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Thesis Abstract

This study looks gt 2 NR ! 6 SNR S Sy Q& oreigh Seerefary, il Sy dzNB
Robert Pedd & 3 2 @S NIFAEEY (The 2efiure is first contextualised by an
Fyrfteaara 2F ' 6SNRSSyQa wWYSydalt YILQS Ay
and reasoning behind Conservative foreign polidyhe study then engages with
l 9 SNRSSy Qa RSI t Ay Bravidds yin afiedabtie i8efpretatiorSdS A
the AngleFrenchentente It considers 6 SNRSSY ' yR (GKS [/ 2y aSNX
to Russia andkS W9 a i SNY  valtzGgaviith Ghgper Tavd Ar€nds
historiographicalterra incognita . NAGF Ay Qa Sy 3l 3Ssrkenld oA G
analysed;the discord of preceding yearsarious festering diplomatic soreand
' YSNR Ol Qa 3 NP dgcambied foyhfoirelzfighirio sKarpRocus.

This study reexamines archives that have, for theost part, been long
neglected or examined in the light of historiographical debates long superseded by
new developments Where the presentnethodology varies fronprevious works is
that different questions are being asked of the material in accordante tve new
contexts in which Aberdeen and Conservatfereign policy are considerechdése
relate 12 O2y Of dzZaA2yad RNI gy FNBY GKSndltoyl tf &aaAa
the wider objectives of the Conservative government.

This approach facilitates adtR& Ay GKAOK ! 06SNRSSyQa
analysed on its own terms The historiograghy has hitherto largely used
Palmerstonian and/or liberal contexts as the parameters of debateut the
foreign policy of the Peel administratipwhich only served toistort conclusions.
¢ KA A adldzRelends itltd dodiNiBer & Kational and competent Foreign
Secretary whose policy dovetailed with the objectives of the Conservative
government and was crucial in helping Peel to deliver thetnconsistent set of
principles ran through foreign policy dealingsilbeit with a flexibility reserved for
the means by which they were appliechot least a focus on the maintenance and
extension of mercantile intercage as a means by which to condalie and protect
British power. These observations help lead the study to consider a
reinterpretation of Aberdeen and the Peel government, dodask new questions

about mid nineteenthcentury Conservatism
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Chapter One: Introduction

The period between 1841 and 1846 was an eventful one in British politics.
Srw20SNI tSStQa /2yaSNBIFGIAGS 3F2FSNYyYSyli
CNRGEFAYQa SO2y2YAO YR &a20Alf KSIfGOGK® ¢
early 1840s was exaceated by the profligacy of the preceding Whig government;

Britain was left with a huge budget deficit and a discontented populatiohhe

Rdzl f 202SOGAGBSa 2F AYLINROGAY3A GKS O2yRAGA
debt placed pressure on the Consatives whofaced all the normal challenges of
nineteenth-century government Simmering Irish discontent boiled over during the
LRGlFG2 FFYAYS AY wmynpX 6KAOK O2AyOARSR
tariff system was holding back economic develgmt, leading the government to

repeal the Corn Laws, which had hitherto placed prohibitive duties on the import of
foreign cornand protected prices for British farmers Repeal was a divisive

measure that alienated much of the Conservative party faitahd precipitated the

demise of the Peel administration. Many historians have been drawn to study
1KSaS R2YSadAO lalLlsobta 2F tSStQa 3I20SNY
pivotal phase in British poids, when an era dominated by Conservative
goverrments gave way to the largely liberal age of the mideteenth century?

The conduct of foreign policy has not always attracted the same level of
historiographical attention, which is surprising given that 18886 was also a
significant period in Britay Q& A Y UOSNY I GA2y I NBflI GA2yaod
oversaw the initiation of the first Anglbrenchentente at a time when a pro
French policy was identified more with the Whig Party. In the United States, the
SYSNESY(i R2O0GNAYS& Q2 KSWaISRABEADSHNBAGS 06 2 d:
British North America. British policy makers were also challenged by tensions with

Russiaelatingto the fate of the Ottoman Empire.

Ly FlLY2dzA adzYYFENEB 2F . NRGFAY QA &a2O0ALl f Paatfaida = 2 NA =
PresentNew York, Gotham Library edition, 1965).

% See, for example, T. CroshyA NJ w2 6 SNI t S §L.brdcn, 197R)YP: AdkldaiRdel atdh 2 v

the Conservative Party 183@50 (London, 1989); A. Howé&ree Trade and Liberal England 1846

1946 (Oxford, 1997); C. Schonha#8ailey,From the Corn Laws to Free Trade: Interests, Ideas and
Institutions in HistoricaPerspectivdMassachusetts, 2006); J. Charml@yHistory of Conservative

Politics since 183@.ondon, ¥ edition, 2008).



The foremostsources of inteest in the study of nineteentlcentury foreign
policy remainpractitionerssuch as LordPalmerston William GladstoneBenjamin
Disraeliand Lord Salisburyall of whom attract significant attentiah Whilst the
subjects of study have remained largely the sahmyever,there have beemecent
works that pointtowardsa historiographical shift in the way that foreign policy is
approached by historians5 I @A R . NERah \PaierstonBaNdxplored the
relationship between foreign and domestic policy in the 1840s and 1850s, as well as
thS O2yySOGA2Yy 0Si6SSy WKAIKQ YR Wiz24Q
analysis in a full biograpty.. N2 ¢ y Q @&ch to [BhlN&stonian policgieced
together the multifarious influences upon it, thereby avoiding the bureaucratic
portrayal of politcians thatoften results from a focus upon diplontec minutiae.
Widening the scopeo contextualise Palmerstonism within the widgolitical
g2NI R IyR (2 O2yaARSNI tlfYSNRlI2YQa aey
further representeda move away from the traditional accounts of diplomatic

intercourse.

® Post1980 publications relating to Palmerston include, in chronological order, K. Bourne,

Palmerston: The Early Years, 17841 (London, 1982); M. Chamberlainbord PalmerstoriCardiff,

1987); E. SteelePalmerston and Liberalism, 188865 (Cambridge, 1991); G. Billy, f YSNAR G2y Q&
Foreign Policy: 184@ew York, 1993); D. BrowRalmerston and the Politics of Foreign Paligg6

55 (Manchester, 2002)P. Ziegler,Palmerston(London, 2003); J. Chambets, f YSNR (i2Yy Y W¢
t S2 LJ S Q&(LorddbnN20A4Yy: BdwnPalmerston: A Biographylondon, 2010); L. Fenton,
Palmerston andThe Times¥oreign Policy, the Press and Public OpimoMid-Victorian Britain

(London, 2013). For Gladstone see, for example, P. BuB&agdstone, Church, State and
Tractarianism: A Study of his Religious Ideas and Attitudes-188®(Oxford, 1982); R. Shannon,
Gladstonein 2 volumes (London, 198399);H. Matthew,Gladstone in 2 volumes (Oxford, 1986

1997); E. Feuchtwangegladstong(London, 1988); T. JenkirGladstone, Whiggery, and the Liberal

Party, 18741886 (Oxford, 1988); A. Rammwilliam Ewart GladstonéCardiff, 1989); M. Winstanley,

Gladstore and the Liberal PartylLondon, 1990); E. Biagirijberty, Retrenchment and Reform:

Popular Liberalism in the Age of Gladstone, 18880 (Cambridge, 1992); D. Bebbingtdjlliam

Ewart Gladstone: Faith and Politics in Victorian Brit@ifichigan, 1993);R. JenkinsGladstone

(London, 1995); Biaginizladstone(London, 2000); M. Partridgesladstone(London, 2003); R.
Shannon,Gladstone: God and Politigkondon, 2007). For Disraeli see, for example, T. Braun,

Disraeli the NovelisiLondon, 1981); R. Ble,5 A & NI} St A Qa DN} YR ¢2dzN¥ . Syealy
Land, 18361 (London, 1982); J. Vincerjsraeli(Oxford, 1990); R. Shannofhe Age of Disraeli,

18681881: The Rise of Tory Democrflayndon, 1992); S. Weintraubjsraeli: A Biographf.ondon,

1993); J. RidleyThe Young DisraefLondon, 1995); C. EldridgBjsraeli and the Rise of a New
Imperialism (Cardiff, 1996); T. JenkinBisraeli and Victorian Conservatisthondon, 1996); E.
FeuchtwangerDisraeli(London, 2000); C. Hibbemisraeli: APersonal Historyl. ondon, 2004); D.

Hurd and E. Yound@israeli: Or, The Two Livgondon, 2013). For Salisbury see, for example, Lord

Blake and H. CeciBalisbury: The Man and his Policig®ndon, 1987); A. Robert§alisbury:

Victorian Titan(London 1999); M. Bentley] 2 NR { I f Ad06dzNEBQa 22NI RY /2yas
LateVictorian Britain(Cambridge, 2001); D. Steelegrd Salisbury: A Political Biograptipndon,

2001); E. MidwinterSalisburyLondon, 2006).

* Brown,Palmerston and the Piitis of Foreign Policy 1845, Palmerston: A Biography



Jonathan Pari@ @ork epitomised the changingpproach to foreign policy
demonstrated by Brown®> t | NNE Q& [|EQysB digefalisn@rl Europe
examined the practical and philosophical grounding of Victorian liberal policy and,

AY R2AYy3 a2 RSY2YyaldN)}GSR K2g fAOSNIfaQ
led them to try and impose British values upon the international systemNEaR a
202S0O0AQS ¢l a w2 aKz2g¢g GKIFd R2YSadraoz T2
similar underlying themes of the responsibility of political leaders and the political

nation to form a strong and beneficent national community on healthy princfa @ Q

This extractreflected a further historiographical shift, by which foreign and

domestic policyc F YR 20 KSNJ FaLISO0Ga 2F | ycwelBYAYAadl
treated as part of the overarching and interrelated approach of a government,

rather than being cosidered as separate entities.

There has alsbeen a recent resurgence of interest in the foreign policy of
later Conservative governments of the nineteenth centued by both Angus
Hawkins and what one might célfle Worwich Schodbf historians! These authors
have taken a similarly panoramic approach to that of Brown and Parry, tutiéng
spotlight on theConservative Party after its split over the Corn Lawstil recently,
that era had lived out itdistoriographcal afterlifein the shadow of Disradi, but
thorough studies of other key Conservative players, such as the fourteenth and
fifteenth Earls of Derbyhave helped to show the existence and execution of
coherent Conservative policies based around a restraint that Disraeli never
exhibited, nor wished to exhibit: foreign governments were not to be provoked in
the name of prestige through interference in their internal affairs or by geopolitical
brinksmansip. In pursuing such a poligyalthough never to the extent that British

interests were consciously compromisegl money might be saved, and the

® J. Parry,The Politics of Patriotism: English Liberalism, National Identity and Europe 18880
(Cambridge, 2006).

®bid, p. 2.

"J. Vincent (ed.)A Selection from the Diaries of Edward He&tanley, 1% Earl of Derby (1826
1893): between September 1869 and March 187@don, 1994); J. Charmleyplendid Isolation?
Britain and the Balance of Power 18¥914 (London, 1999); A. Hawkin§he Forgotten Prime
Minister: The Fourteenth Earl of Dgy in 2 volumes (Oxford, 2068); G. HicksPeace, War and
Party Politics: The Conservatives and Europe -1888 (Manchester, 2007); G. Hicks (ed.),
Conservatism and British Foreign Policy, 18280: The Derbys and their Wofldondon, 2011); G.
Hicks,J. Charmley and B. Grosvenor (ed®9cuments on Conservative Foreign Policy, 18538
(Cambridge, 2012).



international system that protected British security and fgminence might be
preserved W2 Ky / K L99@MMbrEl@oked atthese themes in relation to the
fifteenth Earl® In his twovolume biogaphy of the fourteenth EarlAngus Hawkins
explored this restrained variety of Conservati§mGeoffrey Hicksleveloped this
theme in his work, examining Conservatiworeign policy in the years after the Peel
government, in part by considering its close relationship to domestic affairs, as
Brown and Parry had done regarding liberal subjects.

There have been recent publications that explored the politics of the Peel
government: Richard Gauiltasauthored a biograph of Peel, Edward McNeilly has
written a PhD thesion the Conservatives and Franeed, in a short analysis,
Laurence Guymer hasxplored British foreign poliesnaking towards Spait.
Whilst these works deghy a8 U NI 6S | NBYS6SR AYyGSNBaid Ay
second tenure at the Foreign Office, that tenure receives limited coverage, and it
remains to be reexamined in light of thehistoriographical shift exemplified by
historians such as Brown, Parry anitks.

¢tKS 202S0O0 2F GKA&a adddzRé Aa G2 dzasS |
Office as a prism through which to examine the nature of Conservative foreign
policy during the Peel administration. This endeavour inevitably involves analysis of
the role ofthe individual, but contextualised within the domestic and international
objectives of the Conservative government. The observations of recent historians
about the coherence of an alternative Conservative approach to foreign policy
neither the Conserwgsm of Disraeli, nor the liberalism of Palmerstpnan thus be
considered in relation to the Peel government. This study will, therefore, re
SEFYAYS (KS 62NIR 2F WKAIKQ LI fraison Oa Ay
R Qs af NGBnservative foreign2pf A O& @ W AIKQ LIREAGAOLI
ubiquitous historiograpical feature that it once was but, as a survey of the

historiography demonstrates, such a study is needed.

81885 F2NJ SEFYLX ST 1 A0145 WeKS { (GNHZAI{8y FRNI { Xy 6 A
Hicks (ed.)The Derbys and Their Worjol &.

o CharmleySplendid Isolation?

YrrglAayaQ OKEEfSyasS G2 GKS S5AANISEALY yYIENNFGADBS 3
by use of the hitherto neglected papers at the Liverpool Record Office.

' R. GauntSir Robert Peel: The Life and Leglicg 6 . 2NJl £ HAMAOT 9 aObSAff e
and France, 182my nc Q o6/ I YONARISI t K53 HAaMMOT [ & Ddz2 YSNE
Henry Bulwer, and the Spanish Marriages, 184¢ n Riglbmacy and Statecrafkxi, 2010.
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Aberdeen and Conservatism: A Historiographical Overview

George HamiltorGordon, the fourth Earl of Aberdeen, was Foreign
Secretary under the Duke of Wellington from May 1828 to November 1830 and
under Robert Peel from September 1841 to July 1846. He also undertook a
diplomatic mission to Napoleonic Europe, 181&14, and satn the Cabinet as
t SStQa /2t 2y Al f -lije§ Cogenrativeovexnyheniiok Beceinbeg NIi
1834-April 1835. It is for his spell as Prime Minister of a divided coalition
government (Deember 1852January 1855) and K G I2 @SNY YSy (i Qa NJ
for the unpopular Crimean War, however, that Aberdeen is primarily remembered.
He went to the grave fearful that his hitherto sound and respected political
reputation had fallen alongside the-duipped and badly led dops in the Crimea
and, perhaps inevitably by virtue of his ultimate accountability for Crimean
shortcomings, his fears would come to be realised.

The historiographical developments of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries helped to marginalise the studyf Lord Aberdeen and to hinder
understanding of wider Carvatism thereby. Initial studsewere penned by his
political rivals and this phenomenon gradually fused witie work ofgenerations
of historians whge interests and sympathies layjth liberal policy. The Second
World War marked something of a shift as it helped to precipitate the contraction
of the Empire and of national setbnfidence, which contributed to alimate in
whichthose with more conciliatory methodsuch as Aberdeemere seento offer
lessons in a world increasingly focused upon international cooperation.
NeverthelessAberdeen still receivednly a fraction of the attention afforded to his
contemporaries.

LYy GKS RSOFRSa F2fft26Ay3 RAZhtRinSNI Ay
1860, his reputatiordescended, in no small part due tioe authors of such history
as there wasand where theyfocused their attentions. Stratford Canning, who
frequently clashed with Aberdeen over the Eastern Question and also criticised his

policy in Western Europe, benefited from Stanley Lan@ 2 f SQa | RYANA Y
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volume Life of Stratford Cannintf Orientalist LanéPoole cast Aberdeen as the

villain for his clashes with Stratford, perhaps unsurprisingly given the romanticism

with which LanePoole vieved the subjects of his study. { G N» 0 F2 NRQa ¥
biographers would continue Lasie2 2 f SQa ONARGAOAAY 27F-! 6 SNR:
{YAGK RS&ZONAOGSR ! 6SNRSSY a4 WiAYAR |yR F

with Stratford; Leo Byrne argued much teame*

Shortly after Lang 2 2f SQ& o0A23INI LIK& F2ff26SR (KSE
diary of Lord Ellenborough. [ 2 NR t NA@gé {SIt 4 GdKS 0853
government in January 1828, Ellenborough covethd Foreign Office in the
government reshffle that followed the resignation of mango-called Yberal
Conservative@that June. ! yy 2@ SR |G 2StftAy3aGaz2yQa asSts
AYyG2ft SNIFyd 2F ! 0SNRSSHiIéhBorouG? wad Afdr Anforé 2 NB
confrontational and nationalistie; the diary portrayed Aberdeen as weak and
incompetent. These charges, reinforcing those made by -Parde, have stuck:
the diary was uncritically proclaimed as amccurate and reliable indicator of
contemporary political life as recently as 1998.

LanePoole and9 f f SY02NRdzZAKQA $2NJ & 6SNB aira
Palmerston and his biographers who cast the longest historiographical shadow over
l 3 SNRSSyQa OF NBSNW t £ YSNAG 24y B3518&KINB S G A
and 18461852) and twice Prime Ministe(18558 and 18591865), attracted
numerous studies by virtue of his extended centrality in British politics, the popular
perception of his being John Bull incarnate and his overall association with mid
Victorian success (some, including Henry Lytton Bylwere also attracted by

personal associatior. The prevailing liberal values of the British intelligentsia

123, LaneéPoole, Lifeof the Right Honourable Stratford Canning, Viscount Stratford de Regicliffe

volumes (London, 1888).

BSeealsoLare 2 2 f §  W{ A NIThe/lEAyksh Nidtoridal iRzl ¥8ID Fpp. BO, 293305

and 497522.

1 E. MalcolmSmith, The Life of Satford Canning (Lord Stratford de Redcliffepndon, 1933), p.

123;L. ByrneThe Great Ambassad{®hio, 1964).

'*Lord EllenborougHpolitical Diary 182883Q in 2 volumes (London, 1881).

' p. JuppBritish Politics on the Eve of Reform: The Duke 6ff f Ay 32y Q& ! BYAY A &G NI
O0[ 2YR2Y3Z mMdppy O d 9t f SYyo2NRdZAKQa RAIFNE ¢l a OAGSR
Y H. Lytton BulwerThe Life of Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmer&oB volumes (London,

18691874); E. AshleyThe Life and Correspondence of Henry Jodmple, Viscount Palmerston
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laaAadSR gAGK | a8YLI GKSGAO @OASe 2F tlh ity
part with a proselytising liberal benevolence that ostensibpread British values
YR AYyFtdzSyOS | NRBdzyR (KS g2NI R® ¢ KAA NE
that, in accordance with the political proclivities of their authors, often bordered on
hagiography. Aberdeen was either ipyplication oroutright aiticism portrayed as
the opposite of Palmerston: unpopular, unpatriotic, unsuccessful and illiberal. It did
y2id KStL GKIFG ! oS NmS Sofeiya OfficéeD BeyivBen twS y dzNBS
periods of Palmerstonian foreign poliayhich reinforced the notiorthat Aberdeen
was an aberration in a Palmerstonian and liberal age.

A fixation with Palmerston and its concomitant effect of a reduced interest
in contemporary Conservatism can, with some inevitable degree of theoretical
generalisation, be incorporated tm what has been described as the Whig
interpretation of hstory. Writing in the early twentieth century with a domestic
focus, Herbert Butterfield argued that many historians conformed to this Whig
interpretation of history, by which they sought S YLK 8A &S OSNI I Ay
progress in the past and to produce a story which is the ratification and glorification
2F (KS PLOINAES WIFCONINT G A GBS 6+ & gNAGGSY yR O
gl £ dzSa 3 Ayald GKzass 2aBotieke® didodchdsiget & | Y R
the historiography of foreign affairs, but his ideas can be applied to that area
without any great modification.

Among early chroniclers of the nineteenth century, concentration upon
liberal foreign policy and favouefNJ t | f YSNARA G2y Qa YSGK2R&a &S
K A a U 2ndfortalypéid@ in the history of Britiskonstitutionalism, belief in the
benevolence of Britisinfluenceabroad commend&on of the liberal Whig values
of British history that itggreat men extded and exported, andelebrationof British
supremacy and power Those seen to contradict this setinfident liberalism were
pilloried. Within this model Palmerston became a great progressive liberal and

Aberdeen an obstruction to the march of Britishd human progres®

(London, 1879); A. Trollopeprd PalmerstorfLondon, 1882); Marquis of Lorng¢,K S v dzZS§Sy Qa t N&A
Ministers: Lord Palmerstai.ondon, 1892).
®H. Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of Histozondon, 1931), p. v.
19 (1.
Ibid., p.41.
?C. E. GlVebster The Foreign Policy of Palmerstir{London, 1951), p. 785.
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2 KAFIAEAK | LIINBGLFE 2F tlfYSNRG2Y O2yl
career well into the twentieth century.Frederick Stanley Rodkejor example,
LINE RdZOSR | ydzYoSNJ 2F [NIGAOESa 2y tlfYS
overlooked hé geostrategic and practical concerns in a narrative of benevolent
liberalism?* ¢ K I 4 t | f %h&&IEause \Eitadged frorthe rebellious vassal
Mehmet Ali to the Ottoman Empire when it became politigaéxpedient was
overlooked®” That neither MehmetAli nor the Ottoman Empire could be
considered particularly liberal did not matter to Rodkey either. The intricacies of
0KS LR2ftAOASE 2F (K2aS ¢K2 RAR y2d0 FTAG a
NERdAzOGA GBS fFoSfay GKS®EP gSNBE GKS WieNryila
Whilst Rodkey was an American who subscribed to Whiggish historical ideas
that were also prevalent in the United States, the English nationalist element in
Whiggish history gathered momentum as the twentieth century brought war:
historians looked backotand revered leaders perceived as active, confrontational
and patriotic. This excluded Aberdeen and fused with continuing liberal sympathies
G2 StS@FGS tltYSNARG2YS 2F0Sy |G ' 0SNRSS
presided over the peace processat he end of the first andecond World Wars
began turning to history to offer precedent and justification for the enlightened
liberalism with which they believed they were concluding treaties, and for which
they had an inherent taste. This created a romamarrative of nineteenth century
foreign policy in which the dominance of liberalism was overstated and endorsed
on nationalist terms, whilst the ascendancy of liberal ideas was treated as
inevitable.
The work of Harold Temperleystudent of Lord Actoryvho was a friend of
and sympathiser with Liberal politician Lord Granwlles a goa example of this

A

phenomenon. In his seminal study of theaX East, had N2 1S GKF G t I fYS

2co {GFrytSe w2R1Ses W[ 2NR t+fYSNBEIMIYE Joushdt of 1 KS wS.
Modern History i, 1929, pp. 57 o T W[ 2NR t I f YSNA  @fyfurkeyy PRart i,KS wS2
1839n mTh& Journal of Modern Historiy; 1930, pp. 198 H p T W¢KS G dSyYL]ia 2F . NA
to Guide British Policy in the Levant in the Interest of Mehmet Ali Pasha82Th& Journal of

Modern Historyv, 1933, pp. 32851

2 For detail on the Mehmet Ali crises see, for example, A. Matfie, Eastern Question 171923

(London, ¥ edition, 1996), pp. 2@6; M. AndersonThe Eastern Question 171823: A Study in

International Relationgl ondon, 1966), pp. 5B09.
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Ll2f A0é SEKAOAGSR | WAIGATT dzLILBNNRENBROYF
Aberdeen and his Conservative contemporaries, meanwhile, were described as
WaOGNBAd2 Aot t26 O2yadaAildzia2yrkdndeathep Ay
were anachronistic and reactionary in their doubts about what Temperley
described as @ inevitable and universally desirable concept: the liberal spread of
constitutionalism. His student and former underling at the War Office during World
War |, Charles Webster, continued witkthis theme in 1951, writing that
tFf YSNRG2Y QaA ANRISAAYNINKSa2INKIEYyIQ ol &4 a2
of him is one of thevhole method by which Western civilisation spread over the
G2NPRAGK | Wt ¢ &f 2 NIDhe Stugyle fior Mabtenyirs ButapeS O S
concentrating on the mechanics aebnfrontation between the great powershe
heavyweights of historical endeavour were building up a narrative of histaoy in
which the Conservatives did not.fit
The middle decades of the twentieth century saw a wave of liberally inclined

authors whosestudies perpetuated ideas of Conservative irrelevance and made

GFrofS aaSNIlA2ya o2dzi ! 6SNRSSyQa LIS
| 2y aSNDIFGAGBS LIt AOeD ly20KSNJ 2F /[ KI
NRSSyQa | Yol #iadufihg thé Kapaldonic 2vafdl Wbéter

f dZRSR GKIFG ' 9SNRSSyYy gta WwWiz22 e2dzy3 ¥
gl a W RSEtAOFGS 2yS wX8 Ay GUKS KlFIyRa 27
ONAY I O2y Fdza A 23 Theyidea thzif O $ RIEINRBGEF OB & Wi 2

belied by consideration that this was an era in which Lord Liverpool became Prime

2.

