denmark, was

keenly cnticised. It was of course in the nature ofthings that the two leading

German Powers could not hold aloof from the dispute, but that so long as

their mutual relations remained as strained as they were during the Italian

War, little initiative could be expected from the German side, and Denmark
could disregard with impunity the reactions of the Federal Diet. British

opinion, ill-informed and from the first prone to regard the dispute as one

between Prussia and Denmark, a Great Power and a small one, and to

neglect the standpoint of the populations most concerned, leant definitely

to the Danish side. Malmesbury while in office took the view that Schleswig

Two of whose children were in 1863 to become King of Greece and Pnncess of Wales,

t Begrundutjg des Deutschen Reiches, in, 61. “A treaty made only to be broken**, is the

considered opinion of Sir Adolphus Ward, History of Germany, ii, 123

J The river Eider, as the southern frontier of Schleswig, was claimed as bemg also the

frontier of Denmark as a whole.
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was ‘‘under full and complete exercise of sovereignty by the King of Den-

mark’’, and that “any attempt to acknowledge a union between Schleswig

and Holstein would lead to complications ”.^26 j^o^d John, when he went to

the Foreign Office, was conscious of a certain moral obligation under the

Treaty of 1852, and urged the Danish Government to “ go almost any length

in the way of conciliation”. At this stage he was much influenced by Robert

Morier, who as a pupil of Stockmar, an intimate friend ofthe Prussian Crown
Prince and Princess and an ardent believer in friendship between Britain

and a Liberal Germany, warned him most earnestly that “running amuck”
against German national sentiment was “the most suicidal act which

England can be capable of

It is quite impossible within the framework set by this volume to lead the

reader through the maze of this long dispute, to which a fresh complication

was added by the constitutional struggle inside Prussia. The new King

William I and his new mimster, Otto von Bismarck, were for a time re-

garded as traitors to the national cause, and it was only very gradually that

the latter’s true aims emerged to view. He was determined at all costs to

avoid the isolation in which Prussia had found herself in 1849, retain

Russian friendship, to keep Napoleon inactive, to play for time with Great

Britain, above all to secure the co-operation of Austria through the fear of

being outbid at the Federal Diet as the champion of Germanism. The rela-

tion of two to three, he argued, was better than that of one to four (which

had prevailed at Olmiitz) and he was quick to perceive that the three

Powers which remained, if once Austria could be won over to the Prussian

side, were quite incapable of united action in such a cause as the Duchies.

Within two months of his accession to power he regarded it as “ certain that

the whole Danish question can only be solved by war in a sense satisfactory

to us but he rightly calculated that the divergent views of the Powers
and the obstinacy of the Danes were working for him, and that everything

would come to him who knew how to wait, so long as the watcher was served

by such a friend as Roon, who could supply an army of 60,000 men against

Denmark at a moment’s notice. Meanwiule the triangular struggle seemed
to be narrowing down to the alternatives of incorporating Schleswig in

Denmark, or separating it altogether from the Kingdom. The Danes on their

side hoped for a Swedish alliance and support from theWestern Powers, and
calculated that at the worst, by disgorging the purely German Holstein,

they would secure the complete absorption of Schleswig: while throughout
Germany there grew up the idea of Federal Execution—^in other words, that

German troops should occupy Holstein and hold it till the Danes consented
to the administrative changes which German opinion considered just.

When Count Bernstorff threw out the idea of partitioning Schleswig on
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racial lines, Palmerston assured the Queen that this was not practicable.

Russell, to whom the Treaty of 1852 had hitherto seemed to bethe beginning

and end of all wisdom, was now in search of a compromise, and on 24 Sep-

tember 1862, while in attendance upon the Queen durmg a visit to her

Coburg relatives, penned the famous “Gotha Despatch”, which Lord

Derby found so “ extraordinarily offensive It proposed to Denmark that

“ Holstein should have all that Germany demands for her”, that Schleswig

should have complete self-government, and that Denmark, Schleswig,

Holstein and Lauenburg should have four independent assemblies of equal

authority, even in matters of finance. Robert Morier claims to have been
“ the moral author ” of this strange project : he had already assured himself of

Prussia’s acceptance, and thus was acting upon the deliberate calculation

that Prussia “ would obtain gratis the creditable position of having done her

best to solve the question”, and that Britain could then withdraw quite

honourably from the obligations of the Treaty of 1852.^®®

In actual fact both Austria and Prussia accepted the despatch as a basis of

negotiations, but Denmark refused. Her rigid attitude was very largely

determined by an over-confident belief in European support: in particular

she failed to realise that Russia was drawing near to Prussia, while France

and Britain could not agree and the latter preferred big talk to action. Her
illusions were increased by the marriage of the Prince of Wales to Prince

Christian’s daughter Alexandra (10 March), which seemed to Danish

opinion a sure gauge of British sympathy.

The so-called Patent, issued by King Frederick on 30 March 1863,

cognised Holstein to belong to the German Confederation, while at the

same time demanding from it a contribution to joint affairs, but it insisted

on Schleswig being an integral part of the Danish state. Austria and

Prussia entered vigorous protests against what was unquestionably a

breach of the Treaty; public opinion in Germany began to clamour for a

declaration that as the Danes had torn it up, it was no longer binding, and

should be denounced: and on 9 July the Federal Diet gave Denmark six

weeks to withdraw the Patent, A prime factor in deciding Denmark’s

refusal was the provocative speech of Palmerston in the House of Commons

(23 July), It was, he declared, “an important matter of British policy to

maintain the independence and integrity of the Danish Monarchy”: and

while Holstein was a German state, the Confederation had “no rights” in

Schleswig, which was “a matter of international law and of European con-

cern”. There was no use in disguising the fact that “what is at the bottom

of the German design” (to connect Schleswig with Holstein) “is the dream

of a German fleet and the wish to get Kiel as a German seaport”. He was

convinced that “if any violent attempt were made to overthrow those
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rights,. , .it would not be Denmark alone with which they would have to

contend Morier m no way exaggerated when he wrote that the speech

“has produced all the effect which the most determined wellwisher to

Europe’s disquiet could desire Nor was Russell less aggressive than

his chief: for on 31 July he sent a message to Count Rechberg as Austrian

Foreign Minister, that “if Germany persists in confounding Schleswig with

Holstein, other Powers of Europe may confound Holstein with Schleswig

and deny the right of Germany to interfere with the one any more than she

has with the other, except as a European Power —a phrase which it is

difficult to reconcile with a clear grasp of the national issues involved. A
month later he warned Rechberg that if the two Powers persisted in ad-

vising Federal execution, they would do so against British advice and “ must

be responsible for the consequences”, and “will be entering upon a grave

European question Yet another month, and Russellwarned the Federal

Diet that “ H.M.G. could not see with indifference a military occupation of

Holstein”, or “be indifferent to the bearing of such an act upon Denmark
and upon European interests”, and he entreated it to pause and to submit

to mediation.^^® “The constitution of the Danish Monarchy”, he told

Malet, was “ pre-eminently a Damsh and not a German affair”, and “ it is

precisely the attempt to involve Denmark in -the sphere of German affairs

. . ,vMch H,M.G. feel bound to resist^\^^^

^ In the meantime, however, the prospects of effective mediation had

steadily declined. On the one hand the Danes were confident of foreign

support; on 26 August they rejected the Diet’s demands and denounced

execution as a warlike act: and on 28 September Frederick VII announced

to a specially convoked Parliament a new constitution for Denmark and

Schleswig— our kingdom On the other hand^ the competition between

Prussia and Austria for the leadership of German opinion grew apace:

specially symptomatic was the Congress of German Princes (Fiirstentag)

which Francis Joseph had convoked at Frankfurt in August and which King

William had politely declined to attend. The small German states were

virtually unanimous in favour of Duke Frederick of Augustenburg, as

sovereign of the united Duchies : but Bismarck had quite other designs and

meanwhile held back, kept his eye on the French, and concentrated upon
winning Russia to his side by services rendered in the Polish question.

Moreover, in September Russell had sounded the French Government as to

the possibility of joint action, but received from Drouyn de Lhuys the

chilling reminder that any such demarche “ would be analogous to the course

pursued by British and French in the Polish question”, and that the Em-
peror “desires to preserve entire liberty of action for France

Events took their course. On October i the Federal Diet answered King



QUEEN VICTORIA ‘‘DP IN HER STIRRUPS’^XI] 443

Frederick’s gesture of 28 September by demanding the withdrawal of the

March Patent by the end of the month, under threat of federal execution in

Holstein—^in other words, German military occupation. Russell now
appealed to Prussia to stay execution, and Bismarck was prepared to pro-

pose this, if only Denmark would first accept British mediation. But the

infatuated Danish Government held on its course of incorporating Schles-

wig, and even Sir Augustus Paget, our very Danophil Minister at Copen-

hagen, regarded the proposed constitution as little less than a declaration of

war. On 13 November the new constitution was voted at Copenhagen, and

two days later Frederick VII, the last of the direct male line of Danish

Kings, died, leaving to his distant cousin of Glucksburg, now Christian IX,

the task of extricating Denmark from the deadlock. No more unfortunate

moment could have been chosen for “this wretched Rung” to die:^^^ for

while a wave of Danish nationalism threatened Christian with expulsion if

he refused to ratify, German opinion also flamed up when the nearest heir-

male of the House of Oldenburg put forward his claim to the Duchies under

the title of Duke Frederick VIII, and, with the enthusiastic backing of the

smaller German courts and the whole Liberal German movement, appealed

to Berlin for help. Bismarck showed a fresh mastery of tactics when he set

himself to relegate this dynastic dispute to the background, without allowing

anyone to suspect that he wanted the Duchies for Prussia, not for Frederick,

and concentrated his efforts upon the constitutional issue. He cleverly pro-

fessed himself ready for concessions, being virtually assured that the Danes

in their blindness would save him from the necessity of ever implementing

them. Christian IX’s dilemma was a cruel one; by refusing his sanction to

the November Constitution he would have risked his throne, by granting it

he gave the German Courts a cams belli independent ofthe d3mastic question,

and indirectly promoted the Austro-Prussian accord.

Meanwhile a not unimportant role in the background was being played

by Queen Victoria, who constantly urged moderation upon her Ministers,

and reminded them that she and Albert had “always deprecated as unjust

the arrangements of 1852 Already in August Lord Granville, her special

confidant in the Cabinet, told Lord Clarendon that “ the Queen is up m her

stirrups, very German She kept repeating “her determination not to

consent to any measures which may involve her in the threatened rupture

between Denmark and Germany ” she was “ averse to our taking part in

an attempt to coerce the people of Holstein” and she showed an under-

standing of the German situation to which her Ministers (despite the sane

reports of Malet and Ward) never attained, when she insisted that the “ two

German Powers will be supported by the whole of Germany”, and that

German public opinion would not allow the Governments to act according
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to “the luckless Protocol of 1852”.^^^ Incidentally, Malet reminded Lon-
don that the Treaty of 1852 had never been submitted to the Federal Diet,^^^

which therefore felt itself less than ever bound. In this connection it is in-

structive to note a conversation between the Saxon Minister, Count
Vitzthum and Lord Palmerston, who complained of the attitude of Austria

and Prussia, “who had signed the Treaty of 1852 as mandatories of the

Confederation” : it was necessary to remind him that that was exactly what
they had not done. This is not the only incident which suggests that

Palmerston’s bon mot was quite true and that he had really forgotten the

essential facts of the dispute.*

Russell found himself in an extremely awkward position, recognising

grave faults on both sides, aware of the shortcomings of the Treaty of 1852,

and unable to carry France with him, after his retreat in the Polish question

and his abrupt rejection of Napoleon’s proposals for a Congress, In this

plight he sent Lord Wodehouse on a special mission to Copenhagen, whose
declared aim was “to reconcile Denmark with Austria and Prussia, and if

possible prevent a war —^in other words, to square the circle. He urged

repeal of the constitution, as the only way of staying execution, but the

Danes refused to listen, the new Premier, Bishop Monrad, took an even

stiffer line than his predecessor, and Russell exclaimed in despair, “We can-

not give active support to a Government which puts itself so manifestly in

the wrong.” On the other hand, he feared that Germany was “mixing

federal right in Holstein, international promises in Schleswig, a common
constitution and the succession to the Crown, all in one hash”.^^® Palmer-

ston wrote to Russell with his usual frankness: “Schleswig is no part of

Germany, and its invasion by German troops would be an act of war versus

Denmark, which would in my clear opinion entitle Denmark to our active

military and naval support. But you and I could not announce such a

determination without the concurrence of the Cabinet and the consent of

the Queen.”^^^ On 24 December Holstein was occupied, the enthusiasm

for Frederick VIII was at its height, and the Federal Diet was quite ob-

viouslybent upon “ rushing ” Prussia. In the first days of the year Bismarck

told Sir Andrew Buchanan very plainly that Denmark, by bringing the

new Constitution into force at the New Year, had infringed the status quo,

and that unless she revoked this action, the occupation of Schleswig must

Vitzthum, St Petersburg und London, ii, 253 Bemhardi records the wide indignation
caused by Palmerston’s public denial of having had any share m fiving the Danish suc-
cession and treats it as “ an impudent he” (JDer Streit um die Elhherzogtum&r, p 389). The
Danish Premier Hall issued a pamphlet containing the documentary proofs, but Palmerston
is alleged to have bought up the edition, w^hereupon Trubner brought out an English
edition and distributed it to members of Parliament and others. But may it not simply
have been that Palmerston’s memory was failmg?
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follow. Prussia could not simultaneously adhere to the Treaty of 1852 and

tolerate its violation by Denmark. If, then, England interfered, Prussia

would denounce the Treaty, there would be a new Cabinet, and it would be

certain to adopt the Prussian Parliament’s demand for the recognition of

Duke Frederick.

The Danish War of 1864

By January it was clear to everyone on the Continent that Britain stood

alone and was likely to be left talking. “ It is not the Polish torch that

frightens me,” said the witty Clarendon, “but the Holstem match.”^^^ “At

no period in the history of this question”, writes Sir Adolphus Ward,

“had British diplomacy been more active, and at no time had it had

less effect.”^°® On 16 January, then, Austria and Prussia addressed

a joint ultimatum to Denmark, demanding the withdrawal of the con-

stitution within two days. In vain was it pointed out that this was

physically impossible, because Parliament was not in session : in vain did

Denmark at last, on 30 January, accept a British proposal that the signatory

Powers of 1852 should again meet in Conference at London. In the words

of Roon, not of course advertised to the outer world, “The question is not

one of right, but of force, and we have the force Already two years

earlier Bismarck had said :
“ Only by war can the Damsh question be solved

in a manner favourable to us : the occasion for war can be found at any

moment, when our relation to the Great Pow;ers is one favourable for the

conduct of a war. On i February, then, Austro-Prussian forcea invaded

Schleswig, and the Danewerk was taken after five days. Palmerston used

violent language to Bernstorff, but Bismarck, now that he was sure of

Austrian co-operation, was not in the least disturbed.

Russell had hitherto been tom in two directions: he now turned his

whole indignation against Germany. He again proposed joint action to the

French: mediation should be offered on the basis of 1852, and if Austria

and Prussia refused, a British squadron should be sent to Copenhagen, and

a strong French corps to the Rhine. In conversation with the Prussian

Minister he hmted at the possibility of the fleet going to the Baltic to

protect Denmark But at this point Palmerston himself hesitated: a few

weeks earlier he had told the Queen that “England could not consistently

with her honour allow Denmark to perish without aiding m her defence

But now he wrote to Russell that he fully shared his indignation, yet doubted

“whether the Cabmet or the country are as yet prepared for active mter-

ference. The truth is that to enter into a military conflict with all Germany

on contmental ground would be a serious undertakmg.” They were at last
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up against the reality that Britain could at best place 30,000 troops in the

field against a minimum of 200,000-300,000! Napoleon, on 28 January,

warned London that he was not prepared to risk a war against the two

German Powers, which for him would be a very serious matter upon land,

and not merely a naval blockade, as in the case of England.

Palmerston, again, feared that French intervention might mean French

conquest on the Rhine, which “would be an evil for us and would seriously

affect the position of Holland and Belgium*’.^®® And so on 19 February

Russell informed the Danes that Her Majesty’s Government “will take no

steps to arrest the conflict till after full consultations with France and

Russia”. Bemhardi, sent on a mission to study the English situation, has

left on record the scornful comment, “They don’t want to pay more than

in the ^ income tax, and know very well that it will rise to lod, if there

is war,”^®® It soon became clear to him that Palmerston could not carry a

war policy, despite all the bitterness and big talk so much in evidence, and

that the real decision lay in Berlin.^®^

None the less, criticism grew steadily more vocal, and on 4 February 1864,

in his speech on the Address, Lord Derby delivered a frontal attack upon
Lord John Russell, such as has rarely been addressed by any Leader of the

Opposition to a Foreign Secretary—^summing up his policy “in two short,

homely, but expressive words, ^meddle and muddle\ During the whole

course of his diplomatic correspondence, wherever he has interfered—^and

he has interfered everywhere—^he has been lecturing, scolding, blustering

and retreating ”, and making it clear that for all his roaring he was “ no lion

at all, but only Snug the joiner.” And he proceeded in still more mordant

tones to declare that “ as an Englishman I am lowered and humiliated in my
own estimation by the result of the noble Earl’s administration of foreign

affairs. Thanks to the present Government we have at this moment not one

single friend in Europe, but this England—^this great country whose failing,

if it was a failing, was that it went too direct and straightforward at what it

aimed, which never gave a promise without the intention of performing,

which never threatened without a full determination of striking, which never

made a demand without being prepared to enforce it—^this country is now
in such a position that its menaces are disregarded, its magniloquent

language is ridiculed, and its remonstrances are treated with contemptuous

indifference by the small as well as by the Great Powers ofthe Continent.”^®®

During March and April, then, the war continued, and all the time Queen

Victoria was tireless in her efforts to restrain “those two dreadful old men ”,

as she called them privately to dear Uncle Leopold. She fully shared the

latter’s view that it was as impossible to keep the Duchies with Denmark
as it had been to keep Belgium with Holland.^®® To Granville especially
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she appealed. “She would feel it her duty, in the interests of this country

and of the peace of Europe, to resist any proposal for war” : she would ever

be ready “to make a stand upon it”, even if Russell were to resign.^®® She

more than once forced Russell to withdraw or redraft some of his more pug-

nacious despatches

Meanwhile, any real hope of French co-operation was diminished by two

unfortunate incidents. A fresh plot was discovered against Napoleon’s life,

and it was alleged that Mazzini, the famous exile of Soho, was implicated in

It, and that he enjoyed the special protection of Stansfeld, then one of the

Civil Lords of the Admiralty. The Government refused to take action against

Mazzini, and the House of Commons refused a vote of no confidence against

Stansfeld and this was noted at the Tuileries as a double act of unfriendli-

ness. Almost immediately afterwards this impression was heightened when
in April Garibaldi visited England, and for a brief space became the darling

alike of the populace and of the great world, receiving ovations such as prob-

ably no foreign visitor to these shores had ever received before. Nothing was

ever more spontaneous, yet in Paris itwas inevitably interpreted as something

suspiciously near to an anti-French demonstration. Even the Prince of

Wales took a part, and indeed Disraeli was alone among politicians of the

front rank in holding aloof. The incident had the additional disadvantage of

offending the Austrian no less than the French Emperor.

Russell does not seem to have realised the implications of these incidents,

for almost at the same time he persuaded Clarendon to go over to Pans and

sound the French once more. The envoy’s conversation with Napoleon III

dispelled the last hope ofjoint action. “We had received a gros soufflet with

respect to Poland from Russia”, Clarendon reported him as saying, “and to

get another from Germany without resenting it was more than he could

stand. He could not therefore join us in strong language to the German
Powers, not being prepared to go to war with them.

” “He must be all the

more cautious owing to the widespread belief in his designs for compensa-

tion on the Rhine: and he was not ready to pursue one policy on the Eider

and a totally different one on the Po.”^®^

Irritated by such incidents, and still hankering after a Prussian alliance

against Austria, Napoleon made a secret overture to Berlin, oflFermg his

support to Prussia if she should decide to annex the Duchies as far as the

Canal, His only condition was a popular plebiscite, and he asked for no

compensation, though it was an obvious case of “favours to come”: he

even promised of his own accord to be very reserved towards Clarendon

Bismarck replied on 14 April that Prussia might consent to acknowledge

* When It afterwards transpired that he had allowed Mazzini to have letters addressed

to his London house under an assumed name, Stansfeld insisted on resignmg.
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Duke Frederick, but was not prepared to wage war on his behalf: he
approved the idea of consulting the population, but only on condition that it

was quite clear to them that the partition of Schleswig was inevitable. When
a few days later the news of the Danish defeat at Duppel reached Pans,

Napoleon congratulated King William, adding later that for him the ques-

tion of nationality and the wishes of the population were the main thing.^®®

He also advised the King of Sweden to abandon all idea of armed interven-

tion on behalf of Denmark.^®®

British public opinion was by now ardently on the Danish side, the

press was full of warlike incitements, and there was much romantic sym-
pathy with the Princess of Wales—Christian “the sea-king's daughter from
over the sea”—^the first non-German consort to reach these shores for a

century and a half.* Lord Shaftesbury told the House of Lords that he
“ had never known the people of this country more profoundly stirred ”, and
the egregious Lord EUenborough urged the Government to take “any
measures necessary to maintain the independence of Denmark”.^®^ But

while the Lords made speeches, the German Powers made war. The British

proposal for a conference was accepted without enthusiasm by the French,

and on the German side was referred to the Federal Diet, which involved

fresh delay : and even after it had accepted, the lines of Duppel were stormed
on 17 April. At the end ofthe month Napoleon warned the Danish Minister

that Britainwould do nothing, and thatDenmarkwould be wise to accept the

frontier line offered by Prussia, as otherwise she risked losing everythmg.^®®

One further factor militated strongly in favour of peace. The patriotic

press might preach support of Denmark, but the effects of the cotton famine

upon Lancashire and upon mdustry generally, and our delicate relations

with America, were a constant stimulus to caution.

The London Conference

The opening of the London Conference on 25 April seemed to offer some
hopes of a settlement. But still the war went on, and that very week Frede-

ricia fell before the Germans: over a fortnight elapsed before an armistice of

four weeks could be negotiated, and all the time the Danish position was

* Mamed at Windsor just a year earlier, 10 March 1863. As King Leopold wrote to the

Queen, now that the Prince Consort was no longer there, ** Bertie and Alix . . are constantly

before the pubhc in every imaginable shape and character, and fill entirely the public mind ”

{Letters^ p 218, 15 June 1864). A letter of Prince Albert to his brother Ernest, dated

21 July 1861, shows that the Queen and the Prmce were fully conscious of “the political

difficulties*’ of the Danish marriage and were only responsible for it m the sense that ffiey

did not oppose their son and could not find any alternative Prmcess “ But ”, he adds, "we
must now see that this marriage is not looked upon as a tnumph of Denmark over us and
Prussia” (Bohtho, Prince Consort and hts Brother^ p. 215).
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growing weaker. Palmerston again grew bellicose, and, this time without

consulting the Cabinet, asked the Austrian Ambassador to call upon him
(i May) and warned him that if the Austrian fleet, then passing up the

Channel, were to enter the Baltic or threaten Copenhagen, “I should look

upon it as an affront and an insult to England: I could not and would not

stand such a thing”. Fortunately Apponyi gave a tactful assurance that the

naval attack would not be made: but Palmerston found the Cabinet divided,

and Granville, at the Queen’s instance, complained of the way in which it

had been ignored and advocated for it “perfect liberty of action”.^®®

Palmerston had declared in Parliament that the only possible basis for

the Conference was the Treaty of 1852, and Russell, that Austria and

Prussia were “ conscious that Schleswig and Holstein cannot be transferred

to any other Power without a general concert and consideration of the whole

questidn among the European Powers”.^®’ But Disraeli in a devastating

speech, expressed great distrust of any Conference ''pendente hte^^ and

cruelly compared the experiment with that other “ disastrous and fruitless”

effort of Russell, the mission to Vienna in 1855, Then, coming to the kernel

of the whole matter, he asked, “ Is armed Europe to interfere and by force of

arms render Holstein and Schleswig loyal and contented subjects of the

King of Denmark?” Such a policy was “not consistent with the principles

of British policy nor in harmony with the spirit of the age in which we
live The drivers have lost the road, the reins have fallen from their

hands; the horses are wild.”^®® Here Disraeli clearly grasped what the

Liberal Foreign Secretary, for all his advocacy of Italian liberty, had almost

wholly overlooked, that the Duchies had their own point of view, which

was neither Danish nor Prussian.

Russell reached the height of ineffectiveness in his speech of 1 1 April

before the House of Lords. A plan had been conceived, he said, for the dis-

memberment of Denmark, and “to prevent its execution we sought the

co-operation of France, Russia and Sweden, m order to give material

assistance to Denmark in resisting.. Were we to intervene alone} Our
object was to maintam the balance of power and the peace of Europe”, but

It was not the business of England alone “I remember hearing Canning

say, ‘ I am told that we must have war sooner or later. If that be tlie case, I

say later.’ / say with Cannings 'later'*

T

The Premier had declared “that

this is an iniquitous aggression on the part of Austria and Prussia, and the

resistance of the Danes is justified”. But “if we are to interfere, the Powers

of Europe ought to go together While fully conscious of the power of

England, yet we do not wish to hurry into war without necessity. And for

my own part I think a pacific policy is our true policy. ” This lame conclu-

sion gave Lord Derby an opening of which he was not slow to take advan-

s-w 29
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tage: and he proceeded to argue that Russell “by the strength of his remon-

strances and the feebleness of his acts has confirmed the impression so

prevalent throughout Europe that we have ceased to be a Great Power, that

our military and naval position has been made subordinate to our trading and

commercial interests, and that however England may bluster. , .there is not

the slightest danger of her interfering materially to exercise the slightest

influence or control in the affairs of Europe

On 12 May the armistice—^proposed by Britain with the backing of

France, Sweden and Russia—^was at last concluded, but at the Conference

agreement seemed as far off as ever. This was the moment which Lord

Ellenborough chose in order to make a venomous attack upon the Queen

in the House of Lords. There was, he affirmed, “a strong impression on the

Continent, that m all public questions relating to Germany Her Majesty’s

Ministers have as much difficulty in carrying out a purely English policy,

as was experienced . . in the reigns ofthe two first sovereigns of the House of

Hanover”, before George HI “gloried in the name of Briton”. He hoped

that the Government would now “ so act as to show the whole world that the

policy and feelings of George III shall animate the Government, and will

succeed ... in restoring to our diplomacy the authority and influence which

it has now lost ” . Lord Russell was at his best, and more than usually tactful,

in pointedly claiming for the Government the entire responsibility for

policy: and if he made the inevitable reference to William III as “the great

founder ofthe foreign policy ofEngland in modem times ”, he had more than

the usual excuse for doing so. In passing he took the line that ‘^of all the

wild, imprudent and extravagant wars . . a war to establish Poland would

have been the most wild, imprudent and extravagant.”^’®

The Queen Protests

It is not surprising that the Queen, still nerve-wracked from the loss of her

husband, should have reacted very strongly and hoped “everyone will know
how she resents Lord Ellenborough’s conduct and how she despises him ’ *

She complained ofhis “malignant and unmanly insinuations ” to Lord Derby

as his party chief, and received in reply a long and embarrassed letter, admit-

ting that the “impulsive and unguarded” Ellenborough was defiant of all

party discipline, but soothing her by a warm recognition of “how fully Your
Majesty understands and appreciates the duty of a constitutional Sove-

reign”.^’^ To-day we can form a fairer estimate of the cruel wrong done to

the Queen : for though she felt very keenly on the German question and may
sometimes have unduly betrayed her feelings, history has in the main
confirmed her reading of events. Her main desire was to avert war, not only
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on general principles, but because it meant a conflict with the Germany-

which she loved, and because she knew Britain’s utter lack of military re-

sources for a continental war. But it ought never to have been necessary

for her to assure Palmerston, as she did in January, that '‘no feeling for

Germany could ever make her view an international question otherwise

than as it might affect the interests of the people of England “My
heart and sympathies are all German”, she told the Crown Princess she

had always condemned the futile treaty of 1852. But on the Prussian side

she saw “a want of forbearance” towards the amiable King Christian, while

she recognised that in Denmark government was “in the hands of a most

violent party who are utterly regardless of consequences”. British interests

did not seem to be sufficiently involved, so long as Denmark proper was not

in danger of conquest: she deplored the resentment kindled in Germany by

British interference and advice, and objected to her own Government’s

“imputations on the motives of the German Powers”. “Lord Russell”,

she told Lord Granville, “is very fair, but Lord Palmerston alarms and over-

rules him.”^^® Above all, throughout the crisis, she never ceased to stress

“the absolute necessity of settling nothing contrary to the feelings and

wishes of the Duchies”: and here it was that British opinion was most

astray. It was too much inclined to regard the issue as one between a

gallant little Power and two big bullies, and to ignore the fact that all

Holstein and a large section of Schleswig looked to Germany for aid against

Danish chauvinism, and that the small states and all the Liberal Princes and

intellectuals were enthusiastically on the side of the Duchies, and long critical

of the Prussian Cabmet’s reserve and seeming indifference. To sum up, the

Queen’s three main points were eminently sane: “(i) not to letthis country

be dragged into a useless war; (2) not to agree to a settlement which could

not be durable; (3) not to let a sovereign be imposed upon the Duchies

against their will”.^'^®

For two months (25 April-25 Jtine) the Conference sat in London, but

little profit is to be gleaned from its barren records. Criticism of the Govern-

ment welled up in the country, but the Opposition showed great restraint

so long as there was the faintest hope of agreement. Disraeli, it is true, on

the very eve of the Conference, pomted to “the total want of system”

noticeable in foreign affairs,to the “ climax of mismanagement reached in the

Polish affair, and to our recent folly in leaving France in the lurch before

Europe”: but he refrained as yet from moving any vote of censure and

listened in silence to Palmerston’s denial that “we lured France into a

position of humiliation”. Behmd the scenes, however, Russell once more

sounded Paris, but Cowley was informed by Rouher that while Francewould

on no account be against England m the Danish question, the Emperor was

29-2
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only disposed to act ifEngland sends troops and disembarks them ”, and that

his main preoccupations were Venetia and “ perhaps the Rhine the Danish

question seeming to him quite secondary.^’’ From this Russell drew the

doubtless accurate conclusion, that if Britain entered the war, France would
in all probability join in, but that this would give an entirely new and far

more dangerous turn to the war. Even Palmerston came to the conclusion

that ** the absorption of Schleswig-Holstein in Germany was a lesser evil

than the incorporation of the Rhenish provinces in France”, and that the

attempt to realise this latter would mean a general European war. In actual

fact, Napoleon III at this stage made the highly sensible proposal of a

plebiscite, and the Danes refused, thus wrecking the last hope of a peaceful

agreement.

Meanwhile the excitement had steadily grown in Germany, heightened by

news of the successful seafight off Heligoland on the very eve of the armis-

tice. This time it suited Bismarck to fan the flames: ‘‘we’ll let the whole

pack give tongue”, he said: and the cessation of hostilities was balanced

by a declaration from the two German Powers that they no longer regarded

the Treaty of 1852 as binding. On 17 May they went farther and rejected

the idea of Personal Union between Denmark and the Duchies. By this

time Bismarck had got the whiphand of Austria: when Rechberg showed
dislike of the Augustenburg candidature, he mentioned for the first time

the possible alternative of Prussian annexation, half veiling his design in

perfectly plausible reluctance that the erection of yet another petty state

should be the sole reward for Prussia’s great exertions in the wider German
cause.^’® He had told Duke Frederick’s mother that he knew nothing of

her son’s right of inheritance, but only Prussian power: and so utterly was

he possessed by this outlook, that King William, m his simple way, once

asked him in astonishment whether he was not a German And all the

time he was slowly but surely supplanting German liberalism in its leader-

ship of the cause of German unity.

Russell’s Unsuccessful Mediation

The last stage of the Conference centred round Russell’s proposal for

partition, both sides accepting in principle, but any agreement on the actual

line proving quite unattainable When during the negotiations Bemstorff

declared that Germany could not trust a single German subject to the King
of Denmark, Russell, with tears in his eyes, declined to communicate so in-

sulting a message to the Danes. Bemstorff and Beust retorted by suggesting

that the people should be consulted: but to this Apponyi, die Austrian

delegate, demurred.^®® On 18 June the Prussian proposal was definitely
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put forward and rejected. Russell’s final effort at a compromise was that

the disputed frontier line should be submitted for arbitration to a neutral

sovereign, and that Britain should promise material assistance to Denmark
if the German Powers refused their consent At this the Queen protested

most vigorously, realising the position in which Britain would be placed

—

standing alone in support of Denmark against all Europe”. She realised

too that, in her uncle’s words, “ the game ofthe Danes is to resist and todraw
England into the struggle in its favour”. ‘‘Only imagine”, she wrote to

King Leopold, “ that Johnny had again stated to me what he proposed most

dangerously, without the slightest authorisation from the Cabinet ! And this

for the third time!”^®^ This was too much for Granville, Charles Wood,
Gladstone and other members of the Cabinet, and in face of such internal

dissensions the plan was stillborn. Even then Russell was rash enough to

tell Parliament that the fleet was “ready for any service which it may be

called upon to render”, and three days later Palmerston had to explain the

phrase away.^®^

The last straw was Prussia’s refusal to renew the expiring armistice, except

for a period of six months. The candid Clarendon told Bernstorff, “You
have won

:
you entered as masters of the situation, and as masters you have

left it.”^®® The Conference finally broke down on 25 June: next day hos-

tilities were resumed, and the Prussians effected a landing in Alsen and

threatened to overrun the little country. On 28 June Bishop Monrad made

a last despairing appeal to the London Cabinet, reminding it that Denmark

had “ step by step followed the advice of the neutral Powers, and especially

that of the English Cabmet”, but that “ Denmark was still without allies’'.

To this Lord Russell replied on 6 July that Her Majesty’s Government

sympathised “ with King and people in the severe trial which they have been

obliged to undergo”, but that they “have never engaged themselves, nor

can they now, to support the Danish cause by force of arms, or to impose

upon Germany the conditions suggested in the Conference ”.^®^ The back-

ground of this humiliating Note, which brought down the Eider-Dane

Cabinet and left Denmark with no choice save to sue for peace, was a week of

acute dissensions inside the British Government, increased by the emphatic

and well-reasoned protests of the Queen.^®® Yet on 9 July Russell was still

sufficiently complaisant to write to Cowley, “ I trust the Danes and Germans

will now make peace, leaving the Danes free from German interference and

giving the Germans over to German rule lam very glad we have not

given in to the temptation of a war between France and Germany. The
French, ifthey get an inch, will certainly take an ell.” 1®® Who can to this day

read such words without a glow of shame for a Foreign Secretary to whom
fear of French action on the Rhine outweighed all considerations of honour
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towards the little nation whose very mistakes and obstinacy were above all

due to British encouragement?

On 18 July the armistice was renewed, and by the peace preliminaries of

I August Denmark ceded to Prussia and Austria jointly Lauenburg and the

whole of Schleswig-Holstein. The ardent Danish minority of the north

had to pay for the intransigeance of Copenhagen, which might, even at a

late date, have saved for Denmark most of what the world-conjuncture of

1918 restored to her The settlement was rendered definitive by the Peace

of Vienna (30 October). Bismarck had only to bide his time: the condo-

minium he knew to be in the long run untenable, but before Austria could

be edged out, her assistance was needed to keep Duke Frederick from his

inheritance. Prussia”, wrote the Queen to her daughter the Crown Prin-

cess, ‘‘must only NEVER take it for herself, but let good and much tried

Fritz Holstein have it.” * At the final denouement in 1866 her disappoint-

ment was correspondingly great. But Bismarck had taken his measure of

Britain’s inertia, of France’s blindness, of their essential inability to co-

operate, while Western statesmen utterly failed to realise how formidable a

force Prussia was becoming under his bold guidance.^

Russell on the Defensive

Meanwhile, on 37 June Russell had had to face a sceptical and angry House

of Commons. He began by quoting the precedent of Canning’s attitude

towards the French invasion of Spain in 1833 : on that occasion there had

been a “ protest against mvasion, as contrary to all the principles of English

policy, opposed not only to the sentiments of the country, but to the settle-

ment of Europe”, and yet had “kept peace and declared neutrality”. The
main part of the speech was a lengthy historical discursus, into which it

would be impossible to follow him. Britain, he argued, had been unable to

look upon federal execution as a matter of indifference, because her aim

was “the integrity and independence of Denmark ”
:
yet when the two Ger-

man Powers persisted in demanding the separation of the Duchies and re-

fused to acknowledge King Christian as their sovereign, it was useless to

insist, unless all the neutral Powers were “prepared to carry on a great

war”. The later proposal, that Holstein and south Schleswig should be

The Duke’s younger brother Chnstian married Queen Victoria’s daughter Helena m
1865.

t It is worth recording Sir Spencer Walpole’s verdict* “He [Palmerston] liked to play a

game of brag on the card-table of Europe, and habitual success had convinced him that

he was master of the game He was fated, before his life closed, to meet a player tar stronger
than himself, whom it was his misfortune to misunderstand and despise. He met Herr von
Bismarck with the same easy confidence with which he had met other antagonists, and he
retired from the contest a broken and a beaten man” (Tweniy-’Fwe Years^ i, 528).
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surrendered by Denmark, but a general guarantee laid down for the rest of

the Danish possessions, had been met by the insistence of Prussia and

Austria on their right of conquest. Denmark had assumed that Britain was

“bound to maintain at all hazards” this proposal, but, said Lord Russell,

this had never been stated by Britain. The French project of a plebiscite

on a basis of racial division had been rejected by the Danes, and it now
became “the duty of England to show a greater attachment to peace than

Austria and Prussia have shown Her policy was neutrality, and he refused

to answer what he would do if joint Austro-Prussian forces went to Copen-

hagen. Lord Derby spoke ofthe peace ofEurope as “ in fearful peril ” : there

was danger of war with Germany—^“that Power. . .which is the great

conservative counterpoise to the ambitions of East and West”
On the same day in the Commons Palmerston voiced “great sympathy”

for Denmark, which “had been ill-used”. “We should have been glad if

we had found it possible to advise our Sovereign to take part with Denmark
in the approaching struggle ” But Denmark had at first been very wrong,

her independence was not involved, France and Russia declined to take a

hand, and “the whole brunt of the effort requisite for dislodging the Ger-

man troops would fall upon this country alone”. If, however, the existence

of Denmark as an independent state should be at stake, if Copenhagen were

stormed and the King captured, “we might then think it our duty to adopt

another course”. This, coming from the venerable fire-eater, was too much
for the House of Commons, which broke into angry and ironical cheers.

Disraeli was quick to declare that he heard with astonishment “a con-

tinuation of those senseless and spiritless menaces which have impaired the

just influence of this country in the councils of Europe ”. He would sooner

see affairs entrusted to men like Cobden and Bright; they at least would

threaten nobody, would not exasperate Germany, and would not “ lure on

Denmark by delusive counsels and fallacious hopes
”

The final stage of this humiliating controversy was reached in the full-

dress debate on a Vote of Censure moved by Disraeli, and expressing “ regret

that while the course pursued by Her Majesty’s Government had failed to

maintain their avowed policy of upholding the integrity and independence

of Denmark, it has lowered the just influence of this country in the capitals

of Europe, and thereby diminished the securities of peace ”. Disraeli opened

all his batteries upon Palmerston and Russell, starting from the former’s fatal

encouragement of the Danes in his speech of 23 July 1863 {supra p, 441),

and then turning to the latter’s Polish policy and “that curt, and as I con-

ceive, most offensive, reply” to the Emperor’s suggestion of a Congress. If,

however, the mterventionnirged by Russell had been accepted by Napoleon,

it “ must inevitably have produced a great European War”. As it was, the
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Government’s policy was one of ‘‘ menaces never accomplished and promises

never fulfilled”. The London Conference just completed was ‘‘a barren

failure ”
;
and the British Government’s contribution to it had been pro-

posals for ‘‘the dismemberment of Denmark—so much for integrity”, and

for a “joint guarantee of the Powers—so much for independence It had

shown “equal lack of capacity, prudence, dexterity. . .and knowledge of

human nature ”. Seldom has a leader of the Opposition offered such an in-

dictment of a Premier, as his concluding phrases. “ The position of England
- in the counsels of Europe is essentially that of a moderating and mediatorial

Power. Within twelve months we have been twice repulsed at St Petersburg.

Twice have we supplicated in vain at Pans We have menaced Austria, and

Austria has allowed our menaces to pass her like the idle wind. We have

threatened Prussia, and Prussia has defied us. . . .They have alienated Russia,

they have estranged France, and then they call Parliament together to declare

war against Germany I find Europe impotent to vindicate public law,

because all the great alliances are broken down.”^®®

Palmerston replied in what was probably the least effective speech of his

whole career. He could not help alluding to his speech of the previous July,

so universally accepted as a pledge of armed support to Denmark : but all

he had to say was, “ What I was pointing to was an European war, not a war

between this country and the German Powers.” The Government had

“tried to persuade France and Russia to concur with us in every step we
took”, but the French (who, he most misleadingly contended, were not

offended by the Polish affair) were entitled to object that for Britain it would

be “a naval war, but that they had all Germany on their frontier”. None
the less, he argued, the doctrine of the Balance of Power was not exploded,

but was “founded on the nature of man”. “ It means that it is to the in-

terest of the community of nations that no one nation should acquire such a

preponderance as to endanger the security of the rest : and it is for the ad-

vantage of all, that the smaller Powers should be respected in their inde-

pendence and not swallowed up by their more powerful neighbours.”^®®

For the rest, he was reduced, in his denial that British influence had been

lowered, to reciting all the financial achievements and economies of the last

four years, which, it was only too notorious, had been effected by Gladstone

as Chancellor ofthe Exchequer, in the teeth of an indifferent, ifnot positively

hostile, Prime Minister. Outstanding features of the long debate were the

speeches of Cobden, who denounced Russell’s “diplomatic anarchy”, and
“ diplomatic meddling ”, and ofLord Robert Cecil, who agreed with Cobden
that ifwe did not mean to fight, we ought not to interfere. “ If Mr Cobden
had been Foreign Secretary instead of Lord Russell ”, said the future holder

of the same office, “ I fully believe this country would occupy a position
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proud and noble compared to that which she occupies at this moment. She

would at least have been entitled to the credit of holding out in the name of

England no hopes which she did not intend to fulfil, of entering into no

engagements from which she was ready to recede.”

In the end the Government was defeated in the Lords by 9 votes (177 to

1 68), but was saved in the Commons by an amendment suggested by Cobden
and moved by Kinglake, yet only by the narrow margin of 313 to 295
Palmerston, in addition to eclipse on the Continent, had the added mortifi-

cation of owing his safety to Cobden, his special bugbear in the House, and

to Gladstone, the least congenial of his own colleagues. After the debate

was over Gladstone made a brief entry in his diary
—

“ This debate ought to

be an epoch in foreign policy. We all have much to learn.

Very forcible was the attack made by Lord Carnarvon upon the language

“now used for several years” by Lord Russell. “The Prime Minister”, he

said, “ was, I think it will be admitted, the first during the many years that he

was Foreign Secretary, to import this new system of strong expressions into

the diplomacy of the Foreign Office : but there is this at least to be said, that

he generally backed up his language by strong action, and at all events his

strong expressions were for the most part regulated by the conventions of

diplomatic intercourse But the noble Earl opposite (Russell) . . . has gone far

beyond his model. We have heard from him during the last two years de-

nunciations against every one of the Great Powers in Europe—France,

Russia, Austria, Prussia—and I am bound to say that the strength of his

action has been exactly in inverse proportion to the strength of his expres-

sions. The language which he has used would in a former generation have

been tantamount to a declaration of war His speeches . . are in fact

electioneering speeches addressed from the platform of the Foreign Office

to the free and independent Governments of Europe.”^®®

RusselFs activities as Foreign Secretary may be summed up in the words

of Walter Bagehot: “He hardly conducted a foreign controversy in which
the extreme intelligibility of his words did not leave a sting behind them ”

In short, the exact opposite of that other conception of the ideal diplomatist,

as one who uses words to conceal his thoughts and surely we may stop for

an instant to admit that, as so often, the true ideal lies halfway between the

two extremes. As Mr Cecil has neatly put it, RusselFs “ diplomacy was not

unlike himself—slight and thin and shrill Even Lord Morley accepts

as thejudgment of history Disraeli's contemptuous criticism of the Russell-

Palmerston era, “that whether we looked to Russia, to Greece, to France,

there had been exhibited by ministers a confusion, an inconsistency, a

contrariety of courses and a total want of planning in their diplomacy”.^®®
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The Death of Palmerston

Leaving aside the long tragi-comedy ofAnglo-American relations during the

Civil War, which was sadly bungled by Lord Russell, and which left behind

it the aftermath of the “Alabama Case’’, we may treat the Danish contro-

versy as the last big incident of foreign policy m the Palmerstonian Era.

Though England was only too conscious of failure and diminished prestige

abroad, the storms of 1863-4 followed by a curious lull in 1865,

perhaps to absorption in the manifold changes of the industrial age, of rail-

way and shipping development and of overseas expansion. To the end of his

life, however, Palmerston continued to enjoy wide popularity, and even his

party rivals were by no means eager to overthrow him—^partly doubtless

owing to the personal problem still presented by “ Dizzy”. But the Prime

Minister was noticed to be ageing rapidly, though his physical powers were

even now remarkable. Then, on 18 October, somewhat suddenly, he died

at the age of eighty, and Russell, recognised by the Queen as the inevitable

substitute, reigned in his stead. “Lord Russell again Prime Mmister is

strange,” commented King Leopold to his royal niece, “but these poli-

ticians never refuse.”^®’ But as Clarendon very astutely observed, Palmer-

ston had “ held a great bundle of sticks together : they are now unwound, and

there is nobody to tie them up again

General Estimate of Palmerston’s Policy

It is the natural moment for considering Palmerston’s foreign policy in its

broader aspects. Thus regarded, on a basis of pure theory, it is likely to

commend itself to the vast majority of his countrymen since that day, for its

implications at home were eminently sound. He sought, as we saw, to

promote constitutional and free government and so to avert revolution by

timely concession: and his attitude undoubtedly contributed to the con-

solidation of the internal situation in Great Britain, and the remarkable

contrast which it offered in 1848 to almost every continental country

In defending himself against the attacks of Anstey and Urquhart in

1848,* Palmerston laid down as the basis of his policy “the prmciple of

maintaining peace and friendly understanding with all nations, as long as it

was possible to do so consistently with a due regard to the interests, honour

and dignity of this country”. England, he said, is “a Power sufficiently

strong to steer her own course and not tie herself as an unnecessary ap-

See supra, p. 255.
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pendage to the policy of any other Government*’. “ Her real policy is to be

the champion ofjustice and right, pursuing that course with moderation and

prudence, not becoming the Quixote of the world, but giving the weight of

her moral sanction and support wherever she thinks that justice is, and that

wrong has been done. As long as she sympathises with right and justice, she

will never find herself altogether alone 1 say it is a narrow policy to

suppose that this country or that is to be marked out as the eternal ally or

the perpetual enemy of England. We have no eternal allies and we have no

perpetual enemies. Our interests are eternal and perpetual, and those in-

terests it is our duty to follow. It is our duty not to pass too harsh a judg-

ment on others because they do not exactly see things in the same light as

we see . and it is our duty not to lightly engage this country in the frightful

responsibilities of war, because from time to time we may find this or that

Power disinclined to concur with us.” And he ended by quoting Canning’s

famous phrase, that ** with every British Minister the interests of England

ought to be the shibboleth of his policy”.^®®

Again, in the Pacifico debate, before his famous comparison of a British

and a Roman citizen, he coined the phrase: “We have shown that liberty

is compatible with order: that individual freedom is reconcilable with

obedience to the law.”^®®

These were views unexceptionable in themselves, and thoroughly in

keeping with the sentiments of Victorian England, and with the new spirit

of nationalism which was so characteristic of the age. In our day there is in

many quarters a tendency to depreciate the idea of nationality and to forget

that if indeed it be a disease, we ourselves suffered from it last century in

quite as aggressive and virulent a form as any of the Continental nations. Of
that form Palmerston and the public opinion which made the Crimean

War are the most typical expression.

It is not the theory so much as the practice of Palmerston which is

open to criticism. That he was from the first alive to the significance of

the new national currents in Europe, redounds entirely to his credit and he

certainly helped on the process which linked togeiher the national and liberal

movements towards the middle of the century. This deserves special em-

phasis, for it is still too little realised that even in Italy—^perhaps the classical

instance—^the two currents were by no means always or necessarily blended

in one.

But if he was open to the idea of Nationality in its new nineteenth-century

form, he had still enough of the eighteenth century about him to retain a

belief in the Balance of Power in Europe as the basis of our continental

policy. As the true successor of Canning, he distrusted the attempt to

govern Europe by Conference, but mainly because he realised so clearly
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the essential conflict of opinionand outlookbetween theWestern and Eastern
groups of Powers. Even Castlereagh, as we saw earlier, had been conscious

of the intermediate position of Britain between the purely absolutist and the

purely revolutionary theory of the State, and never overlooked the fact that

though in his view she was an essentially Conservative Power, her constitu-

tion had passed through more than one revolutionary phase. Palmerston

found a situation that had ripened further, and though obviously differing

greatly in his outlook from the Tory Castlereagh, he still held in its essentials

the intermediate British view that while Absolutism only made ultimate

revolution certain, a constitutional regime was everywhere the best antidote

to revolution. This theory, however, though sound in itself, led him to re-

gard constitutional government as a panacea, and with a view to attaining

this, to support democratic currents everywhere. The wise Stockmar, in

noting this, ascribes it, as in the case of Pitt, to “insufficient knowledge of

Continental Europe and it is indeed true that Palmerston, though an

admirable French scholar, remained entirely insular.

Where his eighteenth- and nineteenth-century outlooks mingled and pro-

duced a curiously hybrid result, was in his attitude to the Eastern Question

and to Turkey : for like many other British statesmen, he was not prepared to

apply the new national principles to South Eastern Europe, and yet rejected

the assumption of the eighteenth century that Turkey was doomed to

partition. The only practicable alternative was to proclaim its reformability,

and to urge reforms upon the Porte with varying degrees of insistence.

This, the worst of Palmerston’s miscalculations, was due to his suspicion

of Russia, both on account of its autocratic principles and its alleged designs

upon India : and till a very much later date we find the dogma that the road

to India must be defended at Constantinople, not at Suez.

One other point in Palmerston’s creed was his belief in Austria as a Great

Power and almost as the keystone of the vault and the fact that his contem-

poraries, both in Austria and outside it, failed to credit him with such senti-

ments and indeed imagined him to be Austria’s deadliest enemy, illustrates

in a somewhat drastic way the difference between his theories and his

methods.

Undoubtedly the soundest point in his whole policy was his desire for a

French alliance, both as a guarantee of European peace and as a natural

development of Liberal as against autocratic principles." Hence his co-

operation with Louis Philippe in the first years after the July Revolution, and

especially in the Belgian question. Hence also the speed and readiness with

which he accepted the new French regime in 1848 and again in 1851. Even
in the crisis of 1839-41, when, as we saw, he was mainly responsible for

alienating France, or again in 1846 during the quarrel over the Spanish
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marriages, he undoubtedly regarded friendship with France as the aim, even

though his methods were ill calculated to promote it.

Palmerston was daring, consistent, far-sighted, very clear in the definition

of foreign problems, ready to take risks, anxious to avoid dubious inter-

pretations, true to his word when given, and jealous of the honour of his

country : but he also possessed the defects of these qualities. For he was not

merely provocative, but provocative with a veneer of flippancy and racmess

such as foreigners could neither understand nor appreciate, and despite his

very considerable acquaintance with the Continent, he was yet lacking

in the sympathies which create a diplomatic atmosphere. In short,

Palmerston always fortiter in rCy but rarely suavzter tn modo. Indeed,

It is no injustice to his memory to quote the verdict passed upon him by

Prince Mettermch in 1840—in other words, at a time when the two were

working together— Lord Palmerston has a kink in the mind (un travers dans

Vespnt) which always prevents him from being entirely right in any affair.

Where his mind goes straight in principle, he forgets to scrutinise the means

of execution, whereas where his attitude is wrong in fundamentals, he is

fertile in expedients.” After 1848 we have the grotesque irony of the

exiled Mettermch describing Palmerston as a tyrant, and we are no longer

in the century of tyranny ” *

v/ Professor Hearnshaw, in his admirably clear estimate of Palmerston, says

as much as can be said for him, but certainly does not exaggerate when he

credits him with the instincts of an autocrat ”, and has to admit that “few

indeed except Lord John Russell would have tolerated so long” the utter

insubordination towards his chief and colleagues and sovereign alike, with

which he directed the Foreign Office, while exacting complete obedience

from his subordinates.^®^

This is the place to quote Queen Victoria's comment on the dead minister.

Writing to King Leopold, to whom she could safely unburden herself, she

said ;
“ Palmerston had many valuable qualities, though many bad ones, and

we had, God knows, terrible trouble with him about foreign affairs. . I

never liked him or could ever the least respect him. . . He was very vindic-

tive, and personal feelings influenced his political acts very much.”^®^ This

criticism from one who had unequalled opportunities for judging and who
herself showed marvellous personal restraint in dealing with him, must be

placed in the forefront of any estimate, even if not fully accepted. It

* C’est un tyran et nous ne sommes plus au si^cle de la tyrannic ” (Duchesse de Dino,

j, 294-6) Another hostile French verdict was that ofM de Jarnac, once Ambassador in

London, who m his memoirs wrote of Palmerston It was the mfiuence of a storm upon
nature, a simple disturbance without profit In politics restraint and opportumty are

everything, and the best causes may be cruelly served when reprehensible means are

peisistently employed *’ (article on *‘Lord Palmerston’*m Revue des deuxMotideSf civ, 587)
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coincides exactly with Metternich’s considered opinion. ‘‘Lord Palmer-

ston is an awkward bedfellow {jm ires mauvais coucheur). He wants to take

his revenge on whatever does not move in his direction—^whether straight

or crooked, matters little to him.’’^®® And again, referring to the Greek
affair, he wrote that Palmerston, connaissant point de menagements'\

had “ given free rein to his personal hates On the other hand it would
be unjust not to insist upon his capacity for hard work,* and for mastering

a subject in all its details, with the result that he was often enough able to

overbear sound criticism by a serried array of facts.

His autocratic temper was combined with a recklessness and vehemence
of language such as has rarely been equalled in a responsible statesman. This

is abundantly proved by the numerous extracts already quoted from his

correspondence : but as a crowning instance it may perhaps be permissible

to adduce an incident from the year 1848. King Ludwig of Bavaria, pre-

sumably at the instance of his son King Otto of Greece, had hinted to the

British Minister in Munich, Sir John Milbanke, that relations between
Athens and London might be improved, if a certain member of the British

Legation could be transferred to another post. Milbanke duly reported this

to London and at once received instructions from Palmerston to inform the

Bavarian Premier that if he wished “ to be on good terms ” with London, he

would do well ‘‘ to abstain from any attempt to interfere with our diplomatic

arrangements, as such attempts are as offensive as they will be fruitless’’.

‘‘Pray make him clearly comprehend that I will never sacrifice any British

diplomatic officer, high or low, to the whims or caprices of any foreign

Prince or potentate, and that even if I were disposed to do so . .

.

King Otho
is the last sovereign on earth whose wishes would have the slightest in-

fluence on my mind. Otho has behaved too ill in every respect to deserve

the slightest consideration from the British Government, and he must
greatly alter his conduct, both to England and Greece, before we can feel

the smallest desire to consult his feelings in the most trifling matter.”^®’

This outburst, it is true, was addressed to a Government too weak to express

its resentment in the natural way: but we have already seen that the tone

adopted towards France or Austria was equally unwarrantable.

It may seem to some readers that more than enough has been said in

criticism of Palmerston, and it is the barest justice to close this estimate by
stressing his uprightness of character and high sense of patriotism. There is a

passage in one of his earlier speeches as Foreign Secretary, which is more
revealing than many volumes, and has therefore been reserved for quota-

* M de Jamac quotes, with evident approval, a remark once made to himself by Palmer-
ston at the Foreign Office. " I thmk I am to-day the politician m Europe who has worked
the most,”
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tion at this later stage. On 2 August 1832 he dealt in the following terms ^7 ith

a motion of Henry Bulwer on what the latter regarded as the precarious

situation of the German Federal constitution. ‘‘ I am prepared to admit

that the independence of constitutional states, whether they are powerful

like France and the United States, or of less relative political importance,

such as the minor states of Germany, never can be a matter of indifference

to the British Parliament, or, I should hope, to the British public. Constitu-

tional states I consider to be the natural allies of this country Let per-

sons recommend as much as they will the propriety of England withdrawing

itself from all political connection with the rest of the world, my opinion is

that as long as our commerce is of importance to us, as long as continental

armies are in existence, as long as it is possible that a power in one quarter

may become dangerous to a power in another—so long must England look

With interest on the transactions of the Continent, and so long is it proper

for this country, in the maintenance of its own independence, not to shut its

eyes to anything that threatens the independence of Germany
It may be that Palmerston was all too prone to regard British institutions

as a panacea for all political evils in the world: this was, we know, an

illusion which most people in Victorian England shared, and which even

our own generation has not altogether shaken off. But the case which he

then presented to the House is one of general application, and rests upon

prmciples which are just as true in our own day as in his.

Palmerston’s vindication of British interests has endeared him to many
and certainly entitles him to rank as one of Britain’s greatest Foreign

Ministers : his genuine devotion to the principles of free, progressive and

representative government was a very vital factor in the evolution of the

whole Continent towards that democratic ideal which even now is so far

from realisation, but which is the sole alternative to desperate political

adventure. But of his methods and tactics no real defence can be offered,

and to-day they deserve the close study of all statesmen and diplomatists, as

the very model of what should be avoided. It is not to Palmerston, but to

Castlereagh and Canning before him, to Salisbury and Grey after him, that

we must turn, if we wish to see true statesmanship tempered by character

and restraint, v

The Two Partners

No estimate of Palmerston would be complete which ignored the unique

relationship in which, for the last six years of his life, he stood to Russell.

Clarendon, some months after he had gracefully relinquished his own claim

to the Foreign Office, expressed the view that Russell has neither

policy nor principles of his own, and is in the hands of Palmerston, who is an
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artful old dodger”.^®® This verdict of the two men’s closest colleague is not

to be dismissed lightly, but it hardly does justice to the ardent and restless

character of Russell, who had his own views on every point of detail and

could never let well alone. It is certainly remarkable that two men who
were almost at the opposite poles in temperament and outlook, and had

quarrelled so incessantly, should in the evening of life become the closest of

partners and work together better than ever before.*

The return of the Liberals to power in 1859, and the definite absorption

of the Peelites, was a landmark in our parliamentary history, marking as it

did the revival of the two-party system at its best. In foreign policy also

there was a change during these six years of dual control. The policy of non-

intervention enforced by Castlereagh had been reinterpreted and trans-

formed by Canning and then actually inverted by Palmerston, till, after the

sober interlude ofAberdeen, intervention in its extreme form in almost every

part of the world had been the chief feature of Palmerston’s last term at the

Foreign Office. The culminatmg point had been reached in the Crimean

War, but there was a long aftermath of arrogance and panic. At last, how-

ever, the current set once more in favour of non-intervention : and there was

a double incentive from the Tory wmg under Derby, and from the extreme

Radicals, led by Cobden and Bright. The Palmerston-Russell regime repre-

sents the last flicker of the old mentality. There is still Palmerston’s in-

corrigible love of downright expression and peremptory interference, but it

is now blended with the didactic and meddlesome tones of Russell, all the

more irritating because so insularly earnest. For Palmerston was always

frank and courageous to the point of recklessness, but thought out before-

hand the implications of his action, whereas Russell only too often launched

forth into verbose theories without a notion of whither they would lead him.

On one occasion we find him proposing, in deference to the Queen, “ to omit

everything which might be construed as a threat and to confine himself to

pure reasoning” : here is the true mid-Victorian doctrinaire, who if his sex

had been different, would have been the supreme blue-stocking of his age.

In one of Palmerston’s instructions to Stratford Canning there occurs the

phrase, “we must not give Russia a chance of representing Britain as urging

Turkey on to resistance, but backing out ourselves But here lies the

difference between Palmerston, who sometimes trailed his coat, and Russell,

who beat more than one undignified retreat and gravely injured British

prestige. And so it could be asserted, not without reason, from the Conser-

vative side, that our foreign policy in these years produced “ a rich harvest

of autumnal indiscretions”.

* There -were many who regretted the reconciliation and echoed Charles Greville’s

sigh, ‘*How much was saciificed lor that object!”
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It would, however, be most unfair to take leave of Lord Russell on such a

note. There was a flash of pure enthusiasm about the man which won all

hearts and atoned for his frail and ummpressive appearance—^when in the

phrase of Lytton “languid Johnny glowed to glorious John”. After his

final retirement he confessed, in a disarming preface to his collected speeches,

that he had “ committed many errors, some of them very gross blunders”,
“ But the generous people of England are always forbearing and forgiving to

those statesmen who have the good of their country at heart.” There is

another saying of his by which he deserves to be remembered and whichwon
the especial praise of Gladstone

—
^“When I am asked if such or such a

nation is fit to be free, I ask in return, is any man fit to be a despot^

There can, however, be no question that the net result of the Danish

crisis was to injure British prestige on the Continent, to make other Powers

doubt our reliability as possible allies, and to accentuate our general isolation.

It also had the effect of stimulating a desire for isolation, systematically

pursued. The strict non-interventionist view was strongly advocated from

two quite opposite directions, by the Manchester School of Cobden and

Bright—as a certain counterpart to the general principle of lamerfaife, and

by the Conservatives, who disliked continental complications and looked

more and more overseas. Neither school would have relished the view of

Moltke, uttered in 1865 while he was perfecting the Prussian war machine

:

“England is as powerless on the Continent as she is presuming.”^^^

* Queen Victoria’s considered verdict, when he died in 1878 “A man of much talent,

who leaves a name behind him, kind and good, with a great knowledge of the constitution,

who behaved well on many trymg occasions • buthe was impulsive, very selfish (as shown on
many occasions ), vain and often reckless and imprudent” {Letters^ and senes, ii, 625)

s-w 30



CHAPTER XII

NON-INTERVENTION AND ISOLATION

Russell without Palmerston

Lord Russell, when he succeeded Lord Palmerston as Prime Minister, was

seventy-two and not in robust health, though even two years later Lord

Granville could write of him that ‘^Johnny remains very cocky, restless and

physically strong It was obvious that he must now relinquish the Foreign

Office, quite apart from his growing absorption in the question of franchise

reform. His successorwas Lord Clarendon, whose claims outweighed not only

hisown personal reluctance—^he had to be pressed strongly by his only serious

rival, Lord Granville—^but also the hesitations of the Queen. “ I can’t say

I rejoice to have Clarendon”, she wrote to King Leopold.^ “ I don't quite

trust him: still he is conciliatory to other Powers and is attached to me.”

That this attitude was not overcome, is shown by a later letter to Lord
Russell himself,® in which she complains of Clarendon’s ‘‘ petulant, irritated

tone, frequently of a reproachful and defensive character, which at once put

a stop to all discussion, and indeed was so unpleasant as to make the Queen
shrink from seeing him” The view of his colleagues was very different,

and we find Granville assuring Gladstone that Clarendon during this period

communicated more freely with the Cabinet and carried out their policy

more faithfully than any Foreign Secretary I have known '

Russell without Palmerston was something very different from the old

dual alliance. In many ways Palmerston had in later life become a real

Conservative in home politics, and it had for a time suited the Conser-

vatives well enough to leave him in office. Now the Liberal Government
was on its last legs, and its enemies were eager for power. It was further

handicapped by the fact that the Prime Minister, the Secretaries for

Foreign Affairs and War and the First Lord of the Admiralty were all in the
Lords. The question of parliamentary reform, in which Russell had taken a

keen interest ever since his share in the movement of 1832, now began to

* It IS not without interest to compare this with the comments of Sarah, Lady Lyttelton
in October 1840 Clarendon is a very clever man, but his manner is consummately dis-
agreeable to me--so very biting, saicastic and sharp And again, “the most brilliant
conversationalist of all one meets nowadays, but faulty in manner” See her Correspondence
ed Mrs Husrh Wyndham, p 307.

^ ’
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absorb the country. His new Reform Bill was widely regarded as a mere

halfway house, and was opposed both by the Conservatives and by the so-

called ** Cave of Adullam” under Robert Lowe. By May 1866 the Govern-

ment majority had sunk to five, and on 19 June it was defeated on the

Redistribution Bill.

This situation inevitably reacted upon foreign policy. The natural reserve

of Clarendon was strengthened by his knowledge of the Cabinet’s internal

weakness, while the rebuffs which British policy had suffered over the Polish

and Danish questions, coupled with an almost exaggerated distrust of

Drouyn de Lhuys, were an incitement to increased caution. As Robert

Morier wrote a little later, I don’t credit the Whigs with much wisdom in

foreign politics, but the tremendous scalding they got in 1864 has at least

taught them to keep as much as possible in the background

By a strange fatality the interaction of home and foreign affairs was very

similar in 1866 to that in 1859. while the Russell administration was

tottering to its fall, the long-drawn trial of strength between Piussia and

Austria, ostensibly over the fate of the Elbe Duchies, but in reality over the

hegemony in Germany, which was definitely too small to hold them both,

reached its climax in the winter and spring of 1865-6, the final breach taking

place only a day before Russell resigned. It is not quite fair to allege, as

has sometimes been done, that those in office entirely failed to grasp the

issues involved in Central Europe. Both the Queen and Lord Clarendon

were perfectly aware of what was brewing * indeed the latter told the Prussian

Minister to his face on 4 April, that Bismarck’s policy was territorial aggran-

disement, and that ‘‘war with Austria had become necessary for his position

and his designs”.® This plain speaking followed upon the failure of

Clarendon’s attempt in March to obtain a reference of the Austro-Prussian

dispute to some friendly Power, under the Arbitration Protocol included in

1856 in the Treaty of Pans So alarmed was the Queen—mainly as a result

of her correspondence with her daughter the Prussian Crown Princess and

with the Duchess of Coburg^—^that she urged upon Russell “the absolute

necessity of our attempting to do something, in conjunction with France, to

arrest the misfortunes a war would entail”.'^

But this time both Russell and Clarendon were opposed to active inter-

vention, and sceptical as to co-operation with France. They believed

Napoleon to be not averse to war in Germany, since it might “ divert public

attention from the unsatisfactory state of things in France”, and they con-

sidered it quite clear that “the good offices of England single-handed would

not be accepted by Prussia ” and would be met with “ an insolent refusal ”.

* The latter assured her that no one m Berlin 'wished for w'ar, except “singly and solely

Count Bismarck” (38 March 1866

—

Letters, znd series, i, 312).
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But they went further than this, and while treating Bismarck as “the sole

author of all these impending troubles ”, and his case for war as “utterly

groundless”, they also held that “neither English honour nor English

interests are involved”, and that the country would not tolerate any direct

interference.^ This was doubtless a just estimate of public opinion, but it

showed how rapidly that opinion was turning away from the tactics pursued

till so recently by those in control of our policy. The Queen was thus vir-

tually left to her own resources, and on 10 April wrote an earnest appeal to

the King of Prussia, against the possibility of a war “ begun for mere objects

of ambition, for imaginary affronts and wrongs

Austria and Prussia

During the critical month ofMay 1866 British influence had become entirely

negative. The Prime Minister was absorbed in the problem of parliamentary

reform, and remained deaf to the Queen’s urgent appeal that a Cabinet crisis

at such a moment would have “a most injurious influence” on peace.^®

Meanwhile Napoleon pressed forward his old panacea of an European Con-
gress, and Britain and Russia having given their consent, invitations were

actually sent out on 24 May, the subjects of discussion being somewhat

vaguely defined as “the question of the Elbe Duchies, the Italian dispute

and the reforms to be introduced into the Federal Pact, so far as they may
affect the Balance of Power in Europe ”. But the stars in their courses were

fighting for Bismarck, for after Prussia and her still secret ally Italy had

given their consent, Austria made hers conditional upon no Power obtaining

at the Congress any fresh accession of territory. The two main issues, the

fate of the Duchies and of Venetia, were thus ruled out a Itminey and the

onus of a rupture fell upon Austria. Her attitude also exploded the maxi-

mum concession which Russell was willing to make to the Queen’s in-

sistence, namely that we should assure Austria of our backing in Germany,

if she on her side would surrender Venetia to Italy. This Francis Joseph,

who throughout life never consented to a cession of territory till it was too

late, was utterly imwilling to consider, and London was again reduced to

negation. Russell’s excuse may perhaps be sought in his own crisp phrase,

that “Austria is wrong in Italy, right in Germany But the Cabinet’s

outlook is best revealed in the Queen’s own notes of a conversation with

Clarendon on 4 May, when he admitted that “Europe was m a most com-
bustible state and there was great danger of our bemg isolated, he thought,

and God knows how long we should be able to keep out of it: Belgium
we were boimd to defend ”.^2 ^he same time he was quite definite that
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nothing could be done to prevent war, either by threats or remonstrances,

by joint action with France or by a naval demonstration.

On 7 June Prussian troops entered Holstein, on the 14th diplomatic rela-

tions were broken off between Berlin and Vienna, and Prussia declared the

contract upon which the German Confederation rested to have been

violated and therefore to have lapsed Within two days Saxony and Hesse

had been overrun, and Hanover was in grave danger On the i8th and 19th

the successive war manifestos of Austria and Prussia completed the rupture

between the two principal rivals, and on the 20th Italy also declared war

upon Austria. It was under circumstances such as these that the Russell

Cabinet was defeated on 18 June in the House of Commons, and though the

Queen argued it to be “ the bounden duty of her Government, in the present

state of the Continent, to set aside all personal considerations and to con-

tinue at their posts **, she could notinduce Russell to withhold his resignation.

Derby again in Power

The new Government was formed by Lord Derby, who thus became Prime

Minister for the third time without a majority. His right-hand man in a

Cabinet consisting mainly of novices in office was Mr Disraeli. Lord

Malmesbury’s health not permitting him to resume the Foreign Office, it

was by no means obvious who should fill that post. It is characteristic of the

loose state of party allegiance and of the anxiety shared by the new Prime

Minister and the Queen, that an attempt should have been made to induce

Lord Clarendon to remain as Foreign Secretary under the Conservatives.

We have already seen that the Queen was not without personal feelings

against Clarendon, while it was notorious that the latter regarded Derby

with special antipathy, despite the marriagewhich had united their children :

yet both of them sank these personal considerations in their eagerness “that

the thread of our foreign diplomacy should not be broken But Claren-

don declined, on the characteristic and unanswerableground that
‘
‘ allegiance

to party is the only strong political feeling I have”.^^

Thereupon Lord Derby appointed his own son, Lord Stanley, as Foreign

Secretary, as being in his opinion, failing Malmesbury, “the only person at

all fit for it”.^^ The Queen, it is true, expressed herself to her private

secretary, General Grey, as “greatly alarmed at Lord Stanley’s inability for

that office”, despite his “great abilities” m other directions, and begged

that this very frank opinion should be transmitted m a slightly more

palatable form to the Prime Minister himself. But Lord Derby boldly paid

his royal mistress back in her own coin, thanked her for her “gracious com-

munication ”, and “ speaking with the entire frankness which Your Majesty



470 NON-INTERVENTION AND ISOLATION
[ch.

encourages him to use”, declared “he does not think that the Foreign

Office is the one best suited to Lord Stanley : but on the other hand he is

satisfied that Lord Stanley is better suited to the Foreign Office than any

person whose services he can command He clinched the matter by adding

that “it is unfortunate that so few of our public men give much of their

attention to foreign affairs”, and that there was no one else on the Conser-

vative side whose name “ he could honestly submit”.^® His choice was en-

dorsed by one of the ablest diplomatists in the British service, Robert

Morier, who at tins time expressed the opinion that “ Lord Stanley is the

only statesman we have got, who can treat foreign politics objectively”.^*^

It may be of interest at this point to note Palmerston’s comment upon

Derby at an earlier period—obviously uttered with the usual solicitude ofthe

pot for the kettle. “All royal persons ”, he said, “ like acquiescence and sub-

serviency of demeanour. Peel and Aberdeen spoilt them”—meaning

Queen Victoria and Prince Albert—^“but Derby has an off-hand and sar-

castic way about him, which is not the manner of a courtier.”^^ By this time

Derby was much more acceptable to the Queen, and it is hardly necessary to

point out that his immediate successor in the party leadership, Mr Disraeli,

understood how to humour her and win her confidence and support, to a

degree almost unique in the relations between sovereigns and ministers.

The policy of the new Government, as defined by Lord Derby to the

Queen, was “to keep this country as far as possible from any entanglement

in continental politics”, though “not shrinking from using the moral

influence of England, and especially if in conjunction with France,. . .to

restore to Europe the blessings of peace This was a vague and un-

impressive programme. And though Mr Disraeli made an eloquent speech

asserting that “the abstention of England from any unnecessary inter-

ference in the affairs of Europe is the consequence, not of her decline

m power, but of her increased strength”,^® yet the cynic might be

tempted to ascribe it to the success of “that horrible needle-gun” of

Prussia, of which the Duke of Cambridge wrote so urgently to Lord Claren-

don as he was quitting office.^^

Not for the first or last time the advent of a new chief to the Foreign

Office coincided more or less closely with events of a decisive and far-

reaching character upon the Continent. It will therefore be necessary to

consider the effect of Prussian victory upon the Balance of Power and the

general diplomatic situation, in order that we may understand the ex-

aggerated policy of desintiressement pursued by both the great parties m the

State during the eight years following.

The whole situation in Central Europe was transformed with almost
lightning rapidity. As we saw, the Prussian armies overran Saxony, Hesse
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and Hanover within the first week, and pressed on across the Bohemian

frontier. The Austrians defeated the Italians on 24 June at Custozza, but

Benedek, who to his extreme reluctance and against his better judgment

had been given the supreme command of the Austrian armies in the north,

soon found himself outgeneralled and outmanoeuvred. A whole series of

minor engagements culminated as early as 3 July in the battle of Koniggratz

(or Sadowa), at which larger numbers were engaged than in any battle since

the Napoleonic Wars, and which resulted in a crushing defeat of Austria.

Benedek was promptly made the scapegoat of the Habsburgs, but his

successors warned Francis Joseph that Austria had lost all powers of

offensive. Her only hope lay in foreign complications.

Bismarck on his side was surrounded by dangers, but played a masterly

diplomatic game, realising that not a moment was to be lost m concluding

peacewithAustria, consolidatingPrussiangams in Germany, and not arousing

a spirit of insatiable revenge in Austria by unwise annexations of territory.

The key of the situation lay in Pans. Napoleon III, who was regarded as a

sphinx not merely by foreign opinion, but by one so closely initiated as the

Austrian Ambassador, Prince l^chard Metternich,* had in the last days of

May got the length of considering the draft of an alliance with Prussia,

brought to him by the Hungarian emigrant Colonel Kiss Yet on 12 June

he concluded a secret convention with Austria,^® which, being based on the

assumption of an Austro-Prussian war, might easily have developed into an

alliance if the Austrian arms had been victorious When the tide began to

turn against Austria, desperate efforts were made through Metternich to

win Napoleon for active intervention, and on the very day of Koniggratz

he at least promised his mediation. Under.the immediate impression of

defeat Francis Joseph wired to Paris offering Venetia to the Emperor

Napoleon, and the news was at once published, m the hope of convincing

the Italians that further hostilities were superfluous. Drouyn de Lhuys, the

French Foreign Minister, now favoured war on the Austrian side, and had

the backing of the Empress: but he was counterbalanced by Rouher,

Lavalette and Prince Napoleon. Napoleon III was at this moment a very ill

man, and his health made him more irresolute and vacillating than ever : and

so, to the anger of Metternich, and in spite of a special mission of the Saxon

statesman Beust to Paris, he refused an alliance with what his more liberal

cousin called *'the Austrian corpse”, and took towards Austria the line of

“ ultra posse nemo obligatur ”. It has only recently become known that the

Empress Eugenie was in a panic at her husband’s “ physical and moral decay

* Metternich to Mensdorff, 16 May 1866; “L'Empereiir continue a s’envelopper envers

c’lacun dans les nuages de son role de sphinx”—Oncken, Rhetnpohuk Napoleons Z/7
,

i,

301 (No. 108).
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{defaillance) ”, to use the phrase reported by Mettermch to Vienna, and

on 23 July actually pressed him to abdicate and entrust her with the

Regency,

During this critical month of July Bismarck fought a desperate game to

convert his master King William from designs of annexation, and meanwhile

played for time in his negotiations with Paris, instructing his Ambassador

Count Goltz to test the appetite of the French and the extent to which he

might safely indulge his own without their actually moving. Even at the

last moment a fresh danger presented itself in a Russian proposal for an

European Congress. Fortunately for Bismarck, it was launched too late

(27 July), for peace preliminaries had been signed the day before at Nikols-

burg by Prussia and Austria. The Tsar was not unnaturally alarmed at

Bismarck’s revolutionary attitude towards the minor German dynasties and

was also inclined to insist that the overthrow of the German Confederation

was an illegal act such as required formal sanction from all the Powers which

had guaranteed its creation in 1815. Indeed he only abandoned this attitude

when he found that Lord Stanley was not disposed to endorse it.

The military genius of Moltke, the dilatory tactics of Bismarck, the in-

decision of Napoleon, the negative policy of Russia and Britain combined to

secure the complete triumph of Prussia and a radical change in the conti-

nental Balance of Power. Austria was definitely excluded from Germany,

the old Confederation was dissolved, and Prussia, having annexed the

minor states which had hitherto divided her territories into two separate

halves, and having added four millions to her population, founded a new
North German Confederation, absolutely controlled from Berlin, and at the

same time concluded treaties with the defeated South German states.

Germany north of the Main was thus strongly consolidated, and an extension

of economic and military ties, to include all the non-Habsburg states, was

only a matter of time. Meanwhile Austria by the surrender of Venetia lost

her last foothold in Italy. The new Kingdom was soon to rank as a Great

Power, its capital was transferred to Florence, and Rome was obviously the

next and final stage. Despite the great services already rendered by
Napoleon III to the Italian cause in 1859 intermediary in the

transfer of Venetia, his fatal support ofthe Temporal Power of the Pope was
undermining the gratitude of the Italians towards France and driving them
into the German sphere of mfluence.

In the early days of the Seven Weeks’ War a German progressive leader,

in conversation with Bismarck, compared the situation with that at the

outbreak of the Seven Years’ War, “W”, he added, “with all respect for

the King—” “Without Frederick the Great”, interrupted Bismarck: “yes,

and yet it mustbe put through.”^® Bismarck’s achievement in thesummer of
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1866, in the face of a hostile parliament and nation, a King who understood

neither events abroad nor events at home, and a suspicious and disapproving

Europe, is the most remarkable even in his career, and showed what trans-

formations a giant could effect when confronted by a race of pygmies.

Contemporaries realised how essentially mediocre King William was—^it

must suffice to quote Devaux, the Belgian Minister in Berlin, who writes

home that ‘‘Bismarck only moves ‘son vieux sot de roi’ by continually

saying, ‘If you yield, it is the revolution ’”.2® But even the best of them
scarcely realised the dynamic force represented by Bismarck, with his allies

Moltke and Roon, and the revolutionary character of his work. It was not

till long after the Great War that the systematic glorification of “ William

the Great” by those who fawned upon his grandson, was seen to be ridi-

culous, and that a German historian of the period with which we are con-

cerned could write freely of “the revolution from above” which Bismarck

brought about.

In this connection, however, it is worth quoting one contemporary

opinion which may fairly be claimed as having forestalled the verdict of

history. It is that of Robert Moner, that able British diplomat who had

devoted twenty years to the study of German politics and was one day to

earn the nickname of “Thomme qui roulait Bismarck”. It is worth com-

paring with the view expressed by Professor Ziekursch in his highly original

History of the New German Empire, “ The heartbreaking part of this war”,

writes Morier, “is that its aims, as regards the anti-Prussian portion of it,

are so thoroughly legitimate, while the means used are so thoroughly

damnable. The presence of Austria in Germany and Italy is the fatal bar in

the way of progress, first for Austria, second for Germany, third for Italy

I am myself convinced this might have been effected by peaceful means and

by the mere natural course of liberal development. Bismarck has deter-

mined it otherwise. He has had recourse to a brutal surgical operation to

effect what, I am convinced, might have been done by diet and steady

training. [The patient will very likely die under the operation.] But

heartily as I hate the operation, I must wish for its success. A signal victory

on the part of Austria in the present struggle would throw Europe back three

generations.”^’ And again, “ Bismarck has by the impress of his own de-

testable individuality on the political canvas so utterly disfigured the true

outlme of the picture, that not only public opinion, but the judgment of

wise and thoughtful men, is almost sure to go wrong.” Prussia, he argued,

was so strong that she could have asserted her predominance with instead

of against the liberal and national forces of Germany”.^®

Morier’s views had been formed in the school of Prince Albert, the

veteran Baron Stockmar and the South German Liberals : he was on close
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terms with the Crown Prince and Princess and was for that very reason

regarded with suspicion by Bismarck. Queen Victoria shared many of his

political views, and starting from a firm belief in German unity, went on to

argue that “ a strong united liberal Germany would be a most useful ally to

England ”.^9 But she too keenly resented Bismarck’s methods, and after

having strained every nerve in 1864 to prevent Britain from being involved

in war upon what she regarded as a false issue, now urged with equal

insistence how “ highly important” it was “ that England should not appear

utterly indifferent to what passes in Germany”.

Reaction from Palmerston’s Methods

But the wheel of British policy had gone almost full circle since the Danish

crisis, and shenowfound the Conservatives ifpossible even more anxious than

the Liberals to avoid continental complications. The natural reaction against

the excessive habits of interference practised by Palmerston the bully and

Russell the busybody, made of Non-intervention the fundamental creed of

both parties, and was greatly increased by the knowledge that we had no

army capable of making its weight felt amid the gigantic conscript forces of

the Continent, armed with new and deadly weapons. The humiliation of

Saxony, and still more the annexation of Hanover and the ejection of the

Queen’s first cousin, the blind King George, was a very bitter pill to swallow

:

but the Conservative Government was not prepared to do more than mildly

urge Berlin to be lenient, and when its advice was ignored, submitted to the

inevitable. As early as 20 July Lord Stanley in the House of Commons
declared his inability to see how the establishment of a strong and compact

Power in North Germany could be a menace to Great Britain.

There were two further considerations which increased their reserve.

The first was the fact that Prussia had secured the alliance of Italy, and that

the victory of Austria would have left her free to defeat and probably

destroy the new Kingdom—an event which London could not desire for its

own sake, even apart from all popular sentiments in favour of the Italian

cause, and which it was also bound to fear as almost inevitably involving

France, and so probably all Europe, in war. Bismarck, by winning Italian

co-operation, had taken the mam step towards neutralising Britain and

restraining France, for a long enough period to enable him to achieve a

military success. “You can’t believe”, said Bismarck at a later date, “how
hard it was for me to win the King for an alliance with Victor Emanuel.

When I had that^ I had everything. But”, he added, m a self-revealmg

phrase, “ I had to go so far as to control the King’s reading.”®®
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The second ground for British caution was the increasingly tortuous

policy of France. If Palmerston had been unreasoningly suspicious after

Villafranca, it was by this time indeed difficult to be sure of the real motives

and policy of Napoleon III and his ministers. His fatal irresolution during

the crisis of the war had enabled Bismarck “to get away with it’* in time,

and now instead of rapidly deciding either to accept Prussia’s new position

with a good grace or to challenge it by coming to the help of Austria and her

South German allies before itwas too late, he embarked upon the fatal policy

of bargaining for compensation, or as it was slightingly nicknamed at the

time, “la politique des pourboires”. Already on 23 July the French Am-
bassador in Berlin, Count Benedetti, was instructed to discuss the possibility

of a restoration of the French frontiers of 1814, with the possible addition of

Luxemburg.®^ Four days later Napoleon himself asked Count Goltz what

prospect there was of Prussia consenting to the cession of Landau and

Luxemburg, in order that France nught have the necessary defensive

lines and the draft of a convention embodying these ideas was on

5 August submitted by Benedetti to Bismarck, but not at all well received.

On 8 August Drouyn de Lhuys drew up a memorandum suggesting the

formation of a neutral buffer state, comprising the provinces west of the

Rhine and thus separating France and Prussia. Finally, on 16 August

Rouher, in Napoleon’s name, instructed Benedetti to propose in Berlin the

public cession of Landau, Saarbrucken and Luxemburg, and further a

secret offensive and defensive alliance, entitling France to annex Belgium

later, leaving Antwerp as a free city, in order to meet British objections

Goltz, in discussing this plan with Rouher, insisted on the impossibility of

ceding German territory and expressed the conviction that “sooner or

later France would want to expand towards Belgium, and that it would then

be important for her if Prussia did not oppose this step”.^^ To this period

also apparently belongs an undated memorandum, afterwards found among
Napoleon’s papers in the Tuileries:^^ in it occurs the sinister phrase, “If

France boldly places herself on the basis of Nationalities, it is important to

establish right away now, that a Belgian nationality does not exist, and to fix

this essential point with Prussia.”

Bismarck’s reception of Benedetti’s proposalswas not encouraging, though

not abrupt. He declined to consider the frontier of 1814, so long as the

inhabitants of the districts affected did not express their desire for a change.

As regards Luxemburg, he did not claim it for the North German Con-

federation, but must leave to France the initiative of obtaining Dutch con-

sent and could not compensate Holland with German territory As regards

Belgium, he promised to recommend the proposed secret convention to King

William, but pointed out the great difficulties likely to be raised by London.
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It is interesting to note that Count Goltz, in an able despatch of 20 August
to Bismarck, advocated a Franco-Prussian alliance as a means of securing a

free hand in south Germany and for the event of complications in Austria or

Turkey and the draft of such a treaty actually exists, in the handwriting

of Benedetti, embodying the designs upon Luxemburg and Belgium, but

abandoning the frontier of 1814.®^ This draft appears to have originated

during a conversation between the Ambassador and Bismarck, the latter

asking the former to give a concrete form to his proposals, with a view to

their submission to the King. Bismarck, having thus possessed himself of a

written document which suggested designs infinitely more concrete than the

fluctuating fancies of Napoleon really justified, proceeded to play for time

and to make himself as inaccessible as possible. Four years later he was to

give to the document a sensational publicity, under circumstances such as

decisively influenced public opinion in Europe, and especially in England,

at the crisis of the Franco-German War.®® (See infruy p. 497.)
Meanwhile there were floating rumours as to French designs, and there

can be little doubt that these were fed by Bismarck, in order to arouse the

suspicions of London, St Petersburg, Vienna and Florence. Queen Victoria,

greatly alarmed by a telegram from Lord Cowley—^hinting that the frontier

of 1814 was in question—wrote to the Prime Minister that “England cannot

remain a passive spectator of such proceedings, and the Queen relies on
Lord Derby and his Cabinet giving this his immediate and serious consi-

deration ”.®® As a result, Lord Cowley was instructed to ask for an audience

with the Emperor and to demand assurances that he had no designs upon
Belgian territory, or “ contemplated a step which would cause a very painful

impression in this country, and which it would be impossible to justify in

the eyes of Europe’'. How grave a view of the situation was taken by the

British Cabinet, may be judged from Lord Derby’s report of this decision

to the Queen, for it contains the phrase, “It is therefore to be feared that

war is imminent between France and Prussia: for the Emperor can hardly

recede from a demand formally made.” But as a matter of fact Napoleon

at once drew back and through Drouyn de Lhuys assured Cowley that

England need have no alarm about Belgium, that he did not regard the

possession of Philippeville and Marienburg by a neutral state like Belgium
as dangerous, and above all that he “did not desire to obtain cessions of

territory by force or intimidation, but only from the good will of the

Powers concerned The fact is that Napoleon, doubtless affected by his

precarious state of health, was wavering between nervousness at the internal

condition of France, desire for her territorial aggrandisement, coupled with
his fixed idea of the injustice of the Treaties of 1815, and on the other side a

very genuine enthusiasm for the prmciple of Nationality and the feeling that
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he could not logically oppose m Germany a process exactly parallel to that

which he had so actively promoted in Italy or Roumania. It would be quite

unfair to assume that at this time he was plotting war or was even hostile to

Prussia—It would indeed be easy to make out a case for pacific and Prusso-

phil leanings. But the fact remains that his restless unstable temperament,

the unhealthy basis upon which the Second Empire rested, and the ambi-

tions of his immediate entourage, made up a situation from which war

might easily eventuate, which amply justified the reserve of London and

which played into the hands of the unscrupulous Bismarck.

In September 1866, at any rate, Napoleon tried to demonstrate his good

will by dismissing his Foreign Minister, Drouyn de Lhuys; and in the

interval before his successor Moustier could come from Constantinople to

take up his post, Rouher and Lavalette, the two chief members of the Cabi-

net, assured the Prussian Minister that the dismissal was due to the Em-
peror’s desire for a Prussian alliance, and Napoleon himself dwelt with great

insistence on the same theme.^^ When they found it quite impossible to

extract any definite decision from Bismarck and his master, a circular was

published in the name of Lavalette, the Minister ad interim (16 September),

which roused considerable dust at the time by its ingenuous attempt to

demonstrate the splendid situation of France in a Europe “ governed by the

principle of liberty of alliances and enjoying an equilibrium due to

satisfied nationality. Its mam achievement was to cover up in grandiloquent

platitudes the fact that the policy of compensation had failed. As M. de La

Gorce sarcastically comments, ‘‘England was surprised at not being even

mentioned and Austria at the persistence in pushing her towards the East.”

Franchise Reform Overshadows Foreign Policy

For the moment the circular seemed to have added the word “ Finis ” to the

newly written chapter of European history: and England was all the more

ready to assume this because it was absorbed in the excitements of a second

Reform agitation. When Russell fell, there was a demonstration outside

Gladstone’s house, and on 23 July occurred the famous Hyde Park riot,

which was the signal for monster meetings and processions in many parts of

the country. Long before Parliament met in February 1867, the question of

parliamentary reform had become the mam preoccupation of the Govern-

ment, and it was clear that a solution must be attempted by the Conser-

vatives. The resolutions put forward by Disraeli, with the avowed object

of “lifting the question above the level of party discussion”,^ were very

badly received on both sides of the House and had to be withdrawn. The
Government was in danger of breaking up, and its internal dissensions led to
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the resignation of three ministers, including Lord Cranborne (the future Lord
Salisbury). Disraeli was now free to reframe his proposals on a basis of

household franchise, tempered by dual voting (18 March) : and in the end he

steered his ship successfully between Scylla and Charybdis, Gladstone on
the one hand denouncing it as “a gigantic instrument of fraud”, likely to

cause a class war, and Cranborne protesting against “a political betrayal

which has no parallel in our annals”. Its final adoption—^the third reading

in the House of Commons was on 15 July—^was due to two main factors

besides his own adroitness—(i) the attitude of Lord Derby, who was far

less concerned to uphold Conservative theory than to “ dish the Whigs ”, to

use his own famous phrase
;
and (2) the split inside the Liberal party, which

destroyed all hope of overthrowing the Government, aroused “the disgust

and deep mortification ” of Gladstone, and first led him to contemplate

withdrawal from the party leadership The decisive “ Leap in the Dark ” was

thus taken in the interests of what was soon to be spoken of as “Tory
Democracy”. But it must be confessed that no parliamentary measure of

the front rank during the past century owed its adoption so little to principle

and so much to tactics. The political situation still remained unusually

fluid.

The Luxemburg Crisis

These brief allusions to home politics were needed to explain the atmosphere

ofdetachment inwhich our statesmenwere living when anew crisism Franco-

Prussian relations seemed for a short time likely to result in a general European

war. Their general attitude cannot be better summarised than in the words

of Disraeli, delivered to his constituents on the very day of Komggratz, and

foreshadowing later and more famous utterances. England, he argued, had

outgrown the European Contment. “Her position is no longer that of a

mere European Power She is as ready, and as willing, to interfere as in

old days, when the necessity of her position required it. There is no Power
indeed that interferes more than England. She interferes in Asia because

she is really more an Asiatic Power than a European.” The result is that

she has “ a greater sphere of action than any European Power, and she has

duties devolving upon her on a much larger scale. Not that we can ever look

with indifference upon what takes place on the Continent We are interested

in the peace and prosperity of Europe, and I do not say that there may not

be occasions m which it may be the duty of England to interfere in European
Wars.” Meanwhile, if there was one point upon the Continent with regard

to which Brixish opinion, alike official and unofficial, was inclined to be
sensitive, it was the status of Belgium and the somewhat kindred subject of

Luxemburg : and this was the very point towards which Napoleon’s thoughts
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kept returning, like a moth flitting round a lamp. Oblivious of the fact that

the principle of Nationality had been proclaimed as the very foundation of

his Empire, he was constantly considering schemes of aggrandisement in

which the peoples most directly concerned were to have no say.

The motive of Napoleon in not letting the Luxemburg question rest was

twofold. First, he realised the irritation and nervousness of French public

opinion at the consolidation of North Germany and the fear that prevailed

—to use a common contemporary phrase—^lest the Mam frontier might be

overstepped by Prussia. In other words, it is useless to deny that France was

in the main hostile to German unity and that paradoxical as it may sound,

Napoleon himself was probably less hostile than anyone in all France.

Secondly, he hoped not only to appease public opinion and rehabilitate the

regime, but actually to strengthen the defences of France on her eastern

frontier and to drive a breach, this time by peaceful means, in the treaties of

1815, which throughout his career he had regarded as galling and objection-

able. It seemed to him that the psychological moment had arrived, for

Luxemburg was quite genuinely ‘'in the air” since the dissolution of the

German Confederation It is to be remembered that at the Congress of

Vienna m 1815 the little Grand Duchy had been attached by a Personal

Union to the Kingdom of Holland, but had remained a member of the

German Bund and since 1842 of the Zollverem, while a Prussian garrison

was left in the capital, Luxemburg itself. When Belgium broke away from

Holland after the Revolution of 1830, a portion of Luxemburg was definitely

incorporated in the new Kingdom, and the status ofwhat remained as Grand

Duchy was regulated by the Treaties of 1839—^that is, the Treaty which

restored peace between Belgium and Holland, and that of London, by which

the Great Powers endorsed the new settlement and guaranteed Belgian

independence and neutrality. The changes produced in Germany by the war

of 1866 rendered some readjustment of Luxemburg’s position inevitable,

and there can be no doubt that its inhabitants were then opposed to entering

the new North German Confederation under Prussia’s leadership, while

Napoleon actually received overtures from the Dutch themselves, to the

effect that the retention of the Grand Duchy was more of an embarrassment

than an advantage. At the turn of the year all seemed to favour the

annexation.

Early in January 1867, then, Benedetti, acting upon urgent instructions,

succeeded in coming to grips with Bismarck on the whole question, after

long months of evasion . and on this occasion it was made clear to him that

there could be no question of an offensive alliance, and that if the Prussian

garrison were to be withdrawn from Luxemburg (to which Bismarck was

careful not to commit himself) this must in any case be followed by the dis-
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mantlement of the fortress. This meant, in other words, (i) that Napoleon

must pull the chestnuts out of the fire for himself and could at the very best

count upon Prussian passivity in the whole affair; (2) that the Franco-

Prussian alliance which Napoleon had proposed could not, even ifconcluded,

be utilised for any ulterior motive; and (3) that Luxemburg could not be

turned by France into a fortified position against Germany.

The King of Holland and his Government were now ready to cede

Luxemburg to France, if only Prussia could be induced to renounce her

rights upon Limburg:* and in February the Grand Ducal Minister Baron

Tornaco definitely began to negotiate with France. But they still had qualms

as to the possibility of Prussian aggression, and when Moustier declared his

readiness to guarantee Holland and Limburg against Prussia, in return for

the cession of Luxemburg (28 February), the King of Holland talked of a

discussion d troisy and showed that he was afraid to take the final step without

the sanction of the Great Powers which had signed the Treaties of 1815 and

1839, and of course above all of Prussia. His doubts were not diminished

by the language of the Dutch Minister in Paris, who after a talk with

Moustier reported that “ everyone here agrees that Luxemburg is the black

spot on the horizon, and that without a solution of this question war cannot

be avoided*’.^’ The situation was rendered still more delicate by debates

during March m the French Assembly, where Thiers attacked the foreign

policy of the Government and declared, rCy a plus une faute d coni-

mettrey^ and m the new North German Parliament, where Bismarck

hedged, denying any idea of renouncing Luxemburg and Limburg, but

admitting that Luxemburg did not wish to join the Confederation. There

was a growing effervescence ofpublic opinionboth in France and in Germany,

and it seems probable that Bismarck was secretly encouragmg the press to

protest against French designs. Moreover, he chose this moment to publish

the offensive and defensive alliances concluded with Bavaria and Baden

(Wiirttemberg and Hesse were soon to follow) : in other words, he openly

avowed his resolve to efface the Mam frontier and his disregard for the

terms of the Treaty of Prague, of the previous year, in which Austria’s

exclusion from Germany was counterbalanced to some degree by the north

and the south remaining separate.

The King of Holland was now more alarmed than ever, and on 26 March
informed Napoleon that he could only consent to cession if Prussia’s en-

dorsement could be obtained. At the same time he notified Bismarck as to

what was going on, thereby putting an end to the tactics to which the latter

had hitherto adhered, of urging the French to keep Prussia out of the

• The projecting piece of territory running southwards between Belgium and Germany,
which at an early stage of the Great War seemed likely to involve Holland
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negotiations and to prevent the King of Holland from intimating their

progress to Berlin. The Treaties had actually been drafted, and the Prince of

Orange had left for Paris to sign them on behalf of his father, when the

situation was definitely transformed by an incident in the North German
Parliament. On i April the National Liberal leader Bennigsen, speaking in

the name of seventy deputies, pronounced a violent harangue against the

proposed abandonment of German territory to France. Amid the excite-

ment that ensued, Bismarck’s reply was one of studied moderation: but

while disclaiming any desire to draw Luxemburg into the Confederation and

admitting that Prussia’s right of garrison had expired, he made it clear that

Luxemburg was not a subject of negotiation between Prussia and France,

that he was unaware of any treaty having been concluded, and that in his

view the signatory Powers ought to be consulted before any decision. This

was amply sufficient to make the Kmg of Holland draw back, and the

Treaties remained unsigned. Pans was very angry, and Napoleon regarded

himself as having been cheated by Bismarck. It still remains a moot point,

whether, as Benedetti always believed, Bismarck was genuinely disposed to

let France annex Luxemburg (and there is some evidence for thmkmg that

he looked upon this as a harmless way of satisfying Napoleon’s appetite and

giving Prussia at least some years of respite) or whether he only held out

Luxemburg as a bait which he never intended the French to swallow. This

is what Bennigsen believed, and some colour is lent to it by the knowledge

that his interpellationwas specially arranged between himselfand Bismarck.'^®

During April the situation remained tense, but Napoleon had been

forced on to the defensive by Bismarck’s appeal to the signatory Powers, and

was at pains to affirm his readiness to co-operate with them. The Circular

Note of Moustier on 15 April prepared the French retreat from an untenable

position, by disclaiming all idea of conquest Only if Luxemburg freely

gave herself to France, but not otherwise On the other hand Prussia could

not continue to garrison Luxemburg in the name of a Confederation that

had already been dissolved. In a word, he suggested that there should be

renunciation on both sides—France should abandon the union and Prussia

should withdraw her troops.

Queen Victoria, Prussia and Russia

In this apparent deadlock the alarm began to spread to other capitals.

Queen Victoria urged upon Lord Stanley ‘‘the danger to Belgian inde-

pendence ”, if France took Luxemburg.^® She defined his policy hitherto as

a refusal “ to allow England to be made a party to the personal (for such they

31s-w
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are) differences between France and Prussia’’, and she was insistent that

no new step must be taken without consulting the Cabinet. A week later

she had reached a still higher note. If Napoleon, she wrote, this time to the

Prime Minister, were to adopt a politique de brigand ”, Belgium would be

exposed to ruin and “England placed in a most painful and humiliating

position”. “ England must not stand aloof. She is bound by every tie that

can bind a nation to assist another^ to stand by Belgium in her hour of need.

. . . She must show the world that she is not prepared to abdicate her posi-

tion as a Great Power and is determined to fulfil her obligations and \even

singlehanded if need be) to defend the independence of Belgium with the

whole strength of the British Empire.”®® But, she argued in conclusion, the

necessity would not arise if the language used towards both Napoleon and

Bismarck were sufficiently “firm and unequivocal”. With Derby’s strong

approval the Queen then wrote to King William of Prussia, stressing the

responsibility which he would incur if war came over the Luxemburg ques-

tion (22 April) : and this appears genuinely to have done good But Lord

Stanley, while agreeing with her views, felt bound to urge that “ there never

was a time when English public opinion was more thoroughly bent on in-

curring no fresh responsibilities for Continental objects”.®^

Meanwhile Austria and Russia were scarcely less nervous. Beust, now
Austrian Foreign Minister and actively engaged in reframing the Habsburg

Monarchy on a Dualist basis, refrained from any protest against the

Treaties between Prussia and the South German states, though they violated

the whole spirit of the Austro-Prussian peace Treaty. But when he

received through a Bavarian intermediary, Tauffkirchen, the offer of an

Austro-Prussian alliance, he declined to discuss it at all, and leant more and

more towards Pans. If Austria’s attitude had been reduced to a negation,

Russia under Tsar Alexander and Prince Gorchakov was definitely disposed

to criticise France for raising the question at so awkward a moment: and

when on i April Moustier telegraphed to St Petersburg that he could no

longer yield, and that it was for Prussia to make the concessions necessary in

orderto escapefromtheimpasse, Gorchakovwas seriously alarmed, butspoke

to Talleyrand quite frankly of the “terrible extremity” in which Bismarck

was thus hkely to be placed, between the loss of popularity and influence

and a greatwar. He went even further, and after expressing his regret that

Napoleon had not joined the Tsar at the decisive moment in defending the

interests of the dispossessed German dynasties, he added, “ The circular of

M, de La Valette admitted M. de Bismarck to be right, and now six monffis

later you go back upon the approval which you had accorded him.” This
cold attitude undoubtedly contributed towards Napoleon beating a retreat.

But as soon as Moustier’s public renunciation was known, the Tsar and his
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Chancellor set themselves eagerly to press moderation upon Berlin. On
26 April they were able to propose a Conference of the Powers at London,

in the knowledge that Bismarck would consent.^®

“Several** and “Collective** Guarantees

The result was a general sigh of relief in all the capitals, and though there

were still one or two dangerous moments, the Conference, at which Lord

Stanley presided from 7 to ii May 1867, succeeded in liquidating the dis-

pute. Luxemburg remained under the sovereignty of King William of

Holland, but also a member of the German Zollverein, while Prussia with-

drew her garrison and the fortress was dismantled. Limburg became an

integral part of Holland, while the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg was

neutralised under the collective guarantee of the Great Powers. It is true

that the general effect was seriously dimimshed by the public interpretation

placed upon this guarantee by Lord Derby in the Commons. On this

occasion the most instructive commentaries are to be found in the dis-

cussions in the House of Lords. Lord Russell expressed a natural satis-

faction that war had been averted, but put to his hearers the double

question, was European peace so great a British interest as to excuse

“diplomatic offices ** by Britain, and “might we have to pay a higher price

than the product was worth? *’ While praising the Foreign Secretary, he was

glad that the Government had not listened to theories, under the name of a

new foreign policy, and that “however great our interest might be, we were

not to interfere in the affairs of foreign countries**. Lord Derby in his

reply “ felt it incumbent not to shrink from any responsibility which might

attach to an additional guarantee on our part’*, since “we knew that if we

had refused, nothing could have prevented war’*. A collective guarantee

of neutral Powers was made a stne qua non. The guarantee of the possession

of Luxemburg to the King of Holland was “a joint and several guarantee

similar to ** that respecting Belgium. “Now a guarantee of neutrality is very

different from a guarantee of possession The guarantee is only collective,

that is, binding only upon all the Powers in their collective capacity,, . .but

not one of those Powers is bound to fulfil the obligation alone.** If, then,

either of the only two likely to infringe should violate neutrality, “the

obligation on all the others would not accrue**. Later in the debate Lord

Clarendon insisted that the Belgian guarantee was an “ individual guaran-

tee**, whereas this new one was a collective one—^"‘a moral obligation, a

point of honour** : whereupon Lord Granville, not perhaps without a trace

of sarcasm, pointed out that after all the explanations given, the guarantee
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seemed “so utterly free from danger, that it is difficult to understand the

importance which Prussia attaches to it”.

Some weeks later the question was again raised by Lord Houghton, who
argued that “m the eyes of Prussia the neutrality of Luxemburg means the

integrity of Belgium, while in the eyes of France it means the integrity of

Holland”: and he quoted Lord Stanley as having assented “with more

doubt and anxiety than he had ever felt on any public question”. Lord

Derby in reply drew a clear distinction “ between a collective and a separate

and several guarantee ”, the former being binding on all collectively, but “ no

one of them can be called on to take upon itself the task of vindication by

force of arms”. He added an interesting historical summary, pointing out

that in 1831, and again in 1839, the five Powers had bound themselves

s&verally to uphold the Belgian Treaty, but that in 1832 Austria, Russia and

Prussia had declined to act. In 1856 there was a collective guarantee of

Turkey by seven Powers, yet a fortnight later a tripartite treaty of guarantee

was concluded between Britain, France and Austria, “jointly and severally”

—Its very existence thus “admitting the insufficiency of its predecessor”.

The Luxemburg Treaty, he added, “ rests on the collective voice and on

the honour of all the Powers signatory”. If, then, one Power violated the

territory of Luxemburg, would all the signatories, he asked, be bound to go

to war against it? and his answer was a clear negative
—

“ such a construction

was contrary to all the rules of interpretation”. Britain was not bound to

take upon itself “the quixotic duty of interfering to prevent violation”:

neutrality “must rest on the honour of all the guaranteeing Powers”.

For the Opposition Lord Russell and the Duke of Argyll tried to dot the

I’s of the Prime Minister, by concluding that there would remain “ a moral

obligation ” to act against any Power violating that neutrality, “ if necessary

by resorting to arms ”. But all these attempts at definition only served to

leave the position still more indefinite. “A s'everal guarantee ”, Lord Derby

declared—and this would seem to be the crucial phrase
—“binds each of

the parties to do its utmost individually to enforce the observance of

guarantee. A collective guarantee is one which is binding on all the parties

collectively, but which, if any difference of opinion should arise, none of

them can be called upon to take upon itself the task of vindicating by force

of arms.”®^ It is hard to avoid the conclusion that this was intended to

leave loopholes of escape in both directions, and that the Opposition

hesitated to press the matter too far, since it might well be they who would

have to deal with the problem in its next stage. In passing, there is a

certain picquancy in the fact that the only serious hitch in the London
Conference was due to Bismarck’s insistence that the guarantee undertaken

for Luxemburg should be identical with that for Belgium.
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This equivocal attitude on the part of the Prime Minister and Foreign

Secretary must not of course be charged against one British party rather

than another : it unquestionablyrepresented the opinions ofan overwhelming

majority in both parties at that time Against this may be set the fact that

King William of Prussia, answering the letter ofQueen Victoria, treated
‘
* the

timely intervention of England-by proposing the Conference” as having

averted war, and that the Empress Eugenie on her side expressed the firm

conviction that the Queen’s letter had saved the situation.®®

Europe on the Edge of War

Peace was thus assured, and the festivities of the Pans Exhibition, which

almost every European sovereign visited during the summer of 1867, gave

a semblance oTcalm to the situation. But in reality the delicate balance of

contmental politics had been rudely disturbed, and peace was at the mercy

of any incident. Moltke in Prussia, and Napoleon’s new War Minister Niel,

were concentrating more than ever upon military preparations : while the

Second Empire, whose prestige had already been shaken by Sadowa and

the Luxemburg affair, received a deadlyblow in June 1867, when Napoleon’s

unhappy dupe Maximilian of Mexico was executed at Queretaro by the

revolutionary Government. Still more embarrassing was the attempt of

Garibaldi upon Rome, which led Napoleon after Montana to re-establish a

French garrison (6 November 1867) for the defence of the Temporal Power,

and thus created a latent conflict between him and those aspirations towards

Italian unity which he himself had done so much to foster. This conflict was

almost paraded before the world, when a few days after Her Majesty’s

Government had expressed the hope that the French troops could be with-

drawn at an early date, M. Rouher flatly declared that “Italy shall never

possess herself of Rome”, since that would be an outrage alike to French

honour and to Catholicism. To the uncertainties of foreign policy was added

the conflict between the regime at home and those liberal principles to which

this strangest of all modern despots paid theoretical homage : and chronic

ill-health made him wellnigh incapable of dealing resolutely with the

problems confronting him.

The events of 1866 and 1867 have been dealt with in perhaps dispropor-

tionate detail, because they were in many ways a turning point for all

Europe, They represent the high-water mark of British non-intervention:

for from this point of view 1870-1 was a mere sequel, as our attitude then had

virtually been predetermined by our attitude in 1866. In a word, our non-

intervention was most marked at the very moment when effective inter-

vention would have had the most decisive results. It is now necessary
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to revert to British home politics and to show how they threw foreign

policy into the shade for some years to come.

The inconsistency between the Cabinet’s attitude during the Luxemburg
crisis and the negative policy put forward in Parliament led the Queen
during the following summer to press her ministers for a clearer definition.

Through her trusted private secretary General Grey she addressed herself

to Mr Disraeli, who already occupied an almost dominant position in the

Conservative party. Alluding to “the rival armaments and recrimination”

on the Continent, she felt bound to “ ask herself seriously whether England,

adhering to a cold policy of non-interference, or rather to one of total

abstention from all concern in the affairs of the Continent, is to continue her

passive attitude, nor make any attempt to avert such a calamity She again

insisted on the need for makmg quite clear the British policy towards

Luxemburg and Belgium. She quoted the view of Lord Stanley “that we
are equally bound by ties of alliance and friendship both to France and

Prussia and should hold the balance between the two ”, but argued that the

danger from France was much more direct. For Prussia was not likely to

violate pledges, “unless she sees reason to believe that England means her

guarantee to remain a dead letter, in which case she might think it her

interest to come to an agreement with France, fatal to the independence of

the rest of Europe”. The Queen, General Grey concluded, obviously

quoting her more or less verbatim, “is confirmed in her conviction of the

expediency of our acting firmly on a well-defined and understood system of

foreign policy, by the advantageous result of our intervention on the

Luxemburg question”.®® In reply, Disraeli assured Grey that Lord Stanley

“has entirely dropped the phrase, and I hope the abstract policy, of non-

intervention”. Stanley, he added, leans towards Prussia, and he, Disraeli,

has encouraged him in this.®^ The Queen was still not entirely reassured and

dwelt upon the dangers of passivity. As she very acutely observed, the real

problem was how to prevent a quarrel between France and Prussia, if

both countries were bent upon it.®® She still favoured an assurance to both

sides that Britain would not tolerate the violation of either Belgium or

Luxemburg.
Lord Stanley for his part, in replying to General Grey, spoke of “a

growing expectation of war both in France and Prussia. We have helped

them out of one quarrel at some risk of burning our own fingers, but can’t

go on doing this every six months.” Hence the only course for Britain in the

event of a war, was “that of a rigidly impartial neutrality”.®®

This whole incident deserves special emphasis, for it once more reveals

Queen Victoria at her very best, placing her already remarkable knowledge
of continental politics at the disposal of her ministers, and laying her finger
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upon certain points which a future age was to recognise as of fundamental

importance.

Soon afterwards a diiference of opinion arose between the Queen and the

Foreign Secretary, which apart from its sidelights upon their respective

attitude towards Germany, illustrates her saneness of outlook in the matter

of diplomatic appointments, as agamst the hidebound views of the Foreign

Office, but also her inability to enforce her wishes when even so relatively

sluggish a Minister as Lord Stanley disagreed She urged very strongly that

Robert Morier should be sent to Berlin, and that the fittest, not merely the

senior, candidate should be selected for such a post. Moreover, she argued,

‘‘Bismarck’s objections to him are no disadvantage, because Count Bis-

marck dislikes England and does not wish for any intimate relations between

the countries ” (probably an overstatement of the undoubted fact that

Bismarck throughout his career was alternately attracted and repelled by

Great Britain). Stanley’s reason for not appointing Morier was that the

latter “feels in fact as though he were himself a German politician. . .We
have nothing to do with the internal politics of German states, and by

meddling in them only destroy our proper and legitimate influence.”®^ The
incident raises a question of some delicacy which is as alive to-day as it ever

was in the past. It is instructive to note that though Stanley had encouraged

Morier to hope that he might one day become Permanent Under-Secretary

at the Foreign Office, he was in actual fact passed overm 1873 when the post

became vacant on Hammond’s retirement. On that occasion Stanley, now

Lord Derby, expressed the view that Morier had “one defect for that

particular position—he was too much in earnest^ and earnest men with ideas

and great abilities are sometimes unsafe men”.®^ This is a standpoint which

raises very far-reaching issues in public life, and may perhaps be more

fittingly left to the unassisted verdict of the reader.

Stanley was emphatically a follower of the vta medta^ alike in foreign and

domestic politics. It was doubtless this fact which inspired the two-edged

comment of that uncompromising observer Vanity Fair—“The most

pleasing conclusion is that Lord Stanle}^ is a phenomenon considerately

framed by a merciful Providence to meet the modern necessities of conser-

vatism, that he thinks with one party and acts with the other—a course

which enables him to think as he likes and to act as he is told.”

Disraeli as Prime Minister

On 24 February 1868 Lord Derby’s health obliged him to resign the

Premiership, and thanks above all to the Queen’s eager approval he was

succeeded by Mr Disraeli. From the first there is a new note of flattery, so
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fulsome as to render competition difficult. In his first letter after taking

office, he already writes, “ He can only offer devotion It will be his delight

and duty to render the transaction of affairs as easy to Your Majesty as

possible He even thought i£ useful to define his idea of perfect relations

between a sovereign and a minister—^“on her part perfect confidence, on

his, perfect devotion”:®^ and even before this we find that the Queen had

already noted in her diary, “ Disraeli shows more consideration for my com-

fort than any of the preceding Prime Ministers since Peel and Aberdeen”.®^

During 1868 the Conservative Government was in steady decline and

underwent a series of defeats. In the end it concluded an agreement to

dissolve in November, and a special Registration Bill was passed, enabling

those who only qualified in January 1869 as voters under the new franchise,

as it were to antedate their qualifications. In this brief provisional period of

the first Disraeli Cabinet nothing occurred upon the Continent that seemed

directly to affect British interests But Lord Stanley took one step which,

though it does not fall within the scope of the present volume, deserves

special passing mention, for the happy precedent which it created in the

vital sphere of Anglo-American relations and for the impetus which it gave

to the idea of the peaceful settlement of international disputes. He definitely

committed this country to arbitration on the vexed dispute of the Alabama

claims and laid a basis upon which Clarendon, Granville and Gladstone were

to work. On the other hand he refused the exaggerated pretension of

President Johnson and Mr Seward to include among the grounds for com-

pensation Britain’s ill-judged recognition of the Confederate States durmg

the early stages of the Civil War.

Gladstone, Clarendon and the Queen

The elections of 1868 gave the Liberals a majority of 121 : and the next six

years were to prove the heyday of Liberal supremacy. It at once became

obvious that Mr Gladstone must be Prime Mimster—obvious to all save the

veteran Lord Russell, of whom Lord Granville wrote on ii November,

“Johnny’s power of self-assertion is one of the strong points of his nature,

which, as someone said, is a compound of a giant and a little child”.®® 'Of

Russell Gladstone himself appears to have said at this very time to the

Queen, that “ he had for the last few years done nothing but injure a brilliant

reputation”,®^

In forming his new Cabinet Mr Gladstone found the Queen for the second

time opposed to the selection of Lord Clarendon as Foreign Secretary.

Some gossip which had reached her ears appears to have caused offence,
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and m one of her memoranda she speaks of ‘‘his temper, his manner, his

want of discretion”.®® But apart from the fact that he had already invited

Clarendon’s co-operation, Gladstone found it possible to describe "him to

the Queen as “the only living British statesman whose name carried any

influence m the councils of Europe ”®®—a high testimonial to the individual,

but a lamentable proof of that neglect of foreign problems of which we
found Lord Derby complaining in 1866 when he appointed his own son for

lack of a better candidate. It is painful to find Gladstone trying to humour

the Queen by promising that Clarendon should be “brought as little m
personal contact with her as possible”."^®

The country was soon fully absorbed by numerous contentious problems

ofhome policy, such as Irish Disestablishment and the Irish Land Bill, soon

to be followed by educational and military reform and a determined attempt

to reduce expenditure The seclusion into which the Queen had withdrawn

herself and the apparent eclipse of the Crown’s influence led to a good deal

of criticism in the public press, and helped to increase that latent friction

between sovereign and Prime Minister which was to become so marked in

the ’seventies and early ’eighties. In the words of Lord Morley, “ her loyalty

to the constitution and to mimsters in office was unquestioned, but she was

not well placed, nor was she perhaps by character well fitted, to gauge the

fluctuating movements of an age of change”. Gladstone was nervous

when he found his advice resented, and she, we are told, disliked being

treated as though she were a public meeting. Lord Morley affirms that

neither was devoid of humour, and that it was therefore “ at once a wonder

and a pity ” that they could not do justice to each other. With all due respect

It may be suggested that while “ devoid of humour ” would be an exaggera-

tion, “ deficient in humour ” may fairly be alleged of both of them, and that

this was the main cause of friction which left its mark alike on home and

foreign policy for many critical years.

On the very eve of tafang office, Lord Clarendon had paid a visit to the

Continent, duringwhich he discussed the general situation with Napoleon III

on the one hand and with the King, Queen and Crown Prince of Prussia and

Moltke on the other; and it is a curious fact that he really enjoyed the con-

fidence of both the French and Prussian sovereigns to a higher degree than

that of his own. His main impression, as reported to London by Lord

Lyons (since 1867 our Ambassador in Paris) was that Napoleon ‘^has

nothing to fear from Prussia if he does not give her just provocation, but on

the other hand that Prussia does not fear a war if she can show Germany and

the world that she is really forced into it”.^^
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Belgian Neutrality

During 1869 apprehensions revived in many quarters as to possible French

designs upon Belgium—^this time owing to the proposed amalgamation

of two Belgian railways with the Eastern Railway of France. Leopold II

succeeded in alarming his cousin Queen Victoria, who reiterated to Claren-

don her views upon Belgian independence and neutrality, arguing that “the

best security for these essential objects would be found in the knowledge

that any proceedings which seemed to threaten their violation would bring

England at once into the field Lord Newton is fully justified in speaking

of the “ineptitude’’ with which Napoleon III managed this whole affair,

frightening and offending the Belgians and deepening the suspicions of all

Europe as to his dark designs. All this time Napoleon was simply playing

into the hands of Bismarck, who merely had to “bide his time quietly”.

The extent to which the Emperor was spoiling his own case may be judged

from the acid comments of Clarendon in his correspondence with Lyons
“If the Emperor attaches value to the English alliance, he ought not to

sacrifice it by a sneaking attempt to incorporate Belgium by means of a

railway company and its employees.” And again (19 April), “ I have never

felt any confidence in the soft sayings and assurances of the French Govern-

ment, but I did not think they could have exposed the cloven foot so soon

and completely as they have done”.^^

The Queen’s insistence on the Belgian question drew from Mr Gladstone

the opinion that Belgian independence was “an object of the first interest

to the mind of the British people ”, and the Ambassador was instructed to

inform the French Government that “ the suspicion even of an intention on

the part of France” not to respect it, would at once be fatal to “the good

understanding and harmonious co-operation of the two Governments”.’®

Meanwhile Gladstone was led to face the more abstract principles involved,

and in a letter to the Queen’s secretary in April 1869 referred to “the fear

abroad that England has for ever abjured a resort to force other than

moral”. “Is England”, he went on to ask, “so uplifted in strength above

every other nation that she can with prudence advertise herself as ready to

undertake the general redress of wrongs?. . .Of course the answer is No.

But do not allow it to be believed that England will never interfere.” But

prudence at once forced him to qualify once more, and he expressed agree-

ment with Clarendon’s view that it was “ dangerous for England to assume

alone ap. advanced and therefore isolated position in regard to European
controversies, and that it was better to promise too little than too much
His only concrete suggestion was that we “ should seek to develop the action
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of a common European opinion But he was left still confronted with the

old dilemma, how to determine the stage at which British interests were

affected by changes on the Continent and at which we must therefore inter-

vene, and again, how to make any such intervention effective against con-

script armies with the diminutive forces at our own disposal. It was con-

tended by Morier at the time, and has often been repeated since, that this

country could by energetic intervention have prevented war in 1870 be-

tween France and Germany But it has never yet been made clear how we
could permanently, in such a world as that of the ’seventies, have prevented

the clash which hidden forces on both sides had deliberately willed and

prepared, and which was no mere outcome of blind chance.

This exchange of views between the Queen and her two ministers led

nowhere. But her concluding words are again worth quoting. She claimed

to have noted a disposition on the Contment to believe that England is not

to be moved, either by interest or the obligation of treaties, into giving more

than moral support in any complications that may arise, and that the

aggressive Power may dismiss all fears of finding ‘^England across its path

She therefore urged on him, as on Lord Stanley earlier, the need for making

clear beyond the possibility of mistake ”, that England will maintain the

obligation of treaties”.’’

Clarendon and Disarmament

A practical light is thrown upon this abstract problem by the last diplo-

matic action in which Lord Clarendon was engaged. In the summer of 1869

the Emperor Napoleon with much hesitation had launched his project of a

so-called “Liberal Empire”, and the leaders of the new regime were fully

aware that many reforms wefe required to calm down the general malaise

of French opimon, and that for their execution the first essential require-

ment was peace. Early in 1870, therefore, secret overtures were made to

Lord Clarendon by M. de Lavalette, now Ambassador in London, on

behalf of the new French Foreign Mimster Count Daru, in favour of dis-

armament, and similar ideas were expounded to Lord Lyons by the Premier,

M. Emile Ollivier. It was suggested that Clarendon might in his turn raise

the question with the ICing of Prussia, whose confidence he enjoyed, and

that Britain might thus serve as intermediary in a general scheme of dis-

armament. The atmosphere in which the new Liberal Ministers had to

work is clearly revealed in one of Ollivier’s phrases. A public rebuff from

Prussia, he argued, would be fatal—un echec^ c*est la guerre—for a parlia-

mentary government in France was less able than the former regime to nsk

“any wound to the national pride”.’®
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Clarendon skilfully used an opportunity that presented itself and conveyed

to Bismarck a tentative proposal for partial and parallel disarmament by
France and Prussia, without giving any hint that the idea had emanated

from Paris. As might have been expected, Bismarck was quite as indisposed

as his master King William to adopt any such plan, and drew the usual

contrast between our happy island’’ and his own country, surrounded by

three great Empires He thought it worth while to set forth his views at

some length for Clarendon’s benefit:’^ but though Clarendon returned to

the charge in March and there was a further amicable exchange of opinion,

there was not the slightest prospect of the proposals being acted upon, and

Daru, though he took the failure very calmly, had not the courage to act

upon Clarendon’s closing suggestion that the best way of converting

Prussia to disarmament was for France to begin by reducing her own army.

That peace was the main object of Darn’s policy is clearly revealed by the

memorandum found among his papers and quoted by M. de La Gorce.®®

Unhappily the ministerial crisis which broke out in Pans during April 1870

led to Dam’s fall, and he was replaced as Foreign Minister by the Due de

Gramont, who was not merely less restrained and conciliatory, but had as

French Ambassador in Vienna been actively working for the creation of a

triple alliance against Pmssia.

Granville succeeds Clarendon

Lord Clarendon died on 27 June 1870. The Queen’s journal places on

record that he was “very clever, had great experience and knowledge of

foreign affairs and countries and very conciliatory. He was very satirical and

could be irritable and hasty, but was much attached to me.” He was

much more of an old Whig than of a young Liberal, as is revealed in his

assurance to the Queen, in August 1869, that the chief danger in Germany

is “the democratic spirit”, which, he adds, in Germany (of other countries

he is careful not to speak) “means Socialism”.®^ He was certainly one of

the most versatile and attractive of the Victorian Foreign Secretaries, but he

seemed to lack the vitality that mastered and shaped a difficult situation.

And yet there is on record the famous story of Bismarck’s encounter with

Clarendon’s daughter in 1871. “Never in my life was I so glad to hear of

anything as of your father’s death”, and then apologetically, “Ach, dear

lady, do not take it like that. What I mean is that if your father had lived, he

would have prevented the war.”

In the usual dearth of suitable candidates for the Foreign Office, Glad-

stone’s choice fell upon Lord Granville, who had much of his predecessor’s
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charm, and a good deal more tact, was persona grata with the Queen, but

lacked the necessary prestige on the Continent and was scarcely in the

saddle when one of the supreme crises in European affairs was upon him.

When Lord Granville took over on 3 July, Mr Hammond, who had been

Under-Secretary for close on twenty years (1854-73), committed himself

to the statement that he had never known “ so great a lull in foreign affairs :

yet only two hours later came the telegram of Lord Lyons, announcing the

first protest of France against the Hohenzollern candidature for the Spanish

Crown.

^The Franco-German War

This is not the place to describe in detail the quarrel between France and

Prussia or even to apportion the responsibility for war. We are concerned

with the difficult dilemmas with which the war confronted British statesmen.

Since the well-merited expulsion of Queen Isabella in 1868 the Spanish

throne had gone begging through Europe, and after more than one un-

successful attempt Marshal Prim, the chief of the Provisional Government,

had definitely offered it to Prince Leopold of Hohenzollern, of the South

German and Catholic branch of that family. The repercussions of this

incident were out of all proportion to its real importance and illustrate the

state of nerves into which Europe, and above all, France, had fallen. Only

four years before Napoleon had given his approval to Leopold's brother

Charles in accepting the Roumaman throne, and had actually backed him

against Austria, despite the rapprochement which had taken place between

Pans and Vienna. Moreover, Leopold, like Charles, though acknowledging

the King of Prussia as head of their family, was closely related to the Murats

and the Beauhamais, and so in a sense to the Bonapartes themselves. We
know now that Bismarck, while evading the very concrete enquiries of the

French Ambassador, had in secret^^ strongly encouraged Prince Leopold's

candidature for definitely political reasons and even took into his reckoning

Its possible value in a war with France Indeed Prince Charles Anthony,

the candidate's father, was definitely of opinion that Bismarck “started or

exploited the candidature solely in the interest of thus obtaining the casus

belli against France But all this was unknown and indeed barely sus-

pected at the time, whereas it was notorious that King William was most

reluctant to give his consent (he actually used the phrases “with a very

heavy heart" and “the daring decision"®’). Nor is it too much to say that

the French Government, notably Ollivier, Gramont and Leboeuf, com-

mitted every possible error of judgment and tactics, played upon the ill-

health and vacillating moods of the Emperor, encouraged instead of re-

straining the Chauvinist press and public opinion, and contrived to create m
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Europe an impression of unreason which Bismarck was eagerly waiting to

exploit. Among many acts of folly the precipitancy with which they pushed
matters to an issue without waiting for the conclusion of an Austrian

alliance, was perhaps the greatest. The failure to secure the alliance with

Italy falls into another category, for it was due to Napoleon’s loyalty to the

Pope and his refusal to sanction an Italian occupation of Rome : but it has

rightly been diagnosed as the crowning blunder of his foreign policy and the

main cause of France’s isolation at her hour of need In a word, it is still

possible to endorse Mr Gladstone’s statement that French diplomacy in

1870 was “a chapter which for fault and folly taken together is almost

without a parallel in the history of nations ”
_

Already on 5 July Napoleon had appealed to Gladstone to use his good

offices for a withdrawal of the Hohenzollern candidature, and three days

later Gramont, in suggesting to Lyons Prince Leopold’s voluntary re-

nunciation, spoke of this as “a most fortunate solution”. A little later he

assured Lyons that “if the Prince should now withdraw on the advice of the

King of Prussia^ the whole affair would be at an end Lord Granville lost

no time in urging Madrid to abandon the candidature, and Berlin to en-

courage the Spanish Government in this sense. He enlisted Queen Victoria

in favour of voluntary renunciation and encouraged her to advocate it to

the Count of Flanders, Prince Leopold’s brother-in-law, while the King of

the Belgians did the same. And in actual fact, during the night of 1 1-12 July,

Prince Charles Anthony of Hohenzollern, in his anxiety to avert war,

announced his son’s renunciation of the Spanish throne King William,

on hearing the news, wrote to the Queen that a stone had fallen from his

heart.®®

But this did not satisfy Pans. On the 12th Gramont informed Lyons that

his Government, if it was to avert its own fall, required a more direct satis-

faction, in the form of some endorsement by the King of Prussia himself.

On learning of Gramont’s attitude, Gladstone and Granville promptly

ordered Lyons to represent to France “the immense responsibility which

will rest” on her, “if she does not at once accept as satisfactory and con-

clusive” the withdrawal of Leopold: and this message was delivered at

St Cloud while the Council of Ministers was actually sitting. On this

Gramont appealed for British good offices to obtain a guarantee against any

future Hohenzollern candidature, and promised in writing that this would

end the incident. But the British Cabinet meeting on the 14th decided that

it would not be justified in taking such a step, and meanwhile Granville had

wired back to Lyons that such a request “gave us the right to point out the

grave responsibility of not accepting the renunciation and constituting

themselves the aggressors in this war^\ This was the considered view of Lon-



XII] A PARLEY AND A FLOURISH 495

don on the very eve of the famous Ems incident. The most that the Cabinet

was prepared to sanction was a suggestion to Bismarck that as King William

had consented in the first instance to the candidature, he might now without

any loss of dignity tell the French that he now consented to its withdrawal.®^

Nothing however came of this formula: for when it reached Berlin on the

15th, Bismarck declined to lay it before the King

Meanwhile Benedetti had called upon King William at Ems on the 13th,

and the King had telegraphed to Bismarck his account of their perfectly

friendly interview. That evening Bismarck dined with Moltke and Roon,

who were both sunk in depression at the thought that war might still be

averted : and the telegram was then and there edited for publication, without

the alteration of a single word, but with such judicious omissions that, to

quote the words of Moltke, what had “sounded before like a parley, was

now like a flourish in answer to a challenge ” When the document in this

form reached Pans, the excitement was intense, and at the Council of

Ministers, held under the Emperor^s presidency, general mobilisation was

ordered.

One last effort was made by London to avert the catastrophe. Lord Gran-

ville proposed that if France should waive her demand for a future guarantee,

King William might inform the French that he approved of Prince Leo-

pold’s withdrawal. This was refused by both Bismarck and Gramont.

Secondly Granville invited both parties to accept the friendly offices of a

third Power, in terms of the Arbitration Protocol drafted at the Congress of

Pans in 1856. But this was equally unsuccessful, for on 18 July Bismarck

threw the onus of acceptance upon France, and next day France not merely

declined, but declared war upon Prussia.

The precipitancy of the French Government played direct into Bis-

marck’s hands and gave no time for the other Powers to mediate effectively.

It seems abundantly clear that Britain in particular could not have prevented

war except by declaring her own readiness to take the field herself on one

side or the other, and this public opinion most certainly would not have

tolerated. Granville reported to the Queen that “everyone seems to have

been in the wrong”, and added that it was “evident that the sentiment of

the House on both sides generally condemns the conduct of France”.®^

Once more we may fairly quote Gladstone’s own criticism of the French

Government, not merely as representing sane and well-informed inside

opinion in London at the time, but as an estimate which history has in the

main endorsed: “As the advisers of the Emperor knew nothing of public

rights and of the sense of Europe, so they knew nothing about Austria and

the mind of the German states, and less than nothing about not only the

Prussian army, but even their own.”®®
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There was, however, very grave concern in London, and daily consulta-

tions took place: but that the Government, while aware of the possible

dangers of the situation, was really impotent to cope with them in time ifthey

had arisen, is shown by Mr Gladstone’s discussions with Mr Cardwell, then

Secretary for War. For the idea of sending troops to protect Antwerp is

seriously considered, but the number mentioned is only 10,000 to 20,000

men ! The Queen, as ever, was urging the need for being prepared, but how
could the British Army of those days have hoped to affect a decision upon
land between the two great adversaries? It is but fair to recall in passing the

fact that the British Navy had between the years 1866 and 1870 almost

doubled in tonnage.

M. de La Gorce has very w’'ell summed up the fatal aberrations and mis-

calculations of the French Government in 1870. There were three very

definite policies which could have been followed—^that of “territorial am-
bitions ” and that of “satisfied effacement ”, or the intermediate tactics of a

“concentration of forces” {recueillement). Unhappily the first two were

inextricably mingled and confused, and when “a violent. access of ex-

asperated amour propre*^ provoked the final crisis, “war fell upon the

country, as fruit falls upon the ground when it is ripe”.®®

New Light on the Ems Telegram

I am greatly indebted to Dr Winifred Taffs (author of a forthcoming Life

of Lord Odo Russell) for drawmg my attention to a hitherto unpublished,

and seemingly unnoticed, piece of evidence as to the role played by the

Ems Telegram. On 24 May 1883 Colonel Swaine, British Military

Attache in Berlin, reported a conversation with Emperor William I after a

dinner in honour of Queen Victoria’s birthday. The conversation turning

to the deciphering of telegrams, the Emperor remarked that “it was possible

to get more than enough of such work. ‘When I left Ems’, so said the

Emperor, ‘ to return here just before the war, it took about eleven hours to

run over the distance, and wherever we halted on the road, cypher tele-

grams were handed into the carriage. Answers to these had also to be sent.

The consequence was that Dr Busch and another gentleman were kept

employed for the whole of those ii hours unremittingly cyphering and

decyphering.
“ On arrival at Berlin, I was met at the Station by my son, by Minister

Bismarck and many other Ministers and gentlemen of my Government and

Household. On alighting, a long telegram was placed in my hands, coming

from Paris and reporting the debate of that day in the Chamber of Deputies.
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It had evidently been very warlike, and the Ambassador commenting on it

seemed to think that the French were in earnest, and that the moment was

a very serious one. While I was still greeting my numerous friends on the

platform, a second telegram, longer than the first, was given to me. As

there was a considerable crowd surrounding us, I suggested that we should

adjourn into the waitingroom specially improvised for me. It was a very

small room, and lighted only by a small dimly burning gas lamp.

Minister Bismarck was unable by so little light to read the telegram.

My son therefore took it up and amid a dead silence read it out. It gave in

greater detail the speeches of the same debate in the French Chambers and

was so decidedly warlike, that when my son had finished, and after a

second’s pause, I turned to the assembled gentlemen and said, ‘ Can you

suggest to me a better answer to this telegram than the order for the

mobilisation of the entire German Army?’ A unanimous ‘No’ was given

to this question. I then said that I would be ready in half an hour to sign

the order
”

It is quite clear from this document that the decisive influence upon the

Emperor himself was not the doctored telegram, but the detailed news of

the French official attitude.

British Neutrality

If the French played their cards in such a way as to reduce to a minimum
the sympathy of public opinion in Great Britain, Bismarck increased the

impression by a masterstroke of unofficial diplomacy. On 25 July there

appeared in The Times the text of the Franco-Prussian draft treaty of 1866,

to which reference has already been made, and which Benedetti had been

unwise enough to leave m Bismarck’s possession at the time. The net

effect was to make British public opinion more negative and suspicious than

ever, and bent upon avoiding all complications. Lord Granville’s own
comment to the Queen’s private secretary (Colonel Ponsonby, the successor

of General Grey) was highly characteristic: “I believe the Emperor and

Bismarck to be what it is better not to put on paper ” In one direction,

however, this revelation acted as a stimulant. On the initiative of the

Queen®® the Cabinet decided to invite both belligerents to sign a treaty for

the protection of Belgium, by the terms of which Great Britain bound her-

self at any period during the war or the twelve months following its conclu-

sion, to go to war upon whichever Power violated Belgian neutrality. This

treaty, which was signed on 9 August, Gladstonejustified on the ground that

it was impossible to stand aside and “see actions done which would amount

3as-w
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to a total extinction of public right in Europe”.^®® In reaching this view

he was doubtless influenced by the ofEcial opinion of the Law Officers,

that “refusal or incapacity of one or more of the guaranteeing Powers to

act” in defence of Belgian neutrality “does not in our opinion liberate the

remaining Powers from the obligation to do so
” * At the same time Parlia-

ment voted an increase of the naval and military estimates, and though the

addition of 20,000 men to the army was of little or no use for the contingency

of war, it at least showed that public interest had been aroused in the cause

of Belgium.

As the war went on, the position of Britain became extremely delicate.

As early as 9 August Morier overstated it most unfairly in the following

terms: “We sit by like a bloated Quaker, too holy to fight, but rubbing our

hands at the roaring trade we are driving in cartridges and ammunition.”

But it IS perfectly true that our refusal to impose restrictions upon the export

of munitions was keenly resented in Germany: and at the same time the

legend of Granville’s personal sympathies for the French Court was widely

circulated, partly by no other than Bismarck himself.f Indeed, it is hardly

too much to assert that Great Britain was soon equally unpopular in both

the belligerent countries, and that each of them had a sufficient number of

ardent adherents on this side of the Channel for the other to be able to

assume our hostility to it.

That our role was extremely ineffective and left traces that can be

followed to the very eve of the Great War, can hardly be seriously denied :

but it is by no means so easy to show what effective alternative could have

been adopted, short of armed mediation^ which no one on either side of

politics advocated. Even if it had been desirable, no coalition could have

been formed, as Europe was then constituted. For Russia, partly from

dynastic reasons and partly m view of favours to come, stood behind

Prussia, while Austria, which had got the length of discussing a draft treaty

of alliance with France, and had early in 1870 sent the Archduke Albrecht

to Paris to clinch the matter, drew back after the first German victories,

mainly under pressure from Hungary. Italy, who might have joined France

if Napoleon had yielded on the Roman question, was by September no less

devoutly thankful than Austria that she had not committed herself, and was

absorbed in the acquisition of Rome as her capital. Under such circum-

* 6 August 1870

—

B.D, viii. No. 31 1. To this may be added here the considered

opinion of Sir Eyie Crowe arid the Foreign OjSice, drawn up on 15 November 1908
and approved by Sir Edward Grey, “Britain is liable for the maintenance of Belgian

neutrality whenever either Belgium or any of the guaranteeing Powers are on need of, and
demand assistance m opposing its violation”—zbzii p, 377,

t This was alleged to Morier both by die Duke of Coburg and by the Crown Prince of

Prussia.
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stances Granville was on strong ground in admitting the French complaint

that we had circumscribed the war, but claiming that “ this was no injury to

France: for if Austria had joined her, Russia would have joined Germany,

and the conflagration would have been general’’

When the Second Empire fell after Sedan, opimon in England veered

more towards France, and when it became evident that Prussia was bent on

annexation, opinion hardened still further and resented the drastic treatment

of the francttreurs. None the less, Gladstone, in his desire to organise a pro-

test of the neutral Powers against the seizure of Alsace-Lorraine, found

himself without the support of any of his colleagues in the Cabinet, including

Granville, and had to abandon the idea. But whatever we, wise after the

event, may think of his views on the origins of the war, we must regard him

as a true prophet of its consequences, when he wrote: “While I more and

more feel the deep culpability of France, I have an apprehension that this

violent laceration and transfer is to lead us from bad to worse, and to be the

beginning of a new series of European complications.”^®^ He had already

protested to Queen Victoria against the tendency to decide this question

“without any reference whatever to the attachments of the people”, and

had gone on to argue that it involved “ considerations of legitimate interest

to all the Powers of Europe”, bore upon “the Belgian question m parti-

cular ”, and was “likely to be of great consequence in the eventual settlement

of the Eastern Question

Russia Repudiates the Black Sea Settlement

Quite apart, however, from the fact that any such protest or attempted

mediation was likely to meet with a severe snub,and might in the end even

involve us in the war, the Cabinet found itself faced by a fresh complication

m the early winter of 1870. On 31 October the Russian Chancellor, Prince

Gorchakov, issued a Circular Note to the Powers, declaring that Russia no

longer considered herself bound by the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of

Berlin. It soon became apparent that Prussia’s compliance was part of the

price which she had paid for the Tsar’s benevolent neutrality: and indeed

Granville had to admit to his chief the awkward fact that all the Powers,

“ with the exception of ourselves and the Turks had already reached the

conclusion that the clauses to which Russia took exception had long been in

need of revision. There was much indignation in London and even a certain

recrudescence of the old Russophobe feelings of the Crimean War. But the

Queen was once more at her best in warning against “precipitate action, so

that we may not be drawn into war for so unsatisfactory a cause as in fact

the upholding of a Mohammedan state with so little intrinsic power must

32-a
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in the abstract be called For once m a way we played a successful game
of bluff, by sending Mr Odo Russell (as he then was) on a special mission

to German headquarters, where he convinced Bismarck that Britain might

go to war with Russia, even without allies, unless the latter withdrew the

obnoxious circular and consented to negotiate with the other signatory

powers. Bismarck could not take even the risk of a fresh war which might

so easily involve Austria-Hungary also, and was in any case certain to upset

all his calculations on the eve of victory : he therefore undertook to propose an

European Conference for the regulation of the Black Sea question, and to

secure Russia’s consent. Granville declined to accept St Petersburg as its

place of meeting, and in the end the Conference satm London, from 17 De-

cember 1870 till 13 March 1871. It was already characteristic of the altered

situation in Europe, that France was only represented at the final sitting.

The Protocol had to be redrafted no less than fourteen times before agree-

ment could be reached, but due emphasis was laid on ‘‘the essential prin-

ciple of the law of nations, that no Power can liberate itself from the

engagements of a treaty, nor modify the stipulations thereof, unless with

the consent of the contracting parties, by means of an amicable agree-

ment”.^®® The final Protocol abrogated Articles ii, 13 and 14 of the Treaty

of Paris, by which the Black Sea had been neutralised and the naval forces

of Russia in that sea restricted. The Straits remained closed, subject to the

Sultan’s rightm time of peace to permit the passage of specific ships of war.

They of course remained free to merchant vessels of all nations.

Gladstone and Foreign Policy

The Black Sea incident had led to a temporary breakdown of the Concert

of Europe, and had shown that it was not strong enough to resist the strain

of war between two of its foremost members. Britain, finding herself in-

capable of either preventing or arresting the war or even of dissuading the

victors from a vindictive peace, had at least been able to save the principles

of international law from the wreckage: and it was not till 1908 that the

precedent created by Russia in 1870 for the one-sided and arbitrary revision

of general treaty obligations was followed up by any of the Great Powers.

In another respect Britam under the second Gladstone administration

proved herself to be in advance of the age, and indeed of public opinion at

home. The acceptance of the principle of arbitration in our long dispute

with the United States over the Alabama Case, and the patience, good temper

and courtesy which Lord Granville showed in the face of considerable abuse

and unpopularity, and of the extravagant private claims sometimes put for-

ward from the American side, may be regarded to-day without fear of
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challenge as the chief claim to the gratitude of posterity on the part of a

Foreign Secretary who carried much less weight in the counsels of Europe

than his very real abilities might have warranted. And that Granville

persisted was largely due to the fact that Gladstone, despite many obvious

defects, regulated his conduct, to a greater degree than most statesmen

of his day, by very defimte principles : and nowhere more than in the sphere

of foreign policy have they been so thoroughly vindicated by time. This

will become still more apparent towards the close of the period under

review.

Despite this signal service rendered to the cause of Anglo-American

relations, the position of Great Britain abroad after 1870 was one of con-

siderable embarrassment. A necessity which even the most partisan critics

could hardly deny, had driven her into an attitude of negation and actually

strengthened the desire for non-intervention, while making her almost

equally unpopular on both sides of the continental struggle. But this

attitude, which was, as we saw, a rebound from the incessant and not always

dignified meddling of the ’fifties and early ’sixties, was already preparing the

way for a fresh swing of the pendulum. Morier was grossly unfair when he

spoke of “the strange mania for eating dirt”, under Gladstone and Gran-

ville, but he was merely guilty of undue emphasis when he accused the

latter of “absolute inertia”. His plea for “a policy of self-assertion”

rested on the belief that England might be “the rallying point for the

immense peace forces distributed over Europe”, but that nothing could

be done unless “the Imperial sense” sprang up in one of the great British

parties. A few years later Disraeli was to become the interpreter of such

ideas, but to give them a somewhat different form from that which Morier

had hoped.

It is hardly necessary to point out that the eclipse of France in 1870 com-

pletely altered the distribution of forces in Europe, and ushered in the

period of “Armed Peace”. The achievement of German unity under the

auspices of Prussia, sealed by the annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, left

Germany predominant on the Continent; France, exhausted by her defeats

and by sanguinary civil dissensions, found herself completely isolated

abroad, and the legend of her decadence was widely disseminated and be-

lieved. In Austria-Hungary the French defeats determined the failure of

the federalist experiment, and the fall of the Francophil Beust, who was

succeeded as Foreign Minister by Count Julius Andrdssy, meant not merely

the triumph of the Dual System and a virtual Hungarian predominance

inside that system, but m foreign policy the beginnings of a rapprochement

with Germany which was eventually to develop into the Triple Alliance.

Meanwhile Spain had long since ceased to be a Great Power, while Italy
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was still consolidating her new position. Thus Britain’s attitude in the war
of 1870 had resulted both in her own isolation and in the temporary eclipse of

the Western and Liberal Powers as a serious factor in the European Balance.

But parallel with this there was a revival, in the years following the war,

of the old alliance of the three Eastern Courts—^the Three Emperors’

League, as it was now called—a combination wellmgh irresistible so long

as it held together. In its essence, it stood for the same ideals of conservatism

and authoritative government as the earlier Holy Alliance—toned down, it

is true, in Germany and Austria-Hungary to meet the requirements of the

time, but none the less effectually resting upon dynastic control of military

and foreign affairs—opposed to popular control wherever possible, and

united by a further bond in the common necessity of preventing the re-

surrection of Poland.

The Liberal Decline

It was this combination which confronted Britain at every turn when
Disraeli returned to power in 1874, and his main efforts in foreign policy

were devoted to creating a breach between the three Conservative Powers.

What gave him his opportunity was the undoubted malaise produced by

the dislocation of the old European system. It was one of those cases

where everyone felt that something energetic required to be done, yet

objected to the only practical form of energy. England’s isolation was

resented, and it was felt that we had not merely failed to impose peace

by some unspecified miracle, but had been weak towards Russia on the

one hand and towards America on the other. While these sentiments gained

ground in the country, the outburst of Liberal legislation gradually spent

Itself, and the new franchise brought grist to the Tory mill, showing that

Disraeli’s calculations of party advantage to be derived from the Bill of

1867 were not so far wrong after all. And so it was possible for him, in

one of his most audacious speeches, on 3 April 1872, to compare the

Liberal Front Bench to “a range of exhausted volcanoes. Not a flame

flickers upon a single pallid crest. But the situation is still dangerous.

There are still occasional earthquakes, and anon the dark rumbling of

the sea.” In the same speech, while especially condemning the Govern-

ment’s foreign policy towards Russia and America, he disclaimed all

desire for a “turbulent and aggressive diplomacy”, but argued that

Britain’s relations to Europe had “undergone a vast change during the

century that has just elapsed”, that the New World was “throwing

lengthening shades overthe Atlantic”, and creating “vastand novel elements

in the distribution of power ”, He endorsed a policy of “ proud reserve ” to-
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wards Europe, but added his belief that “there never was a moment in our

history, when the power of England was so great and her resources so vast

and inexhaustible. And yet it is not merely our fleets and armies, our

accumulated capital and our unlimited credit on which so much depends, as

upon that unbroken spirit of her people, which I believe was never prouder

of the Imperial country to which they belong This was a new note,

all the more significant in that it was struck at Manchester, in the very citadel

of Free Trade.

Later m the same year Disraeli assumed the offensive in another

memorable speech at the Crystal Palace, pleading for better housing and

improved standards of living for the working man, and at the same time

challenging the narrow outlook of the .Liberal party upon Colonial and

Imperial problems and roundly accusing it of promoting the disintegration

of the Empire If this was a partisan overstatement of the facts, no one to-

day will attempt to deny that it was Disraeli who first assigned to the colonies

their due place in the political world, first responded to their passionate

loyalty, and first voiced their desire for fuller self-government, though on

the other hand it was reserved for an extreme Radical, Sir Charles Dilke, to

coin the phrase of “ Greater Britain” and to give it full literary expression

in a once famous book.

During 1872 and 1873, then, there was a slow but very marked trend of

opinion in favour of the Conservatives, due no doubt in part to Tory

suspicion towards those who had disestablished the Irish Church and had

laid themselves open—^so far at least as a tiny but active group on the ex-

treme left was concerned—^to the charge of inadequate respect for the

Crown. This feeling was intensified by the steady revival of Queen

Victoria’s popularity: the turning point may be said to have been her

abandonment of extreme seclusion after the Prince of Wales’s recovery

from a dangerous illness in 1871. The nation’s mood was at this moment

essentially insular and introspective, and Disraeli voiced a widespread

opinion when he declared, “ It would have been better for us all if there had

been a little more energy in our foreign policy, and a little less in our

domestic legislation.”^^

It was on an eminently domestic issue that the first real clash came, on

12 March 1873 the Government was defeated by three votes, on the Irish

Umversity Bill After some hesitation Gladstone decided to resign, and

the Queen sent for Disraeli, but the latter, with the full approval of Derby,

Cairns and other leading Conservatives, “declined altogether to accept

office” in the existing Parliament, and also deliberately refrained from

asking for a dissolution. After thinking it over for some days, he even sent

the Queen a full memorandum, representing his rival as in effect telling the
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House of Commons, ‘‘unless you are prepared to put someone m my place,

your duty is to do whatever I bid you ”.^^2 jje took the line that his party

had not defeated the Government, but only thrown out “ a stupid blunder-

ing Biir’, and that Gladstone could “now resume office with perfect

freedom Gladstone affected considerable indignation at this attitude

and only consented to retain office after the Queen had brought home
the absolute character of Disraeli’s refusal. But he was quite right in

treating the political situation as “ seriously unhinged by the shock”: and

for the next nineteen months the Liberals were steadily losing ground,

and the inclusion of John Bright in the Cabinet in no way revived their

popularity. In January 1874, then, Gladstone made a sudden decision to

dissolve Parliament, hoping to win the country by a programme of economy
and reduced taxation such as was always dear to his heart. But he was happy

neither in his choice of moment nor in his prolix presentment of the

Liberal case : the caustic Harcourt was quite right in thinking that there

had been “a great deal too much want of common sense in the conduct

of the party. We must learn not to bark when we cannot bite ” The
country turned away from what Disraeli had most unfairly called a policy

of “plundering and blundering ” : and the Conservatives emerged from the

election with a clear majority of 50 over the Liberals and the new Home
Rule Party combined. Montagu Corry wrote to his victorious chief

of “the panic at Brooks’s” and described Gladstone as “prostrate and

confounded”. “The strongest Government since Pitt”, was Disraeli’s

confident comment to Lady Bradford: but on reflection, racked as he

was by gdut and asthma, he complained rather sadly, “Power has come
to me too late.”^® The Queen was relieved at the prospect of quieter

times at home, and an infusion of new energy into foreign policy, after

the all too nerveless regime of Granville. Gladstone admitted very frankly

to the Queen, that his defeat was “the greatest expression of public dis-

approbation of a Government that he ever remembered, though he did

not think it was quite just”. He drew the logical conclusion and resigned

the Liberal leadership, his place being taken by Hartington in the Commons
and by Granville in the Lords. “The Liberal Party”, he told the Queen,
“ must learn how through their divisions and self-seeking they had brought

the present disruption about On the other hand he described the new
House as “the most reactionary, the most apathetic and the least inde-

pendent”, in which he had ever sat.^^ Disraeli’s main indictment against

Gladstone had related to mtemal policy, but there can be small doubt that

the Liberal Government’s increasingly “negative and lethargic” attitude

towards foreign affairs had largely contributed to its loss of prestige.



CHAPTER XIII

DISRAELI AND THE EASTERN QUESTION^

The new Cabinet, still limited to 13 members, was admitted by friend and

foe alike to be one of the strongest of the century. Lord Cairns as Lord
Chancellor, Lord Carnarvon as Colonial Secretary, Lord Salisbury (re-

conciled to Disraeli after a long period of estrangement, through the

influence of his stepmother Lady Derby) as Indian Secretary, Gathorne

Hardy as Secretary for War, Sir Stafford Northcote as Chancellor of

the Exchequer, were all men of known ability, and the only real new-

comer, Assheton Cross, soon proved a very competent Home Secretary.

The appointment of Lord Derby to the Foreign Office was a foregone

conclusion, after the sober judgment which he had shown during his

first term of office. His old intimacy with Disraeli, which despite great

disparity of character had survived unbroken for many years, was now at

its height, and at first their co-operation and mutual trust was very close,

offering a marked contrast to the reserve with which Salisbury and Car-

narvon regarded their chief. Derby had the further advantage of great

territorial influence in the north, and was looked up to in the party as

eminently sound and cautious. He had “that plain common sense, love of

peace and moderation of political faith which appealed to the middle

classes”.^ No other than Robert Morier expressed the opinion that Derby
“ thoroughly knows foreign politics, and . . . England's position abroad would

be steadied ” by his selection. “ To take an unknown man just now, in the

very dangerous and inflammable state of Europe. . .would be madness,

especially with the perfectly demoralised and disorganised state into which

our diplomacy had been thrown by Lord Granville’s absolute inertia during

the last three years.” ^ It must, however, be confessed that Derby, as he

grew older, was already developing a certain apathy, or reluctance to take

strong action, which had the effect of goading his chief into assuming an

initiative that was on occasion reckless. Curiously enough, he did not find

it easy to get on with the Queen, and was once exhorted by his chief “to

step out of his icy panoply”, and do himselfjustice. She on her side wrote

of “that very peculiar person Lord Derby”, who was “very difficult to

manage”.®

^ For a detailed account of the whole Eastern crisis of 1875-80 and its bearings upon
British policy, see my Disraeh, Gladstone and the Eastern Question (1935)
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The Return from Isolation

On his return to office at the age of 70, Disraeli found an entirely different

Europe from that of 1868. The Second Empire, with which he had main-

tained such close relations, was gone, the Third Republic, though fortunate

in finding men of such different qualities as Thiers, Macmahon and Gam-
betta, was still under eclipse and seemed much weaker than it really was,

even though it had paid off the war indemnity and begun to reorganise the

army. Italy, newly united and admitted to the ranks of the Great Powers,

was in the throes of financial crisis and gravely handicapped by the Roman
question. Spain, reduced to misery by a generation of civil war and feeble

governments, was almost negligible in Europe. Britain, entirely isolated,

though enjoying the safe shelter of her powerful fleet, was almost irresistible

overseas, but on the Continent was faced by the powerful combination of

the three Imperial Powers of Eastern Europe, of whom two, Russia and

Austria, watched each other with suspicion, but none the less maintained

their traditional policy of co-operation in the Eastern Question, dating as

far back as Peter the Great, while the third, Germany, was above all con-

cerned to avert a quarrel between her two allies, in which she would almost

inevitably be forced to take sides.

“There is no balance”, such was the conclusion drawn by Disraeli,^

“and unless we go out of our way to act with the three Northern Powers,

they can act without us, which is not agreeable for a state like England.”

It followed, in his view, that if Britain was to adopt the more forward

continental policy at which he already aimed, an attempt must be made to

drive a wedge between the three allies : and the history of the three years of

Eastern Crisis from 1875 to 1878 is punctuated by a series of opportunist,

and invariably unsuccessful, efforts in this sense. Even after the crisis had

died down Disraeli, on the eve of retirement, hugged the illusion that he

had split the alliance: but the reconstruction of the Three Emperors’

League in 1881 showed how he had misjudged the situation.

Britain and Russia in Central Asia

From the very first Disraeli showed keen interest in the problems of the

Near and Middle East, and particularly in Russia’s activities in Central

Asia. The appointment of General Kauffmann as Governor of Turkestan in

1867 inaugurated an era of steady advance against the decadent, but tur-

bulent, native states which lay between the Caspian, the Pamirs and the

Tian Shan. The reduction of Samarkand and Bokhara in 1868 made Russia
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the neighbour of Afghanistan on the south-east: in 1873 Khiva also fell,

and in 1875 Khokand, the last of these petty states, made its submission.

Many acute observers, even if hostile to Russia, recognised that the Turko-
man states were centres of slavery and hideous tyranny, and that the policy

pursued by Kauffmann closely resembled that of Napier in Scinde in the

’forties, and was probably even more inevitable The great Lord Lawrence,

as Viceroy of India, refused to take an alarmist view, arguing that the

establishment of order and culture by a Great Power was preferable to a

continuance of chronic anarchy and misrule : and his two successors, Mayo
and Northbrook, upheld the same tradition In 1869 and again in 1873
conversations took place between the British and Russian Governments,

with a view to defining their respective spheres of influence and if possible

establishing a neutral zone between the two Empires. How fluid the whole

situation still remained, is best shown by the fact that on the latter occasion

the Tsar accepted the Oxus as the northern boundary line and denied all

idea of taking Khiva, but that within a year events forced him into an occu-

pation from which he could not, with the best will in the world, ever again

recede. But though even that stalwart Russophobe, Sir Henry Rawlinson,

admitted the step to be inevitable, it caused no little alarm in India, andwhile

in Russia itself there was a constant struggle of opinion between the ‘‘for-

ward ” school of Kauffmann himself and the officids of the Tsar’s Court, so

also Russophobia grew steadily stronger in the Viceroy’s Council at Simla

and found fresh grounds for vigilant suspicion m the troubles which now
broke out in Afghanistan, and which were unquestionably encouraged from

the side of Russia. Northbrook’s successor, the gifted but all too impres-

sionable Lytton, went out to India without any preconceived hostility to-

wards Russia, but soon surrendered to the military extremists, and drifted

gradually towards an Afghan policy which saw in expansion from the south

the only means of countering a Russian advance from the north. Lord

Salisbury, as Secretary for India, took a middle view, and, while regarding a

Russian invasion of India as a “chimaera”, did seriously reckon with the

possibility of Russia inciting the Afghans.

The Prime Minister, on his side, so far from showing any marked sus-

picion of Russia at this stage, was in full accord with the policy of friend-

ship between the two Courts which he found on taking office, and whose

outward expression was the marriage of the Queen’s second son, the Duke ^

of Edinburgh, to the only daughter of Alexander II on 7 March 1874. This

was followed in May by a state visit of the Tsar to Windsor, during which he

had cordial conversations with the new Prime Minister, and obtained the

Queen’s approval for a direct correspondence if difficulties should arise

between the two countries. Disraeli confided to Salisbury a certain scepti-
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cism as to “a real understanding”,® but definitely favoured close co-opera-

tion, and the renewed tension between Germany and France during the

next eighteen months increased the friendly outlook of London towards

Russia.

The War Scare of 1875

The disastrous eclipse which had befallen France in 1870-1 had been

followed by a recovery which filled both friend and foe with admiration and

surprise. Not merely had Thiers’s efforts to pay the indemnity and assure

evacuation been completely successful, but the French army was steadily

re-organised and material prosperity was again apparent. The French

Charge in Berlin after the war, in reporting his first conversation with

Bismarck, used the afterwards famous phrase, La France se releve trop

vite a ses yeux : he thought he was done with her for twenty years The dis-

appointment was rendered more acute by the conservative, and even

monarchist, trend of opposition in the French Chamber m the early

’seventies, and by the natural resentment voiced on the Right, and in cor-

responding circles in Belgium, at the fierce “ Cultural” conflict which had

broken out between Bismarck and the Roman Church. The French

Embassy in Berlin was in the hands of Gontaut-Biron, who leaned strongly

to the Right and was known to be playing upon the Empress’s personal

detestation of the Chancellor: and Bismarck’s antipathies were increased

when the Broglie Cabinet fell, and the more pessimistic and nervous Duke
Decazes became Foreign Minister. Already in February 1874 Morier, from

his point of vantage in Munich, detected the sharper note in the inspired

German Press and in his reports speculated as to ‘"this unexpected blast

upon the war trumpet”.® Decazes ’s worst fears seemed confirmed when
Moltke, in introducing the new army bill before the Reichstag, spoke of ‘‘ a

savage cry of revenge from beyond the Vosges ”, The Tsar refused to believe

in Germany’s warlike designs : but Queen Victoria wrote to the Emperor
William a letter in which, after stressing her friendship for him, her attach-

ment to Germany and the cause of unity, and her Protestant sympathies,

she also alluded to the persistent rumours as to Germany’s “disposition to

crush and annihilate a beaten foe”, and urged upon him a policy of “mag-
nanimity” and “generosity”. In reply William I, who was himself un-

doubtedly pacific, insisted upon the Ultramontane danger, but strenuously

denied all desire for another war. ’ Bismarck drew back, and inMay spoke to

Lord Odo Russell of the importance to Europe of “a strong France”.

These and other incidents had already aroused the suspicions of both

Disraeli and Derby towards Bismarck, and at the Guildhall Banquet in
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November 1874 Pnme Minister went somewhat out of his way to com-
pliment the new French Ambassador upon ‘‘the elasticity, nerve and re-

source” by which France had extricated herself from her troubles. Later

in the winter there were fresh incidents of a disquieting kmd, Bismarck

complaining of the Belgian attitude towards the Kulturkampf, and his press

spreading a story of large purchases of horses for the French army. But

Derby did not conceal from the French that non-intervention was to him
the beginning and the end of political wisdom, while Disraeli told the

German Ambassador that he had never believed in France as a sincere ally

of England, and that “the only people who could go hand in hand were

Germany and England”.®

Public opinion was already in a jumpy mood when early in April 1875

one of Bismarck’s organs, the Berlin Post, published an alarmist article on

the increase of French armaments, ending with the question, “ Is War in

Sight?” The stir caused in diplomatic circles was increased by a conver-

sation between Gontaut-Biron and Radowitz, one of Bismarck’s most

valued assistants at the German Foreign Office, who used abstract and

reflective, but none the less ominous, phrases about revanche and a preven-

tive war. We now know that Bismarck himself used similar language to the

Austrian Ambassador, and that both Odo Russell and his Military Attache

were disturbed by the views expressed by Moltke. Morier showed his alarm

to the full, and urged most strongly upon his friends the Crown Prince and

Princess the need for countering Bismarck’s warlike designs.

The scare reached its height on 6 May, with the publication in The Times

of a resounding article by that strange prince of journalist-adventurers,

“M. de Blowitz”—a Moravian Jew named Fritz Oppert, who had calmly

invented both surname and particle, and combined flair, fantasy and

assurance to an unrivalled degree. But if this provided the necessary

publicity in Europe, the really decisive action was taken by the Tsar, who
already on 15 April had assured the French Ambassador that he regarded*

French and Russian interests as identical, and that if the former should be

threatened, “you will know it very quickly—through me"' ® Early in May
he and his Chancellor, Prince Gorchakov, were in Berlin, on the way to an

annual cure at Ems, and they threw their whole influence with the Emperor

in favour of peace, while Russell received timely instructions to intervene

with Bismarck on similar lines. The Queen too appealed to the Tsar to use

his “great influence to maintain peace and dissipate the profound alarm

aroused throughout Europe by the language of Berlin”.^® There was thus

a concentric effort from all quarters to restrain Bismarck, and the vain

Gorchakov was credited with placing a public slight upon the German

Chancellor in his own capital by announcing that “now” (after his and the
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Tsar’s visit) ‘‘peace is assured”.* Bismarck, putting a bold face upon it,

expressed his gratitude for Derby’s good offices, while utterly failing to

understand why London should ever have credited him with warlike de-

signs : to the Crown Prince he made a scapegoat of Moltke as being “ desti-

tute of political ideas and incapable of holding his peace, and he even had

the effrontery to suggest that not only Blowitz, but The Times itself, had

been bribed by Decazes, who was engaged in large speculations on the

Bourse. To Russell Bismarck was “as civil, confidential and amiable as

ever”, but as the Ambassador warned Morier, “ Behind our backs he raves

like a maniac, and swears he will take his revenge
”

In the meantime the Emperor and Crown Prince sent to the Queen the

most explicit assurances of their pacific aims, while at the same time

regretting that The Times should have “so lamentably overstepped all

bounds”. But the net result of the Scare was to inspire London with ex-

treme suspicion and reserve towards Berlin, and this applied equally to the

Court, to Disraeli, Derby and Salisbury, to Gladstone and Granville, to

Morier and Russell, though the latter maintained good relations with

Bismarck and indeed was often the only member of the diplomatic corps in

Berlin who could penetrate the Chancellor’s reserve. The Queen wrote to

her daughter, “ No one wishes more than I do for England and Germany to

go together : but Bismarck is so overbearing, violent and unprincipled, that

no one can stand it, and all agreed that he was becoming like the First

Napoleon, whom Europe had to join in putting down Derby told her

private secretary. General Ponsonby, “it is really imposmg on our supposed

credulity, to tell us now that our ears have deceived us, and that nothing

was said or meant against France

Another no less definite, but more ephemeral, result was to bring Britain

and Russia closer together. On 6 May the Queen recorded in her journal

that Disraeli favoured “ an alliance with Russia, as we know the Emperor’s

pacific feeling” and she herself would have liked to see the addition of

Austria-Hungary, presumably in the hope of encircling her bugbear m
Berlin, A year later she expressed to Derby the view that “ the interests of

Russia and England are not antagonistic”.^® Eastern complications were

only too soon to arrest the process of Anglo-Russian understanding, but it

was not imtil the close of the long crisis that Bismarck redly lived down
London’s suspicion that he was bent on war.

* From Grosse Pohttk, i, No. 182, it would appear that the correct version took the quite

unexceptionable form, “ L’Empereur quitte Berlin parfaitement convaincu des dispositions

concihantes qui y r^gnent et qui assurent le mamtien de la paix”, and t^t Bismarck
communicated the veision quoted above to Blowitz, who then gave it publicity m Tne
Times,
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The Empress of India

As Disraeli’s biographer is careful to remind us, it was of no small im-

portance that at this juncture Britain should have had “ a Prime Minister of

Oriental extraction and imagination, whose outlook had been coloured at the

most impressionable period of his life by his travels in the Levant, and who
had played a large and decisive part in the affairs of India in the troubled

’fifties
” ^ ^ Needless to say it was from the Indian angle that hewas interested

in the Suez Canal, and no sooner in power, was alert to the possibility of

purchase and entirely untrammelled by the mistaken Palmerstoman tradi-

tion. He was anxious in every way to promote India’s internal consolida-

tion, and he at once gave his eager backing to the idea that the Prince of

Wales should visit the great dependency and establish personal relations

between the Crown, the Princes and the peoples. Encouraged by the very

marked success of this experiment, he proposed to the Queen that she should

assume the title of Empress of India Unfortunately he omitted to consult

the Opposition leaders, and when the bill came before Parliament, there was

much acrimonious and sometimes petty criticism, compounded m part of

fear lest the older title of “Queen of England” should be submerged, and

distrust towards a title which had of late suffered two resounding blows in

France and in Mexico, and for the rest conveyed an unduly despotic

flavour. The Liberals took a distinctly narrow view, and Disraeli accused

Gladstone of “ vituperative casuistry ” but both in society and in the press

there was a widespread disapproval of the measure, and the Radical wing

insisted upon opposing it at every stage, though in the end Disraeli’s big

battalions forced it through. The Queen took a very personal view of the

dispute, writing to the Viceroy that the Opposition attitude was “ factious
”

and “unpatriotic”:^® and there can be little doubt that the very different

attitudes adopted in the question by the two great rivals, Disraeli and Glad-

stone, contributed to that estrangement from the latter, that growing

infatuation for the former, which was to become so marked a feature of

British politics during the next five eventful years.

It was not till I January 1877 that the Empress of India was solemnly

proclaimed at a great Durbar in Delhi. But by that time the Eastern Ques-

tion had assumed menacing proportions, a heavy cloud hung over Anglo-

Russian relations, and it was felt in some quarters that the new title, and the

pageantry which accompanied it, would impress the Oriental mind and

counteract any temptation to look towards that other Imperial Power which

seemed to be steadily advancing southwards from the steppes of Asia,



DISRAELI AND THE EASTERN QUESTION [ch.

The Bosnian Rising

The widespread alarm occasioned by the famous War Scare had scarcely

died down when the perenmal Eastern Question was re-opened by a

dangerous insurrection in Hercegovina, which soon spread to Bosnia and

had its repercussions in all the neighbouring lands. Since 1856 Turkey had

enjoyed a period of unusual calm, and indeed much more than those “ten

years of peace under the joint protection of the Powers” which Palmerston

in 1839 declared necessary for her re-organisation. Unhappily the

Charter of 1856, like its predecessor of 1839, had remained to a very large

extent on paper, and though it would not be true to say that there had been

no reform (for the army had been modernised, and the central machinery of

government reconstituted), the cancer of corruption and inefficiency had

only eaten deeper into the body politic. Abdul Axiz was avicious and grossly

incompetent tyrant; the statesmen of real calibre whom Turkey had pos-

sessed in the ’fifties, such men as Reshid, Fuad and Ali—had been replaced

by mediocrities; Turkish finances had gone from bad to worse, and after

a series of nine foreign loans between 1854 and 1875, bankruptcy was

imminent.

For four centuries Bosnia-Hercegovina had formed a little world of its

own, isolated from the main Balkan trade routes, ruled by a small group of

moslemised feudal begs, deeply divided in religion between Moslem,

Orthodox and Catholic, and in the nineteenth century racked by periodical

revolts. During the ’sixties unrest had become chronic, owing to a com-

bination of misrule and grinding taxation: and the despairing peasantry

looked increasingly for help to their kinsmen in Serbia, which under Prince

Michael was preparing itself for the leadership of the Southern Slavs
;
in

Montenegro, which in 1858 and again in 1862 had held at bay large Turkish

armies, and m Croatia and Dalmatia, where the movement for Jugoslav

unity under the Habsburgs was steadily gaining ground. The declared aim

of the insurgents was union with Serbia and Montenegro: and it was

therefore only natural that these two vassal states of Turkey should be

roused to intense sympathy and excitement. Benjamin Kallay, Austria-

Hungary’s able diplomatic agent in Belgrade, had for some years past been

reporting to Vienna that the Serbs “see in Bosnia the natural complement

of their territory”, and “count one day upon possessing it ”.2° A further

factor of great importance was the latent rivalry between the two rival

native dynasties—^the Obrenovid under Prince Milan of Serbia, thePetrovi6-

Njegos under Prince Nicholas of Montenegro—^for leadership inthe national

movement: and ere long this was intensified when the heir to the third
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exiled dynasty, Peter Karagjorgjevi6, himself joined one of the insurgent

bands in the mountains of Bosnia. Henceforth it became increasingly

difficult for the unpopular Milan to hold back his people, without risking his

own throne and perhaps his life.

At first the Powers showed but little interest in the rising. The &rst to

react was Austria-Hungary, partly because of the numerous refugees who
fled from Bosnia into her territory, partly because of the consequent

agitation among the Croats : and there was a section of military opinion m
Vienna which looked upon the occupation of Bosnia as a logical strategic

consequence of Austria’s possession of the Dalmatian coast, and as the surest

means of securing the direction of the Jugoslav movement. In Russia

public opinion, as on earlier occasions, was stirred by the sufferings of the

Orthodox Slavs of Turkey, and the reactionary Slav societies of Moscow
began to agitate in their favour. But there was a very definite line of division

between Moscow, with its Orthodox mysticism and its contempt for ‘‘the

rotten West”, and official St Petersburg, which frowned upon the Serbs as

revolutionaries, and had no desire to be dragged into war at a time when
Russian finances were disordered and when the army was still being recast.

The Russian Foreign Office of course belonged to the latter school, but in

the diplomatic service there were individuals who far outstripped instruc-

tions, and among them were the consuls at Belgrade and Ragusa. Above

all, General Ignatyev, since 1864 Russian Ambassador at the Porte, a man
of great energy, resource and assurance, was credited with a “forward”

policy and came to occupy an altogether special position as the natural

champion of the oppressed Christians of Turkey. The diplomatic g^e at

Constantinople centred more and more round the rivalry between Ignatyev

and his British colleague Sir Henry Elliot, who headed the Turcophil

school. Meanwhile the British Government remained indifferent to the

point of cynicism, and in August Disraeli wrote to Lady Chesterfield of

“this dreadful Herzegovinian affair”, which “might have been settled in a

week,. . .had there been common energy, or perhaps pocket-money even,

among the Turks ”. Even in October Derby still spoke to the Russian Am-
bassador, Count Shuvalov, of the agitation in Serbia and Montenegro

—

“petit peuple a demi barbare”—as a mere manoeuvre. He and his chief

strongly opposed autonomy for Bosnia—^apparently from the fear lest the

insurgents’ demand for land reform might create a precedent m Ireland.®^

In August 1876 the consuls of the Powers were instructed to negotiate

with the insurgent chiefs, but this resulted in a complete fiasco, firstly be-

cause the Turkish authorities in Bosnia, taking advantage of the occasion,

made a treacherous attempt to waylay and massacre the chiefs, but above all

because the Bosnians put forward demands which there was no chance of the

33s-w



514 DISRAELI AND THE EASTERN QUESTION [ch.

Porte conceding, and so far from reducing them in order to promote a

settlement, saw their interest in keeping Europe in a ferment, and eagerly

desired complications between the Powers. There is a curious analogy with

1914, when once more the real initiative lay, not with the statesmen of

Europe, but with an obscure group of Bosnian nationalists, operating this

time by terrorism rather than by insurrection.