»H. TemperleyEngland and the Near East: The Crirflazndon, 1936), p. 109; p. 9
f O (261 NR&a t I NI

9
#¢SYLISNI Ses W.NAGAAK C2NBAIY t2fA
(1830m b m iThe Qambridge Historical Journial 1933, p. 157.
*®\Webster, The Foreign Policy of Palmerstdnp. 785.
% A. J. P. TayloiThe Struggle for Mastery in Europe 184818 (London, 1954) (Taylor was not
involved in either peace proces3)he concept of the Whig Interpretation of History is only a broad
framework in which to consider the work of these historians and convenient shorthand for liberal
favour in this period. For exploration of its difficulties, other influences on liberal favour, and the
idiosyncrasies of the historians mentioned, see A. Wilkofy R ¢ ® ! aKLJX I yizX W2 KA3
Present/ Sy (i NB R Thel HisioéchlBIGumakxxi, 1998, pp.-16; M. Bentley,Modernising
9y 3flyRQa tlady 9y3aftAakKk | Aail2NA7a@andbridieg2006)yJ. G KS | 3
Fair,Harold Temperley: A Salar and Romantic in the Public Reglnondon, 1922); P. Reynolds and
E. HughesThe Historian as Diplomat: Charles Kingsley Webster and the United Nation&94#39
(London, 1976); K, Burkroublemaker: The Life and History of AJP Télyterdon, 2000).
%’ C. WebsterThe Foreign Policy of Castlereagh 18825: Britain and the Reconstruction of Europe
(London, 1931).
*8 Ibid, ps. 47 and 152.
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Minister in 1812 when only a few years older than Aberdeen was upon taking his
ambassadorship. Harold Nicolson nonetheless continued the them@ ¥ 2 S6 4G SN
2 NJ YR |daaSNISR GKI l 5 SNRSSyQa WAa 3
engendered further muddIé® Nicolson was from a similarly Whiggish background,
AyOft dzRAY 3 | dzyAGSNRERAGE SRdzOIF GA2Y Ay (GKS
College ad spells working at the Foreign Office during the governments of both
Herbert Asquith and David Lloyd George.

| SYNE YAaaAYy3ISNI Ay wmMohpt O2yiAydzSR ONJ
SYolaaesxs oNI}YyRAYy3a KAY | W3dzg f immpefilBd L2 A

NAGEAY Q& O2 yiss KiSsindet ignored yhé Sohlex Gitdiation within

which Aberdeen was working, the context in which he was writing seemed to
explain his critique. Kissinger published his work at a time when the Cold War was
het GAy3 dzLJx FyR KS &adzwaSldsSyidte NBEIINRS
continental powers as leaving hostages to fortune. Elsewhere Kissinger wrote that
Wy 2 LIRoSNI Oy adlh 1S Ada adz2NIBAGIE SyidaAiNSt
an abdication of t8 NB &Ly aA oAt A {'&Thie Was low heilékey | y a K A
dzLJ22y ! 6 SNRSSyQa RALI 2YIFGAO YAaaAirzyo

There were early historians with a direct interest nineteenthcentury
Conservatism but these authorsmostly confinedtheir attention to Benjamin
Disraeliand the Prime Mirsters under whom Aberdeen servedhe Duke of
2 StfAy3dG2y YR w20SNI tSSt o 2 StfAy3G2y
Aberdeen, perhaps necessarily in covering a momentous career in wheskde&n
played only a small part.t temains that therewasnothing said about the role or
ideas of the Foreign Secretaly. More recent biographers have also ignored

Aberdeen, even those that discuss foreign policy in détail.

#H. NicolsonThe Congress of Vienna: A Study in Allied Unity-1822(London, 1946), p. 57.

0 h, KissingerA World Restored: The Politics of Conservatism in a Revolutionary Era: A detailed
study of diplomacy and political manoeuvre 1812 with particular reference to Metternich and
Castlereagt{London, 1957), p. 96.

Bl d YAAAAYIASNE We KSI LIRNIEMSROEISRITLI956 05284 I ¥ | w
%2H. Maxwell,The Life of Wellington: The Restoration of the Martial Power of Great Bfitairdon,

1899); J. Fortescu#Vellington(London, 1925); P. Guedallehe DukdlLondon, 1931).

% . Cooper,The Ag of Wellington(London, 1964); N. Thompsolyellington after Waterloo
(London, 1986); C. Hibbeiyellington: A Personal Histofondon, 1997); R. Holmeg/ellington:

The Iron Duk@_ondon, 2003).
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Peelcast something of a shadow over Aberdeen in the early histoapgy,
as biographers queued up to dissect the lifaladt controversial and divisive Prime
Minister3* Most concentated on domestic issues but those who looked at foreign
policy simply ignoreti 6 SNRS Sy Q& INRIRSSAnvaiRargavss the antd
KAaU2NRLFY G2 1 O1y2sftSR3IS | 6SNRSSY IyR (K.
a great ideal, that of international peace: but he was not a strong man. Left alone,
KS KIR y2i GKS NBazfdzirazy (2 &ai’83%m (KS (
chamge that Aberdeen was wetheaning, but lacking in enthusiasm, would be
repeated by his own biographeiater in the twentiethcentury. The idea that Peel
was to Aberdeen a Victorigraterfamilias keeping an eye on his less able colleague
and interveningto toughen his plicy and stiffen his resolve, persst in future
g2N] & dzaAy3d t SSt Qa LRifakalydisdOl t tAFS &4 GKS

LY mMopycX b2NXIYy DIFaK y2G4SR GKFG t SSt
2F SYLKIF aAia NI GKESNudekthaythe2Pangedistar @xeroised dzi
i SEOS&a&aAdS Ay Tt dS PDSCRedd HSWIK A & C2

TKEG O NRAGAAK LI A Qeénkinslagued) dza S { f

YSSRSR (2 YIF18 % n200R DBuGlesa LI2 f
| dZNR>X RSaLIAGS ARSYUGATeAytdwo nek Sssedtad NaBty 3 Wi |
t SSt KIFIR (2 W{SSL) I Ol &sd Suggédd th@ KeQlacked” ! 6 SN
b2 i K WiKS ySOSaalNE KINARKOINI W R2WOLKEO
expressecan almost mocki & YLI (0 K& T2 NJ WLE ByNconfradtEiR ! 0 S NR
Evansotedd K & G2 ! 6SNRSSy>X tSSt g1 a WKI LILIA SN
any other aspet 2 F 32 BSING/SY So/NiBdEA (1& 2F 90t yaQ |y
fAGOES G2 AfttdzYAyldS ' 6SNRSSyQa NRtS Ay

% T. DoubledayThe Political Life of the Right Honoumlsir Robert Peeli (London, 1856); J.
McCarthy,Sir Robert PeglLondon, 1891); J. Thursfielgel(London, 1911); A. Rams&air Robert
Peel(London, 1928); G. Kitson Clafeel(London, 1936).

% RamsayPee] p. 253.

% Crosby{ A NJ w2 6 AdmihistratiSnS184@846 N. GashSir Robert Peel: The Life of Sir Robert
Peel after 1830(London, 2 edition, 1986); D. ReadReel and the Victorian§Oxford, 1987);
Adelman,Peel and the Conservative Party 18850 T. JenkinsSir Robert Pe¢London 1999); D.
Hurd, Robert PeglLondon, 2007).

¥ GashPee| p. 516; p. 497.

¥ ReadPee p. 150; Jenkin®ee) p. 99.

¥ Hurd,Pee] p. 273; p. 283; p. 286.

“OE. EvansSir Robert Peel: Statesmanship, Power and Radiydon, 1991), p. 49.
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There weresomeearlyworks that swam against this tide and took a direct
look at Aberdee?d A YLI SYSY (I (32 R 2F08RyaéKDPYHA D:
Thirty Years of Foreign Policy 1855 was the first such work and it provided an
early defence of the policies of Aberdeen and Palmerston in the years leading up to
the Crimean waf’ al OYYA3IKGEIQa ¢+ a I MNibdrdehNdatIf 2 4 4 ¢
defended his policy without any substantial analysis of its origins, but it offered
20aSNDIFGA2ya 6A0K GKAOK Y2ald KIFI@S RATFTTFS
Aberdeen was Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, the Government was not
influenced by that preposterous love of peace at any price with which this minister
KIa 0SSy RBuiidylorOtkisSpRide,Ghe assumption that Aberdeen and
Palmerston were polar opposites was questioffédThe argument that Aberdeen
YR t I Yo§ddives@eyeretsome wayshe same is important to bear in
YAYR 3IAQSy (G(KS &dzoaSldsSyid KAadz2NR23INF LK,
politics. The prevailing idea of Palmerston as the great liberal patriot and Aberdeen
as the archreactionary Torjhadat least one early dissentient.

There followeda brief and previously unknown journal article lieisure
Hourthree@ S NBR | F  Sddath! whi€hNIRy&IShat@eéwas unjustly made
scapegoat for the horror of the Crimean Wr.¢ KS | dzi K2 NR& | & & SNJI )
y2i0 YSRRfS gA0K LREAGAOAE Ay (GKSaS LISNERZ2Y
of an article that already suffered from its brevity and publication in an obscure
journal with a low circulatiod® ¢ K S Of | ktdty villkdb [iberdden] ja G A OS Q
also provedo berather overoptimistic?®

I 6 SNR S S gighdicantblodtdplly was written thirty years (and four
major Palmerston biographies) later by Arthur Gordon, his son and Private

Secretary in the 1850%. Aware that his filial relationship to Aberdeen was a

*LT. MacKnigh Thirty Years of Foreign Policy: A History of the Secretaryships of the Earl of Aberdeen

and Viscount Palmerstdihondon, 1855).

“2bid, pp. 3367.

“bid, p. 350.

“ry2yeyvyzdzasr WwalSy L KI @S | yeBuleyRHound, K863, pp. BB50.2 F ! 6 SN
Although the author was anonymous, it is likely to have been a family member due to the nature of

the journal.

“bid., p. 548.

*®Ibid.

“" A. GordonThe Earl of Aberdedihondon, 1893).
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double-edged sword (familial connections can offer closer insights, but these can be
distorted by affection),Gordon nonethelessraised some important issues. He
argued that Aberdeen exercised a degree dfuence over Wellington, albeit a
aYlFtt 2ySY WL R2dz00 6KSGKSNI GKSANI Ay dSND
2LIAYA2YAaT Al OSNILF Ay & musharGtodhis,yiSwas G KSA N
aLSOdz F GSR GKIF G ! 8 SNRSSyY Q& toArgtaghiseSheOS Sy
French Revolution of July 1830 that brought the Orleans Monarchy to p&wer.
That Aberdeen had any inkEnce on the Duke was a notewortlmpservation, but
one we&ened by a lack advidence.

With regard to the Angld-renchentente of 1841-1846, Gordon noted that
cross/ KI yySf NBflIliA2yad 6SNBE KAYRSNBR o0& K.
GKSANI 2NRSNARAQ YR KAIKEAIKGSR GKS LISNAE?
Aberdeen and his French counterpart Fgais Guizot® A lack of criticaknalysis
Y2y SUKSt Saa dzy RSNXYAY SR ciichatonsdetkednSBritairf D 2 NF
YR CNI yOS ¢ SNX astdid Ny dlisaBayadriddsiSnNGFl&iOdi axcess
to private correspondenc® ¢ KA & KI R YdzOK (2 R2 6AGK D2
Ghdstone who, as a practising Liberal politician, wanted to keep embarrassing
evidence of his early opposition to parliamentary reform out of the spotlight.

When further private correspondenceetween Aberdeen and Princess
Lievenappeared in the 1923 biogphy written by Lady Frances Balfoitrwasin
places simplynserted intore-issued sections dd 2 NR2eytQ | f F2 dzZNRa | 00
was disorganised and offerei@w narrative additionsi 2 D2 NR2y Q@ 0 A 2 3N
what amounted to a confused and perfuncy work.>?> Thehurried efforts of a
author in urgent need of a financial boost following the death of her husband did
little to increase understanding of Aberdeen and Conservative pollogleed, to

read the relationship that Lord Aberdeen built up between Britain and France as an

“®bid., p. 75.

“9bid., p. 89.

*% |bid., p. 158.

*bid,, p. 154p. vii.

°2 F. Balfour,The Life of George, Fourth Earl of Aberdeien2 volumes (London, 1923)This
correspondence has since been published in full in E. Jones RaeyCorrespondence of Lord
Aberdeen and Princess Lieven, 1882in 2 volumes (Londoi19389).
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WEtEsalgoa Of SINI & I YAaddzy RSNIé flafRihy 3 |y
D fF2dNPA Lyt earao

There wee some notable early twentiethentury nonbiogrgphical works
also to examinel 0 SNRSSy Q¥ OtJazRA PA I a | é2teIONeAns Yy | | f
azyl NOKeé yR Wod wod . | Rgrmwh@aFrahcBlBnkeRddS 2y
that island despite a tradition of British influencd) . | t RgAy | RRSR (2
identification of intransigent diplomats by noting that George Pritchard, British
O2yadzZ Ay ¢l KAGAZT WNBIR 0S06SSy GKS Ay
g KAOK NI a P°NDr tfieSiRpadk af Yhe (ahitian crisis on Angkench
relations, Ba R Ay SOK2 SR $eéaseanasioptained) blik theatéhte d YY W
YSOSNI OSNE &aGNRyYy Pz Ioflta NB RN RA (BRI | Sly@ypy A
WI 6 SNRSSY 46l & Ay &adzomaidlydAiAlrt F3INBSYSyid o
with Baldwin, Aberdeen was nt¢he primary focus of his study and this resulted in
little addition to existing material on Conservative foreign policy.

In the 1930s, E. Jones Parry reviewed the relationship between Aberdeen
and Guizot and, although nawholly dismissive othe former, came to some
damning conclusion¥. The AngleFrenchentente contested Jones Parry, was a
WFI Af dzZNB X i KS NBnteyitSofid SEAE88ERIKE (o2 LIS2 L
GKIEG-0OWNE SR 2LI0AYAAY of ESTB veidigt, oveBd®Rdet A Y RS
dissenting fromD 2 NR2 y Q& 2 0 & S énl@ntewas2oxly inteiided to bekaS
personal arrangement, was maintained by others for some time. Jones Parry also
wrote the only major English work on the disputed succession to the throne of
Spain during 6 S NR S S y 8 aNo-ah& hasizeschallenged his conclusion that
l 9SNRSSyYyQa TFlLAfdaNBE (2 NBaz2t@S 2N 4 €SI
NEBLINBASYGSR Wi FI At &N yiBa % H OINE QB & LG22 WY A 6

*% Balfour,Aberdeenii, p. 108.

*J. HallEngland and the Orleans Monarchy] 2y R2yY S MGMHOT WO . | f RgAYyS U
{ SAT dzNB 2 F (i KrBe Jpuzn@l bfModern Histchy) 193R, ) 71:231.

P LEREAYS WERDBQY 2100 SHidbR &t |y

*® |bid., p. 231.

9 wW2ySa t I NNES W' wSOASEs 2F GKS woylphishdy a 06 S0 6 ¢
xxiii, 1938, pp. 2536.

*%|bid., p. 30; p. 32.

%9 E. Jones Parrfihe Spanish Marriages 184846: A Study of the Influence Bfnastic Ambition

upon Foreign Polidg.ondon, 1936).

% Ipid., p. 262.
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resource for the stdent of this area of historiput, as will be considered in Chapter
Four, its conclusions about Conservative policy in Spain were made on the basis of a
number of questionable assumptions.

By the middle of the twentietitentury, then, there had been no si§jnant
analysis of Conservative foreign policy in the 1840s, while Aberdeen was still yet to
be the subject of a substantial biography. Neither had he been examined in the
context of a thorough study of his private and political papers, whilst his aaress
YR RSGNIOUO2NB KIR 0SYSTAGSR Fwediath K GAY
century ushered in a period of increased interest in Anglmerican relations and
diplomatic history in general: #se trends, the formerdeveloping because of
events in te Second World War and the onset of the Cold War, combined to
stimulate an increased interest from whitie historyof 2 NR ! 6 SNRSSy Qa !
policy between 1841 and 184@ceived indirect benefit Theearlier literature was
largely American in originhowever, so a focus on American considerations
prevented thorough examination of Aberdeen and British Conservative foreign
policy.

The two major works to emerge on Anghanerican relations were H. C.
I f f Grga®Britain and the United Statasd volumeF 2 dzZNJ 2 F 2 Ay &G 2y |/ K
History of the EnglisBpeaking Peopléd Both portrayed the nineteentitentury
as a period of inevitable and inexorable assimilation of English and American values
OKFG dzf GAYFGStEe SR (2 o\l (0AS20/ aYKSA LIQya2 ¢ y!
GKFO WIKAA NALSYAYy3I 2F FNASYRAKALI OX6 ||
ideals and practices which accompanied the development of democracy in both
02 dzy PNIKSaNIIK A £ al ¢ G KF G Wi Ko of gurpgsefiilS Sy i K
progressive, enlightened, tolerant civilisation. The stir in the world arising from the
French Revolution, added to the Industrial Revolution unleashed by the steam
SyaayS FyR Ylye 18& AyogSyirazya® sucBR AyS

teleological accounts have found some modern adherents, but the most recent

. H. Allen,Great Britain and the United States: A History of Afgiterican Relations (17852)
(New York, 1955); W. Churchi History of the EnglisBpeaking Peoples/: TheGreat Democracies
(London, 1958).

®2 Allen, Great Britain and the United Statgs 27.

% Churchill A History of the EnglisBpeaking Peoples/, p. vii.
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studies have argued that rapprochement was far from inevitable or smoffhe
nuances of international relations and the understanding of the role of politicians
such as Abrdeen in AngleAmerican relations are obscured when history is painted
with such broad brushstrokes.

There were earlier works that concentrated on the specific issues affecting
the Peel government, such as that ¢ime Northeastern Boundary disputeyver
which, in 1842 Aberdeen sent Lord Ashburton toegotiate with American
representative Daniel Webster and therelgtermine the dividing line between
Maine and New Brunswidland, in doing so, to protect loc8ritishinteresty. This
work had, howeverpeen mostly confined to journals. Ephraim Douglass Adams
y2GSR GKIG GKS NBadzZ GAy3a (GNBlrGexz 6KAOK
OFLAGdzZE I GA2Yy QY OFYS (2 0SS (1y2é6y GKNRAAK
O LJA ( deéhichishggestedhat it was a fair sttlement for both parties> This
observation proposedii Kl i ! 6 SNRSSyQa AyaildNUzOUA2Yya
conciliatory as was traditionally thought

¢CK2Yla [S 5dz0 FNBdzZSR GKFdG . NARGFAYQ&
defence of the Canadas: the squeds over land of negligible practical utility were
superfluous’® 2 A f £t ALY [ dzOSé KStR GKS 2LIAYAZY (KI
the dispute has been discussed by partisans and scholars, so that today little
NBYIAy&a (2 0% Thode kdributiny 20dhé Nelv (E€ytand Quarterly
who continue to investigate the minutiae dhe disputesinto the twentyirst

century do notseem tothink so®® By the end 6the 1940s, there hadtill been no

®R. StuartUnited States Expansionism and British North America,-187%(London, 1988), p. 80;

D. CampbellUnlikely Allies: Britain, America and the Victorian Origins of the Special Relationship
(London, 2007).

®9d 52dzaAfl&aa ! RIYAZ W[ 2NR | &Ko dielAmgficarn Wighricdl KS ¢ NB
Review xvii, 1912, pp. 76%82.

®T Le DucW¢ KS alAyS CNBYGASNI FyR G(GKS Bhe nidich a i SNy
Historical Reviewliii, 1947, p. 32.

2 ¢ [ dzOSes W{2YS / 2NNBaALRYRSYyOS 27F (kShbatbrhy S / 2Y
¢ NS IThedNew England Quarterby, 1942, p333.

BCd /FNNREffS WeKS tlFaarz2yrasS /1yl RAFYANeridaKS | A&
. 2 dzy’ RThBIB&SEngland Quarterlixx, 1997, pp. 88%inmT WYAyYy3d& | yR / NxhaSay
CanadiamAmerican Boundary Dispute and the Belgiansi€rof 183em y o mh2 2New England

Quarterly Ixxiii, 2000, pp. 177AMn T W&d 5dzy ol 0AYy S We¢KS mMyom 5dzi OK

' YSNRAOFY . 2dzy Rl NB ShedNeddEngiard Quafterixxe, 2002, ppl 26 =
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substantial overview or angsis regarding the Britisside of negotiationgnd, more
ALISOATAON fdokeyr ! 0 SNRSSy Qa

Early work on the Northwestern Boundary dispute, where the geographical
limitations of the stateof Oregon came under scrutingspecially after Rysident
James Polk was electedlso made sora progress In the twentiethcentury,
w20 SNI { OKdzatf SNJ f 221 SR Frederick Metlqjuitished R f S A \
series ofinformative articles in the 1920s and 1930sHe raisedmportant issues
such as the wa in which Aberdeen usedhe Timesto leak information and
influence negotiabns; an idea contrary to the narrative of Aberdonian naivety and
simplicity appearing elsewhere in the historiographyMerk did, however, hold
the opinion that Aberdeen had WRNB I R 2 F ¢ | NDNNIXY B S NS & 21z0
part of the British’> In arguing this point, Merk avoided the narrow self
justification andromanticism that permeated mangther earlier Americanvorks,
which combined with religiousterpretations of Manifest Destiny to produce
distorted view of the past. Ifth& A A G2 NA Iy 0SSt AS@Sa GKIG W
NHzy 8 X2 dzNJ NBO2NR 2F SELIl yairzy Aa 2yS aiy3
are unlikely to produce accurate accounts of American or British policy in this
period.”®

Beginning in the 1950s, Wilbur Devereux Jones published research that
NEOFt AN §SR (KS KAAUG2NA23INI LKA GIThe A So
idea that lessons might be learned to strengthen the relationship with America in

the age of Soviet rivar O2AYOARSR GA0K GKA& NBYSSHSF

Pwod { OKdzé f SNE 3Py 21 B YLWNR Y it SolitRdll Sciencen QuatEkyvi, 1911,

pp. 443461.

“Co aSN]Z WeKS hNBI2y Tha AmedcanNdistorical Revidink 51924, pplzy R NEB Q|
681-c hpT W. NAGAAK t I NIi& tBhé AmedcandHisrical Revigwi&vii, HIBE I 2y ¢ NJ
pp. 653c TTT WeE¢KS . NAGA @k /N (/KNER ahAgidees Histglydii, (& Q>
MponT W. NAGAAK D2@SNYYSyid tTNRAnkridn yiRorical Réew,i K S  h NB
1934, pp. 3862.

TaSNIEGMWARIt NRLI 3 YRFEQO®

“aSN]l T W.NRGAAK tFNIeée t2tA0A04aQF LI ccmMT LI® cpod
® R. McNuitt McElroyThe Winning of the Far West: A History of the Regaining of Texas, of the

Mexican War, and the Oregon Question, and of the Successive Additions to the Territory of the

United States, within the Continent of America 14387 (London, 1914), p. v.

“2 9 5SPSNBdzE W2y Sas W[ 2NR ! &Ko dzNITReyMissisgippi Valys a b A y ¢
Historical Reviewxl, 1953, pp. 47 pn T W¢KS Ly Ff dzSy OS -Ashburfori | @S NE

b $32 (A Thé dogryakofSouthern Histpryii, 1956, pp. 488;Lord Aberdeen and the Americas

(Georgia, 1958)The American Problem in British Diplomacy 18861 (London,1974).
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methods. Devereux Jones -ezamined the circumstances of th@/ebser-
Ashburton Treaty, suggestingK G G KS 5dz1 S 2F 2SttAy3ai2yQ
the issue created many of his difficulties andulésd in contradictory instructions
G2 ! AaKodzNIi2zy TFT2NJ 6KAOK ! 6 SNRSSy Qlawaggl OAf £ |
Ifaz2 y208SR GKIFIG AY wmynuH AdG gl a WLINI OGAOF
table due to the scope and complexity of the prahbke that Palnerston had left
unresolved® LY RSSRZ t I f YSNEG2yQa ONRGAOAAYE 27
longmasked his own lack of progress in American affairs

Devereux Jones also challengéte ideathat the entente was a failure,
suggestingthat even if attempts to cooerate with France over variouaffairs
proved abortive, the fact that efforts were made at all signalled the value of the
AngloFrench arrangemernt’ | £ WO 2F LI I yyAy3aQ 6l az yz2y

S78

for British failure to seizehe initiative in negotiations® Extensive coverage \8a

Ffaz2 3IABSY (2 ! 6SNRSSyQa NRtS Ay GKS [}
Montevideo, where it had not been beforé.5 S @S NB dzEL97¥M&Royk Duiltda
that of 1958 and emphasisetie underlying importance of American trade to the
NAGAEK o0FYyR OA0OS OSNAIOT | LKSy2Y¥8yz2y §;
DevereuxJones made a career out of expanding the understandinghpopular or
unfamiliar British political figure®. As regards Aberdeen, this task was perfetn
well. Nonetheless, limited consideration of the impact of American politics on
British policy, and only infrequentferences to France and British politidsft
much room for further study.
In the 1960s, thavork of Kenneth Bourne and Frederick Mextided to the

weight of materialon Aberdeen and Agio-American relations, but without adding

"5 SOSNBdzE W2y S&ar WalAyS . 2dzyRINE Béfe\Webstei A 2y a Qs
Ashburton Treaty: A Study in Angimerican Relations, 1783843(North Carolina, 1977).

5 SHESNBdzE W2y Sas WeKS Ly ¥t dzSyisbySed3The RightlofZBeaidh Qs  LIO
and the Slave Trade in Angdanerican Relations 1814362 (Baltimore, 1933).

" For background see D. Pletch@he Diplomacy of Annexation: Texas, Oregon, and the Mexican

War (Missouri, 1973); N. Tutorow,exan Annexationral the Mexican WaflLondon, 1978).