The Suez Canal Coup

For the remainder of the year there was a pause, in which the rebels held

their own, while the attention of the Powers was diverted by the sudden and

unexpected default of Turkey, who announced the reduction by half of the

interest on all foreign loans contracted since the Crimean War, but had the

effrontery to make an arbitrary exception in favour of the Sultan’s large

personal holding. The City was naturally furious, and there was a noticeable

cooling off of Turcophil feeling. Itwas at this moment that Disraeli learned,

from several quite different quarters, that the Khedive of Egypt, Ismail

Pasha, an even more dissolute and extravagant ruler than his suzerain Abdul

Aziz, was in no less dire financial straits, and was therefore in negotiation

with a French syndicate for the sale of his personal holding of 177,000 shares

in the Suez Canal, He had about a fortnight in which to meet the coupons

on the Egyptian public debt, or to follow the Sultan into bankruptcy. Mort-

gage or sale were his only alternatives, and the conditions laid down for the

former by the French seemed exorbitant. Already in the spring of 1874 he

hadmade discreet overtures to deLesseps, the builder of the Canal, through

the medium of his Rothschild friends in London and Paris, and it was there-

fore known to the French that the British Government was interested.

While Derby took a distinctly narrow and unsympathetic line towards the

British bondholders in Turkey, Disraeli instantly realised the possibilities

of the Egyptian situation, and won over the Cabinet and Queen for his

ideas, arguing that ‘‘it is vital for Your Majesty’s authority and power at

this critical moment, that the Canal should belong to England ”. Not a day

was to be lost, since it was “doubtful whether a financial catastrophe can

be avoided” in Egypt. “Scarcely breathing-time”, he added, “but the

thing must be done.”^^ ^ to purchase was accordingly telegraphed

to the British agent in Cairo : but the Khedive wavered between London and
Paris, and for a time reverted to the idea of a mortgage. Fortunately, how-

ever, the syndicate again held out for exorbitant terms, and did not receive

any active backing from Duke Decazes, to whom the British Government
made it clear that they would disapprove of the Khedive’s interest falling

into the hands of a new French company, similar to that which de Lesseps
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had originally founded. Derby quite reasonably pointed out that the Canal

was our highway to India, and that no other country was so much interested

in its management as Britain. As a result, the negotiations between the

Khedive and Paris broke down, and on 25 November the contract was

signed in Cairo at a price of £4,000,000 and the shares handed over to the

British Consulate.

No sooner was the bargain concluded than the Prime Minister was con-

fronted by a Chancellor of the Exchequer who denied all possibility of

obtaining Parliament’s consent within the necessary period, or of raising

the money without that consent. In this quandary he turned to his friends

the Rothschilds, who advanced the £4,000,000 almost at a moment’s notice.

“After a fortnight of the most unceasing labour and anxiety”, Disraeli’s

coup was completely successful, and “ the Fairy” was “ in ecstasies ” and “m
the tenth heaven” at what Leopold II, who understood “big business” as

few kings ever have, described as “ the greatest event of modern politics ”.®®

Disraeli wrote to Lady Bradford, “we have had all the gamblers, capitalists,

financiers of the world, organised and platooned in bands of plunderers,

arrayed against us, and secret emissariesinevery comer, and have baffledthem

all, and have never been suspected. The day before yesterday de Lesseps,

whose company has the remaining shares, backed by the French Govern-

ment, whose agent he was, made a great offer. Had it succeeded, the whole

of the Suez Canal would have belonged to France, and they might have shut

it up.”^^ This was doubtless a somewhat highly coloured version, and critics

were not lacking in Parliament who argued that the Rothschilds, so far from

running any great risk, had made a very good bargain—^the equivalent of

15 per cent on their money. But the grudging attitude of the Opposition

only served to bring into higher relief the initiative and vision of Disraeli:

and posterity is unanimous in endorsing his claim to have achieved a feat

of high policy. His suggestion that, if Gladstone had been in power, tl^e

shares would have gone to France; was almost certainly justified.

The effect throughout Europe was profound; it was assumed, and with

justice, that Britain was abandoning her passivity and embarking upon “a

very spirited foreign policy ”. No one was more pleased, from their different

angles, than the German Crown Princess and the German Chancellor, who

regarded the coup as a first step towards British intervention in Egypt. For

this Disraeli was definitely not prepared, and he resisted more than one such

proposal, because in his last term of office, as throughout his career, he at-

tached a capital value to good relations between France and Britain, and

rightly suspected Bismarck of wishing to drive awedge between them. None

the less the mission of Stephen Cave to investigate Egyptian finances,

though undertaken at the Ediedive’s request, created in many quarters the

33-3
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impression that Britain had definite designs in Egypt and was preparing

at last to act upon the advice which Tsar Nicholas had given to Sir Hamilton

Seymour, and treat Egypt as her share in the Turkish spoils.

The AndrAssy Note and the Berlin Memorandum

By the end of December Count Andrassy, now at the very height of his

prestige as Austro-Hungarian Foreign Minister, but gravely underestimated

by Disraeli,^® feeling that a situation so near his southern borders could not

safely be allowed to drift, and also that a passive attitude on his part would

redound to the advantage of Russia, took the initiative, with Bismarck^s full

approval, in pressing for collective action at the Porte. The Andrassy Note

of 30 December 1876 outlined a minimum of reforms which might be ex-

pected to pacify the two disturbed provinces—equality of religions,

abolition of tax-farming, restriction of taxes to the use of the province in

which theywere raised, land reform and anEuropean commission of revision.

The Continental Powers at once endorsed these proposals, but Britain held

back for some weeks, until the Porte itself, under pressure from Vienna,

requested London to adhere. Even then Disraeli remained hostile and

described Austria’s action as an act of imbecility or treachery” some of

the details, ‘‘so far as they are intelligible, would appear to be erroneous in

principle and pernicious in practice”. Here again, in denouncing the right

of the peasantry to the soil, he was evidently thinking of Ireland and afraid

of committing himself to “principles which may soon be matter of contro-

versy in our own country”. The lukewarm attitude of the British Govern-

ment towards the Andrassy Note encouraged the Porte in its obstructive

attitude and contributed very largely towards its failure, while the insur-

gents in their mountains had good reason to hope for fresh international

complications. For the first four months of 1876, then, the deadlock was

complete: but while the Turks were quite unable to suppress the rising,

popular excitement steadily grew in Serbia and throughout the Southern

Slav lands.

In the hope of finding an escape from this deadlock, Tsar Alexander, who
was due for his annual cure at Ems, suggested that the Foreign Mmisters

of the three Eastern Powers—Bismarck, Andrdssy and Gorchakov—should

meet him in Berlin and concert a joint policy. Before, however, the meeting

could take place, events were hastened by a sinister incident at Salonica, the

French and German consuls being murdered by a disorderly Moslem mob.

This was followed by riots in the capital and the overthrow of the Grand
Vizier. On 12 May, then, the two Emperors and the three statesmen met
according to programme, and feeling that they could no longer fall in with
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Britain’s policy of masterly inactivity, drew up the famous Berlin Memoran-
dum, which proposed an armistice of two months, both sides retaining their

arms pending negotiations, but added the warning that if no agreement

could be reached during that period, it would be necessary for the Powers to

take '‘efficacious measures in the interests of peace”.

The proposal was at once accepted by France and Italy, but met with a

hostile reception in London Disraeli told the Russian Ambassador very

flatly at a levee, that Britain was being treated “ as ifwe were Montenegro or

Bosnia”, and Derby, m a later conversation with Shuvalov, submitted the

memorandum to more urbane but detailed criticism, without indicating any

constructive alternative. They both disregarded the advice of their Am-
bassador in Berlin, Lord Odo Russell, and also the wise warmng of the

Queen that Britain’s refusal would encourage the Turks and “thus precipi-

tate, rather than prevent, the catastrophe”.^"^ It is important to note that

Lord Granville, as leader of the Opposition, endorsed the Government’s

attitude, and that no note of criticism was heard from that side till the

Commons debate of 31 July.

Britain’s abstention killed the project at its birth, and the Emperor

William I was fully justified in expressmg to Queen Victoria his regret at the

absence of any “counter-proposal ”.2® Disraeli indeed was worse than

merely negative, for on 24 May he ordered the British Fleet to Besika Bay

—

a step which the Porte greeted “as a harbinger of a British Alliance such as

twenty years ago led to the Crimean War ”.2® When the Queen objected, the

unrepentant Premier rejoined that the fleet had “not been ordered to the

Mediterranean to protect Christians or Turks (the excuse before public

opinion), but to uphold Your Majesty’s Empire. Had Your Majesty sanc-

tioned the Berlin Memorandum, Constantinople would at this moment have

been garrisoned by Russia, and the Turkish fleet placed under Russian

protection.”

Within a week the situation was further complicated by a revolution in

Turkey. Abdul Aziz was overthrown and found dead under mysterious and

still unexplained circumstances (30 May), and his brother Murad V was

soon found to be weakminded and incapable of governing. Government

passed into the hands of the Liberal statesman Midhat Pasha, but before he

could consolidate the situation his two colleagues, the Ministers of War and

Foreign Affairs, were murdered at the Council table by an officer of the

Imperial Guard. Turkey seemed on the very point of dissolution.

This news, Qoupled with the apparent failure of Europe to impose a

settlement, the growing restiveness of home opinion, the ferment among the

Slavophils of Russia and the first reports of atrocities in neighbouring

Bulgaria, combined to precipitate events in Serbia and Montenegro, who
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declared war upon Turkey on the last day of June, in defiance of all the

exhortations of Russia and Austria. Their action proved to be a gambler’s

throw, prompted by anger and impatience at the prolonged tragedy among
their Bosnian kmsmen. Disraeli, m his anger at what he called Serbia’s

‘‘infamous invasion”, went so far as to argue that one of the “legitimate

consequences” of Turkish victory would be “the restoration of Belgrade”

to the Turks—in other words, the destruction of Serbian autonomy! Mean-
while he soothed the Queen’s nervousness by assuring her that his “policy

of determination” was already “restoring Your Majesty’s influence in the

general councils, which for some years had not been so marked as could be

desired.. . .Mr Disraeli looks upon the Tripartite imderstandmg between

the three Imperial Powers as virtually extinct.” “It was an unnatural

alliance”, he told Lord John Manners, “and never would have occurred,

had England maintained of late years her just position in public affairs.”®^

Apart, however, from this entirely mistaken assumption, there was nothing

very definite in Disraeli’s policy : and he presumably is not as yet to be re-

garded as Russophobe, for on 9 June he suddenly made a private overture

to Shuvalov, denying any suspicion of Russia or of her policy either in Asia

or in Turkey, treating Turkey’s disappearance from the map of Europe as

“sooner or later inevitable”, cynically assuming that “blood letting” was

necessary in the Balkans, since “the insurgents are not fighting for reforms,

and nothing will satisfy them, since they aim at independence ”,^2 but

urging direct conversations between London and St Petersburg, without

any intermediaries. Shuvalov was suspicious, but puzzled, and sought to

explain British policy as “hesitating, tortuous, but not warlike. England

feels isolated and dares not admit her solidarity with Turkey.. . .The

British Government wishes an agreement with someone, and cannot find

anyone.” Nothing came of the overture, which is only interesting as a

proof of Disraeli’s opportunist tendency to wait upon events.

Meanwhile the three Imperial Powers decided to make their own plans.

On 8 July, on their way home from Ems, Alexander II and Gorchakov met

Francis Joseph and Andrassy at Reichstadt, in Bohemia, and concluded a

secret convention based upon the two alternatives of a Serbian defeat, in

which case the Powers were to force the Porte to accept the status guo^ or a

Turkish defeat, in which case both Serbia and Montenegro were to extend

their territory, most of Bosnia-Hercegovinawas to fall to Austria, and Russia

was to re-annex southern Bessarabia and round oflF her Asiatic frontier, while

Bulgaria, Roumelia and Albania might become autonomous, Constantinople

a free city, and Thessaly and Crete part of the Greek Kingdom. It was only

after some months that Andrdssy revealed these details even to his German
ally : in London he intimated that “there were no written agreements what-
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soever ”, and only
‘
* averbal exchange ofopinion ” : and he did not even initiate

his own Ambassador, Count Beust—a fact which served to mislead the

British Government still further at a later stage of the crisis.

Bulgarian Atrocities

For a brief moment in June it seemed as though Britain’s abstention had

been justified by events, and as though the most essential thing was to

secure a respite for the Turkish reformers after their first accession to

power. But the situation was once again radically transformed by the news
of horrible massacres in Bulgaria, perpetrated early in May by Turkish

Bashi-bazouks, but also in certain cases by Turkish regulars, with the direct

connivance of the authorities. The news slowly trickled through to London
in mid-June, and first acquired concrete form in the Spectator and in the

Daily News, whose correspondent in Turkey, Edwin Pears, and the Irish-

American journalist MacGahan, owed most of their information to the

American missionaries of Robert College, on the Bosphorus. Disraeli, when
questioned in the House of Commons, denied the accuracy of the stories

and assumed an impatient and flippant tone towards what he described as

“coffee-house babbie”. He appears to have been kept inadequately in-

formed by the Foreign Office and thus committed himself to an attitude

from which it was difficult to recede: and he privately admitted to Derby

that the debate had been “very damaging for the Government”, and that if

he had seen a certain despatch of Consul Reade, he “ would never have made

those answers In the end Walter Baring was sent from the Constantinople

Embassy to investigate on the spot, and his conclusions, as embodied in an

official report, did not materially differ from those of the American Consul-,

General Eugene Schuyler, or of the more ardent MacGahan who accom-

panied him. That at least 12,000 unarmed Bulgarians of both sexes were

“slaughtered like sheep” under circumstances of peculiar horror, such as

the burning of the crowded church of Batak, and that the Turkish officers

and soldiers responsible for this were not punished, but promoted and even

decorated, was proved beyond all possible doubt.

British opinion was thoroughly roused by the revelations, and during

August meetings of protest were held throughout the country, but especially

in the North of England, where W. T. Stead and his paper the Northern

Echo of Darlington was the main focus of agitation. It was not till early

September that Gladstone—then hving in retirement at Hawarden and

indeed confined to his bed by acute lumbago—^first intervened in the great

controversy : but his pamphlet Bulgarian Horrors, of which over 200,000

copies were sold, served as a clarion call against the Turks. There is a certain
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irony in the fact that It was dedicated to Lord Stratford de Redcliffe, now
in his extreme old age a cordial supporter of Gladstone, and that the one

winged phrase which it contains—^“bag and baggage’’—^had first been

coined as long ago as 1821 in a letter of that same Stratford to his cousin

George Canning.

The lists were soon to be set in the Eastern Question between the two

protagonists. At Blackheath Gladstone came forward “ as one of the authors

of the Crimean War”, bound in honour to secure the fulfilment of the

obligations contracted at the peace of 1856 in favour of Turkey’s subject

races. Disraeli, on his side, in a farewell speech to his constituents at

Aylesbury (he now went to the House of Lords as Earl of Beaconsfield), laid

all the blame upon Serbia and identified her with “the secret societies of

Europe. . .societies which have regular agents everywhere, which counte-

nance assassination and which, if necessary, could produce a massacre ”. He
thus revealed his inability to distinguish between such different forces as

Russian Nihilism, Russian Slavophils, Serb nationalists and Bulgarian or

Bosnian insurgents.

Russia Imposes an Armistice

From the very first the fortunes of war had gone against Serbia, whose

army was ilHed and badly equipped: the Russian volunteers who flocked

to her assistance under General Cherniayev did not help matters, and their

ill-judged offer of a royal crown to Prince Milan had to be declined by him
under pressure from Austria and the Tsar, who already looked askance upon
the Serbs as revolutionaries, wrongly assumed them to be bad soldiers also,

and made slighting references to them in a public speech at Moscow. The
victorious Turks pressed on into the heart of Serbia, and after the battle of

Aleksinac (1876) were only deterred from occupying Belgrade by a Russian

ultimatum insisting upon their acceptance of an armistice before the end of

the month. In private Beaconsfield spoke of the Russian proposals as “ a real

Bulgarian atrocity”, and put forward the untenable view that “ Constanti-

nople is the key of India, and not Egypt and the Suez Canal But by now
British opinion was hopelessly divided, the Queen nervous, Liberal agitation

reviving, Derby pacific, and two such important members of the Cabinet as

Salisbury and Carnarvon convinced that Turkey’s “ friendship is a reproach

to us ”, and wishing that “ the Turks were out of Europe That the Tsar on
his side was by no means bellicose, as British Turcophils assumed, is shown
by the proposals which he transmitted to Francis Joseph, and at the same
time communicated to London, as a proof of his goodwill. Assuming that;

only joint intervention could avert a crisis, he favoured a simultaneous
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occupation of Bosnia by Austria-Hungary and of Bulgaria by Russia, while

the fleets of all the Powers entered the Straits and brought the Porte to

reason. Unfortunately this scheme, which should have reassured, and

indeed was intended to reassure London, was rejected by Vienna and fell

to the ground.

On 2 November a happy compromise was reached in Derby’s proposal

for a European Conference: and Salisbury’s selection as the principal

British delegate won the almost unanimous approval of the country, as at

once a conservative and a churchman capable of sympathising with the

Christians of the Near East. It is significant that Salisbury, in sending his

consent to the Prime Minister, wrote: ‘‘But it is essential that your policy

should be settled first”, and that on the very same day Disraeli was urging

on Derby “ the importance, if we wish to secure a long peace, of coming to

some understanding with some European Power —if not Germany, then

Austria and perhaps France.^® It is a fair inference from these two remarks

that the Prime Minister was at this stage entirely opportunist, without any

definite line of policy. In his Guildhall speech of 9 November he criticised

both the Andrassy Note and the Berlin Memorandum, and reaffirmed

existing treaties, by which he meant the Treaty of Paris and the triple

treaty of guarantee of April 1856, which both France and Austria had almost

from the first day treated as inoperative, but to which British statesmen

continued to appeal throughout the long crisis In his peroration he

stressed peace as “especially an English policy”, but warned Europe that

despite this there was “ no country so well prepared for war as our own. If

she enters into conflict in a righteous cause. . .her resources are, I feel, in-

exhaustible. She is not a country that, when she enters into a campaign,

has to ask herself whether she can support a second or third campaign.”

Only a day later, but before the words of this speech could reach Moscow,

the Tsar publicly announced his cajmest desire for the success of the Con-

ference, but also his determination to act independently, if the necessary

guarantees could not be obtained from the Porte.

Salisbury at Constantinople

The prospects of success were vitiated by two blunders. Constantinople

was chosen as the place of meeting, and the encouragement which this gave

to the Turks was increased by the strongly Turcophil attitude of the British

Ambassador: indeed Salisbury and Elliot neutralised each other, and various

causes—^the presence of the British fleet at Besika and of British engineer

officers to inspect the defences of the Turkish capital, and the activities of

Butler-Johnston, who was regarded as a private emissary of Disraeli—^led
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the new Sultan and his pseudo-Liberal advisers to conclude that it was
Elliot, and not Salisbury, who represented the true policy of the London
Cabinet. Thus Salisbury’s mission was foredoomed to failure, even though
he had important meetings with Bismarck and Andrassy on his way east-

wards, though he speedily reached a working arrangement with General
Ignatyev, and though he found that not one of his fellow-ambassadors

agreed with Elliot’s views. On the very day on which the Conference

opened, Midhat proclaimed a most elaborate paper constitution for the

whole Empire, intended not so much to be the herald of real reform, as a

broad hint to the Powers that their proposed assistance was unnecessary.

Elliot had complete confidence m Midhat, but Salisbury judged more
accurately in regarding him as even falser than the plausible Ignatyev, who,
we now know, had explicit instructions from the Tsar and Gorchakov to

work for peace “without any arrive pensee whatever”.* The Conference

ended, after nine formal sessions, in complete failure (20 January 1877),

the Porte having resolutely declined to give the required guarantees, and
having obtained endorsement of this refusal by a subservient Coimcil of

Notables nominated for the purpose by the Sultan. Salisbury had gone the

length of urging the Cabinet to recall Elliot and thus publicly disavow his

Turcophil attitude: but Beaconsfield and Derby refused, fearing that such

a step would be put down to Russian influence, and that the Government
would *

‘ be turned out the first day ofthe session by our ownmen ”
. Beacons-

field at this moment regarded Salisbury as “ much duped by Ignatyev ”, and
complained to Derby :

“ He seems most prejudiced, and not to be aware that

his principal object in being sent to Constantinople is to keep the Russians

out of Turkey, not to create an ideal existence for the Turkish Christians.”

Salisbury returned home convmced that Turkey was doomed and that

Russo-Bntish co-operation was at once a practicable, and the safest, solu-

tion. He urged the Cabinet to abandon the old Palmerstonian policy and to

substitute “a bold initiative in partition”:®^ but he failed to carry his

colleagues with him and appears to have regarded its abandonment as a

lesser evil than the risk of splitting the Conservative party at so critical a

juncture. It must not, however, be concluded that Beaconsfield had even

now a clear-cut policy: indeed he assured Salisbury that he felt “stronger

than ever, that all that is occurring portends, and that not remotely, parti-

* He continues. "‘We have nothing to conceal His Majesty prefers above all a pacific

solution and would rejoice exceedingly if military demonstration is not imposed upon us by
our digmty”

—

RB,D, iv, No 127. 17 November, Gorchakov to Ignatyev, cit. D,G,
pp. 124, 126. ‘‘The military campaign . .would be nsky both politically and matenally,
and would above all bear heavily on our financial position”—tbtd No. 125. In a later

despatch Gorchakov speaks of “the main aim of maintaining agreement between the
Christian Powers”—ibid. No. 143, ii December.
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tion ”, and to Derby also he used the fateful word “partition “ English

policy”, Salisbury told his friend Lytton the Indian Viceroy, “is to float

lazily downstream, occasionally putting out a diplomatic boathook to avoid

collisions”: “the system of never making a plan beyond the next move is

bearing its natural fruits

The Secret Austro-Russian Agreement

With the failure of the Conference a deadlock had been reached in the

European situation, and war became wellmgh inevitable This had long

since been reluctantly recognised by the Tsar and his immediate advisers,

who also saw clearly that the key to action on Russia’s part lay in a previous

agreement with Austria-Hungary. Experience during the Crimean War
had shown that the latter Power could threaten Russian land communica-

tions and render it dangerous for her to engage in operations in Roumania

or on the Danube : and these considerations were now more vital than ever,

since the Crimean War had destroyed Russian naval power in the Black

Sea and exposed its waters to attack by a British fleet allied with Turkey.

Serbia’s defeat had rendered the Convention of Reichstadt virtually in-

operative; Vienna had in September rejected the Tsar’s overtures for

parallel occupation of Bosnia and Bulgaria: and the further negotiations

opened through Novikov, the Russian Ambassador in Vienna, had revealed

certain divergences of interpretation between the two Courts. At last, on

15 January 1877, a secret Austro-Russian Convention was concluded at

Budapest, expressly framed to avert a “collision of interests” in the event

of a Russo-Turkish rupture. By it Austria-Hungary, in return for benevo-

lent neutrality and for a promise to oppose all collective mediation and not

to act upon Article VIII of the Treaty of Paris or the triple guarantee treaty

of April 1856, obtained the right to occupy Bosnia-Hercegovina at the

moment convenient to her. An additional convention of 18 March re-

affirmed the arrangement of Reichstadt as the basis of future Austro-

Russian joint policy.

The Ignatyev Mission and the March Protocol

With the conclusion of this double instrument Russia was ready for all

eventualities, though in any case anxious to defer hostilities till the Balkan

snows had melted. Late in February, while she was still playing for time,

Beaconsfield again revealed his essential opportunism in the Eastern Ques-

tion by a second private overture to Shuvalov. Once more he spoke of

Turkey’s days as numbered, claimed that in sending Salisbury to the Con-
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ference he had selected him ‘‘ as the man most favourable to the entente with

Russia ’V® and spoke of his desire to build not merely a golden bridge, but

“a bridge of diamonds and rubies”, between Britain and Russia. It seems

to have been this incident which encouraged the Tsar and Gorchakov to

send Ignatyev on a mission to London. The choice was not a wise one, as

the General had long been the chief bugbear of the London Russophobe

press, and Salisbury, in no little alarm, urged postponement, though he

eventually entertained Ignatyev at Hatfield In the end a Protocol was signed

in London, on 31 March, by Derby and the five Ambassadors, which after

reaffirming their “common interest in the amelioration of the lot of the

Christians of Turkey ”, advised the Porte to put its armies on a peace footing

and introduce prompt reforms, failing which they would discuss common
action in the interest of the Christians. Shuvalov, to prove Russia’s concilia-

tory attitude, suggested that a Turkish envoy should be sent to St Peters-

burg, to discuss parallel demobilisation. That Derby, not Beaconsfield,

framed the policy of the Protocol, is seen from the Prime Minister’s letter to

Salisbury next day :
“ So the Protocol is signed, and everybody writes to me

about our triumph and the humiliation of Russia. I can’t yet quite make
head or tail of it.”^^

The Russo-Turkish War and “British Interests”

The Turks proved their intransigeance by rejecting the Protocol (7 April),

and this led inevitably to a Russian declaration of war (24 April). Shuvalov

warned his Government that England would not be slow to join in if she^

could find an ally, and that it would be wise for them to notify London,

without a moment’s delay, the substance of what they intended to impose

upon Turkey, as only this could keep Britain neutral, and prevent some coup

de tete of Beaconsfield, perhaps even the seizure of the Dardanelles.^^ In

actual fact Beaconsfield, on 21 April, proposed to the Cabinet the occupa-

tion of the Dardanelles, “as material guarantee against Russia seizing

Constantinople”; but though backed by the Queen, who even talked of

abdicating rather than “kiss Russia’s feet”, he could not carry his design in

face of the opposition of “the three Lords”, as they came to be called

—

Derby, Salisbury and Carnarvon. Derby on his side drew up the Note of

6 May to Russia, which summed up very succinctly Britain’s interests in the

Near East. There must be no interference with the Suez Canal and the

trade route to India : Constantinople must not be allowed to pass into other

hands, and “the existing arrangements” as to the Straits should be upheld:

and changes on the Persian Gulf were also deprecated. This. Note cleared

the situation and gave a respite to Shuvalov, which he wisely used in order



XIII] LORD DERBY DEFINES “BRITISH INTERESTS’’ 525

to visit St Petersburg and explain to the Tsar the true inwardness of the

British situation. He returned to London with the assurance that Russia

had “neither the interest, the desire, nor the means” to touch Egypt and

Suez, and had no idea of “ troubling England in her Indian possessions nor in

her communications”, unless forced to do so as a measure of war. The
Tsar reiterated his pledge against the annexation of Constantinople, but

persisted in the very reasonable view that a pledge against even temporary

occupation would simply encourage the Turks to resist longer. He also

indicated the main terms on which he would conclude peace if the Porte

consented to treat before Russian troops had crossed the Balkans—a vassal

Bulgarian state, administrative guarantees for the Bulgarians south of the

Balkans and for the other European provinces, Bosnian autonomy, territorial

concessions for Serbia and Montenegro, and for Russia herself Bessarabia

and Batum, Roumania receiving compensation in the Dobrogea. The full

text of Gorchalcov’s confidential instructions to Shuvalov is a proof of

Russian sincerity such as could not have failed to convince contemporaries,

if it had been available to them.^^ Shuvalov was able to convince the cautious

Derby of the sincerity of his pacific aims, and for the next nine months an

intimate working alliance between the Ambassador and the Foreign Secre-

tary, in which Lady Derby also plays an active part, is one of the decisive

factors in saving the situation. The Note of 6 May, as a minimum definition

ofmuch-quoted “ British interests ”, rallied moderate opinion and came to be

described as “the charter of England’s policy”: it shows that Derby,

negative and sluggish though he may have been, was at times capable of

active and constructive statesmanship.

Gladstone and the Opposition

Meanwhile the Opposition campaign against Disraeli had reached its height.

Rarely did any cause unite so many men of real distinction in every rank of

life as that of Bulgarian freedom: and the “National Convention”, which

met at St James’s Hall in December 1876 to hear one of Gladstone’s most

formidable philippics,* had a strongly deterrent effect upon the Govern-

ment, though the Queen regretted that the Attorney-General could not “ be

set at these men ”
! It was the Eastern Question more than anything else,

and his innate distrust of Disraeli’s attitude towards it, that brought Glad-

stone l^ack into active politics, with the almost inevitable result that he

overshadowed his two successors in the party leadership, Lords Granville

Its two chairmen were the Duke of Westminster and Lord Shaftesbury, and it had the

support of Bryce, Freeman, Trollope, Trevelyan, Carlyle, William Morns, J R, Green,

Lecky, Ruskm, Burne-Jones, Darwin, Herbert Spencer, Brownmg and many others
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and Hartington—^the more so as the latter at least regarded the whole ques-

tion as an embarrassment. If the Cabinet was divided on the issue, so was
the Opposition, Harcourt sharing Gladstone’s views but condemning his

tactics, Dilke torn between detestation of Turkey and acute distrust of

Russia, Chamberlain looking upon Gladstone as “the best card” of the

Radical wing, while Bright opposed the return of the old chief. A series

of discussions in Parliament culminated in the debate of 7--12 May,
which centred round five resolutions drafted by Gladstone, in favour of

“local liberty and self-government” and against any material or moral

support to Turkey, on lines similar to those followed by George Canning in

an earlier stage of the Eastern Question. Gladstone’s strategy was confused

and faulty, and the resolutions were lost by 223 to 354, despite a speech

which Arthur Balfour a generation later was to describe as “unequalled as

a feat of parliamentary courage, skill, endurance and eloquence”, and which

culminated in the cry that if Russia succeeded in her efforts of liberation,

“as an Englishman I shall hide my head, but as a man I shall rejoice”.

The British Overture to Austria-Hungary

This check to the Turcophobe agitation served as an encouragement to

Beaconsfield and the extreme Tories : and there can be little doubt that if

the Russian advance south of the Danube had not been held up throughout

the summer by the stubborn genius of Osman Pasha, Britain would have

entered the war on the Turkish side. The Queen in particular fulminated

against Russia, repeatedly threatened abdication,^^ complained to the Prime

Minister of Derby’s inertia, and snubbed the latter severely when he pointed

out that feeling was much divided and that war would be thoroughly un-

popular.^® “ Such a Foreign Minister ”, she told his chief, “ the Queen never

remembers ”, and she suggested that he should be replaced by Lord Lyons.

It was against Derby’s better judgment, but with the Queen’s strong

approval, that Beaconsfield decided upon overtures for an alliance with

Austria-Hungary and gave Count Andrassy the highly questionable as-

surance that he controlled the British Cabinet and could win it for a joint

policy of action. But Andrassy was not only suspicious of England and very

well aware that Austria-Hungary and not Britain would have to bear the

brunt of the war: he was also bound to Russia by the secret Convention and

bent on concealing its existence from Beust, but thereby misleading London
all the more effectually. He distrusted his Russian ally just enough to make
it desirable for him to maintain cordial relations with London, but he had

no motive, or even excuse, for allying with Britain, unless or until it became
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obvious that Russia was playing him false. In a word, the secret Convention

was a fundamental factor in the general situation, and London’s ignorance

of its existence drew Beaconsfield into a path that led nowhere.

The Wellesley Mission and Cabinet Dissensions

At this period Beaconsfield was full of extravagant aims, encouraged by his

private correspondence with Henry Layard, whom he had sent to Con-

stantinople in April as Elliot’s successor, and who was now more Turcophil

than any Ambassador before or after him, showing a pathetic belief in the

virtues of Abdul Hamid. At the end ofJune the Queen was urging Beacons-

field to “be bold” and bid the Government “rally round their sovereign

and country ”, and he replied that all their difficulties “ would be removed if

we declared war against Russia: but there are not three men m the Cabinet

who are prepared to advise that step”.^® On 21 July he took advantage of

Russia’s renewed refusal to pledge herself against a temporary occupation of

Constantinople, and won the Cabinet’s consent m principle to a declaration

of war if such an event should occur. Encouraged by this, he wrote next

day to the Queen that m the event of war, “Russia must be attacked from

Asia, troops should be sent to the Persian Gulf, and the Empress of India

should order her armies to clear Central Asia of the Muscovites, and drive

them into the Caspian”.^’ On more than one occasion during the summer

he was considering the seizure of Batum by a British army and a march upon

Tiflis:^® and he discussed with Layard the idea of seizing Gallipoli “as a

material guarantee ”. The extent to which he was drifting apart from his old

friend Derby is shown by the mission with which he and the Queen, behind

the Foreign Secretary’s back and in a clearly unconstitutional manner, en-

trusted Colonel Wellesley, the British Military Attachd at Russian head-

quarters. Wellesley was to assure the Tsar that in the event of a second

campaign England would not be able to maintain neutrality and “ would

take her part as a belligerent”, and he added in the Queen’s name a strong

denial of “ dissensions in the Cabinet which would prevent active interven-

tion”, and a crude attack on Bismarck as being responsible for driving

Russia into war. The Tsar, who was being closely informed by Shuvalov as to

the acute quarrels inside the British Government, knew the second statement

to be false, and knew the inner mind of William I and Bismarck too well to

believe the third : and the main effect of the incident was to bring home to

him the urgency of finishing the war at all costs, without going into winter

quarters. London had unwittingly forewarned the enemy.

During the summer, then, repeated efforts were made to reduce Plevna,
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and it was found necessary to apply for the help of Prince Charles of

Roumania, whose young army had its baptism of fire on Bulgarian soil and
contributed materially to the final victory. The Tsar showed his marked
bias against Serbia by a categorical warning to Prince Milan that he did not

wish her renewed intervention The Russians were again repulsed in Sep-

tember, but by the end of October Turkish resistance began to weaken : on
II November the fall of Kars left the Russians triumphant on the Asiatic

front, and at last on lo December Osman Pasha was forced to capitulate at

Plevna, and the last serious obstacle to an advance across the Balkans had
been removed.

On 5 October Beaconsfield, still bent on preventing a second campaign,

laid before the Cabinet a concrete proposal of intervention^® but met with

resistance from the three Lords and from Sir Stafford Northcote, now
Leader in the Commons. But though very ill and even contemplating re-

tirement, he still discussed with Layard a plan for “ an outline of terms ” to

be drafted by Turkey, but proposed by England to Russia: if then she

refused, ‘‘it would be very difficult for us to adhere to our present neu-

trality There was, however, nothing for it but to adopt a waiting attitude,

for, as he confided to the Queen on 3 November, “in a Cabinet of twelve

members there are seven parties or policies The seventh, that of himself

and the Queen, was “that in the first place the Cabinet shall decide upon
something”, and shall inform Russia that “British neutrality cannot be

depended upon for another campaign”, except m return for a secret pro-

imse not to occupy Constantinople or the Dardanelles. At the Guildhall

banquet, in the marked absence of the Ambassadors of the five Great

Powers, he paid high compliments to Turkey, her army and even her con-

stitution, spoke of “ a conditional neutrality ” and sneered at “ men who are

the friends of every country but their own”. His inner mind was revealed

to Lady Bradford a few days earlier, when he wrote, “Plevna is our only

chance

Plevna and its Reactions

On 4 December Beaconsfield invited the Cabinet to make “the occupation,

or rather the menaced occupation, of Constantinople a casus but

Derby definitely demurred, and would not go beyond a Note to Russia, ex-

pressing the hope that in the interests of good relations neither Constanti-

nople nor the Dardanelles would be occupied. During December the

Cabinet was more acutely divided than ever, and the alarmed Northcote

told Salisbury, “We cannot go on without a policy, with nothing but a non

and abreak-up. . .may lead to chaos andwar.”®^ On the17tha com-
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promise was at last reached, by which Parliament was to be summoned for

17 January and to be asked for “a large increase of force”, while the prin-

ciple of mediation was accepted, even by Derby. Meanwhile the Turkish

Ambassador appealed direct to the Prime Minister for a loan to finance a

second campaign, and in return the possibility of “some territorial con-

cession” was hinted at. In Beaconsfield’s correspondence with Layard at

this period, Batum, Crete and the Persian Gulf are passed in review. “The
Sultan”, Layard reported, “was greatly delighted with Lord Beaconsfield's

language (to Musurus) and at once counted upon armed support from

England at no very distant period.” Beaconsfield’s closing message for the

year was that he “adopts Your Majesty’s motto, be firm”.®®

There can be no doubt that it was these frankly bellicose sentiments on

the part of the Prime Minister which completed the alienation of his oldest

political friend. Lord Derby. Derby’s mam aim in retaining office was to

ensure “that nothing shall be done without the Cabinet being consulted”

and to “keep military preparations within bounds”, while Lady Derby

expressed to Lord Carnarvon her belief that her husband “holds the key

of the position and can save the country from war by remaining”.®’ This

explains, if it does not justify, their close co-operation with the Russian

Ambassador, of whose earnest desire to avert war there can be no possible

doubt. Nothing shows better the gravity of the situation than the fact that

Shuvalov, who, relying on this valuable connection for much of his inner-

most information, had hitherto thought it wiser to hold aloof from the

Opposition leaders, now decided to establish daily relations with them. A
chance meeting with Harcourt in the street was followed by conversations

which the latter reported in great detail to Granville, and so of course to

Gladstone, who on his side had steadily avoided all intercourse with the

Russian Embassy, though Malcolm MacCoIl appears to have carried occa-

sional verbal messages to and fro.®® Meanwhile, between the fall of Plevna

and the assembly of Parliament the Opposition revived, on a large scale, its

agitation m the country, which now found itself deeply and passionately

divided on the Eastern Question, the home counties, London and especially

“ Clubland ” being Turcophil and responding to the famous music-hall cry,

“we don’t want to fight, but by Jingo if we do ”, while the north and Scot-

land were overwhelmingly Turcophobe and turned out in tens of thousands

to do honour to Gladstone at a time when London roughs amused them-

selves on Sunday afternoons by breaking the windows of his Harley Street

house.

s-w 34



530 DISRAELI AND THE EASTERN QUESTION [ch.

Derby Resigns and is Reinstated

On the eve of Parliament meeting fresh dissensions rent the Government

:

Beaconsfield reported to the Queen that he was “nearly alone in the

Cabinet”;®^ and the Queen replied that she was “utterly ashamed of the

Cabinet’’ and could not “remain the sovereign of a country that is letting

itself down to kiss the feet of the great barbarians”. “It is something to

serve such a sovereign”, was the Prime Minister’s rejoinder.®® One source

of friction was a speech of Lord Carnarvon, in which he affirmed that “there

is nobody insane enough to desire a repetition” of the Crimean War: this

brought upon him a severe rebuke from the Queen and a reference to him
by Beaconsfield as “his disloyal colleague”.®^ “The Cabinet”, such was

Shuvalov’s comment on 14 January 1878, “is in extremities {aux abots) and

caught in the net of its own policy.” The very next day, while Derby was ill

m bed, Beaconsfield obtained the Cabinet’s authority to order the fleet to

the Dardanelles and to make fresh overtures to Vienna, but as Derby and

Carnarvon protested, the order was again suspended.

Parliament met on 17 January, while the Russians were still steadily

advancing southwards. On the 9th the Shipka Pass had fallen, and ten days

later direct negotiations with the Turks were opened at Kazanlik by the

Grand Duke Nicholas. On the 29th even Adrianople fell, and two days later

in that city an armistice was signed. The Russian army occupied Rodosto and

San Stefano on the Sea of Marmora, and the heights above the Bosphorus,

but did not enter the capital or seize the lines of Gallipoli.

Amid the excitements and uncertainties of this fluid period'Beaconsfield

began to prepare the Queen for “the disruption of the Cabinet and inevi-

table war with Russia”, to which she responded by an embarrassing offer of

the Garter. On 23 January he won a majority of the Cabinet for a Vote of

Credit and the prompt despatch ofthe fleet through the Dardanelles. Derby

and Carnarvon at once resigned, to the “ immense satisfaction and relief” of

the Queen. Shuvalov feared an immediate rupture. But before Admiral

Hornby had time to execute his orders, an urgent appeal was sent by the

Sultan, insisting that to send the fleet might be regarded by Russia as a

threat and would give her an excuse for seizing Constantinople, and that if

England was bent on action, she must let the world know that she was

acting against the express wishes of the Porte. This was obviously impossible

in the teeth ofan excited public opinion : and the Admiral was instructed not

to enter the Straits after all, but to wait at Besika Bay.

Meanwhile panic had spread among the Conservative ranks, and the

Prime Minister warned the Queen that the retirement of Derby, whose
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influence was so strong in Lancashire and the North, was having a ‘‘dis-

integrating ’’ effect upon the party. While, then, Carnarvon was allowed to

go, Northcote was given the task of winning Derby back to the fold : and to

the Queen’s lively regret he resumed the Foreign Office, having won from

his colleagues a reaffirmation of the conditions of neutrality laid down by

him in the Note of 6 May 1877. But the estrangement between him and his

chief was henceforth irremediable: and during February and March the

real control of foreign affairs was in the hands of a secret unofficial com-

mittee of three—Beaconsfield, Salisbury and the Lord Chancellor, Lord
Cairns—often acting behind the back of the Foreign Secretary and some-

times even of his office. In Parliament, meanwhile, tension reached its

height between the two parties: and in a fighting speech at Oxford on

30 January, Gladstone denounced the sending of the fleet as “ an act of war,

a breach of European law”, accused the Government of rousing “false

hopes” in Turkey, and went so far as to declare that for eighteen months

past his purpose had been, “ day and night, week by week, month by month,

to counterwork what I believe to be the purpose of Lord Beaconsfield”.

“ Dizzy’s ” comment was, “ The mask has fallen, instead of a pious Christian

we find a vindictive fiend”.

Gladstone had information which led him to suspect Beaconsfield of a

scheme for the purchase of Egypt, thereby enabling the exhausted Turks to

prolong their resistance: but we now know that though both Bismarck and

Crown Princess Frederick were advocating a British protectorate in Egypt

—

the former with the double aim of embroiling France and Britain and finding

a bone to occupy the British mastiff while Russia reduced Turkey to com-

plete submission—^Beaconsfield was far too wedded to good relations with

Pans to discuss the idea seriously.®®

The Armistice and San Stefano

The news that the Russians had reached Rodosto and the Tchataldja lines

caused a virtual pamc in London, and fresh orders were sent to the fleet.

Hartmgton, leading the Opposition, did not dare to vote against it, for the

Liberal party was in real danger of breaking up, and the Government had a

three to one majority on a division. The Queen wrote three letters to the

Prime Mimster on a single day, denouncing Russia’s “ monstrous treachery
”

and demanding “ strong measures ”. The very contingency had now arisen,

so she argued, which in the previous July and November he had treated as

justifying war with Russia. In reply he had to explain that alliance with

Turkey was impossible, but that she had “ the clear constitutional right to

34-2
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dismiss the Government ”—a very questionable doctrine, which was obvious

bluff on his part.

This time orders to the fleet to enter the Straits were countered by the

Grand Duke Nicholas’s warning that Russian troops would at once occupy

Constantinople. Once more the Sultan, this time strongly backed by
Layard, appealed to London to cancel the orders : but Salisbury turned the

scde against any fresh concession by arguing that we should make ourselves

“utterly ridiculous” and “lose all weight in Europe”.®^ On 13 February

the fleet passed up the Straits unresisted, but anchored, not off the city

itself, but 40 miles away, on the south side of the Sea of Marmora: and the

Grand Duke fortunately did not carry out his threat. No severer comment
can be found than that of Layard himself, who wrote to the Viceroy :

“ Our
ships were sent up here to protect the lives and property of British subjects

which required no protection. But we gave the Russians a pretext for

entering the capital and causmg the very danger apprehended.”®® What
really saved the situation was the pacific attitude of the Grand Duke and his

staff, who realised the exhaustion of the Russian troops and were eager to

see the war ended : and there was a providential breakdown of telegraphic

communications with the Tsar which caused delays at the most critical

moment.®® Fortunately alpo, Shuvalov extracted from the Tsar an explicit

pledge not to occupy Gallipoli, on condition that no British troops were

landed

At this critical juncture the close co-operation of Derby and Shuvalov

probably just turned the scale in favour of peace. ®^ The Court and Clubs

fulminated against Russia, and Beaconsfield authorised Layard “ to purchase,

if possible, the chief ships of the Turkish fleet”: Derby’s denial of this to

Shuvalov is only credible on the theory that it was done behind his back.®®

Beaconsfield made yet another overture to Austria-Hungary, who was

scarcely less alarmed at the Russian advance, despite the very explicit

pledges which she held from the Tsar: but Andrassy remained sceptical as

to the value of Britain as an ally and continued to pursue that hedgmg policy

which was in the end to secure two new provinces without a war. Derby
gave great offence to the Queen by a speech in the House of Commons on

24 February, which treated neutrdity as the only feasible policy, since the

great majority of the nation disapproved action which might lead to another

Crimea: nor did he flinch before the insulting answer of Lord Campbell,

who quoted against him the lines of Coriolanus, “He’s a disease which must

be cut away”.

On 5 March peace was concluded at San Stefano between Russia and

Turkey, without Britain being in any way able to affect the decision. By this

treaty Montenegro, Serbia and Roumania obtained their independence, the
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first doubling her territory, the second receiving Nis, but not Pirot, the third

having to restore South Bessarabia to Russia, though obtaining Dobrogea as

compensation. A large part of Turkish Armenia, with Kars and Batum, was
also assigned to Russia. The Greeks obtained nothing, but Epirus, Thessaly

and the remaining European provinces of Turkey were to receive constitu-

tions similar to that of Crete. There was no clause implementing Russia's

pledge of Bosnia to Austria-Hungary. But the most sensational part of the

Treaty was that which made of Bulgaria an autonomous Prmcipality under
an elected Christian Prince and assigned to her frontiers which extended on
the south to the Aegean, and westwards to mclude most of Macedonia and
portions of what is now Albania. In one word, it drew its frontier in de-

fiance of geography and ignored the claims of five out of the six chief Balkan

races.

The Russian Government committed the further blunder of keeping

secret the terms of the Treaty until the Tsar's own signature had been ob-

tained: and as a result London was kept waiting for over a fortnight, in a

state of nerves and fury. When at last they became known, there were

violent outbursts in the Jingo press, and Gladstone himself at once made it

quite clear that he could not justify the robbing of the Roumamans or ‘‘ the

immense extension westwards which has been given to Bulgaria". Layard

on his side was straining every nerve to retain his influence over the Sultan

and made violent attacks upon Gladstone, even going so far as to hold him

primarily responsible for the Russo-Turkish War.®^



CHAPTER XIV

THE BERLIN SETTLEMENT

Salisbury Succeeds Derby

Beaconsfield was not slow to act. On 27 March he proposed to the Cabinet

that the reserves should be called out, and Indian troops brought through

the Canal, ‘‘to occupy two important posts in the Levant commanding

the Persian Gulf. Derby at once resigned, and this time his decision was

final : indeed public opinion had veered so much that the Tories thought it

quite safe to let him go. For the moment his departure seemed a blow to the

cause of peace, and Shuvalov, whom his German colleague Munster re-

cognised as “tirelessly working to preserve peace between England and

Russia”, was correspondingly depressed. The Sultan’s reaction was a secret

message to Beaconsfield himself, asking to be informed “ as soon as possible
”

if war between England and Russia were imminent, -and declaring that he

could still mass 100,000 troops within a fortnight for the defence of the

Bosphorus.

The worst danger was, however, by now over. Beaconsfield’s choice for

the Foreign Office fell almost inevitably upon Lord Salisbury, as alone

combining the necessary energy, prestige and knowledge. After prolonged

hesitations during 1876-7, Salisbury seems at last to have realised that he

must either take Derby’s place or face one of two alternatives—combine

forces with Gladstone and a disunited Opposition, or split his own party and

go into the wilderness with Carnarvon and Derby : and he cannot be blamed

for dismissing both as equally impossible. But during March he had already

made it quite clear to his chief that he did not believe in “setting the

Turkish Government on its legs again”, and that the aims which he

favoured were to prevent a Slav state south of the Balkans, to help the

Greeks, and to concentrate on the freedom of the Straits and the acquisition

of “two naval stations for England, say Lemnos and Cyprus”.^ Thus
Beaconsfield appointedhimwith his eyes open, and thereby tacitlyabandoned

his own policy of “ Turkish integrity”. It is true that on 8 April in Parlia-

ment he made a bellicose speech, denouncing San Stefano as “completely

abrogating what is known as Turkey in Europe” and making “the Black

Sea as much a Russian lake as the Caspian But this was countered by a
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vigorous speech from Derby, declaring the restoration of Turkey to be hope-

less, denying the existence of a casus belli^ and claiming that the war into

which we were “not drifting, but rushing”, would be “a war without

necessity, without a clear and definite object, with a divided country and in

all probability without an ally Comingfrom the late Foreign Secretary, this

reinforced the arguments of the Opposition, who conducted a fresh cam-
paign throughout the country during April. Public excitement again be-

came intense, when it was revealed during the Easter Recess that 7000

Indian troops had been brought to Malta.

None the less, from the first moment of Salisbury’s accession to power, a

new note is perceptiblem our foreign policy : the Committee of three ceased

to exist, the Prime Minister discontinued his secret correspondence with

Layard, and it was much remarked that the Home Secretary, Assheton

Cross, presumably not without previous consultation, announced that “the

object of Her Majesty’s Government is not the independence and integrity

of the Ottoman Empire, as has been stated, but the good government and

assured peace of those populations of Turkey”. It is characteristic of

Salisbury that on first taking office he worked till three in the'mornmg at a

statement of policy, which was then approved by the Cabinet and published

as the Circular of i April 1878. Its essential features were an insistence that

the validity of the Treaty must depend on the assent of the Powers, a criticism

of the excessive cessions made to Bulgaria, as “ a strong Slav state, . . . under

the auspices and control of Russia ”, an advocacy of Greek rights against

the Slavs, opposition to “the compulsory alienation of Bessarabia” and to

Russia’s acquisition of Batum and Armenia, and anxiety as to “the political

independence of the Government of Constantinople”. Britain, it de-

clared, would not enter a Congress unless all changes in the Treaties of 1856

could be freely discussed there.

The Protocol of 30 May and the Cyprus Convention

Shuvalov’s statesmanship was now put to a remarkable test, and by the end

of April he had already convinced the more than suspicious Salisbury that

Derby’s belief in his pacific aims had not been mistaken. Early in May
Shuvalov carried to St Petersburg a Note of British objections to San

Stefano, and after ten days of discussion with the Tsar and his Ministers,

and visits to Bismarck on the way, he returned with authority to reach a final

accord. Salisbury meanwhile had reached the conclusion that “the Turkish

breakwater ” in Europe was “ shattered beyond repair ”, that the main effort

must be directed towards keeping Turkey’s Asiatic Empire together, and

that by leaving Kars and Batum to Russia, a quidpro quo might be extracted
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for Britain—^in Beaconsfield’s phrase to the Queen, ‘‘ Some island or station

on the coast of Asia Minor, which will neutralise the presence of Russia in

Armenia.”2

A week’s hard bargaining, after Shuvalov’s return to London, ended in

the Protocol of 30 May, which provided a basis of agreement for the pro-

posed Congress, and which indeed contains the embryo of the final settle-

ment. Russia consented to the division of Bulgaria into two provinces

—

one north of the Balkans under its own Prince, and a southern, with “wide
administrative autonomy ”, under a Christian Governor : it was to lose its

access to the Aegean and was restricted to a line east of the Vardar river.

The Powers were to be consulted as to the organisation of Epirus, Thessaly
“ and the other Christian provinces left under the Porte Bessarabia was

reluctantly conceded to Russia, on the ground that the other signatory

Powers were indifferent and Britain herself was “not so immediately in-

terested”. Britain also consented to Russia retaining Batum and most of

Armenia, “ despite the grave dangers menacing the peace of the populations

of Turkey in Asia ” which might result. “ But Her Majesty’s Government ”,

it was added, “ are of the opinion that the duty of protecting the Ottoman
Empire from this danger, which henceforth will rest in a special measure

upon England, can be effected without exposing England to the calamities

of a fresh war.” There was no longer any pretence at upholding the old

policy of “independence and integrity”. By an awkward indiscretion a

summary of these terms was published in the Globe only twenty-four hours

later: and the Government made a not very creditable attempt to treat as

“wholly unauthentic” what eventually proved to be accurate in all save a

few details. The Duke of Argyll was entitled to argue that the Protocol

abandoned four of the mam positions upheld in the Circular of i April

—

respecting Bessarabia, Batum, Armenia and Bulgarian access to the Black

Sea—and also the old military frontier of Turkey on the Danube, which
Layard held to be essential to her survival in Europe. Thus “the British

plenipotentiaries went into Congress with their hands bound and their

tongues only untied for the purpose of keeping up an appearance of

freedom”.®

Meanwhile the Cabinet had been searching for the long coveted “place of’

arms”, and during May secret negotiations were pursued with the Porte.

The Prime Minister, whose fancy had ranged from Varna to Batum, from
Mitylene to Crete and Basrah, now assured the Queen that “ Cyprus is the

key to Western Asia” and proposed, in return for its cession, a defensive

alliance with the Porte, “guaranteeing Asiatic Turkey from Russian inva-

sion”.^ By 10 May the Cabinet had decided that Russia could not be ex-

pelled from Kars, and that “the only remedy” was “a direct alliance” for
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the protection of Turkey’s Asiatic Empire. A definite proposal in this sense

was sent to the Sultan through Layard on 34 May, but as this coincided

with an abortive conspiracy against his life which led to a series of ministerial

changes, it was not until 4 June, and then only after a severe struggle, that

the Ambassador could obtain the Sultan’s signature. He had got the length

of considering whetjier it might not be necessary to put aside Abdul Hamid
^‘if the safety of the state and our paramount interests require it”.®

The Congress of Berlin

The signature of the Protocol removed the last obstacles to a European

Congress, which had been originally proposed by Andrassy in the last days

of January. The assembly, which opened at Berlin on 13 June and sat for

exactly a month, remains one of the great milestones of nineteenth-century

diplomacy, and for good or for bad prescribed the fate of Europe for a

generation to come. It was presided over with consummate skill and energy

by Bismarck, who some months earlier had offered himself as “honest

broker ”, and who in the winter of 1876 had roundly declared his inability to

see in the whole Eastern Question any “interest for Germany which would

be worth the healthybones of a single Pomeranian musketeer Although the

Congress was not attended by foreign sovereigns like that of Vienna, and

though the ceremonies were shorn of some of their pomp by the absence of

William I (who had narrowly escaped from an attempt on his life), there had

never been, even at Vienna, such a gathermg of statesmen of the first rank

—

Bismarck himself, Andrdssy, Beaconsfield and Salisbury, Gorchakov and

Shuvalov, outshining the more mediocre Waddington, Corti and Caratheo-

dory. It was the first time that Britain sent both her Premier and

Foreign Secretary on such a mission: and certainly Beaconsfield himself

was one of the main centres of interest, courted on all sides, though much
hampered by ill-health and wisely reserving himself for major occasions.

In Salisbury’s own words, “What with deafness, ignorance of French and

Bismarck’s extraordinary mode ofspeech, Beaconsfield has the dimmest idea

of what is going on, understands everything crossways and imagines a

perpetual conspiracy.”® But the alliance of the two men was an ideal com-

bination, which served at the time to conceal the fact that British policy

had abandoned the full Palmerstonian doctrine so long upheld by Dis-

raeli himself, and that Salisbury stood almost exactly halfway between the

two extremes of Disraeli and Gladstone.

This is not the place to tell the story of the Congress, and indeed one of its

main features consisted in face-saving manoeuvres to conceal the extent to

which each of the two protagonists, by accepting the Protocol of 30 May,
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had modified his original position. The main struggle centred round
Bulgaria, Beaconsfield threatening to return to London, but allowing

himself to be talked round by Bismarck during a prolonged evening tete-a-

tete, But if the abandonment of the “ Big Bulgaria ” of San Stefano was a

very real concession on Russia’s part, the readiness with which Salisbury

consented to include Sofia on the one hand, and the port and coast line of

Varna on the other, within the bounds of the new Principality, came as a

thunderbolt upon the Turkish delegates. To us, who knew Bulgaria’s de-

velopment in the sixty years that followed, it seems wellnigh incredible that

serious statesmen should have attempted to deny to her both her future

capital and her outlet to the sea.*

The second crisis opened on 28 June, when Salisbury proposed that

Austria-Hungary should be entrusted with a mandate for the occupation of

Bosnia-Hercegovina, to which he himself had given Britain’s consent by a

secret convention directly concluded with Andrassy on 6 June. Russia was

of course bound by the secret engagements of Reichstadt and Budapest, Bis-

marck at once gave his full backing, the French seem to have regarded their

consent as an equivalent for the veto of any discussion of Egypt and Syria,

while the Italians were hostile, but completely isolated. The Turks, though

browbeaten by Bismarck from the chair, held out obstinately, butm the end

had no course save to agree direct with Austria-Hungary. Andrassy could

certainly have obtained the approval of the Powers if he had desired to

annex outright, and Balkan history might have taken a very different turn:

but reasons of internal Austrian and Hungarian politics led him to prefer at

that juncture a provisional arrangement.

The final crisis of the Congress came over Russia’s Asiatic frontier . and

there was an incident between Beaconsfield and Gorchakov in which it

seems almost certain that the two veterans inadvertently exchanged their

most secret maps,*^ and in which Salisbury pleaded the cause of the Lazes

outside Batum, butmostunfortunately forgot the name of
‘
‘ cette interessante

tribu ”, as Bismarck sarcastically described them. In the end Salisbury, who
confided to Layard that “on both sides Batum is little more than a flag”,

consented that Russia should receive it as a free port, but restore Bayazid to

Turkey, in the interest of an almost imaginary trade route to Persia.

Towards the end of the Congress it began to leak out that Britain had

made her own arrangements with Turkey behind the back of the Powers and

had obtained in Cyprus what Bismarck, drastically, but not inaccurately,

described as “Disraeli’s pot de vin^\^ Salisbury only just had time to re-

It IS some measure of Layard’s blindness that m his Memoirs he placed on record that

‘*he could not understand why Sofia should have been given to Bulgaria, or if so, why Varna
was not retamed as compensation for Turkey”. Layard Papers^ cit. D,G,E,Q, p. 5^5
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assure the alarmed Waddington as to Egypt, and to silence him by advising

a French occupation of Turns At the last moment the Porte made diffi-

culties as to the surrender of the island, and these were only overcome by a

peremptory telegram, denouncing the “Porte’s refusal of firman as a

flagrant breach of faith and act of ingratitude” and threatening, unless it was
issued at once, to support Bismarck’s proposal that Thessaly, Epirus and

Crete should be given to Greece. This had the desired effect, but it

savours unpleasantly of blackmail In the blunt words of Harcourt, “ It was

necessary to bring back something, and that something was Cyprus.” To
this day there is no justification for its retention, unless to keep out the

Italians : and Sir Samuel Baker’s dictum still holds good
—‘

‘ Ifwe are supreme

at sea, Cyprus is not wanted, and if not, it is an encumbrance.”®

If the Turks were treated with scant courtesy at the Congress—Bismarck

showing special animus against their second delegate Mehemet Ali Pasha,

a renegade Prussian officer—^the lesser Balkan nations were refused ad-

mittance, except for a brief moment to state their case or learn the decisions

of Europe as to their fate. Greece, it is true, enjoyed the competing favour

of Britain and France, but in the end nothing was done for her beyond

stiffening up the Cretan constitution, and three years of disorder followed

before even a partial solution of the Thessalian problem could be achieved

by methods of armed defiance. Towards Serbia the British official attitude

had throughout this period been frankly hostile, and now at Berlin the

Russians also withheld their full backmg, and advised Prince Milan “to

come to terms with Austria-Hungary on all points ”. Bosnia was snatched

away before their eyes, and they were fortunate in obtaining even Nis and

Pirot. Montenegro received more attention from Russia and not merely

doubled her territory, but acquired her first access to the sea, although she

was not allowed to have warships of her own. In the case of Roumama
much even public indignation was expressed at Russia’s insistence upon de-

priving her little ally of Southern Bessarabia—due apparently to a personal

whim of Alexander II
;
but not a single Power was prepared to break with

Russia on this point, and indeed Bessarabia had quite obviously become the

small change which facilitates large monetary transactions. Roumanian

protests were therefore overborne, and while the relatively barren Dobrogea,

with its mainly non-Roumanian population, was assigned to them in ex-

change, Silistria was withheld and the frontier inadequately drawn.

Berlin corrected the worst flaws in San Stefano, but the most essential

features of the latter remained. The independence of the three former vassal

states, Roumania, Serbiaand Montenegro, was recognised as an accomplished

fact, and each of the three received partial aggrandisement, pending a final

settlement after the Great War. Bessarabia was restored to Russia, while
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Austria-Hungary occupied Bosnia-Hercegovina, with the right to garrison

the Sandjak of Novipazar and thus separate Serbia from Montenegro. The
status quo in the Straits and on the Danube was upheld, and the powers of

the Danubian Commission improved and extended. Bulgaria was denied

complete independence and was divided into three fragments—a vassal

state, an autonomous province and a residue which was only to enjoy the

same self-government as other integral parts of European Turkey. In the

first there was to be a freely elected Christian Prince, a national militia and

a constitution drafted by an assembly of notables
;
in the second—to be

arbitrarily known as ‘‘Eastern Roumelia’’—a Christian Governor-General,

“under the direct political and military authority of the Sultan*’, with a

native gendarmerie and militia and an internal statute drawn up by a special

European commission; for the third—^what Shuvalov meant by “Western

Roumelia”, or such Bulgarian districts as were left an integral part of

Turkey

—

z. scheme of local self-government was to be drawn up by another

special commission, as in the case of Thrace, Macedonia, Albania, Thessaly

and Epirus. Unhappily both Article XXIII of the Treaty, which prescribed

these local autonomies, and Article LXI, which pledged the Porte to grant

reforms to the Armenians, under the supervision of the Powers, and to

guarantee them against the Circassians and Kurds, remained from the very

first a dead letter : the Porte, so far from fulfilling its pledges, never even

appointed the original commissions, and the conditions in all these- pro-

vmces went from bad to worse during the next thirty years. In criticising the

Berlin settlement it is vital to remember that if these two Articles had been

carried out as effectively as the others, the whole situation in Turkey might

have been transformed. Unfortunately their non-fulfilment was an essential

feature of the baneful Hamidian tyranny which hung like a nightmare over

the Near East from 1878 to 1908: and when it was at last removed, the

situation was beyond repair.

“Peace WITH Honour”

Beaconsfield and Salisbury had a triumphant reception on their return to

England, and won the great debate in Parliament by a majority of 143
(being about 90 in excess of the normal). But the country remained much
divided on the Eastern Question, the extremer Tories—^men like Lord
Elcho, Henry Chaplin and Lord John Manners—suspecting a betrayal of

Turkey, while Gladstone, admitting that the Treaty had brought “some
great results for humanity”, none the less denounced the secret Cyprus

agreement as “an insane convention” and the manner of its conclusion as

“an act of duplicity not surpassed, and rarely equalled, in the history of
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nations It was these charges that stung Beaconsfield into a famous, if

wholly unedifying, denunciation of his great rival as “ a sophistical rhetori-

cian, inebriated with the exuberance of his own verbosity and other phrases

of a no less verbose “ tu quoque The main argument of the Prime Minis-

ter’s defence was that ‘'a country may have lost provinces, but that is not

partition”; that ‘‘Turkey-in-Europe once more exists” and had saved its

richest province; that Varna was “not a place of importance” and Batum
more comparable to Cowes than to Portsmouth; that “in taking Cyprus

the movement is not Mediterranean, it is Indian”: and that “the Eastern

nations” had confidence in Britain and her Empire. It was reserved to

Derby to make the most damaging criticism of official policy—^ridiculing

the finality of the Bulgarian arrangement and the usefulness of Cyprus

whether as a naval station or as a means for the defence of India, and

challenging our dangerous commitments against Russia. It was in this

debate that Derby revealed the fact that it was the decision in favour of

seizing Cyprus and Alexandretta, with or without the Sultan’s consent,

which prompted his final resignation and Salisbury in his anger went the

length of comparing Derby to Titus Oates! The Queen and many high

Tories at the time were indignant at his revelations
;
but he was able to pro-

duce the Queen’s own express sanction for explaining his motives “at such

a time as he in his discretion might think fit”,^^ and in private he told the

Liberal chief Lord Granville, to whom he was already gravitating, “ a more

complete surrender of all that the Cabinet professed to stand for could not

be”.^^ It is only in our own day that the full facts have become available.

The Aftermath of Berlin (1878-81)

The Congress of Paris, dealing with a less complex, because less highly

developed, situation, left the unsolved Roumanian problem to simmer on for

three years : but though at times it threatened rupture between the Powers,

in the end bloodshed was avoided. The Congress of Berlin, sitting for almost

exactly the same length of time, left far more “ ragged edges ” to be trimmed,

and three years of unrest in the Near East were to elapse before this process

was complete. The election of Alexander of Battenberg as Prince of

Bulgaria was followed by the gradual withdrawal of Russian troops, but

friction between the new state and its liberators soon became endemic, and

by 1885 was so acute that the very Powers which seven years earlier had

frowned upon Bulgaria as a prospective instrument of Russian aggression

* Punch on 10 August 1878 summed up the verdict of middle opinion by its cartoon of

“the two head boys ef the school” caught mud-fimging by an indignant headmaster.
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against Turkey, now sought to strengthen it as a barrier against Russia.

During the Congress Beaconsfield himself had admitted to the German
Crown Princess that without Eastern Roumelia the affair would not hold

for more than seven years”; and it was Salisbury who m 1886 threw his

whole weight into the scale in favour of the union of ‘‘ the Two Bulgarias

But even during the interval Turkish power had remained a mere shadow
in the southern province, and little more was heard of Turkish garrisons and

of that ‘Tine of the Balkans” on which Beaconsfield and Layard had laid

such stress.

Meanwhile the occupation of Bosnia by Austria-Hungary met with

determined resistance from the native population, and guerilla warfare was

not suppressed till October 1878. In April 1879 Turkey concluded a de-

tailed convention with Vienna, reserving the Sultan’s suzerainty and full

sovereign rights, and in the following summer a small Austrian garrison

was allowed to occupy the Sandjak of Novipazar. Andrdssy had made it

quite clear to Prince Milan that he would not tolerate either union of the

two Serb states or their interference in Bosnia, butthat they might eventually

hope for some extension of territory towards Macedonia. Milan’s assump-

tion of the royal Crown in 1881 would not have been possible without

Vienna’s help, and for the remainder of his reign he remained in an igno-

minious vassalage of which the amazing details were concealed from his

own people. Britain continued to show but little interest or confidence in

Serbia, was only too glad to see it within the sphere of Austria-Hungary,

and approved Vienna’s restraining influence upon Belgrade and Sofia, when
Milan’s incompetent folly and greed involved the two Slav neighbours in

unjustifiable war in 1888.

By the Treaty the two overwhelmingly Albanian districts of Gusinje and

Plava had been wrongly assigned to Montenegro, and this was firmly

resisted by the local population. Throughout 1879 “Albanian

League”, strongly entrenched in Skutari and encouraged from Constanti-

nople, was able to defy Europe : and the final compromise was only reached

after protracted negotiations between the Porte and the Powers, ajoint naval

demonstration off the Albanian coast, and a threat on the part of the new
Gladstone Government to occupy Smyrna as a pledge of submission.

Gladstone’s marked sympathy for Montenegro played its part in the settle-

ment, but in the end Gusinje and Plava remained Turkish, and at last, in

November 1880, the so-called “port” of Dulcigno was handed over to

Montenegro. In April 1881 the Albanian League was rudely suppressed by

the Turks, and the Albanian movement slumbered till the Young Turkish

Revolution of 1908.

The Greek problem also caused acute difficulties, and the French and
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British Governments continued to hesitate between their desire to favour

Greek claims and the danger of international complications. If the Greeks

had been content to renounce their claims, they could have obtained

Crete without the delay of another generation: but^it was just upon
Thessaly and Epirus that their aspirations were fixed, and here the Turks

met them with a point-blank refusal. Interminable negotiations, in which

now France, now Britain, played the most active part, were still in full

swing when the Liberals came into power in England Eventually, by

the Convention of May 1881, Greece obtained most of Thessaly, but only

a fragment of Southern Epirus. The British plea for the strategic frontier

of Mount Olympus was not upheld, and Crete remained under a revised

version of the Organic Law of 1868.

It was, however, the Asiatic aspect of the Turkish problem in which the

British Government was most interested. After the Congress Beaconsfield

was quite content to rest upon his laurels and showed a marked indifference

to Turkish reform. But Salisbury was in earnest and soon submitted to the

Porte through Layard a scheme for the appointment of Governors in five

Asiatic vilayets, and European control of the police, the courts, and the

collection of taxes. In the teeth of obstruction and prevarication from

Abdul Hamid—^whose high character and qualities, as preached by Layard,

he had long since realised to be a myth—and handicapped by the Treasury’s

refusal to provide the necessary financial groundwork, Salisbury appointed

Sir Charles Wilson as Consul-General for Anatolia, with four other British

officers under him, and obtained for Baker Pasha the post of Inspector-

General of Reforms. But it soon became painfully evident that the whole

idea of administrative reform for Asia Minor was foredoomed to failure,

unless Britain was prepared to undertake a large experiment on an Indian

scale, enforce it upon the Porte and expend large sums upon it. What

proved finally fatal to the idea was on the one hand the extension of the

odious Hamidian police regime, which stifled all political life in Turkey for

a generation, and on the other the emergence of a similar, but still more

pressing, problem in Egypt, as the result of Khedive Ismail’s financial

misrule and the discords of the Anglo-French condominium The Gladstone

Government withdrew Layard from Constantinople, and subsequently

the military consuls, to the very pardonable disgust of Salisbury: but it is

difficult to see how the Asia Minor scheme could ever have come to

fruition under the circumstances of the ’eighties.



544 THE BERLIN SETTLEMENT [CH.

Disraeli’s Swan Song

The acute controversy regarding the Eastern Question had seriously

shalten the position of the Conservative Government in the country, and
durmg 1879 foreign problems continued to occupy the forefront of public

controversy. Indeed Lord Granville’s biographer in no way exaggerates

when he affirms that ‘‘the general election of 1880 was fought almost

entirely on issues of foreign and colonial policy”,^® By then the unsatis-

factory position in South Africa and Afghanistan had provided the Liberals

with fresh incentives to agitation: and Sir William Harcourt in particular

attacked the Treaty of feerlm and the Government’s whole policy m un-

measured terms. He pointed out the unanswerable fact that, on the one

side, the impregnable Balkan frontier demanded by Beaconsfield for

Turkey was non-existent, and on the other, “no progress had been made
with the regeneration of Asia Minor” and that “the populations are not

pacified and reforms are not begun”. Lord Salisbury, never seen to ad-

vantage on a public platform, found himself on the defensive at Manchester,

and his curious attempt to subordinate the question of Turkish reform to

that of Russian aggression was widely denounced by Hartington, Argyll and

other Liberal leaders. Lord Cranbrook, perhaps the boldest and most

trenchant of the Conservative leaders, spoke quite frankly of “our in-

effectual attempts to save Turkey from her own idiotic follies dunng and

since her war”. The Hamidian regime was already provmg a fatal handicap

to co-operation or constructive policy.

It was in this situation that Beaconsfield delivered his “swan-song” at

the Guildhall, culminating in the famous phrase: “One of the greatest of

Romans, when asked what were his politics, replied, ‘ Imperium et Liber-

tas’. That would not make a bad programme for a British Ministry.” There

is another passage which for dignity and foresight is on a level with his

greatest utterances, and which deserves the special attention of our own
age. “If. ..one of the most extensive and wealthiest empires in the

world, . . .from a perverse interpretation of its insular geographical position,

turns an indifferent ear to the feelings and fortunes of continental Europe,

such a course would, I believe, only end in its becoming an object of general

plunder. So long as the power and advice of England are felt in the councils

of Europe^ peace
^
I believe^ will be maintained

y andfor a long period. Without

iheir presence war. . .seems to me inevitable.” Here in a few phrases

Beaconsfield summed up the very essence of British policy, reminding us

that despite our favoured insular position and our vast interests overseas,

we can never neglect Europe save at our mortal peril, and that a neglect of
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our commitments and our international responsibilities, so far from

achieving the ideal of “splendid isolation”, would almost infallibly con-

front us v/ith a hostile continental coalition. These wise words are the

corollary of the great Chatham’s teaching that we owe our success overseas

to a skilfully conducted contmental policy. They form a fittmg conclusion

to Disraeli’s active share m foreign policy, and help to redeem his blunders

in the Near East. It is well to remember that the greatest exponent of

Imperialism, in what proved to be his farewell message on foreign policy,

recognised and insisted upon our fundamental and decisive role as an

European Power. Nor should the blunders and miscalculations of his

Eastern policy blind us to the clearsighted and steadfast loyalty with which,

throughout his long political career, he pursued the aim of friendship with

France, avoiding, and sometimes making good, the petulant outbursts of

Palmerston, and yet on the other hand avoiding the tendency of Liberal

statesmen to underestimate the forces that were preparing a Prussian

hegemony in Central Europe. As his oriental blood has so often been cited

as explaining his interest in Eastern affairs, it is necessary to insist that it

was in the affairs of Western Europe that his vision was clearest and most

consistent.



CHAPTER XV

THE RETURN TO ISOLATION

Midlothian and the Liberal Triumph

In many ways the Eastern Crisis of the ’seventies was to prove a turning

point in the history of our foreign policy, just as its sequel, the return of the

Liberals to power, marked an epoch m home affairs. That wider electorate,

which had seemingly not taken advantage of the reform of 1867, now
responded with enthusiasm to a new kind of popular appeal such as a large

section of the old governing class resented as mere hypocrisy. In thunderous

moral tones Gladstone denounced the Tory Government for mismanagmg
the nation’s interests and tarnishing its honour, and appealed for a moral

verdict on “a grander and more august” scale than “the forms of a

judicial trial” could offer. And the result of the elections of 1880 was to

convert a House of 351 Conservatives and 250 Liberals into a House of 349
Liberals and 243 Conservatives (the Irish Party increasing its seats from 51

to 60).

This victory had been ushered m by the two amazing “Midlothian

Campaigns” of the septuagenarian Gladstone- one of the most smgular

features was his own slowness to face the fact that these truly volcanic out-

bursts and the wide popular endorsement of his views were making his

resumption of the Liberal leadership quite inevitable. On this point

Hartington and Granville were in no manner of doubt, and in December

1879 had already agreed that Gladstone was “the only possible Prime
Minister”. Their mam anxiety was that he should be once more as.siinimg

the lead without the responsibilities of leadership being “brought home to

him”.^ A further complication was caused by the Queen’s attitude. She
expressed herself as “greatly distressed” by the election and was unable to

give Gladstone her confidence.® But her attempts to induce Hartington or

Granville to form a Government were foredoomed to failure, in view of the

growing popular demand for “The People’s William”; and on 28 April

1880 Gladstone formed his second administration.

In Midlothian, and especially at West Calder, Gladstone had attempted
to define the fimdamental pnnciples on which British foreign policy should
rest: and whatever may be thought of them from the point of view of

practical application, it may reasonably be argued that their public enuncia-
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tion by a statesman who, during his first administration, had notably

advanced the cause of international arbitration by his handling of the

Alabama Case, was in itself an act of constructive statesmanship. More-
over, a summary of Gladstone’s famous six heads is just as essential an

introduction to any study of late Victorian policy, as is a knowledge of

Wilson’s Fourteen Points and later qualifying speeches, to any study of the

Peace Settlement of 1919 and of post-war European policy. They are as

follows:

L ““To foster the strength of the Empire. . .and to reserve it for great

and worthy occasions.” The means of attainment are characteristically

defined as ‘‘just legislation and economy at home, thereby producing two

great elements of national power—^namely wealth, which is a physical

element, and union and contentment, which are moral elements”.

II. “To preserve to the nations, .the blessings of peace”—and here

occurs the no less characteristic parenthesis, “especially were it but for

shame, when we recollect the sacred name we bear as Christians, for the

Christian nations”.

III, “To cultivate to the utmost the Concert of Europe”, because you

thus “neutralise and fetter the selfish aims of each”, and because common
action alone can unite the Great Powers for the common good.

IV “To avoid needless and entangling engagements”, which only

reduce the power of the Empire.

V “To acknowledge the rights of all nations.” “You may, you must,

sympathise with one ‘nation more than another, and as a rule with those

most closely linked by language, blood, religion or other circumstance of the

time.” “ But in point of right all are equal, and you have no right to set up

a system under which one is to be placed under moral suspicion or es-

pionage, or made the subject of constant invective. If you do that, and

especially if you claim for yourself a pharisaical superiority, .
.
you may talk

about your patriotism as you please, but you are a misjudgmg friend of your

country and are undermimng the basis of esteem and respect of others for it.”

VI. Finally, foreign policy “should always be inspired by love of

freedom”—“a desire to give it scope, founded not on visionary ideas but

upon the long expenence of many generations withm the shores of this

happy isle. In freedom you lay the firmest foundation both of loyalty and of

order, for the development of individual character and the best protection

for the happiness of the nation at large. In the foreign policy of this

country the names of Canning, of Russell and of Palmerston, will ever be

honoured by those who recollect the erection of the Kingdom of Belgium

and the union of the disjomted provinces of Italy. It is that sympathy—not

with disorder, but on the contrary founded on the deepest and most pro-

35-a
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found love of order—^which ought in my opinion to be the very atmosphere

in which the Foreign Secretary of England ought to live and move ’’

Though framed on abstract lines, this definition of policy still corresponds

vath modem requirements: so far from conflicting with Disraeli’s Guildhall

views {supra

^

p. 544) or with Canning’s demand that intervention should be

as rare as possible, but then with our whole force, it may be said to supple-

ment them both, and to form quite logically the half-way house between

Castlereagh’s first efforts at international co-operation and that fuller and

more august doctrine of a League of Nations, which is to-day on trial at

Geneva.

Among the members of the new administration no one possessed such

obvious claims to the Foreign Office as Lord Granville, and to him Mr
Gladstone unhesitatingly offered it None the less it may be doubted

whether the appointment was a happy one: for though a man of character,

charm and sanity, punctiliously loyal to colleagues and to party, his conduct

of affairs was to lack the energy and drive which the times demanded.

From the very outset he and his chief were gravely embarrassed by their

own recent denunciations of the Tory Government. In his electoral

manifesto Gladstone had accused his opponents of weakening the Empire

“by needless wars, unprofitable extension and unwise engagements”, and

of dishonouring it in the eyes of Europe by filching the island of Cyprus

from the Porte under a treaty clause distinctly concluded m violation of the

Treaty of Paris, which formed “part of the international law of Christen-

dom”. It was widely assumed in the country that “a complete reversion in

foreign affairs” would follow the Liberal victory. Yet in the Speech from

the Throne the new Government proclaimed as one of its foremost aims

“the early and complete fulfilment of the Treaty of Berlin”, and when the

Queen told Granville that she would never “sanction a reversal of the

policy of the last few years”, he assured her that “instead of destroying the

Berlm Treaty, the Government were determmed to do their best to carry

out its provisions”.® Even as regards Cyprus, Granville put forward the

view that it could not be made “a place of arms” without impossible ex-

penditure, and that the guarantee to defend Asia Minor was in Salisbury’s

words “ a very onerous obligation” ^ But he followed this up by the higWy
disingenuous proposal to keep the island—^not merely because the m-
habitants did not wish to return to Turkey, but also because Turkey did

not wish to have it back—and yet to ask the Porte to uphold the Treaty,

minus the guarantee—in other words, minus its sole raison d*Stre in

Turkish eyes. Small wonder if the Sultan, who saw us simultaneously

supporting Greek demands, grew more hostile than ever.
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Amid the dust of Midlothian Gladstone had accused Francis Joseph of

publicly wishing the victory of Beaconsfield at the polls, and carried away

by his indignation at this, he had denounced Austria as “the unflinching foe

of freedom in every country of Europe”, addmg, “there is not a spot upon
the whole map where you can lay your finger and say, ‘There Austria did

good’”.® Granville’s persuasive tact, combined with Vienna’s ofScial

repudiation of the story about the Emperor, induced Gladstone to write a

frank letter to the Austro-Hungarian Ambassador, Count Karolyi, admitting

his criticism to have rested on “secondary evidence”, and regretting the

use of words “of a painful and wounding character” ® This apology was

accepted by Francis Joseph as the letter of an English gentleman and

served to allay the alarm of Bismarck, lest the new British Cabinet should

throw itself mto the arms of Russia.

Our relations to the leading continental Powers under the Gladstone

Government may be briefly summarised. They were in the first instance

determined by the fact that for some time after the Congress Russian

Chauvinist opinion, and the Tsar himself as its dupe, were disposed to make

of Bismarck and Shuvalov twin scapegoats for Russia’s failure to achieve

the full San Stefano programme, and that Bismarck, harkmg back to his

lifelong “nightmare of coalitions”, sought desperately for “re-insurance”.

He found it in October 1879 in the Dual Alliance with Austria-Hungary

—

an arrangement which was to prove the first step towards a fateful new
constellation in Europe Meanwhile, during the summer recess, he had

made tentative overtures to Britam, and Count Munster was instructed to

sound both Beaconsfield at Hughenden and Salisbury at Hatfield. At first

Beaconsfield was well disposed to the idea of joining a Triple Alliance

against Russia, “as the Power that will ultimately strike at the root of our

Empire”, and Salisbury publicly referred to the report of an Austro-

German accord as “good tidings of great joy”. But Bismarck cooled off m
proportion as Berlin’s relations with St Petersburg again improved, and he

had no desire to be used as the tool of British Russophobia. Some months

after his fall Beaconsfield confided to his friend Drummond Wolff that

“next to making a tolerable settlement for the Porte, our great object was to

break up, and permanently prevent, the alliance of the three Empires”,

and he was naive enough to imagine that this had actually been effected.^

In reality it had always been Bismarck’s aim to reconstitute the Three

Emperors’ League, and no sooner had he come to terms with Vienna than

he began to negotiate discreetly with Saburov, a Russian diplomat of tlie

school of Shuvalov.

Without entering upon an analysis of the Bismarckian policy, it is possible

to reduce its essentials to three fundamental axioms—at all costs to prevent
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a Franco-Russian alliance such as might force Germany to fight on two

fronts, and at all costs to avert any situation in which it might he necessary

for Germany to choose between Russia and Austria-Hungary, since a

contest between these two Powers might result in a war d outrance and in

such a dislocation of forces in Eastern Europe as would be excessively

dangerous to Germany. General d5mastic and conservative principles, as

well as common interests in the Polish question, increased still further his

desire for a triple accord. “All politics”, he told Shuvalov, “reduce

themselves to this formula: Try to be d trois in a world governed by five

Powers. I have made an entente d deux^ in order to return thereafter to an

entente d trots if you really wish it.” The assassination of Alexander II in

March i88i hastened a rapprochement which was already imminent: the

new Tsar, in thanking Francis Joseph for his condolences, wrote: “My
Father fell on the breach, but it is Christian society which was struck in him
It is lost unless all the social forces unite to defend and save it.”® Already in

June i88i the League was again in being, and was renewed for three years

in 1884. Its mam point was a mutual undertaking, on Imes reminiscent of

Munchengr’atz and Reichstadt, not to permit any territorial change in the

Balkans without an agreement between them.

Bismarck did not, however, rest content with the Dual Alliance and the

reconstituted League, True to his desire to isolate France and to divert her

main attention from the Vosges and the Rhine, he did not rest until she had

occupied Tunis and thereby fatally alienated Italy who, fearing to stand

completely alone, attached herself in May 1882 to Berlin and Vienna,

thereby uniting the whole centre of the Continent as a Triple Alliance. This

did not, however, invalidate the direct Austro-German Treaty of 1879, of

which Italy had no knowledge: and though the Italian parties accepted the

new alliance with their reason, Italian opinion rejected it with their voices,

and the Irredentists demonstrated in favour of Oberdank, the Italianised

Triestme German who had tried to assassinate Francis Joseph. Meanwhile,

to this constellation were also attached the lesser planets of Serbia and

Roumania, the first by a secret treaty of June 1881, which was renewed in

1889, but eventually lapsed in 1895, the second by a similar treaty of

October 1883, which was four times renewed and guarded with such

extreme secrecy that at the supreme crisis of 1914 the country was still in

ignorance of its existence, and refused to accept liability for its fulfilment.

In face of all this diplomatic activity Granville was passive enough, his

main efforts being expended in quite other directions. Their liquidation of

the forward policy pursued by Lytton on the Indian frontier was not un-

successfully accomplished; the Liberals were definitely opposed to the

partition of Afghanistan, and after General Roberts’s brilliantly successful
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march to Kandahar, it proved possible to evacuate without any loss of

prestige and to establish close and durable relations with Abdur Rahman,
the ablest Amirwhom Afghanistan had known for many generations. Much
less satisfactory was the situation in South Africa, which, though bungled
by the late Government, had been rendered still worse by the Liberal
Opposition’s unwise tactics towards Sir Bartle Frere. Shepstone’s annexa-
tion of the Transvaal in 1877 had proved an obstacle rather than an aid to

federation- and the Zulu War, though it probably saved the Boers from
extermination, roused public opinion both in England and in Africa, even
without the added tragedy of the Prince Imperial’s death. The new
Government recalled Frere, but decided to uphold the annexation of the

Transvaal- when, however, the Boers rose in rebellion and inflicted an
ignominious defeat on a handful of British regulars at Majuba, no attempt

was made to redeem the military position, and a convention was ratified,

assuring to the Boers a sort of conditional independence, under the

suzerainty of the British Crown, so framed as to convince the Boer leaders

of their innate superiority and only too open to rival legal interpretations.

Not merely did this settlement bear within itself the seeds of future trouble

in South Africa, but it was keenly resented by a large section of home
opmion, which was henceforth predisposed to suspect the Liberal Govern-

ment of a proneness to craven surrender of Imperial mterests. Events in

Egypt and the Sudan were to strengthen these suspicions and give them an

acrid tone which dominated a public already poisoned by the Irish dispute,

Egyptian affairs were a legacy of which the late Government could be

much more proud. The financial exhaustion, to which the EJiedive Ismail’s

extravagance had reduced his country, had given Disraeli the opportunity

for his famous Suez Canal coup, and was followed in 1876 by the Cave

commission of enquiry and the establishment of the so-called “Dual

Control”, in the interests of British and French bondholders. At the time

Salisbury neatly summed up the three alternatives which offered themselves.

“You may renounce, or monopolise, or share. Renouncmg would have

been to place France across our road to India. Monopolising would have

been very near the risk of war. So we resolved to share.” ^ The first real

crisis of the Condominium was forestalled by the action of Abdul Hamid in

de^iosing the impossible Ismail (June 1879). But the growth of Egyptian

national feeling under Arabi, and French eagerness to intervene, led to a

marked divergence of view between London and Paris, despite the fact that

Gambetta, who dominated the so-called “Grand Ministere” of November

1881, was ready for co-operation, and for almost Cobdenite agreements

with Britain. The instability of French Governments and the skill with

which Bismarck and his son Count Herbert played upon Granville’s
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preference for an international rather than a dual solution, confused the

issue still further: and the Conference of the Powers which met at Con-
stantinople in the spring of 1882 only made confusion worse confounded,

since no one had thought out a clear programme beforehand. This notorious

divergence of views was obviously a contributory cause of Arabics rebellion

in June of that year. Gambetta, who had in the meantime been succeeded

by Freycmet, appealed fervently to the French Chamber m favour of

Anglo-French co-operation: “never, even at the risk of the greatest

sacrifices, break off the alliance with England”. But French opinion was

overwhelmingly adverse to any such step, and overthrew yet another

Government; Italy, who in Granville’s opinion, had been “at the bottom of

much of the Egyptian mischief”,^® also held back* and Britain, screwed up

to the necessity of prompt action, had perforce to act alone. The bom-
bardment of Alexandria and the defeat inflicted by Wolseley on Arabi at

Tel-el-Kebir created a new situation in which Egypt gradually became, in

all save name, a British Protectorate. The Circular addressed to the Powers

by Bntain on 3 January 1883 took account of the new situation and long

remained, in the apt words of Lord Fitzmaunce, “the original charter of

British policy in Egypt”. The Dual Control was abolished, and Lord

Dufferin, who had spent the previous winter at Cairo on a special mission,

was replaced by Sir Evelyn Baring as Diplomatic Agent, thus ushermg in

the memorable Cromer regime.

' There can be no doubt that at this stage the main desire of Gladstone and

Granville was to take advantage of Britain’s heightened prestige in order to

withdraw our garrisons from Egypt with as little delay as possible. But

unforeseen events intervened and soon weighed the scales heavily against

them. The rise of the Mahdi, as the extreme exponent ofMoslem fanaticism,

and ere long as a direct menace to the Khedive’s already enfeebled regime,

compelled the London Cabinet to retain British forces, however inadequate,

in Cairo: but from the very first it betrayed a half-hearted attitude, and

eventually fell between two stools. Late in 1883 an ill-disciplined Egyptian

army under Hicks Pasha was cut to pieces by the Mahdi, and in the

following February a further force of Egyptians under Baker Pasha was

driven into headlong flight. The whole Sudan was speedily overrun, and

soon found itself under a grindmg tyranny, to which the very elements of

constructive government were a sealed book. The evacuation of all the

territory south of Assuan became a military necessity of the moment, and
was recommended by Sir Evelyn Baring as such. But Gladstone, clinging

vainly to any excuse for limiting our North African commitments, coined

the ominous phrase of “Rescue and retire”, thereby provoking a vote of

censure in Parliament which was only rejected by a narrow margin. His
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well-meant efforts to place the Egyptian question on a broader European

basis were quite unsuccessful, and the Conference convoked in London for

its discussion m the summer of 1884 had been insufficiently prepared, and

broke up on 2 August without reaching any decision. Indeed, it merely

stimulated that growth of mutual suspicion and irritation’’ between

London and Pans, which so perturbed the unemotional Lord Lyons.

Britain and German Colonial Aims

Thus during 1884, while the Government at home was absorbed by

franchise reform and Irish unrest, the foreign situation was complicated by

the carping attitude of France, which saw in the patent weakness of

London a possible means of ‘‘regaining a political foothold in Egypt, by

the sullen hostility of the Sultan to Britain’s whole Egyptian policy, and by

Bismarck’s obvious efforts to encourage Fiench colonial expansion under

Jules Ferry—as a diversion from Alsace and the Rhine—and incidentally to

extract colonial concessions for Germany m Africa and Asia. Bismarck had

been favourably impressed by London’s energy after the Arabi revolt, and

made this clear to Odo Russell, now Lord Ampthill. He genuinely believed

that Egypt, owing to the Suez Canal, was “of the utmost importance to

England”, being indeed “like the spinal cord which connects the backbone

with the bram”:^^ and he felt that events were justifying his policy of the

“gradual dismemberment of Turkey”—Bosnia to Austria-Hungary, Tunis

to France, and Egypt to Britain. Unhappily, however, he also regarded it as

a practical contribution towards the further embroilment of France with

Britain on the one hand and with Italy on the other. Moreover, as Ampthill

reminded his chief, Bismarck “disapproves of parliamentary government,

Liberal principles and free trade for Germany, and deplores their effects on

England”.^^ He never shook off this view, and in a Memorandum of 1882

wrote of “the absolute impossibility of confidential intercourse, in conse-

quence of the indiscretions of English statesmen in their communications to

Parliament, and the absence of security in alliances for which the Crown is

not answerable in England, but only the fleeting Cabinets of the day”.^^

This expression of opinion came as the result of somewhat tentative British

overtures for an alliance with Germany and Austria-Hungary, made

through the Prince of Wales and Crown Prince Frederick.

At the same time Germany’s appetite for colonies grew steadily, and

Bismarck, though personally indifferent to extra-European or naval

problems, found that he could not safely ignore the insistence of public

opinion, and in his contempt for the Liberals tried somewhat heavy-handed

tactics of threat and of negotiation. Thus from 1883 onwards there was
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quite a series of colonial incidents between Britain and Germany, centring

round Angra Pequena, Cameroon, Congo, Zanzibar, New Guinea and

Samoa. In 1883 the Germans annexed a large, if and and utterly unde-

veloped, territory between Cape Colony and the southern border of Angola,

to the intense annoyance of the South Africans: m 1884 they arrived in

Togo a few days earlier than the British, while their attempt to install

themselves m Zululand was only forestalled at the very last moment by the

hoisting of the Union Jack, More important still were the activities of Carl

Peters and his friends on the East Afncan mainland opposite Zanzibar, and

the occupation of part of New Guinea by a German company, in bland

defiance of Australian protests. Bismarck found it necessary to humour

what even Ampthill called '‘the colonial mania”, and he owed his success

to a skilful exploitation of the “Weltkonjunktur”. On the one hand he

fanned the reviving nationalistic susceptibilities of the French and Jules

Ferry’s projects of a Colonial Empire, and in the process Paris and London

drifted dangerously apart On the other hand, having captured Italy for the

Triple Alliance, he was able to reassure her by a promise that it could never

involve her in war with Britain, which would at that time have far out-

weighed the advantages of her association with Berlin.^® In October 1884,

however, Germany and France found a common mterest in convokmg an

international Conference at Berlin, which secured freedom of trade m the

Congo and Niger basins, and measures for the suppression of the slave

trade, while at the same time confirming the German annexation of

Cameroon and Togoland, and temporally making Leopold II absolute

master of vast tracts of “ Darkest Africa”. It would be useless to deny that

in all this the policy of Granville and of Derby, now his colleague as

Colonial Secretary, had been hesitant, ill-thought-out, and sometimes

niggling towards Powers which shared our own healthy colonial appetite.

On the other hand the German attitude is best revealed in a London report

of Count Herbert Bismarck to his father: he had told Lord Granville, he

wrote, that " if he attached more value to the consent of the Colonies and to

the French press than to Germany’s friendship, let him at least say so, and

we would then try and prove to him how unpleasant we could make our-

selves, and put him into the position of judging what Germany’s friendship

or enmity was worth”.*

7 March 1885—G P iv, loi. This document has to be read tn extenso m order to be
beheved. Some flavour of its arrogance and presumption may be gained from another

passing phrase: “To let oneself m with Mr Gladstone to discussing the essence of foreign

policy of a great country, is pomtless, smce he simply lacks all understanding for this ’
”

{tbtd, p. 104). Further msight is afforded by the diary of Sir Charles Dilke, with whom
Count Herbert also talked “If at his former visit he had only tried to get us to dismiss

Lord Derby, on this occasion he wanted us to dismiss Lord Granville and Lord Derby”
(Fitzmaunce, op. cit. n, 430).
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A few weeks later in Parliament Gladstone declared that “if Germany is

to become a colonising Power, all I say is, God speed her ! She becomes our

ally and partner in the execution of the great purposes of Providence for the

advantage of mankind.” Such phrases came three years too late, and
Berlin was merely confirmed m the belief that bullying methods were

needed to bring London to reason. The !New Guinea dispute was now
amicably settled, but cynics ascnbed London’s more accommodating
attitude to British isolation from France, to entanglements in Egypt, and to

the reviving danger of war with Russia on the Afghan border.

The Death of Gordon

Simultaneously with its decision that the Sudan must be evacuated, the

British Government, in deference to a highly nervous public opinion, and

without regard for Baring’s twice repeated disapproval, selected General

Gordon—an heroic survival from the age of faith and chivalry—as the man
best fitted to liquidate the desperate situation on the Upper Nile. No
incident has ever stirred British sentiment more deeply than the story of

“ Chinese Gordon ” in Khartum, and few have caused such deep divisions of

opinion: but if there is one point on which posterity would seem to be

agreed, it is that the choice of Gordon for such a mission was, as Gladstone

himself came to recognise very frankly, “a grave error”. For he was sent

out by a Cabinet which, for good or for bad, was pledged up to the hilt

before Britain and before Europe to a policy of withdrawal from Egypt and

therefore a fortiori from the Sudan: and yet within a few weeks of his

arrival he had “either forgotten or deliberately put aside his instructions”^®

—^whichwere doubtless lackingin precision—and was notmerelyproclaiming

that “if Egypt is to be kept quiet” Bntain must adopt the policy of “smash-

ing up the Mahdi”, but was actually urging the appointment, as Governor-

General of the Sudan, of his old adversary Zobeir the slave-trader. By

March he was shut up m KLhartoum, and virtually isolated from the outer

world : and the question of a relief expedition at once began to be mooted.

But precious months were wasted in discussion, and even when the

decision had at last been reached, both the civil and military authorities

disagreed as to the rival prospects of advance from the Red Sea coast or up

the Nile. The pledge was given to Parliament in July, but Wolseley was not

ready to move forward until October, and when at last Wilson’s advance

guard reached Khartoum on 28 January 1885, Gordon and his little band

had been done to death two days earlier.

With the long and tragic controversy we are not concerned, except in so

far as it is germane to the major issues of foreign policy. But it is essential
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to insist that while nothing—^not even the Home Rule dispute—did so

much to discredit the Liberal Government with the nation at large and to

kindle those bitter feelings which were so soon to split the Liberal party, the

tendency to saddle Gladstone with almost exclusive responsibility is not

justified by the facts. That the head of a Government can never escape

responsibility for a national disaster is the merest of platitudes, but that in

this case it was shared by four others—Granville, Hartmgton, Northbrook,

Dilke, none of wiK)m ever attempted to evade it^’—is a necessary corrective

to the fierce verdicts still passed by historical writers. If we are to under-

stand Gladstone’s own mind, we must turn to a letter which he addressed

to Granville after the Mahdi’s first victories, and in which he gives as the

three motives of his Egyptian policy, (i) respect for European law and peace,

(2) the just claims of the Khedive, (3) “an indisposition to extend the re-

sponsibilities of this country”.^® Unquestionably this last point weighed

too strongly with him, and exposed him to merciless criticism, which he

accepted with singular meekness. Thus, for good or for ill, the Qaeen’s

emphatic affirmation
—“Mr Gladstone and the Government have Gordon’s

innocent, noble, heroic blood on their consciences”,^® coincided with a large

section of contemporary opinion. On the vote of censure the Government’s

majority fell to fourteen, and Granville was probably right in thinkmg that

it would have been wiser to resign at once. Kdiartoum may be said to have

given the coup de grace to the second Gladstone administration, and to have

prepared the way for twenty years of almost uninterrupted Tory pre-

dominance.

Britain and Russia

Meanwhile, in the sphere of Russo-British relations, the stricken Liberal

Government acquitted itself more successfully, perhaps because it felt its

back against the wall and its last credit abroad at stake. A first step towards

the diminution of tension towards St Petersburg had already been taken by

Lord Salisbury when he appointed Lord Dufferin as Ambassador to the

Tsar. But the advent of Gladstone to power and the departure of Lytton

from India eased the situation still further. Count Shuvalov, it is true, had

in the meantime fallen a victim to an intrigue of his toemies at the Russian

Court, and had to the general regret been recalled from the London
Embassy. But his successor Prince Lobanov at once established cordial

relations with Lord Granville, and was able to convey the Tsar’s assurances

that “he had nothing more at heart than to see re-established between
Russia and England those good relations which only misunderstandings or

evil passions could have troubled”, Lobanov followed this up by a personal

letter, urging “a general entente on Asiatic affairs ”,20 Nothing concrete
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came of this, and a lull followed after the pacification of Afghanistan under
Abdur Rahman. But Russia was slowly extending her influence in Southern
Turkestan, and early in 1884 occupied Merv, a strategic point which she

had more than once disclaimed any desire to possess There was a certain

irony in the parallel advance of Russia in Asia and Britain in Africa, under
pressure of events and with a reluctance whose exact proportions no man
can measure.

The policy urged upon the British Government by Lord Ripon as

Viceroy of India had been directed towards an Anglo-Russian convention

defining the frontiers of the Afghan ‘‘buffer-state*’ : and Lord Dufferin, who
succeeded him at Delhi in the following December, was peculiarly fitted to

deal with the situation, havmg so recently been Ambassador both at St

Petersburg and at Constantinople But unfortunately the boundary com-
mission set up by Russia and Bntain was very slow in getting to work, and

meanwhile a Russian column under Komarov was allowed to advance

towards the disputed territory. The British Cabinet took alarm, and on

4 March the Queen, following the precedent of 1875, sent a direct tele-

graphic appeal to the Tsar, in the cause of peace As this produced no

effect, the Cabinet on 25 March warned the Russian Ambassador of “the

necessary consequences of any design upon Herat, m bringmg about a case

of war between the two countries” and as Komarov only five days later

occupied the oasis of Penjdeh, after an armed skirmish with the Afghans, a

conflict seemed imminent. On 27 April Gladstone asked Parliament for a

credit of 3^ 11,000,000, and in one of the most eloquent and persuasive

speeches of his career contrived to accuse Russia of aggression and yet to

remam conciliatory and pacific. In the end the dispute was referred to the

arbitration of King Chnstian of Denmark, and only the Jingo press on both

sides was left lamenting.

Government policy during this cnsis was materially influenced by the

menacing attitude of Bismarck. Granville, while defending before the

House of Lords an almost indefensible position, had indiscreetly enough

alluded to the encouragement given by Bismarck both to Salisbury and to

himself to take Egypt. Thus confirmed m his convictions as to the im-

possible character of British parliamentarism, and embarrassed in his new

plans for influencing the Sultan, Bismarck made an angry retort in the

Reichstag and categoncally denied ever having given such advice.* His

true attitude is revealed in an instruction to Count Munster, in which he

declares that “all Egyptian matters are only of indirect interest for us, but

the Colonial question, for reasons of internal policy, is for us a question of

* The denial was repeated more fully m a despatch to Radowitz, his Ambassador to the

Porte, w^ho must have been well aware of its falsity* Grosse Pohttk^ iv, No 761
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life and death The timorous Munster, in first broaching the Heligoland

question a year earlier, had argued to Granville that it was ‘'as good as

impossible that Germany and England should ever be at war’^^s ^
recently as January 1885 Bismarck himself had publicly challenged “the

possibility of once standing in arms against England”. But this did noi

prevent him from sowing trouble between Britain and France, a policy

easy enough in view of the revivmg chauvinism of French opinion and the

vast ambitions and testy temper of the Ferry Cabinet. A senous reverse in

Cochin-China led to Ferry’s overthrow within a few days of the Penjdeh

incident, and for the moment France was absorbed in her own affairs

Gladstone and Granville regained some of their lost prestige by their

firm and skilful handling of the Russian crisis, but nothing could dispel the

popular disapproval of their Egyptian policy, and no one was more critical

than the Queen herself. Hartington was able to silence her keen protest

against the “total reversal of the policy declared two months ago”, by

showing that Wolseley and Baring, on whom she relied, both held a further

expedition to be impossible before the autumn, and did not fear an invasion

of Egypt. But henceforth the Government was fightmg a losing game, and

was itself fully conscious of the fact. On 8 June 1885 it was defeated on the

Budget by a passing Tory-Irish alliance, and Lord Salisbury returned to

power. A malignant fate seemed to have pursued the Gladstone Cabinet,

but it had itself signally failed to rise to the occasion or to translate mto
practice the admirable theories propounded to the Midlothian electors, or

even to remedy those deficiencies m the Near East settlement by denoun-

cing which it had climbed to power five years earlier.

Salisbury’s Seven Months at the Foreign Office

On returning to office, Salisbury kept the Foreign Office m his own hands.

He was extremely critical of his predecessors, whom he accused of achieving

the Concert of Europe by “uniting the Continent—against England”.®®

Indeed to one of his Ambassadors he expressed the view that “ for some time

to come England will remam comparatively isolated, and her word will

weigh less in Europe than it did 20 years ago” It is interesting therefore

to note that one of his first acts was to write privately to Bismarck, regretting

the recent cloud upon “the good understanding between the two countries,

which we value as of supreme importance”.®’ His brilliant but reckless

Chancellor of the Exchequer, Lord Randolph Churchill, also looked

towards Germany and told Bismarck’s son William, “A nous deux, nous
pourrions gouvemer le monde; mais vous n’avez pas voulu”. But the

Chancellor heatedly challenged both halves of the statement and treated the
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incident as confirming his doubts as to any close relations with an unstable

parliamentary Government such as the British. ‘'If England had clear and

strong aims, and above all the courage to avow them publicly, she could

find any alliances she needed : but if to her parliamentary weaknesses she

adds indecision and dishonesty, and a disposition to use her Allies with a

certain egotistical card-sharping, then every one is on the watch.’’

Salisbury’s position was distinctly precarious: he had to face a permanent

minority of nearly loo in the House of Commons, and the wits spoke

mockingly of a “ Government of caretakers”. On the other hand dissolution

was impossible until the new franchise came into operation in the following

winter. This was an additional incentive for the Premier to concentrate his

attention on the foreign situation. Within two months events occurred in

the Near East which might very easily have led to an European war.

A bloodless revolution proclaimed the union of “the two Bulgarias” in a

single state, without any reference either to the Turkish suzerain or to the

signatories of Berlin: and the masterful Bulgarian statesman Stambulov

gave Prince Alexander the blunt choice of entering Philippopolis or with-

drawing to Darmstadt. The Sultan remamed unexpectedly passive, but the

Tsar, who had always detested his young cousin of Bulgana, showed open

hostility. Salisbury’s first reaction had been “to uphold the treaty”. Ashe
wrote to the Queen, “If England now takes the lead in tearmg up the

arrangement which she forced on Europe seven years ago, her position will

not be honourable, and her influence will be much diminished”: and he

added significantly, “The wish of the Bulgariansfor union was as wellknown

then as it is now”.^® The Queen on her side believed in “defending the

cause of liberty as well as that of Europe, agamst Russian aggression and

tyranny In the Conference of Ambassadors held at Constantinople to

consider a solution, Sir William White, acting upon instructions, opposed

any too strict adherence to the letter of the Treaty of Berlm, and laid stress

on the wishes of the inhabitants as a no less vital element. His attitude

rendered unanimity impossible, and the Conference broke down. Mean-

while the incompetent King Milan of Serbia, his mind fixed upon a Balkan

Balance of Power, and finding little sympathy among the Powers for his

demand of territorial compensation, determined to seek it sword in hand,

calculating that the Tsar’s sudden withdrawal of his officers from the

Bulgarian army would leave it at Serbia’s mercy. But the short Serbo-

Bulgarian War upset all expectations: and after the Bulgarian victory at

Slivnica Milan was only saved from the occupation of Belgrade and the

overthrow of his dynasty by the diplomatic intervention of Austria-

Hungary. Thanks on the one hand to Kalnoky’s defence of Serbia and on

the other to Salisbury’s clear refusal to sanction “a Turkish campaign of
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repression’’,®^ peace was signed at Bucarest on the basis of the status quoy

and the Sultan consented to recognise Prince Alexanderm Eastern Roumelia

for a preliminary period of five years. One of Salisbury’s last instructions to

White ran, ‘‘Make it very clearly understood that Turkey must not count

on our support unless she agrees with Bulgaria’' Meanwhile he was

ready to join the other Powers in preventing a parallel demand of Greece for

compensation, by a naval blockade of the Piraeus. His own Philhellene

feelings, and his recognition that Epirus had as much right to join Greece as

Eastern Roumelia to jom Bulgana, were overborne by the knowledge that

the Sultan could not give way a second time, and that war between Turkey

and Greece would lead to grave mtemational complications.

Meanwhile the Irish crisis pursued its devastating course, and the new
elections left the 86 members of the Irish party in control of the balance

between 335 Liberals and 249 Conservatives Salisbury was decisively

defeated, and on i February 1886 Gladstone resumed office as Premier,

resolved to force the issue of Home Rule, even at the risk of splitting his

own party and driving it into the wilderness. The Queen was m acute

distress, and her appeal for “a coalition of all moderate and intelligent

people” fell upon deaf ears. A Coalition being as yet impossible, she was of

course bound to accept Gladstone, but she strongly resisted the return of

Lord Granville to the Foreign Office or the idea of Lord Kimberley as a

possible substitute. She thinks most of the country and of our Foreign

Relations”, so she told Salisbury®® “and of the absolute necessity of having

strong and able and safe men to conduct the Government of the Empire”:

and in saying goodbye she spoke of “the triumphant success of his conduct

of foreign affairs, by which he had in seven months raised Great Britain to

the position which she ought to hold in the world”.®^ She was soon to

agree with the verdict of Lord Lytton that Salisbury was “Out and away

the greatest foreign Mmister we have had in my time”.®®

Rosebery and Iddesleigh

Gladstone was “greatly distressed, though not unprepared”, and sub-

mitted to the elimmation of Granville: but there was very general satis-

faction at the choice of Lord Rosebery as a compromise and stop-gap

candidate. He showed a most tactful deference to the Queen’s vast

European experience, and assured Salisbury of his intention of “main-

taining the continuity of British policy”.®® This was all the easier because

both he and Gladstone disapproved of Greece’s headstrong action and

accepted the joint naval ^ blockade as inevitable. Meanwhile Rosebery

shared to the full the Queen’s indignation when Russia, following the?
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example which she herself had set m 1870 by repudiating the Black Sea

clauses of the Treaty of Pans, now repudiated the clause of the Treaty of

Berlm which made of Batum a purely commercial port. ‘^As an act of

insolent perfidy it stands almost alone”, so he assured the Queen But he

was not in a position to translate words into action, for the Irish crisis had

now reached its height: on 8 June the Government was defeated over

Gladstone’s revised Home Rule proposals, the breach with Hartmgton,

Chamberlain, Goschen and others became irreparable, and early m August

1886 Salisbury was agam Prime Minister, after in vain urging Hartmgton

to accept precedence. The long years of “Resolute Government” were at

hand.

This time Lord Salisbury assigned the Foreign Office to Stafford

Northcote, who had been made Earl of Iddesleigh when it was clear that

his health was no longer equal to the strain of leadership in the Commons.
The Queen was distinctly nervous, for though she admired Iddesleigh’s

lovable and conciliatory character, she doubted whether he possessed

either the firmness or the knowledge to cope with the constantly recurrmg

squalls through which the ship of Europe was passing, and more of which

were already visible on the horizon On 21 August Prince Alexander of

Bulgaria was suddenly kidnapped in his palace by malcontent officers

inspired by Russia, and conveyed across the frontier He was brought back

in triumph by Stambulov, but was unwise enough to telegraph to the Tsar,

offering to surrender the crown which Russia had given him: and to the

general consternation the vindictive Alexander III took him at his word.

Bismarck, to whom it was a matter of complete mdifference who occupied a

Balkan throne, took the side of Russia and would even have accepted a

Russian protectorate over Turkey. But Austria-Hungary and Britain

strongly espoused the Bulgarian cause. The British Cabinet, it is true, was

somewhat divided on the question, Lord Randolph Churchill urging com-

plete destnUressement in the Balkans: and no one went so far as the Queen

(who wrote to poor “Sandro” of Bulgaria about his “barbaric, Asiatic,

tyrannical cousm” the Tsar).®’ But Salisbury admitted the Prince to be

“the guardian of European peace”,®® and in his Guildhall speech m
November made very outspoken reference to “traitors debauched by

foreign gold”. When the Russian Ambassador protested, Iddesleigh feebly

argued that the effects of foreign gold m Ireland had often enough been

denounced, without causing offence to the United States Government!®®

Meanwhile the vacant Bulgarian throne was hawked round Europe and

repeatedly declmed: but the Regents stood firm in their defiance of Russia.

--w 30
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Salisbury, Bismarck and the Mediterranean Agreements

While Europe was full of rumours of war, Iddesleigh died suddenly of

heart failure at No. 10 Downmg Street (12 January 1887), and Salisbury

decided to retain Foreign Affairs in his own hands. Thus the next six

years may be said to represent his diplomatic zenith. His daughter, m her

brilliant and discerning biography, does well to contradict the still widely

current theory that he believed m ‘'splendid isolation*', or put it into

practice. It is not too much to say that his whole natural bent and sym-

pathies lay with France rather tlian with any other country; it was there that

he made his second home and found his main relaxations. But blended

with this and with a deep, almost physical, reserve which he threw to the

winds on certain rare occasions, there was a cautious realism which

accepted facts, however unpleasant, and never allowed policy to follow

inclination. Hence on his return to the Foreign Office, he found it necessary

to reckon with France in one of her most petulant and incalculable moods,

striving to make good a consciousness of failure in Europe by the rapid

development of a new colonial empire, and yet suddenly turning longing

backward looks towards the Rhine, and strangely attracted by the theatrical

figure of General Boulanger, and of the more reputable but scarcely less

unbalanced D^roulede or Barres. He had to reckon with the possibility of a

Franco-German war at a moment when he suspected Russia of plannmg a

most dangerous aggression m the Near East*^ and he did not conceal from

the Queen his view that Britain, “tom in two by a controversy which almost

threatens her existence, cannot in the present state of public opinion

interfere with any decisive action abroad. . .We have absolutely no power

to restrain either France or Germany, while all the power we have will be

needed to defend our influence in the South East of Europe".^® He was,

moreover, only too well aware that “when war has once broken out” m
Europe, “we cannot be secure from the danger of being involved in it”

and his realism led him to the further point of recognising the possibility of

continental rivals
—

“if England was left out in isolation”
—

“treatmg the

English Empire as divisible booty, by which their differences might be

adjusted”, in which case, “though England could defend herself, it would

be at fearful risk and cost”.^^ If, then, the former friendship with France

could not be re-established, it seemed necessary to come to some terms

with Germany, the Power whose attitude and armed resources at that

* His attitude is revealed in a letter of 20 July 1887 to Lord Lyons, where, after a list of

SIX points on which the French were making diflSculties, he added the phrase, “ Can you
wonder that there is, to my eyes, a silver lining even to the great black cloud ot the Franco-
German war^’* (Newton, Lord Lyons, p 549.)
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moment exercised the chief restraining influence upon the Chauvinists of

Pans : and the motives for such an understanding were multiplied by the

circumstances of Germany’s alliance with Austria-Hungary, Italy, and the

Balkan satellites.

The astute Bismark was fully aware of Salisbury’s dilemma, and spared

no pains to draw Britain into the orbit of the Central Powers, thereby

killing two birds with one stone, since he was raising the value of a renewal

of the Triple Alliance in the eyes of both Vienna and Rome. Already on

12 February a secret Convention was concluded between Britain and Iraly,

by which the two Powers undertook to uphold the status quo in the Mediter-

ranean, Adriatic, Aegean and Black Seas, while Italy accepted the Bncish

position in Egypt and Britain bound herself to the support of Italy in the

event of “encroachments” in North Africa by another Power which,

though not named, could only be France.^ In signing such a document the

British Government gave to Italy “the widest guarantee which any parlia-

mentary state could give, namely, that in the event of a Franco-German

War England would actively join that group of states which forms the peace

police in the East No English Government can give an absolute guarantee

for military or naval co-operation in a future conflict, simply because it is

not certain whether Parliament will fulfil those promises. But so far as

Lord Salisbury can judge he is convinced that England, jointly with

Austria and Italy, will make front against Russia, if Turkey and especially

Constantinople should be threatened. He thinks he can assume the same,

but less certainly, if Austria is attacked by Russia, without touching Turkey.

In this case it would be hard for England to give effective support.”^ This

document should finally dispel the legend of Salisbury’s belief in isolation,

and it is confirmed by his private correspondence with the Queen, from

which it transpires that he had made it quite clear to Count Corti that

“ England never promised material assistance in view of an uncertam war,

of which the object and cause were unknown”, and again, that there never

could be any question of Britain taking part in an agressive war against

France ^

xAustria-Hungary speedily announced her adherence to the Mediter-

ranean Agreement, and later in the year it was rendered still more precise

by a triangular agreement between London, Vienna and Rome, for the

maintenance of the status quo in the Near East, and for joint action to

prevent any cession of territory by Turkey, even to the point of provisional

occupation of Turkish territory.^ Meanwhile Spain had entered into a

special agreement with Italy to maintain the Mediterranean status quOy and

not to lend herself to any action aimed against Italy, Germany and Austria-

Himgary.^
36-3
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At this stage Bismarck, who from the background had never ceased to

encourage the three Mediterranean participants, addressed himself directly

to Salisbury, and after laying great stress upon the defensive character of

German armed power and on the impossibility of any change upon the

Imperial throne deflecting the fundamental Imes of German policy,

reached the conclusion that France and Russia were the two unstable

elements in Europe, and that Germany would always be obliged to take

action, ‘‘either if the independence of Austria-Hungary were threatened by

Russian aggression, or if England or Italy were in danger of being set upon

by French armies’’.^’ Salisbury in his reply went boldly to the root of the

matter by considermg the contingency of a Franco-German war. In that

event he credited Russia with a seizure of the Straits, a step from which

Britain and Italy alone “would not be sufficient to deter her’^ and “all

would depend, therefore, on the attitude of Austria’’, who without German
help could hardly risk war with Russia. His closing phrase ran, “The
grouping of states which has been the work of the last year will be an

effective barrier against any possible aggression of Russia, and the con-

struction of it will not be among the least services which’Your Highness has

rendered to the cause of European peace.”^®

Salisbury was clearly reassured by this correspondence, following as it

did upon Bismarck’s revelation of the secret clause of the first Austro-

German Treaty of 1879: for he had drawn from it the conclusion that

“Germany must take the side of Austria in any war between Austria and

Russia”.^® Needless to say, however, he—and with him all the world,

including the Government of Vienna—was kept in ignorance of the secret

“Reinsurance Treaty” which Bismarck on 18 June 1887 had signed with

Russia. Bismarck, it is true, never admitted the charge of perfidy after-

wards levelled against him, and definitely wished that the Tsar should

reveal the Treaty to Francis Joseph. But it remains the crowning example of

Bismarck’s uncanny skill in juggling with four or five conflicting forces, and

could not permanently have been kept up by any successor of lesser calibre.

It would at any rate seem probable that Bismarck had finally disabused

himself of his former suspicions towards Salisbury, whom he had described

to St Vallier at the Congress of Berlin as “ce clergyman laique obstine et

maladroit

It is thoroughly characteristic of Bismarck that no sooner had he secured

the renewal of the Triple Alliance and reinforced it by the Mediterranean

Agreements, than he once more proceeded to woo Russia, as he had done

after concluding the Austrian Alliance in 1879. As ever, the key to his

policy was his “permanent dread” of an Austro-Russian war, in which he

would have to choose between his two allies and to risk the actual collapse
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of one of them.®^ In the words of Dr Gooch, ‘‘from the crisis which broke

up the Dreikaiserbund and brought Austria and Russia to the brink of war,

the Chancellor’s genius extracted securities for the Empire he had founded,

purchasing the assurance of Russian neutrality in a war provoked by
France, by a promise of German neutralitym a war provoked by Austria

The long-drawn Bulgarian crisis enabled him to court Russia more openly

than ever before. While all Bulgaria rallied behind the Regents in their

resistance to Russian dictation, and after no less than eighteen unsuccessful

offers of the Crown at last secured the acceptance of Prince Ferdinand of

Coburg (a young cousin of Queen Victoria* and a grandson of Louis

Philippe), Bismarck pressed his Russophil orientation to the length of

imposing a veto on the marriage of ex-Prince Alexander with the German
Crown Prince and Prmcess’s favourite daughter Victoria, lest this should

trouble Russo-German relations. In his Reichstag speech of ii January

1887 he quoted, “‘What’s Hecuba to him?’ What’s Bulgaria to us?” The
friendship of Russia was of far greater value, and above all else peace must

be kept between Russia and Austria-Hungary. A year later, in the same

place (6 February 1888), he balanced his absolute trust in the Tsar’s word

against the danger of coalitions, and declared, “Think of Austria off the

map, and we are isolated, with Italy, between Russia and France, We cannot

think Austria away ” It was on this occasion that he closed with the

memorable words, “We Germans fear God and nothing else in the world.”

To Frederick III on his deathbed he insisted that the “focussing point” of

German policy lay in Russia and in preserving the personal friendship of

Alexander HI.®®

William II and Britain

The deaths of William I, and three months later of his chivalrous son

Fredenck"(March~June 1888), created a new situation, political no less

than dynastic. From the very first there was a latent conflict between the

veteran Chancellor and the impulsive and headstrong young sovereign

William II, who demonstratively paid his first state visit to St Petersburg,

and yet was always tummg to the magnetic influence that called him from

his mother’s country. His grandfather’s legacy was a whispered appeal to

remain always friendly with Russia, but the Germanophobe Alexander III

disliked his cousin William alike for his nationality and his temperament,

and William m the first decade of his reign showed a marked preference for

Britain. From this time, then, dates Bismarck’s final overture to London,

in a more concrete form than ever before. In January 1889 Hatzfeldt was

* For her opinion on the relative value of Alexander and Ferdinand, see Letters

^

3rd

Series, i, a59 > 34^, 3Si*
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instructed to convey to Lord Salisbury the Chancellor’s belief that peace

could best be secured by an Anglo-German defensive alliance against

France, and its public adoption m the two Parliaments.®^ Salisbury

received the proposal most cordially, but after due reflection hinted that

“we unfortunately no longer live in Pitt’s times, when the aristocracy ruled

and we could conduct an acnve policy.. .Now the democracy rules, and

with It Los come personal and party government, which has made every

English Government absolutely dependent on the aura populans. This

generation can only be taught by events.” His conclusion was that the

plan could only be “left on the table, without saying yes or no ” ®® There is

no direct evidence as to Salisbury’s views, but it certainly seems probable

that the democratic difficulties which he raised were merely a polite device

for evading an embarrassing offer. He disliked, and would fain have

avoided, the constant petty disputes with France in both hemispheres—in

Newfoundland, Somaliland and the South Seas: he was not ready to

quarrel with France over Egypt, and saw that this would not in any way

have distressed Bismarck. He even confided to Drummond Wolff, whom he

sent on a special mission to Cairo, his “hearty wish we had never gone into

Egypt”. But once more his sense of realism drove him to recognise that

“for the present the enemy is France”,®® and that popular feeling was much
roused against that country. On the other hand he had no belief whatsoever

in “that spirit of haughty and sullen isolation which has been dignified by

the name of ‘non-intervention’”. On the contrary, he recognised that “we
are part of the community of Europe, and we must do our duty as such”.®^

And so he contmued upon the line which seemed to him least perilous, that

of co-operation with Germany.

From the very first day the change on the German throne cast its shadow

on the future. The tragic controversy about the accession of a dymg
Emperor and the divergent opinions of English and German specialists had

already created an electric atmosphere in Berlin. Following on this and on

the dispute about “Sandro’s” marriage, the more than unchivalrous treat-

ment of the Empress Frederick by her son and by the two Bismarcks, while

her husband still lay unburied in Potsdam, was keenly resented by the

Prince of Wales: and William II soon took his revenge by compelling the

embarrassed Francis Joseph to exclude the Prince from the official reception

offered in Vienna to the new German Emperor. Reasons of state, urged by
Salisbury and by Queen Victoria, who alone could exercise some authority

over her wayward grandson, led the Prince to waive his right to any
apology: and from 1889 onwards the visits of William II to Osborne and

* Cowes were constant, and seemed to suggest a real attachment to England,
or what his own subjects called Anglomania. Certainly he was delighted at
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being made a British Admiral and honorary Colonel of “The Royals”, and

more than once urged London to convert the Mediterranean Agreement
into a regular Quadruple Alliance. For this neither Salisbury nor his

Germanophil successor Rosebery could be won: and the fall of Bismarck in

March 1890®® only increased Salisbury’s reserve. For though he had always

felt the Iron Chancellor to be ruthless and unscrupulous, he had also

known him to be worthy of his foeman’s steel, immensely experienced and
resourceful, and in his own peculiar way very sincerely desirous both of

European peace and good relations with Britain. On the other hand, with

all the cautious reticence then necessary towards so close a relative of Queen
Victoria, Salisbury never trusted William II, knowing him to be both false

and unstable, and, despite his great lineage, in essence a cad and a bully.

“He has no doubts,” Bismarck had truly said of him, “he thinks he can do

all things, and he wishes to have the entire credit all to himself. His

advisers were from the first men of lesser calibre—^the straightforward but

uninformed Caprivi, the honourable but somewhat effaced Hohenlohe, and

already in the background the sinister Holstein, and Bulow, specious but

ever perfidious. A phrase uttered by the Premier to Chamberlain in 1891

speaks volumes for his state of mind. Alludmg to the impending departure

of the Emperor from one of his visits to Cowes, Salisbury told the Colonial

Secretary that he would gladly discuss colonial questions with him, “when

this tyranny is overpast”,®®

Heligoland and Zanzibar

There was, however, one direction in which Salisbury saw his way to con-

cessions in favour of Germany, namely m the colonial field. A proposal

vaguely aired by Bismarck to Granville in 1884, and taken up again in 1889

in a more concrete form by Joseph Chamberlain,* now rapidly npened into

an Anglo-German Convention, by which Uganda and Zanzibar were

transferred to the British sphere of influence, m return for Germany’s

access to the Zambesi river by the so-called “ Capnvi Tail” (or Ztpfel\ and

above all for the little North Sea island of Heligoland, which had been in

British hands smce 1814. This transaction is a classic instance of the

inability, even on the part of the most farsighted and experienced statesmen,

to read the political or strategic secrets of a none too distant future. The

increased value of Heligoland to Germany after the completion of the Kiel

* In conversation with Herbert Bismarck on 27 March 1887 he appears to have used the

phrase sine Germania nulla sains

y

and to have offered Heligoland, “which is useless for

England and perhaps worth having for you, were it but for the prestige (G.P. iv, No 946).
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Canal (already begun in 1887) seems to have been less apparent than the

possibility of a French naval attack upon it after it had passed into German
hands! Indeed the explorer Stanley, with his eyes fixed upon equatorial

Africa, seems to have voiced the general opinion when he spoke of ex-

changing a trouser button for a suit of clothes.

The main objection of the Queen lay in another direction. She regretted

that the people of the island had been handed over “to an unscrupulous

despotic Government like the German” without first being consulted. But

she was above all anxious that no precedent should be created for this

cession of territory: “the next thing will be to propose to give up Gibraltar,

and soon nothing will be secure”.®^ Salisbury defended his decision to the

Queen by arguing that “any indefinite postponement of a settlement m
Africa would render it very difficult to maintain terms of amity with

Germany, and would force us to change our system of alliances in Europe”, >

and this, he added, would “necessarily involve the early evacuation of

Egypt This seems to have satisfied the Queen, but she was far from

pleased at another notable precedent created by Salisbury’s insistence

upon making the cession of Heligoland dependent upon the approval of

Parliament. There can be no doubt that this was a restriction of the con-

stitutional rights of the Crown, which had in the eighteenth century been

assumed to be competent to cede Minorca, Florida and even the American

colonies, without statutory sanction. By a strange irony it was Gladstone, as

leader of the Opposition, who constituted himself advocate of the earlier

tradition, and spoke of
‘
‘ our long, uniform and unbroken course ofpractice

’
’

.

There was, he argued, no kind of territory—^whether colonies acquired by

conquest or by settlement, with or without representatiye institutions—for

which “you cannot show cases of cession by the Crown without the

authority of Parliament”.®® In the end, however, the common sense of

Salisbury had its way, and the precedent thus created was followed in the

case of the Anglo-French Convention of 1904, and since the Great War has

become the invariable practice in questions of treaty-making. Meanwhile

the Emperor was full of enthusiasm that “without a battle, without the

shedding of a tear, this beautiful island has passed into my possession” : and

soon after Caprivi, in the Reichstag, endorsed his master’s dictum that

Heligoland, “was the last piece of German soil that we coveted. We have

got it, and we covet nothing more.”

Almost simultaneously with the German Convention a similar settlement

was reached with France, who recognised Britain’s position in Zanzibar and

in Nigeria, in return for a recognition of her own position m Madagascar.

The partition of Africa between the European Powers had thus reached an
advanced stage, and there now remained a bare decade in which the efforts
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of rival imperialisms seemed to be converging upon the upper reaches of the

Nile, where the Khalifa’s tyranny had succeeded that of the Mahdi, and
where it was obvious that all frontiers were in an entirely fluid state.

The “Franco-Russe”

The fall of Bismarck was followed by William IFs momentous decision to

allow the lapse of the “Remsurance Treaty” with Russia, then due for

renewal. Caprivi denied that ‘‘the wire to St Petersburg had been cut. on
the contrary, every care had been taken to preserve it”. None the less a

new phase had opened m Russo-German relations, deplored by William’s

veteran Ambassador Schweinitz, and still regarded to-day by many high

German authorities as the root and origin of all Germany’s subsequent

misfortunes * Whatever may be thought of this view, it is clear that the

abandonment of the Treaty, coupledwith William’s exuberant enthusiasm at

the agreement with Britain, with his evasive attitude at the meeting with the

Tsar and Giers, and with his open overtures to Vienna, served to underline

Russia’s growing isolation in Europe, and positively encouraged the uneasy

Tsar to look for a new ally. This tendency was confirmed by Staal’s reports

from London, attaching undue importance to the Anglo-German rap-

prochement, This situation was naturally enough exploited by the French,

who felt their revivmg strength, but also the impossibility of resisting a

combination of the Triple Alliance with Britam. A badly staged visit of the

Empress Frederick to Paris early in 1891, intended by her son to improve

Franco-German relations, had the opposite effect, and led to demonstrations

and fierce press polemics. Russian statesmen saw in this their opportunity,

the Tsar was induced to send a high order to President Carnot, and the

French Government at once put an indiscreet question as to Russia’s

attitude in a Franco-German war,®^ Giers was not prepared to go beyond the

pnvate assurance that “while the Triple Alliance ruins itself in armaments,

the intimate accord of our two countries is needed to maintain in Europe a

just equilibrium of forces ”.f But the British naval visit to the Adriatic, the

state visit of William II to London, and his Guildhall speech, and above all

the renewal of the Triple Alliance, seemed to confirm the worst fears of

France and Russia. A visit of the French Fleet to Cronstadt was therefore

* The theory that Germany should at all costs have upheld the Russian alliance and

never tied herself to Austria-Hungary is worked out by Prince Lichnowsky (Ambassador m
Londonm X914) in his essay “ Die Wurzeln der Katastrophe” {/Aufdem Wege zwn Akgrund,

I, 166-209).

f Professor Langer, m treating *'the ill-fated anglo-tnpltcien^* as givmg the impetus

to the Franco-Russian Entente, relies very much upon the Dianes of Count Lamsdorff,^

first published in 1934 (m Russian). He makes out a convmcmg case.
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arranged, and festivities of the most demonstrative kind were prolonged for

a whole fortnight. In the words of a recent historian, the figure of Alexander

III standing bareheaded to the salute, while the battle-hymn of the

infidel Republic’’ was played, has a histoncal symbolism comparable with

Henry IV’s admission that “Pans is worth a mass”.®® The document

signed between France and Russia on 27 August 1891 was still of a very

vague character, merely pledgmg them to “concert measures” if peace

should be in danger: but the name of “Entente Cordiale” was already

accepted, and henceforth events moved inexorably in the direction of

diplomatic co-operation and French financial support for Russia. Despite

the combmed logic and impatience of the French, which was increased by

the renewed friction between Paris and London, nearly eighteen months

passed before the Tsar and his ailing Foreign Mmister could be induced to

take a further step in the direction of alliance. At last m October 1893 a

Russian squadron met with a delirious welcome at Toulon, and on

4 January 1894 a Franco-Russian military convention came into force,

pledging the two countries to immediate mutual support in the event of an

attack by Germany or Italy on France, or by Germany or Austria-Hungary

on Russia. “The forces to be employed against Germany” were to be

I,300,000 French and 7-800,000 Russians: the two staffs were to co-

operate, and the agreement was to have the same duration as the Triple

Alliance. While these terms remained a closely guarded secret till after the

downfall of Tsardom, the fact that an alliance had been concluded was

openly proclaimed in January 1895, by Ribot as French Premier. William

II, in his correspondence with the new Tsar, Nicholas II, affecied to be m
no way disturbed by what had happened, but urged him to “keep those

damned rascals [the French] in order”, and to beware of the revolutionaiy^

infection exhaled by all Republics.®® But there can be little or no doubt that

the determming factor which set official Russia in motion was not reviving

sympathy for France, but simply and solely distrust of Germany under her

theatrical and incalculable ruler. For France, on the other hand, it was a

welcome sign that she was again capable of throwing her full weight into

the European scales and was no longer alone m case of a German attack.

For the world at large it was the writmg on the wall, which none would
fead, a warning that Europe was gradually fallmg mto two armed camps,

more or less equally balanced. In such a situation the attitude of Britain

became one of capital importance, for her definite adherence to one side or

the other was certain to deflect the balance. For the next decade she was to

remain full of hesitation as to how she should use what Mr Spender has

called her casting vote.
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The Rosebery Interlude
The dissolution of 1892 brought the Liberals back to power, but without

the strong majority needed to convert a Home Rule measure mto law.

Gladstone, now eighty-two and rapidly failmg, was dependent upon the

Insh vote, and it soon became evident that the mass of opinion m England,

as opposed to the so-called “Celtic fringe”, was still unconverted and un-
repentant. “You have attached yourself to a corpse”, Gladstone told an
ardent supporter.®’

As m 1885, the Queen pressed for contmuity of foreign policy, and this

time the Prmce of Wales addressed a personal appeal to Lord Rosebery to

accept the Foreign Office.®® Though the Government to which he belonged

was by no means a strong one, he certainly upheld Bntish prestige in every

part of the world. The post was none of his ardent seeking, and indeed when
less than two years later Gladstone found it necessary to resign the Premier-

ship, Rosebery made it clear that he did not want the succession, though if

he became Prime Mimster he “must be a real one”.*® The Queen for her

part hoped that he would “ act as a check and a drag upon his Cabmet”, and

he found himselfm the uncomfortable position of damping down policy on

matters to which he had pledged himself under his late chief, and indeed

virtually waiting for the defeat that always follows inaction Abroad he

leant towards Germany rather than France and though he became in-

volved m certam difficulties with Berlm over the agreement with the Congo

Free State, he on the whole took the Ime that “planting a flag here and

there or demarcatmg regions with a red Ime on a map are vam diversions ” ™

His relations with France were determined by the necessities of the

Egyptian situation. While a section of the Cabinet was against “a strong

Egyptian policy”, he himself feared an eruption there, but held that “while

we hold Egypt, both Constantmople and India are safe”.’^ The main

trouble was due to the Anglophobia of the new Khedive, to the undoubted

desire of the Sultan to recover his lost hold upon Cairo, and to the per-

sistence with which the French hinted at evacuation. Yet throughout the

’nineties it was patently impossible to withdraw from Egypt without ex-

posing it to instant attack from the fanatic who held the Sudan in his gnp:

and this was so obvious that London was forced to impute to Pans the

desire to takp its place in Egypt But it was not till well after the return of

Salisbury to power that London really faced the necessity of a Sudan

expedition: and what finally turned the scale m its favour was probably the

disastrous defeat suffered by the Italians m Abyssinia early in 1896.

Meanwhile Franco-British rivalry had spread to Souffi-Eastem Asia.

During the ’eighties the French, undeterred by occasional military reverses,

were pushing steadily forward in Indo-China, while the Bntish annexed
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Upper Burma and tried, in the words of Lord Salisbury, “to obtain access

to the markets of China from behind The conception of Siam as an

independent buffer state between the British and French possessions was

soon in danger, and early in 1893 the frontier disputes between France and

Siam led to open hostilities Rosebery, fearing that Siam might share the

fate of Annam, took a strong line diplomatically and kept British troops in

readiness for action. In the end the quarrel was patched up, thanks in part

to the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War and the necessity in which China

found herself of making concessions to the French on the other side of

Indo-China. But the relations between Pans and London had suffered a

further strain, and the Anglophobes who controlled the Quai d’Orsay in the

’nineties were all the less disposed to a policy of moderation m Central

Africa. Fashoda was in a sense bred on the Mekong river.

It should be noted in passing that the mistaken estimates drawn by

Germany from *this incident contributed materially to the Emperor’s

attitude in the decisive years that were appjoaching. William was at Cowes
when the Siamese question became acute, at the end of July 1893. He and

Hatzfeldt were entitled to reckon with the possibility of a Franco-British

war, and Caprivi’s comment was, “For us the most desirable opening of

the next big war is if the first shot should come from an English ship. We
are then certain of being able to enlarge the Triple into a Quadruple

Alliance.”^^ Hatzfeldt calculated that in case of need Rosebery would

invite Italian help against France and so come closer to the Dreibund, and

that he could convince Gladstone of the “political necessity” of such

action. He assured Sir Philip Currie that internal political sympathies

played no part with the German Government, and that its reserve would

vanish if it had “the certainty that Lord Rosebery had a decisive influence

on foreign policy and was not always subject to the intervention of his

colleagues at the decisive moment”. Baron Marschall, then German
Foreign Minister, was not disposed to give a but en hlanc promise that

Germany would not allow a French attack upon England”—^to formulate

the question in this way is in itself a revelation of mentality—and held that

Rosebery had not proved “either the power or the will to go his own
way”."^® He rmght have thought otherwise if he had seen Rosebery’s

letter of 14 June 1894 to the Queen, asking her to convey to her grandson a

discreet warning that “ Germany is playing an extremely dangerous game”.
He had told the Austrian Ambassador—in the hope that it would reach

Berlm via Vienna—^that “if Germany were gomg to side with France in

African questions, we must reconsider our position as regards our general

attitude in Europe, most particularly in the Mediterranean and in the

East”7’
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During his brief tenure of the Premiership Lord Rosebery relinquished

the Foreign Office to Lord Kimberley, andbetween them two decisionswere

taken which weredestmedto have important consequences. On the one hand
the Anglo-Congolese Treaty of May 1894 evoked the open opposition of the

FrenchChamberand of the Anglophobe Foreign MinisterHanotaux.butalso

aprotest from the German Government agamst the lease to Bntain of a strip

of Tanganyika Territory. London consented to cancel the Treaty, but while

not surprised at the captious attitude of France, took note of Germany’s

mcreasmg hostility towards Bntish policy m Africa, which was so soon to

flare up in connection with the Boer Republics. Just as the Russophil

Gladstone had failed to achieve real friendship with Russia in the ’eighties,

so the Germanophil Rosebery witnessed a slow deterioration of Anglo-

German relations during his term of office.

On the other hand in 1895, when Japan had imposed upon a beaten

China the Treaty of Shimonoseki, Lord Kimberley definitely declined to

associate Britam with Russia, France and Germany in their action to rob

the new Asiatic Great Power of “the fruit of her victories”. Here agam it

was Germany, under the shortsighted and braggart leadership of William

II,* who took a specially strong Ime against Japan and the alleged “Yellow

Penl”, while Britain had already been the first Great Power to admit

Japan to recognition as an equal, and to sign a treaty abrogatmg her extra-

terntorial nghts and makmg economic concessions. These events were to

bear memorable fruit both for Britam and for Germany—^for the one in the

Japanese alliance, for the other in a declaration of war couched nineteen

years later in the very words of 1895.

Salisbury and the Wrong Horse

During Rosebery’s last year of ofiice relations with Turkey, already stramed

owing to the situation m Egypt,f grew stdl worse, when the news of an

Armenian rising in Asia Minor, followed by wholesale massacres on a more

than Bulganan scale, reached England, and public opinion pressed for

mtervention. Lord Kimberley ordered Sir Philip Curne to protest at the

Porte, and the consular enquiry that followed revealed, in Rosebery’s own

words, “not merely massacres, but horrors unutterable, unspeakable,

unimagmable by the mind of man”.’® Turkey evaded all real reform, and

neither France nor Russia showed any disposition for joint action.

Such was the situation which Salisbury found on his return to power. He

* In July 1895 William gave as one of his motives, “ One must try to nail Russia to East

Asia, so that she can concern herself less with Europe and the European East” (at

Brandenburg, V(m Bismarck bis zum Wdihieg, p. 87).

t On 16 June 1893 Rosebery had written to the Queen of “ the Sultan, if possible more

un&iendly than before” {Letters, n, a6o).
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had never had many illusions as to Turkish methods, and now he lost no

time in warning the Turkish Ambassador that Turkey was losing ground in

British opinion, and that ‘‘a settled conviction was growing” that there was

no hope of reform, “and that all that could be done w'-as to finish with it”

Within a month, in conversations with Count Hatzfeldt, he was speaking of

Turkey as “trop pourne” to survive. He did not desire her break-up, but

he could not shut his eyes to approaching events . and he volunteered the

remark tliat Britain had been wrong in refusing the famous partition over-

ture of Nicholas to Sir Hamilton Seymour (see supra^ p 305). The ever

distrustful Holstein assumed that Salisbury’s aim was “to ease England’s

uncomfortable position m Egypt tow^ards France and Russia, by creating

complications m Asia Minor and the Balkans ” : but Hatzfeldt disproved this

by quoting Salisbury’s readiness to give Tripoli, Tunis and most of

Morocco to Italy, Salonica to Austria, and “most ample satisfaction” to

Russia—^perhaps even “Constantinople, avec tout ce qui s’ensuit”, and

access to the Mediterranean. A few days later Salisbury aired these same

views at Cowes to the Emperor, who made little of the Armenian massacres,

insisted on the improvement in Turkey and would not hear of its dis-

memberment. The incident was much less sensational, and also less clear-

cut, than has often been alleged:®^ but there can be no doubt that it in-

creased the growing distrust on both sides.* Ten days later Salisbury

publicly warned the Sultan that Europe’s patience was failing, and that “no

treaties and no sympathy” would save his Empire from ruin if he con-

tinued to disregard the advice of the Powers. But so far from this helping, it

was followed late in September by fresh massacres throughout Armenia.

Russia, encouraged by Germany, gave her backing to the Sultan, Count

Goluchowski’s proposal for joint naval action off the Golden Horn was in

its turn rejected by his German ally, and despite 'the fulminations of

Gladstone, William Watson and the Nonconformist leaders against

“Abdul the Damned”, Salisbury and Rosebery were in agreement that

“isolated action means a European War”. The crowning infamy came in

August 1896, when for two days the Armenians of Constantinople itself

were massacred wholesale under the eyes of the police. Salisbury was
brought to the tardy acknowledgment that in backmg Turkey, Bntam
“had put her money on the wrong horse”: but this only served to em-
phasise our impotence in the Near East, or at least our unwillingness to risk

war. And once more it was the fickle William 11 who extracted the main
profit: his condonation of the massacres was followed in 1897 by strong

On 31 October iSgi Holstein, in conversation with Valentine Chirol, reverted to
this incident, and staled that the view of the Emperor and his Government at that
moment had been that Turkish partition would have meant an European war (G.P

,

XVII, No. 5026).
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support of Turkey in her war with Greece and in her resistance to Cretan

autonomy, and in 1898 by his pilgrimage to Jerusalem, his theatncal appeal

at Damascus to the Moslem world, and his state visit to the pariah Sultan at

Yildiz Kiosk. By the turn of the century British influence at the Porte was

negligible, while German predominance, already entrenched by the military

mission under Kolmar von der Goltz Pasha, found its economic expression

in railway concessions in Asia Minor, the germ of “Berlin-Bagdad”.

The mtercoimection between the Near East, Far East and South Africa

IS not obvious at first sight, but becomes very clear on reflection. Germany
had at first been alarmed at the Dual Alliance, which her abandonment of

Bismarckian tactics had rendered possible: but then, seemg the anti-

British trend of French and Russian policy, set herself to accentuate this

still further. After Shimonoseki Britain found herself in a position of

isolation which, thanks to her new friendship with Japan, was less dangerous

in the Far East than her rivals fancied, but which m Europe and Africa was

distinctly disquieting The Emperor’s double aim, first in the Far East,

then in the Near East, had been by isolating Britam to force her finally into

the orbit of the Triple Alliance: and having achieved the first, but failed in

the second, he now turned to a new field of action in South Africa.

Germany and the Jameson Raid

During 1895 the long-drawn conflict of interest between Britain and the

two Boer Republics came rapidly to a head Our account of it must of

course be strictly confined to its reactions upon European policy.

It was in many ways a tragedy that the two farmer republics could not be

spared the inroad of industrialism and high finance, but once the situation

had been transformed by the discovery and development of the gold mines

round Johannesburg,* there was in the end no real alternative between

excluding or expelling the Uitlanders from whom the mam revenues of the

state were denved, and granting them some approach, however modest, to

representative government. Yet President Kiuger was resolutely opposed

to both alternatives, and in his efforts to seem the in-rushing tide, turned for

help to any foreign Power that would afford it. The first public sign of

German activities in the Transvaal was Kruger’s speech m honour of the

Emperor’s birthday on 27 January 1895. Rhodes, who was m London at

the time, was alarmed for his dream of South African federation, and viewed

with suspicion the introduction of a new foreign element into South African

affairs. In June German ships were sent to Delagoa Bay, whence the newly

opened railway ran to Pretoria. When Sir Edward Malet left the Berlm

^ “ Montecarlo superimposed upon Sodom and Gomorrah,” said a Cape politician to

Sir W. Butler (Butler, Autobiography, p. 415)
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Embassy, he spoke to the Foreign Minister, Baron Marschall, of the

Transvaal as “the black spot’’ in Anglo-German relations, which might

lead to “serious complications”. William II took great offence at this and

rated our Military Attache, Colonel Swaine, ending with the threat that if

England continued to “insult and fool” the Dreibund as she had for the

past seven years, he would be “simply forced to make common cause with

France and Russia”. Britain, he concluded, could only escape from her

isolation by “coming out unreservedly and openly on the side of the Triple

Alliance or against it”, and the former meant giving “sealed and signed

guarantees This was mdeed letting the cat out of the bag. Britain .was
" to be browbeaten into the central alliance, and meanwhile, in one of his

revealing marginalia^ the Kaiser noted, “we must make great capital out of

this story, also for possible naval demands to protect our growing trade

Salisbury at once disavowed Malet, but was otherwise evasive. His

caution was doubtless partly due to the difficult situation which he saw

arismg in connection with the Venezuelan frontier dispute and President

Cleveland’s unmeasured application of the Monroe doctrine. There can be

little doubt that the excitement and friction followmg on the President’s

message to Congress on 17 December was an incentive to German action in

South Africa and elsewhere: for if Britain should be involved in war with

America, her isolation would indeed be alarming.

The long expected explosion in South Africa took the form of the dis-

creditable Jameson Raid, which was launched on 29 December 1895 with the

full collusion of Cecil Rhodes, but ended in complete fiasco on 2 January

1896. While the issue was still pending, Baron Marschall laid it down that

Germany could not accept the annexation of the Transvaal, and told the

new Ambassador Lascelles that Berlm had warned London “repeatedly for

two years past” of the danger, but without any clear response,®^ Though
Salisbury at once repudiated the Raid on behalf of himself and of Chamber-
lain, and notified this to Berlin both through Hatzfeldt and through

Lascelles, a German Note of protest was sent to Hatzfeldt for formal

presentation. The news of Jameson’s failure, however, led to a change of

tactics: and Hatzfeldt, acting on telegraphic orders, had still time to recover

the Note unopened from the Foreign Office, thereby doubtless averting

grave diplomatic trouble. But none the less on 3 January the German
Government officially suggested to President Kruger the idea ofa Conference
to regulate the international status of the Transvaal, though of course

perfectly aware that the London Cabinet would regard this as an infringe-

ment of its suzerain rights. Not content with this, it sent in the Emperor’s
name a telegram of congratulation to President ELriiger on his successful

vindication of independence “without appealing to the aid of friendly
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Powers”.* Some idea of the extent of William II’s perfidy may be gathered
from the fact that almost simultaneously he informed the Tsar that he had
used “very severe language” in London, and had “opened communications
TOth Paris for common defence of our endangered interests”.®® He also

saw Dr Leyds, Kruger’s Secretary of State, spoke of German military help
and added that “if Lorenzo Marquez ever changed owner, it could only
come into German or Boer hands”.*® At a conference with his civil,

military and naval advisers he was prepared to contemplate war with
England, and was only gradually restrained,®’’ on being assured that a land

war in Africa would involve a naval war in Europe also. He seems to have

been influenced by his animus against “Uncle Bertie”, whom he accused of

being implicated in the Raid, with his friends Beit and Cassel.

The intense, and indeed excessive, ^ger of the British press was probably ,

compounded of several quite different sentiments—disappomtment at the s

attitude of a sovereign who had hitherto passed, largely owing to his own
j

public utterances, as pronouncedly Anglophil: annoyance at the sudden •

burst of Anglophobia in the German press and Parliament, and not least,
'

resentment at Germany taking advantage of a moment when Britain’s

hands were tied by the dispute with America. Behind all this of course was

keen sympathy for the Uitlanders, based partly on tendencious exaggera-

tions, and also the consciousness that in the words of Chamberlain, “the

Raid has placed Britain in a false position”®® before the whole world, and

made it almost equally impossible to protest against Boer armaments or to

champion the helots of Johaimesburg. “The Transvaal situation was a sore

spot, and the meddling of outsiders was resented on principle.”®® Rhodes

had made himself impossible for the time .being, and fell from power; co-

operation with the Afrikander party at the Cape was rendered more difficult,

and Chamberlain was not believed when he denied complicity. It is

characteristic of the man that in his defence before the House of Commons
he boldly declared that “but for Englishmen like Rhodes our English

history would be much poorer, and our British dominions would be much
smaller”, but at the same time broke a lance for his former chief by in-

sisting that Gladstone’s magnanimity to the Boers after Majuba “had never

met the response it merited”.®® A complete deadlock ensued in South

* G,P XI, Nos 2609, 2610. The exact proportion of responsibility for the telegram and

Its wordmg has even now not been established; but it can safely be divided between the

Emperor, his Chancellor Prmce Hohenlohe, the Foreign Mmister Baron Marschall, and

the permanent officials. Next day Marschall told Valentme Chirol, then Times Corre-

spondent, that *‘it was a state action and that it was necessary to give England a lesson”

(G. P, Gooch, History of Modem Europe, p 219) William II mamtams that the original

text was stiffened against his wishes, while the evidence of Marschall, Holstein and Bulow

tends m the opposite direction (cf. Grosse Polittk, xi, note on No. 2610; Bulow, Denk*

tcurdtgkeiten^ I, 473-4; Hammann, Der neue Kurs, p. 180).

s-w 37
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Africa. Kruger evaded the invitation to England, challenged the claim of

suzerainty, demanded a modification of the Convention of 1884 ^ respect

of foreign affairs, continued to treat the Uitlanders as before, and spent the

revenue derived from their industry upon huge armaments which could only

have one purpose.

Meanwhile the Emperor was simultaneously writing fulsome excuses to

his grandmother, inciting the Tsar against England, and sounding Paris and

St Petersburg as to the possibility of a triple intervention in favour of the

Transvaal. Fortunately the French Cabinet saw through the manoeuvre and

remained passive, while the Italian Foreign Minister Baron Blanc, whom
Billow sounded in a similar sense, warned his ally that a “permanent

estrangement of Germany and England must force Italy on to the side of

France and Russia”. Holstein doubted whether even “the Transvaal

experience will suffice to convince England of the necessity of a continental

attachment {Anlehnungy'\ Marschall frankly regarded co-operation of the

three continental Powers as “the best means of settling disputes between

England and the Continent” ; and even that sober veteran Prince Hohenlohe

reckoned that Britain would find it necessary to join that group of Powers

which could help her to defend the route to India. In Berlin’s attitude

bluff and blackmail were strangely blended: as Salisbury told Eckardstein

in 1899, the telegram was a blunder even more foolish than the Raid itself,

and tie cloud which it cast upon Anglo-German relations was to grow year

by year more menacing. The press on both sides was in a Jingo mood, and

foolish attempts were made to injure German trade in Britain: but the

Queen and the Premier set themselves to calm public opinion, and the

tumult gradually subsided. But Salisbury was more than ever disposed to

;

act on the lines expounded to Chamberlain in their previous term of office

—

.
“to keep absolutely clear of engagements and to leave the country free to

take any action which it might think fit in the event of a war Moreover,

Professor Brandenburg is doubtless right in concluding that it was the

growth of tension with Germany that led Salisbury, in February 1896, to

refuse the renewal of the Mediterranean Agreement with Austria-Hungary

and Italy.®®

During 1897 Britain found herself definitely isolated, alike in face of the

Greco-Turkish conflict and the collusive seizure of Kiaochau and Port

Arthur by Germany and Russia. Moreover, while a colonial conference and

a naval review formed the most striking features of Queen Victoria’s

Diamond Jubilee, William II set himself the goal of world-power, based

upon a Navy “raised to the same standard as that of my army”. “The
trident”, he declared, “belongs in our hands”, and with the help of his

new adviser Admiral von Tirpitz he introduced the first of a series of Navy
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Bills which were soon to upset all the calculations on which Britain naval

strategy rested. On 23 September 1898 he proclaimed to all the world,

^‘Our future lies on the water

Fashoda

French suspicions of Berlin prevented any serious response to overtures for

a Continental League against Britain, and meanwhile the agreement signed

between France and Britain in that very month of January on the Siamese

boundaries removed a dangerous cause of misunderstanding. But in other

parts of the world, and particularly in Central Africa, friction continued,

and peace between France and Britain was increasingly at the mercy of

rival zealots, bent on pegging out priority claims. There is some obscurity

as to the exact moment at which London’s resolve hardened: but looking

backward, we can see that what was at stake on Britain’s side was the

"‘through connection” between Cairo and the Cape, whereas on the side of

France it was already too late to expand from west to east of the African

continent, and it therefore became in effect a mere question of extending

her Saharan possessions as far east as possible and securing foothold on the

Nile, with a view to causing subsequent embarrassment to Britain and

regaining the lost position in Egypt. Hanotaux, as French Foreign

Mmister, quite apart from his distinctly Anglophobe outlook, held as late as

1897 the view that the Nile was the “key point {le noeudy^ to all questions

then pending, and might therefore become the key to a general agreement.®®

From 1894 onwards, then, several able and energetic officers—such as

Monteil, Liotard, Marchand—^were employed by the French Government

in an expansive sense. Alarmed by speeches in the French Chamber,

hinting that these activities were set on foot in order to compel the evacua-

tion of Egypt, The Times demanded that the Liberal Cabinet should make

clear its intentions: and thus it came, soon after Gladstone’s retirement, to a

statement of the new Foreign Under-Secretary Sir Edward Grey (28 March

189s). While denying any knowledge of a French expedition to the Nile

Valley, he declared quite bluntly that in view of existing British claims any

such action would be “not merely an inconsistent and unexpected act”, but

would be viewed by Great Britain as “an unfriendly act”.

This clear warning did not, however, serve as a deterrent, and French

activities continued In the background Leopold II of Belgium tried un-

successfully to mediate between Paris and London, and even made the

extraordinary suggestion that the Khedive should be allowed to lease to

him, as sovereign of the Congo, the whole valley from Khartoum to Lake
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Nyanza (October 1895). Moreover, after Italy’s disastrous defeat in

Abyssinia and its repercussions in Italian home politics, William II,

apparently alarmed for the credit of the Triple Alliance, made somewhat
hysterical®’^ advances to Sir Frank Lascelles, whom he tried to convince that

Russia would instal herself on the Red Sea in Italy’s place, and that France

would buy the Canaries from Spain. Britain, he hoped, would either join

the Dreibund or at least help Italy, or she might find both her routes to

India endangered.®®

The combined pressure of all these events, and the warnings of such men
as Lugard and Samuel Baker, at last decided the British Government in

favour of a military advance in the Sudan, and to overcome the financial

obstruction of the Powers by itself providing the sinews of war. In April

1896 Kitchener started southwards, and on 23 September successfully

occupied Dongola, the first stage towards Khartoum. The result was to

heighten the friction between London and Paris- and though a really

satisfactory and final agreement was reached by the Niger Commission, and

the British somewhat grudgingly recognised the French annexation of

Madagascar, France persisted in her ambitions on the Upper Nile, and as

early as February 1896 authorised Captain Marchand’s expedition east-

wards. His instructions contained the eloquent phrase, ‘Tf we are to

anticipate the English, we must arrive there first.” Hanotaux denied that the

Marchand mission was ‘‘a military enterprise”, aiming at conquest: but m
that case it became still more obviously an attempt to peg out a claim for

purposes of bargaining, and indeed in his African book Hanotaux treats the

mission as a direct reply to Kitchener’s expedition.

Kitchener devoted 1897 to railway construction and military preparations

at bis new base, and by March 1898 was ready for a fresh advance. In

April he defeated the Khalifa and his Dervish army at the Atbara, and on

8 September completed their destruction at the decisive hatth of Omdur-
man. But meanwhile Marchand, leaving the Congo in March 1897, had

reached Fashoda on 10 July 1898, and hoisted the French flag: it was not

till 18 September that Kitchener arrived there with his Nile flotilla. He was

instructed to act upon Grey’s warning of 1895, and upon its explicit

endorsement by Salisbury to Hanotaux on 10 December 1897—^to the effect

that no other Power ‘‘has any claim to occupy any part of the Valley of the

Nile”;®® as soldiers the two men met and parted on cordial terms, but not

unnaturally neither would yield without further orders from home.

Fortunately there was a new Government in France since 18 July, and

Delcass6 had replaced Hanotaux as Foreign Minister. Delcass6 found

himself between two fires—on the one hand Salisbury’s unequivocal claim

that “all the territories which were subject to the Khalifa passed to the
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British and Egyptian Governments by right of conquest”,* and on the

other the rising tide of French susceptibilities. As he was genuinely

desirous of a comprehensive settlement with England, and was so obviously

handicapped by the unwisdom of his predecessors, it is difficult to avoid the

conclusion that the London Cabinet did nothing to make his position easier:

and indeed the speeches of Rosebery and Hicks-Beach—the latter hinting

that there are “worse evils than war”—^were on their side sops to the rabid

jingoism of the British press. On 30 September Delcasse refused Monson’s
request for the recall of Marchand: but he had to admit that Marchand was
completely “in the air”^°° and could not hope to be relieved from any

quarter, and at last on 3 November the order for recall was sent. For some
months still France was, according to Monson, “staggered and humili-

ated and war was very near: it is hard to say whether the dissensions

already caused by the Dreyfus Case served most as a deterrent or as an

irritant

A fortnight after the recall, Chamberlain, as though bent upon lashing a

bruised back, denounced the French “policy of pinpricks”, and pointed

out that “Fashoda is only a symbol: the great issue is the control of the

whole valley of the Nile”. This led to fresh press polemics and much bad

blood: but at last on 21 March 1899 a convention was signed between
(

France and Britain, which made the watershed of the Nile and the Congo

the dividing line between the two spheres of influence. The Egyptian

situation remained unaffected. When at last the dust of controversy had

cleared away, it became obvious that a sound solution had been reached.

Egypt was freed from the Dervish menace and from the danger of inter-

ference with the waters of the Nile: Britain secured land access from the

Sudan to Uganda and South Africa, while France found ample scope for

expansion in the Sahara from the Atlantic to Lake Chad. There were

French extremists who, finding Russia too absorbed in Asia to give them

much help, favoured reconciliation with Germany, but Alsace proved a

fatal obstacle, and Berlm was still ready to be bought off by London.

Meanwhile the old loyalties were bemg dislocated, Asia and Europe were

interlocked, existing alliances were at the mercy of new and unforeseeable

events. Five hectic years were still required before Delcasse could place

relations with London on a new basis.

9 September, Salisbury to Monson—British Documents

,

i, No 189 In Parliament he

reaffirmed the right of conquest as “ the most useful, most simple and soundest of the

two’’, the otier bemg that the Sudan had “formed part of the possessions of Egypt”.



THE RETURN TO ISOLATION582 [CH.

Last Hopes of a German Alliance

In the closing years of the centurj", Joseph Chamberlain occupied an almost

unique position in the Cabinet, and as his chief grew older and harder to

move, foreign and colonial policy became interlocked and forced the initia-

tive upon the younger man. Moved by the conviction that isolation was
increasingly dangerous, and that for Britain the ideal combination was one

with the “Anglo-Saxon’^ rather than the Latm or Slav world, he was
inclined in the first instance to explore the possibilities of understanding

with Berlin. In March 1898 he met the German Ambassador Count

Hatzfeldt, and admitting that British policy had for years been one of

“isolation, or at least of non-entanglement in alliances”, raised the question

of a defensive alliance.^®^ Billow’s reply was distinctly non-committal: he

argued that “time was against England”, and insisted that any treaty must

be ratified by the British Parliament,^®® but doubting this to be practicable,

held that they must wait till a later date for its fulfilment. In a further

conversation early in April Chamberlain, though careful to speak in a

private capacity, suggested an agreement “equivalent to entering the Triple

Alliance ” (the Emperor’s comment is, “The dead ride fast ”), and challenged

the view that England would ever abandon such a treaty if it were once

adopted. Hatzfeldt warned his chief that Chamberlain was not to be

regarded as a real friend of Germany, and in any case was “a naive beginner

in foreign policy Bulow and Holstein were full of doubts, and were

not influenced by Chamberlain’s very broad hint that if “the natural

alliance” had to be abandoned, there was “no impossibility in reaching an

understanding with Russia or France”.^®® Billow’s view was that “France

could not be led by any price which England would pay, to enter an

alliance, however platonic and defensive, against Russia”^®® in other words

he started from the assumption that such alliances would be necessarily

directed against other Powers, whereas Britain’s chief aim was to win over

or detach Powers who might otherwise join a hostile combination against

her. Salisbury’s own phrase to Hatzfeldt, “You ask too much for your

friendship”, was hardly tenable, since the Germans had declined to name
any terms, but it reveals the Premier’s deep suspicion of Germany. The
Ambassador had to report that Chamberlain was keenly disappointed, but

still ready to make colonial concessions, yet only in the event of a political

accord his own tactics would be to keep the door open for a possible

agreement in the future,

Chamberlain, as Hatzfeldt had feared, proceeded on his own way: and
his speech of 13 May was a landmark, the more so as it closely followed
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Salisbury’s public reference to “the jargon of isolation”. Starting from the

axiom that ever since the Crimean War Britain had follo^ved “a policy of

strict isolation”—^with no allies and, he feared, no friends—^he reached the

conclusion that he who sups with the devil must have a very long spoon,

and “must not reject the idea of an alliance with those Powers whose
interests are most nearly approximate to our own”. It was above all

Russian aggression in China ihat prompted his speech- little did he know
that William II, while listening to British overtures, was trymg to make
capital for himself by revealing the secret to Tsar Nicholas, and by asking

“What you can offer me and will do if I refuse.” The Tsar, however, was
cautious and sent a polite refusal, coupled with a hint that Britain had

already addressed herself to Russia, though without success. Meanwhile

the speech was badly received in the press of both countries, and for a time

nothing more happened. In August, it is true, the Emperor asked his

mother to approach the Queen, and when Salisbury failed to respond,

complained of “his overtures being received with something between a

joke and a snub”.i®® By the end of the year, however, the Emperor had

recovered both his temper and the desire for a deal, for Lascelles reported a

very frank conversation with the Emperor, who agreed that there was “ no

necessity for a formal alliance”, since the arrangements for common action

could be made within 24 hours

This more genial attitude on the part of William II was due to two

things. On the one hand the British attitude towards the United States in

Its quarrel with Spain, and m particular the naval incident at Manila, had

speedily destroyed all trace of the stupid Venezuelan quarrel, and made

possible a rapprochement between what it was still the fashion to call the two

“Anglo-Saxon” peoples. On the other the Colonial Secretary, arguing that

“it is worth while to pay blackmail sometimes”, had secretly negotiated a

treaty with Germany dividing the Portuguese colonies into two spheres of

influence, which would become a reality in the event of Portugal wishing to

sell, but not otherwise (30 August 1898). Portugal was not informed of the

result, and in the same way, a year later, London negotiated with Portugal

direct the Treaty of Windsor (14 October 1899) and did not inform

Germany. The later did not, it is true, infringe the earlier Treaty, since it

merely renewed “the old mutual guarantee against attack”: but at this

distance of time the net impression is distinctly unsavoury—but in all

directions, not as regards Britain in particular.* The whole series of

manoeuvres turned mainly round Delagoa Bay, admittedly the key to the

• Sir Arthur Nicolson described the Convention as “the most cynical business that I

have come across m my •whole (Experience of diplomacy ” (Harold Nicolson, Lord Carnock,

p. 393 : and this view is endorsed by Langer, op, at, p, 625 )
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Transvaal
—

“the key of peace in South Africa”. Britain would have liked

to lease it from Portugal, while Germany blocked the plan.

During 1899 Chamberlain was more than ever convinced of the need for

allies, even if the name were withheld and the exact aims ill-defined, and it

was this feeling that lay behind his occasional speeches on “Anglo-Saxon

liberty and Anglo-Saxon interests” and on the belief that blood will be

found to be thicker than water.“® But despite the ardour with which Cecil

Rhodes, after a visit to Berlin, also advocated a German alliance, Chamber-

lain’s original hopes were already changmg rapidly, and he kept hinting to

Hatzfeldt that “last year we offered you everything and you would not

have it: now it is too late’’.^^^

There was fresh friction over the Samoan question, which was in itself

entirely insignificant, but became an object of rival susceptibilities and a

fruitful source of misunderstanding. While Chamberlain complained that

German policy “since Bismarck has always been one of undisguised black-

mail”, the Emperor William on his side told Colonel Grierson that the

Bntish Government “appears to have two heads” working against each

other. “You make any concession asked for by France or Russia, you cede

half continents to them, but when Germany asks for an island . . . she is met
by a refusal.”^® And it must be freely admitted that the Salisbury Cabinet

might have continued to haggle indefinitely over Samoa, had not the out-

break of the Boer War rendered a settlement with Germany imperative.

Distrust was deepened still further owing to the attitude of Germany to

the Peace Conference which met at the Hague in May 1899 on the initiative

of the Tsar, to consider “the maintenance of universal peace and a possible

reduction of excessive armaments”. William II’s attitude from the outset

was • “ I’ll share in the comedy, but when waltzing I’ll keep my sword at my
side.”^^® He took.it for granted that the real motives were shortness of

money in Russia and the hope of countering Germany’s superior speed in

mobilising. But while the German military expert, Colonel Schwarzhoff,

almost at the outset knocked the bottom out of liie whole programme of the

Conference by rejecting the reduction or even restriction of armaments, the

British naval expert, Sir foBn Fisher, took an even more extreme view of the

relatioiis of might and right. The real difference was that vrith Germany
political questions were completely dwarfed by questions of strategy and
power, whereas the British case lay vrith that able diplomatist Sir Julian

Paimcefote, who was mainly instrumental in secunng the creation of a

permanent Court of Arbitration at the Hague.
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European Reactions of the Boer War

The Jameson Raid had produced an unhappy deadlock in the South African

situation, tymg the hands of the British Government and giving President

Ejruger a perfect excuse for increasing his armaments, and actmg as though

the Treaty of 1884 did not exist. On both sides, and among the Afrikanders

of the Cape, distrust and resentment had deepened, and the farmers of the

Veldt v/ere inclined to look vyith contempt upon the British as a military

poiver and to rely on Kruger’s rigidly patriarchal standards. In 1897 Sir

Alfred Milner, who had already made his name as an administrator in

Egypt, became High Commissioner at the Cape, and conscious of the

Uitlander problem as a running sore on the body politic, gradually reached

the conclusion that there was “no way out of the political troubles of South

Africa except reform in theTransvaal, or war”. “lam fighting all the time ”,

he wrote home, in October 1897.^^* But the policy of the home Govern-

ment was quite definitely “ to keep the peace with Ejruger unless he were

very outrageous “Transvaal must be clearly in the wrong beforewe can

interfere”, Chamberlain told Milner, addmg the warning that Britain

had “difficulties of the most serious character with France, Russia and

Germany”, and that the Government’s “principal object m South Africa

aCpresent is peace”.“® He refused Milner’s suggestion of provoking a

crisis, and even in AprU 1899 his response to Milner’s “Helot despatch”,

treating “the case for mtervention” as “overwhelming”, was to propose

a Conference at Bloemfontein between the High Commissioner and the

Boer President. After its failure he would still have accepted a compromise,

but it could not be one by which “one of the two white races was deliber-

ately placed in a position of political inferiority to the other”.^^^

The deadlock remamed absolute, and in the end the Cabinet authorised

an ultimatum to Pretoria, but it was never actually despatched, for the

Boers forestalled it by an ultimatum of their own, and when it was declined,

by the prompt invasion of Natal. Neithex^ide seems to have fully foreseen

the magnitude of the struggle, or the certainty that it would be fought to a

finish. The Continent, which had turned a strangely deaf ear to the appeals

of the Armenians, now espoused the Boer cause with enthusiasm and

plunged into blatant Anglophobia: while British opinion, cured of its over-

confidence by a series of military reverses, settled down to a long and

difficult campaign and consoled itself by the splendid rally of Colonial

loyalism. The' relief of Ladysmith and iCimberley in February 1900 marked

the first turn of the tide; during the summer Roberts and Kitchener

steadily overran the two Republics, till annexation could be proclaimed on
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October - but the period of guerilla warfare was prolonged for nearly two
years, and peace was not proclaimed till 31 May 1902.

This time the Emperoi, m defiance of an Anglophobe opinion at home,

threw himself strongly on to the side of Britain, and m November 1899

a state visit to Windsor, bringmg Bulow with him. Following upon ‘‘Black

Week’’, this visit unquestionably had a great moral effect upon the

Continent. In their talks with Chamberlain and Balfour the idea of an

Anglo-German understanding, and of its possible extension to the United

States also, constantly recun ed: but the German attitude, though now
cordial, was distmctly reserved, and remained unmoved when Chamberlain

spoke of Morocco and even suggested that if Britain took Tangier, Germany
might console herself with a coaling station on the Atlantic coast.^® Bulow

was frank enough to admit that opinion in England was far less anti-

German than opmion in Germany was anti-British, and that consequently

men like Chirol and Saunders, of The Times

^

who knew the intensity of the

feeling, were “most dangerous for us”.^^®

Chamberlain apparently thought that he was acting in the spirit of his

visitors when, on the very day after their departure, he made a big speech at

Leicester, first welcoming the newfound friendship with America, both on

its own account and as a guarantee of world-peace, and then going on to

declare that “the natural alliance is between us and the great German
Empire”, to attack the French press for its abuse of Queen Victoria, and to

advocate “a new Triple Alliance between the Teutonic race and the two

great branches of the Anglo-Saxon race”—an alliance which might either be

“committed to paper” or “merely exist in the minds of the statesmen of the

respective countries”. “Every farseeing English statesman”, he claimed,

“had long desired that we should not remain permanently isolated on the

Continent” (30 November 1899). But the speech had an almost equally

bad reception in the British and in the German press: and Bulow, so far

from grasping the proffered hand, spoke in the Reichstag of Germany’s

growing power and prestige amid a world of political and economic envy,

and declared that “in the coming century the German people would be

hammer or anvil”. Above all, he used the bad feeling engendered by the

searching of a German ship for contraband, in order to push a second Navy
Bill through the Reichstag, and thereby curry favour simultaneously with

the sailors, the Emperor, and with the Pan-German and Nationalist sections

of the German public. On the other hand, William definitely refused to

respond when the Russian Foreign Minister, Count Muravyev, suggested

joint “amicable pressure” upon London by Russia, Germany and France,

to save the Boer Republics; and Billow’s insistence on their mutual

guarante'e of territory as a preliminary condition almost automatically ruled
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out French co-operation. When Salisbury made it clear that Britain would
not consider mediation from any quarter, the project died a natural death

But the Queen and the Prince of Wales thanked the Emperor warmly for

his friendly attitude, ^nd as the tide turned against the Boers, he was
careful to withhold any real assistance and refused to receive the exiled

President in Berlin.* On two occasions he sent his uncle “aphorisms'*

amounting to suggestions for the proper conduct of the military campaign

m South Africa—perhaps a sign of sympathy, but certainly not of con-

fidence in Roberts and Kitchener.

In the summer of 1900 the Boxer troubles in Chma and the despatch of

an international expedition to Peking led to further co-operation, and the

Emperor compared his contmgent with that which the Qreat Elector had

sent to William of Orange on his famous invasion of England. Unfortu-

nately he also told them to give no quarter, and to make the name of

Germany as terrible in China as that which the Huns of Attila had made for

themselves in Europe. Waldersee, for whom the Kaiser secured the

supreme command, was strongly Anglophobe: but the expedition, after

scandalous looting, attained its main objective, and Anglo-German co-

operation was extended by the Yangtse Agreement of October 1900, based

on the double principle of the open door and Chinese integrity. But

Salisbury continued to have his doubts about William II, who flared up

suddenly to his uncle and described British ministers as “unmitigated

noodles

The End of Isolation

Germany’s attitude was decisive in preventing a continental bloc against

Britain during the Boer War, but at last the dangerous possibilities resulting

from such a bloc were brought home to British public opinion more clearly

than ever before, and the need for some sort of alliance, or at least under-

standing, was vndely felt. For the last time Chamberlain turned to Germany,

though no longer with his old enthusiasm. In March 1900 he had a very

frank talk with Count Paul Mettemich (then replacing Hatzfeldt), to whom
he insisted that he was no diplomat, but would continue all his life to

believe in a “general agreement” with Germany, if “alliance” were the

wrong word. Mettemich quoted Bulow’s phrase on Chamberlain: “he is

like all big men, ahead of his time”, but Chamberlain remained highly

sensitive and nervous.^^^

* There was however a curious incident in January 1900, when he assured the Russian

Ambassador that if ever the Tsar sent armies against India, he (W^ilham) “would guarantee

that none should stir in Europe’’ (quoted from the despatch of Osten-Sacken to Muravyev,

cited by Low, Edzvard VII, l, p. 763) On 10 April Salisbury, writing to the Queen, still had

a Imgermg doubt “whether a proposal for a combination against England was ever really

made by France and Russia to Germany” {Letters, in, 527)*
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In the following winter there were two vital changes. Lord Salisbury,

now in failing health, found it necessary to relinquish the Foreign Office,

and in November 1900 Lord Lansdowne took his place: and less than three

months later Queen Victoria died (21 January 1901). The influence of the

Crown upon policy had been m steady decline ever since the death of the

Prince Consort, but this does not of course mean that it was ever negligible.