" Devereux Joneéberdeen and the Americas. 24.

" See also H. FernBritain and Argentina in the Nineteenth Cent(@®xford, 1960).

% Devereux Jonedhe American Problem

8 See also Devereux Jondsyrd Derby andVictorian ConservatisniGeorgia, 1956)%t N2 & LIS N& { &
W20AY a2y QY ¢KS [ ATFS-18HNew XaikQi®aRy & D2 RSNAOKZ MTyH
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to the diversity of opinio®> . 2 dzNY'S 61 & ONR (A Offifted 2F | 6
RALI 2Y IR WWARA & SR akéeQalfoNia ddyeh il wa® offéréd byl
Mexico in return for support against impending American encroachment upon
Texas and the looming threat of wit. Perhaps higocus upon imperial defence
and research in predominantly military arcleis predisposed Bouento endorse
I OGABS |yYyR SyiUuKdzaAlIaGAO YATAGINE LI2fAOAS
desire for consensus. That Hiseok ends in 1908, the date wheBritish strategic
planning for war with America was terminated, appears to add weight to this
suggestion. That Bourne lived througie Second World War and wrote during the
Cold War might also explain his being more sympathetic to sudicpve strategic
considerations Either way, Aberdeen was giviitle agency in policy making and
Conservave policy was dismissed as a series of unthinking and incoherent
measures. a SNJ Qa f I iSad 62N)] o6l a SaaSyaalffe
although a new conclusion streskeéhat both governments desired an equitable
solutionto the Oregon boundardisputebut that this was made difficult by excited
opposition on both sidesof the Atlantic. If accepted, this idea thatdo SNRS Sy Qa
pursuit of a diplomatic solutionwas reciprocated by the American government
would seem to justify his poli¢yalthough ae relies on inference to draw this
conclusior®

The study of Conservativeolicy regardingFrance and Europe also made
some headway in postar decades:with the work of Andrew Cunningham,
Douglas Johnson, Rag Bullen and Lawrence Jennings, I f YS&NBR G2y Q
historiographical hegmony was challenged and the Conservatigegan to attract
more balancedanalysi€® Cunningham and Bullen argaii K & t I £ YSNBR G2y Q

between 1830 and 1841, androm 1846 onwards was in some ways

8 K. BourneThe Balance of Power in North America 18988(London, 1967); F. MerKhe Oregon
Question(Harvard, 1967).

# Bourne,North America 1814908 p. 123; p. 150.

 Merk, The Oregon Questiopp. 395418.

Bl o [/ dzyyAYIKE YS WYt Sbritecordiai@FeR Sy of theyititulie Of3Historical
Researchxxx, 1957, pp. 18206; D. JohnsorGuizot: Aspects of Fren Political History 178¥874

O0[ 2YR2Yy I wmdc o0 TFrenwhd Rivalyztarid SSpanish UPbliyics, f 1846 n Fh@ XEnglish

Historical Reviewlxxxix, 1974, pp. 257; Palmerston, Guizot and the Collapse of tEetente

/| 2NRAFES O6[2YyR2YyZ MpTtnOT [P WSYyAy3das WCNIyOSszI D
1841-n p Keench Historical Studies, 1977, pp. 10125.
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counterproductive to British intereststhe former OA G Ay 3 (G KS WL NP
tFf YSNAG2YQ Fa OlFadAy3a | &aAKFER2g 2@SNI !
options® . dzf £ Sy | NHdzSR GKIG tlfYSNARG2Y SEKAGOG;
of the intricacieof the Spanish Marriage Questi6h.Both, however, portrayed an
ententeg A G K CNJ} yOS GKI G ONdHzYof SR FyR FStf ;:
2PSNJ GKS jdzSadAazy 2F { LI yAaK &adz00Saairzy:
ulcer of theententeF®

Johnsyy O2YLI NBR GKS ONRUOAONVAYA aXK® G@S NK
DdzA T 202X 6K2 NBOSAGSR DSyYySgly -QNEyEYKAQME |y |
were internationalists he argued, trying to pursue a peaceful policy against a
hostile political backdt LJS ¢ KA OK g+ & Ay y2 avlftft ol & ¢
LISYOKI yi F2N WYYySSRY I@Xy@ 29 DASYWRANY I NENI WK §
concerned with Francgeas did that of Jennings, whose work on the slave trade was
rich indetail but, necessarily, litediy’ | yIFfeadAia 2F ! 6SNRSSyQa

General foreig policy surveys of this period, howeveperpetuated
orthodox views ofAberdonian policy thahad bee in place since the nineteenth
century. Donald Southgate, later a biographer of Palmerston, wrdte oWl NNER I I Y (
AyadzZ FNAGeQ OGKFG ¢2NASAE WwWO2dz R | LILINSOA L ¢
criticisms developed in earlier works, although projasthat Aberdeen showed a
WY2NBE NBFEAAGAO0OQ FGGAGddZRS GKFEY t It YSNRG?2
posed®® Paul Hayedelivered the greatest criticisnin his influential work of
1975" Aberdeenwas labelled y Wdzy RAAONRAYAY Il GAy 3 | LIISI &
WAIY 2Nl yOS>T ad0GdzLARAGE YR YdzZRRESQ G2 (GKS
intellectual credit than hisnuch ridiculedpredecessor, Lord Dudl€§. Hayes also
I NBdzSR GKFG WAG 61+ & dzy RSNI ! 6 SNRSSy GKI

8/ dzy y A Y 3 Kent¥hke céiialeS LI mdn &

¥ dzf £ Sy s W{ L) yuyak 3as2 fLadi A O0as mMync

%) dzy y A Y 3 Kent¥hke céifal@S LJd HAan ®

® JohnsonGuizot p. 287.

®D. SouthgateW¢ KS azali 9y3IfAaK aAiAyAaildSNXQUondok 3966)2f A OA Sa
Southgate,The Passing of the Whigs 188286 (London, 1962), p. 275; Bourn€he Foreign Policy

of Victorian Englan§Oxford, 1970), p. 59, see also BourNeyth America 1814908

op, HayesThe Nineteenth Century 1880 (London, 1975).

% Ibid., p. 75; p. 162.
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the Turks was given official approval. It was a legacy which was to encumber

diplomatsandpolt OA I ya F2NPKEFETF I OSyildzNE ®Q

The Major Biographies: Iremonger and Chamberlain

The first substantial biography of Lord Aberdeen was authored by Lucille
Iremonger in 978¢ a full one hundred and eigken years after his deathand the
second and more comprehensive followed in 1983, written by Muriel
Chamberlair® It was with these works that the historiographical direction began
to shift. The lendh and detail of the studies, and the fact that they were
undertaken at all, was due in part tbhe emergence in the 1970s and 1980s of the
mature reflections of those who hafirst studied amid the renewal of interest in
diplomatic history in the 1960s. The British Empire ahdhat it stood for had
faded and, in doing so, its gradual dissolnticomplicated perceptions of British
identity. The financial fallout and physical devastation of the Second World War
had ushered in a period of decreased nationalism and increased attempts at
international cooperation, the number of which rose as the mmmic decay of the
late 1960s ledi 2 F dzNII KSNJ NB Ol t A 0 Ndnihg tigrnatioial . NA (0 |
stage. Te lineage of Whig historians hatsobeen diluted and liberal gditics were
y2 t2y3SNI AY @23dsSo I 6 SNRS St genekiled 0 NI A Y
greater interest in this political climate.

L NB Y2y 3S NI Z firgt 20Nehnsull pagers atkHaddo House and this
research helped to yieldome revised conclusion®Rather than accepting the Tahiti
affair as one in which Aberdeen sdiced hanour for peace, Iremonger arguehat
the nationalistic fervouron both sides of the Channgd & OF f | G SR 2 dzi 2
melodrama and posturings of séthportant indivk dzl f & &eatédKajuarrel of
WNRA RA Odzf 2 dzd Q R A%3 QINZhitiad\dihar Zres, (it 2vas ddiietath ( & ©
Aberdeen approached thententeWg A 1 K2 dzi aSyGAYSy Gl fAGeXgA

% Ibid., p. 92.

% L. Iremonger,Lord Aberdeen: A Biography of theurth Earl of Aberdeen, K. G., K. T., Prime
Minister 18521855 (London, 1978); Chamberlaibprd Aberdeen: A Political Biograptiyondon,
1983).

95Iremonger,Aberdeer,l p. 145; p. 144.
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iKS CRBKOKEPOA RS 6Syid &a2YS 41 & -indd RA & LIS

2LI0AYAAYQ LXizsforiafs2sicls adhm@s Pary but Inmongerconcludel

that AbeRSSy Q& 02y OAf A lrangpatdnt aNdShath@GRrsernatdsS
conceded too much as a resdlt. These methods were seen to originate partly in a
lack of political enthusiasm, the genesis of which was traced to the dehth o
l 9SNRSSyQa 0St20SR 6ATFTS [/ FTGKSNARAYS Ay
WK dzy 6§ SRQ T 2 NBHB Supposed BaxBflwar héS We described as

MY N

WGSYRSNI & | 3A dMas alsé sedhdrrd wgakresgdrifvdibldothe D

preyed®” The® considerations led Iremonger to the conclusion of the earlier

KAAaG2NA23INI LIK&Y ! 0SNRSSyYy sl a HKkS wd2vYLX Sy

Chand SNI I Ay Q& 0 Atangidld sydipatty foRnSraslfedi, #as in
places more critical than that of Iremger. Chamberlain also portrayeélberdeen
as having a lack of political enthusiasimat impacted on his polic}’ In a much
more detailed section on America, it was contested that the attention Aberdeen
paid to strategic concerns was negligible, particularlyrirdy the Ashburton
Webster negotiationg® In the dispute over the Oregon border it was claimed that
1 9 SNRSSY wil ORAReEdadiBgRANgEErchyreiafidhs) @hamberlain
suggesteddberdeerd DNXB S LJ2 {althQugh nétltodhe &xtemt thtdhe
ententecollapsed there, as David McLean has argd®d).

More favourable analysis was delivered in coverage of the Tahiti affair,
where Chamberlain suggestethat Aberdeen and Guizot suppressed and edited
inflammatay material so as not taggravate popular and parliamentary disquiet,
thus indicating the value of their relationshif’, Regarding the AngiBrench
entente more generally, Chamberlain echoed the conclusion of Iremonger that
NEf Il G§GA2ya (2mddusidives® TNINNKaSNBenisX W RRA Y 3

% |bid., p. 144.

" Ibid., p. 163.

% Ibid., p. 40.

* Ibid., p. 74.

1%hid,, p. 121.

1%t ChamberlainAberdeen p. 208.
192 bid,, pp. 321322.

1% hid., p. 338.

s ald[ Stys We¢KS DNBS tFrenchegténte tigdan e Hnglish HistediGal | y 3£ 2

Review xcvi, 1981, pp. 11729.
1% ChamberlainAberdeen p. 367.
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8dzOK Wi KS NBfFGAZ2YEKATLIBASIK IhaR otte2woeks\ ddS NI 6 f ¢
British foreign policy, this was a case of damning Aberdeen with faint praise:
| KI' YOSNI I AYy O2y aAiRfeRrtoniok telations aid Nan&S y Q
originated inwishful thinking and represented aspiration rather than reaffty.
/| K YOSNIFAY O2yOfdzZRSR GKIFG Ad gha | WN
O2y @AY OSR (KIG KAA RSadAye ftFreée Ay TF2NBA:
weakestA Yy G KS O2yFNRBY Gl GA2Yy L | 0YDigydst&NE 2 F
earlier in the historiography, portrayed as welkeaning but out of his deptH®

In recent years, Aberdeen hasceved less attention The publications of
Bridge and Bullen anthat edited by T. G. Otte touched on his policy but, by
editorial admission, it received little coveralf&. David Brown haloked atAnglo
French relations and considered foreign policy in a domestic political context, but
his work was necessarily conceth with Palmerston and the period after
I 9 SNRSSy Qa &8 Gasyrecentl ogrdghySap Palmerston mentions
Aberdeen at various points but, naturally, the Conservative party is not his central
concern**

{2 AG Aa OGKIF G ladd&bid Sdhseative fokeigidpolicyink 2 y
the 1840scurrently stands upon the work of Iremonger and Chamberlain: the
discussion ofhis foreign policy has essentially fallesilent for the past three
decades Whilst historians continue to be attracted to the study Peel and a
hectic domestic agenda that culminated with thepeal of the Corn Laws, the
foreign policy of his governmentemains an unfashionable topic of study.
Restrained andorudent Conservatives haygenerallybeenunfashionable topics of
study. I previous pages we considered thmergent historiogaphical interest in
traditionally neglected Conservatives, but this renewed interest in Conservatism

has not yet yielded any published research on Aberdeénd SNRSSy Qa @ASs

1% hid,, p. 387
197 Chamberlain British Foreign Policy in the Age of Palmerstbondon, 1980), esp. p. 5%t | E
.NRGFYYAOl QK . NX1814 (BoidorC POSES &sp.yp. 89. 2t A O&8 wMTy @

1% ChamberlainAberdeen p. 532.

' F Bridge and R. Bullefihe Great Powsrand the European States System 18344 (London,
2" edition, 2005); T. G. Otte (edlhe Makers of British Foreign Poljtgndon, 2002).

WO NRSYS Wt f YSiRct Kelations,R1846 W APpi@dnacy and Statecraftxvii,
2006. See alsBalnmerston and the Politics of Foreign Policy 1886

1 Brown, Palmerston(2010).
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European constitutionaim were examined i@ Rg NR aObSAff &Qa t K5
Conservatives and France, 182346, but the majority of the thesis is concerned

with Peel*'? Whilst there is evidence of continuing interest indare-examination

of nineteenthcentury Conservatism! 6 SNRSSy Qad F2NBA3IAYy L2t AC
periphery*3

A New Study

This thesis seeks to address the lack of research by farosi the specific
LISNR 2 R 2 T setondIemiReéasFgreéign Secretary. sHioreign policy in the
Wellington administration W not be examined in detailalthough not ignored),
becausethe domineering style of a Prime Minister at thneight of his political
powerf AYAGSR ! 6SNRSSyQa AyFtdzSyOS 2y LI2f A
RAAASYGd FTNRBY tKAfAIWKIDOzZSRIOESNRSSY aHhies 2 814 &2
W2 StEAYI2y'HAa0IRANBOSNRESEGOa Y24l aayvyLd
concluded that Aberdeen exercised little influence on foreign policy under
Wellington**> Without his having a free hand in policy construction, difficult to
FaaSaa ! 0SNRSSyQa 2LIAyYyAz2ya FyR fS3lFoe Ay
research has been undertaken on the foreign policy of the Wellington government;
the conflict between the Ottoman Empire and Gregtar example has attracted
significant scholarly attentior*®

The government of 1852855 might be thought to provide the historian
with a greater opportunity to study Aberdeeand this holds true in some respects.
As Prime Minister Aberdeen revealedreforming streak that far surpassed his
earlier career, andhis being leader of the government provides obvious

opportunities for study*!” Such circumstances provide for an interesting case study

125 O b § AThefCénEervatives and France, 14346 ®

13 Gaunt,Sir RoberPeel

"4 GuedallaThe Dukep. 375.

Y5 Bamford and the Duke of Wellington (edhe Journal of Mrarbuthnot 18261832 (London,

1950), p. 163: 19 February 1828; GordAberdeenp. 75.

18 see, for example, Andersofihe Eastern Questips. ClaytonBritain and the Eastern Question

(London, 1971); MacFighe Eastern Question

" For the seminal work oh 6 SNRSSy Qa 32 @S NY WheyAlekdeea SdalitioN®852 2 y | OK &
1855: A Study in Mitllineteenth Century Party Politi@@ambridge, 1968). For detail on the Crimean
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of coalition government, but there existed a maelstromcoimpeting approaches

and individual agendas out of which it is difficult to extractclear view of

I 8 SNRS Sy Q aForeigi? affaifs @ethgendered particular divisions in the
governmentl Y R | 6 SAWR SpBighQ@ere often obscured as a result i

quest to reconcile the competing viewpoints of his colleagwath placatory

sentiment Alienating any of thepolitical HeavyweightQin the coalition might

instigatea disastrous chain reactiodreSEF YAY I GA2YyY 2F | 6 SNRSSy
affairs in his period would require its owseparatestudy, beyond the scope of this

one.

The present study wilF 2 Odza dzLJl2y | 6 SNRSSy Qa F2NBA
governmentbecause thienables, first,a reassessment of the internal dynamics of
Conservative leadershipin light of the challengeGaunt has posed to the
KAAaUG2NRA23INI LIKAOFE FaadzyLliazy GKFG tSSfQa
his colleagues were directed and controlfél. The hstoriographical consensus still
rests on theassumption that Peel exercised an almost paternal influence over his
Foreign Secretarylt is the contention of this study th&eel was in fact content to
leave Aberdeen to proceed with the running of foreigffairs, therefore enabling
t SStQa SYSNEBASa (2 ovth the2dgreSty agedda. STRe 2y R
conduct of foreign policy washus ONR G A Ol f G2 ttRoSgh ®aul 32 3S N
Adelman hasl NAdzSR GKIFd F2NJ ! 6SNRSSyQa TF2NBA:
AYLI Ol X2y GKS [/ 2yasSNBLGEAGS tINIed® GKI G
This thesis proposes something different.The distraction and expense of
international conflict would have placed huge pressure on an administration trying
to recover from reession whilst addressing the need for social change and
improvement: keeping foreign policguiet in a volatile age waa difficult yet
essential objetive to achieve. @reign and domestic policy were inextricably
connected in the objectives of the Peavgrnment.

This study of Conservative foreign policy will thus be conducted in the

O2yGSEG 2F G(GKS tS8St 3I208SNYyYSyiQa R2YSaida

War see, for example, D. Goldfrariifye Origins of the Crimean Wgondon, 1994); A.réubetzkoy,
A Brief History of the Crimean W#iondon, 2006).

18 Gaunt,Sir RoberPee] p. 4.

19 Adelman Peel and the Conservative Panby 26.
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theme explored by both Brown and Hicks in their work on the-migkteenth

century, inwhich domestic and foreign policy are treated as a unified whole.

/| KIF' YOSNIFAY YR LNBY2y3ISND&a o06A23INF LIKASA
Aberdeen was operating, but foreign policy and domestic policy tended to be
GNBIFG§SR aSLI NI ( &drkehés recandidgradRPalmerkBmisyh riithe
context of domestic politics and in that of his popular supp6tt.Despite works

that have assimilated domestic concerns into analysis of foreign policy, such
accounts have not considered the &gn policy ofthe Peel government?* The
cradleto-the-grave approach of Chamberlain and Iremonger certainly has its place,
odzi AG LINPOGARSR F2NJ I LINBR2YAYlydfe yI NN
modus operandiwas often lost. An appreciation of how Aberdeenldnced
Conservative domestic considerations with his own approach to foreign policy, and
with the international political climate, is crucial to understanding hisgychnd its

place in nineteentkcentury Conservatism.

The overall nature of Conservatiereign policy in this era also needs
reinvesigating. Recent studée of the mechanics and nature of Conservative
foreign policy later in the nineteentitentury have suggested the existence of a
consistent set of objectives and principles, albeit delidergith the inevitable
variations of different individuals. Whereas gpesraelian Conservative foreign
policy used to be presented as a seriesadfhocmeasures with theiideological
roots inisolationism, the work of those such as Angus Hawkins andNtravich
School has shown that the midneteenth century Conservatism of the Derbys was
in fact founded upon a rational set gdrinciples and objectives (whicWill be
considered in further detail in Chaptew®). This study will examine whether their
observationsmight also apply tdhe foreign policy of the Peel government and, in
doing so,will explore the possibility of a broader Conservative consensus on the
making of foreign policy, which connected with domestic goals in a coherent and
consistent maner.

Such an approach will help to avoid considering Conservative paticy o

Palmerstonian termsa phenomenonthat has affected previagl accounts of

120
121

Brown,Palmerston 1848855 Palmerston: A Biography
Hicks,Peace, War and Party Politics
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I 6 SNR S S ynaning.LXR terfdédéy to overlook the financial and international
consequences dPalnS NA { 2 y Q Zonlkdgtdtidn @ Bot 1€adt the deterioration
of AngloFrench and Angldmerican relations, the commencement of wars with
China and Afghanistan, and the contribution to a massive excess of expenditure
over revenueC KA Y RSNE dzy RSNBRGFYRAY3a 2F (GKS LINBa
t SSt Qa 3IFFSNYYSyilo

A portrayal of Aberdeen and Palmerstoas absolute opposites woulde
misleading, however, for despite their different methods and world vieas
underlying level of consensus on certain isshesveen 1841 and 1846 is clearly
identifiable  In the 1840s bth Aberdeen and Palmerstoradvocated the
maintenance of the integrity of the Ottoman Empigartly because both pursued a
balance of powerto which the stability of soutleastern Europe contributetf®
They agreed on other matters too. For exampléewFrench agents seized Tahiti
in defiance of existing British influence, Aberdeen and Palmerston thathght
that French annexation could not be opposed on legal grounds and because the
region was strategically indefensibfé.

There werewider themesin British foreign policy upon whidhe two men
concurred These included the necessity of maintainBrgtish preeminence; the
balance of power served this and other British interestslhis is perhaps
unremarkable; most British politicians believdttsame.

One might neverthelessRNJ ¢ LJ NI} f £t Sta o0S0sSSy ¢t
speech regardinhe WS 0 SNy I £ I Yy R LJSRxdsISfareign policyoary i S NB & |
2NF GA2Y 2F | 06 SNRS Sy Qs sp¥ilaREimd Ministeridi® 6 S3I Ay

1850s coation government

The truth is, that for the last thirty years the principles of the foreign policy of
the country have never varied. There may have been differences in the

execution, according to the different hands entrusted with the direction of

22 For details2 ¥ (GKA& &ALISYRAYy3a RSFAOAGE a8S w2aSLK | d
Parliamentary Debates, Bseries [hereafter Hansard. All Hansard references are to theesies

unless otherwise stated], Ixvi, 24 February 1843, col. 1278.

2 5ee chapter 5.

' see chapter 3.
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that policy: but the foundation of the foreign policy of this country has been, |

repeat, for the last thirty years the same.

Whilst there were undoubtedlelements of continuityin British policy, a
degree of disingenuousness may nonetheless be perceived fhS (62 YSyQ
pronouncements. In both 1848 and 1852, thewre speakingduring politically
tumultuous times,in which it served their interests to highliglfand, indeed,
exaggeratg¢areasof concord with their pees, and to gloss over the differencel
l 5 SNRSSyQa OFaS: o6SaARSa ySSRAy3 (2 dzy Al
the land in what appeared to be a fragile coalitioand to accommodate their
personal and political differences, he also sought to undermine the suspicion that
surrounded his ability to work with Palmerstorit is hardly surprising that he made
such a statement in December 1852, and one needs to be cautious about accepting
it at face value. A healthy dose of scepticism about the professed level of
CONSensus seems 94.

The evidene points tovariationsbetween Aberdeen and Palmerstdhat
underline their political differenceswvhich were frequenthyon display. On a baic
level there wereregulardivergencef opinion such as that concerning the issue
of the Sparsh succession in the 1843. Often, policies on which Aberdeen and
Palmerstm ostensibly agreed were also oftereached by different intellectual
pathways angursued with different ends in mindTheir sipport of the integrity of
the OttomanEmpire, for examplegemonstraed the differing political colours and
objectives of their foreignglicies | 0 SNRSSy Qa I \pridpodals for¥te NB& (0 2 Y ¢
terms on which Ottoman integrity should beamtained were vatly different ¢
Aberdeen did not sharg¢he idea that Turkey might be reconstructed on British
liberal foundationsg but they both agreed on the immediate necessity of Turkish
dominion. The methods of the two men were also utterly different, with Aberdeen

preferring candid and personal diplotn@ intercourse with his European

125 Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, cxxiii, 27 December 1852, col. 1724: Palmerston, House of

Commons, Hansard, xcvii, 1 March 1848, cols-3.l2Zhe continuities in foreign policy have been
linked to aristocratic priorities itN. GashAristocracy and the People: Britain, 181865 (London,
1979).

26 5ee chapter 3.
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colleagues and Palmerston preferring to browbeat and bluff his way tte
attainment ofpolitical objectives.

One final aspect that drevthe different strands of governmenbgether in
the Peel governmeng and in othersg was trade. The importance of trade to the
Peel government has been touched upon by others, but beyond the function of
supplying the British economy with money that was desperately needed in 1840s,
trade also performed a wider geopolitical function fdiberdeen’?” He sawtrading
preponcerance as the principaf S ya o6& gKAOK G2 LINBaSNBS
pre-eminence and power, valuing above territorial aggrandisement and the idea
that interventionism was the bestay to pursue British interests.

This thesis will follow the way in which commercial concerns influenced
foreign policy during the Peel governmemtften driving responses to particular
events, as happened over the collapse of the Mavrocordato ministry in Greece and
in relation to French encroachment on Taliffi. Aberdeensaw that where British
trade flourished, so too did British influence, whilst tradegyeements with other
countries encouraged internationatability and helped to preserve the balance of
power. This was a view that was supported by the Board of Trade, with Gladstone
exhibiting particular enthusiasrf’

Over the course of the Peel govenent the debate over free trade in the
domestic and international arenas gathered momentuand its relation to
l 5 SNRSSyQa F2NBA3Iy LREtAOCE YR KAia 02y O0SL]
trade helps to definghe world view that drove higpolicy. ! 6 SNRSSy Qa gl a vy
view of Radicals such as Richard Cobden who, in the 1840s at leastgedaisale
of free trade and demoatisationsweepng away nternational rivalries and leaving
a lastinglegacy of peace and cooperatioAnthony Howehascommented on the
SEGSyld 2F (KA& GKS2NBY Wt NBanarahistImitk, A & A
Cobden foresaw a Europe without states, not so much a federation, as a Europe of

municipalities within an international division of labourln this visim, the

127
128

Devereux Jones has looked at the issue of tradehisn American Problem

See chapter 3. Robert Stewart has also noted the pursuit of commercial assimilation in other
areas, such as in interaction with Prussia, Portugal and Brazil: See R. StEvear®olitics of
Protection: Lord Derby and the Protectionist Party 18832 (Canbridge, 1971), p. 34.

2gee F. Hydéir. Gladstone at the Board of Trafleondon, 1934).
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democracy hat would liberate the peoples of Europe was integrally linked to free
i NF'RS>Q

bSAGKSNI 61 & ' 0SNRSSyQa @OASge 2F AydSNy

whoseviews laywell to the politicalNRA 3 K i 2 Fout/were SHlSotddedl to the
tSTO 27F | Thé bkR&&ignQfar dhis lies in the motives with which

Palmerston approached the extension of NA G Ay Qa O2 YYBWOA I €

principal motive was, of course, to make Britain more prosperous andegaly

. SKAYR UKA& o0F&AO &adAyYdzZ dza fl1 & (GKS 0SfAc¢

role to liberalise andi KSNEF2NBE OAQGAf A&aS GKS g2NIRX
mission alongside thgromotion and encouragemenbf liberal constitutimal
valuesp tFf YSNREG2Y Qa O2YYAUYSyYyd G2 GKS
qguestioned on the grounds that it was an artifice constructed for domestic
consumption, butwhilst he would have relished domestic approvas approach to
Turkey(and otherdiplomaticaffairs) suggested his commitment was genuifie.

Aberdeen sawviruitful trading relationships as a means by which to establish
and maintain padfic international relations,but did not sharethe desire to
liberalise more generally The examination of Angldttoman affairs providesn
opportunity to contrast Aberdonian and Palmerstonian poligg this context
althoughthe differenceis made clear in addition#heatres such as Spattf

I 6 S NR SSitibran thé Jree trade issue, eanwhile, demonstrated that
whilst his conceptualisation of thenternational role of commerce was neither
Cobdenitenor Palmerstonian, neitherould it be associated with those elements of
the Conservative Party that lay farthest to the righrotectionsts believedthat
trade could be safely and beneficially conducted within the British Empire, free
from the dangers of international economic interdependence, which aceald all
too easily expose Aberdeen thought that free trade and the Empire were
compatiblein a way that, for different reasons, Radicals and Protectionists did not.
He alsoregarded any measure that reduced the chance of a war happening in the

first place as a cause worth pursuing, and in the 18#0same to see international

¥ Howe,Free Trade and Liberal Englapd 71.
¥ See B. HiltonA Mad, Bad, and Dangerous People? England-1888(Oxford, 2006), p. 561.
¥25ee chapters 5 and 4.
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free trade assuch a measurelt was a diplomatic tool to be used alongside others
in the maintenance of a European status quo that benefited Britadncautious
approach to affairs in Spain, for example, was in part justified on the grounds that
an increasig degree of commercial reciprocity might help Spain to see itself in an
international context, rather than maintaining the inward focus that inevitably
results from civil conflict.In such calmer circumstances welasting solutions to
AngloSpanish prolemsthought to be found, rather than in the midst of Spanish
upheaval.

Before turning to specific foreign policy cases, it remains to attempt to
recreate the intellectual and contextual matrices of Aberdonian Conservatism. This
will both address a gap irthe historiography and assesthe idiosyncratic
intellectual 6 F OT RNRB L) | 3 Ayad 6KAOK ! 6SNRSSyQa
individual outlook and the influences upon it are crucial to understanding a policy
that has hitherto been dismissed. In this mannge can dispense with the
Palmerstonian and liberal contexts of previous studies and build tip@efforts of
Il dSNRSSyYy Qa. @nioRdar Nd dclideS8eNthis objective, an assessment of
WI 6 SNRSSY YR | Aa 22NIRQ gAftSONRBHYNEQ AL
WYSyidlrf YIFLQZ FyR LI I OS vafivé objgctiveKkbletyieeni KS O+
1841 and 1846.

Having considered that broader background, there follows-ax@mination
2F 1 0SNRSSyQa Sy3l 3SY-Brghth refaionsk forrSedziié LIS @
cornerstone of Conservative foreign policy as they did for any government of that
era, with Napoleonic expansionism still fresh in the collective memory. The
historiography currently portrays Anglerench relationsn this periodas either an
alliance, amall-encompassingntenteor as thinly veiled hostility, but the evidence
points to an alternative conclusion. The civil strife in Spain, giveAi®ra Qa LISy OK I
for intervening there, was of cerdl importance in the geopolitics of Western
Europe. Spanish affairs will, therefore, be considered in a separate chapter. Here
too, traditional historiographical preoccupations are ripe for challenge. Rather than
directing all attention to AberdeeRd & dzLJLJ2 4 SR K &makigNRA 4 & A

Conservative policwill be considered in light of its objectives.
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AngloAustrian relations were largely uncontroversial, and require comment
only in relation to certairareas of policy, buAngloRussian engagement warrants
closer investigation. It is an aspect of ti840s that has been neglected by
historians, yet episodes such as the civil discontent in Serbia shed light on the
Conservative approach to the East and to foreign policy in general. In a broader

sense, an understanding of Conservative policy towardsi®irsghe 1840s affords

I FdzNIKSNJ NBaz2dz2NDOS (2 (GK2aS 02y OSNYSR 64
Although America was not yet a great power it was very much in the
I a0SYRIFYG YR | ydzYoSNI 2F AYKSNARGSR RAAI

objectives; failure to keep Angldmerican relations quiescent could impact on
European affairs, particularly if America and France found reason to resurrect the

coalition of 1812. Relations with America will therefore be considered in the final

chapters. ABNRSSy Qa SINIé @ASsa 2y (GKS ! YSNI
dzy O2 YLINRYAAAY3AY KS gNRGS (KIFIG Wo! YSNRAOLI 8

nothing of infancy but its forwardness, and instead of strength and vigour of youth

she has nothing but its infoSy OS ' yR A3y 2Nl yOSQ> I GSNJI |

WLIS S OA & K BKthd IB40S goduescension had given way to considered
policy, and the manner in which Aberdeen dealt with boundary disputes between
America and British Canada capturdx tessene of Aberdonian poliecynaking and

of the Conservative government.

From this study emerges an acct of Aberdonian Conservatism which
suggestsalternative conclusions on the foreign policy of the Peel government.
Rooting foreign policy firmly in the conteof its international objectives, and how
these related to the domestic priorities of the governmempaints a different
picture fromthat offered inprevious stuéks. Aberdeen appears as a much more
rational politician vith a clear set of objectiveslpeit whilst maintaining flexibility
in the methods used to achieve thertt)an the wellmeaning but naive minister of
historiographical tradition. A solid relationship with Peel points to a conseinsus

the Conservative leadership, and we find that theSHe 32 GSNY YSy (. Qa

133 Aberdeen to Augustus Foster, 4 March and 24 September 1805, V. Foster T{eel.)Jwo
Duchesses: Georgiana Duchess of Devonshire and Elizabeth Duchess of Ddlonsluine 1898),
ps. 209 and 241.

T2
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has much in common with the pieisraelian tradition identified by authors such as
Hicks and Hawkins. iBhera of nineteentkcentury Conservatism thus becomes one
in which a competent Foreign Secretary worked within the gonental and wider
political parameters of his party to achieve his objectives. The ubiquity and
influence of Palmerston are plainly discerniblenid-nineteenth century history,

but Aberdeen exemplified an alternativ€onservativepproach to foreign glicy.
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Chapter TwoAberdeen and his World

[ 2NR ! 6SNRSSyQa tAFS LINAR2N G2 GKS AyO
area of complete historiographical darkness. Biographies and diplomatic histories
KFIgS 221 SR ambassadarshiNBusirg yh@ Napoleonic wars and his
tenure as Foreign Secretary in the Wellington government of 1828* Narrative
RSGIFIAfTa 2F ! 6SNRSSyQa SFENIASNI LIR2tAGAOLI f
documented in such studies, but thereshas yet been no developed attempt to try
YR LIASOS (23SGKSNJ GKS AyaSttSOadzat AYL
this endeavour must inevitably look at the man, but we must also consider the
world in which Aberdeen was operating. In doing se,ocan better understand the
man charged with delivering Conservative foreign policy and, therefore, the foreign
policy itself.

CNEBAY3I G2 dzyRSNRGFYR | LREAGAOAI yQ&
presents no small amount of methodological difficulty with care, one can glean
an overall sense of the workings of political minds. As T. G. Otte remarked in his
NEOSyild aiddzRe 2F (GKS WC2NBA3IYy hFFAOS YAYR
phenomenon. For the historian there is no corpse uponcWha scholarly post
mortem can be performed. But there are traces and footprints, sometimes even
2yt e (KS YSNBA G aweranty Black 1 his sim8y=EBiitist farefgm Q
policy in the late eighteenth century, considered the additional diffies of
NEBfFGAy3 LISNB2YLIFf 20aSNBIFGA2ya (2 6ARSNI
not easy to offer a coherent account of foreign policy that relates domestic
circumstances to diplomatic developments, in part because of lacunae and
ambiguities m the sources, and also because there was no neat pattern of
AYVTEdSyOosSa™l yR LRfAOASEPQ

3% See, for example, A. Gordoimhe Earl of AberdeetLordon, 1893), pp. 265 and 76102; L.
Iremonger,Lord Aberdeen: A Biography of the Fourth Earl of Aberdeen, K. G., K. T., Prime Minister
18521855 (London, 1978), pp. 484 and 111123; M. Chamberlainl.ord Aberdeen: A Political
Biography(London, 1983), ppl05171 and 19350.

1% T G. OtteThe Foreign Office Mind: The Making of British Foreign Policy; B8 Cambridge,

2011), p. 5.

138 3. BlackBritish Foreign Policy in an Age of Revolutions, 1783 (Cambridge, 1994), p. 9.
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¢KS SYRSI@2dzNJ G2 NBONBIFGS ! 6SNRSSyQa
number of individual circumstances that make him a difficult politician to analyse.
In the public sphere, Aberdeen was an infrequent and reserved speaker in the
House of Lords for whom detailed statements of policy intention were rare,
perhaps inevitably for a pragmatic politician without a doctrinaire philosophy. A
general disinclination to regage with the political world beyond Westminster
removes a further potential source of information that studies of figures such as
Disraeli and Gladstone have been able to utilise: their need to engage with an
expanding electorate also encouraged greadegagement with thepublic later in
the nineteenthO Sy (i dzNB @ 5AaN)} St AQa aLISSOKSa i
£t Ay alyOKSaidSNI Ay wmytH KSfLSR (G2 C
| 2y aSNBFGAaY (2 GKS Lzt AO I yBothianz2 LJ2 &0
campaign later that decade articulated his ideas on foreign policy to a wider
audience. Aberdeen eschewed such populist measures in favour of sober political
engagement with his peers.

In the private sphere, Aberdeen presents similar challengee did not
keep a diary with the exception of a short period during his travels: there is no
treasure trove comparable to the Derby diaries, which illuminated the Conservative
politics of the 1850s onwardd/ Aberdeen also declined to write the grand
historical works penned by those such as Churchill, which have provided historians
with a mine of material from which to draw their conclusidfis.

l 9 SNRSSyQa O2YYdzyAOlFIGA2YyY 6AGK O2yu0SYL
His moods could be dark to the extent oppmrent neurasthenia and this
temperament often resulted in brief and unrevealing exchantj@sThis was not
LISR o0& GKS AyOSaalyd GN¥3ISRASA Ay !¢

NAOSR a WikKS Y2ad LISNFSOG isdmsfl ( dzNB

A
(0p))
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373, Vincent (ed.)Disraeli, Derby and the Conservative Party: Journals and Memoirs of Edward

Henry, Lord Stanley, 184869 (London, 1978)A Selection from the Diaries of Edward Henry
Stanley, Fifteenth Earl of Derby: between September 1869 and March(l8@8&on, 1994)The

Diaries of Edward Henry Stanley, Fifteenth Earl of Derby, between 1878 and 1893: A Selection
(Oxford, 2003).

1% 5ee, for example, W. Churchithe Second World Wan 6 volumes (London, 19481); A History

of the English Speaking Peoples4 volumegLondon, 19568).

%9 See Aberdeen to Harriet Douglas, 25 August 1822 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, Haddd_étterse (

to His Second Wife 1841826).
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D2RQ>X RASR AY wMymH FyR RSIGK Ffaz OflFAY
agel?

9 SNRSSyQa | LI NByld RSOFOKYSyYy(d YAIAKID
scholarly pursuits. These began with the study of Classics and the Renaissance at
Cambridgeand continued on his tour of Europe in the early 1800s. In 1805
Aberdeen was elected to the Society of Dilettanti, an important group of cultural
patrons, andhe also became a member of the Society of Antiquaries, for which he
was president between 1811Ind 1846. Early academic studies that cemented this
respected position in the scholarly world includéd Inquiry into the Principles and
Beauty in Grecian Architecturey R 'y AYONRBRdAzOGA2Y (G2 KAa
An Historical Survey of the Ecassical Antiquities of Frandd ! 6 SNRSSy Q&
scholarly ability to appreciate all sides of an argument could result in circuitous and
meandering dispatches and correspondence, which can quite easily confuse by
virtue of their labyrinthine logic. One diploila & dzY Yl NA&dSR ! 6 SNRSSy

to lengthy iterations, adding some further interpretations of their origin:

The note is written in a florid style, full of tiresome repetitions and punctilious
verbosity; the work of a diplomatist who, between the nesigs of telling the
truth and the fear of displeasing, is driven hither and thither, neither able to
defend his own cause (a bad enough one) nor venturing to attack the
weakness of his adversaries with vigour; who trembles before the slightest

criticism aml covers over his welbunded fears with trivial compliment$?

Despite the varying chlanges of trying to construct a picture of Aberdeen
YR KA& 62NIRYX GKSNXB NBYFIAY Sy2dzaK WiN
adz33SadA2yQ HAGK GKAOK G2 O2yRdzO0 GKS A

1“9 Aberdeen to Abercorn, 29 December 1813, Aberdeen Papers, British Library (hereafter BL),

Additional Manuscpts (hereafter Add. MSS) 43225/56.

! Lord AberdeenAn Inquiry into the Principles and Beauty in Grecian Architecture; with an
Historical View of the Rise and Progress of the Art in Grgenelon, 1822); G. WhittingtorAn

Historical Survey of the Ecchkestical Antiquities of France; with a View to lllustrate the Rise and
Progress of Gothic Architecture in Eurgpendon, ¥ edition, 1811). For a complete yet succinct
adzYYEFENE 2F 1 6SNRSSyQa 23GKSNJ I OF RS Y AGordéngzduttbdzi = a S
Earl of Aberdeen (178 y c sTheQQXxford Dictionary of National Biography Onl{hereafter

ODNB. A more comprehensive account can be found in ChambeAbigrdeen pp. 6178.

2 Friedrich von Gentz to Prince Metternich, 18 July 1828, R. Métteiied.) and A. Napier (trans.),

Memoirs of Prince Metternich 177835 iv (London, 1881), p. 458.

(¢p))
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l 9SNRSSYyQa LINAGI GS O2 NNBéaresganRasdadichiie I R2 Y
exercised in public wereften diluted, and sometimes wholly abandoned. The
AYyFEdzZSyOSa 2y ! 6SNRSSyQa RS@St2LIYSyid I|fa

assumptions with which he approached politics.

The Early Years

WAEEALY tAGO GKS | 2 dz/id&Ndlife anda cruaalS NRS Sy
influence’*® The relationship between Pitt and Aberdeen was undoubtedly a
aiNRy3a 2ySo 5SaLIAGS Ylye 2F tAdGdiQa tSad
GKS &A1 SIo6tS O2Nliza 2F ! 6SNRSSyQa ™ SiidSN
8 SNRSSY QaNELIRSBALIAION Y A RMAKS NBf I GA2yaKALI | &
AYyGAYlFOe FTNRBY Y& OKAfRK22RQ FyR AG RSOl
t NAYy OA LY S&* ¥ inedting toAndtél Rap as R. W. Liscombas h
demonstrated Aberdeen was the pme mover behind a monument to
O2YYSY2NX S tAadGdiQa tAFSE RSaLAGS y2i 0S8,
Monument Committee"*

Historians have differed in their conclusions regarding the legacy of Pittite
politics’” 9 | NX & ONX i A OA afthe ®aF againstiNapaldon fddedfeR f A y 3
hisdeathh & GKS mMynt LRSY W9ftA2IKQa alyidfSQ dz

% ord Melville also took the role of mentor when Aberdeen, aged fourteen, selected him and Pitt

& 3dzr NRAFYyaz |t iK2dzaK a@ifedfoffamfy Onatters. yDetaikz6ihi©S 4+ a
career can be found in J. Lovataser,Henry Dundas, Viscount Melvil[€ambridge, 1916); H.
Furber,Henry Dundas, First Viscount Melville 1-a&11 (Oxford, 1931); C. Mathesoithe Life of

Henry Dundas, First ¢sunt Melville 1742811 (London, 1933).

% Gordon (ed.)Selections from the Correspondence of the Earl of Aberdeéproof copy held at

I FRR2 12dzaS0xX Ll® oy d D2NR2Yy ¢l & (GKS (GNHzAGSS 27
letters were lost duing his absence from Britain between 1861 and 1864.

1 5 SNRSSyQa t2f AGAOIE B5AFNBE Hp YR HYy WFydzZ NBE ™
Ywo [Aa02Y0SE W ILy2dls | oBaBubidYn MagaRnekik B77tph (0 azy
700 hi KSNJ KAaAG2NRFya KI @S gNRAGGSY 2y tAGG@a Ay Fi d:
SEIF YLt Sz Wd Wo {012 W¢eKS aSY2NE 2F . dzNJS FyR (K
its Past, 18081y H @@ Historical Journakxx, 1987, pp. 6284n ® 22NJ a G2 |1jdzSaida
AYyFtdzSyO0S Ay Of dzRS { @ DNJI dzo I NRThe IurnakofiBritSNBudjgsk | y R

iii, 1963, but such studies are in the minority.

47 Contemporaries and political figures also interpreted Pittite politica irariety of ways. See M.

Ledgeff 2 Yl &% We¢KS / KFNIOGSNI 2F t Addvy @R Histgriday ISNI |y
Journa] xlvii, 2004, pp. 64661.
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which continued into the twentieth centurd’® The popular chronicler Arthur

NEFY(d dzaSR tAGGQa &0 2 Na&lershi@ whed\BBtdm s f S & 2
FAIGKOGAYT 22NIR 2N ¢g2 gKAtad 9OKNXIYy |
generally encomiastic nature of contemporary Pitt studi€sMore recent studies
KIS 1jdzSaGA2ySR tAGHQa f Ao SN thatlhg/Rs Y2 RS N.
a pragmatic politician focusing on his own times rather than a figure looking to
make any grand ideological impact on his party or postérfty.

CNRBY GKAA ALINBIR 2F @QFINEBAY3I AYyidSNLINB
emerges a broad consenswon Pittite traits. These inclugepragmatic approach to
policymaking, a businedike and administrative approach to government, a Tory
sense of duty and loyalty to the Crown, and a willingness to work with Europe in
2NRSNI G2 | OKA S OdbjectivasR' (i Aberde@i wad 2 MRgmaty
politician who formulated policy according to a given situation rather than on the
oFaira 2F + NARIAR QlFtdzS aeaidisSyz FyR tAGOC
on the way he looked at the world: it was sometyy that Aberdeen himself
stressed throughout his life.

l 5 SNRSSyQa OF NBSNJ SOK2SR GKFdG 2F tAd
political expediency: both men have frequently been charged with inconsistéhcy.

Pitt was not a doctrinaire politician in theay that¢ 2 NJBrag®nd ¢ at the other

end of the political spectrum, Radicaishad a tendency to be. He employed a
businesdike and administrative approach to his government and to his politics, as
was perhaps necessitated by his leadership at a tvhen passions were inflamed

by war and when the party structure that emerged in the 1830s and 1840s did not

YW y2yeyzdzar wWo9fAc2lKQa alydfSy | ¢NRodziS (2 GKS w
This poem is often attributed to George Cannirfudies of Pitt include Earl Stanhofée Life of

the Right Honourable William Pittn 4 volumes (London, 18&); Lord RosebenyRitt (London,

1904); J. Holland RosEhe Life of William PifLondon, 123), esp. pp. B3.

1“9 A, Bryant,The Years of Endurance, 178802 (London, 1942); J. Ehrmafihe Younger Pitin 3

volumes (London, 1969996); R. Reillritt the Younger 1753806(London, 1978).

150 3. Mori,William Pitt and the French Revolution, 17BB5 (Edinburgh, 1997); E. EvaMdjlliam

Pitt the YoungefLondon, 1999). The amount of recent studies of Pitt demonstrates the continuing

debate about his politics and his legacy: see M. Ddffye Younger PiLondon, 2000); M. Turner,

Pitt the Younge A Life(London, 2003); W. Hagu@/illiam Pitt the YoungeiLondon, 2004).

*! stephan Graubard has questioned the extent to which modes of acting identified as Pittite can be

seen as part of the legacy of Pitt, positing that they might only demonstmaliggal expediency and

a rational interpretation of the needs of a particular tim&eeD NJ dzo | NRX W/ I adf SNBI 3K
2F 9dzNRPLISQ> LI ycod

%2 Michael Turner considers this phenomenon in the introductioRiib the Youngerpp. ixxi.
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yet exist. Lord Liverpool would employ a similar strategy during his tenure as Prime

Minister. A student of political economy, Liverpool rejectgihnd ideology in

favour of sound economic policy at a time when war with Napoleon demanded this

approach: he has been labellet WwO2y & OA Sy A Z°dzat SISRYORAY A &

A2OSNYYSYy(d ¢2dzZ R faz2 o6S 2yS (KIFG &az2dAaAKi

role within it would be to make foreign policy successful yet inexpensive: he too

g2dt R 6502YS | &a2dzyR RYAyA&GRI 62N Ay (K,
Aberdeen also admired in and acquired from Pitt a Tory sense of duty and

loyalty to the Crown and to the natn, which carried quasieligious overtones by

which a sense of personal sacrifice underwrote tenure in public office. As Robin

| F NNA& KIFa 20aSNWSR 2F tAllzE KS KIFIR WaK:

recognise as a distinctively Tory sense ofyd(as well as an entirely human

2L NI dzy AAaYO0 Ay FYyasgSNARAYy3a (KS YAy3aQa 4&dzy

business must be done, whatever personal or political interest demanded, provided

one significant mark of continuity between early and lafeories and, indeed,

0S06SSy o620GK | yR ™0 A8 spirk yhigls & Iddiestei Sia & Q

l 5 SNRSSyQa | ANBSYSyd G2 €SIR GKS O2Ff A(7

eight years old, his attentions appeared to have been happily concentrated on

affairsal | F RR2 | 2dzAS® l 9SNRSSY KIFIR gNAGOSY

death:

The country has lost its only support in this dreadful time of disaster; and |

have lost the only friend to whom | looked up with unbounded Love and

I RYANI GA2Y hecome of thd dbuntéy Atdrr by differing factions.

2 KAfS KS fAQPSR wX6 GKSNB g¢gla +a4G tSrkad 2\

directed, and which might have united all hearts in the time of danger. But

8E . Evanolitical Parties in Britain 178367 (London, 1985), p. 27.

Yt 8§85t Qa | LIINRIF OK (2 TFAYIl y@éat Bithidifrora Adanf St to Hid y SR A
Present Day: An Economic and Social Suiiveydon, & edition, 1950), pp. 233. More recent

studies covering the topic include HiltoA,Mad, Bad, and Dangerous Peopl€Re idea of the Peel

government being composed of sound administrators has been stressed for other politicians such as

the Home SecretarWl YS& DNJ K| Y@ {8S 1 & 52yl 23INRRT AT W{A
The Historical Journakx, 1977, p. 103.

®*R. HarrisThe Conservatives: A Hist¢hypndon, 2011), p. 19.
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now, it is all void, a blank; on whom can we put owst? Where can the

mind repose with confidenceé?

2 AGK a2YS NBFrazylofS O02y2SO0idz2NE AdG Aa LR
dutiful and unifying spirit of Pitt in his decision to form a coalition government out
of factions riven with personalnabition and internecine quarrelling.
On the international scene Pitt exhibited a willingness to work with Europe

as a means by which to secure British interests. In his State Paper of 1805 it was
outlined that European cooperation represented a more matuand beneficial
approach than an incessant state of Great Poweligoe and agitation. This maxim
fiti SR ¢ A (K pespedide D18 reign policy, by which cooperation was
more likely to protect the balance of power and thereby create the pacific
conditions in which British interests could thrive. Influence was measured not in
the currency of temporary successes in local disagreements, or maintained by
making statements of power through confrontational policies, but was seen in

NRA G I Ay Qadomthéngey 2THié Gest way to preserve British trading
preponderance and its concomitant political influence was seen to be maintenance
of the international stability by which Britain prospesd. Aberdeen wrote to tlsi
effect when trying to eas¢he strained relations caused by the power struggle in
DNESOS Ay GUKS wmynnayY WGiKS &dzLJSNA2NJ LINR
YSNDOKFyGa ératf tglea SyadNB’ §KS LINB&SNDI

Protection of the balance of power was the preocctipa of almost all

British politicians, with the exception afome RadicalJsbut what marked out
l 9 SNRSSyQa LRftAOE a RAaAaGAyOlGte O2yaSNDI
to protect the balance. Whilst Aberdeen was not averse to limited changdseto
Vienna Settlement of 1814815 ¢ for example, in 1830 he was content to
recognise the Orleanist ascendancy in France in the name of European statdity
was averse to the proselytising liberal mission to model other European states on
British consti dzG A 2y | € @It dzS&a o0xAao02dzyi /Il adft SNB

%8 Aberdeen to Whittington, 24 January 1806, Aberdeen Papers, BL, AdtB22S/129.
7 Aberdeen to Edmund Lyons, 11 November 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43137/15.
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here, as will be discussed below). This was something that was particularly
apparent in his policy regarding the civil difficulty in Spain in the 1840s.