On the contrary the Queen’s personal prestige as matriarch of European

royalty grew steadily, and was strengthened by her intimate knowledge of

continental affairs, her untiring correspondence with hordes of relations,

herflair and savoirfaire, her simple faith and high patriotism, her power to

inspire devotion and to command respect The aw^e which she inspired in

two such different men as the Prince of Wales and the German Emperor
very well illustrates the unique position to which she had attained. Under
Edward VII the influence of the Crown upon foreign policy was no longer

due so much to the office as to the peisonality of its holder, who, side by

side with petty punctilio and a mania for form, also possessed remarkable

gifts for acquiring information, sensing a political situation and subtly

transforming a hostile atmosphere. Balfour in his farewell tribute in the

House claimed that “the importance of the Crown in our Constitution is

not a diminishing, but an increasing factor. It increases and .must mcrease

with the development of those free selfgoveming communities beyond the

seas, who are constitutionally linked to us through the person of the

Sovereign, the living sjnnbol of Imperial Unity.” In 1901 this was still a

new note : to-day we are all conscious of its truth. But it must be added that

this “importance” rightly ascribed to the Crown has suffered a sea-change.

It will never again be what it was under the Great Queen, but it has indeed

become “something rich and strange”—something unique in history.

Meanwhile the appointment of Lansdowne, whom the Queen and the

Premier had agreed in regarding as “the only person fit to take the Foreign

Seals”, meant also from the first, however little it was intended, a steady

evolution away from the circumspection and the silences of his great pre-

decessor. Lansdowne was one of the last of the great Whig politicians,

though events had placed him among the Tories: he had in his veins such

different strains as those of Flahault, Talleyrand and Lady Naime, and in

Mr Cecil’s phrase “had the best qualifications in the world for merging the

foreign policy of a Conservative in that of a Liberal Government, and

bridging the gulf that separates the temperament of the French from that of

the English ”.^24 Arthur Balfour, a good psychologist—and Lansdowne’s
fag at Eton!—once spoke of “a sort of continental quality of mind in

Lansdowne
In these changing circumstances the idea of an Anglo-German alliance
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was relaunched dunng a conversation at Chatsworth between Chamberlain

and the Duke of Devonshire on the one hand and Baron Eckardstein on the

other. But it seems quite certain that the latter, who knew England well

and had many connections through his wife,* went far beyond his instruc-

tions, presumably spurred on by ambition at a moment when his chief.

Count Hatzfeldt, was incapacitated by illness. Eckardstem even spoke to

Lansdowne of a possible “defensive alliance”,^*® but the new Foreign

Secretary was cautiously sceptical and inclined to accept such talk cum
copia sahs?^'’ None the less, Hatzfeldt himself, when at last able to see

Lansdowne, also spoke of Bntam joining the Triple Alliance, and suggested

that in view of the dangers of continued isolation “it was our interest to

join one of the two great groups”, that agreement with Russia would cost

too much, and that “ Germany, if nothing should come of these overtures,

might find herself obliged to look elsewhere for alliances”.^®® This corre-

sponds entirely with the views of Biilow, who held that “England’s

threatened agreement with the Dual Alliance is only a bogey invented to

sober us”, and would be “far too expensive”,^® and with those of the

Emperor himself, who in his first official talk with Lansdowne not merely

tned to poison his mind against Russia and America for coming to an

agreement, but took the arrogantly comic line that the old balance of power

was “exploded”, and that he (William II) was “now the Balance of Power

in Europe Holstein for his part put on the ofiicial brake, arguing that a

formal suggestion of alliance from the German side was “exactly what we
wish to avoid In short, Berlin fatally misj'udged the possibility of

Britain coming to terms with the Dual Alliance, and assumed that it was

only necessary to wait until she accepted the German terms.^*®

An attempt was now actually made to draft a Convention, but in Sir

Thomas Sanderson’s view, “however it may be worded, . . .it will practically

amount to a guarantee to Germany of the provinces conquered by France”,

and he failed to see “exactly what Germany will guarantee to us”.^*® The

decisive rejection came from Lord Salisbury, whose memorandum of 29

May 1901^®*—^his last considered pronouncement on foreign policy

—

remains as a classic plea for caution and the avoidance of general commit-

ments. He doubted “whether the bargain would be for our advantage”,

smce “the liability of having to defend the German and Austrian frontiers

against Russia is heavier than that of haying to defend the British Isles

against France”. He also threw doubts on the danger of isolation, arguing

that even in the war against revolutionary France, “our fall would not have

been due to our isolation”, but to “failure to command the Channel”

But his rnain objection was “the fatal circumstance that neither we nor the

* Daughter of the wealthy furmture manufacturer Blundell-Maple.
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Gennans are competent to make the suggested promises. The British

Government cannot undertake to declare war for any purpose not

approved of by the electors” : otherwise “the promise would be repudiated,

and the Government would be turned out”. The only way round this

difficulty would be to lay the agreement before Parliament, but to this

there were “very grave objections”. “The impropriety of a secret contract

. . .would apply to German policy as much as to English”, and a public

promise “would excite bitter murmurs in every rank of German society.”

No British Minister, he concluded, could venture to forecast “Britain’s

probable conduct if Germany or Italy were mvolved in war with France”.

Their course “in such a case must depend on the view taken by public

opinion in this country, and public opmion would be largely, if not ex-

clusively, governed by the nature of the castis belli”.

The project again languished during the summer, and Bulow refused any

idea of co-operation with Britain in Morocco, arguing that that question

was not importantenough for Germany to risk mtemational complications.^®

But in August the Emperor, when he met King Edward at the funeral of the

Empress Frederick, urged “the conclusion of a definite and binding

treaty”,^*® thereby throwing to the winds Holstem’s ideas on initiative.

According to his own memorandum, William wished to brmg England, and

especially Salisbury, away from their “passive policy”, and to open their

eyes to “the slow but unceasing decline of England’s prestige and world-

position”.^®’ By this time it was Germany who was wooing and Britam

who was holding back. But the long series of discussions may be said to

have ended in the wmter of 1901, when Lansdowne drew up a formidable

catalogue of “the difficulties m the way of a full-blown defensive alliance

with Germany”—the impossibility of a dear definition of the cam
foederis, the certainty of alienating France and Russia, complications with

the Colonies, the jnsk of anti-American entanglements, and “the difficulty

of carrying Parliament with us”.^®® There followed a talk between Lans-

downe and the new Ambassador, Count Paul Mettemich, who found “our

preference for isolation unintelligible”, and made it dear that no “minor
proposal” would satisfy Berlm: “it was a case of the whole or none”.^®® If

Salisbury continued averse to any such agreement, Chamberlain’s en-

thusiasm was still more effectually* cooled by the reception given to his

Edmburgh speech (25 October): for his justification of British military

methods in South Africa, as milder than those of other nations in Poland,

Algeria, Bosnia and the Franco-German War, roused a storm of denuncia-

• Already m June he said to Alfred Rothschild :
—

“ If the people in Berlin are so short-
sighted as not to see that a whole new world-constellation depends on it, not^g can be
done with them”—^Edcardstein, op. at. u, 301
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tion in Germany. Even Billow, now speaking as Chancellor in the Reichstag,

treated Chamberlain's words as a disparagement of the glorious German

army, quoted Frederick the Great’s contemptuous phrase, ‘‘Let the man

alone, he is biting on granite”, and left uncondemned the gross insults of

a Pan-German deputy aga nst the British army. Chamberlain publicly

refused to withdraw or qualify, and refused also to accept lessons from a

foreign minister. For a time the relations between uncle and nephew were

again cordial, but the idea of an alliance was henceforth abandoned by both

sides as impracticable, and by most of the press as undesirable. The year

jgoi—^which ends the Victorian Era, the longest and greatest reign in

British history—^was also the parting of the ways between Britain and

Germany. The propitious moment had been lost, and the two sides moved

steadily apart.
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The Japanese Alliance

While Salisbury himself was in failmg health and increasingly negative in

outlook, his colleagues were more conscious of the dangers than of the

splendours of isolation. British opinion during 1901 began to favour an

agreement with Russia, to which Salisbury had long inclined in theory,

though without taking any very active steps. But not only was there no

response from St Petersburg, but the signs of Russia’s forward policy in

Asia multiplied, and early m 1901 the elder statesmen of Japan authorised

their Ambassador in London, Baron Hayashi, to sound the British Cabinet.

It had been Germany who first suggested that Japan should be included in

any arrangement reached between her and Britain: but in proportion as

Berlin insisted on a strict neutrality in the Russo-Japanese dispute as to

Manchuria, London and Tokio felt encouraged to go on alone. A last

desperate effort was made by Marquis Ito to achieve a Russian alliance on a

basis of virtual partition—Korea for Japan and Manchuria for Russia: but

his negotiations came to nothing, and the Japanese Cabinet on 7 December

1901 unanimously decided in favour of an alliance with Britain. On 30
January 1902 Lansdowne and Hayashi signed the momentous Anglo-

Japanese Agreement, which was to transform the whole structure of Far

Eastern politics: and the text was at once published and laid before

Parliament—the German Emperor and Chancellor havmg been previously

informed, at King Edward’s suggestion.^ This, the first modem alliance

concluded between an European Great Power and an Asiatic state, rested

on the perception that in the Far East isolation was almost equally dangerous

for Britain and for Japan, but that their co-operation would completely

checkmate any other possible combination of Powers, either for the purpose

of squeezing British traders out of China or of repeating the methods which

robbed Japan of the fmits of victory after Shimoneseki. In form the Treaty

was defensive, based on mutual recognition of the independence of China

and Korea, and it was laid down that Britain’s special interests lay in the

former country, Japan’s ('* politically as well as commercially and in-

dustrially”) in the latter. But while the express disclaimer of ‘‘aggressive

tendencies in either country” was at the time genuine enough, or at least

* But Bulow, while aflfectmg satisfaction to London, transmitted to Count Lamsdorff
William II’s opinion that the agreement was " the hard but not undeserved punishment for

Russia's flirting with England, her passivity during the Boer War, and her unresponsive
attitude to His Majesty’s wellmeant hints” (Grosse Pohttk, xvii. No. 5048).



WILLIAM II AND “THE YELLOW PERIL’’ 593
’

limited to the desire to “prevent the absorption of Korea by any foreign

power” (a phrase to be found in Lansdowne’s first draft), it must be
admitted that Japan’s ulterior aim was to conquer Korea for herself, and
that the alliance greatly increased her prospect of success, in the event of an
armed conflict with her chief rival, Russia Each Power was pledged to

neutrality if the other became involved in war, to use his efforts to prevent

others from joining m, and to come to his ally’s aid in the event of a third

state joining in. In effect, this left Russia without hope of an ally m war
with Japan. Lansdowne himself did not publicly marshal all the arguments

in favour of a revised policy—if only out of consideration for his cbef, who
felt its necessity, but also felt that a younger man must carry it into effect.

In the House of Lords Lansdowne urged that the increase of armaments,

and the suddenness with which wars broke out, had transformed the argu-

ments in favour of isolation, that judgment must no longer “be swayed by
any musty formulas or old-fashioned superstitions”, and that a country with

allies was to be envied, so long as its ally w’^as “desirable”, its objects

“commendable”, and the price paid not too great.^ The implication that

the Japanese alliance fulfilled these and other conditions was allowed to

remain unchallenged.

It was no accident that Britain inaugurated her new policy at that point of

the earth’s surface where, in view of Russia’s forward policy, the possi-

bilities of war seemed greatest. “The real ongm of this Treaty”, said Lord

Cranbome in the House, “was our anxiety to maintain the status quo in

China”: and he made it clear that Manchuria was not excluded from the

agreement. But it is safe to assume that the British Government was by no

means abandoning the hope, entertained by Salisbury in particular for

years past, of still reaching a direct agreement with Russia; and indeed the

Japanese also continued to negotiate with Russia for a peaceful settlement

of the Korean question. If then war eventually came, it was above all due

to the criminal folly of the military and naval camarilla which surrounded

Nicholas II and carried him whither he knew not.

In the first instance, however, the agreement roused the anger of Russia,

who of course realised that France would now, less than ever before, be

disposed to risk her fleet for the sake of some Russian adventure in the Fair

East. German policy meanwhile followed the line indicated by William II’s

personal predilections against “the Yellow Peril”; “Peoples of Europe,

preserve your holiest possessions he had written as the motto of an

allegorical picture.* The Emperor saw a chance of playing tertius gaudens,

* Very different was the attitude of King Edward, who at Kiel m June 1904 challenged

the theory of the Yellow Peril, and said, “The Japs are intelligent, brave and knightly, as

civilised as Europeans” {Grosse Pohttk, xix. No. 6038).

s-w 38
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by putting spokes in the wheel of any Anglo-Russian understanding and

encouraging Russia m her Far Eastern designs and, as friction grew, by-

inciting Tsar Nicholas as ‘‘Admiral of the Pacific*’ against Japan. On the

very eve of the Russo-Japanese War William II, in conversation with

Bulow, referred to his last epistle to “Nicky”, whose warmth, “he had

hoped, would induce the Tsar to turn all his forces against Japan”, It

looked as though the Tsar would end by surrendering Manchuria without

fighting, and “such a turn of events must be prevented under all circum-

stances”.^ For the future it was of vital importance that while William II

was bent on embroiling Nicholas II with Japan, Edward VII and Lans-

downe, m a quiet way behind the scenes, were warning the Tsar and his

advisers of the impending danger—^warning them that Japan was indeed in

deadly earnest. They were not believed at the time, but after the disaster

their words were remembered as a proof of good faith and sound judgment,

and contrasting as they did with the advice from Berlm, eventually smoothed

the path to the reconciliation of 1907.

The Japanese alliance was the last great achievement of Salisbury’s

Premiership: on 10 July he resigned, and was replaced by his nephew and

trusted friend Arthur Balfour. Salisbury had spent longer at the Foreign

Office than any other Foreign Secretary save Palmerston: and he will

always rank among the greatest of them, in the same class as his great

ancestor Burghley. As continuity was upheld under Rosebery, it may be

said that in foreign policy at any rate Salisbury achieved the aim of “20

years of resolute government”. There are, however, still many miscon-

ceptions about his policy, which it may be hoped the final volume of his

daughter’s brilliant and searching biography will at last dispel. It is too

often assumed that “splendid isolation” was a supreme and satisfying aim:

it would be far more correct to regard it as in his mind an uncomfortable

necessity imposed by the fluid state of continental politics. There can be

little doubt that his preferences were in favour of the old friendship with

France which he had known in his youth, and that to a lesser degree he

would have viewed a rapprochement with Russia with much relief, owing to

our Indian and other Asiatic conhnitments.^ But his innate caution and

realism convinced him that so long as that interpenetration of alliances of

which Professor Salvemini has written subsisted, and was further accentu-

ated by “the scramble for Africa” and by the economic and military

evolution of the Far East, it would be a fatal blunder to commit Britain

irrevocably to a place in one of the rival fronts.

But that he had no doctrinaire leaning towards isolation, and was fully

alive to the danger of hostile coalition, is abundantly shown by his Mediter-

ranean Agreements, his temporary alignment with the Triple Alliance, his
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overtures to Germany on the Turkish issue, his definite toleration of

Chamberlain’s experiments in foreign policy, lus periodic efforts to agree

with Russia. Above all, his.relations with Bismarck in the last three years

before the latter’s fall dispose of the idea that he was unduly identified with

the Balance of Power, for he then attached himself to what was already far

the strongest combination, mstead of trymg to redress the balance in

Europe. There is only one motive which will explam the permutations of his

policy in the ’eighties and ’nineties, namely his conviction that peace in

Europe was Bntain’s greatest mterest, and that he must give his backmg
only to those Powers whose policy was essentially pacific.' Pe had his

suspicions of Bismarck, but he knew enough of him to be sure that he was

working for peace, and it was because he was afraid that the “Epigoni” of

Germanpolicy, underthemasterful but erratichand ofWilliam II, were being

driven slowly but surely in a less pacific direction, that his reserve towards

Germany was so marked a feature of his later years. For the same reason

the France of Boulanger or of the Dreyfus agitation, the Russia of Skobelev

and the Pan-Slavs, enjoined great caution upon him; and it is safe to

assume that his attitude would have been quite different if he had had to

deal with such sane and balanced French and Russian statesmen as con-

fronted his successors in office. It is of course true that towards the end he

had lost his old vigour and initiative; but the Machiavellian designs some-

times attributed to him—^for instance that of holdmg aloof until the two

mam groups of Powers had been incited into conflict, and then profiting by

their ruin—^were quite accurately dismissed by his chief confidential

secretary as “grotesque”.* The most that can be said is that Salisbury
,

possessed a detached and introspective quality which lent itself to misunder-
'

standing on the part of foreigners, and led them to infer that absentminded-
j

ness in the home meant isolation in the nation’s policy.

The Third Entente Cordiale

Twelve yet more crowded years still separate us from the great catastrophe;

and it is not possible, without exceeding the purposes and proportions of

this volume, to treat them in other than the barest outline. The abandon-

ment of isolation is the “ Great Divide ” . it remains above all to consider the

negotiations with foreign Powers which resulted in the final groupings of

1914. But it is at least necessary to place on record that other new factors

contributed to render that isolation impossible: rapid improvements in

world communications—by rail, road, steamer and telephone—^the ex-

pansion of rival imperialisms in the waste places of earth, were only the

outward and visible signs of a process by which European and world policy

38-2
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were more and more interlocked. The Spanish-Amencan and Boer Wars
were soon followed by the Russo-Japanese War, and the next great European

conflict at once assumed world-wide proportions The “diplomatic revolu-

tion’’, as it has aptly been called, began outside Europe.

British public opinion, which is almost always outstripped by events, was

not yet alive to the menace of the German naval programme, as embodied in

the two Navy Laws of 1898 and 1900: but those responsible for our de-

fences and for the maintenance of a “Two-Power Standard” on the sea,

could be under no illusions as to the ultimate purpose of the German
armaments. To-day we have the evidence of Admiral von Tirpitz’s memoirs

and of the Emperor’s marginalia. The latter, on the eve of his visit to

England in November 1899, had told the French Anjbassador that Germany
had to be neutral in the South African War, because she had no fleet, “but

in 20 years, if this is ready, I’ll use another language”.® And a little later he

consoled the Queen of Holland for German inaction by quoting “Vengeance
IS mine, saith the Lord” and urging “silence and work” until a powerful

fleet could arise “under the joint banners of Orange and Brandenburg”.®

Moreover, behind this sound and fury was the cold flame of Tirpitz’s

resolve, and the famous “risk theory” which sought to make the German
fleet so strong that even a victorious rival would be crippled and “could no

longer meet a coalition of other naval Powers”. As Mr Woodward points

out, the Admiral’s reasoned memorandum for the Reichstag never men-
tioned Britain, but it was only to Britain that the theory could apply.’ Those

who ascribe the alienation of the two peoples to trade jealousy are talking the

crudest of nonsense; for their mutual trade was immensely and increasingly

profitable, and only fools fail to regret that it has not been resumed.* The
root cause, apart from nerves and prestige, was always the question of Sea

Power, which was vital for these islands and only secondary to the owner

of the greatest army in the world.

British susceptibilities had to be lulled to sleep by Billow and his master

while Germany passed through the “danger zone” of the fleet-building

^period. But the British Admiralty was not asleep, and these were the years

when a new naval base was established on the Firth of Forth, the Channel

Fleet strengthened and naval redistribution carried out throughout the

world, until, under that daring and wayward genius “Jacky Fisher”, the

laying down of the first Dreadnought,opened up a new era in the policy of

the capital ship and in building competition between the sea Powers in

esse and in posse. This policy, and the fact that it necessitated the widening

* On 9 July 1908 Herr von Stumm, m a report from the London Embassy, pointed out

that economic rivalry only applied m the case of a few particular interests which were
affected by German competition {Grosse Polittk^ xxiv, No. 8313).
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of the new Kiel Canal, should have enabled us to outdistance the German
fleet, but unfortunately between 1906 and 1908 the Campbell-Bannerman

Government threw away the lead, and fatally encouraged the Tirpitz school

to sustain competition.® If the Fisher-Cawdor programme stands to the

credit of Balfour, the subsequent course of events has also strikingly vindi-

cated one of the first acts of his administration, namely the creation of the

Committee of Imperial Defence, which has never fallen mto mere party

grooves and has a bearing on foreign policy too obvious to require elucidation.

Rarely has any British statesman of modern times shown so clear a perception

of the inter-relations of policy and military and naval power and mobility.

The Peace of Vereeniging (i June 1903) was followed by a pacification of

South Africa more rapid than any contemporary observer had dared to

hope. From the first Chamberlam had resolved that victory should be

followed by conciliation, had refused Milner’s proposals for the suspension

of the Cape Constitution, had proclaimed “a reign of justice and equality”

as “the only cure for racial antagonism” (i May 1900), and now combined

with Kitchener to expedite a settlement by generous terms of peace. This

result, combined with the Japanese Agreement, brought immediate relief

to an embarrassed Foreign Office; but relations with Germany steadily

deteriorated, and the Emperor had a bad press when he paid a family

visit to Sandringham in November 1903. Balfour, in his &st Guildhall

speech, attempted to atone for this by a reference to the press’s “fantastic

imaginings”: but relations still did not improve, despite fairly amicable

negotiations over the Bagdad Railway, and despite parallel action durmg a

recrudescence of the Venezuelan dispute. In this latter case the British

press, with sure instinct, feared that German statesmen might succeed in

embroiling us with the United States and then playing the tertius gaudens.

The danger was well illustrated by the mtolerable attitude of President

Roosevelt in the Alaskan dispute less than a year later.®

The moment was obviously propitious for discussions between France

and Britain, which would not, however, have been possible without “long

and patient work”“ on the part of the Ambassador Paul Cambon and such

unofficial envoys as Sir Thomas Barclay, Lord Avebury and others. By

1903 Delcasse had recovered from his soreness over Fashoda, hinted to

Salisbury the possibility of a rapprochement resting on the status quo,

and having meanwhile concluded a secret agreement with Italy (on the

basis of mutual desinteressement in Morocco and Tripoli, even sounded

Lansdowne as to a Moroccan agreement.* But the ship remained motion-

• King Edward told Eckardstem m February 1902 that we were “being urged more

strongly than ever by France to come to an agreement in all Colonial disputes ” (Eckardstem,

Lebenserinnerungenf ii, 379).
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less on the slips, and to set it in motion the daring experiment of a

\isit of King Edward to Paris was required. The story has often

been told, how his initiative added Paris to Lisbon, Malta and Rome,

and how his genial tact and the personal note which he gave to

every utterance turned Parisian coldness into reserve, and reserve into

half-incredulous enthusiasm. ‘‘The friendship of the two countries is

my constant preoccupation”, he said, and three months later, at a

state banquet to President Loubet m London, the King could speak,

without fear of challenge, of the “true friendship, indeed I will say

the affection, which my country feels for France”. Preceded by fitienne,

the leader of the French Colonial group in the Chamber, Delcasse

had decisive and extremely frank conversations with Lansdowne at the

Foreign Office (7 July 1903). The negotiations were continued through

the autumn and winter between Lansdowne and Cambon, and in the

former’s phrase to Cromer, “after sticking in all sorts of ignoble ruts,

suddenly began to travel at the rate of an express train At last, on

8 April 1904, the Anglo-French Convention was signed and given to the

world.

The essence of the agreement can be summarised very briefly, for it

consisted above all in the elimination of points of friction. The Newfound-

land fishery dispute, which was nearly two centuries old, was finally wiped

out, in return for a series of frontier rectifications in West Africa, which

substituted stable for fluid conditions in all the territory stretching from

Lake Chad and the Niger basin to the Atlantic coast. Minor disputes

relating to Siam, the New Hebrides and Madagascar were cleared up in a

special Protocol. But all else was subordinate to the “tit for tat” laid down
with regard to Morocco and Egypt. Each Power disclaimed any intention of

altering the political status of either country; and this can only be described

as disingenuous. For Britain, though only too anxious at that moment to

let sleeping dogs lie in Egypt, certainly wished to be free to act as circum-

stances might dictate, without any longer being dependent upon French

consent: while it is equally certain that France on her side had long since

made up her mind to absorb Morocco, and realised that the first preliminary

was British consent. This was very clearly understood and stated by Lord
Cromer, who from the first had a preponderant influence upon Lord
Lansdowne’s decisions, “Everjrthing”, he wrote home, “depends on our

attitude as regards Morocco.” And then, “Have we any objection to

Morocco becoming a French province?”—a question which he at once

answered in the negative, “provided always (i) that we get an adequate

quid pro quo in Egypt and elsewhere”, and (a) that the French observed

Lansdowne’s three conditions, the neutralisation of the coast, due regard
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for “Spanish interests and susceptibilities”, and a guarantee for British

trade.*

There were also five secret articles which were not revealed to the world
till the crisis of Agadir in 1911. By the first each Power declared itself

bound by the agreement as published, in the event of circumstances forcing

them to change their policy in Egypt or Morocco, while the third defined

Spain’s share of Morocco in the event of its break-up :f and it is obvious that

in signing them the British Government knew that it was paving the way for

French absorption of Morocco. That it also insisted upon due consideration

for Spain is certainly an extenuating circumstance. That there were to be

no fortifications on the coast facmg Gibraltar could only redound to the

peace of Europe That commercial liberty was to be upheld for at least

thirty 3^ears both in Egypt and in Morocco was as clearly to the general

advantage as the provisions for the “Open Door” in China. That secrecy

was enjoined is objectionable to post-war standards, but was no crime in an

Europe where the two mam alliances rested on secret clauses, and where

secret treaties were a common feature. But that the Convention was

expansive m aim and tendency cannot be denied, as also that it tried to

solve the Moroccan question by a bilateral arrangement—squaring Spain

by a contingent share m the spoils—and that it ignored the internal status of

Morocco and the equal rights of other Powers, and especially of Germany,

under the Madrid Treaty of 1880.

On the other hand, the picture sometimes painted of two traditional

enemies patching up tlieir quarrel out of jealousy towards the rising power

of Germany will not hold water for a moment. In the first place, it ignores

the fact that the two countries, though often disagreeing and sometimes

acutely suspicious of each other, had not been at war since 1815, had fought

on the same side in 1827, stood together in the ’thirties, had formed two

ententes in the ’forties and conducted a joint war in the ’fifties. Colonial

issues had driven them apart again in the ’eighties, but there was at last a

dawning perception of the futility of most of these disputes. The Conven-

tion was in no sense an alliance, like that between London and Tokio: its

aim was, in the considered words of Lord Grey,^^ to “smooth away and

remove possible causes of conflict”, such as had so continually disturbed

relations and placed them at the mercy of some loudmouthed agitator.

* 17 July 1903, Cromer to Lansdowne

—

British Documents, ii, No 359. On i November
Cromer wrote, “we must manage to come to terms,” and again, ** We must not fail

**—^his

point bemg that “one of our mam objects” was to get a free hand for dealmg with the

finances of Egypt and the Sudan” (Newton, Life of Lansdowne, p 2S4). “The immediate

origin of the Entente”, Cromer wrote on another occasion “is to be found mainly in the

local situation in Egypt” {Cambridge History of British Fore^ Pokey, in, 309).

t It was laid down that Spam must undertake not to alienate any of the territory thus

assigned to her—secret Article HI {B D. ii, 394}
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This was especially the view of King Edward, who had for years past

deplored what he regarded as quite avoidable friction with France. That in

the eyes of London the new Entente was in no way directed against

Germany, was clearly perceived by Count Mettemich, who wrote home, »

“ The English Government has the satisfying feeling of having one opponent

fewer, without this having cost her heavily. It increases her credit at home
and to some extent her prestige abroad. But reconciliation with one

opponent does not necessarily mean enmity with a third On the contrary,

I know It does not wish to destroy, but to maintain, the wire to Berlin. It

would be strange if it were otherwise Moreover, at the time none of

the Treaty^s critics foresaw its possible effects on Anglo-German relations:

Rosebery in particular denounced it as a one-sided surrender, and was

afraid for Gibraltar. Lansdowne himself thought he was concluding an

essentially Colonial agreement, and long after Grey in his Memoirs recorded

the view that the Japanese and French Conventions “were apparently not

parts of one settled policy. Each was like a first step in a different policy.”!

One interesting feature is still to be recorded. When Balfour submitted

the Convention to Parliament for ratification, Edward VII protested on the

ground that “power to cede territory rests with the Crown”. But the

Premier stood firm, making clear that he was acting on the advice of the

Foreign Office and the Law Officers: and, undeterred by criticism from The

Times^ he told the House that the clauses relating to cession of territory

“require the assent of Parliament”. The King considered that he had been

“treated with scant courtesy”, but found it necessary to give way:^^ and so

one of the main surviving prerogatives of the Crown was taken from it—on

the basis of the very precedent against which Queen Victoria fourteen years

earlier had striven to guard herself, in connection with Heligoland.

The weak spot in the Treaty was undoubtedly its tendency to ignore the

international aspects of the' Moroccan question. The French were entitled

to argue that German interests in Morocco were almost negligible compared

with their own, and that they themselves, with a common frontier of

700 miles, could not be indifferent to the growing anxiety at their very doors.

None the less, Germany possessed rights under the Treatyof 1880, and these

had been ignored at a moment when the German people was in a more
than usually susceptible mood, eager to secure “a place m the sun”, and

He goes on, less convmcmgly, to argue that even Delcass^ will not be able to achieve an
Anglo-Russian alliance (2 June 1903—Growe Pohtik, xvii. No. 5376). On 10 May Eckard-
stein had warned Bulow to expect a rapprochement of Britain with the Dual Alliance, but
Bulow continued to treat this as impossible {ibid Nos. 5369, 5370).

t Grey, Twenty^-five Years, i, 48. Sir Eyre Crowe’s Wdiiant apology for the motives
underlymg the Treaty {British Documents, in, Appendix A, 397-420) deserves very close
study, but is not entirely convmcmg. Cf. also J. A. Spender, Fifty Years of Europe,
pp, 2X8-20.
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genuinely alarmed at the possible loss of a market. Germany, however, at

first raised no objections; and Bulow in the Reichstag referred to the Treaty

as “an attempt to remove a number of difficulties by peaceful methods. We
have nothing, from the standpoint of German interests, to object to in

that.”^® Nor was this attitude affected by the Moroccan agreement between
Paris and Madrid in the foUowmg October. Bulow himself in his Memoirs
tells us that the change was due to Delcasse’s adoption, after that agreement,

of a forward policy of “penetration pacifique” and “Tunisification”.

There was, however, another reason for the change, just as the imminence

of war in the Far East had stimulated the anxiety of French statesmen to

reach the accord so nearly within their grasp and thus to diminish the risk of

conflict with the ally of Japan, so now the military and naval successes of

Japan, the diversion of Russia’s whole efforts to distant Manchuria, the

impetus which disaster gave to revolutionary currents in Russia itself,

resulted in the increasing military isolation of France in face of a Germany
who treated the Panama and Dreyfus Affairs and the ever recurring

parliamentary crises as sure signs of French decadence.

Japan, Russia and the Entente

War broke out between Russia and Japan on 6 February 1904. Japan at

once secured command of the sea, landed in Korea and advanced steadily

into Manchuria, winmng the great battles of Liao Yang in August, and of

the Sha-ho river in October. It was not, however, till i January 1905 that

Port Arthur surrendered: the forces thus released were victorious at

Mukden in the last week of February, and the naval victory of Tsushima in

May put an end to all hope of Russian recovery. Thenceforward Russia was

completely paralysed for any action in Europe and absorbed in the negotia-

tions which opened with President Roosevelt’s mediation on 10 June and

culminated in the Treaty of Portsmouth on 29 August.

It is with these dates m our minds that we must consider three curious

incidents in German policy. The Russian fleet’s panic-stricken onslaught

upon Hull trawlers off the Dogger Bank in August 1904 brought Bntain and

Russia to the verge of war, but the two Governments kept their heads, and

the incident was referred to arbitration. In this connection, however, there

was a sinister exchange of telegrams and letters between “Willy” and

“Nicky”, in which the former, after trying to fan the latter’s anger against

“Anglo-Japanese arrogance” and England’s “brutal assurance”, suggested

a defensive Russo-German alliance, to localise the war, but also to remmd

France of her obligations.^* When the Tsar consented, subject to France

being consulted, the Kaiser treated this as “absolutely dangerous”, and for
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the moment dropped the project. Two furtlier overtures failed—the first in

connection with the coaling necessities of the Russian fleet on its way
eastwards (December 1904), the second on the basis of a Russo-German

self-denymg ordinance in respect of Austrian terntor}^ (February 1905).

But on 23 July William met Nicholas on a yachting cruise m Finnish waters

and, in the absence of their ministers, induced him to sign the so-called

'^Treaty of Bjorko”, for mutual aid “in Europe’’ against any attack by an

European Power. “In fact Germany enters the Dual Alliance as third

party”, he wired triumphantly to Bulow. The full perfidy of tlie Kaiser^"^

emerges from the phrases which assured the almost weeping Tsar that all

friction with France was over, and that “we should become great friends of

the Gauls” while his lightheaded folly is shown by his failure to realise that

his own voluntary insertion of the words “in Europe” destroyed much of

the Treaty’s value for Germany. Bjorko ended in a complete fiasco, for

Bulow threatened to resign the Chancellorship if the Treaty were not

abandoned, while Lamsdorff and even the Germanophil Witte made it

clear to the Tsar that its adoption would mean the end of the “Franco-

Russe”. But the incident serves as a flare to illuminate the secret places of

German policy: for Bulow’s threat to resign was due not so much to the

Treaty’s contents as to the Emperor’s action without consultation.^® It

ended with a definite cooling of relations between St Petersburg and Berlin,

from which the main profit eventually accrued to London. Moreover, the

main facts of Bjorko were almost immediately given by Lamsdorff to Dr
E. J. Dillon and communicated to the Foreign Office, where they increased

the tendency to follow up the Entente with France by clearing away

current misunderstandings with Russia.

The Testing of the Entente

Meanwhile Russia’s paralysis seemed to offer Germany a good occasion for

breaking up the Anglo-French Entente before it had had time to solidify.

Biilow and Holstein, in assuming the offensive, were encouraged by the

belief of Count Schlieffen, Chief of Staff and author of the famous plan for

the invasion of Belgium, that no more favourable moment could be found

for “a clearing up with France at arms”, while Britain was from the

military standpoint simply negligible. In March 1905, then, it was decided

that the Kaiser should begin his Mediterranean cruise by a demonstrative

visit to Tangier. For once, his own instincts were against action, but he was

over-persuaded by Bulow, and his speech in praise of the Sultan of Morocco
as an independent sovereign was a direct answer to the French mission to

Fez, and caused a sensation throughout Europe. Delcasse expressed his
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readiness to clear up the misunderstanding, but the German Ambassador
replied that he had no instructions, and German diplomacy veiled itself in

silence, except for hints that Delcasse was to be overthrown, and attempts

to drive a wedge between him and the timorous Premier Rouvier. Delcass6

continued to believe that the growmg pressure from Berlin was mere bluff:

and he interpreted the cordial messages which he received from Lansdowne
as proof that Britain was ready to conclude an immediate alliance against

Germany.* But Rouvier claimed to have sure information to the contrary

on both points, and when an official from the German Embassy indicated to

him quite bluntly that the best way to unprove the situation was to change

his Foreign Mmister.f he took fright, and invited the Cabinet to choose

between him and Delcasse. The latter, who in Bertie’s view “had got to

* There has been much controversy as to how far Lord Lansdov/ne committed himself
to Cambon and Delcassd. M Hal^vy {Htstm7 e du Peuple Anglais

y iSpiloguey iiy 407-8)
summarises the references in Grey, Loreburn, Asquith, as well as Gooch and Bourgeois
But the publication of Bnttsh Documents has made it cleai that the explicit offer of an
alliance, still more the promise to blockade the Elbe, or to send 100,000 British troops to

Slesvig, was a complete myth. On 22 April Lansdowne had informed Delcass^ of Britain’s

opposition to a German port m Morocco and treated the German attitude as “most un-
reasonable” {B D, III, No 90): and on 17 May he urged upon Cambon that the two
Governments “should continue to treat qne another with the most absolute confidence”
and “ discuss m advance any contmgencies by which they might in the course of events find

themselves confronted” (ibid No 94) The undated mmute of Lansdowne attached to this

despatch— I suppose tlus was the origm of the offensive and defensive alliance—L ”

{B D No. 94)—^makes it quite clear that Lansdowne himself (evidently at a later period m
the year, when the matter was under discussion at the Foreign Office) did not imagme
lumself to have offered such an alliance. On Lascelles* despatch of 15 June referrmg to

German suspicions of such an alliance. King Edward wrote a marginal note, “ Nearly as

absurd as it is false” (tbtd. No 98) On 16 June Lansdowne wrote to Lascelles a formal

statement of his assurances to Mettermch that no such alliance was offered to France

(ibtd No. 99) : and we also have Mettermch’s account of this talk, vith the words, “ I regard

Lord Lansdowne as mcapable of deceivmg me with this” (GP xx. No 6858) Bnttsk

Documents (ill, No 805) contams an explicit denial from Lord Sanderson, dated 1922, and

endorsed by Lord Lansdowne in 1927
On the other hand the Kmg seems to have wired to Delcass€ m June, urgmg him not to

resign (Newton, Life ofLansdownCy p. 341), and m the previous April had shovm him very

marked attention and may perhaps have used some incautious phrase to which Delcass^

attached undue weight. Certamly Delcass^ after the war upheld his beliefm such a pledge

(see Figaro of 24 March 1922 and Correspondance d*Orient of 31 December 1922). Some of

the Emperor’s marginalia show that he stapected the promise to have come from the King,

and not from his Government Cf. also Eckardstem, op at iii, 105, who is not, however, a

very reliable source The Emperorm December 1905 continued to believe that Lansdowne

had lied to Mettermch (see his own account, to Bulow, of a talk with Alfred Beit

—

G P xx,

No 6887)
Meanwhile on 9 June A. J. Balfour had assured Mettemich “that no sane person m

England wishes to have a quarrel or war with Germany”, which would be “ an act of perfect

lunacy” (GP xx. No 6855).

t 30 May, Bulow to Radolm—Gmwa Politiky xx, No 6669 Here Rouvier is told that

Bulow trusts his honesty, but not Delcass^’s, and has ordered a press truce “m expectation

of his dismissal”! (Memorandum of Herr v. Miquel, 30 and 31 May—G.P. Nos. 6674,

" 6675). Rouvier said, “ Je ne puis faire tomber M. Delcass^ sur un froncement de sourols

de I’Allemagne, on me le reprocherait toujours*’; but this is exactly what he did.
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consider himself indispensable”,^^ now found himself completely alone and

resigned on i June 1905.“^ But this did not end the matter. The German
Government insisted on a Conference, and warned Rouvier that “we are

behind Morocco”: it disregarded his plea that “a Conference might be

dangerous if not preceded by an entente, and useless if it follows one”. In

the end Berlin induced the United States to intervene in favour of a

Conference, and Rouvier, finding it inexpedient to offend Roosevelt, gave

his consent on i July But at the end of the month both Emperor and

Chancellor were considering the possibility of Britain being at war with

Germany, and agreed that in that case France and Belgium must be given

six hours to take sides, and that the latter must be invaded at once, which-

ever side she takes.^^

The “testing of the Entente”, to use Mr Spender’s phrase, proved in the

end to be its welding. The whole Moroccan affair caused intense annoyance

in England, in the Foreign Office no less than in the press: and it was

generally understood that the German motive was, in Sir Francis Bertie’s

words, “to show to the French people that an understanding with England

is of little value to them, and that they had much better come to an agree-

ment with Germany. To this end the Emperor ‘fait la guerre k TAngleterre

sur le dos de la France’.”^® “The French”, says Grey in his Memoirs,

“were humiliated because of an agreement that we had made with them”:

and it was a lively sense of this on the part of Edward VII which now led to

fresh friction with his nephew William. The Emperor on his side, touchy

and perfidious as ever, imputed to the King those habits of mining and

countermining which he himself practised, and thus there gradually arose

the legend of “encirclement” which represented the King as always

blocking his path, in whatever direction he might turn.

In 'September a prelimmary agreement was reached between Paris and

Berlin, resting on the assumption “that Germany will not pursue any aim

which would compromise the legitimate interests of France or her rights

resulting from her treaties”: and a phrase coined by the German Ambas-
sador in Paris, Prince Radolin—ni vainqueur ni vaincu—obtained a wide

publicity. On this basis it was not clear what Bulow had gained, save to

arouse intense distrust and resentment in France, even among Delcasse’s

critics, and almost automatically to force Britain closer to the French, since

the alternative course of leaving a newly won friend to her fate, while

pocketing her own gains in Egypt, would have wrecked the very foundations

of the Entente. On the other hand, Germany had a strong legal and even

moral case, so long as she upheld the validity of the Treaty of 1880 and
insisted upon an international rather than a mere French settlement of the

Moroccan question.
,

It was because her prime motive of breaking the
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Entente grew more and more obvious as time passed, that France and
Britain found themselves steadily driven closer together. But once more
nothing could equal the bad psychology of the Germans: for if, in Dr
Gooch’s words, Delcasse had committed a fatal error in omitting ‘‘to

purchase Germany’s assent in advance”, so the policy of Tangier and
Algeciras was “a no less colossal blunder, for its inevitable result was to

turn a limited obligation into a general defensive undertaking

The Liberal Victory and Staff Talks

Still more unwise was it to seek advantage from the new situation which

had arisen in England, thanks to the general election which followed

Balfour’s ill-calculated dissolution, and which brought the Liberals back to

power with a hitherto unequalled majority (eighty-four over all the other

parties combined). Though the new Cabinet soon proved to be one of the

ablest and most stable of modem times, and though what is rather foolishly

called the “Imperialistic” wing of the party secured the Foreign Office for

its member, Sir Edward Grey, it was supposed at that moment in Berlin

that the radicalism of the new Prime Minister, Sir Henry Campbell-

Bannerman, and the known devotion to pacifism and social reform of

himself and his colleagues, would strengthen that fresh wave of British
‘
‘ insularity” of which the Chinese labour incident was a hysterical symptom.

Certain it is that the height of the British crisis coincided with a more

menacing note on the part of Berlin, and Mettemich’s renewed efforts to

interpret British psychology to his chiefs were outweighed in the Kaiser’s

eyes by the promptings oif Tirpitz and a succession of Naval Attaches at

the London Embassy. Campbell-Bannerman in his first official statement

of policy spoke of his “real friendship” for France and “emphatically

reaffirmed” his “adhesion to the policy of the Entente Cordiale”, but at the

same time expressed “nothmg but good feeling for Russia” and declined to

see “ in the case of Germany also ” any “ cause whatsoever of estrangement”.

That little word “also” may stand as a straw in the wind that was blowing

across Europe and forcing the Liberals, almost with their first breath, to

proclaim the continuity of foreign policy. But French alarm was not

allayed, and when Cambon urged upon Grey the necessity for discussing

“the eventuality of war”, the Foreign Secretary gave it as his “personal

opinion” that in the event of a German attack on France in consequence of

an agreement with Britain”, “public opinion in England would be strongly

moved in favour of France”. Moreover, while declaring himself unable “ at

present to pledge the country to more than neutrality”, he consented to

“unofficial communications between the French and British War Offices
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and Admiralties”, it being made clear that “they did not pledge either

Government”.^® Of necessity, the Cabinet could not be consulted, since

most ministers were absent fighting elections: but Grey’s action was known
to, and endorsed by, Campbell-Bannerman, Haldane, Asquith and Ripon,

in the belief that it left the hands of the Government free for the event of

war The essence of Liberal policy, to which Grey remamed consistently

true to the end, is to be found in this passage in a private letter to Bertie.^^

“ Diplomatic support we are pledged to give and are giving. A promise in

advance committing this country to take part in a continental war is another

matter, and a very serious one: it is difficult for any British Government to

give an engagement of that kind. It changes tlie Entente into an alliance,

and alliances, especially contmental alliances, are not in accordance with

our traditions. My opinion is that if France is let in for a war with Germany
arising out of our agreement with her about Morocco, we cannot stand aside,

but must take part with France. But a deliberate engagement pledging this

course in advance before the actual cause of war is known or apparent,

given in cold blood, goes far beyond anything that the late Government

said or, as far as I know, contemplated.”^'^

The Conversations between the two Staffs^® have formed the subject of

prolonged and acrid controversy, but if we consider the facts in cold blood

after the interval of a quarter of a century, it is difficult to see how Grey

could possibly have refused without riskmg the return to an isolation still

more precarious than that of the ’nineties, or how any German with a

knowledge of his own General Staff and its relations with Austria-Hungary

and Italy throughout the period of the Triple Alliance, can possibly take

exception to Grey’s action.

Algeciras

The Algeciras Conference, lasting from i6 January to 7 April 1906, was a

long trial of strength between the French contention diat the Sultan was

incapable of carrying out reform and the German attempt, under cover of

internationalisation, to divide Morocco into zones of influence. Germany,
realising that if it came to a vote she and her Austrian ally might find

themselves alone, tried, but in vain, to make terms direct with France. The
fall of the Rouvier Cabinet encouraged Billow to address a circular note to

the Powers, denouncing French intransigeance. But Grey made it quite

clear to Germany that he would support the French proposals with regard

to the Moroccan police;^® Francis Joseph warned Bffiow of the danger of

a regrouping of the Powers if the clash in the Conference assumed too

open forms ; and above all President Rooseveltwarned his friend the German
Ambassador at Washington, that if Berlm took the responsibility of dis-
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ruptmg the Conference, he would publish his pnvate* correspondence with

tlie Emperor since the beginning of the crisis. William II took alarm, Billow

dismissed the “mystery man” Holstein, whom he rightly recognised as

working for war, and a settlement was reached at Algeciras which can only

be described as a drawn battle. But though drawn, it was far from enhanc-

ing German prestige in Europe, and nothing could conceal the fact that

while France’s allies had given llieir support and rallied the smaller Powers

round them, Italy had almost demonstratively separated herself from

Germany, while Austria-Hungary had shown surprising detachment and
impartiality. Nothmg better illustrates the meptitude of the Kaiser and his

advisers than his famous telegram of thanks to Count Goluchowski, as

Germany’s “brilliant second on the duelling ground”. Many contem-

poraries assumed it to be sarcastic and prompted by ulterior motives, so

little had it been deserved: but it was almost certainly William II’s idea of a

supreme compliment. Incidentally, Goluchowski was politically dead from

that moment, and fell soon afterwards. Professor Brandenburg—far the

ablest German authority on pre-war German policy—^rightly contends that

from the juristic standpomt Germany’s insistence on the Act of Madrid was

unassailable, but doubts whether it was “politically wise” and admits that

Berlin knew the Moroccan situation to be quite untenahJe. He is thus

driven to conclude that Berlin’s motive was either prestige or a desire for

compensation, whetherm Fernando Po, Cameroon or the Bagdad Railway.

Emperor and Chancellor alike seem not to have seen, or to have under-

estimated, the dangers of a policy which simultaneously baited and wooed

France. “German policy in Morocco is only seen in true proportion if we

bear in mind the contemporary events of Tsushima and Bjorkd It is

well to stress this sage verdict, for it serves as a reminder that European

peace was at the mercy of brilliant but unstable impresanos.

Algeciras resulted in a temporary detente: and Mettemich drew the

conclusion that the “Entente Cordiale has stood its diplomatic baptism of

fire and emerged strengthened”.^^ During the summer he reported that

beyond all doubt the main aim of Grey’s policy was to preserve the

Entente, and “in addition (daneben), and so long as it did not injure the

Entente, to cultivate good relations with Germany”, but that he regarded

reconciliation with Russia as more urgent.®® In other words, German

policy had caused general disquietude and served as an incentive for the

removal of outstanding points of difference between the Powers, lest other-

wise William II should exploit them.

* P. Renouvin, op. cit. (ed. Hauser) n, 51 BUlow assured Washington that “Germany

thinks neither of special advantages nor of war” (G.P. xsi, No. 7118)
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Edward VII and William II

The years 1905-6 represent the height of the friction between King and

Emperor We have the authority of Lord Esher and other qualified ob-

ser\’'ers, that on coming to the throne Edward VII desired nothing so much
as to be on good terms with Germany. At the Kiel meeting in 1904 he

most earnestly denied all idea of isolating Germany by the French Entente,

and gave the jfrankest possible notice that he desired a similar reconciliation

with Russia, But he saw that his nephew was incapable of responding, and

full of secret ambitions and resentments. He described the Tangier incident

to Lansdowne as ‘^most mischievous and uncalled-for”: the Emperor was

to him ‘*no more nor less than a political enfant terrible^*. That August he

objected to visiting at Homburg, told Lascelles “he doubts whether the

Emperor retains any affection for him”, -and resented “the tone of peevish

complaint” with which William vetoed the Crown Prince’s proposed visit

to England—a true incident which the Emperor described to the Tsar as

“the finest lie I ever came across”. By the end of the year Lansdowne told

Lascelles that the King “talks and writes” about the Emperor “in terms

which make one’s flesh creep while the Emperor flared out to Lascelles

and to Bulow, insisting to the latter that before all else “H.M. Ed. 7 has to

make a personal approach to me^\ When the Danish minister Count Frijs

was sent to the King to discuss the dangers confronting Europe, the

Emperor wrote to the Tsar about “the arch-mischiefmaker of Europe”:

while the King himself, though insisting on “a distinct will-to-peace

tendency in Europe”, had to admit that “with a man of so impulsive

temperament as the German Emperor at the head of the greatest military

Power in Europe, anything may happen”. In this phrase may be said to lie

the key to our policy in these fatefol years. William II was like an irre-

sponsible child armed to the teeth, and it seemed advisable, as speedily as

might be, to reduce the amount of explosives or gunpowder lying within his

reach.

Naval Rivalry

Such feelings were only strengthened by the experience of the second

Hague Peace Conference, which took place in July 1907. Campbell-

Bannennan himself, an ardent believer in peace and disarmament, had

tried to prepare the way for limitation by a famous article in the first

number of the new Radical weekly The Nation (7 March 1907): but his

open appeal to Europe—for this in effect it was—^was shattered against the

rigid and resentful non possumits of the German Emperor. Not merely did
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the discussions advocated at the Hague come to nothing, but in Mr
Spender’s words ‘‘Germany now manoeuvred the British into a position in

which they seemed all but single-handed to be holding out for the largest

belligerent rights, for the greatest fleet, against the humane opmion of the

rest of the world Never was the dash of civilian pacifism and military

or naval “expertism” more mockingly exemplified: and the good work
devoted to the reform of naval law and the erection of an international

Prize Court could not conceal the fact that the capital issue had again been
shelved sine die

Henceforth Anglo-German naval rivalry becomes the dominant factor in

the European situation—overstressed or minimised in each country accord-

ing to the fluctuations of public opmion or the strategic requirements of

rival propagandists, but an ever present spectre in the minds of statesmen.

There was never any idea of a preventive war, save on the part of “Jacky

Fisher”, who was severely snubbed for his plan of “Copenhagening” the

German fleet, and sadly recorded in his diary that “even the very whisper

of it excited exasperation”. There was equally no challenge of Germany’s

perfect right to build what ships she pleased. But for once a deep-laid

instinct forced the Bntish to be strictly logical: and in such a mood it

became obvious that indefinite building, coupled with absolute and irascible

refusal to discuss limitation, could only have one end, namely war. “The
real cause of political tension”, Metternich warned Berlin, “is not com-

mercial rivalry, but the growing importance of our navy.” But the Emperor

made it clear that he “did not wish good relations at the expense of the

fleet” and he openly warned Sir Charles Hardmge that he would rather

go to war than accept such dictation “as^naval limitation”.®® The crux of

the whole matter is summed up in a memorandum prepared by Sir Edward

Grey for the King’s guidance during a visit to the Kaiser: “If the German

Navy ever became superior to ours, the German Army can conquer this

country. There is no corresponding risk of this kmd to Germany: for

however superior our fleet was, no naval victory would bring us nearer to

Berlin”.®® Or, as he said on another occasion: “There is no halfway house

in naval affairs. . .between complete safety and absolute ruin.” Those who

refused to see this were past all argument, and foremost among them were

William II and his advisers.*

* An entirely convincing, detailed and scholarly treatment of the whole naval problem in

these years is to be found in B L. Woodward, Great Britain and the German Navy» See

especially the smister story of Tirpitz’s accelerations of programme and the long-drawn

attempt to delude the British Cabmet.

s-w 39
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The Anglo-Russian Convention

In proportion as the hopes centred upon the Hague seemed likely to be

disappointed, the wisdom of a speedy understanding with Russia became

all the more obvious. The advantages of peace in Asia overcame even the

doubts of Lord Curzon, whose viceregal visit to the Persian Gulf in 1903*

had been a ceremonious Hands off’* addressed to Russia, and who in 1904

had countered Russian intrigues in Tibet by the famous Younghusband

Mission. Tentative overtures had more than once come from both sides,

and France naturally sought to promote an accord. The Japanese War
caused a postponement, but the Dogger Bank and Bjorko incidents were

"‘the prelude to a new onentation of Russian policy In England the

growth of a Russophil party was facilitated by the faint beginnings of

constitutional life in Russia, and Campbell-Bannerman caused a sensation

by his cry, “La Douma est morte, Vive la Douma!” Meanwhile the

appointment as Foreign Minister of Alexander Izvolsky, who came from

the Danish Court with a strongly Anglophil reputation, the selection of

Hardinge as Ambassador at St Petersburg, the clouding over of the

traditional Austro-Russian entente and the precarious state of affairs in

Turkey since 1903, all served to stimulate negotiation. Finally the urgent

good offices of the French Government, backed by a gigantic loan m Paris,

outweighed the advice of the Kaiser and completed the weak Tsar’s

conversion.

The Anglo-Russian Convention, concluded on 31 August 1907, and due

almost equally to the initiative of Grey and Izvolsky, fell under three heads.

I. Both Powers were to respect the territorial integrity and aloofness of

Tibet: in effect, Russia was assured that the expedition to Lhasa was an

mcident, not a prelude, and on her side renounced any advance from the

north into Tibet or Chinese Turkestan. II. Afghanistan was recognised

as outside the Russian sphere of influence, while Britain was pledged not

to touch Afghan independence or interfere within her borders, in return for

a certain control of Afghan foreign relations. III. Persia’s independence

and territorial integrity were jointly guaranteed, but m effect Persia, which

then seemed to be slowly degenerating into an eastern Morocco, was

divided into three zones—a large Russian, a smaller British, and a neutral

zone in the centre of the country, where the two reconciled rivals might

compete. The Persian Gulf was left outside the Convention, on the plea

that it was confined to the border regions between Russia and Britain;

while the question of the Straits was also passed over, probably in the

What Lansdowne had called “George Curzon’s prancmgs in the Persian puddle”.
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calculation that the supreme cnsis m Turkish and Balkan affairs was at last

imminent, and that by elimmatmg causes of friction m the Far and Middle

East a new atmosphere would be created m which to discuss the Near East

also.

The Convention contained nothing to which Germany could reasonably

take exception—nothing which even remotely affected her mterests or her

rights m the sense that they were involved m Morocco or Egypt. Yet

though It was confined to purely Asiatic questions, it may be said to have

altered the whole focus of Europe, by nddmg Britain of all reasonable

anxiety on the Indian frontier, and m effect creatmg a series of neutral

zones all round India from Tibet to the Gulf, while at the same time it

reduced almost to zero the danger of any combination by the Contment

against Bntam on such Imes as Shimonoseki or Bjorko. For Russia, mean-

while, it was the prelude to an active return to European, and m particular

to Balkan, politics after the tremendous diversion of the Japanese War: and

this was revealed by the marked attention which she now began to pay to

Italy.

The weakest point in the Convention was the sinister treatment of

Persia: for though no other than Count Witte objected to it as making a

Russian annexation impossible, it can hardly be demed that such designs

did exist and that Britain connived at them, despite a certain encouragement

to the cause of Persian reform. That Persia mamtamed her independence

despite the Convention of 1907 was due above all to the diversion of the

Great War, to the temporary eclipse of Russia and to the emergence of a

strong native ruler. Of paramount importance was the diplomatic change,

which blended the Dual Alliance and the Entente Cordiale m a new Triple

Entente; the lists were now set in Europe between the two rival groups of

Powers. Britain still preserved a relative freedom of action and would fain

have played the mediator in the interests of peace: indeed m the years

which still remamed before the great catastrophe she showed an mcreasing

readiness to apply to her relations with Germany the s^e methods of

investigation and discussion which had produced successive d^tcntss with

Japan, France and Russia. But once again, and indeed increasmgly with

every year, the problem of naval rivalry proved a fatal obstacle. For the

second time in two decades increased naval estimates were presented to the

German Reichsteg, this time as an answer to Admiral Fisher’s rearrange-

ment of British naval forces. It was at this time that the Admiral’s talk of

“Copenhagening” the German fleet evoked such a severe snub from King

Edward. But meanwhile the extraordinary course adopted by the Kaiser, of

writing a private letter to Lord Tweedmouth, then First Lord intended,

by an array of inaccurate facts, to deter him from augmenting the British

39**
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building programme—not merely caused annoyance to the King, but grave

suspicions at the Admiralty. It was typical of the atmosphere thus en-

gendered that when criticisms began to appear in the British press, the

Kaiser at oncejumped to the conclusion that “ The Times' move comes from

the

Reval and the Myth of Encirclement

Meanwhile the Russian Convention was followed quite logically by a desire

for closer relations between the two countries; and after a certain delay

caused by Labour attacks against the Tsar (whom Mr Ramsay Macdonald

described as ‘‘a common murderer Edward VII followed up his

Scandinavian tour by a visit to Nicholas II at Reval. To this meetmg an

altogether legendary importance has been attached—^by the Germans, who
came to regard it as one of the landmarks in the new policy of “encircle-

ment’’, and by the Young Turks, who suspected the two sovereigns of

planning the pacification of Turkey m Europe, and therefore resolved to

forestall them by revolutionary action from within. The fact that Sir

Charles Hardinge accompanied the King seems to have given shape to the

theory : but Hardmge’s memorandums^ shows that while he and Izvolsky

discussed the whole Near Eastern problem and the Tsar spoke of “a new

era” m Anglo-Russian relations, no new binding arrangements of any kmd
were concluded. It is quite clear that one of their main preoccupations was

to avoid exasperating Germany and her incalculable ruler: but he on his

side was furious at tihe thought that henceforth the weak Tsar would no

longer be dependent on the exclusive wire to “Cousin Willy”, but would

listen to “Uncle Bertie” also. The Russian disclaimer of “encirclement” he

treated as “a mere blind for an anti-German grouping, like before the

Seven Years’ War”.* Henceforth “Reval” was to play a prominent part in

convincing the gullible Germans of their “encirclement” and of the con-

sequent need for ever growing naval armaments.

Only a month later the King visited the Emperor at Cronberg, primed

with a memorandum of Grey on the possibilities of a naval agreement : but a

wise instinct warned him not to touch more than the fringe of the subj*ect,

and the snub administered by William to Hardinge when he suggested that

Germany should stop ship-building, was deliberately allowed to percolate

through official circles in Berlin, and confirmed them in the view that

“that is how one must always deal with Englishmen

^ la Jtine 1908—Grosse PohUk, xxv. No. 8807. On a report of Count Mettemich in the

same connection, which treats Kmg Edward’s “personal policy” as one of peace, the

Kaiser comments, “ False I He wants war. Only another is to wage it, and I am to begin it,

80 that he doesn’t get the odium” (tbid. No. 8821).
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The King then went on to his annual cure at Marienbad, and paid the

usual visit to the Emperor Francis Joseph at Ischl. The main subject of

discussion between the two sovereigns and also between Hardinge and
Aehrenthal was the new situation created by the Young Turkish Revolution

:

and both sides emphasised the desire for close Anglo-Austrian co-operation

in the Near East. But when Aehrenthal declared that Anglo-German
nvalry did not concern Vienna, and asked whether it had been discussed at

Cronberg, Hardinge ‘‘pointed out that Austna, the ally of Germany, could

contribute effectually to the cause of Peace by acting as a drag on any
ambitious naval policy which the German Government might be tempted

to pursue’*.^^ Aehrenthal replied that the negative character “of the

Cronberg talks did not surprise him, since King Edward’s successful

Entente policy” made it very difficult for the Emperor William to modify

his naval plans.^® Edward VII on his side seems to have asked Francis

Joseph to use his good offices to convince William II of the dangers of un-

restricted naval rivalry.^’ At Ischl, then, the suspicious Aehrenthal already

hadm his hands a circular of Bulow, stating that “ Germany will not consent

to any proposals aimed at a reduction of armaments by land or sea. Should

England’s efforts take concrete form, Germany would resort to arms.

Meanwhile the German fleet is to be developed further.”^® Aehrenthal,

already annoyed at the Anglo-Russian Convention, the Reval meeting and

Grey’s divergent attitude towards the Porte, treated the Ischl visit as

nothing less than an attempt to detach Austria-Hungary from Germany,

and reported in this sense to Berlin.^® As Aehrenthal for his part was

already planning his coup for a unilateral settlement of the Bosnian and

Bulgarian questions, and prevented his master from breathing a word about

it to his visitors, the impression of falsity and distrust was all the more

profound, when the crisis came in October. The “traditional” Austro-

British relations were never wholly resumed:* and it is not too much to

affirm that Ischl, following on Cronberg, was an even more fruitful source

of misunderstanding and misrepresentation than “Reval”. The constant

journeys of Edward VII were beginning to get on the nerves of the German

people, and it suited both Emperor and Chancellor to prevent them from

calming down.' But Bulow in particular adnuts in his Memoirs that he

knew at the time that no new decisions had been taken at Reval, and the

circular which he issued to his ambassadors on 21 July is a valuable con-

firmation.®^

^ Mr Steed warned King Edward at Marienbad on 14 August that the annexation was

imminent, but not being able to produce proofs, was naturally enough not believed. But

we now know the Austro-Hungarian Crown Council which took the Bosnian decision was

held just a week later, on 19 August I, No. 40).
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Macedonia and Bosnia^^

While the mam weight of British policy during the first eight years of the

century" was directed to\\ards eliminating causes of dispute with her two

chief rivals in the two preceding decades, events in the Near East had once

more taken a threatening turn, and indeed acted with corrosive force upon
the Concert of the Powers.

While William II played with the Pan-Islamic movement, trained the

Turkish army and planned the Bagdad Railway, British protests against

the Armenian massacres had destroyed the last vestige of our influence at

the Porte and left the German Ambassador, Baron Marschall, in a position

comparable with that of Stratford de Redcliffe a generation earlier. But

Turkish peace now rested above all on the Austro-Russian Agreement of

1897, which pledged the two Powers in favour of the status quo and against

territorial conquests. Nothing, however, could arrest internal decay, and in

1903 the Macedonian insurrection on the one hand and the Serbian

revolution on the other, ushered in a new era in the Balkan Pemnsula. Once

more Austria-Hungary and Russia went hand in hand and aimed at a joint

European mandate as a substitute for the cumbrous methods of the Concert.

Lord Lansdowne, though recognising that these two Powers were ‘‘specially

interested” and that the situation had “become almost intolerable”,®^ none

the less favoured general action : but the scheme of reform which he put

forward was forestalled—^literally by a few hours—by a fresh agreement

concluded at Miirzsteg on 29 September 1903. For the next three years the

initiative lay with the two Imperial Powers, but the appointment of Hilmi

Pasha as Inspector-General of finances in Macedoma, and of a gendarmerie

to which all the Powers save Germany contributed ofiicers, only served at

best to postpone, not to avert, the final disintegration. The stiff attitude

, adopted by the British Government, and especially King Edward, in

refusing for three whole years to recognise the new Serbian regime, until

the regicide officers had been dismissed, contrasted strikingly with the

immediate recognition accorded by the Austrian and Russian Emperors.

With the substitution of Izvolsky and Aehrenthal for Lamsdorff and

Goluchowski as Foreign Ministers of Russia and Austria-Hungary in 1906,

co-operation was soon replaced by acrimonious personal rivalry:** and not

the least of Achrenthal’s motives was distrust of the Anglo-Russian Entente,

as a step towards a constitutional regime in Russia, and perhaps away from

the reactionary Three Emperors’ League which was his ideal. He even

tried to win Russia for separate action in the Near East by four of the six

* They used to refer to each other as “ ce crapaud ” and " ce sale Juif”—see G. P. Gooch,
op, du 1, p, 423.



THE BOSNIAN ANNEXATION CRISIS 615
i

Powers, to the exclusion of Britain and Italy: but when Russia, m order not

to offend London, declined the proposal, he told Count Mensdorff to deny

this to Grey.®* It is instructive to note that while Grey used his newly

acquired influence upon the Russian Government to urge restramt in all

Turkish questions and so to promote the cause of Turkish reform, Aehren-

thal sought to isolate Britain in the Macedonian question, told Baron

Marschall that the Balkan peoples should be left “to cook m their own

juice”, and purchased his betrayal of the Concert by a special railway

concession from the Sultan in the Sandjak of Novipazar, early m 1908.

In the kaleidoscopic situation with which Europe was confronted as a

result of the Young Turk Revolution of July 1908, Grey’s policy was as

straightforward as that of Aehrenthal was tortuous. He had good groimds

for fearing “ that the habit of vicious and corrupt government will be too

strong for reform” but he told his Ambassador at the Porte that he was

“ready to help the better elements in Turkey”, and even after the second

Revolution of April 1909 and the final overthrow ofAbdul Hamid, he argued

that “whether the chance of really permanent reform is great or small, we

must back the chance as long as it exists”.®®

It was above all from this angle that Grey condemned Austria-Hungary’s

annexation of Bosma on 6 October 1908, as likely to compromise the re-

forming party m Turkey, bring other claimants into the field against her,

and so precipitate partition and perhaps a general war. He was also in-

dignant at Aehrenthal’s unilateral action m tearing up an international

treaty, all the more since on the last occasion which offered a precedent (the

repudiation of the Black Sea clauses of the Treaty of Paris in 1871) it was

Austria-Hungary who had protested most vigorously. His indignation

was heightened by the discovery that Aehrenthal had lied to Sir Edward

Goschen, pretendmg “on his solemn word of honour” to be taken by

surprise at Bulgaria’s declaration of independence, when all the time he was

actmg in collusion with Sofia.®® Grey of course did not know that while he

was complamingof “being treated with such bad faith ®^ William II, whom

Aehrenthal had not informed in advance, was denouncing the latter’s

“frightful stupidity” and even “felony” and declaring himself “ deeplyhurt

in my feelmgs as ally”.-* Bulow also was angry, but none the less decided

* One specially enlightening detail is the fact that the Kaiser, on first learning that

something was in the wmd m Bulgaria (on 34 September, and still in ignorance ofAu^
plans), at once took it for granted that “the whole Bulgar^ action is a coup of Itog

Idwid, arranged at Marienbad ” {Grosse Pohtzk, xxvi, No. 895a). In reality

knew nothmg of what either Ferdmand or Francis Joseph was planning, and was terribly

upset and affronted. This illustrates the extent to which suspicion cm createm^
In exactly the same way his anger at Aehrenthal, smashing my Turfash polity, ^fit

up laboriously for twenty years ”, is at once swallowed up in his obsession, a great triumph

of Edward -VII over us” (jbid. xxvi, No. 8893).
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that unless Germany backed Austria-Hungarj to the uttermost, the alliance

itself might be endangered: and in the end he talked the Kaiser round.

We are not here concerned with the long-drawn details of the Bosnian

crisis, but only with its bearing upon British policy. Grey’s position was

delicate in two directions. Some obscurity still surrounds the famous

interview of Izvolsky and Aehrenthal at Buchlau on the eve of annexation:

but it is fairly certain that the Russian statesman learned of Austria’s

decision, but was misled as to its imminence, that he was counting upon a

quidpro quo in the Straits question, and then was suddenly confronted with

an accomplished fact, before even his French and British colleagues had

been won over. Grey made it clear to Izvolsky that he was ready for con-

cessions to Russia, but argued almost unanswerably that to raise this

question on the top of the Bosnian and Bulgarian would fatally compromise

the new Turkish regime On 29 October he informed Russia that she would

have his ^'diplomatic support^ but not to the point ofprovoMng a conflicf^-

and at the same time he warned Serbia against provocative action.^®

Meanwhile he instructed Lowther to put no obstacles in the way of a direct

Austro-Turkish arrangement and assured Count Mettemich that he ‘*did

not wish the discussion of Near Eastern affairs to lead to the formation of

two opposing camps He treated as “nonsense” “all this talk about

‘ringing in’ Germany”—and this, characteristically, not to the German,

but to the Russian Ambassador.®® And to the Austrian, Count Mensdorff, he

spoke of “the absurdity of trying to make mischief between Germany and

Austria-Hungary” and disclaimed all desire “to disturb the existing

balance of power”.®^

It is instructive to contrast Grey’s diflFerence of method in 1908-9 and in

1914. In the first case he made quite clear in advance the limitations of

British liability, and as a result war was averted, because Russia, and a

fortiori Serbia, could not risk fighting without allies and therefore had to

give way, while Austria-Hungary, being certain of the unreserved support

of Germany, knew that Britam certainly (and perhaps France also) v/ould

not go to war. In the second case he left both sides in doubt till the very last

minute as to whether Britain would intervene, and only took the decision

when it was already scarcely possible for either side to draw back. We are

tempted to wonder whether his previous experience of the collapse of an ally

and the intransigeance of an adversarymadehim reluctant to commit himself

so long as even a glimmering of hope remained. If in each case we leave

entirely aside the obvious obstacles to an alternative policy, we may at least

regard 1908 and 1914 as two classic instances of rival diplomatic methods.

In the end the relentless and intractable Aehrenthal imposed his will

upon Serbia, did nothing to ease Izvolsky’s position and showed marked
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indifference towards London’s efforts at mediation. The final dmouement
was, however, the work of Germany, who addressed to Russia an enquiry,

to be answered by an immediate “yes” or “no”, and amounting, in

Izvolsky’s own phrase, to “a diplomatic ultimatum Both Hardinge at

the Foreign Office and Nicolson at the Embassy in St Petersburg felt

Izvolsky’s surrender to be “really too deplorable”, and suspected a design

to “break the ring and dissipate the Triple Entente But Russia could

not risk war when she was only convalescent from the wounds inflicted by
Japan: “the Austro-German plan”, Izvolsky told Nicolson, “was skil-

fully conceived, since they knew that in three or four years Russia could

speak differently”.®^ Meanwhile Aehrenthal’s triumph was short-lived:

he had envenomed, almost beyond remedy, the relations of the Dual
Monarchy with the whole Southern Slav race, and this was a decade later

to prove its final undoing. It remains to add that the German “ultimatum ”,

though quite unequivocal, was not humiliating m form, and Billow’s

Reichstag boast of “ Nibelung loyalty” was not regarded as offensive at the

time. It was left for William II himself, during a demonstrative visit to

Francis Joseph at Vienna a year later, to remind the world that if peace had

been preserved, it was because he had stood shoulder to shoulder with

Austria-Hungary “in shimng armour”. The phrase stuck, and was not

forgotten or forgiven by Russia.

The subdued attitude of France during the whole crisis facilitated a

further agreement with Germany on the Moroccan question, and it was

hoped that Edward VII’s visit to Berlm in February 1909 might restore a

certain calm to Anglo-German relations. This was all the more necessary

because public controversy m both countries had been rekindled, during

the winter of the crisis, by a fresh incident analogous to that of the Tweed-

mouth letter. This was the Kaiser’s notorious Daily Telegraph interview, of

which Mr Spender has aptly said that “if some ingenious person had set

himself to pack into a few thousand words all the things most calculated to

set Germans and English by the ears, he could hardly have done better”.®®

In Germany it was resented for its revelations of what had been the Kaiser’s

attitude while all Germany was on the Boer side, and it evoked the first and

last constitutional crisis of the Second German Empire, which Biilow

exploited to strengthen his position as Chancellor as against the Crown,

while the Kaiser for a mbment talked of abdication. In England, where

some of its many misstatements of fact leapt to the eye, it had a profoundly

disturbing effect : and Grey confided to Bertie that “never since I have been

in office has opinion here been so thoroughly wide awake with regard to

Germany, and on its guard, as it is now”. The agitation was no longer

confined to the yellow press or to men of such extreme opinions as Maxse
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or Arthur Lee, but roused an echo with men as different as Lord Cromer,

Lord Roberts, Sir Ernest Cassel and Mr J. A. Spender.

The plan of an Anglo-German entente drafted by Kiderlen-Wachter

early in 1909 was condemned by Sir Charles Hardinge and Sir Eyre Crowe

as ‘‘a trap’’ and regarded by Grey himself as likely ‘‘to establish German
hegemony in Europe”.®** Already in the previous summer Bulow himself

had reached the point of challenging his master’s view that “the English

could not risk a war with us”: “I now regard war as definitely conceivable,

if the English are quite certain that naval armaments will go on like this

ad infinitutn^\^’^ But he, and above all the Emperor, were annoyed by

Metternich’s ever recurring refrain, that “it is not Germany’s economic

development that is year by year injuring our relations with England, but

the rapid growth of the German fleet”,®® and that “for England security is

only possible on the basis of a naval agreement We now loiow that on 3

June 1909 Mettemich had to defend his views before Bulow, Tirpitz and

Moltke, and that the discussion centred round the old question, how
Germany was to get out of the “danger zone”, which of course meant how
she was to catch up the British building programme.®^ A month earlier

Herr von Stumm, during a special mission to London, had been told very

frankly by Hardinge that “Bntish feeling towards Germany was due

exclusively to German naval policy”, but had assured Grey himself that

Germany had no reservatio mentahs in this question, and that “it was a

matter of complete indifference to us whether England bmlt 100 Dread-

noughts and 50 more hypothetical Dreadnoughts or not”. The obtuse

Stumm actually records that Grey twice fell into “a longish meditative

trance ” and finally expressed the opinion that “for the present nothing was

to be done, and the two Governments must limit themselves to being as

open as possible in their intercourse”.*^®

During the summer discussions continued, but without result, for Britain

pressed for a naval before a political agreement, whereas Germany wished a

political first. This involved the enunciation of general principles such as

had not been necessary in the three previous Ententes, which were limited

to clearing points of disagreement out of the way : and Grey naturally held

out for a formula which would not “look as if we were intending to change

friends. I want a good understanding with Germany, but it must be one

* Metternich to Bulow, 27 November 1908, and to Bethmann, 5 November 1909

—

Grosse Polittk^ xxviii, Nos. 10234 10360. Cf. also his letter of 2 Jime 1909—^“our

relation to England is mamly poisoned by ihe Fleet Question”, and ** I wouldfalsify history

if I reported othervnse^ and I cannot sell my conviction even for the favour of my sovereign**.

Even Sir Frank Lascelles (who generally found it wise to agree with the Kaiser) while
speaking of his compatriots as “stark staring mad”, added “It is the navy”—ii August
1908, Wilham to Bulow (G P. xxiv, No. 8223).
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which will not imperil those which we have with France and Russia.”’^ But
in actual fact an absolute pledge of neutrality was the only price which
Germany would accept in return for a naval holiday. “We ask from England
a new orientation of her general policy, in the sense that she should give up
her existing ententes and that we should take the place of France”: so

Tirpitz, behind the scenes, defined the German attitude.’^ And so, though
the general situation was calmer for the next two years, the deadlock con-

tinued, and however much men of goodwill might seek to cover up the fact,

the challenge to British naval superiority had become the axis of the whole
European situation.

Against the grim background of future war let us set an anecdote which
reveals the reckless outlook of the Emperor, Sir Edward Goschen, in one of

his conversations with him, ventured to hint that in England the man in the

street wanted to know why he was building the German fleet. “ Because I

want to make myself safe”, the Emperor replied—safe against France and

Russia and England too. “And there is another reason. I am all for the

white man against the black, whether they be Chinese, Japanese, niggers, or

Slavs.” For he foresaw the time “when white men will have to stand

shoulder to shoulder, . . .and then you will come crawling on your knees to

me, not to beg me to dimimsh my naval strength, but to increase it to the

utmost of my power”.’^ It is necessary to remember that the Emperor was

not as all-powerful as he fancied himself but it is not less necessary to

remember that without his constant, active and imperious backing the

naval party could never have achieved its aims.

King Edward

Ill-health had forced Campbell-Bannerman to resign in February 1908, in

favour of Herbert Asquith who, as leader of what has been called the

“Imperialist” wing of the Liberal party, was in specially close touch with

Gr-ey and Haldane, but on the whole concerned himself less with foreign

policy than his predecessors as Prime Mimster. In any case, his attention

during 1908 was increasingly absorbed by the constitutional conflict with

the House of Lords and by the general election which their challenge to the

Finance Bill involved. Despite a renewed Liberal victory, a deadlock seemed

to have been reached when on 7 May 1910 Edward VII died rather suddenly.

The crisis over the Parliament Bill necessitated a second general election in

the following December, and was prolonged until August i9ii> when the

much debated Parliament Act finally became law. The long controversy

undoubtedly diverted public opinion from the foreign situation during

what we now know to have been the final lull before the storm.
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No modern sovereign has been more keenly discussed and more pro-

foundly misjudged than Edward VII : the dramatic contrast between uncle

and nephew, and the rivalry which it engendered interested public opinion

at home and abroad and soon created a legend which still lingers both in

Germany and in France. It was very largely due to William IFs inability to

understand that the King, alike owing to his constitutional position and his

own character, was not invariably the pivot round which everything turned,

but that it was his ministers who shaped and controlled policy On the

one side the versatile, restless, unstable Emperor, overweemngly self-

confident, suspicious, dogmatic, self-centred and convinced of his divine

mission, on the other a tolerant, experienced, slightly C5’iucal, self-indulgent

man of the world, who though lacking in intellectual tastes or original ideas,

combined to an amazing degree social and political tact and personal

charm, and a gift for extracting knowledge from other men—showing

himself at once jovial, familiar and yet ruthless towards any undue famili-

arity in others. He had a natural taste for politics, and an interest in the men
and affairs of the Continent, which was stimulated by close ties of blood

with almost every court in Europe and m choosing friends he drew his

net much wider than most contemporary sovereigns. In the ’seventies,

while still jealously excluded from affairs by his mother, he confided to his

friend Lord Carrington that when he came to the throne, he intended to be

his own Foreign Minister: and when at long last he became King, he in-

sisted on knoAving every detail and claimed a say in aU appointments and

honours. That he was far from being a cipher is shown by his attitude

towards the Norwegian Crown, the Serbian regicides, the Congo admini-

stration of his cousin Leopold, the promise of a Garter to the Shah. But

that he ever held the thread of a consistent world-wide policy in his own
hands is a m3

rth far less convincing than the at least plausible theory of

‘‘Encirclement”. In Lord Grey’s words, “A legend arose in his lifetime,

that British foreign policy was due to his initiative, instigation and control.

This was not so in my experience. He did not care for long and sustained

discussion about large aspects of policy, though he brought strong common
sense and good judgment to bear on any concrete matter of the moment.”!

* Prussia, Russia, Denmark, Greece, Norway, Spam, Portugal, Belgium, Bulgaria and
Roumama.

f Twenty-five Years, i, 204 Lord Newton m his Life of Lansdozme, p. 293, prmts a

letter from Balfour to Lansdowne, written m 1915 d propos of a war book of Professor

Plolland Rose, exaltmg the Kmg’s role. In this there occurs the passage, ‘‘So far as I

remember during the years when you ^d I were his mmisters, he never made an important
suggestion of any sort on large questions of policy. I wish you would cudgel your own
memory and tell me whether m this opimon I am right. ” No answer is recorded, but the

two Conservative leaders clearly took for granted the Kmg’s subordmation to the Cabmet
in matters of foreign policy, as a simple historical fact. Unhappily Mrs Dugdale, m her
brilliant biography of Arthur Balfour, passes over this aspect in silence.
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This, however, is not the whole truth. There remains the immense
prestige which he enjoyed upon the Continent, and which is a signal

example of the miracles that can be wrought by sheer personality. While the

statesmen of his reign never took their hands off the helm of state, Edward
VII contributed the all-important imponderahtlia of many a situation,

smoothed obstacles, added momentum, established contacts, created or

dissipated atmosphere and often made possible what his ministers could

never have achieved alone. M. Maurois rightly argues that to deny Edward
VIFs influence on European policy would be to create an equally false

legend in the opposite direction. Son action, pour etre humaine et plus

simple, n’en avait pas moms ete reelle. Par sa bienveillance et son tact, il

avait inspire confiance.” The simple truth is that Kmg Edward had the

happy instinct of identifying himself, in every fibre of his being, with his

people and the policy which geography and tradition had imposed upon
them.

Edward VII was succeeded by George V, at home the model of a con-

stitutional sovereign, and known to be more closely acquainted with

Imperial and overseas than with continental politics, and for that reason as

well as his downright and imaffected character never accused, even by the

most distrustful, of political intrigue or personal rancunes. If then anything

were still needed to dispel the absurd legend of encirclement, it is that

during the four years following the removal of the ‘‘arch-villain’*—^the

chief mischief-maker in Europe, as William II had told Nicholas II in

1904—events pursued their inexorable course without the slightest diver-

gence of policy on the part of Britain and her ministers. Once again, the

explanation is to be found in the unsolved problem of naval armament.

When Bethmann Hollweg succeeded Billow as Chancellor in July 1909, the

prospects of an accord slightly brightened, and in proportion as British

statesmen convinced themselves of his integrity and goodwill, they too

indulged new hopes and engaged in wellnigh interminable negotiations.

But the combination of the Emperor and Admiral Tirpitz remained too

strong for Bethmann, and Germany steadily refused to modify her naval

programme save in return for a promise of British neutrality such as would

have ended the Triple Entente. That Grey foresaw disaster, that his mind

was already tuned to the memorable phrases of August I9 i4>

dared not publish the full facts without risking a dangerous rupture, is

shown by his speech of 13 March 191 1 in the House of Commons. Speaking

of the intolerable burden of armaments, he expressed the view that it “will

be dissipated by internal revolution, not by nations fighting against each

other, but by the revolt of masses of men against taxation. . .When you

begin to make hunger by taxation, as sooner or later every country will come
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to make it if naval and militaty expenditure goes on increasing, then you
will be within measurable distance of that revolt which will put an end to

It.’’ He lived to see the alternative of an European War: he did not live to

see the defeated nation rearmed and openly invited by its rulers to choose

between ‘‘guns or butter’

Agadir

The Moroccan agreement of February 1909 brought about a temporary

detente between France and Germany, but even if French ambitions had

been less persistent, the chronic anarchy and misgovernment in Morocco
would ere long have rendered some kind of intervention inevitable Early

in 1911 there was a rising in Fez, against which the Sultan found himself

powerless, and French troops were sent to suppress it. Pan-German feeling

at once reacted, and Bethmann Hollweg was not unreasonable in warning

the French Ambassador that “ if you go to Fez you will stay there, and then

the Moroccan question will be raised in its entirety, which I wish at all costs

to avoid”. His Foreign Secretary Kiderlen-Wachter, however, was less

moderate, and took the line (while fully recognising the hopeless incapacity

of Mulay Hafid and his advisers)’^ that France was tearing up the Algeciras

settlement and that Germany might resume her liberty and insist upon

compensations. On 21 June he had a talk with Jules Gambon at Kissingen,

in which the idea of recogmsing a French protectorate in Morocco, in

return for colonial concessions elsewhere, was pretty broadly hinted : but to

his mind the best way of achieving this was to take and hold a pledge or

Famtpfand in advance. The first idea had been to send four cruisers to

occupy the ports of Mogador and Agadir:*^® in actual fact a single gunboat,

the Panther

y

was despatched to Agadir on i July. This sudden step caused a

profound sensation m Europe: and the French Foreign Mimster, de

Selves, told the German Ambassador very frankly that “negotiations had

been rendered more difficult by Germany creating an accomplished fact,

without first trying to reach a friendly entente with the French Govern-

ment”. Privately Jules Gambon discussed with Kiderlen-Wachter the

possibility of an exchange of territory, and the words “ Gongo ” and “Togo ”

were mentioned : but nothing seemed to happen, and the Emperor, who this

time had not been in favour of the action taken, grew impatient and declared

that “this kind of diplomacy is for my brain too subtle and too high”.’®

French and Germans were now playing for time, and Grey’s attempts

to obtain information as to German aims were unsuccessful. As early as

* For an eminently sane (as opposed to a sloppy sentimental) pacifist treatment of the
whole problem of naval and military rivalry, the reader should consult the late Mr G
Lowes Dickinson’s The Intemattonal Anarchy, especially Chapter xv, entitled “Arma-
ments”
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3 July he took things so seriously as to ask that the Cabinet should be
summoned, and warned Metternich that ‘‘we could not remain passive

spectators of a new settlement made between Germany, France and Spam,
to take the place of the Act ofAlgeciras* **.^’ At the same time he told

Paul Cambon that “we had both commercial and strategic interests to

consider ” but while opposed to any such thing as a German naval base m
Morocco, he would not rule out “an open commercial port”J®

By 12 July Sir Arthur Nicolson and Sir Eyre Crowe were both definitely

of opimon that Germany was embarked on “her well-tried policy of black-

mailing”, and that the French would have to pay up, but that nothing

would stop “ further extortions of exactly the same nature, . . .except a firm

resolve, and the strength to refuse, and if necessary to fight over it Four

days later Kiderlen-Wachter suggested the cession of the whole of French

Congo in return for Togoland, and told the indignant Ambassador, “You
bought your liberty in Morocco from Spam, England and even Italy, and

you have left us out you should have negotiated with us before you went to

Fez.” The deadlock continued, and Grey, who was kept informed by Pans

and left for over a fortnight without any answer to his representations to

Berlin, definitely took alarm on 19 July and asked Asquith for authority “to

impress on Germany that if her negotiations with France come to nothing,

we must become a party to the discussion”, and send ships to Morocco.®^

As a result it was arranged (but without consulting the Cabinet as a whole),

that the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr Lloyd George, should include in

his Mansion House speech of 21 July words which were “no sudden

inspiration, but carefully thought out”.®^ The essential phrase was that

“Britain should at all hazards maintain her place and prestige among the

Great Powers ”, and that “ if a situation were to be forced upon us in which

peace could only be .preserved by the surrender of the great and beneficent

position which Britain haswon by centuries of heroism and achievements, . .