C2NJ ! 6 SNRSSy > entdowtig\ds révdlytionaried: inshdl-late
1840s and early 1850s seemed to epitomise the dangers of this liberal approach,
020K Ay AGa GKNBFG G2 G0KS AYYSRAIFGS LISEO
inevitable suspicion. Whilst Palmerston neverstloany sleep over causing
RAaAO2y GSyid FY2y3ald 9d2NRBLISQa ONBgYSR Id
interaction with revolutionaries in Europe as an unnecessary danger to a peace that
ASNIBSR . NAOGFIAYyQa AyGSNBadGao ¢ Kavarthég | & |
91 AGSNYy ONARaAaA&a AY MyHYyY WiGKS 3ISYSNIt LIR2f .
been for many years pastnamely, an earnest desire to preserve peace, not only to
9y 3If+yRE odzi (¥ (KS 6K2fS 62NI RpQ

I & S NR Wilfingn@ss to engage opegniith the great powers in the name
2F adloArAtAdes a ¢Sttt a RSY2YAUNrdAy3 |
was also rooted in the experiences of his youth. The distaste for revolution, which
became clear later in his search for Europstability, was apparent and perhaps
acquired¢ during his travels across Europe at the time of the Napoleonic wars.
Experiences of the French revolution and its aftermath elicited different responses
from travelling young aristocrats, but the impact Aberdeen is clear’® Arriving in
' gAAYy 2y 2y M 5SOSYOSNI myncz KS NBO2NRSR
the first in France which became the prey of revolutionary principles. The horrors
LISNLISG NI §SR KSNB | *¥ExperiencéofMdolufioyf ©dZIgs®® A I 6 f
home caused palpable alarm.

Besides the human cost of the revolution in France, Aberdeen deplored the
wanton physical destruction of the landscape, especially the religious buildings.
The ruined palace at Chantilywas @Ak 6 SR a WwW2yS 2F GKS Y2a
KIS S@OSN) gAlySaaSRQ gKAfald StaSgKSNBE KS
I NB  YdzPalta IRy Q8 aOKz2f NI e AYyiSNBad Ay

%8 Aberdeen, The House of Lords, Hansard, xix, 16 July 1828, col. 1729.

%9 See J. BlacKhe British Abroad: The Grand Tour in the Eighteenth Cefitangon, 199), pp.
306-325.

®0The Aberdeen Journal of 1806, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43336/43.

'*!1bid, Add. MSS 43335/10 and 43336/44.
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private faith to fuel his contempt for the matial cost of revolutionary zeal:
Il 9 SNRSSyQa Sy2idAazzylt Ay@gSaltySyid Ay GKS |
many have noted® Casual destruction of the wider material landscape also struck
l 9SNRSSY a RSY2yaildN)» GAy3 (KS egicdll2 ONR &
CNBS0220SNERQY (GKSaS ¢SNB GKS LIS2LIX S 6K2
F20dzaSR GKSANI FGGdSyadazy 2y GKS GKSTFa |
treasures:®®

In his horror, Aberdeen echoed Edmund Burke, whBsélections on the
Revoluion in Francevas published in 1790. Burke was repulsed by the revolution
YR O2yOSNYySR (KIFG AdGa @OFtdzSa YAIKG NBI O
innovation; the overthrow of all prescriptive rights; the confiscation of property;
destructon of the Church, the nobility, the family, tradition, veneration, the
ancestors, the natiom this is the catalogue of all that Burke dreaded in his darkest
Y2YSYa0QNRSSyQa 26y FSEN 61 & Of SINIAY K
Vienna Settlement.

It has been argued that the fluid economic gradations between classes in
Britain made the chances of revolution initBin extremely low, which might
suggest that the fear of revolution in the wake of 1789 and the Napoleonic wars
was rather irrationaf®® | 8 SNRSSy Qa NBf dzOG I y O Schainges O 2 dzy i
to the status quaremains coherent. Revolutionary ideology posed a transnational
challenge through its ingrained universalist rhetoric and, whether Britain was
resistant to it or not, other countri@ Q a4 dza OSLIGAOGAf AGASAE (KNBI
L32 6 S NJ . NRGEAYQa NBEFGAGS AYYdzyAde G2 NJ
-dza S Ay (0UKS g2NRa 2F 2yS aldzRés WK2g

=

O

(0p))
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1°2 5ee the preface to WhittingtorAn Historical Survey of the Ecclesiastical Antiquities of Frahce

Zienkiewiczlord Aberder, the Nuns of Minsk and the Rossjait] State Churcl{London, 1846);

Gordon (ed.),Selections from the Correspondence of the Earl of AberdeenChamberlain,

Aberdeen

3 The Aberdeen Journal of 1806, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43335/10.

Yo he. NRFYVNRRIOIAZYY YwEP2aldai AR Y BREECctichdon Bed/ 2 dzNd S
Revolution in Francé_ondon, Penguin Classics Edition, 2004), p. 10. For a succinct summary of
.dzN) SQa LRfAGAOLN e ATorg #raditidfa:2Bngbraké S BuRe® Disraklict S NZ
SalisburyLondon, 1914), pp. 389.

Lo JKNRAEAGASS W 2yaSNBFGAAY | yR ThdiAreach Reévdiuion A y . NA
and British Popular Politi¢€ambridge, 1991), pp. 1710
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embedded in a larger political, socialy R Y 2 NJ°t Absrdéah Seydried that
order asheld together by resistance to extensive and/or sudden change. Richard
/| 20 RSy Qa aaSNIAz2y GKIFG KS gra Wk fAGGE S
on the Continent as he fixed them at the Congres2 ¥ +*A Sy Yyl Q &aK2dzf RXZ
references to Aberdonian reaction, be treated with cautt8h.Many of them say
more about their author than Alrdeen and, indeed, manwould be considered
NEFOQGA2YyI NBE o0& /20RSyYyQa wl RAQunéashamédlyy Rl NR
WO2YUAYSyYylltQ Ay -dpdrationproxidédan2tabe framexoBk @S| y O
geopolitics.

This continental outlook received affirmation during his ambassadorship to
Austria later in the Napoleonic wars. The overriding objective ®infission had
beentoreSaidl 6t AaK O2YYdzyAOFGA2Y SAGK GKS N
GKSY> RSALIAGS . NARGFAYQa @GFaid ylI@Ft AYLRI
peripheral. A number of historiographical assumptions have distracted from
analyd & 2F ! 0 SNRSSyQa NRfS>T OKAST FyY2y3a 6K
speak Frenclg the lingua francaof nineteenthcentury diplomatic intercourse
undermined his ambassadorship and demonstrated an enduring lack of
commitment to his politicalassignments Depending upon whom one listens to,
l 5 SNRSSYy O2dzZ R SAGKSNI Wwy2(G aLlSlI{ CNByOK
SEKAOAGSR Iy WA3Iy2NlIyOS 2F CNBYyOKQ 2NJ
f I y3d#* 3 $h@se caoclusions appear to have become rpaof the
historiographical consensus as a result of the contemporary remarks of a German in
the Austrian service, whose comments were almost immediately rescitfded.

Il 9 SNRSSyQa O2YYdzyAOlI GAQBS SYyRSI @2dz2NBE A

to the negotiatng table in European affairs and in doing so he learned that

Db Fiddler and J. Welged.),9 YLIANB YR / 2YYdzyAGéY 9RYdzyR . dzNJ] S¢
International Relation§Oxford, 1999), p. 32.

%7 Richard Cobden to Joseph Sturge, 6 January 1853, A. HoweT ezl Detters of Richard Cobden

ii: 18481853 (Oxford, 2010), pp. 45850.

1%8 C. Webster,The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh 18825: Britain and the Reconstruction of
Europe(London, 1931), p. 151; H. Kissing&drWorld Restored: The Politics of Conservatism in a
Revolutionary Era: A detailed study of diplomacy and politic@hoeuvre 18122 with particular
reference to Metternich and Castlereaghondon, % edition, 1973), p. 99; W. Hind€astlereagh
(London, 1981), p. 195; H. Nicolsdrhe Congress of Vienna: A Study in Allied Unity-1822
(London, 1946), p. 58.
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cooperation with rival powers could be just as productive as confrontation. This
2dzif 221 é62dzZ R fFGSNI aSS KAY flYLR2YySR o8&
0KS WTFNRSYR 2 The hngitica®icd Nbalabsfact ildology drove
l 5SNRSSyQa LRtAOeD ¢KS LINBLI NBRySaa G2
seemed rather to have stemmed from the belief that this method engendered the
best chance of a peaceful solution, with peace @Sy G Ay 3 . NRUGI Ay
interests!™* LY RSSRZ ! 6 SNRSSYy 2y 0SS 02YLJI NBR &dzOC
3f 2NRA 2dza  O2 Y| dZ5 Morel confrohtationiélJoliticiansS nighd &rgue
exactly the same, but with the addendum that threats were a better weagecure
peace.

The ambassadorship to Austria also saw Aberdeeoime one of only two
nineteenth-century Prime Ministers to witness the aftermath of battle (Wellington
being the other) when he arrived at Leipzig to the sight of the dead and dying. This
LINPOFofeé& SyKFEYyOSR |y AYyKSNByidGfteée LI OATFA
commitment to continental peace, although Webster seems to have been short of
evidence for his rather bol®f  AY (KI & WGKS NARS | ONRaa i
the screams ofthe wounded lying amidst the masses of dead fell unheeded on the
cavalcade, made an indelible impression on the sensitive nature of the young envoy
YR | FFSOGSR Wff KA&A TFdzidzaNB f AFSPQ

Aberdeen certainly sought peace wherever possible but if Britishester
dictated that wars must be fought or should be threatened, pacific inclinations
were placed to one side. During the Napoleonic wars Aberdeen wanted vigorous
prosecution of the war in order to support his moves for an equitable pé&ce.
This could beseen in the personal authorisation to provide Dutch resistance to
French encroachment with twentfive thousand pounds worth of arms in
November 18137 Aberdeen also showed himself prepared to threaten war
during the Peel government when he felt that diplacy needed a boost of

momentum: war was to be avoided wherever possible, but remained a strategic

% Aberdeen, The House of Lords, Hansard, xix, 16 July 1828, col. 1729.

' Aberdeen, The House of Lords, Hansaffis@ries, xviii, 12 February 1811, col. 1152.
"2\webster, The Foreign Policy of Castlereagh168.

1% See also Gordomberdeen pp. 467.

* ChamberlainAberdeen p. 156.
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option as the last resort in a breakdown of diplomaeynd it needed to be
prosecuted with commitment when undertaken.

The continental outlook with which Albdeen emerged from his early life
g1 & NBAYT2NOSR o6& +Aal02dzyid /FadfSNBIFIKS
1822 YR | 6 S NR SaBdysip@riorfaltheFgrélgn Office in the Napoleonic
Years W2KyYy 5SNNE 6NRGS 2FOLRaAGXSNBIKAK 0 KR
inevitably involved in European questions and that it was better for her to play her
part in preventing war than in desperately searching for an ally once war had
ONR | Sy 2dzii ®@ dz3 K KA &AG2NALFya KI @St fdf dzS& i A 2
Castlereaghc | SYNE YA &daAy3ISNI RSAaONAROSR ! 0 SNRSSy
towards the Foreign Secretary and Wendy Hinde has concurred with this viewpoint
¢/ KFYOSNI I AYQa Y aSH SR MBS INBRAST T SNB v
historiars have been scandalised by his tendency to discuss matters on equal terms
with Castlereagh and even at times to lecture his chief, but these were in fact the
G§SN¥Ya oKAOK YiThEasteetn :NBich Alyerdigzn held Castlereagh was
made clear in hisZENNB A L2 YRSy OS FyR KS gNRGS | T
Wo/ Fadt SNBIF IKQaBa D22A VDB 46 SNR WBdF NB Y NJ

Aberdeen and Castlereagh did not, however, emerge from the Napoleonic
wars as conservatives in the mould of those of continemalope. The Congress
system that developed after the Vienna Settlement prompted the Northern Courts
to view the resolution of all European problems, even domestic issues, as subject to
the discussions of the Great Powers. Aberdeen and British consewvatigeneral
NBE3IIFINRSR I yIdA2yQa AyuSNylLrt LINRo6fSYa |
problems threatened to assume international significance and so threaten the
balance of power as determined at Vienna. Limited change was acceptable but the
unpredictability of upheaval was not, a view which could lead to sympathy with the
I dzG2 ONJI 04 Q &Sy dAYSylima&rard épliof BtateménK& hidNd Y S

political outlook, after the meeting of the Emperors of Russia and Austria and the

% 3. Derry,Politics in the Age of Fox, Pitt and Liverpool: Continuity and Transforn{atowion,

1990), p. 169.

®KissingerA World Restoredh. 100; HindeCastlereaghp. 196;,ChamberlainAberdeenp. 118.

" See, for example, Aberdeen to Abercorn, 29 January and 6 March 1814, Aberdeen Papers, BL,
Add. MS 43225/62 and 71; Aberdeen to Harriet Douglas, 17 August 1822 (copy), Aberdeen Papers,
Haddo Housel(etters to His Second \&)if
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Crown Princeof Prussiain 1833, Aberdeenwrote to his continental confidante

Princess Lieven regarding British and French involvement in Spain:

The meeting of the Emperors gave me more satisfaction than any pyisi¢k
event which has recently taken place, because it held out the prospect of
arresting the progress of revolution in Europe; and by establishing a perfectly
good understanding between the two Princes, gave each of them additional
means of preserving the gera peace and safety. It is on the cordial and
intimate union of the Northern Powers that the chance is afforded of
preserving the tranquillity and happiness of Europe against the disorganizing

and revolutionary policy of the present Governments of Engjiamd Francé’

Aberdeen did not want British interests to suffer at the expense of France
(intriguing in Spain at that time) or, for that matter, Spain, but saw a different way
of pursuing British ends than diving into Spanish affairs. Conservativegtt that
the balance of power would be best kept in place by internalising Spanish unrest
YR GKS GKNBIG 2F NBQ@2fdziAz2y ® . NRGEAY QA
as an opportunity to back the Spanish liberals and spread British valuesliainsp
while the Northern Courts saw an opportunity to crush the forces of Spanish
liberalism. Aberdeen regarded either course as dangerous to European staqbility
the umbrella under which wider British interests were assumed to sheltand
inherently ounterproductive in the sense that the Spanish people would be
unlikely to accept any governmental changes that were the result of foreign
interference.

l f K2dzAK ! 6SNRSSy SELINB&aasSR al daatlh O
to revolution, he did not KAy 1 GKI G SEGSNYyIf FT2NDSa ack
domestic concerns in order to remove the causf discontent at its source: great
powers could do more harm than good by interference, and had no right to
AYGSNBSySo 1S 41 yiSR NBOJAM MNBAYWQ (GXKYyS LT
scene because it was a dangerous angaficeivedmethod of bringing about
OKIy3aS:T gKAOK ¢Fa RAFFSNBYUdU FNRY Ylyeée O2

% Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 8 November 1833, Gordon (&k)ections from the

Correspondence of the Earl of Aberde@énp. 6.
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halt to progressitself. This viewpoint seemed further to demstrate the

intellectual legacy of Castlereagh, who articulated the concept in his State Paper of

5 May 1820, in relation to an earlier incident in Spain. Russia, Austria and Prussia
KFR F2NXSR I WwWi2fte !ftAlFyOSQ AyelopedS &1 1
into a force for the suppression of not just revolution, but also democracy and
secularism. Castlereagh outlined the reluctance to join the Holy Alliance in its

conception of the Great Powers as a European gpabce force:

Would it be wise to iye advice, wholly unasked, which, is very little likely to
contain any suggestion for the salutary modification of the Constitution of
1812 other than such as will readily occur to those publick Men within the
Country who have good intentions, and whos#luience and means of
effectuating an amelioration of the Constitution are likely to be weakened
N} GKSNJ GKIy a0NBy3aJGKSYSR o0& |y AYyGSNFSNByY
that in particular and definite Cases, the Alliance may not (and especially when
invited to do so by the Parties interested) advantageously interpose, with due
Caution, in matters lying beyond the Boundaries of their immediate and
particular Connection; but what is intended to be combated as forming any
part of their Duty as Allies, the Notion, but too perceptibly prevalent, that
whenever any great Political Event shall occur, as in Spain, pregnant perhaps
with future Danger, it is to be regarded almost as a matter of course, that it
belongs to the Allies to charge themselves colleii with the Responsibility

of exercising some Jurisdiction concerning such possible eventual D&hger.

If conservatives like Castlereagh and Aberdeen were suspicious of the
WIEEALFYOSQ aLISOG 2F GKS b2NIOKSNritdI2 6 S NE
Wl 2feQ O02YYAlUYSyidao ¢CKS 12f& 1 fftAlyOS
ordained, and it pursued antidemocratic policies in accordance with this tenet.

I 6 SNR S Sy Qg priveite finkr@@peétivefarténding to Low Church doctring

did not lend itself to the proselytising mentality of European conservatives.

WeKSNB I NB aSOSNIf &2dNOSa GKFdG OAGS /&bt SNBFIK
L. Penson (eds.)Foundations of British Foreign Policy from Pitt (1792) to Salisbury (1902):
Documents, Old and New/ Selected and Edited, with Historical Introdu¢@Gansbridge, 1938), pp.

48-63.
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In the public sphere Aberdeen was a rational and pragmatic man who
NEINBGGSR KAa 1 O01a2WS | KA AXNEK 8y 5FQ Al(I3KEOSNI
was significant in S NRSSy Qa LIZ¥® AvhisOreligious idelinftdra | @
would never lead to the kind of pious politics associated with those such as
Df  RalG2ySsy K2gS@OSNE 2yS YAIKG YIF1S |
Presbyterianism and his international outlook: iletual investment in the rigid
institutional organisation of the Presbyterian Church may have reinforced the
y20A2y GKFG €FNBSS dzyATeAy3d LI2ogSNI a0 NUzOG
objectives. The balance of power as set out at Vienna wassooke structure to
which this observation seems to apply.

¢tKS 2yfeé OANDdzraidlyO0S Ay 6KAOK ! 6 SNRS
definite and significant impact on his policy was in dealings with the Islamic
Ottomans and in the formation of policy towasdhe East. He once reflected on
G0KS LISNF2NXIFyOS 2F GKS @2dzy3 I OG2NI 2Af¢€A
AYLRE&AG2N aAyO0S (K& Roerdegn sawr condirtdCion Yol 18skR Q &
religious contempt for Islam in his practical experience and, voleign Secretary
dzy RSNJ 2 St ftAy3i2yx ! 6SNRSSy RSOfI NBR 27F |
know the effect of the barbarous rule existing there and nobody can be more alive
2 GKS K2ZNNRNB d%Xi0K 6KAOK Al | 62dzyRaoQ

In such views Aberdeen was very muchman of his times. Early
nineteenth-century opinions of the East fused religious and social prejudices and

ONRPaaSR LI NIé& fAySas a ¢la AYRAOFGSR o0&

I should not be sorry some day or other to see the Turk kicked out opEur

& compelled to go and sit cro$sgged, smoke his pipe, chew his opium, & cut
off heads on the Asiatic side of the Bosphorus; we want civilisation, activity,
trade, & business in Europe, & your Mustaphas have no idea of any traffic

beyond rhubarb, fig & red slippers; what energy can be expected fram

W/ KEFEYOSNEFAYS WC2 dzNIDKB VW ID&N@Ereus2 Jonedlod Sheidees she the
AmericagGeorgia, 1958).

'8 Aberdeen to Augustus Foster, 24 September 1805, V. FosterTee.)Jwo Duchesses: Georgiana
Duchess of Devonshire and Elizabeth Duchess of Devaohsnidon, 1898), p. 241.

182 Aberdeen, The House of Lords nidard, xxii, 11 February 1830, col. 415.
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nation who have no heels to their shoes and pass their whole lives slip
shod?®®

What differentiated Aberdeen and Palmerstanrelationto the Islamic Ottomans
was the way in which they chose to act on their vieas was made clean the
1840s™*

Despii S . NA G I Zaffinyawitit theOdeologyFandreligious zeal of
continental conservatism, Aberdeen was nonetheless prepared to work with the
Northern powers if it suited British interests. His approaches to Austria during the
Napoleonic ambassadorship provided a clear example of this, althoughiango
KIS &adz3aSaitSR 20KSNJ NBlFaz2zya F2NJ ! 6 SNRSS
leader, Prince Klemens Wenzel von Metternich. The main historiographical case is
GKFG ' 6SNRSSyQa SIF3ISNySaa G2 adNR1S dzLl |
flath SN® 2F | SAfASNI LREAGAOAI YT ogHish OK S
relationship withDdzA T 24 Ay GKS wmynnao l 9 SNRSSy
W@dzA ySNIo6fS G2 OGKS FNIa 2F FEFGGSNE 6KAO
f SGKIF®SFFSOGdQ

A SNRSSYy Q& | LILINBI OKSa (2 a Sellagng A OK X
recognition thatAustriawas themost realistic power through which Britain could
regain an influence in the mainland diplomacy oé tRapoleonic warsBritain had
hitherto been on the priphery of negotiationsbetween the powers fighting
Bonaparte Whilst Metternich needed to be treated with caution, Russia and
Prussia seemed far less reliable. They both had disincentives to conclude peace
swiftly: protracting the conflict could offePrussia territorial gains at French
expense; Russia could pursue influence in Europe as it marched westward towards
France. Tsar Alexander also dreamed of a triumphal scenario in Paris where he

would be féted as the deliverer of Europe. Metternich waspstious of Russian

'8 palmerston to Edward Littleton, 16 September 1829, K. Bourne (Ede),Letters of the Third

Viscount Palmerston to Laurence and Elizabeth Sullivan;1888(London, 1979), p. 304.

¥ See chapter 5.

1% KissingerA World Restoredp. 96; HindeCastlereagh LJ® mMdpn ® 2 S5 a0 SN | NBdzSR

9 SNRSSyQa GNHzaG Ay aSOidSNYyAOK OKI Gf KNS ALAxESLAAIDASIRY |
Webster, The Foreign Policy of Castlereagip. 1734. Nicolson argue (0 KIF G ! 6 SNRSSy ¢
immediate victimtooa SG G SNY A OKQa e | o difierConfiess OFK/iergd 3BT b A O2f a2y
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intentions and potential aggrandisement, whilst Prussian advances would provide
immediate danger on his doorstep. Austria, furthermore, always felt an overriding
wariness abouencouraging nationalispgiven that the Habsburg Empire svauilt
on enforced multinationalism and cosmopolitanism. Metternich often found British
demands irritating and he was no Anglophile, but with more reason to work with
Britain than Prussia or Russia, during the Napoleonic era Britain was the least of
three evils for Austria, andice versa

l 9SNRSSyYyQa @ASsa 2y @2NJAYy3I GAGK | dz3
interpretation of national interests and he was developing a conceptualisation of
European politics based on cooperation and transparency that wouhy darough
into later years. Historians have suggested that this philosophy bred a weakness at
the negotiating table, where British interests were deemed to suffer in the name of
blinkered Europhilia, althougdohn Bewhasy 2 4 SR (G KIF i ! 6 SNRSSy
success in laying the groundwork for a more constructive relationship between
[ adt SNBIF IK P Fhera Briain Shiswetef) khds@ with such a low
2LIAYA2Y 2F 1 6SNRSSyQa RALX 2YI 08 GKIO S©@
luck

l 5SNRSSyQa gAfttAyadySaa G2 62N] 6AGK w
historians, not least with regard to his later career when perceived Russophilia was
aSSy G2 O2yGNROodziS G2 . NAGFEAYQa YdzZRRf SR
tobe extremed OF dziiA2dza 6AGK ! £ SEIl y R Sqf@vasars dza a A |
have demonstrated a more potent mof ambition and unpredictabilityg there
were intelligible reasons for working with the Russialof SEI Y RSND& & 2 ¢

brother, Nicholas 88

Nicholaswvas a staunch supporter of established regimes and
whilst this could result in the brutal suppression of revolutions such as that in
Poland in 1830, it provided a change from Alexander, who could switch from

reactionary militarism to ardent liberalismiya Ay adl y i @ aANRatl @
K2g bAOK2fla ¢l a LINBLINBR (2 LlzNEdZS | LR

1% 3. BewCastlereagh: Enlightenment, War and Tyra@inyndon, 2011), p. 322.

¥7p_ SchroedefThe Transformation of European Politics 116888 (Oxford, 1994), p. 475.

188 For background to the rule of Alexander | see, for example, J. Westwmdiirance and
Endeavour: Russian History 1801 (Oxford, 8 edition, 2002), pp. B1.
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end (although naturally preferring to take). He also took such a line withiBrit
which will be explored in Chapteive.'*

Aberdeen summarised his views of Nicholas and Russithe wake of his
Crimean leadershipwith reference to the Ottoman Empire, which Britain sought to
protect, but many perceived Russia to have tried to conquer and dismantle with its
Crimean policy. Some mritain were calling for total victory over Russia and a
reorganisation of the balance of power in the East, but Aberdeen thought this
would undermine the principle of stability that Britain was fighting the Crimean war

to protect:

| have never been an adrer of the Russian government, or its policy; and

although the Emperor Nicholas was personally very gracious to me of late

years, | believe that he thought me an enemy at heart; as indeed from former

experience he had some right to do. At the same tigimuld our press prove
ONRdzYLIKFYyGE yR wdzaaAiAlx I OO0O2NRAYy3I (G2 GKSA
think it would be the greatest possible misfortune for Europe; for | believe that

England and France, closely united, would then commit more injustioagn

year than might be expected from Russia in twe'ify.

Aberdeen was prepared to work with Russia, as Austria, because doing so
was a vehicle by which to pursue British interests, not because of an abstract and
unthinking belief in the ideology of reaoti (many liberals also advocated
cooperation with Russia). Such an analysis lay at the root of Aagsian
intercourse over the Ottoman Empire in 1844. The Ottoman Empire stabilised a
region in which its dissolution would create a cortipg massof nationalist
sentiments and Great d®ver ambition and Russia wanted Ottoman power
maintained, albeit it weak and subservient, to avadch a vacuum of power
Britain also sought the protection of Ottoman territorial integrity: important trade
routes to Indiapassed through Turkey. Aberdeen suggested that following the

popular calls to bring down the Russian regime would destroy the balance of power

Wad ~SRAGETY WCNRY | 2&a0Af A ardthd Ranubian2Prissipelitiésil82g K | dz&
n nThe& Slavonic and East European Reviiexxix, 2011, pp. 63661.

19 Aperdeen to Sidney Herbert, 18 November 1855, Gordon (eSélections from the
Correspondence of the Earl of Aberdesdn p. 125.
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as set out at Vienna, engdering an ugly scramble fdeuropean ascendancy,
particularly given the presence @fhat was perceived as irrational nationalism in
contemporary British and French politics.

l 9SNRSSyYyQa TSI N I 02 doidderin&sSis WevNobizhak A y 3 Q
country as an essential player in the maintenance of the European balance of
power. Aswith his approach to Metternich, a willingness to work with Nicholas did
not presuppose anything otlethan a pragmatic assessmeat the best way to
pursue British interests. He maintained a vigilance and wariness of the Russian
leadership throughout andafter his time in office that belied accusations of
wdza 82 LIKAE AL S y2GAy3 FFGEGSNI ! €t SEIF YyRSNI LLQ&
make it generally believed that he is pacifically disposed. This may be the case, and
| do not wish to express anyogpitive distrust, but | only say that this man is
unfathomable, and that no one knows his real views and intentions. He confides in
y2y80Q

Aberdeen also showed a willingness to work with France throughout his
career that, both intrinsically and as a jpyl traditionally associated with liberalism,
belies the connection of Aberdonian policy with unthinking reaction. He was
nonetheless as far from an unquestioning Francophile as he was a blinkered
Russophile. Aberdeen viewed the French Revolution asteynapic of Gallic flaws,
FAYRAY3I Al WAYONBRAOGES (KI houldlka® bgeh sbA 2 y I §
far overcoméas to countenance such idealistity motivatedviolence’®* He had
LINEGA2dzate y2GSR GKIFIG GKSNB gla W Ay
CNEBYOKYlIYQ YR NBYIN]JSR GKIFIG WgS Ydzad Gl
national vanity, and national pride; the one springs from a kind of selfishness in the
individual, and is consequently despicable, the other has nothing of self in it, but is
I LIzNB LI GNRA2GAO FSStAay3a FYR Ay Oz2yasl|dzs

These views of the French ensured that whilst Aberdeen was working with
France during his career, an unt@ng watchfulness insured the policy of openness

GAUK gKAOK ! 6SNRSSY LJzNEdzZSR . NAGAAK AydS

% Aberdeento William Gladstone, 16 January 188, p. 150.
%2The Aberdeen Journal of 1806, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43336/44.
' |bid, Add. MS 43335/2a.
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government when French occupation of Algielgited a casuapublic response
from Aberdeen, but encouraged the Foreigrc@earyto initiate close surveillance,
giventhati KS CNBYOK WwWO2dzZ R y20G FTlLAf (G2 SESNDA
YR GKS YFNAGAYS AyiaSNBada 2F GKS aSRAGS
engendered expansion in the Barbary stat&s. The 1850s saw Aberdeen lock
horns with Louis Napoleon, armmhgoing suspicion of Franseemed to manifest
itself in ahesitancy to cooperate over the Eastern crisis. Matters were not helped
o0& | 06 SNRS & dishke oflthE N Bghaparte emperawvhom he egarded
as a dangerous militaristic usurper.

Aberdeen was prepared to work with all the Great Powers on essentially the
same terms regardless of their ideological underpinnings. His foreign puolgies
nevertheless unmistakablyonservative in that onlyninor changes to the balance
of power were considered. Geoffrey Hicks described the politics of the Derby

family in a way that also captures the broad nature of Aberdonian Conservatism:

¢CKS F2NBAIY LRfAOE OXB6 gl a WAMMIKSNI t I £ YSH
NI RAOFf We¢NRdzof SYF1SNEQ SEFYAYSR o6& !''o W
regarded interventionism with distaste, favoured working with the other

powers whatever their systems of government, opted for negotiation over

confrontation on almost hoccasions and presumed only minimal alteration of

the status quo was necessary. It constituted an important phase in a longer

tradition of Conservative foreign policy.

l 5 SNRSSyQa LIXIFOS Ay GKA&a f2y3ISNI (NI RA
be identified partly in termf what his conservatism was not. Liberal governments
of the era came to be associated with swashbuckling foreign politics and the
tendency to accumulate debt with expensive domestic initediv Anthony Seldon

has suggded that Conservative governments are often elected on the basis of

88 Wo {gFAYyS WeKS hOOdzLd (A 2¢NBRWOK { DRafidahyY AR QEy
Science Quarterllviii, 1933, pp. 35366.

%% G, Hicks (ed.xzonservatism and British Foreign Policy, 18220: The Derbys and their World

(London, 2011), pp. 134.
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0SAY3I W&l T SeMBise inkht e o &ffierli Shis certainly seemed to
LI @ G2 t SSt Qassmand SmgoBeytiden. 2HE was ihdeed to
0S02YS I Wal TSif the nté & Mdrg (nding@Sentionist and

prudent ¢ but one with a pragmatic approach to the political world, adaptable to
the circumstances in which he found himself. In 184MWhig profligacy
necessitated a more conservative approach to life at theeign Officeg the Whigs
had built up the n&ional debt to almost a billiopoundsg whilst in the 1850slike
Peel,he called himself a Liberal Conservative, on the grounds of being the Prime
Minister of a government that was installed with a mandate égtensive domestic
reform. William Brock in his seminal work on Lord Liverpool wrote that the subject
2F KA& aiddzRe WIHIGSYLIWGSR (2 O2yaARSNI SI OK
GKFGO KS gl a yYSAGKSNI af A6SNI f ¢ edigriW) adz i
L2 A A RKABQ FEt SEAOAT AGE 62dx R | faz2 02YS G2
be liberal almost to the point of Radicalism in domestic politics whilst his core
conservatism usually prevailed abroad.

The middle ground that Brock idehéd between being liberal or ltfa can
0S RSAZONAOGSR |a (KS WYARRf S doivemol &8F [/ 2y
representing YA RRf S 2 F { KS, wNiBtlIAROCharlgyh&SNagedi A a Y
its existence through Peel and beyold. ! 6 SNRS Sy theJPdeh G A O
government and later can be identified with the precepts of this moderate variety
2F / 2y ASNI (A &Y dthe ToFiSNGR theSejgteentaentuiy ayd?
before in which the Crown, the established Church and the constitution were
unalterably sacrosanct and mild modifications to law were considered tantamount
to treason'®® This older brand of Toryism persisted in some circles and was
personified, argue his biographers, in the form of John Wilson Croker, a friend of
I 8 SNRSSyY Qades ig heQuasterly Relridwand elsevhere captured the

196

See A. Seldon (edhow Tory Governments Fall: The Tory Party in Power since(131&3on,
1996).

97\ BrockLord Liverpool and Liberal Toryism 1820 to 1@&mbridge, % edition, 1967), p. 34.
1% R. BlakeThe Conservative Party from Peel to MgJasndon, 1997), p. 7; J. Charml@yHistory of
Conservative Politics since 1§80ndon 2" edition, 2008), pp. 115.

199 For the history of early Toryism see K. Feiliflgg History of the Tory Party 164814 (Oxford,
1924) andThe Second Tory Party, 171832(London, 1938).
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L E G NI a QP2yyS0 S2NB/ &/ NEB | S NI & eddhitzhid NierpakaSidd® & dz3 :
2F GKS GSNY wO2y-asotihg sdidarByQchagattetizedlyya | £ f
a2aidsSyY dzyRSNJ aASakiamat hg tkhdughti any dhangeltk theNd y 2
electoral system would bring a collapse of the propertied social order on which
NAGFAY Qa8 LINPaLISNAGEe 61 a RSSYSR (2 NBado
Aberdeen generally steered clear of this type of Conservatism in favour of
0KS WYA R Ris $utlabkk daivi@ined the support of tradition and English
exceptionalism inherent in Toryism but without the inflexibility of old Tory loyalties.
W2 Ky wlkY&aRSy KlIa ARSYGATASR G(KS SEArAaGSy
0ST2NBE RefdoNdnsiasdldzo t A aKSRX odzi . dzNJ SQa &2 NJ
articulation of this schoobf thought®®* | 6 SNRSSy Qa4 @ASsa 6SNB
conservative but should not be placed too far to the political right. Burke wrote in
his Reflectionsli K 4 Wl { (I { &ns éfisinte Zhimige 8 WikoutYilk
YSFEya 2F AGa O2yaSNBIFGA2yQ yR GKA& Aa |
policy?®® Aberdeen would at various points in his career support Catholic
Emancipation and voting reform at home: the state was regardedia organic
entity that must evolve in order to survive and thrit®. As head of a Conservative
I2PSNYYSy iz tSStQa ogAfttAyIySaareaththg SYO I N
reforms suggested that he shared this conceptualisation of the state, which made
for aproductive working relationship between Aberdeen and the Prime Minister in
the 1840s.
The same views applied to Abelg’ Qa O2y a i NUzOUA Fhe 2F T3
Viennasettlement was regardeds a safeguard of the balance of power; a glue to

hold Europe tgether in a period when nationalism and liberal movements

20 5ee M. BrightfieldJohn Wilson CrokdCalifornia, 1940); W.Hbmas, The Quarrel of Macaulay

and Croker: Politics and History in the Age of Ref@nxford, 2000); R. Portsmouttiphn Wilson

Croker: Irish Ideas and the Invention of Modern Conservatism I88&(Dublin, 2010).

*!ThomasThe Quarrel of Macaulay and ®ag, p. 55; Portsmouthjohn Wilson Crokep. 246.

202 3 RamsderAn Appetite for Power: A History of the Conservative Party since(ll888on, 1998),

p. 23; BurkeReflections on the Revolution in FrancBurke himself had formulated similar ideas

before Reflectionsut they did not appear in such a clear style: see A. Goodicho F GAy 3 9y 3t |y
Aristocracy in the 1790s: Pamphlets and Political I@é&sodbridge, 2005), pp. 285.

%3 Burke,Reflections on the Revolution in Frangel06.

%t is possible that Aberdeen inherited his stance on Catholic Emancipation from Pitt, whose strong
FSStAy3aa 2y GKS A&dadzS 6SNB (K2dza3Kid (2 KI @S OF dza s
Emancipation and the Resignation of William Pitt im 28&Hon: A Quarterly Journal concerned

with British Studiesxxiv, 1992, pp. 484.
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threatened unpredictable consequences, but minor changes were not excluded if
they were seen to suit Britain and Europe. Aberdeen was one of the first politicians
to advocate recognition of the JuRevolution of 1830 in Frande which Charles X
and the Bourbons were overthrown in favour of Louis Philippe and the Orleans line.
It was not change that worried Aberdeen, but its extent. The first French
Revolution evoked fear because its goal was tbtal overhaul of global politics,
insofar as there was a shared and consistent objective. The 1830 revolution, on the
other hand, sought to replace one monarchical House with the second in the state
YR O2dz R GKSNBFT2NBE o0S I ¥EOSNBNRGEIR ARY &
pacifying the French populace, arguably stamdreater chance of maintaining
continental stability.

Whilst recognition of the 1830 Revolution did represent a departure from
l 5 SNRSSyQa GNI RAGAZ2Y I € they \diehrin (s&ti¢r0eht 2y |
consciousness of his conservative, Pittite inheritance stayed with Aberdeen
throughout his career and helped to inform overall policy construction. Writing to
WEYSa DNIKIFIY Ay mMypHE gKSYy KS IyR Ylye 2
had shifted their political allegiance closer to liberalism, Aberdeen wrote to protest

at the possibility of a Radicldaning government led by John Russell:

L Y y2i RSAANRdzA wX6 2 FRadicdlGavgrameAY G (K.
| hope | am nodeficient in liberal views whether at home or abroad, but |

OFyy2iG Ifi23SGKSNI NBy2dzyO0S Y& [/ 2yaSNBDI GAC¢
convinced of the necessity of a Government of progress, and am prepared to

advance more rapidly than probably was ever emnplated by Peel himself.

.dzi GKA& LINRPINBaAa YdaAad o6S /2yasSNBIFGADBS Ay

Gamaliel, and must always regard Mr. Pitt as the first of statesifien.

Despite looking to lead a reforming ministry containing several liberatipafis,
Aberdeen still could not break away from the conservatism to which he was

attached, and which his hero Pitt exuded.

2% Aberdeen to Graham, 27 September 1852, C. Parker (€Hd,Life and Letters of Sir James
Graham 17921861, ii (London, 1907), p. 179.
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Aberdeen came into the 1840with, and in that decade retaineda
pragmatic political approachlthelped to cliver a pacific feeign policy designed
in part to contribute to the inexpensive governmetitat Conservative objectiwe
required,and conservative taxpayers in Britain preferredhis produed a largely
reactive policy, although not one entirely lacking in independentiaiives.

Although maintaining a flexible outlook and steering clear of decisions made on the
grounds of abstract ideology, Aberdeen nonethelsssv the world through the

prism of his own experiences and assumptioffismentalitéincludedan open and

cooperative approach to Euroghat led him to utilisehis contacts such as Guizot,
Metternich and the Lievens. In this we might detect the influence of Pitt and

[ 1adt SNBFIKSE FfiGK2dAK | 6 SNRSS yongfeSsésS NJ A y K
preferring bilateraldiplomacy as a means of circumventing natiosiadpicions and

rivalry.

These elements in hismentalité, together with a suspicion of
interventionism,a tight (but not rigid) adherence to the balance of poweand a
willingness to wrk with powers of all politial colourssuited Aberdeen to his role
Ay tSStQa 3F208SNYYSyidiz IyR LINROGARSR | f
Conservatism to follow. This approach to foreign policy remained a point of
connection between most Conservadss in the miehineteenth century, despite the
divisive domestic issue of protectionisnindeed relative harmony on the topic of
foreign policy was often utiled as a cause around which to rally and attempt to
reunite the paty after the abolition of tle Corn Bwscaused it to split®

The problenthis brand of Conservatism created for Aberdeess the same
as most other Conservatives before Benjamin Dista@impaigns of thel870s: a
lack of populism. This difficulty derivédr the most part fromthe majority of
| 2YyaSNDIF0APSaQ OASe GKIFIG Sy3alF3aiay3da gArAdK LI
the world beyond Westminster, was somewhat debasing and impropEnere
were notable preDisraelian exceptions, not least George Canning, but most

A ¥ 4 A x

Conse@l GA@Sa WIFFSOGSR (2 RSaLAasS LldzmtAO0 2

088 1 @ . NB G G fmportante biESreigh PdiazRdmjhahce in Mitheteenth Century
t2f AGAOAQI Ay 2 & Thediniady BftFgreign YPdlicy in @ritigh Higtdry DEED:
How Strategic Concerns Shaped Modern Briiagmdon, 2010), p. 161.
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genuinely dicf®” It was seen to represent the crude andiitformed voice of

people who felt primal patriotic impulses but could not appete the intricacies

or, often, the basts of policy. Thomas MacKnighthoed such viewsvhen he

explored 1 KS NI} A2yl fS 0SKAYR ! 6SNRSSyQa L3

politicians of taverns and vestries has never been the ambition of this statesman.

He has disdained to flatter the natioharide; he has never ministered to the vanity

G GKS SELISyasS 2F GKS AyGSNBada 2F 9y3ItaA

2F oX8 YSOSNI KIFIgAy3a aid22LISR -NBa& 8D G ©R Lidz |
9PARSYOS 27F ! 0SNRSSyimba is Rat &did- ta 6in8: F2 NJ

writing in 1853 with the Crimean War looming, Aberdeen remarked of the danger

that support from the Russophobe public might heap on British policy by pushing it

G26F NRa 41 N¥Y WwWLYy | OFasS 27 (owd écadioh,y R L

when the Athenian assembly vehemently applauded Alcibiades, he asked if he had

Al AR FyedKAy3d PIINGSNRIEIYNI S LI28M AA&aKH Qs | &

favour could be a dangerous game. Failure to engage with it at all, however,

createdits ownproblems, especially in the eyes of posterity.

Palmerston once told 6 SNRSSYy GKIFG WIiKSNB | NB &z
public affairs when the opinions and wishes of the great bulk of the nation are
strongly directed to some particular obje@nd on such occasions it may be wise
and even necessary for men in public life to surrender their own opinions as
contrary to the public wish, and to yield in some degree at least to a current which
GKSe | NB dzfP & fs Snlikélp AbérdeénYvddlever have heeded this
advice, and it was an approach that would cause Palmerston problems in his career,
but! 6 S NR &g @tdeast to make the public familiar with his position or to
explain his actions allowed others to garner support for their policies at his
expense. A. P. Donajgrodzki has pointed out that failure to engage with

conservative support beyond Westnsier was a common problem for members of

207 Canning was ForeigSecretary twice (1807809 and 1822827) and briefly Prime Minster (April

August 1827); Brock,ord Liverpool and Liverpool Toryjgm44.

2% T MacKnightThirty Years of Foreign Policy: A History of the Secretaryships of the Earl of
Aberdeen and Viscot Palmerstor(London, 1855), p. 359.

299 Aberdeen to Palmerston, 4 July 1853, Broadlands Papers, University of Southampton Library
(hereafter USL), GC/AB/293.

1% paimerston to Aberdeen, 10 December 1853, Broadlands Papers, USL, GC/AB/321.
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t $SSt Qa I VEASWSY i A GK GKS Lot A0 41 a
hero Pitt was able to use to establish a mandate for his policies, but it was one
Pittite trait that Aberdeen would not emulate.

Liberalmeans might also be used in foreign policy, but to conservative ends:
Aberdeen was prepared to recognise revolution in France in 1830 in the name of
stability, and he based his foreign policy in the 1840s around Framd@ch was
traditionally a Whig focsi ¢ in order to control its ambition and to protect the
Vienna settlement. In the 1850fowever,he resisted the clamour for a war by
which British liberals wished to teach Russia a lesson as much as to preserve the
hGG2YlFy 9YLIANB® sltoawSrkRE @figrend poweksf dependidigy S a
on how British interests were deemed to be best served, demonstrated an enduring
LINI 3YFGAAY YR WO2yUuAySyGlrfQ 2dzif22132 6K
concomitant benefit, the preservation and expansiorf British mercantile
dominance. In this approach we can detect the influences of Castlereagh and Pitt
and an inbuilt humanitarian desire for peagebut not an unqualified pacifism
that derived partly from his early experiences of war in Napoleonic feurt was
with this mindset that, in 1841, Aberdeen returned for his second tenure at the

Foreign Office.

Aberdeen in he Reel Administration

The conciliatory policef openness and transparency Aberdeen adopted in
this period, and hiseadiness to rake concessions in the name of peace, arense
by many as weak methods when compared to the perceived strength and
masculinity of Palmerstonian conduct. Given that Britain led the world in naval
capability, and financed its power with trade across itst\Easipire and beyond,
Conservative policy might indeed appear to have been anachronistic and
retrogressive. ButConservative policy should not be considered on these
Palmerstonian terms, for they create an artificial framework for debate. The

A

objectves @ t SSf Qa 3I2OSNYYSyd I yhRchighGthenie f S 2 -

“Donajgrodzki®{ A NJ WF Y§Sa DNI KFY G 0 Ribthelyauiggrpth B8BA 0S Qs  LI®
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predeterminedan approach tgpolicy that was deliberately different from that of
Palmerston.

Foreign affairs were conducted with the security of domestic objectives
FTANXE € Ay p¥imayy Rowncetn Svad 1@ deal with widespread social
deprivation. In 1841, wages were at their lowest level since 1815 and one in
sixteen people received poor relief, whilst levels of unemployment and poor
working conditions needed addressifig. This would cost money, of course, which
was in short supply. Peel inherited a massive excesgpEneliture over revenue
owingboth to a recession and the spending habits of the previous government, the
profligacy of which was indicated by the ailing/cRA G A2y 2F Yl yeée 27
personal estates. Britain would still be 787 million pounds in debt in 1845, whilst
expensive wars in China and Afghanistan added to the blend of fiscal and social
pressure’™® In the early stages of the Peel government, ileen wrote of these
considerations, noting that frugality was unlikely to win the Conservatives many

friends:

The difficulties of the Government will arise from domestick [sic] causes. The
enormous deficiency, equal to the whole revenue of many statesst be
filled up. This is the only pledge that Peel has giyée is bound, by some
means or other, to equalize the revenue and the expenditure. Any attempt to
do this, and to abandon the disgraceful practice of the last four or five years,
will be atiached with the utmost difficulty, and will at once unite all the Whigs

against ug*

tFf YSNRAG2YQa AYOGSNYIFGAZ2YI € f S3aroe ON
LINA2NARGE 2F YIF{1{Ay3d 9y3af iy ARthodyh Pabngr&dnLd O 2 dz
prevented France fronseizing the initiative and dictating affairs in the Eastern

Crisis of 18391, the tactless language used towards a nation that had until

?25ee AdelmarPeel and the Conservative Panpy 26.

13 peel to the Duke of Wellington, 9 August 1845; C. Pa#ierRobert Peglii (London, 1899), p.

2009.

14 Aperdeen toPrincess Lieven, 21 December 1841, E. Jones ParryTteel §;orrespondence of Lord

Abercieen and Princess Lieven 1832i (London, 1938), p. 190.

9B QG RIFEGS 2F jdz2G0S y20 3A OGSy Peéeaid ths ZonSeRatived W& dzY
Party, p.35.



66

recently been an ally caused Angicench relations to disintegrafé® Several

points of difference with the Unitedt&es were also left unresolved and, although

his remark had been taken out of context, the Americans thought Palmerston had
OFLftSR GKSANI Ff+3 | WLIASOS 27 B érgndhh y3IQ A
and American antipathy raised the prospectamiother coalition against Britain at a

time when it could iHafford a major warlet alone one against two enemies

All of this meant that for strategic, but especially for economic reasons,

foreign policy was, and had to be, the typical Conservativeeypadliscussed above.

In short, this was a policy that focused upon consolidation and the protection of

power. Any risk of war with France and/or the United States could not be afforded

with operational capacity reduced by wars in the East, and giveméuessity for

capital to be freed for social regeneration and to reduce the national debt. Peel

KFR f2y3 aAyO0S (K2dAKIG GKFIG GKS o0Said gl &
FYGALI 6KASAE 0SG6SSYy 9yt gROANIRAICNIIVOBQ
u RSNEGFYRAY3IQ | ONRPaa GKS 9y3aftArakK [/ KIyyS
ever upon assuming offidé® It was a tactic deployed in diplomatic intercourse

with other countries, becase international entanglements miglerail the whole

purpose of Conseative government. Foreign affairs were to be kept peaceful to

prevent this from happening.

The avoidance of conflict would allow the Conservatives to pursue another
YSIya 2F NBaAG2NAyYy3I . NRAGIAYQAa TFAYIFYOALf
creation ofnew markets and the development of existing ones. The importance of
trade and commercecan be seen in the conduct of foreign policy throughout the
t SSt 3I20SNYyYSyiao l 5SNRSSyQa LI OAFAO NFBa
dependent on French asmsances of uninterrupted mercantile intercourse, whilst
the economic benefits that came with acquisition of the Sandwich Islands were

seen to offset any temporary disruptions in Tahiti. The settlement of disputes with

218 see, for example, M. Andersomnhe Eastern Question: A Study in International Relations-1774

1923 (London, 1966), pp. 8809; A. MacfieThe Eastern Question 171923 (London, ¥ edition,
1996), pp. 2e26.

?'"See Chamberlair,ord Aberdeenp. 314.

“8peel to Aberdeen, 6 August 184&herdeen Papers, BL, Add. NE61244. Peel in the House of
Commons, 26 January 1841, in W. Haly (edhje Opinions of Sir Robert Peel, Expressed in
Parliament and in Publi¢.ondon, 1843), p. 238.
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America also enabled trade to flourish the newly stabilised border regions,
particularly in the MaineNew Brunswick area, where improvements in the timber
trade showed the benefits of peac The balancéook approach tdoreign policy
came naturally to Aberdeen who had already shown ap&tun restoring the
Haddo Estate to financial health after it had been bequeathed to him by his
grandfather, the third Earl, in a state of disrepair.