.

then I say emphatically that peace at that price would be a humiliation

intolerable for a great country like ours to endure”. The Times took an even

stronger line, and there was general approval in the press. The speech had

all the more effect, because it came from a pronouncedly pacifist Minister

who passed as Germanophil, Grey himself has given it as his considered

opinion that the speech, coming from such a quarter, “had much to do with

preserving the peace in 1911

Even now, however. Grey assured Metternich that he was by no means

opposed to an extension of German colonial possessions in Africa,®® and

* Words of Nicolson to Cartwright, 34 July—RD. vii, No 418. Mr Lloyd George

himself initiative even for “the wordmg” but it was submitted to both Grey and

Asquith and approved by them (War Memoirs, 1, 43).
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wrote to Bertie that the best solution would be a Franco-German deal in the

French Congo, or, failing that, ‘‘a tripartite partition of Morocco between

France, Spain and Germany, in which France got the lion’s share He
was, however, careful to treat French consent as essential, and France

would not look at any such suggestion. On the other hand, Kiderlen-

Wachter’s reaction to Lloyd George’s speech was not violent, and he

instructed Mettermch to assure Grey that Germany ‘‘ had never dreamt of a

war-port in Morocco”, and that the very idea was a “hallucination”.®®

There can be no doubt that Britain’s attitude led Germany to draw back,

and for that very reason confirmed large sections of German opinion in the

belief in British malignance. For a time there was real danger of war on their

North Sea. Mettermch wras instructed to protest, and he reported his

conversation with Grey as having been “very strong, but within the bounds

of diplomatic etiquette”.®® Grey’s own impression must have been still

stronger, for he warned Mr McKenna and Mr Churchill, and precautionary

orders were sent to the fleet.®’ The Agadir incident thus proved to be a sort

of naval rehearsal for the events of August 1914.

From the first week of August more moderate counsels prevailed, and a

series of interminable negotiations, or rather hole-and-corner bargaimngs,

began between Berlin and Paris, with various strange intermediaries

carrying messages from Edderlen-Wachter to Caillaux. The essence of the

situation, so far as Germany was concerned, lay m the knowledge that if

pressed beyond a certain point, de Selves would resign and almost infallibly

involve Caillaux in his fall, and that the prospects of a more complaisant

Government coming to power were almost negligible. On second thoughts

the German Government resisted the clamour of the Pan-Germans and

decided that Morocco was not worth a war with France and Britain from

which Russia, however reluctant, could not have held aloof: while the

^
French resigned themselves to compensation in the colonial field. Nor can

it be denied that Germany had her grievances in Morocco and was entitled

to some equivalent for her consenting to French penetration: it was her

extraordinarily clumsy and aggressive tactics that roused opinion against her

and administered a serious check to the more friendly sentiments which had

undoubtedly been growing up in both countries since 1909.®® By the

Franco-German agreement of 4 November 1911 a large section of French

Congo was ceded ^to Germany, there vras an exchange of territory in

Cameroon, and France withdrew her counterclaim to Togo.* But on the

other hand France obtained a free hand in Morocco, and within four

On X5 August the Emperor assured Sir E. Goschen tihat m May 1911 France “had
offered Germany the Congo, Madagascar, and he did not know what in return for a free

hand in Morocco** (JB.jD vii. No, 476). This 1$ not recorded in the Emperor’s own version

(G P. XXIX, No. 10639) It seems to have been evolved out of his own unagmation.
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months of the Treaty was able to impose a French protectorate upon the

incompetent Sultan (March 1912). Hanotaux and a few colonial experts

might scream, but France had rounded off her growing empire and signally

increased her prestige and her prospects in Black Africa. Germany, on the

other hand, had but little to show for the long crisis. She had pointed her

guns, and “ a damp squib was the only result. So far from breaking the

Entente, she had made it stronger than ever. In the words of Professor

Brandenburg, ‘‘where extreme caution was indicated, there was a crazy

hussar escapade, which cost Germany far more in reputation than it

brought in’’.^' On the other hand the nearness of the danger shocked the

moderates in both countries into a last effort to make such incidents im-

possible.

It will always be permissible to suppose that what turned the scale in

favour of peace was that Admiral Tirpitz, when faced by the prospect of

Britain being drawn into a Franco-German conflict, warned the Emperor

and his Mimsters that the German fleet would not be ready until 1915,

when the widening of the Kiel Canal would have been completed. Another

point which requires emphasis is ruthlessly analysed in Sir Eyre Crowe’s

memorandum of 14 January 1912:®® the secrecy in which certain Franco-

German transactions were veiled both before and after the Agadir crisis,

especially by Caillaux and his friends, affords the strongest presumption

that a German understanding with France “was an alternative to the

understanding with England, and not a step towards it ”. The fall of Caillaux

in February 1912 showed that French opimon emphatically repudiated

such an aim: it remained to be seen whether any attempt at a triangular

understanding, cutting across the two mam political divisions of the Powers,

and thereby diminishing the risks of armed conflict, would command

sufficient support in France, Britain and Germany. It was to this aim that

Sir Edward Grey addressed himself between November 191 1 and July 1914.

The Tripolitan War

The precarious nature of the European situation and the extent to which all

international problems reacted upon each other was shown by Italy’s

action in declaring war upon Turkey and seizing Tripoli, thereby setting m
motion an avalanche which was soon to transform the Near Eastern land-

scape. She took skilful advantage of a moment when the other Powers were

too preoccupied with the Moroccan crisis to raise any objection: and she

could point to the fact that she already possessed the consent of France and

* Op,cit p 330. In Grey’s words, “France was left with her prestige intact, and free of

the Morocco thvunbscrew” {Twenty-five Years, i, 241).

s-w 40
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Britain, who had long since pocketed their share of the bargain in Tunis and

Egypt. She knew enough of Russian and Balkan plans (especially since the

Tsar’s visit to King Victor at Raccomgi in October 1909) to be convinced

that grave trouble was brewing in Turkey, and to realise the wisdom of

settling the Tripolitan question in her own favour beforehand, in order to

have a free hand later on in the Adriatic against her nominal Austrian ally.

Grey was quick to see the a\vkvvard implications of the alfair, and fearing a

possible appeal of the Turks to London, told Nicolson that “we must refer

them to Germany and Austria as bemg Italy’s allies”.®^ At the same time

he was resolved to be “on our guard against becoming tools of Aehrenthal

to convey unpleasant warnings to Italy Despite his unsavoury ex-

perience of Aehrenthal during the Bosman crisis, he thought it desirable

that he should remain in power, because he regarded him as now in

favour of peace. Here his instinct was right, for we now know that Conrad,

Chief of the Austro-Hungarian Staff, was urging that the psychological

moment had come for a preventive war against Italy, but that Aehrenthal,

though in rapidly failing health, was still able to secure a decisive rejection

of such an idea ’both by Francis Joseph and Francis Ferdinand. Conrad

resigned in November 1911, and, though Aehrenthal died in the following

February, his policy was continued by his successor, the nonchalant Count

Berchtold, who like Aehrenthal himself in 1906 owed his selection to his

supposed Russophilism, but almost from the first became the exponent of

Russophobe policy.

Grey meanwhile was under no illusions as to “ the risk of complication in

the Balkans in the spring”,®^ and was distinctly embarrassed by Russia’s

desire to reopen the Straits Question. He shared Germany’s disapproval of

the annexation of enemy territory by Italy while the war was still in pro-

gress, and he regretted the double loss of prestige by the Sultan-Caliph,

and not least of all, keenly disliked, but was not prepared to oppose by force,

Italy’s occupation of the Dodecanese. None the less, it is not easy to see

what other course he could have taken, quite irrespective of the Triple

Entente’s desire to humour, and perhaps even detach, Italy. For if Italy

had embarked upon a policy of naked conquest, she had as much, or as

little, excuse as France farther to the west, and indeed she was not, like

France in Morocco, tied by any international contracts, but on the contrary

had the signatures of each of the three Entente Powers in her favour,®® and

might reasonably expect at least equal support from her two allies. If,

however, the war did not lead to immediate complications, it was only

because Italian command of the sea kept the Turks out of Africa: and it

gave the first impetus to a movement which was very soon to involve the

whole of Europe.
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The Haldane Mission

In 1911 war had been imminent and had been averted: but the British

Cabinet now found itself on the horns of a dilemma. A return to isolation

would have speedily led to a hostile coalition against Britam: an attempt to

reconstruct the British Army on a continental scale would not have been

tolerated by public opimon at home and would in Germany have been

exploited as a proof of aggression, and would almost certainly have “ pro-

voked a preventive war” on her part,* long before we could have been

ready. The desire of the British Liberal Government to explore the only

remaining alternative course and attempt to reach an understanding with

Germany, similar to those successively concluded with Japan, France and

Russia, has often been treated with incredulity, especially by German

writers. That it was none the less deep and genmne is abundantly apparent

in the British Diplomatic Documents of these years. But perhaps the most

conclusive evidence as to their intentions is to be found in the confidential

statement made by Sir Edward Grey in May 1911, with the approval of the

Prime Mimster and the Cabinet, to the Committee of Imperial Defence and

the Dominion Premiers. After insisting upon the need for ‘‘absolute

secrecy”, he declared that ‘‘it is the naval question which underlies the

whole of our European foreign policy”, explained how the agreements of

1904 and 1907 “had transformed for the better our relations with France

and Russia ”, and laid down as “ a cardinal condition in ail our relations with

Germany ”, that any similar agreement with her “ must not put us back into

the old bad relations with France and Russia ”, and must “ take with us our

PYiRting friends in Europe”. Britain’s hands were free, but she could not,

in his opinion, view with equanimity the risk of any Power or Powers

rinminating the Continent : for ifwe stood aside, “we should be left without

a friend”, and in order to keep command of the sea, should have to reckon

with “a combination against us of not two, but five. Powers”. Public

anxiety “ arises entirely from the question of German naval expenditure ,

and hence it was on this point that the Government most desired an agree-

ment with Germany. It could give her guarantees of non-aggression,

because “we could not build a fleet with any aggressive purpose so long as

we keep our army within its present small dimensions ,
whereas Germany,

if she had a bigger fleet, “obviously could not only defeat us at sea, but

could be in London in a very short time with her army

It was with such views as these, stimulated by the Agadir crisis, that the

• This was Lord Haldane’s riew {Before the War. p. 6), and was shared by General Lord

Nicholson.
40-2
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Cabinet learned through Albert Ballm, director of the Hamburg-Amerika
line, and a personal friend of the Emperor, and the banker Sir Ernest

Cassel, a former intimate of King Edward, that Berlin would welcome an

exchange of view^s with London. At the end of January 1912 Cassel was
authorised to see the Emperor and Chancellor and brought with him a note

declaring Britain's readiness, in return for a suspension of Germany's
supplementary naval programme, to discuss German colonial aspirations

and what we now call a pact of non-aggression. Bethmann Hollweg replied

that the Bill before the Reichstag could not be abandoned, but suggested

that Grey himself, and perhaps Churchill, should visit Berlin.^ The Cabinet

very wisely compromised by sending its most Germanophil member, the

Secretary for War, Lord Haldane, who, though coming officially, was

“merely to talk over the ground, and not to commit either himself (i.e. the

Chancellor) or my own Government at this stage to definite propositions

Grey, no less wisely, took care to keep Pans and St Petersburg informed of

what was on foot.f Haldane came to a Berlin where the struggle between

Tirpitz and Bethmann Hollwreg had reached its height, and formed a

definitely favourable opimon of the latter. The atmosphere was not exactly

improved by the Glasgow speech of Mr Churchill, the new First Lord, who
treated a big navy as a necessity for Britain, but for Germany a luxury

(9 February).

Haldane began by recognising that armament was of course “within the

unfettered rights of the German people", but that “the policy had an

inevitable consequence in the drawing together of other nations in the

interests of their own security". Britain had “no secret military treaties",

but “if France were attacked,. . .our neutrality must not be reckoned on by

Germany". Britain’s security would be affected by Germany's possession

of the Channel ports: she was “under treaty obligation" to help Belgium if

invaded, “just as we were bound to defend Portugal and Japan in certain

eventualities": and “our dependence on freedom of sea communications

for food and raw material" would force us “to lay down two keels to each

one of the new German additions ". Moreover, in reply to the Chancellor's

insistence upon the creation of a third German squadron, Haldane hinted

* Even to-day there is some obscurity as to the original mitiative Grey m Twenty-five

Years, i, 250, says that he was never quite sure which side it came from The Emperor
denies that it came from the German side Bethmann Hollweg and Stumm expressed to

Goschen their surprise at the choiceof Cassel as the British mtermediary {Bntisk Documents,

VI, No 502) It is quite probable (and this is the view of the Editors of Grosse Politik—see

note on No 11347 m vol. xxxi), that Ballm may have acted on his own* but it is quite

impossible that he should not first have assured himself of the approval of the Wilhelm-
strasse.

*1* B*D VI, Nos. 498, 499* Haldane told Jules Cambon that **our object was simply to

improve the state of feelmg between London and Berlm, but on the basis, and only on the

basis, of complete loyalty to our Entente with France” (Before the War, p. 63).
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that it might be necessary to transfer ships from the Mediterranean to the
North Sea. To the Kaiser he took the same line, but added that “the initi-

ative in slackemng competition was really not with us, but with Germany
and that a political agreement “would be bones without flesh if Germany
began new shipbuilding immediately and indeed the world would laugh
at It In a further conversation with the Chancellor they discussed the
possibility of concessions to Germany in Zanzibar, Angola and other parts

of Africa, as well as the status of the Bagdad Railway: and Bethmann
Hollweg drafted a “formula of neutrality*’ which Haldane duly took back
to London with him, together with a copy of the naval supplements handed
to him by the Kaiser himself.

Grey expressed himself to Mettermch as “immensely impressed”, and
hoped that means would now be found for dispelling the “warcloud”.^®®

But when the Cabinet came to examine the formula, it soon became
obvious that it was incompatible with the Entente as it then existed, and
above all that a cessation of the German naval programme was an essential

preliminary to any bargain. On 15 February, then, Haldane reiterated to

Mettemich in the most friendly way what he had said to the Chancellor

about two keels to one : and a week later he and Grey, speaking in the name
of the Cabinet, assured him that the German Navy Bill (or “Novelle”) was

the only obstacle, but that its maintenance would make agreement im-

possible.^®^

This was treated by the Emperor as a “disavowal” of Haldane and as

“an impudent interference in the selfdetermination right of a great

nation”: “every discussion of my ‘Novelle* ! reject a It was

left to Haldane to warn Mettemich of the consequences of such an attitude *

the Cabinet was definitely resolved, if the Novelle were upheld, to introduce

supplementary naval estimates in Parliament, and to transfer part of the

Mediterranean fleet to home waters.^®^ This made William II more furious

than ever: London must be told that such a transfer of naval forces was “a

threat of war” and would be answered by a return to the Novelle in its old

form, and by mobilisation.^®^

This, however, was too much for the Chancellor, who offered his resigna-

tion, and thus forced his master to moderate his tone and demands, but

only at the expense of a rival offer of resignation on the part of Tirpitz, who

had not concealed from Haldane his pride in the role of “ bogeyman of Old

England”. This trial of strength between the two protagomsts lasted for

some time, and meanwhile Balhn was sent to London, to discuss the naval

deadlock informally with the First Lord. On 14 March Grey proposed a

new formula in the following terms :
“ England will make no unprovoked

attack upon Germany and pursue no aggressive policy towards her.
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Aggression upon Geimany is not the subject and forms no part of any

treaty understanding or combination to which England is now a party, nor

will she become a party to anything that has such an object.’'^®® But even

Mettermch felt this to be inadequate, because no mention was made of

neutrality, and hinted at the possibility of ‘^a change of personnel in

Berlin” he wanted some such addition as “England will therefore adopt

at least a benevolent altitude, should war be forced upon Germany”. Grey

on his side feared that “this might give an impression. . .that under no

circumstances, if there was war on the Continent, could anything be

expected from us But he gave the Ambassador assurances that he, and

the whole Cabinet, had absolute confidence in the Chancellor and could

undertake, even if the Novelle were upheld and no agreement were reached,

to “conduct British policy m the sense of the proposed formula, so long as

he was responsible for German policy”.^®® He added that the aim of his

own policy was that ''Europe should no longer be divided into groups^\

On this William II exploded altogether: the decision depended on him-

self, not on Bethmann Hollweg: Grey did not understand “who is master

here”, and was trying to dictate who should be minister in Germany. If

then Britain would not accept neutrality, let her be offered “ a defensive and

offensive alliance, including France”: her refusal of this would put her

flagrantly in the wrong before the whole world.^®^ He actually appears to

have written to King George in this sense.^^® Nothing of course came of the

outburst, but Metternich, acting on previous instructions, intimated to

Grey the German view that “ only an agreement of a far-reaching character

guaranteeing absolute neutrality”, would satisfy Berlin.^^^ Grey reminded

him that Germany “was asking for something which went much farther

than anything we had with France or Russia”. On 22 March the German
Government published its naval proposals (on 14 April they were laid before

^
the Reichstag, and on 14 May adopted) : and though Grey expressed the

hope that negotiations respecting the colonial field would still continue, the

prospect of agreement on the major issue was now at an end.

It only remained to find a scapegoat, and Count Metternich was soon

afterwards recalled from the London Embassy. It is the duty ofthe histonan

to pay a tribute to his sanity and breadth of view, his consaentious inter-

pretation of public opinion, his singleminded efforts towards an under-

standing and his courageous refusal to suppress facts which he knew to be

true, but also to be unpalatable to his chiefs. His influence had been

persistently undermined by successive Naval Attaches in his own Embassy

:

but nothing is more remarkable in the whole history of Anglo-German
relations than the uniform testimony of the last four Ambassadors before

the war—Hatzfeldt, Metternich, Marschall and Lichnowsky—confiirmed
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by such able understudies as Eckardstein, Stumm and Kuhlmann—and
above all the rapidity with which Mettemich’s successor, Baron Marschall,

who came from Constantinople after nearly two decades of Anglophobe
activities, found himself converted to similar views.

Few statesmen have been more ungenerously maligned in their lifetime

than Lord Haldane, and few have been so speedily and completely vindi-

cated by history. To-day we know that but for his long and untiring work of

orgamsation there would in August 1914 have been no Bntish Expeditionary

Force fit for the tremendous task that confronted it: and since the publica-

tion of the British Documents we also know that during his Berlin Mission,

so far from giving away any essential position, he gave the German Govern-
ment an urbane, but unmistakeable warning as to British policy, while

observing perfect good faith towards France and Russia. The Mission was

not wasted, for it stands in history as convmcing evidence of intention : and

It at least estabhshed cordial relations with Bethmann Hollweg and thus

opened up a new line of advance. So long as this line remained open,

Haldane’s silence before British public opimon had its justification : where

he laid himself open to criticismwas by outwardly assuming a false optimism

which misled that public opinion and was also misinterpreted in Berlin.

The essence of the whole incident was summed up by Sir Eyre Crowe m
a memorandum on German policy. “ She wants to have an absolutely free

hand in dealmg with any problem of foreign policy, without fear of meetmg

with the opposition of third parties. She wants to make herself so strong

that she can dictate terms to every Power.

The failure of the Haldane Mission had two logical results. Bntish naval

estimates were laid by Mr Churchill before Parliament, on the basis of a

60 per cent, supenority in vessels of the Dreadnought class over the German

navy, and it was hinted that the time might come when the Admiralty might

demand two keels to one against Germany. The idea of “ a naval holiday
”

was also hinted, but not unduly pressed. The Opposition’s view was voiced

in a contemporary article of A. J. Balfour, which contained the effective

phrase, “Without a supenor fleet Bntain would no longer count as a

Power. Without any fleet at all Germany would remain the greatest Power

in Europe.”^’^^

Meanwhile the French Government, doubtless somewhat reheved at the

failure, suggested a further defimtion of the relations between Paris and

London : and the necessities ofnaval policy ledto fresh consultationsbetween

the British and French experts. By the autumn of 1912 it was agreed that

the main strength of the French fleet should be concentrated in the

Mediterranean—where it would be a match for Austria-Hungary and

Italy—while Britain transferred part of her Mediterranean squadron to the
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North Sea. The Notes exchanged bet\^ecn Grey and Paul Gambon on 23

November, \\hose tenour was not published or submitted to Parliament,

expressly laid down that these consultations were “not an engagement that

commits either Government”, and that the new disposition of the two

fleets “ IS not based upon an engagement to co-operate in war ”.^^5 None the

less, Britain was in a certain sense bound in honour to the full implications of

an arrangement that could not easily be undone. Mr Churchill warned the

Prime Minister of “the tremendous weapon which France w'^ould possess to

compel our intervention, if she could say, ‘ On the advice of and by arrange-

ments with your naval authorities we have left our northern coasts defence-

less. We cannot possibly come back in time ’ Mr Lloyd George tells us

that the Cabinet was now for the first time informed of the negotiations of

1906, and that most of its members felt not merely “hostility”, but actual

“ consternation ” : but they accepted the situation, doubtless because they

felt the grip of inexorable facts. The Entente Cordiale was in process of

moral evolution.

' The Balkan Wars

To-day it is abundantly clear that the central problem in Europe was

Germany’s bid for naval superiority, ending either in the splitting of the

Triple Entente by the enforced detachment of Britain or in Britain’s con-

frontation by a continental combination. Thanks, however, very largely to

the genuine efforts of Grey in these closing years to cut across the two

alliances and re-establish a real European concert, a certain detente was

achieved, but the catastrophe was eventually precipitated by a recrudescence

of trouble in the Near East.

The fraternisation between Turk and Christian, which had followed the

first Young Turk Revolution, all too soon yielded to an internecine conflict

among all the races of Turkey in Europe and a combined policy of forcible

Turkification and extreme centralism on the part of her new rulers The
ruthless repression of the Albanians in 1910-18 was a foretaste of what

awaited Slavs, Greeks and Vlachs also : and the idea of a Balkan League

including Turkey—^as first put forward by Charikov, the Russian Ambas-
sador at the Porte, and welcomed both by Milovanovi6 and Venizelos on

behalf of Serbia and Greece—^soon proved impracticable. Spurred on by

the combined fanaticism and incompetence of the Committee of Union and

Progress, the Balkan states began to get together and plan both military and

political co-operation. The TripolitanWar confirmed their beliefin Turkey’s

impending collapse and in the need for speedy action, and secret negotia-

tions began between Athens and Sofia, sometimes with J. D. Bourchier,

The Times Balkan correspondent, as intermediary. Still more serious were
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the overtures made by Milovanovid to the Russophil Bulgarian Premier
Geshov, this time with the active knowledge of the Russian Minister in
Belgrade, Hartwig, a notorious exponent of the Russian “forward” school.

On 13 March and 29 May 1912 secret treaties of alhance were concluded
between Serbia and Bulgaria, and between Bulgaria and Greece, in each
case supplemented by military conventions which committed tBem to

mutual support against Turkey, and in certain contingencies, against

Austria-Himgary Provision was made for possible conquests, Serbia

recognising Bulgaria’s rights east of the Rhodope Mountains and the

Struma river, and Bulgaria Serbia’s rights north and west of the §ar. The
districts lying between these limits, the Aegean and the Lake of Ohnd were

to be autonomous, and if partition should prove inevitable, any territorial

dispute was to be referred to the arbitration of the Russian Tsar. In the

case of the Greek Treaty the division of the spoils was not defined, but left

to chance, the plain fact being that none of the Allies anticipated the over-

whelmmg victory which awaited them.

The Italian War had a disintegrating effect upon Turkey in Europe : the

komitadjis resumed theirintemecme quarrels, and the Albanians in particular

proved more than a match for the repressive measures of the Young Turks,

who by the summer of 1912 were reduced to offering them a certain in-

adequate autonomy and then to extending their pledge to the whole

Empire. This was received on all sides as a sure sign of impending collapse,

and merely convinced the Balkan states that the moment for action had at

last come. The well-meaning efforts, first of Count Berchtold, then of the

French Prenuer, Poincard, to bring pressure from the Concert upon the

Porte and meanwhile to restrain the Balkan states by the warning that no

change in the status quo would be tolerated, merely had the opposite effect of

hastening mobilisation on both sides. At the last moment the Porte

announced its intention of putting into force the provisions of the Treaty of
,

Berlin and the Vilayet Law of 1880—after they had remamed a dead letter

for over thirty years! This, and the belated collective action of the five

Powers, were resented by the Balkan League, as likely to result in a new

set of worthless paper reforms, and to rob them of a golden opportunity for

settling the whole problem. King Nicholas of Montenegro was therefore

hurriedly put up to declare war upon Turkey on 8 October 1913, and

within a few days hostilities had become general. The Powers remained

passive, having been assured by their Military Attaches that the Turks

would be victorious and that Europe could then dictate a settlement. But

in actual fact the Balkan League swept all before it—^the Bulgars at Liile

Burgas, the Serbs at Kumanovo and Monastir, the Greeks on their march to

Salonica : and by the end of November Turkish rule inEuropewas restricted
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to the Tchataidja and Gallipoli lines, and to the three fortresses of Adrian-

ople, Janina and Skutan The Balkan status quo was as dead as a doornail,

and Serbia’s victories m particular, coinciding with Magyar repression in

Croatia, gave an astonishing impetus to the movement for Southern Slav

Unity throughout the southern provinces of the Habsburg Monarchy.

Throughout these complications Sir Edward Grey’s efforts were

consistently directed towards appeasement. In Januarj’^ 1913 he told Bertie

that he desired a working imderstanding between Russia and Austria-

Hungary. War would be very inconvenient: I do not think we could take

part in it and intervene on the Russian side, and yet our abstention would

prove a danger to the maintenance of the present grouping of the European

Powers. While Cartwright in Vienna disbelieved in a Balkan alliance or

in support for it from Russia, our extremely well-informed Mimster in

Sofia, Bax-Ironside, learned the contents of the secret Serbo-Bulgarian

Treaty on the very day of its conclusion, long before either France or

Austria-Hungary.* If those in control of British policy had been engaged in

the machinations with which they are sometimes credited, they would of

course have been delighted at the news and used it to strengthen their ties

with Russia. But instead of this Nicolson wrote privately to Cartwright,

“it is most unfortunate that such a convention has been concluded,

especially under Russian auspices ”.^20 When in May Sazonov revealed the

facts to O’Beime, Buchanan’s deputy at St Petersburg, the latter showed no

enthusiasm and was afraid lest Vienna “might get wind and resent” such

action : and Nicolson, replying to this, feared that Sazonov was “ embarking

on an adventurous policy. But don’t indicate our apprehensions, as it is

exceedingly necessary to keep on the best possible terms with Russia

This may have been weakness, but it was not encouragement or collusion.

There is ample evidence in the British Documents that Sazonov, after

encouraging Balkan union, took fright at its effects^^E ^nd tried first to hold

back the Allies and then to separate them Izvolsky in Paris may have

been more aggressive, but Sazonov was jealous of him, and Poincare dis-

trusted him.'t Grey had told Mensdorff in July that he desired the Balkan

status and Buchanan reported to Sazonov his chief’s “anxiety to do

nothing, that might divide Europe into two hostile camps on the Balkan

question”. Fortunately Sazonov was visiting Western Europe when the

* 14 March 1912, Bax-Ironside to Nicolson—B D, Nos. 558-9. Bax-Ironside enjoyed
the close confidence of the Anglophil Premier Geshov. Pomcar^ only heard of its existence

when he visited St Petersburg m August—see Les Balkans en Feu, p 49
t A common accusation agamst Pomcar6 is that he and Izvolsky worked for war • and the

former’s strictures on Izvolsky (Les Balkans en Feu, pp is8, 394, 314, 340-1, 351, 417)
have sometimes been treated, though unconvmcingly, as a mere attempt to construct an
alibi. The mischievous role of Izvolsky is, however, not open to dispute, and can be studied
in detail m Bne^wechsel Izvolskis, 4 vols, ed. F. Stieve.
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trouble came to a head, and his conversations with Grey and King George
at Balmoral are on record.* To the Russian statesman’s enquiry as to the

British attitude in war Grey gave in substance the same reply as to Cambon
and Delcasse in similar circumstances. “The question of whether we went
to war would depend upon how the war came about. No British Govern-
ment could go to war unless backed by public opimon. Public opinion

would not support any aggressive war for a revanche or to hem Germany in,

and we desired to see differences between Germany and other Powers,

particularly France, smoothed over when they arose. If, however, Germany
was led by her great, I might say unprecedented, strength to attempt to

crush France, I did not think we should stand by and look on, but should do

all we could to prevent France from bemg crushed. It was clear to

Sazonov that none of the Powers, and his two allies as little as the others,

desired to see the question of the Straits reopened : but his nervousness was

justified by Bulgarian and Greek designs upon Constantinople, France

stood committed to helping Russia in a war of Balkan origin, but was

extremely anxious to avoid it, for financial as well as higher reasons. With

both France and Russia, doubts as to Britain’s armed support and memories

of the precedent of 1909 served as a strong deterrent : but indeed none of the

Great Powers at this moment wanted war, and the hesitations which this

engendered were actually an incentive to the Balkan Allies, who cared little

for the admomtions of Russia or even Europe as a whole, and only saw a

heaven-sent opportunity that might never recur.^^®

The completeness of the League’s victory speedily dissolved any idea of

upholding the status quo. As early as 28 October Grey told Kiihlmann that

British public opimon “would not be a party to ejecting the Balkan states

by force from their conquests”, but that Constantinople was an European

question: while Asqmth spoke in favour of recognising the accomplished

fact and re-making the Balkan map. Russia notified London on i November

that she could no longer support the status quo^ and Grey answered that he

saw no reason for making reservations.^’ Meanwhile the Emperor WilLam

had from the first treated the Powers’ efforts at mediation as “a testimonium

paupertatis for Europe” and assumed that if the Allies won, “no one could

prevent them from taking their share”. He was opposed to any action

which might “ cramp the League in its victorious career”, and suggested to

Eaderlen-Wachter that Germany’s aim should be to make of the four

^ Sazonov’^s long report to the Tsar (R. Marchand, Un Ltvre Notr, ii, 345"‘59) contains

the often quoted remark of King George, that in case of war **we shall sink every German

merchant ship we get hold of”

t 4, 6, 8, 16, zs October—G.P. xxxm, marginaha on Nos, 12225, 12235, 12246, 1227^*

12297, “ The Eastern Question must besolvedwithbloodand iron. Butinaperiod favourable

for That is nowJ*
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Balkan Allies “ a seventh Great Power, leaning upon Austria and the Triple

Alliance” This, however, proved quite impracticable owing to the very

dangerous quarrel which developed between Vienna and Belgrade,

Austria-Hungary bein^ bent at all costs upon excluding Serbia from direct

access to the Adriatic, and insisting, with Italy’s support, upon the creation

of an independent Albanian state. William II saw “no danger to Austria’s

existence or prestige in an Adriatic port for Serbia”,^-"' and Kiderlen-

Wachter was afraid that Austria-Hungary had “great territorial plans which

would make peaceful agreement with the Balkan states impossible

Conscious that Russia would support Serbia ifattacked by Austria-Hungary,

and feeling that it was monstrous that Germany should be involved m “a
life and death struggle with three Great Powers because of Albania or

Durazzo”,^®^ Bethmann Hollweg, Kiderlen-Wachter and the Emperor
agreed to exercise a restraining influence upon Vienna, while making it

clear that they “would not for a moment evade their treaty obligations”

Grey on his side was naturally far more concerned to maintain European

peace than to secure full satisfaction for the Balkan Allies : and Nicolson

went so far as to describe the Serb attitude as “hopelessly idiotic and

dangerous”.^

There was thus an obvious basis for that co-operation between Germany
and Britain for which Grey had so earnestly appealed to Herrvon Kuhlmann
in October, assuring him “ that he was heartily tired of the long dispute and

offered the olive-branch oh peace, for a cordial and lasting reconciliation”,

and adding that British and German interestsm the present crisis seemed to

him “entirely identical ”.f In reply Bethmann and Kiderlen-Wachter

declared their readiness for discussions, but insisted on “absolute secrecy”.

Some weeks later Lord Haldane visited the new Ambassador, Prince

Lichnowsky, and while warning him that in case of war Britain could

hardly hold aloof, pleaded for every effort to prevent “a hardening of the

groups”.^®® The Kaiser wrote scornful comments on this, but events were

meanwhile imposing upon Germany and Britain alike the most strenuous

efforts to hold back their Austrian and Russian allies, who had both ordered

partial mobilisation. In the background, it is true, the German and

* 26 November 1912—B D ix (u), No. 286. Sir Ralph Paget called the Serbs “utterly
obstinate anU unreasonable”—30 November, thtd^ No 313

t The message was sent through Mr (now Lord) Tyrrell, then Grey’s prmcipal private

secretary. Kuhlmann to Bethmann Hollweg, 15 October—

G

P. xxxiii, No. 12284, and
Bethmann Hollweg’s answer of 20 October-^&zd. No. 12287. If they could once agree in

the Balkans, Grey considered “ co-operation in Chma, Persia, Turkey and Africa as hope-
ful” {thid No. 12295)

Professor Brandenburg {op, at, p 377) regards the mcident with suspicion,m view of the
exchange of letters between Grey and Paul Gambon on 23 November—already referred to,

mpra^ p. 632.
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Austro-Hungarian Chiefs of Staff held fresh conversations, and the Triple
Alliance was renewed but Francis Ferdinand, though as Inspector-

General of the army he took the precaution of reinstating the bellicose

General Conrad, none the less spoke openly of war with Russia as a

monstrosity
, and was known to favour a renewal of the Three Emperors’

League It thus proved possible to win the assent of all the Powers for a

Conference of Ambassadors* to discuss outstanding disputes, and there was
prompt agreement that it should be held in London, under the chairmanship

of Sir Edward Grey. Austria-Hungary had already withdrawn her ob-

jections to Serbia remaining in the Sandjak of Novipazar and thus acquiring

a common frontier with Montenegro: but she remained adamant against a

Serbian port, whether at Medua or elsewhere. The Ambassadors therefore

accepted in principle Albaman autonomy under the guarantee of the six

Powers, and promised the Serbs commercial access to the sea through a

free neutral Albanian port, connected with the interior by an international

railway.^®^

In the meantime an armistice had been concluded between Turkey and

Bulgaria, and the five belligerents were invited to conduct their negotiations

for a Balkan peace in London, in close proximity to the Conference of

Ambassadors. But there was complete intransigeance on both sides, com-

plicated still farther by a Roumanian demand for compensation from

Bulgaria. After long resistance the Turkish Government was on the pomt

of yielding to the pressure of the Powers and ceding the coveted fortress of

Adrianople, when Enver Bey engineered a revolution at the Porte, shot

down his own Commander-in-Chief, and set up a Government pledged to

further resistance (23 January 1913). On 3 February the Balkan War

resumed its course. The task of Greece was completed with the fall of

Janina (6 March) : Adrianople surrendered on 26 March to the combined

efforts of Bulgars and Serbs, and with the surrender of Skutari on 23

April to the Montenegrins and Serbs, Turkish rule disappeared from

Europe, save for the Capital and the land connections of the two Straits.

Once more, there can be no question of even a brief survey of events, but

at the most an attempt to relate them to British policy.^^® The sudden death

of Kiderlen-Wachter on 30 December deprived Germany of an able

statesman who, despite his record in the Agadir crisis, was undoubtedly

working for peace and for Anglo-German friendship. Ten days later

Bethmann Hollweg said to the British Ambassador, Sir William Goschen,

I can assure you that if it had not been for England and Germany, Europe

would be m a state of war at this moment”:^®® and both he and his under-

* They were M. Paul Cambon, Prince Lichnowsky, Count Mensdorff, Count Bencken-

dorff, and Marqms Imperiali
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study Zimmermann stressed “the value of co-operation, . . .both as a useful

factor in the crisis, and as a foundation for more cordial relations in

future The worst danger was over when Russia ceased to insist uponan
Adriatic port for Serbia, and when Francis Ferdinand put a veto upon
Conrad’s plan for the conquest and partition of “the Southern Slav

Piedmont Germany refused to join in a naval demonstration against the

Turks, but supported a collective step at the Porte, and accepted as reason-

able Grey’s view that Russia could not be expected to give way on every

point, Skutari and Djakovo as well as the Adriatic port. There followed

endless haggling about contested points along the Albanian frontier: and

this led the Montenegrins, supported by Serbian troops, to concentrate

upon the siege of Skutari and finally on 23 April to compel its surrender.

This time even the existence of the Ambassadors’ Conference would not

have averted war, if Grey had not propounded a scheme for a joint naval

blockade off the Montenegrin coast, and finally the occupation of Skutari by

bluejackets from all the fleets, under command of Admiral Burney. Kang

Nicholas yielded with a very bad grace, Serbia had to withdraw her troops,

and the largest Albanian town was saved for the new Albania.

Meanwhile a collective Note to the Porte led to a second armistice, and

during May the Balkan diplomats again found themselves in London,

though in an even more uncompromising mood than before. Haggling

continued throughout the month, until Grey, losing patience, saw the

various delegates separately and gave them to understand that “the only

thing to be done” was to sign the treaty “as it stood” or to leave London,

and that “our support would be given to those who signed”. This had the

desired effect, and the Treaty of London was signed on 30 May. It was a

settlement imposed by the personal prestige of Grey, speaking in the name
of a country standing half-way between the two camps, upon small, reluctant

^
men, consumed by passion, fear and greed. They assumed, all too rashly,

that its terms would have the full backing of the country which had

secured its adoption.

It was called peace, but it was no peace: for the four Allies found them-

selves quite unable to reach agreement as to a division of the spoils. No
line had ever been drawn between the Bulgars and Greeks, and now both

claimed Salonica and the north Aegean coast: while the Serbs, excluded

from the Adriatic by Austria’s veto, insisted upon retaining the Vardar

valley as their only dtemative outlet to the sea, and this meant Monastir,

Ohrid, and the great bulk of Slav Macedonia, as well as the “contested

zone ”. Austria-Hungary pursued the parallel aims of preventing Serbian

expansion westwards, checking her growing influence among the Jugoslavs

of the Monarchy, and embroiling her with Bulgaria: and to her encourage-
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ment it was very largely due that Bulgana remained adamant, and dis-

regarded Russia’s successive proposals for parallel demobilisation, for

acceptance of the Tsar as arbiter (as provided by the secret treaty) and for

a conference of the four Balkan Premiers at St Petersburg (a suggestion

which Grey actively favoured, in preference to mediation by the Triple

Entente)A®® At last, on 29 June, the Bulgars, hopelessly underestimating

the strength of their late allies, made a treacherous imdnight attack upon

the Serb and Greek positions on the Bregalnitsa, and after several days of

desperate fighting were slowly driven back. As late as 4 July the Bulgarian

Premier wished the British Mimsler to believe that his country was “ not

at war ”,^®® and the generals, who thought they could cut through the Serbs

“like a kmfe through rotten cheese” and separate them from the Greeks,

now wished to treat the inadent as a regrettable blunder—^though King

Ferdinand admitted that in ordering the night attack he had counted on

Vienna’s help.^^® But Serbia and Greece, united by a defensive treaty of

I June, were resolved to complete their victory
;
Roumama, who had given

Bulgaria fair warning that she would not sit still and let Serbia be crushed,

now declared war and threatened Sofia from the north, while the Turks

reoccupied an undefended Adrianople. Dunng July Austna-Hungary was

on the point of attacking Serbia from the rear: Berchtold warned Berlin

that she could not tolerate an aggrandised Serbia, “against whom the

Southern Slav provinces of Austria-Hungary would not be tenable

She was with difficulty held badt by Germany, who argued that it would be

a grave blunder to put the same veto on Monastir as formerly on Durazzo,

that to divert Serbia to Salonica had certain advantages!^®, and above all

that it was a vital interest of the whole Dreibund not to alienate Roumama

by undue favours towards Bulgaria. Zimmermann treated “ Great Serbia”

as a “cauchemar”, while Italy warned Berlin that she on her side could not

allow Austria-Hungary to overpower Serbia.^® Berchtold’s isolation was

completed by Berlm’s growing interest in the cause of Greece, whose new

Queen was the Kaiser’s sister. Grey’s attitude during this second war was

more negative: he seems to have been absorbed in ambassadorial dis-

cussions as to the frontiers and internal structure of the new Albania, and

this undoubtedly helped on the final peace by meeting Austria-Hungary’s

Adriatic requirements. Meanwhile the visit paid by Nicholas II and George

V to Berlin for the wedding of the Kaiser’s only daughter had al^ helped to

create a calmer atmosphere and cut across the main groupings of the

Powers.

There was thus no choice for Bulgaria but to consent to a Balkan Peace

Conference: and the Treaty of Bucarest, concluded on 6 August 1913,

stereotyped the territorial gains of Serbia and Greece. This time the real
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decision lay with Berlin, though Rome's determination to extract compensa-
tion for any Austrian gam undoubtedly helped to hold back Vienna.

William II virtually forced the hands of Count Berchtold by exchanging
cordial telegrams with King Charles of Roumanu: “thanks to you’’, ran

the latter's flattering reply, “peace remains definitive''. At the same time

the Emperor demonstratively made his brotlier-in-law King Constantine a

German Fieldmarshal, and turned the scale in favour of assigmng Kavala
to Greece and thus again shutting off Bulgaria from the Aegean. On 12

August Tschirschky was instructed to inform Berchtold of Germany's
opposition to any modification of the Treaty, and showed comparative

indifference to Austrian misgivings about the Southern Slavs.^^^ “We are

sitting on the ground between all the stools", wrote General Conrad to a

military colleague.

It still remained to appease the Turks: and here Grey again allowed

himself to follow m the wake of events. He told Berlin that he had not

changed his views regarding Adrianople, for whose cession he had pressed

in the previous January but he evaded a question in the House of

Commons which justified Turkish recover}^ of Thrace on a basis of nation-

ality. Sazonov at first took a stiff line,^^*^ but he found neither France nor

Britain disposed to adopt financial pressure against Turkey; Grey's sug-

gestion that Germany and Russia should take joint action in the question

was misunderstood by the Kaiser as an attempt to shift upon them the

trouble and odium of compulsion: if the Triple Entente disagreed about

Adrianople and fell to pieces, so much the better Grey, however, had

publicly laid down “that British policy should never be one of intolerance

or wanton or unprovoked aggression against a Mussulman Power. . .but we
cannot undertake the duty of protecting Mussulman Powers outside the

British Dominions from the consequences of their own inaction" (12 April

^
1913). And now many voices were raised in favour of inaction, lest by
forcing the Caliph of Islam to respect the Treaty of London, we should

cause trouble for ourselves among the Indian Moslems. This argument,

which is known to have weighed with the British Cabinet, had momentous
results in the Great War, for Bntain’s attitude was felt by Bulgaria as a

betrayal and ere long drove her into alliance with Turkey and Germany. Its

complete futility was shown when India calmly accepted our four years of

war with the Sultan-Caliph, and when in due course the Caliphate and
Islam itselfwere dethroned by an infidel Turkish dictator. On 29 September
helpless Bulgaria was left to sign the Treaty of Constantinople, relinquishing

Adrianople and most of Thrace. On the other hand, Grey had in 1913
rejected the renewed overtures of the Porte for a defensive alliance with

Britain, and had also declined its proposals for the appointment of
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British civil servants to reorganise Asia Minor and Armenia. He was
probably right in thinking that Russia would take oflFence, and accepted

Sir Lewis Malet’s view that such an alliance ‘‘would in the present circum-

stances unite Europe against us None the less, the result was to reinforce

more strongly than ever the military ties between the Young Turks and
Germany.

The Balkan Wars opened a new era in the Near East. Slav co-operation

gave place to hate, and the two sister-nations were flung into opposing

camps : Greece was torn in two by equally balanced tendencies, Roumama’s
ties with the Dreibund were loosened under the stress of Magyar oppression

in Transylvania, while Serbia, enlarged by one-third and now bordering

with her Montenegrin kinsfolk, was hailed as the Piedmont of the Southern

Slavs. The Magyar quarrel with Croatia and her Magyansing designs in

Hungary proper, counteracted the “Trialist’’ designs of Francis Ferdinand

and envenomed the whole Balkan policy of the Habsburg Monarchy. In

every Balkan country Austria-Hungary and Russia manoeuvred for in-

fluence and position.

The Two Camps

During the Balkan Wars Anglo-German co-operation had, not once but

repeatedly, taken the sting out of a dangerous crisis : and Grey was fully

entitled to claim m his post-war Memoirs that the Conference of Ambassa-

dors over which he presided might, if revived m 1914, have averted the

great catastrophe.^®® His aim was undoubtedly to prevent the Powers from

falling irrevocably into two camps: “separate groups of Powers need not

necessarily mean opposing diplomatic camps he had told Mensdorff.^®^

But Bethmann Hollweg’s outlook was Afferent: while thankful that

“England to-day forms a mediating element, through which we have re-

peatedly been able to exercise a calming and retarding influence upon

Russia”, he hopes, if the crisis can be surmounted, “that the Entente

policy will have passed its height, and that it will come to a new onentatton

of English policy

Meanwhile the naval question remained unsolved. In March 1913 new

nav2i eTstimates were presented to Parliament, and Churchill “explicitly

repudiated the suggestion that Great Britain can ever allow another

Naval Power to approach her so nearly as to deflect or restrict her political

action by purely naval pressure. Such a situation would unquestionably

lead to war.”^®® His renewed suggestion of a “Naval holiday” was not

listened to, and indeed was not very practical : and the Kaiser and his Naval

Attaches in London were as intransigeant as ever. But for the first time

there was a note of anxiety on the side of Tirpitz, who felt that after fourteen

41s-w
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years of effort the “danger zone*’ was not yet passed, and that “the bow is

overstrung here as much as in England”,’*' Grey, in one of his last pre-war

speeches, again sounded a warning note, protesting against the misleading

idea that armament competition was “a race with some prize to be won at

the end of it”, but admitting that “to reduce naval expenditure when there

was no certainty that it was going to have a corresponding influence on the

rest of Europe, would be staking too much on a gambling chance”.

Armaments “must lead to catastrophe, and may even sink the ship of

European prosperity and civilisation”: and yet he had no remedy. “I

think in foreign affairs we must modify the maxim of doing unto others as

you would be done by.” He, and with him the other Foreign Mimsters of

Europe, were bankrupt and standing on the brink of disaster while the

nations chased prosperity : they at least had not yet learned the dire lessons

of universal war, which we, their successors, having learned, are deliberately

disregarding.

There was, however, one direction in which real progress could still be

made. While Germany increased her army by 170,000 men and France

replied by adopting the three years’ service: while Russia cautiously ex-

plored the possibility of a change in the status of the Straits
;
while inter-

national suspicions were revived by the appointment of a Prussian general,

Liman von Sanders, to a high post in the Turkish army: while France

urged on the reluctant and distinctly sceptical Grey to authorise Anglo-

Russian naval discussions; while William II set himself to remove the

temporary coolness between Berlin and Vienna which had followed the

Treaty of Bucarest, and made to Berchtold the most far-reaching promises

of support while P^si^ escorted Prince Alexander of Serbia to St

Petersburg to thank the Tsar for his support, and received the answer that

he had only done “his Slav duty”; while King Albert was entertained at

Potsdam and came away in grave alarm—amid all these cross-currents two

distinct sets of secret negotiations continued between the British and

German Governments, one on the Bagdad Railway and the Middle East,

the other on the whole question of African colonies^

Into the long and complicated story of the Bagdad Railway it is quite

impossible to enter here;^®® special agreements between Turkey and France

and between Turkey and Britam inevitably preceded, and prepared the way
for, the final Anglo-German accord of June 1914. Its salient feature was a

compromise by which Britain withdrew her objections to German control

over the Railway, but was to exercise a joint control over the final section to

Basra, while special provisions were added with regard to navigation on the

* See the last two chapters of Mr Woodward’s indispensable study, 'Britain and the

German Navy,
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Tigris and Mesopotamian oil. Meanwhile, however, something perilously

like a partition of Asiatic Turkey into spheres of interest was in process of

execution. Britain was to assume a protectorate of Koweit, at the head of

the Persian Gulf, while Russia and France were to establish control of

Turkish Armema and Syria respectively. Italy too had pegged out her

claim, and in spite of the most explicit assurances of speedy evacuation, kept

her hand on the Dodecanese Islands, and never had the slightest intention of

withdrawing. She could point to a series of precedents provided by Britam

in Cyprus and in Egypt. Germany was thinking of Alexandretta, and even

Austria-Hungary told her German ally that if it should come to Turkish

partition, she too would expect a share, in Adalia.

The idea of Anglo-German colomal discussions had slumbered since the

Portuguese Treaties of 1898 and 1900, but revived after a speech of Grey’s in

the House on 28 November 1911, deprecating any further extension of the

Bntish possessions in Africa, and disclaiming all idea of hmdering German

colonial expansion. Bethmann sounded Metternich on the British attitude,

and the latter evidently hoped that the moment had come when Portugal,

discredited by the regicide, an atheist republic, and shattered finances,

might be forced to sell her colomes, and that Germany might secure

Angola and part of the Congo by bnbing South Africa with Delagoa Bay.^®

Kuhlmann reported from London that to increase the fleet would be “to

destroy the hope of a colomal agreement, and to increase the probability

of an armed conflict with the Triple Entente”.* After the failure of the

Haldane mission Grey, to show his good will, offered further colomd

discussions,^®® and these ranged over a very wide field—Angola, S. Thom6,

Zanzibar, Pemba, Timur. Grey was naturaUy reluct^t to take any step

which Portugal could represent as a betrayal of the alliance, though on the

other hand conditions in her colonies were so bad as to be almost untenable

:

and Baron MarschaU was inclined to think that it might come to “self-

help” in the sense of “helping oneself”, in which case it might prove

possible to apply the motto, St duofaaunt idem, non est tdem.^^ Talks went

on throughout 1913, till at last on 20 October an Anglo-German Treatyw^

initialled, on a basis of mutual renunciation of claim, by Bntan as regards

Angola and S. Thom6, by Germany as regards Mozambique ^d Timur.

Somewhat tortuous provisions were made for the hypothetical case 0

• 8 Tanuarv iQis—ibul. No 1134s
“ Clear and sharp”, wrote Kuhlin^, “he the two

paths before LLan policy. On the one side the

of others . . .
.” Cf. his further comment m No. 1 1346'

41 -a
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Portugal being forced by financial troubles to cede or mortgage her colonies,

and m the event of one or other colony breaking loose from the motherland,

It was implied that Britain’s guarantee of 1S99 would no longer hold good.

Grey refused to give his final signature to the Treaty, unless it could be

published, together with the earlier Treaties of 1898 and 1899.

quite obvious reasons,^®® the German Government still clung to secrecy, and

It was not till early in July 1914 that Lichnowsky, when returning for the

last time to his London post, was able to convey their consent to publication

in the autumn.^®^

With the outbreak of war the two agreements W'ere of course stillborn,

and during its course the British Government strained every nerve to

preserve that very secrecy against which it had formerly protested. There is

no little irony in this evident fear of condemnation by an inflamed public

opinion. For now that the “war psychosis’’ has passed and they can be

judged with sanity, the Anglo-German agreements of 1914 deserve special

emphasis as m some sense an alibi for Sir Edward Grey and his colleagues.

They are the crowning proof that Britain, ever since it abandoned “ splendid

isolation” at the beginning of the century, aimed at removing one by one

the obstacles to cordial relations with other Powers, and desired nothing

more earnestly than a further arrangement with Germany, such as would

help to bridge the gulf between the two main camps in Europe, instead of

widening it. Even in the light of all that followed we must not dismiss this

aim as either Utopian or insincere, simply because we know that strong

currents m both these camps were driving him in a very different direction.

On the one hand the Emperor William and his Ministers, while ready

enough to deal with anyone who came their way, and not deliberately

working for war, really aimed at detaching Britain from her existing allies,

and even hoped to achieve naval equality with her—^which would have had‘

. the effect of establishing a political hegemony over her and all other Powers.

Russia, on her side, though also willing for an occasional bargain with the

other side—as in Persia, Ajmenia or the Balkans—^was above all concerned

with twisting the separate strands of the Triple Entente into a single rope

that would resist even the greatest strain. But Grey held to a middle

course, in the belief that British mediation could alone avert a conflict.

“To bring the two groups nearer”—so Lichnowsky summed up Grey’s

programme.^®®

In this coimection it is necessary to allude to one final incident of

importance. In April 1914 King George V paid a state Visit to Paris, taking

Sir Edward Grey with him: and, incredible as it may seem, this was the

Foreign Secretary’s first and lastforeign visit during eleven consecutive years

of office. Some weeks earlier, letters passed between Izvolsky, at the height
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of his activity as Russian Ambassador in Paris, and the Russian Foreign
Mimster Sazonov, as to the possibility of setting up a permanent organ of

the Triple Entente, on lines which had been tested at the ambassadorial

conference. It is highly sigmficant that Izvolsky explicitly warned his chief

that the Anglo-French political and naval conventions had ‘‘no binding
force that the decision of war would be made by Parliament “in accord-

ance ^vith circumstances ”, and that it was probably impossible to go further

in view of the British and French constitutions.^®^ Conversations followed

during the royal visit, and Doumergue suggested that existing agreements

between the three Powers, instead of remaining parallel, should be embodied
in a single document. Grey showed himself ready to put his relations with

Russia on to more or less the same footing as with France, with the qualifica-

tion that no Anglo-Russian military agreement was possible: but he also

made it clear that part of the British Cabinet was averse to taking any

further commitments towards Russia. As a result, conversations opened

a month later between Grey, Paul Cambon and Benckendorff, who on 28

May was able to notify Sazonov that Grey, though naturally treating an

alliance as quite out of the question, was ready to negotiate a convention on

French lines.*^®®

On II June in the House of Commons Grey denied the existence of any

unpublished agreements which would restrict “freedom of decision” as to

war: and as late as the 29th he told Lichnowsky that “though we were not

bound by engagement as Allies, we did from time to time talk as intimately

as Allies, but this intimacy was not used for aggression against Germany

Meanwhile Colonel House visited Europe on a peace mission prompted by

President Wilson. He was appalled at the situation—^“militarism run

mad ”—in which only someone acting from outside Europe could avert “an

awful cataclysm He met with a cordial response from the Emperor

and still more from Grey, but he only got to grips with the latter on 26

June 1914, two days before the Sarajevo murder. It was already too late.

Berlin was aware of what was on foot, and asked itself suspiciously

whether it was with Germany or with Russia that Grey was playing false.

In reality he was taking big risks of offending both sides, and some will say

that in the end he fell between two stools : but now that we have access to his

official correspondence, his Memoirs and a biography that is worthy of

* IS May, Benckendorff to Sazonov—B v Siebert, DiplomaUsche Aktenstucke, p 810

(1921). It IS of considerable importance to note that Siebert, an official of the Russian

Embassy m London, was from 1909 to 1914 regularly betraying to the German Embassy

Benckendorff’s whole secret correspondence with his Government, that the documents

were transcribed m Berlm by the historian Professor Schiemann (wellknown for his weekly

chronicles m the Kreuz^Zeitung) and supplied to the Chancellor and the Wilhehmstrasse

(see Schiemann’s article in the Tagltche Rundschau, 15 March 1919); and Siebert’s book,

quoted above, contains a big selection of these documents. They are authentic.
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it is surely impossible to deny that he was wholeheartedly pursuing a

higher European aim. His failure to grasp the full significance of Balkan

problems bore bitter fruit in 1913, but must remain a mere detail in any

general estimate of his policy. Colonel House thought he lacked imagina-

tion, but long before the war came, he had been obsessed by the dangers of

“complete collapse” in Europe, quite “irrespective of who were victors”:

and in his final appeal to Lichnowsky on 30 July he proclaimed his readi-

ness, if the crisis could be peacefully surmounted, to seek a further arrange-

ment with Germany such as would assure her and her allies against any

“aggressive hostile policy”.^®® He had failed in his main purpose, but he

had most emphatically failed with honour. The dilemma which confronted

him in 1914 still confronts his successors in 1937.

The Main Lines of British Policy

It was almost a century since Britain had been engaged in a general war of

the first magnitude, and the effort required of her peoples proved altogether

unprecedented. Yet if we consider the broad lines of British policy at the

close of the Victorian era (and of the brief period of transition that followed

it, from 1901 to 1914), we find that there has been surprisingly little change

since the days of Napoleon. Britain’s hybrid position as part of Europe, and

yet in some respects outside it, served as a natural stimulus to overseas

commercial and political development—^trade following the flag—and to

reliance upon a strong navy, which could not only defend these islands but

also impose a handicap upon the ambitions of rival Powers. She had never

possessed a large conscript army and for that reason was all the more de-

pendent upon naval superiority, against any continental Power: and this

jcrystallised into the principle of the Two-Power Standard. As a logical

consequence of this outlook she tended to favour a balance of power and to

look askance at any Power which seemed to be aiming at hegemony in

Europe. For her the real test was whether that Power sought to add naval

to military superiority. To possess an infinitely stronger army than the

British did not necessarily constitute a danger or prevent friendship: to

supplement this by decisive naval power meant to endanger, in the most

literal sense, the very existence of the Empire and the independence of these

islands. It is of course true that Britain presumed upon her possession of

sea power in order to extend her rule in all parts of the world, and often

played the dog-in-the-manger. It is also true that she used her European

alignments to secure a free hand overseas, profiting from the' big battalions

of her allies and even on occasion recruiting foreign mercenaries for colonial
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wars, and again that she sometimes used her colonial acquisitions as smjll

change m hard European bargainings.

Nothing is more inexact than to suppose that her interventions on the
Continent cramped her colomal style: on the contrary, the elder Pitt’s

design for “conquering America in Germany’’ does not stand alone.

Selfish isolation was always the surest way of endangering British overseas

interests : and alliances might serve not merely to achieve a specific purpose,

but to frustrate a hostile combination. The years that separate Fashoda
from Algeciras suggest that if Britain had held aloof much longer from both
groups, she would have been rishng their umting against her. On the other

hand, Salisbury’s attitude to the Mediterranean Agreements of the late

’eighties shows that British statesmen did not necessanly take a doctrinaire

view of the Balance of Power, but were quite prepared under rrprtatTi

circumstances to throw their weight into the heavier of the two scales. But

there was always one condition attached—^the certainty that those to whom
our support would secure political predominance were genmnely devoted

to peace and not aiming at territorial conquest. For if there is one fact

which emerges from the speeches and actions of all successive Foreign

Secretaries from Pitt to Grey, it is the paramount importance which they

attached to Peace as the foremost British interest. In modem parlance this

maybe dismissed as the hypocrisy ofthe“ Haves ’’towards the“ Have-Nots ”

:

and it would be idle to deny that those who have most to lose have a greater

temptation to shrink from the arbitrament of war. But there is also the

much more legitimate and fundamental fact that for Britam territorial

ambitions on the Contment have become as inconceivable as a return to

villeinage or to legislation in Norman-French, and that she regards designs

of racial conquest or assimilation both as contrary to the spirit of the age,

and as the surest source of continental unrest. One of the most hopeful

features of the nineteenth century was the steady growth in importance of

the small and medium states in Europe, and this was favoured by Britain

not merely from natural sympathy, but also because it was felt to make on

the whole for peace in Europe. The settlement of 1919 and the institution of

the League were to render their role still more important, and to create an

identity of interest between them and Britain.

Naval strength has always been identified in British eyes with the safety

of the Narrow Seas, and of the route of our merchantmen to London and

the North Sea. It followed that Britain could never view with indifference

the fate of the Low Countries and the Channel Ports. This was the focusmg

point ofour struggle with Louis XIV : it explains successive Barrier Treaties.

It was French designs upon Belgium, and then upon the mouths of the

Rhine, that first roused British suspicions against the French Revolution.
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The reversal of the settlement imposed upon Belgium and Holland

remained a cardinal aim during the long wars with Napoleon, and the

desire to prevent any repetition lay at the root of the ill-starred Netherlands

Union of 1815-30. After 1830 these preoccupations took the form of

treaty guarantees of Belgian neutrality. In the ’sixties and during the war

of 1870 Stanley and Disraeli, Clarendon, Granville and Gladstone alike

adhered to the principles laid down by Palmerston in the Belgian question,

though in the Luxemburg crisis of 1867 there had been a certain reluctance

to define them anew. And if the question receded into the background for

over a generation—^thanks not least of all to its keen reactions upon British

opinion in 1870—it at once resumed its importance in 1914 and became a

touchstone of the British attitude towards continental engagements with all

those whose political thought extended beyond these islands. The sudden-

ness with which the strong movement for neutrality collapsed on the news

of the German invasion of Belgium is one of the most remarkable instances

of unconscious political instinct in our history.

There is another direction in which a long political tradition has remained

almost unaltered. Britain’s resolve to maintain her special position in the

Mediterranean, both as a guarantee of her Levantine trade, and as a vital

stage upon the route to India, has not varied for over two centuries, though

circumstances have altered the stress laid upon this or that strategic base.

At different times and for different reasons Minorca and Corfu have been

relinquished, Malta and Cyprus acquired : but Britain has adhered to her

essential aim of preventing any single Power from dominating the Mediter-

ranean and threatening the main sea routes. She has on occasion been high-

handed towards lesser Powers (Palmerston’s bullying of Greece in 1843

1850 was even more scandalous than Mussolini’s action at Corfu in 1924).

But in the main British Mediterranean policy has been to live and let live,

and rests upon a clear aspiration towards peace, coupled no doubt with a

"selfish preference for the status quo.

The problem of Mediterranean strategy was closely linked up with the

Eastern Question, which in its later phase may be defined as the problem

how to fill the vacuum created by the shrinkage and decay of the once

conquering Ottoman Empire. To those who consider that undue space has

been accorded to the Eastern Question in this liistory, or to those who
hesitate to include it among the catalogue of British interests, it should be

sufficient to rejoin that no less than eleven times in the last hundred years

were we involved in major international crises owing to complications in the

Near East. Neither the Iberian nor the Italian Penmsula, neither Germany
nor the Habsburg Monarchy, have proved to be so persistently and in-

extricably interwoven with every imaginable issue of foreign policy, as
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have the issues involved in the fate of Turkey and her former vassals. If

Britain played an active part in all these crises, this was not due to the

stupidity of her statesmen (though their ignorance more than once com-
plicated and delayed the solution), but to the world-wide character of her

commitments, to the interaction of commercial and strategic interests, and to

her close concern with anything that might endanger the Suez Canal, or

even the possible alternative land routes to India through Syria and Persia.

If at times Palmerston or Disraeli exaggerated the dangers of a conflict

between Britain and Russia in Asia, this does not of course alter the fact

that preoccupations about the safety of India were a legitimate and neces-

sary consequence of British initiative in the East.

There is one other important direction in which British policy has been

much more fluctuating—^that which is summed up in the seemingly crystal-

clear, but really most equivocal, words “intervention” and “non-inter-

vention”. The one extreme has rested on the assumption that every state,

being sovereign, is entitled to govern or misgovern itself without any

interference from without: the weak point in this theory is that a certain

degree of misgovemment makes a state so easy a prey to ambitious or

interested neighbours, as to render interference wellnigh inevitable. The
opposite extreme is that any assault upon established order in one country

is a menace to all other Governments, and that intervention on each other’s

behalf is not only a right but a positive moral duty. This theory in its turn

obviously breaks down over the impossibility of inducing autocratic govern-

ments to support even lawfully constituted democratic governments, or,

vice versa, in such a way as to perpetuate political systems distasteful to.

them. Halfway between these two extremes lies the double-barrelled theory

of Palmerston, that British liberal institutions are an article of exportation

and that governments w^ho adopt them should enjoy Britain’s active support

against their rivals, and again that the only sure way of preventing revo-
^

lutionary and subversive movements is to cut them at the root by the

maintenance of good, and so far as possible free, government, or where

necessary by the introduction of political reforms. The second half of this

theory was abundantly justified by the experience of 1848, when several of

the Governments which had disregarded Palmerston’s sound, if unpalatable,

advice were swept away by the hurricane. But the first half was far more

questionable, savouring as it did of the cocksure and blissful belief in

progress and permanency for which the Victorian era is memorable.

We thus have the strange paradox that in the days of Castlereagh and

Canning the doctrine of non-intervention was interpreted by the legit mist

Powers in an interventionist sense—^notably in the Spanish and Italian

affairs—^while at a later period Palmerston and Russell made out of their
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very opposition to intervention by others a weapon of at least moral inter-

vention—as m the latter’s resounding diplomatic support of Sardinia

against Austria, or, by way of contrast, in his attitude to the Polish question.

This country has never insisted upon identity of political outlook as a basis

of alliance and friendship, as our relations with the Second Empire, with

Turkey or with Tsarist Russia abundantly show. But in this respect the

wheel is again coming full circle, and it is quite clear that political affinities

render co-operation easier. There must of course sometimes be cases where

geography or economic or military necessity render an alliance between a

free and a despotic country possible and even effective: the “Franco-

Russe’’ in its original form, and in its latest permutation, the Franco-

Soviet Pact, offer notable examples. Moreover it is useless to deny that in

the sphere of foreign policy a country where the last word lies with a

Parliament dependent upon public opinion and liable to party fluctuations,

is in some measure handicapped, both in decision and in continuity, as

against a country where the decision rests in the hands of the Crown, If

such considerations acted as deterrents upon Metternich, Bismarck or

successive Tsars, there are many no less obvious reasons which lead

parliamentary countries to hesitate before they enter into too close alliance

with autocracies. In the modern world experience goes more and more to

show that while war forces the citizen to a temporary surrender of certain

liberties, it is only states resting upon consent of the governed and their

willing participation in all measures of defence and decisions of policy,

which can survive the appalling strain of, scientific warfare. On the eve

of the Great War, and still more amid the conflict of ideologies to which

it has given birth, Britain occupies a middle path, in which social and

political progress are to be slowly and steadily built up by men of

practical experience upon old and well-tested foundations, imposed

neither by the whim of an autocrat nor by the decree of some inhuman

doctrinaire. Her interests are more worldwide than ever before, and her

need for peace is correspondingly greater : this explains the eagerness

with which men spoke of ‘‘the war to end war”. Adversity has on the

whole taught even those of us who genuinely believe in Democracy to

admit that it is a phrase capable of much misinterpretation, and that

. Britain stands above all for representative institutions—infinitely adaptable

to each individual case—and freedom of thought, speech and action,

aUke in the religious, the intellectual, the political, the social and the

economic field. The lesson of the 19th century is her readiness to

collaborate with any country irrespective of political creed or system, but

not at the expense of her own free institutions, and only on a basis of

international peace and co-operation.
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^ 25 January—Pallam, op, at. p. 188. 8 February—Bulwer, op, at ii, 39.

Ibid p 41. -^^17 February

—

ibid, p. 43.

9 March—Bulwer, op. at il, 49 ^15 March

—

tbid p. 51.

25 March

—

dnd p. 58 Mimotres (ed Broglie), iv, 41,

Cf Talleyrand to Sebastiam, 25 and 31 May—^Pallam, op at. pp. 363, 379.

22 June, to Sebastian!—Pallam, op. at p. 420.

William IV to Grey, 10 April and 5 August 1831

—

Corresp of Grey and William IV, i,

212, 317 25 March—BuHver, op, at. 11, 60 17 August

—

ibid. pp. 109-110.

26 August

—

thid p. 122. 23 August

—

ibid, p. 115

17 August

—

ibid. p. 107. ^ M^oires de Talleyrand, ed. Broglie, iv, 271.

Hansard, iv, 317. 28 August 1831, Wellington Desp vii, 515

26 July

—

Hansard, v, 3x2 8 August

—

ibid, v, 931.

22 August

—

ibid. VI, 409. 12 August—Bulwer, op cit. ii, 102.

Stockmar, Denkzourdigkeiten, p. 190
Th<5odore Juste, Leopold I et Leopold II, p. 49a. Ameth, Wessenberg, ii, 141,

Ibid II, 154. cf. Stem, op at, iv, 254, and Srbik, Mettermch, i, 658.

Mettermch to Wessenberg, 16 April 1832

—

Nachg Papiere, v, 325
Stockmar, op, at, p 246. Ameth, op at ii, p 150.

X April 1831—Bulwer, op at. u, 62 24 June 1831, Hansard, 3rd Series, iv, 310

25 July 1832—cit Com, Leopold von Belgten,p 50. Cf Le Kon to Lebeaii, cit Juste,

op at p 77.
** Leopold offei^ the best guarantee for a really Belgian Prmce **

Bulwer, op at i, 126. Hansard, xi, 877-82.

Hansard, xxi, 16^3-70 H C F. Bell, Palmerston, i, 142-3.

This m conversation With the Prussian Mmister—see Stem, op at, iv, 426.
« Hansard, xvili, 440

21 March 1833, Palmerston to Wm Temple—Bulwer, op, at 11, 146,
^ 8 October 1833, Palmerston to Wm Temple

—

ibid, i, 169.

Mettermch to Apponyi, 16 March

—

Nachg. Papiere, v, 124.

Austrian Archives, cit. Silva, La Monorchia di Luglio, p. 80.

H. Dodwell, The Founder of Modem Egypt, p. 55. Ibid, p 105.

Mandeville to Palmerston, 15 February 1833—cit. Hall, England and the Orleans

Monarchy, p 157 «

Ficquelmont’s report of 25 February 1833, in Vienna Archives, cit, H W. V Tern-

'perley, The Cnniea, p. 67. 16 October 1833
For full details, see G H. Bolsover, “Lord Ponsonby ”, Slavomc Review (July 1934),

p, 103 ’^15 Februaiy 1833

—

Nachg. Papiere, v. 476.

4 February and 17 March 1834, Hansard, xxi, p. 104, xxn, pp. 3i9'29
‘^4 Bulwer, op, at, ll, 145. ’*4 February 1833—Dodwell, op, at, p. 117.

8 October—^Bulwer, op. at. p. 169. 3 December

—

tbtd. p. 175,

3 March 1834

—

tbtd p. 179. 21 April 1834— P* 1^2.

r8 April 1831—Bulwer, op. at. ii, 73, 79, BeU, Palmerston i, 166.
^ Caartoryski, Memohs, li, 329; cf. BeU, Palmerston, i, 169.

Hansard, vi, 1217. Ibid p. 1218,
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Stuart J. Reid, Life of first Earl of Durham^ i, 303.
Lane-Poole, Stratford de Redcliffej ii, 20
Castlereagh’s successor in the Marquisate 13 March 1835

—

Hansard^ xxvi, 954.
Stuart Reid, op ctt ii, 53 12 May 1934—Bulwer, Life of Palmerston, ii, 186,

3 March 1834—ibid iI, 180. Srbik, Mettemtch, i, 693.
Buh\er, ii, 186, Bell, i, 149 Bulwer, op at, ii, 205
10 July 1834

—

Grey-Lieven Corresp ii, 506. Cf. Wellington’s remark, quoted
r ^33 Stuart J. Reid, op at, ii, 129.

10 March 1835—Bulwer, III, 5 Guedalla, Life of Palmerston, p 193
Stuart J Reid, Life of Durham, n, 41
How’ick MSS —cit. Bell, Palmerston, i, 198. Guedalla, op, at, p. 198.
The phrase used by Mr Guedalla, op at p 221.

January 1833, to Apponyi—Nachg Papiere, v, 443
Ihtd VI, 51 Melbourne Papers, p. 337.
Ibid p 348, Melbourne Papers, p. 339.
Note on despatch of Ponsonby, 21 November 1837—cit H. W. V. Temperley, The

Crimea, p. 75.
12 and 16 August and 15 September 1834, Ponsonby to Palmerston—quoted by

G. H. Bolsover, ‘‘Lord Ponsonby”, Slavonic Review, No 37, p. 105.

Notably The Spirit of the East (1838) and Turkey and her Resources (1833).
Bolsover, op, at pp. 106-7. 3 February 1837—Bulwer, op, at, ii, 249
Hansard, xcvii, 87 Lord John Russell, td Rollo Russell, ii, 238.

A phrase used by Villiers, Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, i, 94
Guedalla, op at,p 181. 13 December 1835—Maxwell, op at,i, 103.

29 July 1837—ibtd I, 132. Bulwer, qp. at. n, 240
Melbourne Papers, p 350. Guizot, Mimotres, v, 9.

CHAPTER V

^ Cit. Rodkey, Lord Palmerston and the Rejuvenation of Turkey, p 573,
® Stem, Gesch Europas, v, 380
^ Palmerston to Granville, 8 June 1838—Bulwer, op, at. u, 267
® 10 June 1839—cit. Temperley, The Crimea, p. 89.

® 27 May 1839, to Granville—cit. tbtd p. 90.

20 July 1838, to Ponsonby—cit. ibid p. 92
’ On 31 October 1838. See interesting details m F. S. Rodkey’s essay, cit. supra,

PP 592-3
® Nesselrode’s phrase to Ficquelmont—cit Guichen, La Cnse d*Orient et VEurope, p. 13.

® 5 June 1838—Bulwer, op. at, ii, 266

To Bulwer, 13 September 1838

—

ibid p. 285.

To Bulwer, 22 September 1838

—

ibid, p 287.

To Bulwer, i September 1839

—

ibid p. 299 Ibid p. 252.

Ponsonby to Palmeiston, 22 April 1839

—

Levant Corresp, i, 13 ; cf. Rodkey, op at.

p 77. But agamst the advice of Moltke.

Ponsonby to Palmerston, 20 May—cit. Guichen, op, at, p. 57.

Dodwell, The Founder of Modern Egypt, pp 129-30.

Ibid, p. 180. Rodkey, op, at. p. 77.

Cf hiS talk with Bourqueney on 31 July—Appendix 18 to Guizot, Mimotres, iv, 525.

8 December 1837—Dodwell, op, at, p. 139
^*10 June—cit. Stem, Gesch, Europas, V, 385.

To Granville, 27 May—cit. Bell, Palmerston, i, 295.

18 June—cit. Guichen, op. cit. p. 62.

19 July, to Granville—Bulwer, op, at ii, 295 ' 26 July—Rodkey, op, at, p, 106.

II July—cit. Hasenclever, Die orientahsche Frage 1839-41, p. 70,
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Rodkey, op aU p 89. 17 July—Guichen, op, at p. loi.

I Septembei, to Bulwer m Pans—Bulwer, Life of Palmerston, ii, 297.

7 and 28 August—cit Stem, op, at v, 391.

Cit. Guichen, op at p 119 Butin the words of Thureau-Dangm(i^^^^.de/<2MoMO!rc^^«

dejmllet, iv, 6), ‘‘leurs avertissements se perdaient dans Tengouement g^n^ral*’.

6 August—Guizot, Mimoires, iv, 532.
Mettemich to Esterhdzy, 3 July—cit. Hasenclever, op at p 69.

Treitschke, Deutsche Gesckichte, V, 70.

Cf Greville, Memoirs, 23 September 1839, iv, 251.

Guichen, op. at p 123. 24 September, to Bulwer—Bulwer, op, at, ii, 502.

23 September, to Bulwer—Guichen, op at p 144.

29 October 1839, to Granville—Gmchen, op at p. 159

14 October—Guizot, Mimoires, iv, 365 ,
see also Rodkey, op, at p. 127.

Palmerston to Ponsonby, 2 December—Guichen, op, at p. I74
Reshid’s memorandum on reform, of 12 August 1839, has been prmted by Mr F.

Rodkey m the Journal of Modem History (Chicago), No. 2.

Neumann to Mettemich, 30 December 1839—cit. Hasenclever, op, cit p. 1 10.

Palmerston to Granville, ii March 1840—Bulwer, op, at, ii, 30.

Guizot, Mimoires, iv, 370. i February 1840—cit Stem, op, at, v, 396.

As recently as 13 January 1840 m the Chamber. Cit. Guichen, op, at, p 198.

Ibid p. 241. Cit Hasenclever, op, at, p 133
16 and 13 April—Bulwer, op at ii, 310-n. Guizot, op, at v, 41.

21 March

—

ihtd, V, 63-5, ii June—Guizot, op at v, 200.

15 and 30 June

—

ibid, V, 203.

This IS stated in a letter to his brother William Temple, then Minister at Naples, cit.

Hasenclever, p. 163 Rodkey, op at, p. 144
18 July 1840—Dodwell, op, at, p 185

fio Usedom, Polit, Briefe, p 270 ; cit. Treitschke, Deutsche Geschichte, v, 76-7

5 and 6 July—Bulwer, op, cit, pp. 356-63. Life of Gladstone, i, 368

9 July 1840, cit. Temperley, The Crimea, p 114, and Hasenclever, op, at p 161.

21 July—^Bulwer, op. at, ii, 316-17. Ibid, p, 319.

20 July—cit. Guichen, p. 217. 21 July—Guizot, op at, v, 229

17 July—Guichen, p. 335 ; Hobhouse, Recollections, v, 290; Hasenclever, p 190.

23 August—Bulwer, ii, 320
Accounts and Papers, 1841-2; 23 April and 29 June, Ponsonby to Palmerston , 22 July,

Wood to Palmerston; 12 December, Palmerston to Ponsonby Cf comments of Hausson-

ville, Histoire de la politique exiineure, i, 301-8
Hall, England and the Jtdy Monarchy, p. 289. Guizot, op, at, v, 308.

Walewski to Thiers, 29 August—cit Guichen, p. 367
28 September—Greville, op, at p 328 Melbourne Papers, p. 481.

26 September—Greville, Memoirs, tv, 320
’’ Greville here reports Russell’s and Holland’s own phrases to himself, ibid iv, 331.
” Wdpole, Life of Russell, 1, 352, 360.

Walpole, op,^at, l, 354. Greville, iv, 342.

Cit. Hall, England and the Orleans Monarchy, p 298.

26 July—rZ^fitters, i, 227. 22 September

—

tbtd p. 229.
®* 19 August 1840

—

Melbourne Papers, p. 455. ®® Letters, 1, 234.
®® 7 November—cit Treitschke, v, iii. ®’ 22 September—Bulwer, op, at, ii, 328
®® Full textm appendix to Guizot, Mimoires, v, 470-6. ®® Guizot, op at pp. 506-y,

To Duke of Broglie, 23 September

—

tbtd, p. 369. Ibid. p. 378.

3 October—Bulwer, ii, 332. 5 Octdber^i6id p. 334
8 October

—

itnd, p. 339; cf Hasenclever, p. 223. 7 October

—

ibid p. 338
*« n October

—

Letters, i, 238. i6 October

—

ibtd, p. 242.
®® Melbourne to the Queen, 12 October

—

thid, p. 240.

••19 September

—

Melbourne Papers, p. 478. ii November

—

Letters, pp. 246-9
26 November, Leopold to Albert

—

Letters, pp, 249-50.

Report of Count Apponyi, 3 October, m Austrian Archives, cit. Stem, Gesch,

Europas, v, 416. Guizot, op, at, vi, 14.
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H Noel Williams, Life and Letters of Sir Charles Napier, p. aoo
Ibid, p Z05 Hasenclever, op, cit pp 247-50.
Bulwer, ii, 333 7 October

—

ibid, p 337
23 October

—

ibid p 345. Cit Temperley, Crimea, p 138.

25 November 1840—Laughton, Memoirs of Reeve, i, 141

29 October—Bulwer, ii, 347-9. 30 November

—

ibid p 365,
Bell, Palmerston, 1,311 Melbourne Papen, p 488.
Cf. his criticisms m May 1840

—

Nackg Papiere, vi, 404-6
In January 1841 ; see Hasenclever, p 279
For details see Prof. Newton’s chapter m vol 11 oi C HF P,

30 June 1841

—

Berlin Archives, vol xxii, cit Hasenclever, p 303,

17 August 1841—Guizot, MSmotres, vi, Appendix 3, pp 414-17.

CHAPTER VI

^ Emily Crawford, Victoria Queen and Ruler, p 156, Strachey, Queen Victoria, p. 53.
® Letters of Queen Victoria (Pop. Ed ), i, 82.

* Ibid p. 72 ^ Ibid, pp 66, 82. ® Ibid p. 105.
* Ibid p. 243. ^ Ibid, p 231 * Ibid p 349.
* Ibid, p. 250 21 January 1840

—

ibid, p. 213
Stockmar, Denkvmrdigkeiten, p. 341 , Martm, Life of the Pnnce Consort, i, 58.

Letters, i, 337.
Lord Melbourne to King Leopold, August 1841—cit. Martin, op at 1, 117
Prime Ministers of the Nineteenth Century, p 75. Nachg Papiere, vi, 530.

37 August 1841

—

Hansard, LIX, 402-3 lo August 1843

—

Hansard, Lxv

Cit AJ&red Stem, Gesch, Europas, vi, 58
8 September

—

Letters of Queen Victoria, i, 491
10 September 1844, Prince Albert to Baron Stockmar—Martm, op, at i, 183.

Stanmore, Life of Aberdeen, p, 158. H. Martm, Histoire de France, v, 207.

Peel to Aberdeen, 12 August 1844—C. S. Parker, Life of Peel, in, 395.

10 March 1840, Palmerston to Lyons—S. E. Wilmot, Life of Admiral Lyons, p. 88.

September 1841

—

ibid p. 91. Ibid p. 93.

Cit. Driault, Histoire Diplomatique de la Grice, 11, 269.
2® March 1845, Piscatory to Guizot

—

ibid, p 281. *2 ihd, p. 271.
2® This Piscatory reports to Guizot after Kolettis’ arrival m Athens m 1843. Cit.

Guizot, Mimmres, vii, 297 2^ 31 January 1845—Parker, Life of Peel, iii, 399
22 Stockmar, Denkwurdtgkeiten, p 399
2* For details see Temperley, The Cnmea, p 352
2* Queen’s journal, 9 October 1844—cit. Martm, op, at. i, 237

15 September 1844—Letterr, n, 21 2* Stanmore, op, at, p i73«

2’ 17 January 1842

—

Letters of Queen Vutona, 28 Stanmore, op at,p, 113.

2® Parker, Life of Peel, in, 402. *2 Ibid. p. 407.

Stanmore, op, at. p 177. ii October i84S--Parker, op. at in, 409.
*2 Ibid, p. 41 1 ** 17 August 1844

—

Hansard, Lxxvi, 1870.
^5 “Notes on the Greville Memoirs”, m E.H,R., No i (1886), p. 122.

** Monypenny and Buckle, Disraeli, n, 345.

Greville, Memoirs, v, 392. ** Monypenny, n, 343.
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CHAPTER VII

^ Mettemich, Nachg, Papiere, vii, 291. ® C. S. Parker, Life of Peel, ni, 41 1.

® Guizot, Peel—at. A. Ramsay, Peel, p. 257
® Martin, Life of the Prince Consort, i, 305, 349.
® Aberdeen to Peel, “m the sprmg of 1846”—Stanmore, Life of Aberdeen, p 165
® 15 February 1845—Laughton, Memoirs of Reeve, i, 172. ’ Martm, op, cit ii, 357.
® Revue Retrospective, p 182; cit Martin, op, at. p 358.
® Aberdeen to Peel—cit Stanmore, op, at. p. 164.
Bulwer, Life of Palmerston, iii, 268.

Jbtd. p. 291. Rnd, p. 273. Ibid, p. 294.
Ibid. p. 299. Letters, n, 102. Ibid, p. 106.
10 September—Martin, op, at, 1, 502. 27 September

—

thtd, p 371,
19 November

—

Memoirs of Reeve, i, 182 Cit. Bell, Palmerston, i, 382.
6 October 1846, to Kmg Leopold

—

Letters, 11, 108.

Greville, Memoirs, vi, 25 December 1846. Ibid, 30 December 1846.
Ibid, 7 December 1847. Nachg. Paptere, vii, 319.
H V. Srbik, Metternich, 11, 130. Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 4.

17 August 1846

—

Hansard, Lxxxviii, 830; Alfred Stem, Gesch Europas, vi, 374.
Ibid, p. 375.
Letter to Dowager Duchess of Coburg, 26 November—cit. Martm, op at i, 381.
Hansard, lxxxviii, p. 826. Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 8. Ibid, p, 10.

A. J. P. Taylor, The Italian Problem in European Diplomacy 1847-9, p. 45, which
contams a very detailed and able survey of these two years.

Ashley, op at i, ZS^ 2 September 1847—Martm, op, at p. 426.

5 September

—

thtd. p. 433. 3 September

—

Letters, ii, 128.
Haussonville, Histoire de la politique extSneure, ii, 381.
Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 19.

^ Queen Victoria to Lord John Russell, 14 February 1847

—

Letters, ii, 119
Queen Victoria to Lord John Russell, 14 March 1847

—

ibid p 120

5 July 1847

—

Hansard, xciii, 1202-14. Martm, op. at n, 66

5 May 1848

—

Hansard, xcviii, 672. Martm, op. at ii, 67
Hansard, xcvii.

4 April 1848, to Normanby—Ashley, op. at, i, 89. 28 March 1848

—

ibid p. 55.
Palmerston to Ponsonby, 13 March 1848—cit. Taylor, The Italian Problem, p 78,
Palmerston to Normanby, 26 February 1848—^Ashley, op. at i, 77
26 February 1848—cit Ashley, op. cit. i, 77, 83.

Letters of Queen Victoria, n, 15 1. Ibid p 165.

31 March—^Ashley, op. at. i, 92.

11 February 1848, to Ponsonby—dnd i, 65. 15 June 1848—ibid p. 87
21 April, to Ponsonby

—

ibid. p. 105.

4 June 1849, to Roller—cit A, J. P. Taylor, The Italian Problem, p. 90
®® 28 May 1848

—

ibid. pp. 105-6. For this mission see Metternich, Nachg Paptere, viii,

432-9, and Ameth, Wessenberg, ii, 94-136.
See Taylor, op. cit p. 110 His whole narrative throws much new light on the Italian

problem before and durmg the year of Revolution

20 June 1848—AmeA, Wessenberg, 11, 230 Ashley, i, 112

4 December, to Werner—at Taylor, p. 207 20 November—cit Taylor, p 189.
®« Schwarzenbergto Werner, 4 C)ecember—cit. Taylor, p. 191 Cf. also Bell, Pn/mmtcm,

(l, 442), who has used a copy in the Wmdsor Archives, sent to the Queen, and translated a
little ddSerently. BeU, op. cit. i, 442

®* Hubner to Schwarzenberg, 3 May 1849—cit. Taylor, p. 230.
Drouyn to Tocqueville, 26 July 1849—^Tocqueville, Souvenirs, p 392.
Queen Victoria, Letters, ii, 186. Cit. Letters, ii, 179, note.

18 Jime 1848

—

Letters, ii, 180. 13 S€ptember--^z<:f. p, 194.
X9 September 1848— p. 195. 7 October, to Lord Johnr— p. 197.
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10 October, to King Leopold

—

ibtd.p 199. Ashley, Life of Palmerston^ i, 113.
December 1848 to Schwarzenberg—cit Taylor, p. 193
Friedjung, Oesterreich von 1848 bts i860, n, 137. Corti, Komg Leopold^ p. 186.
Sproxton, Palmerston and the Hungarian Revolution, p 46.
For full details see Eugene Horvdth, “Kossuth and Palmerston** {Slavonic Review

^

No 37, March 1931)
See despatches of Brunnov, of 23 and 29 April (5 and ii May, NS) 1849, printed in

R A Averbukh, Tsarskaya Interventsiya v Borbes Venyerskoy Revolutsiey (1935), pp. 287-
91. For this reference I am mdebted to my colleague Dr Serge Jakobson

Ashley, op mU i, 139 s® Ibid p 141.