The pursuit of financial restraint resulted in an open and pacific policy that
has been condemned by histofor a perceived lack of backbone and a vulnerability
to international manipulation, but this is a verdict conspicuous by its rarity in the
political world of the 1840s. The diarist Charles Greville, a shrewd if not always
disinterested observer, noted K 4 t I f YSNR G2y Qa LINRPFSaaSR
FyR FflLdX YR y202Re Gl 1Sa GKS atAakaSad
WNBOAGLEE 2F [/ 2yaASNBI GADBS Ay Tt dSyre&Q GKI(
was vocal support for Conservative éan policy: it abounded fronThe Times
newspaper (although evemhe Timesbandoned the government over the Tahiti
crisis in 1844).¢ K S  LJeditd® MEkhiDelane was a close friend of Aberdeen, but
this did not subvert editoriaheutrality, for Delane ws also a close friend of
Palmerstorf?® Conservative policy seemed to access a certain Victorian sensibility,
a restraintthat existed alongsidd?almerstonism and Cobdenit@adicalism. To
exploit such a sensibility was inherently difficult, however, bseait was by its
nature unexcitable. Failure to capture the public imagination, and failure to
FGGSYLIWi G2 R2 a2 ONBIFGSR LINRPofSYa Ay 16
his historiographical reputatian

It is important to reconsider perceptiod ¥ [ 2NR ! 6 SNRSSy Qa
because they have also had an impact on the historiography: perceived personal

traits of weakness, subservience and invertebracy are transposed on to

29 ¢, GrevilleTheGreville Memoirsii: 18371852 (London, 1885), p. 292: 21 August 1845. Greville,

The Greville Memoirs: A Journal of the Reigns of King George 1V, King William IV and Queen Victoria

O0[ 2YR2Yy I MpnoovI LI HmMY MM Wdz & nivbytrcarrespoads wvith |j dz2 (0 S
DNB@Aft SQa O2yOtdzaizzya | o2dz K2g O2yaSNBI GABS |
Conservative governmental policy).

Y gee A. DasentV2 KY ¢ KIF RSdza 5SSt ySY 9RAUG2NI 2F ,iWeKS ¢AYS
volumes (Ladon, 1908). Indeed, Palmerston once asked Delane to be his Foreign Secretary: see T.
Coates,5 St | ySQa 2 |-Ind repor®s dromFtieRGfiniean War brought down the British
Governmen{London, 2009), p. 242.
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Conservative policy. This is perhaps inevitable when a policy becomssnply

identified with an individual. There are, however, cases when particular incidents

Ay LREAGAOAlIYyaAaQ tA@PSa KI @S AyFtdsSYyOSR @K
AYOSNIINBGFGA2ya 2F GKSANI gK2f S QitaNBS S N
record was for a long time lost in the shadow of his success at war, for example,

until studies such as that of John Charmley in the second half of the twentieth

century??*

Conversely, being made scapegoat for military failures in the Crimea has

coloured a character portrait of Aberdeen by which judgments of failure and

weakness have been applied further back in his career. Nowhere is this more

F LI NByd GKFy Ay (GKS ¢2N)] 2F YAy3atsSe al

Crimean shortcomings as prodff | WL G KSGR2OQ LRt AGAOFE NI
I FTS¢ 20aSNBIFGA2ya 2y ! 6SNRSSyQa OKIF N

re-examining his foreign policy towards France 18&4lorthodox views have

affected and, perhaps, predetermined judgments on policy. A commomgeha

levelled at Aberdeen is that of lacking political enthusiasm, which results in the view

that British interests were not pursued as vigoroual/they might have been, or

that they were abandoned altogetherb 2 NY' Iy DF&aK oflF YSR Wl vy

anda&r o AGA2YyQ T2N BRTheidea thet AberdedhlsBmbd fiiéhdre

by sufferance and with a lack of political interest is not entirely without foundation.

Numerous references can be made that appear to support the theory, such as this

fromAbeRSSy Qa € SGGSNI G2 [2NR . Sl dz@l S dzLi2y

am at lastin the Foreign Office it would appear that | had long struggled to arrive

KSNBz odzi GKA& L 0StAS@S &2dz Y¥awhén2 dzNa St

he offered his resignation at the height of the defence debate later in his tenure,

FTAINIKSNXY2NBZ ' 6SNRSSYy o0SY2PSR GKIG W2FF,
Properly contextualising these and other similar comments produces a

different conclusion: Aberdeen ag one of many who expressed a gentlemanly

22t 3, CharmleyChurchill, The End of Glo#: Political Biographyl.ondon, 1993). See also R. R.
JamesChurchill: A Study in Failufleondon, 1970).

#22K . Martin, The Triumph of Lord Palmerst@irondon, 1963), esp. p. 26.

23N, GashSir Robert Peel: The Life of Sir Robert Peel after (1L88@on,2"™ edition, 1986), p. 496.
For similar sentiment, see Haydse Nineteenth Centurp. 96.

224 Aberdeen to Beauvale, 5 October 1841 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43238/24.

225 pberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.
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reluctance at the rigours of government, and these were the typical refrains of
gentlemen in public office. His Permanent Un&ecretary at the Foreign Office,

Henry Unwin Addington, requested that Aberdeen shde Wil 1S YS 2y
g2NNE GKFIG GKS Wt o2 ®Nel, b fetters Tohis Wif Juliag S NB
GNRGS GKIG wye O2y TAYSYSyirksomdgh yl RS &liKyrAdy atia
GKS /2YY2ya 61a& WFEN (22 KEWOnlyothrée T2 NJ |
Y2y (GKa Aydz2z GKS /2yaSNDIGAGS I28SNYYSyil:z
lonely this is. | have sat down after dinner of late and written my letters till twelve,

but I do not much like writing, and still less reading the detestablawls that are

F RRNBaadR (2 YSoQ

Neither were such expressions mere requirements of polite discourse,
because the pressures of foreign affairs also sent men to their graves. In an era
when the workload of the Foreign Secretary was practically thi&reemvorkload
generated for London by foreign affairs, the suicide of Viscount Castlereagh and
early death of Canning were unlikely to have been coincidental. Expressions of
reluctance upon taking office were not so much a sign of weakness as of legitimat
awareness of its difficulties. Such iterations must also be deresil as part of the
nineteenthtOS Yy (0 dzNBE Q& Odzft G dzZNS  2F LRt AGSySaa |
acceptance of honours and the employment of a respectfully submissive form of
language in coespondence determined a reluctant and humble tone. Appearing
overeager was considered to be unseemly.

l 9SNRSSyQa O2YLX I Ayda Foz2dzi ¢2N]f2FR
statement of his enthusiasm about the actual conduct of foreign policy: the
workload was oppressive but he invested all his effort in it. When Aberdeen wrote
to his continental confidante Princess Lieven upon taking office, he wrote of his
Wdzi Y240 NBf dzOGFyOSQ i 0SO2YAy3a C2NBAIAY

to fear fram a bad harvest than from all the thunders of most formidable

2% pddington to Aberdeen, 16 January 1842, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43238/319.

2! peel to Julia Peel, Good Friday 1843, in George Peel Toe.Private Letters of Sir Robert Peel
(London, 1920), p. 227 (italics not in original text). Peel to Julia Peel, 8 August 1Bi3 pin240.
*2peel to Julia Peel, 14 December 188id, p. 80.
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2 LI aX0AZQof S gAy3a 2FFAOST NBEAST |G (K
0N yaOSYRSR o6& NBINBG Fd tSFEGAYy3I WGKS
transaction of business with those @hy L LISNA2ylffé& tA1S I yR
l 9 SNRSSY NBINBGGSR Wi KS® AedeSweNetabditie2z y 2 F
thoughts of an uninterested pacifist and his colleagues agreed with ahalysis:
onewrote that,g KSy 2dzi 2 7F 2 T F kspBnaary impdtdhbeScSoyir WI G
C2NBAIYy WSt GA2y&aqQoe

l 5SNRSSyYyQa LISNOSAGSR 1101 2F OFNB T2N
his life that see him as either arrogant and aloof, timid and cowering, or as a hybrid
of these characteristics, which might loescribed as awkward pretension. These
traits have also coloured perceptions of Aberdonian policy. Edward Jones Parry saw
GKFEG Iy WSEOSaaArgsS O2yFARSyOSQ t SR G2 Wi
0 KS 9 dzNEP LIS Py Doéglasi Hrrdiakg#ey QidK | G I WISy dzAiy S N
2FFAOSQ SOARSYOSR (KIG ! 9SNRSSy wil O] SR
LJ2 £ 28 mMubiél Ohémberlain argued that challenges to his Higld views could
NBadz &6 Ay WdzyLX SI &l yift & of adrds Xeonaludingdtiat NS G 2 |
l 9SNRSSY Wglta 2F4Sy G KAa oSEH{1Sad Ay GF¢
LJ2 t ®‘CDepeading on whose version of events one listens to, these traits were
influenced by perceived Scottish dourness, by a life beset by pars@gedy, by a
naive and anachronistic religicusoral pacifism, or any combination of the three.
The effects of these personality traits are much overstated.

Aberdeen did not demonstrate these traits in his relationship with Peel, with
whom he shared atrong and focused political partnership. They had worked well
023SGKSNJ 60ST2NE 6KSYy | 6SNRSSy ¢l a [ 2tz2y
RFreaQs &S0 AG KFra oSSy &adza3aSaaSR GKIFGX o
and incapability created extravork for Peel and that his supposedly staunch

C2NBEAAY O2YGN}AGSR gA0K tSSftQa Y2NB A0

22 Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 7 September 1841, Jones ParryT{eal ;orrespondence bbrd

Aberdeen and Princess Lieyermpp. 1778.

2% Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 26 June 1&#6p. 258.

%L Graham to Peel, 7 April 1850, The Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40452/438.
%% jones ParryThe Spanish Marriagepp. 56.

%D, Hurd Robert PegfLoncbn, 2007), p. 273.

2% ChamberlainAberdeen p. 7; p. 532.
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was not the case for Aberdeen. From a combion of preoccupation with

domestic affairs and trust itnis Foreign Secretary, Peel left the final foreign policy

decisions to Aberdeen, offering his opinions only in the context of debate. There

I NE ydzYSNRBdza LRAylGa G oKAPK{ $§C8HE DANRSTF S

is clear, none more so than in the Tahiti crisis where Aberdeen carried his policy

despite standing almost alone in his approach. Towards the end of the Peel

government, Charles Greville summarised this symbiotic and mutuallyectap

NEflGA2yaKALl a F2ff26aY Wot SSt6Qa FT2NI¢

which it seems that it is dangerous for anybody to meddle who is not in the trade.

The division of labour seems as essential in politics as in matters of comareice

A YV R dZZ°(Th&k Re€) rarely mentioned foreign affairs in his Cabinet reports to the

Crown indicated the success of this arrangementis attentions were focused

elsewheregl YR 2F | 6 SNRSSy®#a O2yRdz0G 6AGKAY Al
The staff at the Foreign Office prded the necessary support for the

Foreign Secretary. Aberdeen selected both the Parliamentary Ubeenetary

Charles Canning, Viscoumdilbrahan (18441845) and the Permanent Under

Secretary Henry Unwin Addington (184854)>*” Addington was a committed

Party loyalist, whilst Canning had beelected as Conservative MBr Warwick in

1836 (he later bcame the governegeneral of Indian 1856). The role of the wider

C2NBAIY hFFAOS Ay (KS mynna ¢la fFNABSte |

Conervative loyalties ensured that there would be no subversive mutterings from

below?*® Donald Cameron Watand Zara Steiner have shown ham expanded

Foregn Office had, by the twentiethentury, resulted in the increasing influence of

a greater network ofindividuals and institution$® During! 68 SNRSSy Qa &80

tenure as Foreign Secretary, however, foreigiiqy direction was very much his

own, especially given the relationship with Peel.

%% Greville, Memoirs(1885), pp. 37&7: 18 March 1846.

2% A selection of these reports can be found in the microf@abinet Reports by Prime Ministers to

the Crown, 1831867, i, 1978 (viewed at UBAbrary).

237 addington replaced John Backhouse (1-8842).

*%3ee R. JoneFhe NineteenttCentury Foreign Office: An Administrative His{tyndon, 1971).

%9 D. Watt, Personalities and Policies: Studies in the Formulation of British Foreign Policy in the
Twentieth CenturyLondon, 1965); Z. Steinefhe Foreign Office and Foreign Policy, 18984
(London, 1969).
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Aberdeen had not exercised the same freedom or influence in thes @ik
2 StfAy3IG2yQa F2FSNYYSyild o0& GANIdzSS 2F KA2Z
atetSz 020K ftI NBSt& (GKS NBadAZd 2F 2StfA
Wellington was part of the Peel government but Aberdeen no longer felt compelled
to defer tohis opinion. This was, of course, partly due to the fact that the Duke was
no longer his Prime Minister; Wellington was from autumn 1842 Commainder
Chief of the army after Lord Hill retired. That he had also initially been appointed to
the Cabinet inSeptember 1841 as a minister without portfolio demonstrated the
regard in which he was still held. It has been argued that this regard was such that
Aberdeen allowed the Duke to dictate policy, particularly in the argument over
levels of defensive fortifiation 18445°*° ¢ KA & @A Sé Ydzad 06S OKI f
26y ¢2NRazX RSaALIAGS NBaALISOG FT2N) 2StfAy3d
meddling with matters with which he has no concern, and over which he has no
O 2 v *NBMheh Ghe Duke did intervene, ds the defence debate, it was the
l9SNR2YyAlY LRftAOE 2F Y2RSNIGS FT2NIATFTAOI 4.
for extended measures.

Freed from the dominance of Wellington, and considered separately from
the stain of the Crimean War and the dibtdi A y 3 f Sya 2F t I £ YSNAU
.dzf tAAYE ! 6SNRSSyQa LrtAOe OFly o6S aSsSs
A32P0SNYyYSyult 202S0GA0®Sa YR YIFIAYydlFAYySR
an age of austerity and initial international discord renderedncessions a
necessary requirement for peace amdgroved relations, economiafluence could
be nurtured andhonour could still be upheld. Friendly diplomacy,s&d carefully
and with a readiness to recourse to the latter option if thenfer failed,could be
just as powerful as gunboat diplomacy. This would be clear in the principal areas of
l 9SNRSSYyQa aGSslFNRAKALIY Ay NBfFGA2ya GAG

240
241

ReadPeel and the Victoriang. 153.
Peel, The House of Commons, Hansard, Ixx, 4 July 1843, col. 614.
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Chapter ThreeAnglo-French Relations

The/ 2y aSNI3I G A @S A& Qolicy bldllerigSwiad to Ke2pNiBlatichy
with France quiescent, to which end the Anglienchententewas created. The
nature of this arrangement needs to be-esamined in the context of Conservative
governmental objectives. Kenneth Bourne regarded émente | a | WK2 LISt S
RNBFYQ 0SOlFdzaS ! 6SNRSSY KIFIR FFAfSR G2 ON
tlf YSNAG2Y Q& v dzr RNBzOdisShad! beeh dlitegfed Sgairstfthemy o n d
Holy Alliance, however, with whom relations were now on a better footing and,
besides, the fallout from the Eastern Crisis made any sort of official alliance with
France all but impossible had Aberdeen wanted it, which he did not. Aberdeen
LINA @l 6Sfe RSOfFINBR GKIFIG WL KIFEZS ySOSNI o6°¢
Alliance, whith always appeared to me to be an offensive display of exclusive
O2yySOUA2YQ O0KAa& FThHNanEtHeRTEaK of Ridssiaowkeréd Rkelyatd G G S N
have reinfored this viewf*® The result was a much looser yet equally binding
arrangement that historians h@S Ay G SNIINBSGSR &4 WFNF IAL S
perceived weaknesd® Some accounts of the period go further and suggest
outright hostility between the two nation&*

I 6 S NR énfentevasnot constructed with a common enemy in mind, as
tFf YSNARG2YQa KIR 0SSy RANBOUGSR ledstAyad
decade of the twentietkcentury would be formed to counter German
expansionisrd I 0 SeniBnfe®as Qupposed to contaimaescalating state of
tension with an erstwhile ally, without being directed at a third party. This
necessitated a more pragmatic approach with limited expectations because the
threat of a third party could not be used to keep Britain and France togethbe
cordial understanding between Aberdeen and Guizot, therefore, involved mutual

acceptance that, despite inevitable disagreements between their respective

2. BourneThe Foreign Policy ¥fictorian England 1830902(Oxford, 1970), p. 55.

%3 Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 7 September 1841, Jones ParryT{ea f;orrespondence of Lord

Aberdeen and Princess Lieven 18884 i (London, 1938) p. 177.

4 For examples of where thententehas beenrR S SY SR WT NI 3 ASirRebErt P& Sheb © DI &
Life of Sir Robert Peel after 18@@ndon, ¥ edition, 1986), p. 507; C. Bartle@reat Britain and Sea

Power 18151853(Oxford, 1963), p. 151. Jones Parry considerecetitentel  WF I A f dabllB Q Ay W!
of the Relations between Guizot and Lord Aberdeen, 3840HlsYory, xxiii, 1938, p. 30.

o L AGARENBYOKSOYYidy# S dEfoREnicaxix, AR B 93 KA f A LILISQS
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governments, or, indeed, between themselves, war must not result. eftente

was designed to b&INF IYIF GA O YR NBFfA&AZGAO Ay NBTf
was never intended as a rosy-allcompassing amalgamation of policy or outlook.

It was a busineskke arrangement and nothing more.

Aberdeen spoke of thententein the House of Lords, Feldzl NB My nnyY W
good understanding was not founded upon any specific agreement or alliance, but
upon a belief that the essential interests of the two countries are involved, and it
depends upon a mutual trust in the honour and integrity of the two gowsgnts of
9y 3t I yR % Rhe @ditit of fOuBdhidn to which he referred was a grand
YSSGAYy3 2F GKS . NAGA&AK YR CNBYyOK /[ 2dzNI &
near Normandy in September 1843. It was the first time a British monarch had set
foot on French soil since Henry VIl at the Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520. The
return visit by Louis Philippe in 1844 would be the first time a French monarch set
foot on British soil since Jean Il was taken prisoner after the Battle of Poitiers in
1356.

{ K2NJIit& | F30SNJ entsniescordda®a ASly 1 RS RO 928 39 P
Victoria spoke of the results of the meeting at the opening of Parliament the
F2fft26Ay3 @SIFENE NBFSNNAYy3I (2 WwWYe TFNASYyRCf
the good umlerstanding happily established between my government and that of
| A& a I”& $hislicdn@r@nt, being made in the public domain, omitted the
underlying suspicion and wariness with which the British Court still viewed France
after the meeting at Eu. When the Duc de Bordeaux visited England the following
month, for example, Prince AIDEli O LJi dzZNBR GKS Y2yl NOKeé Qa
he declared theententeW| -dEB GG KAy 3 F2NJ O NR2dza L2t AGAC

These suspicions were shared by Aberdeen, who only ever proclaimed the
ententeto be a beacon of crosShannel brotherhood in thpublic domain, where
the sentiment was intended for Gallic consumption. In private his desire for

consensus with the French was expressed alongside wariness and backed up by

2% aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxii, 12 February 1844, tol. 51

" Queen Victoria, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxii, 1 February 1844,-gols. 1

% prince Albert to Peel, 21 October 1843, A. Benson and Viscount EsherTeed.gtters of Queen
+AO02NRLFY | {SEtSOGA2Y FTNRY | SN al®Bband d8Aa / 2 NNB a
(London, 1908). See also Queen Victoria to the King of the Belgians, 16 September and 13, 17 and

21 October 1843pid; Queen Victoria to Aberdeen, 9 October 18i&].
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contingency planning. Over Morocco, for example, Aberdeen sent warships to
Gibraltar in case the faith he had publicly invested Fnance proved to be
misguided. In Morocco, during the Oregon crisis with the United States, and
elsewhere, he showed himself prepared to use force if British interests, especially
trade and/or honour, apeared threatened*°
In fact, Aberdeen knew that aantente between the mutually suspicious
and sometimes hostile governments of England and France was impracticable, so
0KS WYdziidzl £ GNHz2GQ 2F 6KAOK KS aLlR|1S Ay
and Fragois Pierre Guillaume Guizot, the French foreign minister between 1840
and 1848. The two scholars shared a long history of friendly political and social
intercourse and each showered the other with praise at Eu. Aberdeen wrote of the
visit beingYy2 a0 WTI g2dzN> 6f & NBOSAOSRQVoaskek f ad D
Y2AZ y2dzaA a2 YYSa aawrs§ sansyw@©js gus eatihNd®idmaf; Q dzy
0SS yQSaid |jdzQl 9SO @2¢d8 1jdzSa 2SS Lidzaa Tl ANB
There were other similarities that helped to engker a close and
LINE RdzOG A @S NBf I 0A2yaKAL® Il 9SNRSSYy Q& LINA
Guizot, who by age thirtthree had lost two wives, Pauline de Meulan and Elise
Dillon. Guizot was regarded in France as oversensitive for his publiciimguof
Meulan, as Aberdeendd been when his first wife €. Whilst there was a popular
LISNODSLIIA2Yy 2F DFINREEN>0 8§ KBTI CHiy OK  LI2 LJdzt
DdzA T 2 (-CNBYy OHdgy FT2NJ KA a LRt AO&' maeedOrr 2 LIS NI
earlh SNJ t ATS GKS CNBYOK YAYAAUSNI gl a €Yol 2

eKS GSNY WK2y2daND 61 a 2F0SYy dzasS R is @ &roublesoBdlRS Sy |
concept to which a precise definition is difficult to ascribe, given that its definition varied depending

dzL2y GKS aAdGdzr A2y IyR o0& @gK2Y Al ¢l & dzaSRo Ly |
broad explanation of wnia LINB G SOGAY 3 WK2y2dz2NR Sy dlF At SRY Sy adzNA
of British interestsg especially trade; and ensuring other powers did not take advantage of his
conciliatory policy to further their own ends at British expense. Britain might rawit wo bully, but

neither could it be bullied without its future negotiating position being weakened.

0 Aberdeen to Peel, 3 September 1843, C. Parker (8d.)Robert Pegli (London, 1899), p. 393.

Guizot to Aberdeen, precise date unknown, R. BulRasimerston, Guizot and the Collapse of the

Entente Cordial® [ 2Y R2y X M@pTnoX LI ot 601 1Sy FNBYe |y dzy L.
Character of the Foreign Policy of Lord Aberd2en 6 hEF2NRXI t K53 wMdpcaoo ®
translations are difficulin some cases due to the differing structure and word usage in nineteenth

century French. Translations are, therefore, provided with the disclaimer of being approximate):

W 2dz FYyR LX 6S IINB SaaSydaAiAlf T2NJ 2iSonlwithyok SNE & A (
GKFd L OFly R2 3JI22R®Q

1 p. JohnsonGuizot: Aspects of French Political History 1¥874(London, 1963).
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as a result of his fascination with German literatéte.! 6 SNRSSy Q& LIKAf 22
foreign policy was shared by Guizot. 2 1 K YSy Qa LINBRSOS&4a2NA
popular feelingto garner support for their nationalist Eastern policies and this
confrontational atmosphere lingered on alongsideaditional rivalry.  That
I  SNRSSyYy Q& metifods oDdizdling ZvithQhis atmosphere were regarded
by their respective publics as beitap desirous of feasing the other suggestsat
the ententewas relatively balanced.

Aberdeen could afford to place hentente and the success of his policy
towards Franceartiallyin the trust of Guizot because circumstances in France gave
himsome &gl & (2 R2 &az2o ¢KS O2yGAydzZ GA2y 2
upon keeping the domestic forces of revived expansionist nationalism and
restrained conservative consolidation in equilibrium, which on the international
scene meant that thententehad to remain in operation Expansionist nationalism
required the destabiiation of established regimes bitt did not make sense to
encourage this phenomenon too keenly, as to do so would undermine Louis
t KATALILISQa SYR2NESYSy( 2afto thé @edibilkyyandoe = & k
survival of the still young Orleanist monarchy in that most unstable of courftties.
This dynarit was one of the reasons wliye King replaced Adolphé hiers at the
height of the second Mehmet Ali crisis, but reduced the popular outcry against
CKASNEQ NBY2@lf o6& OFNNEBAYy3a Ad 2dzi 6KATf 3
NReelf FaalaaAyldAzy FGGSYLIWH 2F al NAdza 51
as too confrontational in an international context without risking isolation but,
domestically, accusations of subservience to foreign powers would also be
damaging.

Converselyjf nationalist impulses were ignoredhe Orleaniss would be
vulnerable French ambition would occasionally require some concession to ease
the builddzLd 2F ylIGA2yFfAad LINB&aadz2NBSo I 6 SNR
L2aAdAz2y Fa F2ft26ay WeKS @GAI2NRdza Kl YR

of France have undoubtedly therto controlled and kept under the compety

®23 @ h Q/ Bhe WioNcEl Thought of Francois Guiashington, 1955), p. 3.