17 September 1849—cit Lane-Poole, Life of Stratford de Reddtffe, ii, 188
Ibid p 198 6 October, Palmerston to Canning

—

ihid p 199,

14 November 1849—Ashley, op at i, 163.

30 November, to Ponsonby—^Ashley, op. at. i, 173
28 October—-Lane-Poole, op. at ii, 202. 30 November

—

ibid p 204
6 October 1849—Ashley, op. at i, 153. 27 November

—

ibid, p 169
Ibid p 169 CHB.FP II, 327
7 May 1849—Lane-Poole, op at ii, 188 Hansard, cvii, 808-9.
Ibid p 815. 6 July 1849

—

ibid cvii, 1486-97.
Instructions of 19 March 1847—cit. Driault, Histmre Diplomatique de la Grece, ii, 309

102
2 December 1849—Ashley, op at. I, 184
Cit Driault, op at. ii, 347
27 March 1850, to Bloomfield—Ashley, op. dt. I, 196.

Palmerston to Normanby, 19 May—^Ashley, op at. p 203
18 May

—

Letters, 11, 243

3 April 1850—C. S Parker, Life of Peel, iii, 536, and Life of Sir J Graham, il, 102.

21 June, Queen to Lord J. Russell

—

Letters, n, 248
Buckle, Disraeli, iii, 261. Hansard, cxi, 1332.
Ibid. p. 1361 Ibid cxn, 380-444
Ibid. pp. 543-90 Ibid pp 670-93.
Ibid pp. 720-39 Ibid pp 674-93

11’ Guedalla, Palmerston, p. 306. Letters, ii, 249-51.
119 Ibid p 257 5 August

—

ibid p. 260,
121 Memorandum of Prince Albert, 8 August 1850

—

Letters, ii, 261-4
^22 Letters, ii, 264
128 See the Prmce*s memorandum of 17 August—^Martin, op. at ii, 310
124 For details see Correspondence m State Papers, XLii (1852-3).
125 Martm, op at ii, 325 12* 8 October, Palmerston to Queen

—

Letters, p. 267.
12’ 12 and 19 October, Queen to Russell

—

ibid pp 270, 272.
128 See 31 January and 15 February 1850

—

ibid. pp. 284-6.
129 Lady Airlie, Lady Palmerston and her Times, ii, 122.
12° Memoranda of Prmce Albert of 2 and 3 March 1851

—

Letters, 11, 310-12
121 31 October

—

Letters, ii, 325. ^22 Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 133.
123 31 October 1851

—

Letters, p 325. 12* Martin, op. at i, 409
125 20 November 1851

—

Letters, p 329. i®® 21 November

—

ibid. p. 331.
12’ Martin, op at. ii, 412 ^28 Letter of 20 November 1851—^Ashley, op. at i, 270.
12* Palmerston to Normanby, 3 December—^Ashley, op. at. i, 291 This was written on

the same day as Palmerston*s conversation with Waiewski
149 Lady Normanby to Col. Phipps, 7 December

—

Letters, ii, 337.
1*1 Memorandum of the Prince, 23 December

—

Letters, ii, 346
1^2

5 January 1852—^Nesselrode, Correspondance, x, 120.
143 24 December 1851—Sir G. Trevelyan, Life and Letters of Lord Macaulay (new ed ),

p. 555
144 Written at Brocket on Christmas Day 1851

—

Memoirs, vi, 439.
1*2 Lady Palmerston to Lord Beauvale, 7 and 8 January 1852, and to Mrs Huskisson—cit.

Guedalla, Life of Palmerston, pp. 323-6.
1*2 Queen to Russell, 20 December 1851—^Martin, op. dt ii, 419.
1*’ Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, i, 336.

i*® 23 December 1851

—

Letters, ii, 345.
1** 29 December—Letters, ii, 353. Life of Granville, i, 49,
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See letter to Lord Lansdowne, October 1852—Ashley, op at 1, 330.

Words of Lord Canning—cit Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, i, 44.

26 December 1851

—

ibid i, 46. Ibid p 65
155 20 February 1852

—

ibid p 67. Malmesbury, Memoirs, i, 297.

Palmerston to Sir W. Temple, 24 February—Ashley, op, at i, 334.
Palmerston to Sir W. Temple, 30 April

—

ibid, p. 339.
1®® Palmerston to Lansdowne, October 1852

—

ibid, p 374.
Lane-Poole, Life of Stratford de Reddle, ii, 219-27.

i®i Malmesbury, Memoirs of an Ex-Minister, i, 377.
15* Ibid p. 307.

155 Ibid p 356.
155 Ibid p 309.

155 Ashley, op, at, I, 379.
155 20 June 1852—cit. Ashley, I, 347

i5 ’ Ibid i, 349
155 31 December 1852, to his brother-in-law Sulivan—Lady Airhe, Lady Palmerston, ii,

152.
155 C,HFP 111, 584.

i’° Maxwell, op, at i, 159
1*1 Memorandum of Prince Albert, 3 March 1850

—

Letters, xi, 236,

CHAPTER VIII

I Harcourt, Les Quatre Ministeres de Drouyn de Lhuys, p. 65. The best account of the

new regime is to be found m R H Sunpson, Louts Napoleon and the Recovery ofFrance—
apart of course from the much fuller narrative of M. de La Gorce, Hutoire du Second
Empire,

* S. Goriamov, The Secret Agreement of 1844 (Russian Review, Nos. 3 and 4), pp 106,

1 14. ® Gonamov, loc at. No 4, pp. 79-83.
5 Eastern Papers, 5 Fnedjung, Der Knmhneg, p. 3.
5 Castelbajac to Thouvenel, 15 April 1853

—

Nicolas I et NapoUon III, p 118.
’ PhraseusedbyCountColloredo to Lord J. Russell, 10 February 1853—cit Temperley,

The Crimea, p 302. ® The Crimea, p. 317
5 Memorandum in Lane-Poole, op, at ii, 255-7 1® March 1853

—

ibid p. 236.
II 23 April

—

ibid, p 259 1® Lane-Poole, op at ii, 269
15 Stratford, reports the Dutch Mmister, was “ as surprised as the rest of us ”—cit. Tem-

perley, The Crimea, p. 324 Cf. also p. 331 “ Cit Temperley, op, at p. 336.
15 This was first quoted by Lord Fitzwilham an the House of Lords, on 7 July 1853

—

Hansard, cxxviii, 1356.
15 Lane-Poole, op at, ii, 282. i’ Ibid, pp. 278-80.
15 Cf. the reference in the Tsar’s letter to Francis Joseph, July 1853—Redhch, Franas

Joseph, p. 131 21 August, to his wife—^Lane-Poole, ii, 298

15 February 1853, to Lord John—Walpole, Life of Russell, n, 178
*1 Clarendon to Aberdeen, 18 March

—

ibid p 179.

Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, ii, 12. *5 Ibid p 15
** Walpole, op, at ii, 181. 8 July

—

Hansard, cxxvin, 1427.
55 Ibid p. 1419. 12 August

—

ibid p. 1617
*5 Ibid p. 1631. *® 16 August

—

ibid, pp. 1800-10.
55 Maxwell, op at, ii, 16 5i 21 September—^Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 37-40.
5* 29 August, to Clarendon—Walpole, op, at ii, 186.
55 27 September—Maxwell, op, at ii, 21. ** g j^ly—Parker, Life of Graham, ii, 222.
55

18 August

—

ibM, p. 223 ;
Maxwell, op at, p, 16

55 19 and 20 August—Maxwell, op, at, n, 17.
5’ 26 August

—

ibid, p 18,
5® 3 September

—

ibid, p. 19.
5® 12 September

—

ibid, p. 20. 5° i October

—

ibid p. 25.
51 lo November

—

tbtd, p. 29. ii September—Stanmore, Life of Herbert, i, 197.
" X October—Lane-Poole, n, 302. 5* 19 November^ p. 320,
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9 October

—

ibid p 303. Letters of Queen Vutona^ ix, 460.

27 November—Martm, Life of Prince Consort, xi, 532.
30 October 1853

—

Letters, ii, 459
5 October—Stanmore, Life of Sidney Herbert, i, 203.
Duke of Argyll, Autobiography, i, 460
Stanmore, Life of Aberdeen, p. 234. ** 6 October

—

Letters, ii, 453.
Graham to Russell, ii December—Parker, op, at p. 198. Cf, Palmerston’s own

e\planation to his brother-m-law (Ashley, op at ii, 19-20) and Prince Albert’s letter of

19 December to Aberdeen {Letters, ii, 466).
I November, to Aberdeen—^Ashley, op at, ii, pp 45-9
13 December, Aberdeen to Palmerston—^Ashley, op at ii, 54.

Simpson, Louis Napoleon and the Recovery of France, p 239
Stanmore, Life of Aberdeen, p 254, note ii October—Martm, op, at, ii, 521.

La Gorce, Second Empire, i, 204 Martin, op. at ii, 538
H. Bolitho, Pnnce Consort and his Brother, p 147.
Cit Alfred Stem, Gesch, Europas, viii, 53.
Phrase used by Castelbajac to Thouvenel, ii Febmary 1854—L. Thouvenel, Nicolas I

ct NapoUon III, p 332. H. Schlitter, Aus der Regierungszat Franz Josephs, p 99.

Bright’s Diary, 22 March 1854—^Trevelyan, Life of Bright, p 232
Memorandum of Prince Albert, 25 December 1853

—

Letters, xx, 471

13 March

—

Hansard, cxxxi, 676-81. Trevelyan, Life of Bright, p 234.
Hansard, cxxxi, 685 Thouvenel, Nicolas I et Napoleon III, p 282, etc.

Lane-Poole, op at. ii, 330 Ibid p. 345.
The details are given by Alfred Stem, op. at viii, 61-73.

Queen to Aberdeen, i April 1854

—

Letters, xii, 20.

Guedalla, Life of Palmerston, pp 360-1.

31 March 1854

—

Hansard, cxxxii, 141-56.

CHAPTER IX

^ Guedalla, Gladstone and Palmerston, pp 145-6.
* 16 July, Palmerston to Newcastle

—

ibid p 147.
® Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 214 * Martm, Life of Pnnce Consort, ixi, 519.
® For the Austro-Russian and Austro-Prussian aspects of the war, see especially

Fnedjung, Der Knmkneg, pp 102-6, 126, but also cursim

* 12 December 1S54—Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, ii, 54
’ Memorandum of Prmce Albert, 9 December

—

Letters, iii, 60.

• ® Ashley, Life of Palmerston, ii, 76.
® Memorandum of Prince Albert, 2 February 1855

—

Letters, ill, 86.

31 January

—

Letters, ill, 81. ^^10 and ii February

—

ibid pp 105-6.

Devaux to Beyens, 2z February 1855—cit Beyens, Le Second Empire, i, 105

28 March—Maxwell, ii, 76, Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 257

Benedetti, Essais Diplomatiques, pp. 229-30, 273-6

Stem, Gesch. Europas, vixi, 112 26 ApTiL—Letters, iii, 120-1.

Fitzmaurice, Life of Granmlle, i, loi. ^ To Cowley, 7 August—Maxwell, p. 87.

Stem, op at. p. 115 Martm, op at ixx, 272.

2 Jime—Parker, Life of Graham, li, 283. 14 Septtmher—Letters, iii, 143

Napoleon to the Queen and the Queen to Napoleon, 22 and 25 November—Martm,

ni, 395-7- Lane-Poole, Life of Stratford de Redcliffe, n, 421
2® 16 September

—

ibid, p 93

25 April 1855, Clarendon to Granville—Fitzmaurice, op. at. i, 105.

Guedalla, Palmerston, pp. 389, 489* Ashley, Life of Palmerston, n, 100.

J, A. Hobson, Cobdeni the International Man, p. 128.
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November—Maxwell, ii, 103.

16 and 24 November—Maxwell, ii, 103-4
Pans Archives, 19 November—cit Stem, Gesch, EuropaSy viii, 126,

Charles-Roux, Alexandre //, Gortchakoff et Napolion Illy p. 59
Friedjung, Der Knmknegy p 176. Martm, Life of the Pnnce Consorty ill, 432.

15 January to Lord Clarendon and to Napoleon III

—

Letters, iii, 163-4.

17 January

—

ibid, p. 166; Ashley, Life of Palmerston, ii, 104
20 January

—

Letters, m, 167.

Palmerston to Clarendon, 26 November—^Ashley, op, ctU ii, 105.

25 September 1855—cit. Bell, Palmerston, ii, 138.

Palmerston to Seymour, 24 January 1856—zSztf p 107
18 January to Clarendon—cit Reddaway m the C H B.F,P ii, 386.

Hubner, Neuf Ans de Souvemrs, 1, 389. ** Charles-Roux, op cit, p. 97
Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, i, 174 Hubner, op cit, p 409.

27 May—Clarendon MSS , cit Bell, op ctt ii, 152
6 March, 1856

—

Letters, iii, 180 « W F Reddaway in C H.B F P, ir, 392 seq,

13 May 1854

—

Letters of Queen Victoria, ill, 27
Lane-Poole, op at. ii, 439. Lane-Poole, ibid p. 436.

30 March

—

Letters, iii, 183. End p. 184.

12 March—Maxwell, op at 11, 119, 5 May 1856

—

Hansard, cxli, 1988.
Ibid p 2012.

Ibid. p. 1902.

20 July to Clarendon—cit. Bell, ii, 16 1.

Ibid p 2002
6 May

—

Hansard, CXLII, 99.
Ibid p 1992
26 December 1856 to Normanby—Maxwell, op at. ii, 13.

Fitzmaunce, Life of Granmlle, i, 216
10 December 1856—Guedalla, Palmerston, pp. 385, 489.

Cit La Gorce, Le Second Empire, ii, 247. Morley, Life of Cobden, 11, 127.
®® Ashley, Palmerston, ii, 37. Morley, op. at, ii, 126

Ibid p. 123. Morley own phrase, ibid. p. 124.
’2 Ibid, p 151. ” Ibid. p. 154.

23 August—Fitzmaunce, Life of Granville, i, 355.

CHAPTER X

^ Charles-Roux, Alexandre 11, Gortchakoff et NapoUon III, p. 144,

^ * Guedalla, Palmerston, p. 386.
® See much new material in E. Schule, Russland und Frankreich, pp. 35-43 {OsteU’^

ropcasche Forsckungen, vol xix, 1935).
^ Napoleon to Walewski, quoted by Clarendon to Palmerston 7 March 1856—cit.W G.

East, Union of Moldavia and WallacHa, p. 47
® Thouvenel, Trots Armies de la Question dOrient, pp. 7, 8.

® Roux, op at, p. 147. ’ll Febmary 1856 to Buol—cit East.

® Lord Clarendon to Lord Howard de Walden, 12 January 1858—Maxwell, Life of

Clarendon, ii, 159. ® 25 May—cit. Riker, The Making of Roumama, p. 105.

Thouvenel, op, cit. p. 125. ^ 30 July—cit. East, p. 123.

“ 3 August—^Riker, op. at, p. 130.

29 July, 20 August 1857—Maxwell, op, cit, ii, 146-7. Hansard, CL, 90.
1® 10 April 1857 to Cowley—E. F. Malcolm Smith, Life of Stratford Canmng, p. 311.

For a fuller account of events in Roumama seemy History of the Roumanians, pp. 246-68.
Cit. Simpson, Louis Napoleon and the Recovery of France, p 364.

The Parts Embassy, p, 135. “ Hansard, cl, 83-91.

Duke of Argyll, Autobiography, i, 446. *® Elgin, Letters and Journals, p, 209.
“ Hansard, CLXXV, 1220.
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Elgin, Letters and Journals

^

pp. si3-13 Malmesbury, Memoirs

,

ii, 70.

The Pans Embassy

^

p 136 16 November—^Ashley, op> cit ii, 140

Buckle, Life of Disraelt^ iv, loi, Greville, Memoirs^ vm, 57, 113, 136
Pum Embassy^ pp 148-9. Hansard^ cxLViii, 963

17 January 1858—C S Parker, Life of Grahamy ii, 331
21 February 1858, John Bright to Gladstone—^Morley, GladstonCy i, 579
Clarendon to Prince Albert, S3 March 1859—^Martin, iv, 406
Letters of Queen Victonay iii, 274
Martm, op cit iv, 155 The Pans Embassy

y p 163
Grimblot to Senior, 27 April 1858—Nassau Senior, Conversations

y

ii, 200-1.

Count Vitzthum was Saxon Minister m London—see his St Petersburg and Londony

I, 238 At Slough, 26 May
Vitzthum, St Petersburg and Londony i, 297. Manuel Histonquey iii, 447.
E Schule, Russland und Franhreichy pp 1 14-6

22 November 1858—La Gorce, op at ir, 374
Ibid II, 242 Affairs of Italy

y

No 4—3 January 1859
Malmesbury, ii, 148 ,

Correspondencey Nos 7, 9, 22-5

Malmesbury, pp 150-2; Buckle, iv, 226 Maxwell, Life of Clarendon

y

ii, 176

Buckle, IV, 226 3 February 1859

—

Hansardy clii, 89-90, 99.

Thayer, Cavoury i, 578 Martm, iv, 415, 417.

25 March—Malmesbury, ii, 166 Buckle, I, 1604
To Prmce Albert—Martin, iv, p 380
Martm, iv, 422-3 ,

The Pans Embassy

y

p 180.

Malmesbury, ii, 167
MemotrSy ii, 202-4
Correspondence re Affairs of Italy

y

6 Apnl
Sybel, Begrimdung des Deutschen ReicheSy ii, 233
Martm, iv, 427-8 ,

Letters

y

in, 328.

See Srbik, Deutsche Einhaty ii, 352
Charles-Roux, Alexandre II et NapoUon Illy p 257.

Ibid* p 255. Ihtd p. 265.

Memories of an Ex^Ministery ii, 205. Letters

y

in, 335-9

Kossuth, Schnften aus der Emigrationy i, 252-60, see also Ollivier, UEmpire Liberal*

Memones of an Ex-Ministery ii, 164
’*12 June—Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, p. 337.

17 May to Graham—Walpole, n, 305. Buckle, Disraeliy iv, 263.

Hansardy CLili, 1843.

Hansardy CLiii, 1872, 1881.

Martm, iv, 396
®® 21 Apnl—Letters

y

in, 337.

Correspondencey p. 321.

CHAPTER XI

1 18 Apnl, House of Lords. * Cowley Papers, p. 182.

® 30 January 1859—Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, i, 325
* 24 Apnl, to Clarendon—Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, ii, 182-4.
5 18 July, to Prmce Albert—Wmdsor MSS , cit. Beil, Palmerston, ii, 221

« Garibaldi and the Thousand, p X17 ^ Walpole, Life of Russell, il, 301,

® Gooch, Later Correspondence, n, 234.

® 7 July—Martm, Life of Pnnce Consort, iv, 462
^0 6 July—^Ashley, Life of Palmerston, ii, 160 13 July— p. 163.

State Papers, No 92, 17 August, Russell to Crampton

La Gorce, Second Empire, ill, 118.

13 July, Granville to Prmce Albert—Fitzmaunce, op, at, i, 351.

13 July, Queen to Russell—Martm, op, cit, iv, 465,

Walpole, Life of Russell, 11, 312.
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Walpole, Life of Russell

^

ii, 31 1 In his despatch of 25 July to Cowley, he speaks of

“the free votes of Tuscany (State Papers, xnx, iii).

25 July—State Papers, xlix, hi, No. 30.

State Papers, No. 95, Cowley to Russell, 18 August.
Ibtd. No 154, Cowley to Russell, 14 October.

Windsor MSS ,
cit. Bell, Palmerston, n, 229. Walpole, op, at, ii, 313.

Gooch, Later Correspondence, ii, 238.
State Papers, 26 November 1851, Russell to Cowley,
12 December 1859, to Odo Russell—Gooch, op at ii, 250.

Cf Martm, Life of the Prince Consort, v, 25
Cf Oilivier, VEmpire Lth^al, rv, 594; Stem, Gesch Ewopas, viii, 387 n
9 February i860

—

Letters, in, 387. Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 319
Undated letter—cit by Ashley, 11, 190. 2 November to Cowley

—

ibid p. 198.

Cowley Papers, p 187 ; cf. Martm, iv, 472. 7 September

—

Letters, iii, 370.

I December

—

tbtd,p 374 24 January i860

—

Hansard,
August-Septemberi859— in, 361-9. ii January i860

—

Letters, ni, 383,

10 February

—

tbtd, p 388. 30 April

—

ibid pp. 397-8

7 Febmary i860

—

Hansard, clvi, 587, 594 26 March

—

ibtd. CLvn, 1255.

9 July 1859—See Affairs of Naples (i860), vol Lxvni
G. M. Trevelyan, Ganbaldt and the Making of Italy, Appendix A, pp 306-8
Palmerston to the Queen, 10 January 1861

—

Letters, in, 428
17 May i860

—

Hansard, CLVin, 1406
Palmerston to Russell, 12 Apnl, 17 May—cit Bell, Palmerston, ii, 265.

G IVI Trevelyan, Ganhaldi and the Making of Italy, pp. 104-8
Sir H Elliot, Some Revolutions, p. 21.

Bolton Kmg, History of Italian Unity, n, 153.

Cavour, Lettere, in, 266-74; vi, 565
“ Molto amorevolmente ”, Cavour to Pepoli

—

Lettere dt Cavour, iv, 18, 37, Cf La
Gorce, op at, in, 436

It IS barely mentioned in Stem’s very detailed narrative, Gesch Europas, ix, 79.

Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 325 ; Trevelyan, op at p. 282

Vitzthum, St Petersburg and London, ii, 120.

3 November i%6o-—‘Letters, n, 41 1.

Garibaldi and Making, pp. 283, 314. Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 328.

Letter of 6 October i860 to Francis Joseph—cit Stem, Gesch. Europas, ix, 83

Letters, in, 431-4. 17 September 1861—cit. Bell, Palmerston, ii, 278,

Gooch, Later Correspondence, li, 239 Hansard, CLXI, 30, 84, 91.

State Papers, XHX, Nos. 188, 201—15 and 26 November 1859.

W. F Reddaway m Prime Ministers of the Nineteenth Century, p. 173.

7 June 1861

—

Hansard, CLxni, 777-8. % E. H Benians m C HF P. 11, 486.

Morley, Cobden, ii, 276; Hansard, clvii. The Pans Embassy, p. 197*

Cit. Morley, Cobden, 11, 337. Morley, Gladstone, ii, 23, 638

Letters, in, 340-4 Martin, v, 38-41.

The Pans Embassy, p, 189. Ibid p. 237—10 January 1862.

Letter of 23 August i860 to King Leopold—Buckle, Life of Disiaeh, tv, 17.

24 August i860

—

Hansard, cix, 1808. ’’ 25 July i860—^text in Martin, v, 154-6.

Letters of 31 December and 1 January

—

Letters, in, 423, 427
January 1861 to Gladstone—G. M Trevelyan, Bnght, p 293

26 July 1861

—

Hansard, CLXiv, 1680-2. 8 May 1862

—

Hansard, CLXVii, 1412-26.

31 July, 2 August i860—Morley, Cobden, n, 302-3. Ibid p. 385.

C H,FP, 11, 456. I October 1861—Maxwell, op cit, n, 240.

Martin, v, 422-3 (with facsimile); Letters, in, 469.

Maxwell, n, 251. History of England, n, 313.

Bolitho, Albert the Good, p. 176 Bolitho, Prince Consort and hzs Brother, p. 213,

The Pans Embassy, p. 232. Hansard, CLX, 1687-90.

Dnault and Lh6ritier, Htstoire Diplomatique de la Grece, ni, 97,

9 December 1862—Buckle, iv, 65

5 February 1863

—

Hansard, CLXix, 35, 49, 55, 89, 127; and 10 February, pp. 230-1.
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For full details see three articles of Dr Milan Gavrilovid on “The Early Relations of
Great Britain and Serbia

**
in Nos. 1-3 of Slavonic Review

10 Ap i860—cit T, W. Riker, “Michael of Serbia and the Turkish Occupation **

—

three articles in Slavonic Review

^

Nos 34, 35 and 38, which give a full account of the whole
diplomatic conflict.

18 June 1 862, the day after the bombardment, and 25 June, to Bloomfield in Vienna

—

Riker, i, p 147 Charles-Roux, Alexandre //, Gortchakojf et Napoleon III, p. 31.

Queen Victoria, Letters, 2nd Series, i, 67 Hansaid, clxix, 560-8.
Hansard, 27 February, p 934 3id p. 943.
Lutostanski, Les Partages de la Pologne, Nos 325, 326.

4 February—^Ashley, Life of Palmerston, ii, 230.
State Papers, Liii, Affairs of Poland, No 60—Russell to Napier, 2 March.
Ibid No. 68—Russell to Cowley, 5 March
Ibid No. 96, Russell to Bloomfield, 17 March, No 101, Napier to Russell, 9 March.
State Papers, No. 138—Russell to Napier, 10 Apnl
Ibid No. 17 1—Gorchakov to Brunnov.
F O Russia, 631, No. 335, quoted by Dr R. Reid, CHRP ii, 462
State Papers, No 173—Russell to Napier, 17 June
H Oncken, Die Kheinpolitik Napoleons III, i, 1-15; Stern, Gesch Europas, ix, 165,

Charles-Roux, op, cit, p. 345. Oncken goes too farm assuming that the Rhenish ambitions

of Napoleon were the focusmg point of the whole incident, but undoubtedly they played

their part and were constantly at the back of his mind.
State Papers, Nos 174, 175 Cf Roux, op cit p 355-6.

State Papers, No 177—Russell to Napier, 1 1 August
Cf A. A Ramsay, Idealism and Foreign Policy, p 98.

The Times, 28 September 1863 November 1863—Ashley, op cit m, 236-42.

Hansard, CLXXV, 652-4 See Auswaitige Politik Preussens, iv, Nos 65, 66, 72, 90.

13 January 1864—Maxwell, op at 11, 286
30 October 1863—Buckle, op at iv 73
Cf. Sybel, Begrundung des deutschen Raches, iii, 107.

Ernest of Coburg, Denkwurdigkeiten, i, 460, cf Mrs Rosslyn Wemyss, Life of

Morier, 1, 364. February 1859

—

Memoirs, 11, 544.

Wemyss, Life of Moner, i, 371. Sybel, op at, p 117

22 December 1862—Sybel, op at iii, 89 Wemyss, op at i, 389.

Hansatd, cxxii, 1252. Wemyss, op at, I, 391
133 Qf Denmark and Germany, i. No 99—31 July, Russell to Bloomfield

Ibid No 1 17—31 August, Russell to Lowther
3id No 137—29 September, Russell to Malet

^®® Ibid
,
cf Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 379.

Ibid No 125, 16 September, Russell to Grey; No. 126, 18 September, Grey to

Russell
^®® The phrase of Queen Victoria when she heard the news

—

Letters, 2nd series, i, 1 17.

I January 1864, to Russell

—

Letters, i, 139.

3 August 1863—Fitzmaurice, op at i, 453

4 October 1863 to Russell

—

Letters, i, iii.

Letters, i, 119, 121 Ibid. 1, pp 126, 130

Denmark and Germany, ii, No. 266, 21 November
14B For the Wodehouse mission, see Denmark and Germany, iv, No 451 and cursim,

29 December to Wodehouse

—

ibid,, cf. Walpole, Life of Russell, ir, 388

26 December

—

ibid p. 388. Sybel, op at, p. 153.
149 Qngtnes Dtplom de la Guerre de 1870, i, No 4. C H F,P ii, 570.

La Gorcc, Second Empire, iv, p 49. 22 December 1862—cit Sybel, in, 126

Sybel, op, at, p. 161 8 January to Queen

—

Letters, i, 146

13 February 1864—Ashley, op at, ii, 247-8

Cit. Zwiedmeck-Sudenhorst, Deutsche Geschichte, in, 282.

Theodor von Bemhardi, Der Streit um die Elbkerzogthumer, pp 367, 376 ;
Aus den

letzten Tagen des deutschen Bundes, p. 37
1*® Hansard, CLXXin, 28-9. Sybel, op, at, 210.
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12 and 14 February—Fitzmaunce, Granville, i, 457-60.
La Gorce, op cit iv, 502; Walpole, Life of RusseU, ii, 390-1.
Sybel, III, 225, cf Auswart Pol Preussens, iv, No 599.
Ongines Dtplom de la Guerre, ii, No. 439.
Hansard, CLXxm, 1627-30 La Gorce, op cit iv, 511,
Granville to Russell, 5 May

—

Letters, p 182.

Hansard, CLXXiii—26 February, p 1190-1 and 15 February, p. 560
Ibid—29 February 1864, pp 1261-70. Hansard, CLXXiv, 758-65, 777.
26 May 1864

—

Hansard, CLXXV, 609 and 613; cf. GranviUe^s report to the Queen

—

Letters, i, 197. Queen to Russell, 27 May

—

Letters, i, 198.

29 May, Derby to Queen

—

ibid, p 201.

5

January 1864, to Palmerston

—

ihtd p. 142.

27 January

—

ibid. p. 150. Fitzmaurice, lAfe of Granville, 1, 456.

5 June

—

ibid i, 468. La Gorce, op cit iv, 512.
Sybel, op cit iii, 346. See Ziekursch, Pohttscke Geschickte, i, 130.^ Sybel, op cit p. 349. 16 June

—

Letters, i, 220
Hansard, CLXXV, 1924, 2033 Sybel, op. at. in, p 260.

18* Lenmark and Germany, vii (1864), Nos i, 2.

Queen to Palmerston, 23 June, to Russell, 23 and 25 June, to Clarendon, 25 June

—

Letters, I, 225-32 Walpole, Life of Russell, ii, 396.

27 June

—

Hansard, CLXXVi, 305-22, 328. Ibtd..pp. 350-4
1®® 4 July

—

Hansard, CLXXVi, 725-50. 8 July

—

ibid. pp. 1274-82.

5 Jvily

—

ibid pp. 835, 853. Morley, Life of Gladstone, ii, 120.

8 July 1864—Hardmge, Life of Lord Carnarvon, i, 252.
In Biographical Studies: Earl of Clarendon 1*® C H.F.P. m, 582.

1®® Life of Gladstone, ii, 120. 28 October

—

Letters, i,zSt.

21 October, to Granville—Fitzmaurice, Granville, i, 487.
Hansard, xcvii (i March 1848), 87 sqg.; cf also Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 63.

Hansard, cxii, 444 Ihnkwurdigkeiten, p. 577
6 May 1840, Mettemich to Apponyi

—

Nachg Papiere, vi, 406.

C.HF.P. II, 328.

20 October 1865

—

Letters, 2nd senes, i, 279. “ Vmdictive ** causes surprise and is less

convincing.
*®® 25 February 1847, to Apponyi—Mettemich, Nachg. Papiere, vii, 321.

Ibid. p. 385.

31 January 1848, Palmerston to Milbanke—Lady Airhe, Lady Palmerston and her

Times, n, 133. Hansard, xiv, 1045-9

7 January i860, to Duchess of Manchester—Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, n, 206.

16 November 1849—Ashley, i, 163.

24 January 1865, to his brother—^Moltke, Letters to hts Family, ii, 125. See A. A.
Ramsay, Idealism and Foreign Policy, p. 143.

CHAPTER XII

1 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, i, 517. * 25 October 1865

—

Letters, 2nd senes, i, 280.
® 29 March 1866—itnd p 313 ® Morley, Life of Gladstone, 11, 417
® Mrs Rosslyn Wemyss, Lrfe of Moner, ii, 84 ® Cit. C.H F.P in, 5.
’ Queen’s journal

—

Letters, 2nd Series, i, 314.
® Clarendon to the Queen—ibid p. 314 ® Ibid. p. 317.
Queen to Russell, 31 May

—

ibid, p, 332. Maxwell, op. cit. ii, 318.

Letters, 2nd series, i, 325-6. Maxwell, op cit, n, 318.
Queen Victoria, Letters, 2nd Senes, i, 346.

” Memorandum of Queen, 28 June i866---z6m?. p. 345.
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I July 1866
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ibtd, II, 353 Wemyss, Life of Moner, n, 85.

Ashley, Life of Palmerston, i, 349. Letters, 1, 354.
Hansard, CLX (1866), 1271-3, 1290, “ Maxwell, op, at, 11, 323.

For text see Oncken, Phanpobttk Napoleons III, i, 243 (No. 127 C).
^ For text see ibid p 265 (No. 147).

Mettemich to Mensdorff, 26 July 1866

—

ibid, p. 379 (No. 233).

Cit. Ziekursch, Politische Gesch. i, 158.

Baron Beyens, Le Second Empire, ii, 88.

Wemyss, op, at ii, 68. Ibid, p. 72.

Letters, 2nd Series, i, 364. Ziekursch, op, dt, i, 157.

Oncken, op, at ii, 3 (No 237), Ihtd p. 9 (No 239)
®8 Ibid, p. 83 (No 288) «* Ibid p. 84 (No 289)

It was published m the new Republic’s Journal Offiael m 1870, see ibid 11, 81 (No.

287). Ibid p. 93 (No. 296).

Ibid, p 94 (No. 297) , La Gorce, Histoire du Second Empire, v, 67-9

Letters, ii, 53.
®® 8 August iS€i(r-’Letters, i, 364-5. 10 August— p. 365.

See report of Count Goltz (15 August 1866), to whom Cowley had shown the

answer, Oncken, at 11, 81 (No. 286).

Ibid, p. loi (No. 302, report of Goltz to William I).

La Gorce, op. at v, 74
** Low and Sanders, History of England (1837-1901), p 203.

Cit. from Sir R. Phillimore’s diary, 12 April 1867—Morley, Life of Gladstone, ii, 232.

Buckle, Life of Dtsraeh, iv, 201. Alfred Stem, Gesch Europas, x 90-1.

Ibid p. 98 *® II Apnl 1867

—

Letters, 2nd Series, i, 417.

19 April

—

ibid p. 420. 26 Apnl

—

ibid. p. 423.

Charles-Roux, Alexandre II, Gorchakqff et Napoleon III, p. 424
Ibid. p. 430.

20 June and 4 July iS6y—-Hansard, clxxxviii, pp. i46-53» 967-77*

Kmg William to Queen Victona, 26 June

—

Letters, i, 439
5® Grey to Disraeli, 29 July 1867

—

Letters, 2nd Senes, i, 454.

Disraeli to Grey, 31 July—zW. p. 455, ®® Grey to Disraeli, 5 August—zi^zd p 457.

St^iley to Grey, 9 August

—

ibid. p. 458.
®® Queen to Derby, 29 September 1867

—

Letters, and Senes, i, 463.
®^ Stanley to Derby, 3 Octobei>—z6zd p, 465. ®® Wemyss, Life of Moner, ii, 287.

®® 26 February 1868—Queen Victona, Letters, i, 505
®* 4 November

—

iJbid, p. SSi
®® 28 September 1868

—

ibid.p 539
®® Fitzmaurice, Life of Lord Granville, 1, 531
®’ Queen’s memorandum of 3 December 1868

—

Letters, i, 565 ®® Ibid p. 564.

®® Morley, Life of Gladstone, ii, 255* Letters, i, 564.

Lyons to Stanley, 13 October 1868—Lord Newton, Lord Lyons (cheap edition), p. 141

General Grey to Clarendon, 14 January i86g

—

ibid, p 148

Ibid, p 151 ;
cf Baron Beyens, Le Second Empire, Newton, op at p 152

Ibid, p. 149. Morley, op, at ii, 317-18

’’ Letters, i, 592 ^
Newton, op at p. 17a

’® Bismarck to Bemsdorff, 9 February—cit. Newton, op. at. p. 182

®* La Gorce, op, at. vi, 175* Letters, u, 21

Ibid 1, 624. Maxwell, op, at, ii, 366.

E.g. II May 1869—see La Gorce, op at vi, 196 ®® See Stem, op at, x, 312.

«« Jime 1871—cit. Ziekursch, op, at 1, 273. See Stem, op. at, x, 315.

Cit. Morley, op. af 11,327 ®® Lyons to Granville, 16 July—^Newton, af. p 21 1.

Stem, op, at x, 333 Morley, op at 11, 328

®® Letters, ii, 3a Bismarck, Reflections, n, 95-101*

M l^tter^, II, 34. ® Gladstone, Gleamngs, iv 222

®® La Gorce, op dt, vi, 125.

F.O. 64 : 1026—26 May 1 883, enclosure to No 187 of Sir John Walsham, 2 June 1883.

®8 Letters, 11, 53. 3© July—t6zd. p. 54*

100 Morley, op, at. ii, 341. Wemyss, Life of Moner, ii, 165.
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See Oncken, Rheinpolittk Napoleons III

^

iii, Nos 671 (French Note of i March 1839),

685 (draft sent by Metternich to Beust, 18 Apnl 1869), 691 (new draft submitted by Beust

to Francis Joseph, 35 April), 693 and 698 (final draft approved by Napoleon, 20 May 1869).

Fitzmaurice, Ltje of Grativtlle, i, 70
Morley, op at, ii, 348; Fitzmaurice, op, at i, 71

105
g October 1870

—

Letters, 11, 74-5. Morley, op at ii, 350.
^0’ 30 November 1870

—

Letters, ii, 85 Fitzmaurice, op, at, i, 76
Wemyss, Life of Morier, ii, 296. Buckle, Life of Disraeli, v, 198*

Address to his electors m 1S74. Buckle, op at v, 217.

Paul, History of England, iii, 327. Buckle, op, at, v, 283.

17 and 20 February 1874

—

Letters, n, 318, 323.

12 March, to Granville—Fitzmaunce, op at i, 134.

CHAPTER XIII

Note—^The full references for this and the following chapter will be found in my
Disraeli, Gladstone and the Eastern Question (1935).

^ Buckle, Life of Dtsraeh, v, 178. ® Wemyss, Life of Moner, ii, 299.
* Buckle, v, 424 * To Lady Bradford—^Buckle, vi, 23.
® Buckle, V, 416; Letters of Queen Victoria, ii, 338,
« Wemyss, op, at ii, 323. ’ 10 and 26 February Letters, 11, 314, 335.
* Taffs, ** The War Scare ” {Slavonic Revtetjo, No. 26, p. 342), one of the best summaries

available ® Documents Diplomatiques Franpais, I, No. 388.

Queen Victoria, Letters, 2nd series, ll, 396. Wemyss, Life of Moner, ii, 343.
la Newton, Lord Lyons, p. 338, Wemyss, op, at, 11, 355, Letters, n, 400^.

Ibid, p. 407. Ibid, p. 391.

18 June 1876

—

ibid, p, 465. Buckle, v, 415.

Ibid, p. 473 Letters, ll, 464
See my Role ofBosnia in International Politics (Raleigh Lecture), p. 13, origmal reports

of 17 December 1868, cit in my “Les Relations de rAutriche-Hongne et de la Serbie** in

Le Monde Slave.

12 January 1876, Shuvalov to Gorchakov

—

Russo-Bntish Documents, ii {Slavomc

Review, No 9) 18 November—Buckle, op. at, v, 443,

Ibid, p, 456. Bnd, p. 455
See Buckle, vi, 13, 15, 18, 49.

Disraeli to Derby 9 January 1876

—

ibid. pp. 18-19

Letters, ii, 453 3 June— p. 459.

A Gallenga, from Constantinople to The Times, 8 June 1876.

Letters, 11, 455. Buckle, op at vi, 31.

Shuvalov to Gorchakov— Russo-Bntish Documents ”, No. 38 {Slavonic Remew).
Ibid. No. 57. 23 October—Buckle, op at, vi, 84.

35 3 November

—

ibid. p. 87; Cecil, Life of Salisbury, n, 91.

Buckle, VI, 109. Life of Salisbury, ii, 134.
®® Buckle, VI, 1 14. 9 March, 4 May—Li/s of Salisbury, ii, 130, 135.

20 February 1877

—

R.B D v, No. 179.

Buckle, VI, 131. RH,D. No. 214.

First published by me mRB D. vi. No. 228, and in extract m D.G.E 0. pp. 193-5.
** See Buckle, vi, 148, 217, 245.

Buckle, VI, 149.

Ibid. p. 172.

** Letters, ii, pp. 541-3.
Ibid, pp. 155, 172, 178, 199*

« Ibid, p 182.

Layard Papers, cit. D,G,E.Q, p. 234. Buckle, op. cit. vi, i94*-5*

Ibid, p, 192.
** Life of Salisbury, u, 163.

Ibid p. 199.
Layard Memoirs, v, 308, cit. D.G E.Q. p, 245.
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Letters

i

ii, 582. Harding, Life of Carnarvon, u, 365,

See extiacts from the Granville, Gladstone and Harcourt Papers m my D G E,Q,

pp. 253-62. Buckle, op at vi, 217.

Ibid p, 218 Letters, ii, 587-9
Buckle, op. at vi, 229 DG.EQ p 310
Life of Salisbury, ii, 197-8 Layard Papers, cit D.G E Q, p. 317.

For details, see D.G E Q. pp 263-6, 329-32
For details, see D G.E Q pp 315-20
Layard Papers, and unpublished Russian documents, cit D GE.Q. pp 321-2.

Layard Papers, cit. D.G E.Q pp. 207, 213, 243, 355"‘6o.

CHAPTER XIV

^ Lady G Cecil, Life of Salisbury, ii, 214.
2 Ibid II, pp 264-7; Buckle, vi, 290 * Argyll, The Eastern Question, ii, 130-5.

* Buckle, VI, 221, 294, Life, ii, 265 See full extracts from the Layard PapersmDGEQ.
pp, 432-30, and a stdl fuller account m Mr Dwight Lee^s admirable monograph. The

Cyprus Convention
® Layard Papers, cit. D G.E Q. p. 428. ® Life, 11, 287
’ Colonel Wellesley, With the Russians in Peace and War, p 297 ,

Buckle, vi, 339
® Radowitz, Denkwurdigkaten, ii, 60 ® Cyprusas Isaw^tlnl^^g,p 441.

For details based on the Granville and Gladstone papers see D.G E Q pp 512-17

Buckle, VI, 268
Granville Papers, cit. D G.E.Q. p. 514. Fitzmaurice, op at n, 198

CHAPTER XV

^ Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, ii, 185
* 2 April to Sir Henry Ponsonby, and Diary of 22 April

—

Letters, 3rd Series, I, 73» 80.

^ 18 and 19 September 1880

—

Letters, 3rd Series, i, 141.
*
9 June 1880

—

ibid. p. iii.

® Edmburgh Music Hall, 17 March 1880: cf. Fitzmaurice, ii, 201.

* Fitzmaurice, op, at ii, 206 ^ 4 November 1880—^Buckle, vi, 367.
^

® 22 March/3 April 1881—^Austrian State Archives (unpublished)

® Cecil, Life of Salisbury, ii, 331 ii August 1882—Fitzmaurice, op. at. 11, 271*

Phrase of Lyons to Granville, 3 June 1884—Newton, Life of Lyons, p 494

Busch, Memoirs, ill, 52. 24 October 1881—Fitzmaurice, op. at 11, 233

Ibid p. 276 “ Orosse Politik, ill, 237.

Morley*s words, m Life of Gladstone, ii, 385.

Fitzmaurice, op. cit. 11, 383, 400. 22 March 1884—Morley, op at. ni, 119.

17 February 1885 to Sir H. Ponsonby

—

Letters, 2nd Series, ni, 608.

30 April and 7 May 1880—^**Mr Gladstone, Lord Granville and Russia'*, ed

RW S.W. (Slavonic Review, No 25, pp 209-12).

Gladstone to the Queen

—

Letters, 2nd Senes, iii, 630.

22 25 January 1885—G.P. iv, No, 758. ** Fitzmaurice, op. at n, 351.

2* 10 January 1885 m Reichstag. Cecil, op. at iii, 136

Ibid p. 226. 2 July 1885—-G.P. IV, No. 732.

2* 9 December 1885, to Munster

—

lUd. No. 739*

2* 24 September 1885

—

Letters, 2nd Series, in, 691-2.

22 October

—

ibid. p. 705.
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His words to Lord Lyons, 16 October 1885—Cecil, op. cit. iii, 245

25 January 1886

—

tbid. p. 255. Ibid p. 273.

29 January i886

—

Letters

^

3rd Senes, i, 31. Cecil, op. at iv, 104.

8 February 1886, Salisbury to Queen

—

Letters, 3rd Series, i, 49.

E. C. Corti, Alexander von Bulganen, p 266, As a corrective to this, see her violent,

but eminently sane, letter to Lord Salisbury on 20 January 1887

—

Letters, 3rd Series, i, 259.

23 August, to the Queen

—

Letters, 3rd Series, i, 182.

Staal to Giers, 22 and 25 November

—

Correspotidence Diplomatique du Baron de Stool,

I, 322 24 January 1887, to the Queen—Cecil, op. cit. iv, 1 5.

10 February 1887, to the Queen

—

ibid. p. 24
Pribram, Secret Treaties of Austria-Hungary, p. 95 French draftm G.P iv. No 890.

Memorandum, presumably of Lord Salisbury, addressed to Queen Victoria, and
communicated by the German Crown Prince to the German Foreign Office 23 February
1887

—

G.P. IV, No. 918 ** Cecil, op cit. iv, 21, 22.

Pribram, op. cit. p. 125; GP. iv. No, 918. ** Pribram, op. at p. 117.

22 November 1887

—

G.P. rv. No 930 30 November

—

ibid No. 936.
To the Queen—Cecil, op, at iv, 72. D.D.F. ist Series, ii, 414.

Cf. his conversation with Sir Philip Currie, m September 1885—Cecil, op. at. Ill, 256

;

cf. supra, p 550. History ofModem Europe, p. 140.

3 April 1888

—

G.P. VI, No. 1331 G.P iv. No. 943
22 March 1889, Herbert Bismarck to his father

—

ibid No. 945.
®® 10 August 1887 to Sir W. White—Cecil, op. at. iv, 50.

11 April 1888

—

ibid, p 90
The Emperor sent a long and detailed Memorandum on his quarrel with Bismarck to

Queen Victoria and the Emperor Francis Joseph (first published m K. F. Nowak, Das
dritte deutscke Kaiserrach, pp. 266-76).

Sir E Malet to Salisbury, 12 February 1890

—

Letters, 3rd Series, i, $66.
6® Garvin, Life of Chamberlain, ix, 460. 9 June 1890, to Salisbury—LeWerr, i, 612.

10 June 1890—Cecil, op. cit. iv, 298*
®® Hansard, cccxlvii, 764. See Anson, Law and Custom of the Comtitution, ni, 106.

For details see W. L. Langer, Diplomacy of Imperialism, i, 16

Baron Boris Nolde, Valhance Franco-Russe, p. 625
Willy-Nichy Letters.

Dianes of Sir Algernon West—cit. Garvm, Life of Chamberlain, ii, 549.

14 August 1892

—

Letters, ii, 144. Ibid. p. 376
Miscellanies, ii, 260—cit Algernon Cecil, British Foragn Secretaries, p, 274.

August 1892, January 1893

—

Letters, li, 152, 21

1

Speech of 30 June 1896—see Langer, Diplomacy of Impenahsm, l, 37S.
’® Note on despatch of Hatzfeldt, 31 July

—

G.P vni, No. 1753
Ibid. No 1759. 27 September

—

ibid No. 1761.

24 October

—

iMd. No. 1762 ’’ Lord Crewe, Lord Rosebery, ii, 449.
‘® 15 May 1896—cit. Cambridge History of Forage Policy, iii, 234.

10 July 1895

—

ibid. p. 236.

31 July, 31 August

—

G.P. X, Nos. 2372, 2375, 2377, 2381, 2392.

See Eckardstein, Lebensennnerungen, i, 211-13 (unreliable); E. Brandenburg, op. at.

pp 62-5. 25 October 1895, William II to Marschall—G.P xi. No 2579.
®® Ibid, note to No 2580. ' i January 1896

—

ibid No. 2594
Briefe Wilhelms II an den Zaren, p. 300. ®® 6 January

—

G P. xi, No. 2617.

Details m Sir Sidney Lee, Edzvard VII, i, 721.
®® 16 March 1898 to Milner—Garvin, op. cit iii, 366.

Langer, op at i, 243 .
Garvm, op. at. iii, 133.

Cf. Hal6vy, Histoire du Peuple Anglais, Epilogue, i, 32,

G P. XI, No. 2649.
®® Ibid. 8 January (No. 2621), 19 January (No. 2651) and i January (No 2641). A very

full and fair account of the whole Raid crisis will be found m Langer, at. Chapter viii.

Memorandum of July 1891—Garvin, op. cit. ii, 461.

Von Bismarck zum Weltkriege, p. 75*

Le Portage de VAfnque, p. 89; Algernon Cecil, British Foreign Secretaries, p. 306.
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The word is Professor Langer*s (op at p 283)

4 March 1896, Hohenlohe to Hatzfeldt, and notes of Marschall

—

G P xi, Nos. 2770,
2771. 2 August 1898, Salisbury to Cromer

—

Bnttsh Documents

^

i, No 185
16 October

—

B D No 212 12 November

—

B.D No 233
G P XIV, No 3782 See the five Memoranda of Chamberlam m Garvm’s Life of

Chamberlain, iii, pp. 259, 263, 271, 273, 276 ^0® GP xiv, No 3783
7 April, Hatzfeldt to Hohenlohe

—

ibid No 3789
26 April—ibid No. 3793. 30 April, Bulow to Hatzfeldt

—

ihtd. No 3794.

3 June, Hatzfeldt to Hohenlohe

—

ihid No 3801

4 August, Salisbury to the Queen

—

Letters, 3rd Series, in, 263 ,
Low, Edward VII, I,

737. 2,6 December, Lascelles to Salisbury

—

B D i. No 124
E.g 13 May, 10 June, 15 November—Garvm, op cit, in, 302-4
22 April 1899, Hatzfeldt to Holstem—GP xiv. No 4071.
18 September 1899—Garvin, op at, ni, 334; s November, Grierson to Gough

—

B D 1, No. 154 14 May 1899—GP xv. No 4257.
Milner Papers, i, 220-4; Garvm, op at in, 365-8 See also commentary of Danger,

op, at n, 607-8
Salisbury’s view, as quoted by Chamberlam, 30 November 1898

—

ibid p 380,

16 and 19 March 1898

—

ibid, pp 366-8 Ibid p. 423
Garvm, op at, pp 501-6 , Asquith, Genesis of the War, p 23
G,P, XV, No 4398, which at the end contams Bulow’s personal estimates of British

statesmen 7 March 1900—GP. xv, No. 4480, ii March

—

Letters, in, 508.

10 April 1901—Eckardstem, op at i, 298, Lee, op, at, n, 119, GP. xvn, 52

19 March, Metternich to Bulow—GP. xv. No 4456, Garvm, op, at, in, 524;
Bulow, Denkwurdigkeiten, i, 422

1^8 23 October 1900, the Queen’s memorandum

—

Letters, in, 61

1

British Foreign Secretaries, p 311 Mrs Dugdale, A J, Balfour, 1, 336.

18 and 29 March and 13 April 1901

—

B D Nos 77, 79, 81

Count Mettermch’s phrase—cf. Danger, op at li, 727.

24 May, Memorandum of Lansdowne

—

B D No 82

21 January 1901—G.P. xvn, No. 4983

29 January

—

ibid No. 4987. “ There is no Balance of Power m Europe except me—^me

and my 25 corps”—^is Asqui^’s version m Genesis of the War, p. 22

29 May—GP. No 5015
On German calculations see Brandenburg, Von Bismarck sum Weltkriege, pp, 148-55

Memorandum of 27 May

—

B,D No 85. Ibid No 86.

9 June—G P xvn. No. 5177 Danger (op at, p. 740) seems to regard this refusal as

the tummg point

30 August, Lascelles to Lansdowne

—

B,D, No. 90. Lansdowne’s memorandum for

King Edward was given by him to the Emperor, and is prmted as No 5033 m G P. xvn

23 August—GP No 5023. Memorandum of ii November

—

B D, No. 92 ^

19 December, Lansdowne to Lascelles

—

ibid. No 94.

EPILOGUE

^ 13 February 1902

—

Hansard, 4th Senes, cn, 1174
® 14 February 1904

—

Gfosse Politik, xix, No 59^1
® On this see the mteresting passage m Danger, Diplomacy of Imperialism, 1, 380
^ British Documents, 11, No. 98. ® 29 October 1899—G P. xv, No 4394.
® 27 March 1900

—

ibid, xv, No 4494
’ E L. Woodward, Great Bntain and the Getman Navy, p 33.

^ R C. K Ensor, England, 1870-1914, pp. 401, 413.

® For details see Newton, Lord Lansdowne, pp 261-6,

Phrase used by Lord Grey m Twenty-fwe Years, 1, 50.

s-w
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^^14 March 1904—Zetland, Lotd Cromer^ p 281.

Grey, Twenty-five Years
y i, 48 Woodward, op ctt pp 70-1,

Lee, Edward Vlly ii, 253 Denkwurdigkeiteny ii, 107
October-November 1904

—

GP Nos 6118-33
The full text of his own report to Bulow should be read m GP xix, No 6320, and

compared with Bulow’s post-war comments m Denkwui dtgketteny ii, 137-51
Brandenburg, op at p 202 Newton, Lord Lansdowney p 342
The two most up-to-date accounts of this conflict are to be found in Renouvm,

Histotre Diplomatique de VEarope y Chapter 11 (ed Hauser), and m Gooch, Before the Wary
pp 163-83 21 (5 p XX, Nos 6707,6731,6738. Ibid XIX, No 6229

25 April 1905, to Lansdowne

—

B D iii, No 95
History of Modern EuropOy p 354
19 January, Grey to Bertie

—

B D. in, No 210 Grey, op at p 72
Grey’s despatch of 31 January to Bertie, recoiding his talk with Cambon (B D iii,

No 219), should be read in conjunction with his despatch of 9 January to Lascelles (record-
ing his talk with Mettemich) (Grey, op at i, 82-5) and with Metternich’s own account of
the talk in G P. xxi, Nos. 6923 and 6924, and also with the Memoranda of Cambon and of
Sanderson (J5.B No 220) 15 January 1906

—

B D ni. No 316
For the full correspondence between General Grierson and Colonel Barnardiston see

B D III, 187-381, “Provisional and non-committal” is the phrase applied to the conver-
sations with the Belgian Staff See Grey, op at pp 105-12, B.B iii, No 361

Von Bismarck zum Weliknege, pp. 197-8
May 1906, Mettemich to Bulow—G.P xxi, No 7180.

31 July

—

ibid. No 7191. ®® Lee, op at. ii, 340.
Willy-Nicky Correspondence, 32 August 1905
Newton, op at p 335 , G P. Nos. 6882, 6885—3 December 1905.
Fifty Years of Europey p. 269. 16 July 1908—G P. xxiv, note on No 8217.
Hardmge’s Memorandum of 16 August 1908

—

B D vi, No 117 cf the Emperor’s
Memoranda of 12 and 13 August—G P. xxiv, Nos 8225, 8226 See also Bulow’s account of
William’s talk with Hardinge, and of William’s letter to Lord Tweedmouth which, as it

contained false statements, enormously increased the suspicion of England towards German
naval policy (JDenkwurdigkeiteny ii, 322-6)

31 July 1908

—

B.D. VI, No. 779 Cf Grey’s speech of 29 March 1909 m the House of

Commons. / ^0 G P Gooch, Modern EuiopCy p. 388
6 Mardh 1908—G.P. xxiv, No 8187.
Labour Leader

y

May 1908—cit Lee, op at ii, p 587.

12 June 1908

—

B,D. v. No 195
“Mit Englandem muss man immer so verkehren”: 13 August 1908, William to

Bulow—G.P XXIV, No 8226
,

Hardmge’s memo of 16 August

—

B D v, Appendix IV, 827-30.
Aehrenthal to Berlm, 15 August

—

Austro-Hunganan Documents (Pesterreich-Ungams
*Aussenpohtik) i, No 36 Lee, op at 11, 626

Circular of i July 1908, sent by Chancellor to the Prussian Ministers in Munich,
Dresden and Stuttgart, communicated by Tschirschky to Aehrenthal and by him to

Conrad. See Conrad, Aus meiner Dienstsaty i, 95
Eg. Aehrenthal’s “spontaneous assurances” to Schoen, see latter’s report of 5

September 1908—G.P xxiv, No 8242 Cf also report of Brockdorff-Rantzau to Bulow,
and William’s marginalia, 19 August 1908

—

ibid No 8230. cf also Conrad, op. at i, 55.
50 Denkwurdigkateny ii, 326-30

I may perhaps be excused for referring the reader to three detailed studies ofmy own

—

“WilUam II’s Balkan Policy” (Slavonic Remew, June 1928), “British Policy m the Near
East” (Contemporary Review

y

Jime 1929) and “La Politique du Comte Aehrenthal” (Le
Monde Slavey June 1933).

B.D. v, Nos I, 2 31 May, 4 June, 1907—P D, v, Nos 159, 161.
^ 23 August

—

B D v. No 208 30 April

—

ibid No 219
Ibid Nos. 289, 299 ,

cf. also ICmg Edw^ard’s sarcastic comments on Aehrenthal, tbtd.

Nos. 381, 484. Ibtd. Nos. 299, 487. Ibid. Nos 416, 419,
Ibid. Nos. 402, 408, ®® Ibid No. 441.
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Ibid* No 505 Ibid No 753.

24 and 26 March, Nicolson to Grey—ibtd Nos. 764, 775; 30 March, Hardinge to

Nicolson—ibid No 807. 24 March 1909, Nicolson to Grey

—

ibid. No 761,

Fifty Years of Europe, ^ 316 For full details see jB.i) vi, Nos i2S-4a, GP xxiv,

Nos 8249-74 i Bulow, Denkwurdigkeiten
,
Gooch, op ctt p 266 seq

,
Brandenburg, op* at

pp. 249-56 ®® Cf. Woodward, op at. p. 26a, B D y. Appendix iii

26 August 1908, Bulow to William

—

G P. xxiv, No 8239
®® Cf three letters of Mettermch, 27 November 1908

—

GP xxviii, No 10234, a Jime
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Bastille, II

Batak, massacre (1876), 519
Bathurst, 3rd Earl, For Sec (1809), 20, 26,

no, 116

Batthyany, Count Louis, Hungarian Pre-

mier (1848-9), 266, 268
Batum, 525, 527> 533, 535, 539
Bautzen, battle (1813), 45
Bavaria, 21, 26, 55, 139, 292, 344, 480
Bax-Ironside, Sir Henry, Min at Sofia

(1911-13), 634
Bayazid, 538
Bazame, I>iaishal, m Mexico, 341
Beales, Edmund, M P

, 432
Beauvale, Lord (Sir F. Lamb), Amb at

Vienna (1835-41), 186

Bedard, French Consul at Bucarest (1856-

9), 364
Bedford, 7th Duke of, 285, 296
Beerbobm, Mr Max, 223
Beit, Sir Alfred, 577, 603

Belgian Independence, 154-6, 161

Belgian Neutrality, 52, 164, 168, 479,

481-4, 490, 498, 628, 648
Belgian Railways, 490
Belgrade, bombardment (1862), 430, Turk-

ish threat to, (1876), 520
Bell, James, 187, 188

Bell, Prof H C F , 245,

Bern, Polish general (1849), 267

BendkendorfF, Count, Russian Amb in

London (1912-17), 637, 643
Benedek, Austrian General (1866), 471

Benedetti, Count, French Mm. at Berlm

(1864-70), 337, 342, 475, 476, 479, at

Ems, 495
Bennigsen, German statesman (1867), 481

Benlham, Jeremy, 39, 100

Bentmck, Lord George (d. 1848), 241, 41

5

— Lord WilHam (d. 1839), 28

Berchtold, Count Leopold, A H For. Min.

(1912-15), 626, 633, 639, 642

“Berlin-Bagdad**, 575
Betlm Congress (1878), 537’“^, 541, 633

Berlin Decree (1807), 23
Berlin Memorandum (1876), 517, 521
Bemadotte, Marshal, 43
Bernard, Simon, 376
Bemhardi, Theodor von, 444, 446
Bemstorff, Count, Prussian Min m Lon-
don (1862-6), 440, 445, 452

Bern, Duke of (d 1820), 56
Bertie, Sir Francis (Lord), Amb. m Pans

(1910-16), 603, 617, 624
Beshir, Emir, 207
Besika Bay, 517, 521, 530
Bessarabia, 27, 345, 348, 351, 361, 525, 533,

535, 539
Bethmann Hollweg, Theodor von, German

Chancellor (1909-16), 618, opposes
Tirpitz, 621, confers with Haldane, 628,
offers to resign, 629 , hopes to agree with
Britam, 641, sounds Metternich, 6^3

Beust, Count, A H For Mm (1867-71),

452, 471, SOI, 519
Beyens, Baron, Belgian Mm m Berlm

(1913-14), 348
Beyrout, 205, 207, 420
Bismarck, Prince Otto, German Chancellor

(1871-90), Mmister to William I, 440,
designs on Duchies, 442; warning to

Denmark through Buchanan, 444, alti-

tude to D Frederick, 447 ,
forces Austria’s

hand, 452, Peace of Vienna, 454; ver-

dict of Spencer Walpole, 454, Queen
suspects his Austiian policy, 467, alliance

with Italy, 468 ,
opposes annexation,

472-3 , Morier on B , 473 ,
difficulties with

William 1, 472, 474; plays with Benedetti,

475-6, 479, French designs, 477, B and
Luxemburg, 480-1; appeal to Powers,

481, Ems Incident, 495-7, War Scare

(1875), 508-9; Queen’s fears of B , 510,
Disraeh accuses B. of war-making, 527;
sees Shuvalov, 535; Congress of Berlin,

,

537“9> forms Dual Alliance, 549, his

policy, 550, attitude to Italy, 550,
colonial policy, 553-4, Triple Alliance,

554, on British parliamentarism, 557;
Salisbury’s overture, 558 ,

Mediterranean
Agreements, 563, relations with Salis-

bury, 564; overture to London, 565, on
William II, 567, Heligoland, 567-8, fall,

569— Count Herbert, German For. Sec

(1886-90), 55 i> 554— Count William, 558
Bjorko, Treaty of (1905), 602, 607
Black Sea, 177, 315* 3S3, 335, 345, 349,

361, 362, 499, 500, 563, 615
Black Week (1899), 586
Blairgowrie, Russell’s speech at (1863), 436

44-2
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Blanc, Baron, Italian For. Mm., 578
Biaquiere, Edward, 100

Bloemfontein, Conference (1899), 585
Bloomfield, Lord, Amb m St Petersburg

(1844), Berlm (1851), Vienna (1860-71),

a68
Blowitz, M de. Times correspondent (d

1903), 509, 510
Blucher, Prmce, German general (d 1819),

32 » 43
Boer Republics, 573, 575, 586
Bokhara, 506
Bolgrad dispute (1856), 361, 363J

Bohtho, Mr Hector, 424
Bolivar, Simon, S. American patnot (d.

1830), 88, 94
Bologna, 17a
“Bomba**, King of Naples (1825-59), 151,

36a
Bombay, aoa
Borodino, battle (i8ia), 31
Borthwick, Algernon, 384
Bosma, 138, 173, 3 ii» 433 , SI2-I4, 5i8, 523,

553
Bosphorus, 200, 267, 307, 519
Bouillon, 163
Boulanger, General, French War Mm. (d.

1891), 562, 595
Boulogne, 208
Bourbon, House of, 8, 33, 35, 43, 242, 41

1

Bourchier, J D ,
Times Balkan corre-

spondent, 63a
Bourgeois, £mile, 88, 381
Bourqueney, Baron, French Amb. at Porte

(1843-8), 199
Bownng, Sir John, Gov. ofHong Kong, 283,

369
Boxer Rising (1900), 587
Bradford, Lady, 504, 515, 528
Brandenburg, Prof. Ench, 578, 607, 625

^Bratianu, Ion, Roumaman statesman, 363
"Brazil, 70, 89, 90, 91
Bregabaitsa, battle (i9i3)» 639
Brescia, 286
Bresson, M de, French Min. at Madrid,

243, 245
Bnght, John (d. 1889), msulted by Pal-

merston, 324; loses his seat, 370, 374,
attacks “fancy franchises*’, 386; speech

on Savoy, 405; B and Disraeli, 417-8;

IDisraeh prefers Bnght to Palmerston,

455; 464, m Cabmet, 504
BrogUe, Duke of, French For Mm. (1833-

4), 176, 213— Duke of, French Premier (1873-4 and

1877), 508
. ^ .

Brougham, Lord (d. 1868), 78, 116

Browning, Robert, 410

Brumaire, Coup d’£tat, 16

Brunnov, Baron, Russian Amb. m London
(1839-54), missions to London, 200-2;
Quadruple Agreement, 206; complaint
re Greek crisis, 273 , nearly recalled, 275

,

B. and Nesselrode Memo , 305 , delegate

to Pans, 347 , denounces Russell, 409
Brunswick, 15

1

Bucarest, ist Treaty of (1812), 1 14, 303 , 2nd
(1886), 560, 3rd (i9i3)» 639, 642

Buchanan, Sir Andrew, British Amb at

Vienna (1871-7), 444— Sir George, British Amb. at St Peters-

burg (1912-18), 634
Buchlau interview (1908), 616
Buckle, G. W., 386
Budapest Convention (1877), 523, 527, 538
Bugeaud, Marshal (d 1849), 233
Bulgarian Horrors, 519
Bulow, Prince Bernard, German Chancellor

(1900-9), 567, Kruger telegram, 577,
Chamberlain’s overtures, 582, rebuffed,

586, on England, 589; rejects co-opera-

tion in Morocco, 590 , on Entente, 601

,

protest agamst Bjorko, 602, B. and
Rouvier, 603 ;

Francis Joseph’s warning,
606 ,

discusses Holstein, 607 ;
Daily

Telegraph mtennew, 617; fall, 621
Bulwer, Sir Henry (Lord DaUmg), Mm. at

Madrid (1843-8), Amb. at Porte (1858-

65), Turkish commercial treaty, 194, on
Chosrev, 196, Palmerston’s confidant m
Pans, 207, 21 1, 213, m Madrid, 243-5,
316, British Commissioner m Prmci-
palities, 364

Buol, Count, Austrian For Mm (1852-9),

298; Vienna Note, 311, B and Meyen-
dorff, 320, equivocal attitude, 323, 328,
claim to Prmcipahties, 333 , Vienna Con-
ference, 337; B. and Russell, 339, at

Pans, 349, threatens to send troops to

Belgrade, 382; ultimatum to Sardmia,

389
Burdett, Sir Franas, M.P. for Westmmster

(d. 1844), 39, 100, 179
Burke, Edmund, ii, 12, 46, 126, 370
Burmah, 572
Burney, Admiral, 638
Butenyev, Russian Amb. at Porte (1S37),

187, 197, 199
Butler-Johnston, H, B., M.P. (1876-7), 521
Byron,Lord,40,5i, 64,69, 100, 106, 117, 410

Cabmet Government, 4
Cadiz, 63— Duke of, 244
Caillaux, Joseph, French Premier (1911-2),

624, 625
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Caims, ist Earl, Lord Chancellor (1874-
80), 503, 531

Cairo, 514, 55a, 567
Caliphate, 640
Camarilla, Austrian, a6i
Cambon, Jules, French Amb. in Berlin

(1907-14'!, 6zz, 6z8
Cambon, Paul, French Amb in London

(1898-1920), 597, 605, 623, 632, 64s
Cambrai, Union of, 283
Cambridge, George, Duke of (d. 1904),

353, 470
Camerun, 554, 607
Campbell, Colonel, 178, 197, 199— Lord, 532
Campbell-Bannerman, Sir Henry, P.M.

(1905-8), 60s, 606, 619
Campo Formio, Treaty of (1797), 14
Canada, 9, 36
Canary Islands, 580
Canning, “Clemency”, 372, 378— George, P M (1809) , Foreign Secretary,

24, new note in Spamsh struggle, 25,
duel with Castlereagh, 26, refuses to

serve under Castlereagh, 30, contrast to

Castlereagh, 67, Foreign Secretary, 69-

71 ;
isolation, 72, share m State Paper of

1820, 73 ,
Metternich on C

, 74, 75 ,
sends

Wellington to Verona, 75, C. and
Chateaubriand, 77, 80, warns France,

78, speech on Spam, 79, tension with
George IV, 81; denounces Metternich,

82, C and Spanish Colomes, 84-6;
speeches at Plymouth and Liverpool, 85

,

supported by P.M. agamst Kmg, 86;
relations with VillHe, 87; C and Portu-

gal, 89-91; visits Pans, 92, speech on
Portugal, 193, calls New World into

existence, 94, friction with Metternich,

95; reconciled with George IV, 97, C.

and Greece, 98, sends Stratford C. to

Vienna and St Petersburg, loi, agrees

with Liverpool re Turkey, 103 ; improves

relations with France and Russia, 104,

Greek appeal to C , 105, mstructions to

Stratford, 107; sends Wellington to

Russia, 109-1 1 1 ;
entente with Tsar, 1 14,

PM, 1 15, Hundred Days, 116, Treaty

of London, 117; death, 119; estimate,

1 19, letters to Bagot, 85, 90, loi, to

Granville, 82, no, 116, to Liverpool, 87,

96, to Stratford C, 88, 107, 113, to

Wellmgton, 87 ;
quoted by Russell, 449

,

see also 127, 459, 4^3 ? S26, 649
— Stratford, see Stratford de Redcliffe

Canningites, 125, 129

Canton, bombardment (1856), 369
Cape Horn, i

Cape of Good Hope, 33
Cape St Vmcent, 14, 21
Capodistrias, Count, 60, 95; President of
Greece (1827-31), 117

Caprivi, Count, German Chancellor (1890-

4), 5671 573
Caratheodory Pasha, Turkish delegate at

Berlm (1878), 537
Carbonari, 62, 376
Cardwell, Sec for War (1870), 496
Carlos, Don, Spanish claimant, 171, 189,

190, 242
Cailota, Queen, 90, 93, 143
Carmarthen, Lord (Duke of Leeds), For

Sec. (i783-9 i)> 9, 255
Carnarvon, 4th Earl of. Colonial Sec (1874-

8), mdictment of Russell, 457, serves

under Disraeli, 505 ; opposed to Turkish
alhance, 520; alhed with Derby and
Salisbury, 524, 529; speech angers
Queen, 530, resignation, 531

Carnot, organiser of victory, 13— President (1887-93), 5^9
Carolme, Queen (d 1821), 60, 61, 68, 71, 146
Carrara, 400
Carrmgton, Lord and Edward VII, 620
Cartwright, Sir Fairfax, Amb m Vienna

(1908-13), 634
Casimir P6ner, French Premier (1831-2),

161, 172, 173
Caspian Sea, 527
Cassel, Sir Ernest, Anglo-German banker,

577, 618, 628
Castelbajac, General, French Amb at St
Petersburg (1853-4), 325

Castlereagh, Viscount (2nd Marquis of
Londonderry), For. Sec (1812-22), 20;
duel with Cannmg, 26 , becomes Foreign
Secretary, 30, Grand Alliance, 31, at

Allied headquarters, 32, peace negotia-

tions at Pans, 33, at Congress of,
Vienna, 34; agreement with Wellmgton,

35, reactionary home policy, 38, his

peace aims, 43-5 ; views on Nationality,

45-6 ; on Democracy, 46 ,
on Confedera-

tion of Europe and Holy Alliance, 47,
relations with Liverpool, 49 ,

not dupe of

Metternich, 51; at Aachen, 52-3, ex-

plams to Tsar, 53 ; attitude to Karlsbad
Decrees, 55; does not attend Troppau,

57, opposes Protocol of Troppau, 58,
Circular to Courts, 59 ,

growing reserve,

60, on Turkey*s role, 6x, meets Metter-

mch at Hanover, 61; death, 64, general

estimate, 65; author of State Paper of

1820, 73; C, and Spam, 76, letters to

Liverpool, 32, 33, 52, 53; see also 433,

460, 463, 464, 649
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Catharine the Gieat (1763-96), 10, iSx

Cathcart, ist Earl (d. 1S43), 31
Catholic Emancipation (1829), 17, 22, 132,

145
Caucasus, 342, 432
Cavaignac and Louis Philippe, 157
Cave Commission m Egypt, 5i5> 55i

Ca\ our, Count Camillo, Sardinian For
Mm. (d r86i), visits England, 345,
delegate to Pans, 347, Clarendon*s ad-

vice, 380 ,
meets Napoleon at Plombi^res,

381; proposals to Pans, 382; policy of

aggression, 383 , Malmesbury abuses C.,

384; alarm at French hesitation, 386; C
and Austnan ultimatum, 389; fans

Tuscan rising, 390; at Villafianca, 398,
proposed Congress m Pans, 400, Nice
and Savoy, 401 ; signs Treaty of Turm,
402; offer to Francis II, 406; double
game, 407; picks quarrel with Pope, 408

,

joy at Russell’s despatch, 41 1 , death, 413

,

Palmerston’s tribute, 413
Cecil, Mr Algernon, 299, 457, 588— Lord Robert, 368, 432, 456 ; see also

Sahsbury, Lord
Cephalonia, Archbishop of, 426
Cervi, 272, 279
Ceylon, 18

Chad, Lake, 581, 598
Chamberlam, Joseph, Colomal Sec (1895-

1903), 526, 567; negotiates with Ger-
many, 567; C. and Raid, 577; C. and
Sahsbury, 578; on Fashoda, 581; over-

tures to Germany, 582-4, 587, 595; sends

Milner to S Africa, 585 ;
Leicester

speech, 586; Chatsworth conversation,

589, Bulow’s rebuff, 591, concihation

in S. Africa, 597— Sir Austen, 372
Chambre Introuvable, 50
jChaplm, Henry, M.P., 540
^Charikov, Russian Amb at Porte (1910-13),

652
Charleroi, 163, 165
Charles I (1625-49), 2
— 11 (1660-85), 4— Ill, Kmg of Spain (1759-S8), 42
— IV, Kong of Spam (1788-1808), 24
— VI, Emperor (i7i3“'4<>)> 5— X, King of France (1824-30), 43» 77? 78,

87, 104, 1 14, 128, 138, 144— KmgofRoumania (1866-1914), 493> ^4®
— Archduke, Austnan general, 20, 26, 159,

170— Prmce of Prussia, 136
Charles Albert, King of Sardinia (1831-49),

189, 248, 262
Charles Antony, Prince ofHohenzoliem,493

Charles Felix, Kingof Sardinia (182 1-31), 59
Charlotte, Pnncess (d 1819), 225
Charte, French, 91

Chateaubriand, Vicomte de, French Amb
in London and For Mm. (1S22-4), 77,

80, 83, 84, 106, 1 13, on Canning, 96
Chatham, William Pitt, ist Earl of, P M

,

6
, 7 ,

8
, 545

Ch^tillon, Treaty of (1813), 33
Chatsworth conversations, 589
Chaumont, Treaty of (1813), 33
Cherbourg, 378
Chernaya, battle (1855), 341
Chemiayev, General, commands m Serbia

(1876), 520
Chesney, Colonel, Mesopotamian Mission

(1836), 193
Chesterfield, Lady, 513
ChevaUer, Michel, negotiates with Cobden,

^13, 419
Chichester, Lord, ex-Speaker, 125
Chmese War (1856), 369
Chios Massacre (1823), 62, 98
Chirol, Sir Valentine, Times correspondent
and Foreign Editor, 574, 577, 586

Chosrev Pasha, Grand Vizier (1839-41),
I93» 196, 204

Christian VII, King of Denmark (1766-

1808),—Vm (1839-48), 438— IX (1863-1906), 439, 441, 443, 451, 557
Christina, Queen, 171, 190, 243, 245
Church, Sir Richard, commands m Greece

(1826), 105, 1 17
Churchill, Lord Randolph (d. 1895), 558,

561— Mr Wmston, ist Lord (1912-15), 624,

628, 631, 63a, 641— Turkey merchant, 187
Circassia, 187, 256, 326, 540
Ciudad Rodrigo, 27
Civil War, American, 458
Civis Romanus, Palmerston’s phrase, 278,

280, 370
Clanncarde, ist Marquis of, Amb. at St

Petersburg (d. 1874), 197, 201, 314, 372,

375
Claremont, 290
Clarence, William, Duke of, 115, 116, see

also William IV
Clarendon, 4th Earl of, For. Sec. (1853-8,

1865-6, 1868-70), Mm at Madrid, 189,
refuses 'F.O., 293, For Sec., 299; in-

structions to Lord Stratford, 313; afraid

to recall Stratford, 317 ,
remams For. Sec.

under Palmerston, 335; C. and Con-
ference of Vienna, 337 ; delegate to Pans
Congress, 348 , advises peace, 354, refuses
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Clarendon, 4th Earl of {cont

)

marqmsate, 354, defends Stratford m
Lords, 355, unable to restrain Stratford,

363 , at Osborne, 365 , rebukes Stratford,

386, views on Italian question, 387, 395,
refuses any office save F O., 395, on
Holstein, 445 ,

visits Napoleon III, 447

,

For. Sec
, 466 , opposed to intervention,

467, danger in Europe, 468, on guaran-
tees, 483, friction with Queen, 489,
visits Napoleon, 489 ,

idea of dis-

armament, 491-3, death, 492, Queen’s
verdict, 492, on Palmerston, 404, 423,

45 463; letters to Aberdeen, 313, 319,
to Cowley, 317, 358, 366, to Herbert,

317, to Granville, 343, 346, 354, 395, to

Lewis, 317, to Russell, 317, 337, to

Stratford, 337, 366
Cleveland, Grover, U S President (1885-9,

1893-7), 576
Clotiide Bonaparte, Princess, 381
Clough, A H , poet (d. 1861), 410
Cobbett, William (d 1835), 39, 51
Cobden, Richard (d 1865), m Pacifico

debate, 282 ,
criticises Palmerston’s

Turkish policy, 315, loss of popularity,

326, peace agitation, 358, on Turkey and
Russia, 358-9, on Palmerston, 314, 324,

359, 418, 419, on China, 369, 370, com-
mercial Tieaty with France, 413-5, on
naval defence, 418, Disraeli on C

, 455,
Sahsbury on C., 456; criticises Russell,

456, saves Palmerston from defeat, 457;
non-mtervention, 464

Coblenz, 29
Coburg, Ernest, Duke of, 350, 428— Duchess of, 467
Cochelet, French Consul at Cairo, 204
Cochm China, French m, 558
Cochrane, Admiral, in Greece (1826), 105,

II3* 117
Codrington, Admiral Sir Edward, at

Navarino (1827), 122

Colbert, 413
Colchester, Lord, 82

Coleridge, S T
, 4q

Colquhoun, Bntish Consul at Bucarest,

364
Commumsm, 41
Compi^gne, Palmerston at, 378
Concert of Europe, 48, 54
Confederate States, 423
Confederation, German, 41, 391, 438
Congo Free State, 571, 622

Congress, U.S., 85
Conrad von Hotzendorff, General, A H.

Chief of State (1912-14), 626, 638, 640

Considme, Colonel, 193

Constant, Benjamm, 106, 113
ConstantmeXII, King of Greece (19 13-16),

640— Grand Dulce, m Warsaw, 107, 255, 432
Constantinople, Treaty of (1913), 640
Convention, French, 13, 18

Conyngham, Lady, 80— Lord Francis, 72
Copenhagen, 17, 24, 321, 439, 445, 449,

455
“Copenhagening”, Admiral Fisher and,

611
Corbett, Min to Tuscany (1859), 412
Corfu, 21, 37, 99, 426, 428, 648
Coriolanus, 532
Cork, 125
Com Laws, 227
Corry, Montagu (ist Lord Rowton), 504
Corti, Count, Italian For Mm (1878),

537
Cottage Coterie (1825), 80, 85, 97, 104
Cotton famme, 423, 428
Coup d’fitat, French (1851), 289, 290, 377
Cousm, Victor, 357
Cowley, ist Earl, Amb m Pans (1851-67),

appomted to Pans, 295, mdispensable,

313, 317, reports French attitude on
Stratford, 316; second delegate at Con-
gress, 348, declines marqmsate, 354,
smoothes down Napoleon, 365, Claren-

don complains to him of Stratford, 366

,

Napoleon’s views on Turkey, 367, diffi-

culties owing to Orsini affair, 373-4,
beUef m Napoleon’s friendship, 377,

379, favours exclusion of Itahan states

from Congress, 386, talk with Napoleon,

387; C. and Walewski, 399, gives

Palmerston his views on France, 403,

416; Napoleon loses temper and apolo-

gises, 404; Malmesbury to C, 409;
renewed fnction with Napoleon, 416,
helps Cobden’s treaty, 417-8 ,

to Claren-

don, 316, to Granville, 295, Belgian

neutrality mcident, 476
Cowper, Lady, 153, 185, 202, see also

Palmerston, Lady
— 6th Earl, 205
Cracow, Republic of, 249
Cradock, Major, m Egj'pt, 121

Cranbome, Lord (1866), 478; see also

Salisbury", Lord— Lord (1901), 593
Crawley, Mr C. W , 13

1

Crete, 10, 15, 139, 141, i74» 204, 209,

215, 427, 533, 543
Crimea, chapters viii and ix, 499, 523
Croatia, 512, 634, 641
Croker, J. Wilson, 65
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Cromer, ist Earl of (Sir Evelyn Baring),

Diplomatic Agent m Egypt {1883-1907),

552, makmg of Entente, 598-9
Cromwell, Oliver, 3, 89
Cronberg, Edward VII at (1908), 6ia
Cronstadt, 188, French fleet at, 569
Cross, Assheton, Home Sec (1874-80),

505 f 535
Crowe, Sir Eyre, Under-Sec at F O

(i9I2‘“i 8), memo on Belgian neutrality,

498, memo, on Entente, 600, opposes
Kiderlen*s plan, 618; memo, of 1912,

625, on Haldane Mission, 631
Cumberland, Ernest, Duke of (Kmg of
Hanover, 1837-51), 133, 224, 226

Currie, Sir Philip, Amb in Rome, 572,

573
Curzon, ist Earl (Marquis), Viceroy, 610
Custozza, battle (1866), 471
Cuza, Alexander, Prince of Roumania

(1859-66), 367
Cyprus, 37, 534, 541, 548, 643, 648
Czartoryski, Prmce Adam (d 1061), 179

Datly News, 322, 426, 519
Datfy Telegraph and William II, 617
Dalmatia, 14, 21, 28, 512
Damas, Baron, French For. Min. (1826),

H4
Damascus, 121, 174, 420, 575
Danewerk, 445
Danilo II, P of Montenegro (1851-60), 308
Danton, 13, 380
Danube, 320, 326, 336, 349, 351, 361
Daoud Pasha, Governor of Lebanon

(i860), 421
Dardanelles, 176, 199, 268, 312, 524, 528,

530
Darmstadt, 559
Dam, Count, French For Min (1869-70),

491
D’Azeglio, Massimo, 407
Decabrist Revolution (1825), 107
Decazes, Duke, French For. Min (1873-7),

508, 510, 5x4
Delagoa Bay, 575, 583, 643
Delane, J. T., Editor of The Times, 393
Delcasse, Th6ophile, French For. Min.

( i 898-9> 1903-5), 597, 603
Delhi, 51

1

Dembmski, Polish general (1849), 267
Derby, I4lh Earl of, P M. (1852, 1858-9,

1866-7), P‘M. without majority, 296,
defends Pr. Consort, 322, on Treaty of

Pans, 354; motion on Chmese policy,

369 , attacis Palmerston, 371 ; P M 375

;

franchise reform rejected, 386; Queen’s
speech, 392 ; doubts about Malmesbury,

393; doubts on Italian unity, 413, offers

to support Palmerston, 418, on cession

of Ionian Isles, 428 , speech agamst
Russell, 446, apologises to Queen for

Ellenboiough, 450, speech on danger of

war, 455, defeats Go\ernment m Lords,

457 , again P M , 469 ,
grave view to

Queen, 476, dishmg the Whigs, 478,
attitude in Luxemburg affair, 482,
speech on guarantees, 483, 484, resigns

office, ^87— 15th Earl of (Lord Stanley), For. Sec
(i 866-8, 1874-8), on Pacifico affair, 272,
encourages Disraeli to attack, 276 , carries

vote of censure, 276 ,
refuses office, 287

,

friendship \Mth Disraeli, 394 , co-operates

with Beust m Serbian question, 431;
For Sec

, 469 , discussion with Queen,

470, sees no menace m Prussia, 474; on
guarantees and neutrality, 484, leans to

Prussia, 486, disagrees with Queen, 487;
on Morier, 487, accepts Alabama arbi-

tration, 488; For Sec., 505; distrusts

Bismarck, 508, War Scare, 5x0; on
Montenegro, 513; cautious view on
Suez Coup, 514, Berlin Memorandum,
517, proposes Conference, 521; Protocol
of 31 March, 524, Note of 6 May on
British interests, 524-5 , overture to

Austria, 526; estranged from Disraeli,

527, opposed to war, 528-9, resignation,

530, remstated, 531, again resigns, 534,
explains his reasons, 541 , Colonial Sec
under Gladstone, 554— Lady, 525, 529

D6roulfede, Paul, French patriot, 562
Desgranges, French dragoman to Porte,

no
Dettmgen, battle (1746), 6
Devaux, Belgian Min in Berlin, 473
Devonshire, 8th Duke of, see Hartmgton
Diamond Jubilee, 578
Dickinson, G Lowes, 632
Diebitsch, Russian general (1829), 134
Dilke, Sir Charles, Under-Sec at F O ,

503, 526, 554
Dillon, E J , 602
Dino, Duchess of, 461
Diplomacy by Conference, 48
Directory French, 21

Disarmament, France and (1870), 492
Disraeli, Benjamm (Earl of Beaconsfield),
P M. (1867-8, 1874-80), on Russell and
Peel, 239; on friendship with France,
240, attacks Palmerston, 271, 276,
speech on Pacifico, 282, to Malmesbury,
295 ; idea of combinmg with Palmerston,
299 , attacks Russell, 339 ,

on Palmerston,
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Disraeli, Benjamin {conU) Drovetti, Fiench Consul m Egypt, 144

343; on Peace of Pans, 354, challenges

dissolution, 370; protest against reprisals

m India, 37a; on foreign policy, 375;
Chancellor of Exchequer, 375 , overtures

to Gladstone, 376, speech on “Cabal”,

378; sends Earle to Napoleon, 384;
attacks Russell, 386; opposes Malmes-
bury, 393; D. and Bright, 417; on
bloated armaments, 418, D. and Corfu,

428, on Poland, 433, on London Con-
ference, 449, attacks “want of system”,

451 ;
moves Vote of Censure, 455 ;

Queen
appeals to D , 486 ,

P M , 487-8 ,
Im-

perial idea, 501, 503, attack on Liberals,

502, 504, P.M , 505; on Northern
Powers, 506, 518, D and Tsar, 507,
distrusts Bismarck, 508-9, favours Rus-
sian alliance, 510, Empress of India, 511

;

D. and Bosman rising, 513 ;
Suez Canal,

514-5, misjudges Andrdssy, 516, wrecks
Berlin Memorandum, 517, two overtures

to Shuvalov, 518, 523, on Bulgarian

atrocities, 519, at Aylesbury, 520, at

Guildhall, 521 ,
sends Salisbury to Con-

stantinople, 522 ,
proposes seizure of

Dardanelles, 524, overture to Austria,

526, Wellesley Mission, 527; Guildhall,

528, relations with Queen, 524-30;
divided Cabinet, 529 ,

breaks with

Deiby, 530, wishes to buy Turkish

fleet, 532; appoints Sahsbury, 534; looks

for Place d’Armes, 536; at Congress of

Berlin, 537-9, defence of Treaty, 541;
last Guildhall speech, 544; on isolation,

545
Djakovo, 638
Dniester, 353
Dobrogea, 525
Dodecannese, 626, 643
Dogger Bank incident (1904), 601

Dongola, 580
Domzetti, 410
Don JnaUf 64
Dostoyevsky, 303
Dreadnoughts, 598, 618

Dresden, 31

Dreyfus Affair, 581, 595, 601

Drouyn de Lhuys, French Amb. in Lon-

don (1850), For. Mm. (1854, 1863, 1866),

immment rupture over Greece, 274

»

Crimean War, 321 ,
Vieima Note, 325

;

sent to Vienna, 336, succeeded by

Thouvenel, 343 ;
Napoleon plans alliances,

434, reserve m Pohsh question, 442;

British distrust of D , 467; favours war

on Austrian side, 47 proposes neutral

buffer state, 475» 47^; dismissal, 477

Druses m Lebanon, 194, 420-1

Dual Control m Egypt, 551
Dubois, Cardinal, 4
Dudley, 4th Viscount, For. Sec (1827),

1 16, 120, on Eastern Question, 126

Dufferm, ist Marquis of, Amb. m St

Petersburg, Constantinople and Pans,

420, 552, 556
Dufour, Swiss general, 250
Dulcigno, 542
Duma, Russian, 610
Dundas, Admiral, 308, 337— Henry (Viscount Melville), 12, 16

Dunkirk, 3
Dupetit-Thouars, Admiral, 232
Duppel, battle (1864), 448
Durazzo, 639
Durham, ist Earl of, Amb. at St Petersburg

(1835-7), 179, 183, cnticises Ponsonby,

186, Nicholas I on D., 236, goes to

Canada, 299
Dutch Wars, 3

Earle, Ralph, 384
Eastern Question, 39, 60-1, 75, 173-8, 192-

222, 303-7» 315) 317) 35i, 436, 460, 520,

523, 648
Eckardstein, Baron, German diplomat, 578,

589) 597) 600, 631
Eden, William, 1

1

Edmburgh, Alfred, Duke of, 427, 507
Edward VII (i 901-10), accession, $88,

Japanese Alliance, 592, on Japanese,

593 ; visit to Pans, 598 ,
protest re ratifi-

cation, 600, marginal note, 603; fnction

with William II, 604, 608; at Reval, 612,

at Cronberg, 609, 612-3; snubs Fisher,

61 1, anger at Aehrenthal, 615; visits

Berlm, 617, death, 619, character and
mfluence, 620-1

Egypt, 15, 23, los, 173, 178, 194, 204, 215-

16, 307, 514-5, 520, 539, 551-2, 555, 579,

581, 599
Egyptian Expedition, 15, 17, 23, 105

Elder Dane party, 439
Elba, 14, 33, 35
Elcho, Lord, 540
Eldon, ist Earl of. Lord Chancellor (d.

1838), 72, 80, 86, 87
Electric Telegraph, 289
EIgm, 8th Earl of (d 1863), m China, 369,

371
Ehot, Lord, 189
Ehsabeth, Queen, i, 2, 3, 6
— Empress (1730-40), 7
Ellenborough, Lord, 378, 432, 448; attacks

Queen, 450
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Elhce, “Bea^’^ 239
Elliot, Sii Henry, Mm.m Naples (1859-60),

Amb at Porte (1867-77), 405, 513, at

Conference, 521-2 ; transferred to Vienna,

522
Empire, 3rd British, 3
Ems Incident, 424, 495, 49^-7 » 5^9
Encirclement, Myth of, 620
Entente Cordiale, 230, 241, 248, 570, 595-8,

605, 607, 632
Enver Bey, 637
Epirus, loi, 533, 543
Episcopal Society of America, 271
Ernest, Duke of Coburg, 350, 428, 448
Erskme, Lord, 99, 100
Erzerum, 134, 135
Esher, ist Viscoimt, on Edward VII, 608
Eskeles, Baron, Viennese banker, 344
Espartero, Spamsh soldier, 190
Esterhdzy, Count Valentme, 345— Prmce Paul, Austrian Amb m London,

57-62, 80, 1 17, 162, 229
Etienne, French deputy (1903), 598
Etruria, Kmgdom of, 381
Eu, meetmg at (1843), 237, 243
Euboea, 13 1, 139
Eug6nie, Empress, 338, 365, 377, 433» 47i»

485
Euphrates, 176, 188, 194
Evangelicals, 39
Evans, De Lacy, 179, 189
Exaltados in Spain, 63
Eitpansion of England, la
Eylau, battle (1807), 23

Fabvier, French soldier m Greece, 1 17
Family Compact, 8

Fanshawe, Captain, 215
Fashoda Incident (1898), 572, 580-1, 647
Favre, Jules, For. Mm. (1870-1), 437
Federal Act, German, 41
Federal Execution, 440
Ferdmand I, Emperor of Austria (1835-48),

260— IV (I), King of Naples (1759-1825), 15,

50, 56, 59— 11, Kmg of Naples (1825-59), 204, 283
— VII, Kmg of Spam (1808-33), 28, 42, 50,

63, 77> 83, 89, 171— I, Kmg of Bulgana (1887-1918), 231,

565, 615, 639
Fernando Po, 607
Ferry, Jules, French Premier (i 880-1, 1883-

5), 553, 554, 558
Fez, 622
Fichte, 31
Ficquelmont, Count, Austrian For. him.

(1848), 177, 197, 201, 260

Fmance Bill (1909), 619
Finland, 326, 342, 354
Finlay, Geoige, historian of Greece, 271,

279
Firth of Forth, 596
Fisher, Admiral Lord, 584, 596, 609, 61

1

Fisher-Cawdor programme, 597
Fitzmaunce, Lord, 293, 552
Flahaut, Count, 139, 158, 160, 295, 402,

S88
Flanders, Philip, Count of, 494
Fleury, Cardinal, 4, 5

Florence, 472
Florida, 428
Fontenoy, 6

Foreign Legion, 189
Fould, FrenchMm 01 Fmance(i86i-7),4i4
Four Points (1854), 332, (i860), 401
Fourteen Pomts (1918), 547
Fox, Charles James, For. Sec. (1807), ii,

14, 20, 23, 29, 283
Francis I, Emperor of Austria (1792-1835),

15, 16, 20, 25, 33, 41, 47, 83, 92, 166,

170— II, Kmg of Naples (1859-60), 405,
406

Francis Ferdmand, Archduke (d 1914),

626, 638, 641
Francis Joseph, Emperor of Austria

(1848-1916), 270, msulted by Radical
deputation, 288 , not represented at

Wellington’s funeral, 298 ,
F. J. and

Tsar, 307, 3 1 1, 323; sends brother to

Milan, 380, letter to Queen, 385, sends
Albrecht to Berlin, 389; Napoleon’s
overture, 397; meets Tsar, 408, refuses

French alliance, 434, convokes Fursten-

tag, 442, refuses to cede Venetia, 468;
offers It to Napoleon, 471 ; Reichstadt

meetmg, 518, Tsar’s proposals, 520;
Gladstone’s attack, 549, Bismarck and
Remsurance Treaty, 564, entertains

William II, 566, warning to Bulow, 606;
Edward VII’s visit, 613, William II at

Vienna, 617; rejects Conrad’s idea of
war, 626

Frankfurt, Diet of, 391, 442, 448
Fredencia, battle (1849), 438
Frederick II, Kmg of Prussia (1740-86), 5,

7, 10, 14, 126, 472, 591— Ill, German Emperor (1888), 440, 474,
489* 553, 56s— VI, Kmg of Denmark (1808-39), 438— VII, Kmg of Denmark (1848-63), 438,
441-3— VIII, Duke of Schleswig, 443, 444, 452,
454— Grand Duke of Baden, 390
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Frederick William I, King of Prussia

(1713-40), 5— Ill (1797-1840), 31, 41, 47, 52, 54,

139, 151, 167, 189, 195, 208— IV (1840-61), 258, 345
Free Press, Z56
Free Trade, 314, 357, 414
French Revolution, 10-14, 22, 35, 647
Frere, Sir Bartie (d 1884), 551
Freycmet, C. de, French Premier (1881-2),

552
Fnedland, battle (1807), 23
Frijs, Count, 608
Fructidor, Coup d’fitat, 15

Fuad Pasha, 308, 363, 420, 512
Furstentag (1863), 442
Fyffe, C A., 58

Gaeta, 407, 41

1

Galicia, 249, 329, 391, 433
Galhpoli, 527, 532, 634
Gambetta, French Premier (1879-81), 551,

552
Garibaldi, 405, 411 ; m England, 447, 485
Gathome Hardy, ist Earl of Cranbrook,

Sec for War (1874-8), 505, 544
Gendebien, Belgian patriot, 160
Genoa, 17, 44, 380
Gentz, Friedrich von (d 1832), 34, 55, 99,

117, 119
George III (1760-1820), 7, 9, 12, 16, 18,

24, 30, 57, 68, 225, 450— IV (1820-30), 29, 47, 57; visits Planover,

61 ,
feelmg agamst Crown, 68-9 ; opposed

to Cannmg, 72, 81, 87, G and Cottage

Coterie, 80-1, 85, G and Knighton, 82,

G. and Mettermch, 82-3 ,
opposes

recogmtion of Spamsh America, 86, 97

;

reconciled with Cannmg, 97, 104, 116,

G. and Greek throne, 106, 140, sends

Wellmgton to Russia, 108, ill health,

1 15; summons Canmng, 115; Kmg’s
speech on Navarmo, 125; friction with

Wellmgton, 132, 133, receives Q Maria,

143; death, 145, contemporary verdicts,

146— V (1910-36), accession, 621; 630, 635,

639, 643
^ ^— I, Kong of Greece (1863-1913), 428

— V, Bang of Hanover (1851-66), 474
Georgia, 326
G6rard, Marshal, 167
Geshov, Ivan, Bulganan Premier (1911-13),

633, 639
Gibraltar, 4, 45
Gibson, Milner, M.P , 339, 370, 374
Giers, de, Russian For. Mm. (1882-8), 569

Gilpm, Charles, M P
, 392

699

Gladstone, W. E., P M. (1868-74, 1880-5,

1886, 1892-3), speech on Pacifico, 277;.

criticised by Palmerston, 340 ; champions
Balkan peoples, 353, 360, Roumanian
cause, 366; speech on Chma, 370;
rejects Disraeli's overture, 376; Chan-
cellor of Exchequer, 395, on French
Treaty, 415; disltke of armaments, 417;
High Commissioner at Corfu, 426-7;
on Danish debate, 457; praise of Russell,

465, demonstration agamst G., 477,
attitude to franchise reform, 478; P.M.,

488, on Russell, 488; on Belgian neu-
trality, 490-1, 497 ;

attempts at mediation

(1870), 494, discussion with Cardwell,

496; on Alsace-Lorraine, 499; on arbi-

tration, 501; resigns, 503, resumes
office, 504, electoral defeat, 504, on title

of Empress, 511 ,
on Bulgarian atrocities,

519, Blackheath speech, 520, St James’s

Hall speech, 525 , debate on Resolutions,

526 , mob attacks, 529 ,
denounces sending

of fleet, 531, criticism of San Stefano,

533, mterest m Montenegro, 542, with-

draws Layard, 543, Midlothian Cam-
paign, 546-7 ,

P M., 546 , West Caider

speech, 547, attack on Austria, 549, G
and Egypt, 532, Herbert Bismarck on
G, 554, G and responsibility for

Gordon’s death, 556, asks for credit

agamst Russia, 557, defeat, 558, G and
Granville, 560 ,

selects Rosebery, 560-1

,

final resignation, 571; letters to Queen,

490, 499
Globe, 536
Glucksburg, 439
Goblet, General, 165
Godel, Baron, Austrian Consul at Jassy,

364
Goderich, ist Viscount, P M. (1827), 72,

121, 124, 127
Golden Horn, 175, 199, 312, 574
Goltz, Count, Prussian Amb in Pans

(1867), 472, 475. 476
Goltz Pasha, Baron von der, 575
Goluchowski, Count Agenor, A H. For
Mm (1895-1906), 574, 607, 614

Gontaut-Biron, Vicomte de, FrenchAmb m
Berlin (1871-8), 508

Gooch, Dr G. P , 565, 605
Gorchakov, Prince Alexander, Russian

Chancellor (1856-82), succeeds Nessel-

rode, 357, protest to Momy, 362, easy

revenge on Austria, 390-1 ,
alarm at

Italian situation, 397 , answers Napier on
Pohsh question, 434; reserved towards,

Napoleon, 482; repudiation of Black'

Sea clauses, 499; War Scare, 509; Berlm
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Gorchakov, Prince Alexander icont )

Memorandum, 516, at Reichstadt, 518,
instructions to Shuvalov, 523. 525, at

Berlin, 537, map incident with Disraeli,

538
Gordon, General Charles, in Sudan (1884-

S)y 555— Sir Robert, Amb to Porte (1828-31),

134, 137— Thomas, 105
Gorgei, Arthur, Hungarian General (1848-

9), 266
Goschen, Lord, 560
— Sir Edward, Amb m Berlin (1909-14),

6 i 5> 624
Gotha Despatch (1862), 441
Gower, Lord, 294
Graham, Sir James, ist Lord (1852-5),

300, 313, 320
Gramont, Duke of, French For. Mm.

(1870), 492, 493, 494
Grand Alhance, 431
Granville, ist Earl, Amb m Paris (d 1846),

82, 87, 97, 159, 160, 175, 190, 199, 203,

211, 214, 217— 2nd Earl, For. Sec (1852, 1868-74,

1880-5), succeeds Palmerston, 293

,

Memo for Queen, 294; G. and France,

295 ; G, and Nesselrode Memo , 305

;

Clarendon to G., 343, 3545 mission to

Russia, 357; on Palmerston, 357, 359;
on Clarendon, 348, 357; proposed as

P.M, 393; Pres, of Council, 395; on
Queen, 443; urges Clarendon to accept

office, 466; on Russell, 488, succeeds

Clarendon, 493, attempts at mediation,

494-5; sympathies for France, 498,
Black Sea crisis, 499; London Con-
ference, 500, arbitration efforts, 500,
negative policy, 504; distrusts Bismarck,

510; Leader of Opposition, 517, 525, G
find Derby, 541; general election, 544;
regards Gladstone as only possible P.M.,

546, on Berlm settlement, 548, mcident

with Austria, 549; on Italy, 552; shares

responsibility for Gordon’s death, 556;
relations with Russia, 556 ;

Penjdeh crisis,

558; Queen opposes G.’s return, 560
Greater Britain, 503
Greek Committee m England, loi

Greek Loan (1850), 273
Greek Revolution, 43, 60, 98-111, 121-8,

133-7
Gregory XVI,Tope (1831-46), 151,229, 248
Grenville, Lord, For. Sec. (1791-1801), 12,

. 16, 17, 20, 23, 30, 283
Grevxlle, Charles, Memoirs of, 146, 241,

291, 292, 371, 464

Grey, and Earl (Lord Howick, For Sec
1806), P M (1830-4), 20, 69, and Prin-

cess Lieven, 81, 133, 147, 152; P M , 148,

ISO
— 3rd Earl, Col. Sec (1846-52), i88, 241,

404 ,
on Palmerston, 239— General, 469, 486, 497— Charles, 185— Sir Edward (Viscount Grey of Fallodon),

For Sec (1905-16), i, 463, 498, Under-
Sec (1895), 579, on Anglo-French Con-
vention, 599, 600, For Sec, 605, Staff

talks, 606, Algeciras, 607, memo, on
naval questions, 609, 612, condemns
Bosnian annexation, 615; contrast be-

tween 1908 and 1914, 616, on public

opmion, 617, talk with Stumm, 618,
speech on armaments, 621 ,

Agadir, 623

,

wammg to First Lord, 624, on France,

625, on Italy, 626; speech to Dominion
Premiers, 627, on Haldane Mission,

629; talks with Metternich, 630, Balkan
War, 634; answer to Sazonov, 635; co-

operation with Germany, 636 ; Treaty of

London, 638, 640; conference of Am-
bassadors, 641, on armaments, 642,
colonial negotiations, 643-4; on ** free-

dom of decision ”, 645
Grierson, Colonel, and William II, 584
Gros, Baron, mission to Athens (1850),

274, 282, 421
Guarantee, Treaty of (1856), 355, 380
Guedalla, Mr P , 223, 343
Guiana, 33
Guildhall, Pitt at, 22 , Palmerston at (1857),

371 , Disraeli at (1876), 521 ; (1877), 528,
Balfour at (1902), 597

Guillemmot, General, French Mm. to

Porte (1831), 107, 144
Guizot, Fran9ois, French For.Mm (1840-8),
on Melbourne, 191 ,

Amb m London,
202, Quadruple Agreement behind his

back, 206, reproaches Palmerston, 207,
m Egyptian dispute, 212; later verdict,

213, succeeds Thiers as Premier, 217,
Palmerston’s mtransigeance, 218-9, his

grievances, 221 , relations with Aberdeen
and Peel, 230, 233, 242, Tahiti affair,

232 , Greek Affairs, 234-5 ;
pacific views,

238, letter of Peel, 241, to Reeve, 244,
246, Spanish Marriages and friction wilh
Palmerston, 244-6; encourages Sonder-
bund, 250, on Palmerston, 375

Gulhane, Turkish Charter of (1839), 201
Gusinje, 542
Gyulay, Count, Austrian general, 311

Habsburg mtermarriage, 91
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Habsburgs, a, 3, lo, 41, 91
Hafiz Pasha, 196
Hague Peace Conference (1899), 35 6, 584;

(1907), 608
Haldane, Viscount, Sec for War (1908-14),

257, 606, 619, mission to Berlm, 627-30
Halevy, M. Elie, 39, 146, 603
Hamelm, Admiral, 331
Hamilton, Commodore, 106

Hammond, Lord, Under-Sec. to F.O., 487,

493
Hanotaux, Gabriel, French For Mm.

(1894-8), 573, 579, 580, 625
Hanover, 7, 9, 19, 21, 32, 49, 61, 97, 450,

469, 474
Harcourt, Sir William, 504, 526; and Shuva-

lov, 529; 539, 544
Hardenberg, Prince, Prussian statesman

(d. 1818), 31, 34
Hardinge, Sir Charles, Under-Sec to F.O ,

609, 612, 617
Harris, Sir James, 10 ^

see also Malmesbury
Harrowby, ist Earl, For. Sec. (1804-5), 20
Hart, J J , 256
Hartmgton, Marquis of, Liberal leader m
Commons, 504, 526 ,

disagrees with Glad-
stone, 526; disunited party, 531, attacks

Salisbury, 544, Sec for War, and Sudan,

556, see also Devonshire, 8th Duke of

(1891)
Hartwig, Russian Mm. m Belgrade (1911-

14), 633
Hatfield House, 524, 549
Hatzfeldt, Count, German Amb, m London

(1885-1900), communicates Bismarck’s

overture, 566; assurances to Currie, 572;
Salisbury gives views on' Turkey, 574;
recovers unread German Note on Raid,

576; talks with Chamberlam and Salis-

bury, 582; discussion with Lansdowne,

589
Hawkesbury, Lord, For Sec. (1801-4), 29;

see also Liverpool, Lord
Hay, Lord John, 189

Hayashi, Baron, Japanese Amb. m London

(1901), 593
Hajmau, Baron, 268, 270, 286

Heamshaw, Prof. F. J C., 461

Hedjaz, 193
Heme, Hemnch, 15

1

Heligoland, 452, 558, 567, 568, 600

Henessy, Irish M P
, 406

Henry IV, K. of France, 77, 57©

“Henry V”, 9, 331, 290

Herat, 197, 557
Herbert, Sidney, Sec. for Wai (1854), 277»

3i5» 395 »
03^ Palmerston, 343

Hercegovma, 51a, 518, 538

Hertford, Lord, 95
Hertzberg, Count, Prussian statesman (d.

1795), 10

Herzen, Alexander (d 1870), 303, 373
Hesse, 151, 469, 480
Hetaina, Philike, 6a
Heyden, Admiral, at Navarmo (1827), 193
Heytesbury, Lord (Sir W. A’Court), Amb.
m St Petersburg (1828-32), 83, 91, 133,
181

Hicks Pasha (d. 1883), 552
Hilmi Pasha, Inspector-General in Mace-

donia (1903-7), 614
Hobhouse, J C., 100-25
Hodges, Colonel, 197, 203, m Serbia,

439-30
Hohenlohe, Pnnce Chlodwig, German

Chancellor (1894-1900), 567, 577-8
Holland, 3rd Lord (d 1840), 23, 60, 120,

135, 137, 138, 150, IS3, 310
Holland House, 21

1

Holstein, Baron, German diplomat, 567,

574> 577, 582, 589, 590
Holy Alliance, 47-8, 113, 171

^

Holy Places, 204, 216, 303, 309, 325, 502
Home Rule, 504, 560
Hornby, Admiral (1878), 530
Hoste, Admiral, victor of Lissa (1811), 28
Houghton, Lord, 484
House, Colonel, American diplomat, 643,

646
Howick, see Grey, 2nd Earl

Hnsti6, Phihp, Serbian statesman, 431
Hubner, Baron, Austnan Amb m Pans

(1850-9), 263, 337, 347, 383
Hudson, Sir James, Mm. at Turm (1852-

60), 383, 384, 396, 408, 41

1

Hufeland, C. W., 112
Hugel, Baron, 344
Hugo, Victor, 100, 374
Hume, Joseph, M.P., 179, 180, 207, 250
Hummelauer, Baron, Mission to London

(1848), 260
Hungary, ii, 265-7, 368, 270, 283, 286, 498
Huskisson (d 1830), 67, 124, 148
Hyde de NeuvilJe, French Mm. m Lisbon

(1824), 90
Hyde Park not (1866), 477

Ibell, attempted murder of (1819), 55
Ibrahim Pasha, m Greece, 117, 127; m

Syna, 174, 196
Iddesleigh, ist Earl of (Sir StaJfford North-

cote), For. Sec. (1886-7), 505, 556, 561;
death, 562

Idsted, battle (1850), 438
Ignatyev, Count, Russian Amb. at Porte

(1864-77), 513; and Salisbury, 522, 524
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lilynan Provinces (1809), 26
Imperial Defence, Committee of, 627
Imperial!, Marquis, Italian Amb. in Lon-
don (1912-17), 637

India, 9, 178, 327, 460, 5 1 1, 571
Indo-Chma, 571
International Government, 65
Invalides, 341
Ionian Islands, 99, 272, 426-9
Iron Crown, Napoleon and, 20
Irredentism, Italian, 550
Isabella II, Queen of Spam (1833-68), 171,

246, 493
Ischl, Edward VII at (1908), 613
Ismail, Khedive of Egypt (1863-79), 314,

543, 551
Isolation, 9, 36, 49, 583, 589
Ito, Marquis, Japanese statesman, 592
Izvolsky, Alexander, Russian For. Mm.

(1906-10), Amb. m Pans (1910-15), 610,

614, 616, 634, 643
Izzet Pasha, 209

Jacobms, 14
Jacobites, 8

James I (1603-25), 2— II (1685-8;, 4
Jameson Raid (1895), 576, 585
Janma, 634
Jamssanes, 113, 174
Japan, War with China, 573, 575
Jamac, Count, French Ch^g6 and Amb in

London, 244; on Palmerston, 461, 462
Jemappes, battle (i794), i47»

Jena, battle (1806), 23
Jenkms, Captam, 5

Jerome Bonaparte, Prmce, 382
Jerusalem, 303, 305, 575
Johaimesburg, 575, 577
John VI, King of Portugal (1816-26), 89,

91
Johnson, U S. President (1865-9), 488
Jomville, Prmce of, 290
Joseph II, Emperor (1780-90), ii

Joseph Bonaparte, Kmg of Spam (i808-1 1),

24
Journal des Debats

j

236
Julia, Prmcess of Serbia, 431
July Revolution (1830), 186, 257, 460

Kamardji, Treaty of (i774)» 303» 309, 35i

Kdllay, Benjamm, admimstrator of Bosnia

(i882-i903)> 51S
K^oky, Count Gustav, A.H. For. Mm.

(1882-95), 559
.Kandahar, 551
Karlsbad Decrees, 55
Kixolyi, Count, A.H. Amb. m London, 549

Kars, 135, 337, 3^5, 348, 355, 5^8, 533,

536
Kauffmann, General, Governor of Turke-

stan (d. 1882), 506
Kaunitz, Prince, Austrian Chancellor (1756-

93), 6

Kavaia, 173, 640
Kazanlik, 530
Keats, John, 410
Kent, Duchess of, 224-5
Khalifa Abdullah, 569, 580
Khartoum, 555, 556, 579, 580
Kherson, arsenal of, 349
Khiva, 180, 507
Kiaochau, 578
Kiderlen-Wachter, Herr von, German For.

Sec (d 1912), 622, 623, 63s
Kiel, 441, 568, 593, 597, 608, 62s
Kimberley, ist Earl of. For Sec. (1886),

560, 573
Kmburn, 341
Kmglake, A W

, 309, 457
Kiselev, Count, Russian Amb. in Pans, 362
Kiss, Colonel, 471
Kitchener, Sir Herbert (Earl), in Sudan

(1898), 580, 586
Knighton, Sir William, 82, 87, 133
Knowsley, 428
Kogalniceanu, Roumanian statesman, 363
Kolettis, Greek statesman, 235, 272
Koller, Baron, Austrian Amb in London

(1849), 96, 262, 286
Kolowrat, Count, 15

1

Komarov, Russian general, 557
Konia, battle (1832), 174
Koniggratz, battle (i866), 471, 478
Konigsmarck, Count, Prussian diplomat,

195
Korea, 592, S93» 601

Kossuth, Loms, Governor of Hungary
(1849), 288, 306, 358, 373, 39s

Kotzebue, murder of (1819), 55
Koweit, 643
Kruger, President (1883-1900), 575, 576,

578, 585
Kuhlmann, Richard von, German diplo-

naat, 631, 635, 643
Kulevcha, battle (1828), 133
Kulturkampf, 508
Kumanovo, battle (1912), 633
Kurds, 540
Kutahiya, Treaty of (1833), 176, 208

Lacaita, Sir James, 407
Lacour, M. de, French Amb. at Porte

(1853-4), 313, 316, 337
La Fayette, French statesman (d. 1834),

147, 173
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La Ferronays, French For Mm. (1828),

114, 127, 131, 13S

Laffitte Cabinet, 172

La Gorce, Pierre de, 477, 492, 496
Lagrcne, French diplomat, 234
Lahitte, Gen de, French Premier (1850),

275
Laibach, Congress of (1820), 59, 74, 83, 90
Lake School, 40
Lamartine, A. de, 232, 258
Lamb, William, 116, 153, see also Mel-

bourne, Lord
— Sir F., see Beauvale, Lord
Lamoriciere, French general, 408, 41

1

LamsdorfF, Count, Russian For Mm.
(1900-6), 592

Landau, 163, 475
Landor, W. S , 410
Landos, Greek For. Mm (1850), 273
Lane-Poole, Stanley, 312, 321
Langer, Prof W. L , 569, 589, 594
Langres, 33
Lansdowne, 4th Marquis of (d. 1866), n6,

121, 153, 184, 295— 5th Marquis of. For Sec (1902-5),

replaces Salisbury, 588 ; Japanese alliance,

592-3, sounded by Delcass6, 597;
negotiates ^ith Cambon, 598, Moroccan
agreement, 599, 600, dispute as to his

commitments, 603 , on role of King
Edward, 620

Lascelles, Sir Frank, Amb. m Berhn (1895-

1908), 576, 608

Lauenburg, 441, 454
Laval, Duke of, French Amb. m London

(1829), 144, 14s
Lavalette, M de, French Amb. at Porte

(1851-3), For. Mm. (1868-70), 471, 477,

482, 491
Lawrence, Lord, Viceroy, 507
Layard, Sir Henry, Amb. at Porte (1877-

80), 317, 354,, 370, 527, 532, 535
Lazanst missions, 419
Lazes, 538
League of Three Emperors (1873), 502,

506, renewal (1881), 549, 5^5

Lebanon, 174, i94, 207, nsmg (i860), 421

Leboeuf, Marshal, WarMm (1869-70), 493
Lebzeltern, Count, 102, 108

Lecky, W. H ,
6

Ledru-Rollm, 373, 374
Lee, Arthur (Lord Lee), 618

Legitimacy, 41, 15 1, 249

Le Hon, General, Belgian statesman, 165;

on Leopold I, 656

Lehzen, Baroness, 224
Leicester speech (1899), 586

Lemmgen, Coimt Charles, 3^8

Leipzig, battle (1813), 32
Lemnos, 534
Leopold II, Emperor (1790-2), ii

— I, King of Belgians (1830-65), candidate

for Greek throne, 140; for Belgian

tlirone, 160-1; election, 162, appeal for

French and British aid, 163; marriage,

167, Palmerston’s grounds for support,

168; mediates between France and
Britam, 208, 21 1, 222, 230, letters to

Queen, 21 1, 214, 218, 225, 236, 448, 458,
on Palmerston, 214, 218, influence on
Queen Victoria, 225-6 , his Coburg policy,

231, 243, relations with Austria, 265,
alarm at Coup d’&at, 297; Palmerston
to L, 436, on Prmce and Pnncess of

Wales, 448; on Russell, 458— II, King of Belgians (1865-1909), 490,

515, 579— Prmce of Coburg, 243— Prince of Hohenzollem, 493, 494
Lesseps, F. de, 514
Leuchtenberg, Duke of, 159, 433
Levant Co., 2

Lewis, Sir George C., 423
Leyds, Dr, Boer politician, 577
Liberahsm, 50, 56, 86, 94, 151, 350
Lichnowsky, Prince, German Amb m
London (1913-14), 569, 644, 646

Lieven, Pnncess, 81, 82; reconciled with
Canmng, 97, 103, 104, 115, on Dudley,
1 16; on Canning, 120, on Lord Stuart,

147, and Lord Grey, 152, 167, disagrees

with Palmerston, 181-2, and Guizot, 230
Liman von Sanders, German general in

Turkey (1913), 642
Limburg, 162, 167, 480, 483
Lmcoln, Abraham, President (1861-5), 424
Liotard, French explorer, 579
Lisbon, 93, 95, 169, 1 71

Lissa, battle (1811), 28
Liverpool, ist Earl of (Lord Hawkesbury),
P.M (1812-27), 18; sends Whitworth to

Pans, 19; at War Office, 26, maiden
speech, 29; PM., 29; attitude to Coali-

tion, 31 ; share m policy, 33, 34, 45 ,
rela-

tions with Castlereagh, 49, 50, views on
France, 50; attitude to Aachen, 52; fric-

tion with George IV, 62, 86; relations

with Cannmg, 71, 72, 86-7, 96; on
Portugal, 95, death, 115; letters to

Castlereagh, 33, 50
Lloyd George, Mr, 623, 632
Lobanov, Prmce, Russian Amb m London

(1879), For. Mm. (1896-7), 556
Locke, 39
Lodge, Sir Richard, 229
Lombardy, 41, 260, 326, 350
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London, Treaty (1827), 117, 134— Treaty (1S30), 140— Treaty (1839), 168— Treaty (1852), 439, 449, 452— Conference (1864), 448, 456— Treaty (1913), 638, 640
London University, 39, 369
Longworth, Consul, 431
Lord Mayor, 392
Lorebum, Earl, Lord Chancellor, 603
Lorenzo Marques, 577
Loubet, Emile, French President (1899-

1906), 598
Louis XIV (1643-1715), 3, 35, 647— XVI (1774-93), 1 1, 13— XVIII (1814-24), 33, 43, 48, 63, 77— Archduke, 151— Prmce of Battenberg, 257
Louis Phihppe (1830-48), Kmg of the

French, 145, 147, Tsar’s antipathy, 152,
pacific views, 157, sends Talleyrand to

London, 157, forbids son to accept

Belgian throne, 159; relations with
Palmerston, 160, fear of republic, 162,

withdraws troops from Belgium, 164;
game of bluff, 165 , refuses help to Spam,
189, friction with Palmerston, 197, 203,

209-12; appoints Thiers, 202; dismisses

Thiers, 2x4, Palmerston on L. P., 218;
Queen Victona and L, P , 226 ; exchange

ofvisits, 230-1, 237 ; Tsar’s aversion, 236

;

Wellm^on’s opmion, 238 ; Spanish Mar-
riages, 243-8 ; anger at Palmerston, 245

;

indignation of Queen, 246 ,
Mettemich’s

opinion, 247 ;
overthrow, 258

Louise, Queen of Belgians, 167, 231, 245,

246
Lowe, Robert, 467
Lowther, Sir Gerard, Amb at Porte (1909-

13), 616
Loyola, St Ignatius, 343
Lnddism, 38, 150
Ludwig I, I^g of Bavana (1825-48), 462
Lule Burgas, battle (i9i2)» 633
Lxm6ville, Peace of (1801), 18

Liitzen, battle (1813), 32
Lutzow, Count, 99
Luxemburg, I39> i59> 1^7, 478-83,

648
Luzern, 250
Lyndhurst, Lord (d 1863), Lord Chan-

cellor, 369
Lyons, Sir Edmund, Mm at Athens, 234-5,

271, 337> 341, 348— Lord, Amb at Pans (1867-84), 424, 431,

489, 493 ,
proposed by Queen as For.

Sec., 526; 553» 563
Lyttelton, Sarah, Lady, on Clarendon, 466

Lytton, Bulwer, 339, 370, 426, 465, 507— ist Earl of, Viceroy (1874-9), 507, 523,

550. 556, 560

Macadam, 67
Macaulay, Lord, 7, 291, 324
MacColl, Rev Malcolm, 529
MacDonald, Mr Ramsay, on Tsar, 612
Macedonia, 614, 638
MacGahan, American journalist (1876), 519
Mack, General, at Ulm (1805), 21

Mackintosh, Sir James, 60, 79, 100, 120
McKenna, Mr R

,
ist Lord (1911), 624

Macmahon, Marshal, French President

(1873-9), 390
Madagascar, 568, 580, 598
Madrid, Treaty of (1880), 599, 607
Maestricht, 164
Magenta, battle (1859), 390
Maguire, Irish M P., 406
Magyansation, 641
Mahdi, 552, 569
Mahmud II, Sultan (1808-39), 60, 62, 105,

107, 113, 173, 176, 186, 197
Maison, General, 159, 173
Maitland, Sir Thomas, at Corfu, 91, 426
Majuba, battle (1881), 551, 577
Malakov, battle (1855), 341
Malcolm, Admiral, 177
Malet, Sir Edward, Amb m Berhn (1891-

5), 442, 575, 576— Sir Lewis, Amb at Porte (19 13-5), 641
Malmesbury, ist Earl of (Sir J. Harris),

10, 16

— 3rd Earl of. For. Sec. (1852, 1858-9),

295-7 ; relations with Napoleon, 298, 376,

377, M. and Schwarzenberg, 298, Pal-

merston onM , 298 , M on Turkey, 314,
return to F O , 376 ;

grows suspicious of
Napoleon, 367, 382-3 ; on Buol, 383 ,

on
Sardmia, 384, 409; plan of Italian Con-
gress, 386, efforts to avert Italian War,
387-8 ; appeal to Austna, 389, 392 ; 428

,

attacks Russia m H. of Lords, 435; on
Schleswig, 439

Malta, 15, 19, 33, 170, 309, S35
Malthus, 40
Mamelukes, 15, 173
Manchester School, 465
Manchuria, 592
Manila, 583
Manners, Lord John, 405, 518, 540
Marcellus, M de, and Canning, 81-2
Mana Christma, 171
Maria da Gloria, Queen of Portugal

(1826-53), 91, 170, 188, 252
Maria Theresa (1740-80),
Mane Louise, ex-Empress, 172
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Manenburg, 159, 163, 476
Marinovic, Serbian statesman, 431
Marlborough, ist Duke of, 2, 7
Marmont, Marshal, 194
Maronites, 419
Marrast, French statesman, 290
Marsala, Garibaldi at, 405
Marschall, Baron, German Amb. to Porte

(1897-1912), m London (1912-13), 572,

576, 577, 614, 630, 643
Marseillaise, Alexander III and, 570
Martignac, Cabinet (1829), 138
Martm, Sir Theodore, 243, 292
Martmique, 45
Mary Tudor, 2
Massacres, September, 17
Mass^na, Marshal, in Spam (1809), 27
Mauritius, 33
Maurois, M. Andr^, on Edward VII, 621

Maximilian, Emperor of Mexico (d 1867),

380, 438, 485
Maxse, Leo, 617
Mayo, Lord, Viceroy, 507
Mazzini (d 1873), 151, 306, 358, 374, 380,

408, 447
Meddle and muddle, 446
Mediterranean, 16, 19, 61, 310,409,572,629
Mediterranean Agreements (1887), 563-4,

578, 647
Mehemet Ah, Khedive of Egypt (1811-49),

sends troops to Morea, 105 ; conflict with
Sultan, 173, appeal to Bntam, 174. con-

quest of Syria, 174-5 , Peace of Kutahiya,
17b, 193, Wellmgton favours veto, 178,
designs on Arabia, 193; Palmerston on
M, A , 194, 199, renewed conflict with

Sultan, 196; relations with France, 197;
acquires Turkish fleet, 198-9 , Palmerston
disagrees with France overM A , 200-4,
pressure of Powers, 207, Palmerston

applies coercion, 209, Napier m Syria,

209-10, 215, M, A. restores Turkish

fleet, 216, submission to Powers, 219
Mehemet All Pasha, 539
Mekong river, 572
Melbourne, Viscount, P M. (1834; 1835-

41), 148, 153, 182, 183, hold upon
Palmerston, 185, definition of policy,

191 ,
Guizot on M , 191 ; hand forced by

Palmerston, 205 ;
dissensions m Cabinet,

210, correspondence with Leopold, 21 1

,

Queen’s protest to M , 214; influence on

Queen, 225, 227 ,
on Palmerston, 375

Mendizabal, Spamsh Premier (1835-6), 189

MensdorflF, Count Albert, A.-H. Amb m
London (1906-14), 615, 616, 634, 641

Menshikov, Pnnce, mission, 308-10, 347
Montana, battle (1867), 485

> s-w

Meredith, George, 410
Merim6e, Prosper, 358
Merv, Russians m, 557
Metaxas, Greek delegate (1821), 99
Mettemich, Prmce Clemens, Austrian

Canceller (1812-48), 31, 32, and
Afcerdeen, 32, and Castlereagh, 33-4, 43,

51, 61-4, peace negotiations, 34, 44;
vote m Germany, 35, Stability, 41, 151,*

peace aims (1815), 45; on Holy Alliance,

47, at Aachen, 51-3; Revolution of

1820, 56; at Troppau, 57-9, at Laibach,

59-61, on Castlereagh, 74; at Verona,

75-6, aftair with Prmcess Lieven, 81,
mtrigueagainstCannmg, 82-3, 85 ; M, and
Portugal, 92; his horror of Cannmg,
95-6, relation with Strangford, 99, re-

ceives Stratford Cannmg, 102, first

fnction with Tsar, 104; backs Turkey,

106, abandoned by Nicholas I, 108,

anger at Protocol of St Petersburg, 113

;

dishke of Dudley, 116, protest agamst
Canmng’s Greek policy, 117; rehef at

Cannmg’s death, 120, on Navarmo, 123;
tnes to hold back Wellmgton, 127,
favours a Congress on Greek question,

13 1 , alarm at Treaty of Adrianople, 136

,

proposes jomt guarantee of Tuikey, 141

,

M and Belgium, 168, M and Portugal,

170, M and Louis Philippe, 173 ,
refuses

mediation m Eastern Question, 175;
M and Tsar, 177, M. and Palmerston,

183, 185, on Ponsonby, 197, proposes
intervention between Porte and Mehemet
Ah, 199, 202, 215, effects fall of Reshid,

216 ;onPalmerston, 22 1 ,
46 1 ,462 ;

position

under Emp Ferdmand, 228 ; distrust of

England, 229; misjudges England, 241,
on Louis Philippe, 247, realises urgency
of reform, 248; M and Cracow, 249;
Sonderbund, 250 , Fall,258 ,his system, 259— Prmce Richard, Austrian Amb. m Pai;is

(1859-70), 433. 471— Count Paul, German Amb m London
(1901-12), 587, 590, 600, 607, 616, 618,

624, 629, 630, 643
Meuse, 138
Mexico, 422
Meyendorff, Baron Peter, Russian Amb. in

Vienna, 233, 273, 291, 320
Michael, Prmce of Serbia (1860-8), 429,

430, 512
Mickiewicz, Adam, 180
Midhat Pasha, Grand Vizier (1876-7), 517,

532
Midlothian Campaign, 546-7
Miguel, Dorn, Portuguese claimant, 91, 95,

151, 169, 252

45
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Milan, Prince (1868'), King of Serbia (i88r-

9), 512. 539, 542, 559
Milbanke, Sir John, 462
Mill, j S

, 40
Milnei, Sir Alfred (Viscount), High Com-

missioner at Cape (1897-1904), 585^ 597
Milnes, Monckton, 250, 405
Milo§, Prince of Serbia (1815-39, 1859-60),

42, 430
Milovanovid, Serbian Premier (1908-12),

632
Mmorca, 4, 37, 428, 568, 648
Mmto, 2nd Earl of (d. 1859), 215; Italian

Mission, 251, 257, 258, 260, 278, 396
Missolonghi, 100, 106

Mitchell, Sir Andrew, Mm. m Berlm, 8

Mitylene, 536
Modena, 399, 400, 41

1

Mogador, 622
Mohammed All, 342
Moldavia, 60, 134, 3ii, 326, 364, 365
M0I6, Count, French Premier (1830, 1836-

9), 148, 157, 190, 203
Molesworth, Sir William, M P , 280, 334
Moltke, Hellmuth von, Marshal (d 1891),

193, 465, 473, 485, 489, 495, S09— Chief of Staff (1909-14), 6i8
Monastir, battle (1912), 633, 638
Momteur, 364, 373, 381, 414, 433
Monrad, Bishop, Danish statesman, 444,

453
Monroe Doctrme, 88, 105, 576
Mons, 163
Montebello, battle (1859), 390
Montebello, Due de, 435
Monteil, French explorer, 579
Montenegro, 305, 539, 638
Montpensier, Duke of, m Spain (1846),

243, 244
Moore, Sir John (d. 1809), 25

Morea, 60, loi, 104, 109, 117, 128, 134,

Morier, Sir Robert, on Pans Declaration,

356, influence on Russell, 440, 441; on

the Whigs, 467, on Stanley, 470; views

on Germany and Bismarck, 473 ,
Stanley

on M., 487; on mtervention, 491, on
neutrality, 498; on Derby, 505, in War
Scare, 510

Morley, John, 358, 375, 457, 489
Morning Advertiser, 322
Morning Post, 322, 384
Momy, Count (Duke), 336, 361, 362

Morocco, 590, 597-601, 603-4, 606, 611,

622-4
Mortemart, Duke of, French Amb. at St

Petersburg (1828, 1831-3), 139
Moslems, Indian, 640

Moustier, Marquis of, French For. Mm,
(1866-8), 93, 477, 480-1, 482

Mozambique, 643
Muffling, Prussian general, 134
Mukden, battle (1905), 601

Mulay Hafid, Sultan of Morocco, 622
Mulgrave, Lord (Earl of). For. Sec (1805), 20
Muller, Wilhelm, 100
Munchengratz, Convention (1833), 167,

177, 304, 323
Munster, Count, Hanoverian Min in

London, 80, 97— Count Paul, German Amb m London,

549, 557
Murad V, Sultan (1876), 517
Murat, Joachim, K of Naples, 382— Lucien, 380, 381
Muravyev, Coxmt, Governor of Poland

(1863), 435— Coxmt, Russian For Mm (1898), 586-7
Musurus Pasha, Turkish Amb m London,

529
Mutiny, Indian, 365, 403

Naime, Lady, 588
Nana Sahib, 372
Napier, Lord, Amb. in St Petersburg

(1862-3), 434, 43^— Admiral Sir Charles, 171, 209, 215, 324,

417
Napoleon I, 15, 16, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 28,

31, 32, 43— Ill (1^1-70), Prmce President, 263;
Coup d’Etat, 289, 300-1

; N. and Malmes-
bury, 297 , N and Eastern Question, 303,

316, N. and Nicholas I, 307, 323 ; agrees

to Crimea as objective, 331 ,
puts out

feelers to Russia, 336; change of policy,

340, eager for peace, 342, overtures to

Vienna, 345 ,
choice of Walewski for Con-

gress, 347, Congress of Paris, 348, N.
and Roumama, 350-1, 363-8, N and
Near East, 353; Treaty of Guarantee,

356 ;
“ Emperor of Europe ”, 357 , N and

British alliance, 359, 371, 377, his gams
from war, 359; N and Moldavian elec-

tions, 364, Osborne meetmg, 365-7;
offers passage for British troops to India,

371, Orsmi’s attempt, 373, 377, 379,
sends Pelissier to London, 377; turns
away from Malmesbury, 378; mvites
Palmerston, 378 , meets Cavour at

Plombidres, 381 , overture to Russia, 382

,

preparations for war, 385 ,
broodmg over

Italy, 386 , approaches Tsar, 391 , receives
Kossuth, 392, at Villafranca, 397, Le
Pape et le Cmgres, 400; N. and Savoy,
402-3, N and Garibaldi, 407; restrains
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Napoleon III (cart )

i’sar, 408, N and Temporal Power, 41 1,

472, 485, and Cobden, a.14; apology to

Cowley, 416, Palmciston’s suspicions,

417, INtcvican plans, ^22, N and Serbia,

430, Polish question, 432, overture to

Francis Joseph. 4 "^j
,
N and P Albert,

365, 367, N and Queen, 342, aTiontel

by Russell, 437, refm to Claiendon,

4^7, reserve of Russell and Clarendon,

467, proposes Congiess, 468, ill, 47",

476; Luxemburg policy, 475, 479-81,
dii»misses Di ouyn, ^77, alarm of Queer,

483, Mexican adventure, 485; Liberal

Empire, 491, Spanish candidature, 493,
blunders of Government, 496, fall of

Empire, 499
Nassau, Flouse of, 156
Natal, 585
Nation^ C -B.’s article m, 608

National Polish League,
Nationality, 65, 94, 379, 459, 479
Nauplia, 106, 427
Naval holidav, 641
Navarmo, balcle (1827), 7^, i74,

321
Navigation Acts, 68

Navy Bills, 578
Nelson, Admiial, 15, 21

Nemours, Duke of, io6, 159, 231
Nesselrode, Count, Russian Chancellor

(i 822'-56), memo, on Greece, loi, 103,

108, on Tuikey, 134, 177, Mettemich
and N , 152 ,

N and Chesney Expedition,

193, N m Eastern crisis, 199, 203,
Memo of 1844, 232, 304, 326, N, and
Meyendorff, 233, 273, 320, Greek affairs,

273, rebuke to Palmerston, 280, on
Sinope, 321 ; 344, 3S7, 434— Countess, 119

Neumann, Baron, 55, 81, 203, 286

Newcastle, ist Duke of, 5— 5th Duke of, Sec for War (1852-5), 322,

331, 334, 395
Newfoundland, 4, 566

New Gumea, 554, 555
New Hebndes, 598
Newton, Lord, 490, 620

Ney, Marshal (d. 1815), 50

Nibelung loyalty, 617

Nicaragua, 422
Nice, 381
Nicholas I, Tsar (1825-55), succeeds his

brother, 97, 107, alienated from Metter-

mch, 108, 1 13, Wellington Mission,

109-112; Protocol of St Petersburg, 112,

draws nearer to Britain, 114; pleased at

Navanno, 123; decides to spare Tuikey,

707^

134; N. and Wellington Cabinet, 136-7;
attitude to July Revolution, 147; favours

Orange for Belgium throne, 158, attitude

to Holland, 166, meeting of Munchen-
gratz, 167, 177, helps Sultan, 175, sends
Orlov to Porte, 176 ; Unkiar SkeJcssi, 177

;

N. and Poland, 179, relations with Bri-

tain, 180, veto on Stiatford Canning,
I Si, N and Palmerston, 184, 186;
Vixen affaii, 187, Palmerston's sus-

picions, 198, sends Brunnov to London,
200-2, renounces Unkiar Skelessi, 219,
repression at home, 228 ,

visits England,

236, hatred of Louis Philippe, 237, N
and Cracow, 249, Urquhart’s attacks on
N, 255; writes to Queen, 259; N. and
Hungarian Revolution, 266-7, yields on
question of extiadition, 267, ready to

recall Brunnov, 275, friction with

Napoleon III, 303, overture to Sey-

mour, 305-6 ;
sends Menshikov to Porte,

308, war manifesto, 310, overture to

Austria, 311, war with Turkey, 312;
rivalry with Stralfoid, 316, 320, ignores

ultimatum, 323; appeal to Francis

Joseph, 323, anger at publication of

Seymour despatches, 326, evacuates

Moldavia, 329, attitude to Francis

Joseph, 333, death, 335
Nicholas II (1894-1917), 570; relations with

William II, 594, Bjorko meeting, 602,

Edward VII at Reval, 612; at Racconigi,

626, arbiter between Balkan allies, 633.

639, visit to Berlin, 639— I, King of Montenegro (1860-1910-18),

572, 633, 638— Grand Duke, commandei-in-chief(1877-
8), 530

Nicholson, General Lord, 627
Nicolson, Sir Arthur (Lord Camock), 583,

617, 623, 626, 634— Mr Harold, 100

Nicl, Marshal, 485
Nigeria, 554, 568, 598
Nikolsburg, Peace of (1866), 472
Nile, battle (i798)> 21

Nile Valley, 174, 55 S» 569, 579» 580
Nish, 539
Normanby, ist Marquis of, Amb in Paris

(1846-52), Spanish Marriages, 245,

247; Revolution, 258, overture to

Hubner, 263 ;
friction "with Republic,

270; Coup d’fitat, 289-290— Lady, 290, 29

1

Northbrook, ist Earl of, Viceroy, 507, 556
Northcote, Sir Stafford, 505, 528, see also

Iddesleigh

Northern Echo^ 519



INDEX-70S

Noiwav, Russian designs on, 355
Nova Scotia, 4
Novara, battle (18^9), 262
Novikov, Russian mb in Vienna (1876-8),

523
NoMpazar, 540, 542, 615
Nun Effcndi, 106
Nyanza, Lake, 580

Oates, Titus, 541
O’Beirne, Chaige in St Petersburg, 634
Oberdank, Irredentist assassin, 5 d

Obrenovi6 dynasty, 512
O’Connell, Daniel, 150, 164, 179, 181

Odessa, 195, 329, 361
Ohrid, Lake of, 633, 638
Oldenburg, House of, 44.3

Ollivier, limile, French Premier (1870),

491, 493
Olmutz, 302, 439, 440
Omdurman, battle (1898), 580
Opera, Pans, 373
Oporto, 170
Orange, House of, 44— Prince of, 136, 156
Ordinances of 1830, 149
Oregon dispute, 241
Oi leans, Duke of (d 1842), 213, 231

Orlov, Count, Russian Amb in Pans

(1856), 166, 176, 180, 323, 347» 362

Orontes river, 193
Orsini, Felice, 373> 379» 33i

Orthodox Church, 303, 310
Orthodox feeling in Russn, 60, 513

Osborne Meeting (1857), 365, 367, Wil-

liam II at, 566
Osman Pasha, at Plevna (1877), 5^56, 528

Otto, King of Greece (1832-63), 159, 233-

4, 271, 273, 274, 343. 427, 462
Oxus river, 507

Pacifico, Don, debate, 270, 272-6, 459
Paget, Sir Augustus, Mm. at Copenhagen,

443
Palmella, Portuguese Premier (1823, 1832-

S), 93
Palmerston, Viscount, P M. (1855-8, 1859-

65), 129; visits Pans, 139, speech on

Portugal, 143 ,
refuses Wellmgton’s

overture, 148, For, Sec., i53“4> P
Talleyrand, 158-9, P and Belgian

throne, 159, on Leopold I, 168; on

French policy in Belgium, 160-9, sends

Durham to Russia, 180, quarrel with

Tsar, i8r; makes Quadruple Alliance,

182; P. and Portugal, 169-71, 252-4, P.

and Spain, 171, 244-7, 252-4; P. and

Poland, 179, 430-6; P and Eastern

Question, 175, 3!;S, out of offic'„, 184,
second teim, 1S5, recalls Uiquhait, 18S,
relations \Mth Soult, 199, 200, Brunnov
Missions, 200-1

,
mariiage, 202, relations

with Thieis, 203, 21 1, Quadiuple
Agreement of 1840, 206, sends fleet to

Syria, 209, overrides Cabinet, 210,
lelations with Guizot, 217, Stiaits Con-
vention, 218, tall, 222; visits Pans, 239,
return to office, 244, and Spanish Mar-
riages, 244-7, and Ciacow, 250, Mmto
Mission, 251, Portuguese Alliance, 253-

4, Urquhart’s chaiges, 255-6, advice to

Austria, 261, friction with Schwarzen-
berg, 262 ,

Queen protests against P
,

263, 285, 288; P and Hungarian Revo-
lution, 265-8, bullies Greece, 271-2,
defends Pacifico, 272-84; rupture with

French Republic, 275; Civis Romanus
speech, 278, attitude to Haynau and
Kossuth, 286-8, Coup d’6tat, 289, dis-

missal, 291; defence m House, 294, as

free lance, 296; bellicose attitude, 313;
friction with Cobden, 314; resigns office,

319, P. and public opinion, 324; P and
wai party, 326, programme for peace,

334, P.M , 335 ;
intransigeance, 343, 346,

on security, 354, hostile to Roumanian
unity, 365-8; Chinese War, 368-71, at-

tacks Cobden, 370, Orsmi affair, 372;
defeat, 374, again P M

, 392, reconciled

with Russell, 396, attitude to Napoleon
in Italian question, 397-8, P and
Temporal Power, 399, threatens war,

402, approves Russell’s despatch, 410,
doubts on Italian umty, 41 1 ,

tribute to

Cavour, 413 ,
P and armaments, 417-18

,

at P. Albert’s death, 424 , on Corfu, 427

,

sends Hodges to Serbia, 429, P and
Polish rising, 432, 437, on Patent of
March, 1863, 441, speech of 23 July,

441 ,
stiong language to Bemstorff, 445

,

P and London Conference, 449, Queen
on P

, 451 , sympathy for Denmark, 455

,

on defensive m Parliament, 456, general
estimate, 458-63 ;

P. and Russell, 463-5

;

Mettermch’s verdict, 461, 462; on con-
stitutional government, 463
On Austria, 259, 265, 269; on French,

161, 163, 169, 213, 214. 218, 221, 240,
346, 403, on Louis Philippe, 257, on-
Malmesbury, 298, on Mehemet Ali, 194,
200, 21 1, 216, on Napoleon III, 403,
416-17, on Russia, 178 , onTurkey, 193-6,
368

Letters to his brother, 172, 178, 184,
1S5, 257, 343. to Bulwer, 195, 207, 212,
245. to Clarendon, 334, 336, 346, 358,
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to Granville, 15S, 161, 164, 175, 19S, 199,

214, 217, to Leopold I, 259, to Minto,

250, 251, 25S, to Melbourne, 218, to

Ljons, 234, to Ponsonby, 259, 261, 265,

269, to Russel], 260, 2S8, 403, 406, to

Stratfoid, 269— Lady, 205, 2^7, 292, advice to husband
re Queen, 3S7

Pamus, 506
PiUttJiey^ Gennan warship (1911), 622

Pans, Peace of (1763), 7, Peace (1814), 33,

50, Congress (1856), 346-Si» 379 >

Treaty (1856), 351-2, 467, 500, 560, 615,
Declaiation (1856), 355, Convention

(1858), 367
Parker, Admiral, 273, 279
Parliament Bill (1910-1), 619
Parma, 33, 390, 399, 400
Pasi6, Nicholas, Serbian Piemier (1912-18),

6^2
Patriaich, Greek, 60
Paul, Herbert, 424— Tsar (1796-1801), 16, 24
Pauncefote, Sir Julian (Lord), (d 1902),

584
Paxo, 428
Paxton, Sir Joseph, 363
Peace Conference, Hague (1899), 356, 584,

(1907), 608
Peace Society, 344
Pedro I, Empeior of Brazil (1816-31), 92,

170
Peel, Sir Robert, P.M. (1834-5, 1841-6),

takes office, 184, attacks Palmerston,

219 ,
again P M , 219, the Peel Era, 227-

9; relations with Guizot, 230, P and

Entente Cordiale, 231, 23s »
speech on

Tahiti, 232 ;
appioaches of Tsar Nicholas,

236, 304, Eu visit, 237 , P and Aberdeen,

235, 238, offers resignation, 239; fall,

241 ,
speech on Pacifico, 282 ,

death, 283

,

criticises Palmerston, 254, 283 ;
letters to

Aberdeen, 233* 235, 238
P^lissier, Marshal, French Amb in London

(1859), 329, 336, 34L 356, 377
Pemba, 643
Penjdeh Incident (1885), 557
Pentarchy, 47
Pepoli, Marquis, 382
Perceval, Spencer, P M. (1809-12), 24, 26,

29, 71
Persano, Admiral, 407
Persian Gulf, 193, I97» 524» 610, 643

PeiSiam, Russian Mm at Athens, 273

Persigny, Count, French Amb. m London
(185^-8), 336, 362, 36s, 397; Queen onP ,

377

709

Peitev Pasha, Turkish For Min (1S29), 131.

Peru, 1 19
Peiugia, 408
Peter, the Gieat, Tsar (1689-1725), 255,

256, 506
— HI (1762-3), 7— I, King of Serbia (1903-22), 513— II, Prince of Montenegro (1830-51),

308
Peterloo Massacre, 38, 55, 150
Peters, Carl, German explorer, 554
Pfordten, von der, 344
Phantom^ 272, 279
Philhellemsm, 99, 100, 105

Philip II, King of Spain (i5SS*"98), 35»

154— V, Kmg of Spam (1700-46), 2.^2, 244
Philippeville, 159, 165, 476
Phillips, Prof W Alison, 65
Philippopolis, 559
Phipps, Colonel Charles, 290, 292
Pillersdorff, Baion, Austrian Premier (1848),

260, 261

Pirot, 539
Piscatory, French Aim m Athens, 235, 272
Pitt, William, sen ,

see Chatham
— William, PM. (1783-1801, 1804-6), 9,

and France, 10-12, and the Revolution,

13, and Bonaparte, 16, on Secunty, 17,

return to power, 20 ; death, 22 ;
speeches,

II, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 283
Pius IX, Pope (1846-78), 399, 400
Place, Victor, French Consul at Jassy

(1857), 364
Plava, 542
Plevna, siege (1877), 528-9
Plombi^res, meeting (1859), 378, 381, 387
Plymouth, Cannmg's speech, 85, 119

Pomcar6, Raymond, French Premier (i9i3)>

633
Poland, 34, 42, 46, 158, 179, 250, 357, 432-

7 , 502, 550
Pohgnac, Prmce, French Premier (1829-

30), 81, 82, 84, 87, 88, 145 ,
Pioject, 138-9

Pomar6, Queen, 233
Ponsonby, Sir Frederick, 497, 510
— Viscount, Amb at Porte (1831-41), at

Vienna (1841-50), jomt action with

Roussm, 176 ,
Durham on P , 186 , hatred

of Russia, 186, 19s, encourages Urqu-
hart, 187; commercial treaty, 194; m-
cites Sultan, 195, 209; repudiates

Napier’s negotiations, 215 ; relations with

Schwarzenberg, 266, rebuked by Palmer-

ston, 269; Letters on Eastern Question^

186; see also 259, 429
Pontois, AI de, Fiench Amb. at Porte, 204

Pope, Alexander, 33
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Poros, Contcrence (1S29), 13 1, 134
Poit Aithur, tjyS, 601

Poftfolio, The, 187, 256
Pottland, 3rd Duke ot, P I\I (1783, 1S07),

26, 38
Portsmouth, Ticaly of (1005), 601

Portu^^al, treaties with, So, Colonies, 582-4,
Cannins? and, 35, 8 a, 89

Post, article m Berlin (1875), 5^9
Potter, Belgian patriot, 156
Pozzo di Borgo, Russian Anib in Pans

(1814-35), 95, 104, 131, 147, 1S7

Plague, Treaty of (1866), 480
Pi esse. La, 382
Prim, Marshal (d 1870), 493
Pritchard, British missionary, 233
Privateering, 355
Prokesch-Osten, Austrian Intcinuncio

(1855-71), 343, 363
Pulszky, Francis, 265
Punch, 223, 417, 541
Puslikm, 15

1

Putney Heath, 26
Pyrenees, 28

Quadruple Alliance, 44, 47, 5a, 185^ 188

Queietaro (1867), 485

Racconigi meeting (1909), 626
Radolin, Prince, German Amb m Pans, 604
Radowitz, F. von, German diplomat, 557
Raglan, Lord, commands m Crimea, 328,

34t
Rawlmson, Sir Henry, 507
Rayneval, French Mm m Madrid (1832-6),

189
Reaction after Waterloo, 38
Reade, Consul, 519
Rechherg, Count, Austrian For. Min.

(1859-64), 430, 442
Red Sea, 174, 192
Redan, reverse at (1855), 341
Reddaway, Mr W F

, 325
Reeve, Henry, 217, 231, 239, 244, 257
Reform Bill, 150
Reform Club, 324
Regicide Peace, 14
R^glement Organique, 135
Reichstadt meeting (1876), 518, 538
Reichstag, German, 568, 586, 596, 601, 6u,

630
Reid, Dr Rachel, 421
Remsuiance Treaty (1887), 564, 569
Reshid Pasha, Grand Vizier, 117, 174, 201,

342, 352, 363, 36s, 367, 5 12

Reval meeting (1908), 612-13

Reversal of Alliances, 8

Rhine, France and, 12, 139, 208

Rhodes, Cecil, S. African Premier (1S90-D),

57 5

Rhodope Mts, 633
Ribeaupierie, Russian Min at Porte (1824-

7, 1829-31), 130
Ribot, Fiench Premier (1895), 57^
Ricaido, 40
Ricasoh, Baron, Tuscan statesman, 407
Richard, Heniy, M P , 343
Richemont, General, 138
Richelieu, Cardinal, 2— Duke of, French Premier (1815-21), 50,

77
Rjfaat Pasha, Turkish For ?,Iin (1853), 30S

Rigny, Admiral de, 209
Ripon, ist Marquis of, Viceroy, 557, 606
Robert College, 519
Roberts, Sir Frederick (Earl), 585, 618
Robeitson, Piincipal, 39
Roche, General, 106
Rodosto, 530
Roebuck, T., M P

, 276, 284, 374, 415
Romagna, 399, 400
Roon, General von, Prussian Wai Min

(1859-73), 440, 445, 473, 495
Roosevelt, Theodore, U.S. President (1901-

9), 597, 601, 604, 606

Rose, Colonel, 308, 313— J Holland, on Pitt, 14 ,
on Edward VII,

620
Rosebery, sth Earl of, P M (1894-5), For

Sec, 560, Germanophil views, 567;
P M., 571 ,

foreign policy, 572 ,
gives

F O to Kimberley, 573 ,
on Armenian

massacres, 573 ;
on Pitt, 22

Rothschild, Alfred, 515, 590
Rouher, French statesman, 417, 451, 471,

475, 485
Roumelia, Eastern, 540, 542, 560
Roussm, Admiral, French Amb at Poite,

170, 175, 176, 187, 199
Rouvier, French Premier (1905-6), 603
Rumania, 68
Ruskin, John, 410
Russell, Lord John (ist Earl), P M. (1846-

52, 1S65-7), ICO, 188, 206, 209; free-

trade manifesto, 239, PM, 241, 245,

252, 254, 260 , Queen protests to R

,

263-4, 270, 285; R and Pr Albert, 275,
286, in Pacifico debate, 284, resumes
office, 387, Kossuth incident, 288,
French Coup d’fitat, 289 ;

asks Palmerston
to resign, 290, Lady Palmerston^s
opinion, 29a, Queen and constitutional

theory, 293-4; overthrown by Palmers-
ton, 294-6 ; Leader of House, 299 , For.
Sec

, 299 ,
joins Coalition, 300 ; reappomts

Stratford de R., 308, 317, bellicose atti-
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tude, 313, fianchise proposals, 319, 320,

333 >
IS passed over, 334, mission to

Vienna, 336’-8, resignation, 339, speech

on peace treatv, 354) criticises Palmeis-

ton, 371 ,
fianchise demands, 386, insists

on F O , 393, 395 >
support for Italy, 399,

Four Points, 401; on Savoy and Nice,

403 , memo, to Queen, 404 ,
despatch of

27 October, 408-9, R and Papacy, 409,
Queen's protests, 410; favours two
Kingdoms of Italy, 411-12, becomes an

Earl, 423, R and Prmce Consort, 424;
attitude to Serbia, 430-1 ; R and Polish

question, 432-7, Gotha Despatch, 441;
R, and Danish question, 444-8 ,

attacked

by Dei by, 446 ;
sends Clarendon to Paris,

447, speeches on Denmaik, 449, 450,
mediation fails, 453, defends self in

Parliament, 455 ;
attacked by Carnarvon,

457, ciiticisms of Bagehot and Cecil,

4.57; relations with Palmeiston, 463^5 >

Queen’s verdict, 465 ,
P.M , 466 ,

on
Luxemburg crisis, 483 ,

verdicts of

Granville and Gladstone, 488
Letters to Queen, 257, 264, 285, 289,

293, 296, 404, to P Albert, 275, 2S6, to

Clarendon, 314, to Cowley, 379, 399,

400, 403, 453, to Corbett, 412, to Gran-

ville, 393 ,
to Hudson, 396, 398, 402, 408

,

to Mmto, 396; to Napier, 434, 43S) 437)
to Palmerston, 290, 444— Lord Odo (Lord Ampthill), Amb m
Beilin (1872-1883), 405, soo, 508, 517,

553
Russia Company, 2

Russophobia, ii, 186, 256, 507, 533, 549

Saar, 139
Saarbrucken, 475
Sabatier, M ,

French diplomat, 337
Saburov, Russian diplomat, 549
Sadowa, battle (1866), 485
Said, Reis Effendi, 117

St Arnaud, French soldier, 331

St Aulaire, M de, French Amb in Vienna

(1840), 199
St James’s Hall meetmg (1876), 525

St Petersburg, Protocol (1826), 111-12

St Vincent, Cape, 14

Salisbury, 4th Marquis of Salisbury, P M.

(1885, 1886-92, 1895-1902), Sec. for

India, 505, 507, effect of War Scare, 510,

dislikes Turkish alliance, 520, delegate

to Constantmople, 521, sees Andr^ssy,

522, relations with Ignatyev, 522-4; the

three Lords, 524, alliance with Disraeli,

528-9 ;
committee of three, 531 ;

For. Sec.,
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534, negotiates with Shuvalov, 535,
Protocol of 30 May, 536, Cyprus Con-
vention, 537 ; delegate at Congress, 537-8

;

attack on Dei by, 541; scheme for Asia

Minoi, 543, Manchester speech, 544;
w^elcomes Dual Alliance, 549 ; again For,

Sec , 558-60, Bulgaiian Union, 559, 561

,

continuity, 560, thud Piemiership, 561;

retains F O
, 562; Mediteiranean Agree-

ments, 563 ,
coriespondence with Bis-

marck, 564, evasive answer, 567, sus-

picious of William II, 568, returns to

power, 573, S on “the Wrong Horse”,

574, keeps clear of engagements, 578,
warns Hanotaux, 580, on isolation, 583,
reserved towards Germany, 590; resigna-

tion, S9A ;
Jhas policy, 594-5

Salomca, 516, 574, 633, 639
Salvemmi, Prof G , 594
Salzburg, 37
Samarkand, 506
Sami Bey, 204
Samoa, 554, 584

San Stefano, Treaty of (1878), 530, 53i-3>

535, 539
San Thom6, 643
Sanderson, Sir Thomas (Lord), Under-

Sec m F O , 589, 603

Sandwith, Dr H., 320
Santa Sofia, 134
Sapienza, 272, 279
Sar Mts, 633
Sarajevo Murder (191.^), 645
Sardinia, 42, 44
Sartorius, Admiral, 171

Saunders, George, Times correspondent,

586
Savoy, 381, 417
Saxony, 34, 45, 139, 292, 344, A^9, 474
Sazonov, Serge, Russian For. Mm (1910-

16), 634, 640, 6^3
Scheldt, 14, 44, 138, 163, 164
Schenkenburger, German poet, 208
Schiemann, Prof. Theodor, 645
Schlemilz, Prussian Premier (1858-62), 390,

391
Schleswig-Holstein, 26, 438 etc

, 603
Schheffen Plan, 602
Schonbrunn, Treaty of (1S09), 26

Schuyler, Eugene, American Consul-

General (1876), 519
Schwarzenbeig, Prince Felix, Austrian

For. Mm. (1849-52), 108, 167, 168, 361,

269, 286, 373
Schwarzhoff, Colonel, at Plague (1899), 584
Schwemitz, Gen von

,
German Amb. at

St Petersburg (1876-92), 569
Scott, Sir Walter, 40
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Sea PoN\er, 19, 118, 356
Seaton, Lord, 426
Sebastiani, French For Mm. (1830-2),

Anib m London (1835-40), 106, 139,

159, 162
Sebastopol, 185, 195, 320, 339, 355
Societal y of State, 9
Secuntj ,

Pitt on, 16

Seditious hleetmgs Bill, 38
Seebach, Baron, Saxon IVIin. m Pans, 344
Selbome, ist Earl of, Lord Chancellor, 370
Selves, de, French For Mm (1911), 62a
Senegal, 428
Senior, Nassau, 375
September Massacres, la

Serbia, 46, 113, 134, 13S, 31 1, 433, 5i8, 523
Serpents, Island of, 361
Serviles m Spam, 63
Seven Weeks* War, 47a
Seven Years’ War, 6, 7, 13, 35
Seville, Henry, Duke of, 2.*.3

Seward, U S Sec of State (1868), 488
Seymour, Admiral, 369— Sir Hamilton, Amb m St Petersburg

(1852-4), 263, 305-7, 574
Shaftesbury, 7th Earl of (d 1885), 448
Shelley, P. B , 40, 64, 68, 410
Shepstone, Sir T

, 551
Sheridan, R B., 25
Shevchenko, Ukramian poet, 303
Shimonoseki, Treaty of (1895), 573, 575,

592
Shining Armour, William II m, 617

Shipka Pass, 530
Shuvalov, Count Peter, Russian Amb in

London (1874-9), 513, Disraeli’s over-

tures, 517, 523, 524, convinces Derby,

525, negotiates with Salisbury, 534-5,

Protocol of 30 May, 536; delegate at

Berlin, 537, 540; dismissal, 556

Siam, 572, 579, 59^
Sicily, 28, 271, 282, 405-7
Siebert, B. von, 643
Sihstria, 329
Simla, 507
Simpson, General, m Crimea, 341

Sma, Baion, Viennese banker, 344
Sinope, battle (1853), 321

Six Acts, 64, 68, 95
Six Points (1863), 435
Skutari, siege (1913), ^34, ^38

Slave Trade, 9, 91

Slivnica, battle (1885), 559
Smith, Adam, 39— Sidney, IS» 215— Sydney, 24

" Smyrna, 542
Snug the joiner, 446

Sobieski, John, Ivmg of Poland, 333
Solferino, battle (1859), 391
Somaliland, 566
Somerset, Duke of, ^03
Sonderbund, Swiss, 250-1
Sorel, Albert, on Pitt, 13

Sophia, Queen of Holland, 437— Queen of Greece, 639
Sorel, Albert, on Pitt, 13

Sotomayor, Duke of, Spanish Premier

(1848), 254
Soult, Marshal, French Premier and For
Mm (1832-4, 1839-40, 1840-7), 27, 197,

202, 298
Spanish Colonies, 56, 76, 84, 86, 88

Spanish Legion, 189
Spanish Succession, 3, 5
Spectator

t

519
Spender, Mr J A

, 570, 604, 609, 617, 618

Speranski, and Alexander I, 1 1

1

Spielbeig, 55
Spitfire^ 272
Spithead Mutmy, 14, 21

Srbik, Prof. H von, 34, 51

Staal, Baron, Russian Amb. m London, 569
Stability, Francis I and, 41
Stambulov, Stephen, Bulgarian statesman

(d 1895), 559> 561

Standard, 322
Stanhope, ist Earl, Sec of State (d 1721),

4
Stanley, Lord, see Derby, 15th Earl of

Stanmore, Lord, 237, 239, 320
Stansfeld, James, 447
State Paper of 1821, 53, 57, 63, 71, 73, 75
Stead, W T., 519
Steed, Mr H W

,
and Edward VII, 613

Stem, Baron, 31
Stern, Alfred, 165

Stewart, Dugald, 39, 153
Stockmar, Baron, 165, 235, 251, 291, 425,

440, 460, 473
Stopford, Admiial, 199, 306, 209, 215
Straits Question, 37, 351, 501, 626, con-

vention, 218-20
Strangford, Viscount, Amb at Porte

(1820-4), at St Petersburg (1825-8), 61,

99, 102, 107, 109
Stratford de Redcliffe, Viscount, Amb at

Porte* mission to Porte, 102, to St
Petersburg, 103 ; instructions from Can-
ning, 107, no; after Navanno, 122,
Confeience of Poros, 130-r

;
resigns

post, 132; refused as Amb. by Tsar, 181

,

mission to Vienna, 260; fifth mission to
Porte, 267, 305, 308; S. and Menshikov,
309, supports Reshid, 31 1, attitude to
Vienna negotiations, 31 1. relations with
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,

^Mnb Poite to \ienna Note, "^23
> ^

Nicholas I, 333 >
fnction with I'rench,

'22 S infiiunce on Poitc, ^ icvU

of ‘Pans, 353, defended bv Clarendon,

355 ,
opposes Rouinanu n L'nity, 3^4

~
5 ,

IVIoldaMan Elections, 367, 614

Stiuma n\ei, 633
, , , o

Stuart, Loid Dudley, and Poland, 180,

335— Sir Charles, 87, 93

Stuart de Rothesay, Lord, 144

Stumm, Herr von, German diplomat, 59^,

618, 628

Sturmer, Baron, Austiian Intelnuncio,

199, 215, 219
Stuttgart meeting (1858), 368

Subserra Cabinet, 91

Sudan, 552, 579 , S^i

Suez Canal, 192, 202, 460, 511, 5 H“i 5 ,
530 ,

535, 551, 553
Sumachi, 272
Sussex, Augustus, Dulie of, 100, 235

Suvorov, Russian general, 16

Swame, Colonel, Military Attach^ in

Beilin, 496, 576

Sweden, 2, 4, 5 ,
88 , 326, 449

Swinburne, A C ,
410

Switzerland, 16, 250

Sybel, H von, Prussian historian, 439

Symonds, J A
,
410

Syria, 15, 139 ,
178, I 93 ,

I 99 ,
30 i, 303,

402, 419-30, 538, 643

Szalay, Ladislas, in London, 265

Szimia, 68

Taffs, Dr Winifred, 496

Tahiti dispute, 232-3, 237

Talents, Ministry of All, 23, 7°

Talleyrand, Prince, Amb in London

(1830-3), 33, 44-, 54, 148, 157, agiee-

ment with Palmerston, 15^-9,

on Louis Phihppe, 160- 1, talks of

partition, 163, Belgian Treaty, 165, 107,

leaves London, 190,

Talleyrand-Perigord, Baron, 364

Tanganyika, 573
Tangier, William II at, 586

Taranto, 407
Tauffkirchen, Bavarian statesman

482

(1867),

40Z «

Taurus Mts, 176, i94, 202, zob

Taylor, Sir Herbert, 188

-MrA.J.P,2Si
Tchataldja lines (igia), 634

Count, in London (1849), 205

M^ebir, battle (18S2), 553

’'remperley. Prof H W’ \ , 67, 73, 81, 95,

ii3» 215, 305, 309, 311

Temple, Sii William, 153

— Wilham, :Mm at Naples, 257, "'^3

Temple Bai, 354
Tci^noial Po\sei, 304, 3S0, 399, P7 , 473 ,

485
Tuicdos, 177
Tennyson, Loid, 324, 4t®

Tenor, Red, 22, White, 50

Thessaly, loi, *128, 533 , ^
Thieis, Adolphe, Fiench Piemier (1839-

40), President (1870-3), 302 ,
tcLtions

%Mth Palmerston, 203-5, T and Mehc-

met Ah, 204, anger at Quadruple Agree-

ment, 207, French aimamcnts, 208,
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211-13, dismissed by Louis Philippe,
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Tirpitz, Admiral von, Geiman navai
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Victor Emanuel II (1849-78), 379, 381,
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— HI at Racconigi, 626
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Louis Philippe, 226, 247 , marriage, 227
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visits to France, 230, 237 ;
visit from Tsar,

236; Spanish Mainages, 245-7, dishkes

Minto Mission, 252, complamts on

Spam and Portugal, 254; friction with

Palmerston, 263-4, 275 ,
Francis Joseph

does not send mission, 264, views on

foreign policy, 285, Haynau mcident,

286; Kossuth incident, 288, demands

Palmerston’s dismissal, 291; her state-

ment of constitutional doctrine, 292-3;

disuppto\es Stiatford, 318, feaiis of war,

320, campaign against Pr Con^oit, 322,
middle couise, 331 , rejects Clarendon as

P
, 334, w^elcomes Palmeiston as

, 335, “Visits ol Napoleon, 340; visits

Napoleon Ts tomb, 341 , message to Simp-
son, 341, views on Roumania, 350, 363,
letter from D of Cambridge, 352,
Palmerston’s peace teims, 354, Osborne
visit, 365, Orsini Plot, 377, opinion on
Pelisbier, 377, Queen’s speech (1859),

384., letters from Napoleon, 377, 385,
laments Austria’s blindness, 389, invites

Granville to form Cabinet, 393 , negotiates

with Palmerston, 393 , regrets Clarendon,

395; attitude to Austixa, 398, friction

wuth Palmerston, 399, 400, opposes w^ar,

401 ,
protests to Russell, 402 ,

discussion

on English Revolution, 404, comments
on Russell’s manifesto, 410, volunteer

reviews, 416; death of Pr Consort,

424-5; at Gotha, 441, anxiety about
Duchies, 443, 446, protests against

Russell, 4SX, 453; on Russell, 465;
alarmed by Prussian policy, 467 , appeal

to K. William, 468 , talk with Clarendon,

468, questions appointment of Stanley,

469; Q and Moner, 474, alarm at

French designs, 476, Q. and Belgium,

481, 490, on neutrality, 486, wishes to

send Moner to Berlin, 487 ,
devotion to

Disraeli, 488; Q. and Clarendon, 489;
views on general policy, 490-1 ,

on
Clarendon, 492; Q. and Franco-German
War, 495-6; mitiative on neutrality, 497,

499, Q and Russia’s repudiation, 499,
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return, 504; Q and Derby, 505, Q and
Alexander II, 507, appeal to Whlliam I,

508; to Tsar, 509-10; Empress of India,

51 1 ; Suez Canal, 514-15; threats of

abdication, 524, 530, condemns Derby,

526, 531, 541, urges Disraeli to action,

527; message through Col Wellesley,

527 , Q and advance in Asia, 536 ; blames
Gladstone for Gordon’s death, 556 ;
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of Sahsbury’s policy, 560, Q. and
William II, 566-7, 578, Q and cession of
Heligoland, 568; Q and contmuity of
policy, 571; attacked m foreign press,

586; death, 588; Victorian Era, 591
Letters to Crown Princess, 451, 454,

467; to Clarendon, 377, to Derby, 450,
469, 482, to Disraeli, 486, 526, 527, 531

;

to Granville, 451, to Leopold I, 287,

389, 466, to Russell, 263, 264, 275, 28s,
287, 288, 292, 402, 404, 469, to Salisbury,

560 ;
to Stanley, 481 ,

to William 1, 482, 508
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Vtxeriy 187
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Volo-Arta hne, 132, 141

Volunteer Panic, 378, 416
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Waddington, French For Min. (1877-9),

537, 539
Wagram, battle (1809), 26

Wahabites, 174
Walcheien, 23, 26, 38
Waldersee, Count, commands m China

(1900), 587
Wales, Prince of, 441, 448, 503, 511, 553,

566, 571, 587; see also Edward VII
Walewski, Count, French For. Mm. (1855-

60), Cairo mission, 209, Palmerston on,

343, peace moves, 344, 346; President

of Congress, 347, W. and Buol, 349, 350;
W. and Russia, 361, at Osborne, 365;
Orsini affair, 373, 376

Wallachia, 134, 326
Walpole, Sir Robert, P.M. (1721-42), 4, 5,

81— Sir Spencer, 454
Ward, Sir Adolphus, 7, 445
Warsaw, Grand Duch}^ of, 26
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Waterloo, battle (1815), 35, 155
Watson, William, poet, 574
Webster, Darnel, U S. statesman, 106
— Prof. C. K., 34, 38, 44, 48, 51, 65, 72,

175, 186

Wellesley, Marquis, For. Sec. (1809-12),

26— Colonel F ,
Military Attache m Russia

(1877), 527
Wellmgton, ist Duke of, P M. (1828-30),

m Spam, 25, 27, 28 ,
Vittona, 32 ; agrees

'With Castlereagh, 35, W. and French
Restoration, 50, on royal Dukes, 68,

favours Canning, 72 ; on Spanish Revolu-

tion, 73, 83; delegate at Verona, 75-6,
approves Chateaubriand’s attitude, 80;
opposed to Canmng’s policyin S. America,

84, 86-7, on Portugal, 92, promotes
reconcdiation of King and Canning, 97,
mission to Russia, 108-9, si^s Protocol

of^St Petersburg, 111-12, refuses to serve

under Canning, 1 1 5 ,
resigns command of

army, 116, PM, 124, 150, Turcophil
attitude, 125-6, disapproves of Navanno,
127, absorbed m home affairs, 128-9,
negative attitude to Porte, 130, friction

with George IV, 132-3 ; reversal of

Turkish policy, 135-7, opposes
Greek mdependence, 140, favours guar-

antee of Turkish mtegrity, 141 ,
reversal

of policy m Portugal, 142-3, opposes
French conquest of Algeria, 144, over-

ture to Palmeiston, 148, sounds M0I6
on Belgium, 157, on Belgium, 164; on
fortress question, 165; speech on Portu-

gal, 170, hostile to Russia, 184, For. Sec
,

184, 189, advice on Hungarian revolu-

tion, 266, fails to form Cabmet, 287,
funeral, 298

Wessenberg, BarOn, Austrian diplomat, 162,

166, 261
Westmmstcr, Treaty of (1756), 6

Westmorland, iith Earl of, Amb. at

Vienna (1851-5), 87, 312
Westphalia, 45
Whiggery, 358
White, Sir William, Amb. at Porte (1885-

91), 559
Whiteside, James, M P , 354
Whitworth, Lord, 19, 30, 383
Wielopolski, Marquis, Polish statesman,

179
Wilberforce, W., on Pitt, 22, 23
Wilhelmma^Queen of Holland, 596
Wilkes, Jolm, 8

William III (1688-1702), 3» 36, 404, 4oq,

450— IV (i830ir-7), 68, i6a, 185, 187, 191, 225— I, Emperor (1871-88), Pnnce Regent,

382, view on Napoleon III, 386, attitude

to Italian war, 389, 390, meeting with

Tsar and Francis Joseph, 408, helps

Tsar against Poles, 433, Tsar offers

alliance agamst Austria, 435 ,
Napoleon’s

congratulations on Duppel, 448, attitude

to D William, 452, favours annexation

(1866), 472, Bismarck and Wilham, 473,

474; opposes proposed secret conven-

tion, 475-6, letter from Q Victoria,

482; his reply, 485, receives Claiendon,

489; opposed to disarmament, 492,
Hohenzollem candidature, 493-4; Ems
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incident, 495, conversation with Col,

Swaine, 496-7, appeal of Queen (1875),

508 ; visit of Tsar, 509 ,
Berlin Memoran-

dum, attempt on life, 537, death,

565— 11 (1888-1918), accession, 565, dis-

trusted by Salisbury, 567 , on Heligoland,

568, lets Russian remsurance lapse, 569,
state visit, 569; v^sLTns Tsar against

France, 570; on Yellow Peril, 573, 593;
visits Sultan, 575; angry w^ith Malet,

576 ; encourages Boers, 577 , idea of triple

intervention, 578 ; on Navy, 578 , W and
Chamberlain, 583 , opposes disarmament,

584, sides with Britain in Boer War, 586;
on British Ministers, 587 ,

correspondence
With Tsar, 594; threatenmg language,

596, visits Sandringham, 597; Bjorko

Meetmg, 6oz, visits Tangier, 601, 60a,
relations with Edward VII, 604, 608, 620,
telegram to “Brilliant second”, 607;
naval rivalry, 609, 618, 630, Reval, 612;
Cronberg, 613, Pan-Islam, 6x4; on
Bosman Annexation, 615, Shimng Ar-
mour, 617; outburst to Goschen, 619,
Haldane Mission, 628-9 ,

recalls Metter-
nich, 630; on Balkan Alliance, 635-6,
daughter’s wedding, 639 ;

encourages
Greece and Roumania, 640; on Kuhl-
mann, 643 ; aims at detachment of Britain,

644— I, Kong of Holland (1813-40), 139, 155— II, King of Holland (1840-9), 480, 483— Pnnce of Denmark, see George I, Kmg
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Wilson’, Sir Charles, 543^— Sir Robert, 69, 88, 94
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Wodehouse, Lord, 361 ,

mission to Denmark,

444; see also Kimberley, Earl of

Wolff, H. Drummond, 549, 566
Wolseley, Marshal Viscount, 552
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Woodward, Mr E L
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Yalpuk, Lake, 361
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Yellow Peril, 573, 593
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York, Duke of, 16, 116
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1
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Young Italy, 15 1, 176
Young Turks, 542, 612, 613, 632-4
Ypsilanti, Alexander, in Moldavia (1821),
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Zagreb, 257
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Zea Cabinet, 84, 171

Zichy, Count Francis, 307
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Zimmermann, Herr von, German Under-
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Zulu War, 551
Zumalacarragui, Carlist leader, 189
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