3 Eor further detail on the Orleans monarchy see, for example, M. PreePerilous Crown: France
between Revolutions 1811848 (London, 2007); W. Fortescueevolution and CountdRevolution in
France, 1818 852(Oxford, 1988).
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passions of his own subjed®? This wasan opinion shared by Henry Wellesley,

first Baron Cowley (British ambassador to France from 1841 to 1846) and Peel.
Gompeting French domestic interests provided somley of a safety net for

l 9 SNRSSyQa FILAGK Ay DdAT 20 6K2 g2dz R f A
upset the balance. Aware of this possibility and of electoral danger for Guizot,
Aberdeen held talks with likely successors &ahd Thiers torisure against his

fall.?°

One cannot always place trust in the logical transaction of international
I FFFANRYS K26SOSNE |yR (GKS OKSO]l GKIFG [ 2dz
turn supported by a privately expressed watchfulness that Aberdeen
communicated to his French counterpart. Writing to the indiscreet Princess Lieven,
whom Aberdeen knew was sharing her bed and her secrets with Guizot, he wrote of
GKFG YAYyA&aGSN GKFG wS@Sy 27T ®KAddiEonas S Ol y
warning was3A @Sy 2F (GKS RFEYy3ISNI 2F CNIyOSQa
LINE G S y°& Wekyfeilvdh@se remarks would reach their targé the Princess
and they were honest expressions of his private sentiments. To Peel, Aberdeen
R2dz0 6 SR (KI G DdzaiAiiK 4ilKS wd0aaFma) kit A o8
I 6 S NR pubhe (piofessions of goodwill and trust should not be taken as
evidence of a blikeredpolicy of conciliation. Warmemarks were sometimes made
on the international stage, whiclieminded Guizothat the well of personal faith
could quickly be emptied.

It remains that Aberdeen might be seen to have relied too heavily on his
personal contact with Guizot and that this would create difficulty for their
successors, who would not be inckdl in this perenal arrangement. Lucille
Iremonger certainly held this vie®® The argument gains particular momentum
GAGK NBFSNBYyOS (2 DdzAl 26Qa O2y Ot dzarazy 27

Aberdeen had left office, in ostensible breach of the personal guarantee made

2% Aberdeen to Cowley, 21ly 1843 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/96.

?®% Greville, The Greville Memoirsi: 18371852 (London, 1885), p. 252: 8 September 1844.

%% Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 21 December 1841, Jones ParryTtesl Jorrespondence of Lord
Aberdeen andPrincess Lieven p. 190.

" Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 27 December 184@, p. 211.

8 pAperdeen to Peel, 16 October 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/215.

29 IremongerLord Aberdeen: A Biography of the Fourth Earl of Aberdeen, K. G., Km&., Pri
Minister 18521855(London, 1978), p. 164.
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between the two merf®® In the climate of heightened ah almost universal
hostility that developed aftertensionin the East howeve, it is hard to see what
arrangementcould have made between England and Fraaiter 1841, otherthan
a personalentente EvenlLady Palmerstah 2y S 2F ! 6 SNRSSyQa
suggestedthat Guizot was essential to the hopes of cr@&wannel and European
peace, as wider cooperation was impossitife. Henry Bulwer, with whom
Aberdeen would later clash over the Spanish Marriages issue, wrote from Paris that
the relationship betweg ! 6 SNRSSY | YR -efiatiish theél mokals 2 dzf R
influence of France on the continent, an influence compromised by perpetual
OKIFy3aSa 27F f I GSeniefidwhkEch¥ a sblc® of lcihdistedcy &nd
stability in a turbulent political climaté®?

Aside from the intricacies of the Spanish marriages issue, tohvithis study

will return, even Palmerston took a similar view of Anglench relations:

| think it of the utmost importance for the interests of England and France that
the men who govear each country should be well disposed towards the other.
Each of the two countries has of course its own interests, and its own line of
policy, and it must sometimes happen that the views of the two governments
will diverge; but it is very desirable thathen this happens the conflict of
national interests should have its severity mitigated by the personal good will

of the two governments®®

tf YSNARG2Y O2yiGAYydzSR GKS fSOGGSNI gA0K
which indicated that his vision of inmgovernmental cooperation was also one in
which AngleFrench accord was garnered by a personal duopoly. Writing in 1844 at
the height of the Tahiti crisis, Palmerston hypothesised about replacing Aberdeen,
but the leadership style thahe advocatedvas exctly the sames that of his rival

Both he and Aberdeerrecognisedthat a personal entente was the most

260
261

See chapter 5.

Lady Palmerston to Princess Lieven, 25 March 1843, Lord Sudley (trans. anthed.jeven
Palmerston Correspondence 18P856(London, 1943), p. 24344.

2 Bulwer to Aberdeen, 10 Septemb&841, A. Gordon (ed.Belections from the Correspondence of
the Earl of Aberdeerv: 18411843 (London, 1888), p. 6.

3 palmerston to Sir John Easthope, 21 November 1Bd#inerston Papers, BL, Add. MS 86842 (not
foliated).
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appropriate form for a relatiorship between Britain and Francelthough
tFf YSNARG2Y Qa RSIfAy3dad 6A0GK KA&a CNBYyOK O
based upon the candid and balanced terms Aberdeen and Guizot practised.

The main tests of AnglBrench relatios came in Spain, Greece, Tahiti and
Moroccq and overl LJ YLKt SG NRARGGSY thedPrifc@deA & t K.
Joinville which catalysed theéebate on the state of British defensive fortifications.
The possibility of a customs union between France and Belgium caused some
additional consternation early in the government as concern spread fEnabcoe
Belgianeconomic ties might be followed by [iical assimilatiorf®® Little effort
was required to pour cold water on this possibifify. Diplomacy relating to the
slave trade also gerated a degree of friction althougthis has been dealt with
thoroughly in the extant historiograph§f®

The issue bthe Spanish marriages ran throughout the Peel government and
has attracted the greatest volume of claims that twetenteg | 42 Ay 5 GAR
NBEOSyil lFaasSaaySyidas Wk y20A2y> | YeGKQX
policy under Aberdeef?’” Muriel Chamberlain dealt with the issue in a chapter
SyiAridt SR W¢ K Enteht@fbtGiverdahat the BsuaiaSnot been dealt
with in depth since the study of Jones Parry in 1936 and that it was the most
complicated and important area of Anglsenchcontention, it will be addressed in
a separate chapter. BB O2y aA RSNJI (i A 2ptent@ i thed BNBR S Sy Q&

A

outlined above this chapter willj dz§&4 A2y 2NIK2R2E @ASgsa

[N

% See Aberdeen to the King ofefBelgians, 21 October 1842, Gordon (e@drrespondence of the

Earl of Aberdeenv, p. 424; Aberdeen to Stuart de Rothesay, 24 December 1842, The National
Archives (hereafter TNA), FO 65/279/52.
***peel to Aberdeen, 16 November 18€xrespondence of ¢nEarl of Aberdeerv, p. 445.

°C2NJ I adzOOAY Ol odzi Of SFENJ | OO2dzyi 2F LINROSSRAy3I:
Repression of the Slave Trade, 184p Edénch Historical Studies, 1977, pp. 10125. See also A.

[ ' YOSNI = &Trdde &8 Nabval Straxég¥s 1840/ c N Q> Ay Y@ | FYAf G2y | yR
Slavery, Diplomacy and Empire: Britain and the Suppression of the Slave TradE)1B®@fighton,

HNnogood ' 9SNRSSyYyQa LRaAGAZ2Y 2y atAmgiaBffaigsint £ 0S5
chapter 6.

®5d . NRSYSI Wt f-FrénnERelatigns, 1§4Ry d piigBiha2y and Statecrafivii,
2006, p. 677.
288 \. Chamberlainl.ord Aberdeen: A Political Biographpndon, 1983), pp. 37389.
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DNSSOS> gl a WyS@OSNI AGNRByYy3IQ deynthelfakotiG A | y F
from the Moroccan episodé&”’

Greek affairs had long been a source of tension between the great powers
and they cotinued to be so during SSf Qa 3JA2FSNYYSy i o YAY3
Greece had by 1841 led to widespread discontent among his people, who were
demanding a constitution to rein in the excesses of his absolute rule. Domestic
interest in the nature of government in Greece was mattiby thatof Britain,
France and Russia, winS NBE (1 KS 3 dzl NdmgharehiEEach poweri K2 Q&
wanted to ensure that their fiscal investment was rewarded with the security of
their interests in the regioA’°

l 9 SNRSSyYy Qa | LILINE I OKecorid2enuieNBoded litte Fighl A NE&
of being in favour of either the Greek causetheir Ottoman overlord$™ Greek
expansionism threatened the stability of the Ottoman Empire, which Aberdeen
disliked for its Islamism, perceived barbarity towards its constituent peoed
political lethargy, but regarded as essential famlding together an unstable region
in which there were no other stable alternatives. The dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire would create a morass of competing local and great power interests that
would threaten British India and almost certainly bring war. The best option for
Britain and Ewpean stability, although not beneficial to romantic liberal
aspirations for the emerging Greek constitutional project (and leading to the
disfavour of Whiggish history), was to maintain the status quo. Aberdeen
accordingly instructed Reaxdmiral Sir Edozy R [ @2y &> . NAGIF Ay Qa Y
(1835My n oY Wl ye AYRAOIFIGAZ2Y wX6 2F |y AydS
¢dzN] A &K 9YLIANB wXx8 g2dA R G 2yBS 65 TANYY

3 0[ SHYE WeKS yoONS Sl weMIRTE dave 2 . | f RgAYy S Wwoy3afl yR

{ 2 OA S & The Jofirhal/oR Md@déin Histdty EX mMdpoy X LI HomMT /& || YAf{
bl @t 9FFSOGA 27F bRKIS taNENI 00 SHGE (W2RAS/ACRAT 2t M3 QF | SI ¢
Historical Journalxxxii, 1989, p. 681.

" This thesis returns to the AngRussian dynamic of Greek affairs in chapter 5.

TCc2NJ) RSGFAESR o0FO13INRdzyR 2y S9Syila Ay RaBSOS Rdz
and the Greek Revolot of 1843(Munich, 1966); B. Photo3he Greek Constitutional Revolution of
1843(Chicago, 1971).

"2 This quote is taken from Aberdeen to Lyons, 20 October 1843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS
43135/288), but is representative of opinions expressed throughgavernment. See also

Aberdeen to Lyons, 30 November 1841, BL, Add. MS 43135/45.
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At the outset of the Peel government, there existed relat&ngleFrench
KFNY2yeé 20SNJ DNBSOSo l 5 SNRSSY 4NRGS (2
. NAGAAK AyTFfdsSyO0SQ i CNByOK SELISyasSs sK
Wi LISNFSOG AydSttAaSyOS 4AGK gK2Y Al I L
neSaalNE YR Y2NB LINF OGAOIFoftSQ G2 O22LISNY
those blind jealousies, those puerile rivalries, those contests on the most trifling
points, and all that tumult below which falsifies and paralyses sound policy
Fo2SoQ

The KNBI G (2 GKAa I O0O2NR SaoOlfliSR 6KSy
September 1843 and negotiations over the organisation of constitutional monarchy
began. Britain and France had, with Russia, been the sponsors of the new Greek
state in 1830 and wer therefore central to negotiations. When there emerged
Yoy3IfAAaKQI WCNBYOKQ YR WwdzaaAlyQ LI NIA
Alexander Mavrocordato, Jean Coletti and General Metaxa, old Arglich
antipathies rose to the surface in pursuit mfluence, and seemingly undermined
l 9SNRSSyQa 2LIWGAYAAGAO LINRBOfFYFOGA2Y GKI G
2F 6KAOK GKSNB Aa S&SDdid McLdajBvhoNlibiiskes a | G LIN
detailed article on Greek affairsuggested that cqueration ended and thentente
collapsed?’® Close analysis suggests otherwise.

The main problem for AnglBrench relations was the dynamic of the
relationship between Lyons and the French minister in Athenép@dld Piscatory.

The tensions between thened to volatile Anglerench relations in Greece itself,

odzi ! 6SNRSSyQa VYSUK2R 2F RSI fehtghitog A (i K |
Fdzy QUA2y @ tf YSNAG2Y KIR aSd G4KS (2yS
with Piscatory in his letter to John Eastholage in 1841, which was a line the

Morning ChronicleF 2 f t 2SR GKSNBIFFISNY WgKAES L gt
Edmund Lyons borne out in his opinions and suspicions by facts; and however fair

the language of the French Gov[ernmen]t always was, aliéngtek affairs, their

1 5SNRSSYy (i2 [&2yas Hp b2@0SY0oSNI mynos alO[Slys
Memaoirs of a Minister of State, from the Year 1840ndon, 1864), pp. 259, 264.

2" nberdeen to Peel, 4 October 184%herdeen Papers8L, AddMS430635.

a0l SIys WeKS DNBS| wSg2fdziazy Qs LI mMmMT ®
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l 3Syi&a Ay DNBSOS: 6K2SOSN) (iKSe “PONBXsSyY
Piscatory this was true, but it was also true of LyonsLJ2y ! 0 SNRSSy Q&
office,Prusd I YR ! dza ( NA | feindval, Wit FizBce @l Ruag & 2 y 4 Q
ak AR (KSe& ¢2dz R* aABeBdeew wauill Kot ¢aiinfehadcdzlBhad
Y2@0S3E LINBadzyl ofé 0SOFdzaS Al ¢2dZ R &dz33Sa
strong local advocate of British influence could be an asset.
There was nonetheless substanteinternational grievances. Lyons was a
man of Palmerstonian composition and allegiance, who had commanded a frigate
in support of the Greeks in the war of independence and captained the
Madagascarwhen it carried King Otho to his throne in 1833. Hiperience
combined with a fiery and proud personality to make him highly sensitive to
challenges to his perceived influence and to the perceived popular will of the
Greeks as to who should lead them. A strong local advocate of British influence of
this kind could inspire, rather than deter, foreign ambition.
Of this the Conservatives were well aware and Aberdeen repeatedly warned

3L Ayad AYyGSNFSNBYOS Ay DNBS|]T LR{tAGIAOAOD
dismissal he stressed th#tis would nothappen but wrote to Lyon8 K G WL | Y &
g2dz gAft aSS (KS ySOSaaAirde 2F INBFG OF dzi
fFGSNI NSBAGSNY SR GKFG WgKIGSOSNI YHe oS @
are at Athens as the Minister of a friendly $at @ X8 @& 2dz 2dzZaAKG (2 R;
LINE & §°"® Rdpdateddiarnings were received from Aberdeen and from Stratford
Canning in Constantinople that cautioned against fomenting trouble in Greece,
when Hellenic discontent was already being directed againdtejumwhere stability
was essential to British interest§’

Aberdeen dealt with Lyons by maintaining these private warnings alongside
confidential expressions of his attitude to France. As early as January 1842,
l S NRSSY gNRGS (2 [taraterickéry, thatdz® Kustiakvaysi K S A NJ

keep a sharp eye upon them; but it is just possible that they may be sincere in their

"® palmerston to Easthope, 7 December 182almerston Papers, BL, Add. BEB42(not foliated)
" Aberdeen to Lyons, 30 November 1841 (do@\berdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43135/43.
278 ||a:

Ibid.
2" see, for example, Aberdeen to Lyons, 15 January 1842, TNA, FO 32/113/3; Stratford to Lyons, 7
February 1842 and 19 April 1843, Lyons Papers, West Sussex Record Office (hereafter WSRO), LE
65/F/1 and 21. For the importance of the Ottoman Empire see chidpte
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professions; and | should be unwilling to believe that M. Guizot is decidedly the

NB & SN deen was aware of French intriguedathat Lyons had a watchful

role to play, but the crux of British policy was that relative influence in Grdate

notreally matterA ¥ . NRA Gl Ay Qa 3IS2 L2 AQitdma@r Hordeksy (i S NB 3
and relations was maintained, and if British trade d¢ounéd uninterrupted, as

Aberdeen explained:

| care very little for what is called French influence in Greece. It may be
personally annoying to you to see a French Minister leave you in the
background, but these are trifles and depend upon it, Englandrigin always

to have influence enough in that country, without mixing ourselves up with

the wretched squabbles which occupy the Court and People of Atfiéns.

Aware that serious intrigue could well destabilise Greece to such an extent
that British inteests would come under threat, Aberdeen made careful use of
[82YyaAQ NIYg¢g LI GNR2GAAY Ay (GKS AYyUSNylraazy
ententewith genuine intent, Aberdeen ensured that France thought Lyons had full
British support, writingtd 2 6f S& 2F GKS Wl LN @It 27F | S
GKS 6K2tS 2F { AN 9RYdzyR [ &2 y*% OyonsINBoOS SR A y
received praise in official diplomatic intercourse (as opposed to the private letters
that would not be published in theRA LX 2 Yl GAO WofdzS 06221aQ
Government have highly approved of your own conduct throughout the whole of
the trying circumstances in which you have been placed since the outbreak of the
LJ2 Lddzf F NJ FSStAy3d wX6 L K IlgdoSoudneBxbréssidibfS I & dzN.
0 KSA NI &l°% Nhisfappioach 2nsuped that Guizot was aware that British
belief in theententedid not give him a free hand, while allowing Aberdeen to try
YR NBAUNIAY 020K CNBYOK | YOAGA2Y FyR [ &:
Aberdes/ Qa 2206 0SOlIYS NI GKSNJ Y2NB RAFTFAO

power in April 1844, although this was not initially a problem. To begin with,

8 aberdeen to Lyons, 15 January 1842 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, MS 43135/75.
281 |t
Ibid.
282 nberdeen to Cowley, 23 April 1844, TNA, FO 27/689/81.
28 Aberdeen to Lyons, 17 April 1844, TNA, FO 32/126/32.
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matters seemed to improve. Lyons reported that Mavrocordato, despite leading
0KS Woy3fAaKQ dateNdiith PiscadryRo tly énd SeRsuadleyColédti
into a power sharing arrangemef* h LA YA A GA O f & KS | RRSR
proved that his Government desires not exclusive influence, or the advancement of
this or that Partisan, but that it seeks only the welfare of the community at large
and the consolidation of the Constitutional 2 y' | N RTistcrresponded with
DdzA T 2 0 Q& SI NX A SNJ Jpgfsistezh Subgfdorther (eKitéts de A 4 O ( 2
rivalitt af ey G RQY (IFSHYRISAESSYSR (G2 OSNAFeEe KAa f 1
object in Greece was stabilif§®

Problems begn when Coletti began conspiring with Metaxa to bring about
al NP O2NRI(i2Qa 2@0SNIKNRgz | Ly GKFG [ @
/| 2t SGGA O2yRdzOUAY3I KAYASETFT Ay WGKS Yz2al
WYl & NBad I aadind o bdukds to my éhdebBursdokpreserve a
O2NRALFE dzy RSNA (| YR Thé Situatioh bégan dot chahde Hate anNE 8 Q @
Wdzt @ ¢6A0GK tA&OFG2NE y2¢ aSSyYay3ate O0O2VYLX)
WCNBYOKYSY KI @S Y2NB ®I FAS0E I RRAYFaAEKIYE
O2y OSIt Y& 2LAYA2\sbeked YRK SHWERt(ISE @IFG 20NBA yaES
King Otho in his official carriage upon his assumption of power in Ad§ust.
Evidence of thententeseemed thin and even the sympathetic Mur@&hamberlain
suggests that it had long since broken down in Gre&te.

Despite passions running high on the ground, however, thatente
remained in operation and secured British objectives without sacrificing honour:
0KS 2yfteée RIYIFI3S R2yide e tdok umkrhge atiNBerdde 2 y & Q
KIgdAy3 OAAAGSR tAaOlFG2NEQa O2dzy iNEBE K2dza S
O2yySOiUA2y 0S0i¢SSy GKA&a ©@GAaArd IyR ! 0SNR
Ot Aa0l G2NRB6 3JdzAf Q> SaLIFGA2AyVIiARIAZNISYF ||

284 yons to Aberdeen, 10 April 1844, Aberdeen Pagis Add. MS 43136/141.

?% | yons to Aberdeen, 20 April 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43136/161.

%% Guizot to Aberdeen, 19 December 184%herdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS813424. Guizot,

Memoirs of a Minister of Stafepp. 2584 ¢ n ® CNIFyattrdAz2yyY W 2yiAydsS G2
ententet 6 2 @3S (K24S 2F NAROJI T NE®Q

%87 Lyons to Aberdeen, 31 May and 20 July 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43136/200 and 220.

% | yons to Aberdeen, 31 July 1844 and 21 August 1844 (copgrdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS

43136/229 and 242.

%% ChamberlainAberdeen p. 359.
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F OGAQPGAGASAY We2dz gAfft 3IAGS 22dMNIAsRDA
4 AYYSRAFGS DNBS|T FTFFIANR HSNB 02
involvement in events (the veracity of which is difficult to detaren from the
available sourcesyas not important, as Aberdeen had often outlined. The Foreign
Secretary recognised that Mavrocordato had been an unwilling leader and he
communicated this to LyorfS® Indeed, Mavrocordato said as much himself, and

had looked to Cletti then Metaxa to reduce his responsibiliti&¥.

al GNP O2NRI G42Qa NBf dzOGl yOS G2 -will& R DNXB
Coletti represented the most stable option at that time, especially given the
influence thatthe £ S RSNJ 2F (i KS n&lal daataxad hejQn that NI & |
government. Despite Russian championship of Orthodox Christendom, coreligionist
sympathies did not supersede geopolitical practicalities, which for now meant the
maintenance of the weak and pliable yet relatively stable Ottomiah si S 2y wdza &
southwestern border. The Russian response to the Fréntli2 Yy 8 2 NBR a SKY S
encroachments on Ottoman territory had given a clear indication of its likely
response to a Frenebponsored Greece: Ottoman territorial integrity, if not full
political autonomy, was to be protected. Metaxa, therefore, provided something of
a guarantee against potential Greek nationalist expansionism.

The subsequent power struggle in Greek politics and the oppressive
measures employed by Coletti to hold onhe position by summer 1845 caused
[@2ya (2 NBLER2NI GKFG WFEylFNOKeé Aa YIF{1Ay3
of British citizens in Greed&® t S8t | YSy (i SHaudddiazAfdr 2hé Q&4 Wa
I A0Sy RIFIyOe 2F CNBYyOK Ay Tidiéya@SnrcdurgeR 64| a

29 yons to Aberdeen, 9 and 16 October 1844 (copies), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43136/288

and 292.

1 Aberdeen to Lyons, 11 November 184herdeen Papers, BL, Add. M®L37/15. Other similar

sentiments were sent to Lyons: see, for example, Backhouse to Lyons, 13 May 1841, The Lyons
Papers, WSRO, LE 85/J (not foliated).

220 8§88y F2NJ SEFYLX ST al GNRPO2NRI G2 (2 DdAT 203X on ! LJ
WQuki B moment ou une victimeécessaire pour le pags® ¢CNFyatradAaAz2yyY WL alg 0
gra ySOSaalNE FT2N GKS adlrdiSoQ [@2ya RAAaYAAdZASR t
Metaxa about a power sharing arrangement, but given that hd hlready consulted Coletti to the

same intended end, there is little reason to doubt that claim: there was no dishonour in accepting

the French view. See Lyons to Aberdeen, 21 August 1844 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS
43136/242.

2% yons to Aberden, 22June 1845Aberdeen Paper$L, Add. M83137165.
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with Austria, Louis Philippe had apparently disclaimed ARgémch cooperatiof®*
Nevertheless, the Conservative leadershignained united. Aberdee’o S3y (i 2
FSSt LIRoSNISaa G2 O2yGNRBf &dzOKnd Peeld A G dzl |
recognised that reports from Lyons were increasingly unreliable, whilst Guizot and
Louis Philippe couldaywhat they wished as long as thagtedin accordance with
the entente®® Guizot had stretched the spirit of thentente with a tactless
speech, which was made to court the viciously Anglophobe French Chambers, but
this was a rare break from moderation at a time of electoral necessity.

Coletti was in fact revealing himself to be an uncompromising and tyrannical
patriot who needed no encouragement from Piscatory or Guizot. While Guizot
might claim involvement for electoral benefit, he remained genuinely fearful of
expansionist nationalism. In a speech outlining this fear and his belief in the
protection of the balance of pmer ¢ Pette question se pose dans le monde efijer
the historian should find meaning and significance, for his belief in international
cooperation and stability wapropounded before, during and after his political life
in a plethora of historical workS® Aberdeen shared this philosophy and
NBaLR2yRSR (2 [@&2yaQ LIYAOISR fSGUSNR 2V

follows:

| will take good care that justice shall be done to British subjects wherever
their rights or interests are concerned. | defidtFrench] to destroy, or to
weaken the only influence which is worth possessing. Whether you possess
the ear of the Minister, or not, is a matter of very little importance, but the
superior probity, enterprise and wealth of British merchants will alwexysire

the preservation of British influencd’

2% peel to Aberdeen, 18 August 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/96. Peel to Aberdeen, 31
August 1845, Parker (edBee] ii, p. 399.

%1 6 SNRSSYy G2 tS8Sfs on ! dz3 doerdeenyand fheEntehtabcorfial@sy A y 3 K |
The Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Researctx, 1957, p. 201. Peel to Aberdeen, 17 July 1845

and Aberdeen to Peel 17 July 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/67 and 65.

% johnson,Guizot p. 292 (the speechvas made on 21 January 1843 but captured opinions
SELINB&4SR (KNRdzAK2dzi DdzAT 23Q&a LRtAGAOIE FyR fAGS
OKNRdzZaAK2dzi GKS SYyGANB g2NIRQ 6AdPSd GKS oFflyOS 217
7 pberdeen to Lyons, 11 November 184herdeen Papers, BL, Add. MIE 3715.
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Aberdeen did not believe that Guizot was involved in Greek affaiconduct

elsewhere seemed to validate this viegvand retained the opinion that other

O2dzy GNAS&AQ I FFI ANE ¢ SNBitisk dojSciividd werg gecu@2 y O S N.

Influence would be a costly commodity and troublesome to manage or measure the

support for in the cauldron of Greek politics, something with which Palmerston

aSSYSR G2 [F3aANBSY WAY (AYS 2iffluendd exoepts ¢S

GKIFIG 6KAOK A& 0SYSTAOAIFIP® G2 (K248 20SNJ ¢
The above extended extract nonetheless revealed a marked difference

0SG6SSYy ' 6SNRSSY FyR t I fYSNEIGBefaQse off LILINE |

. NRGF Ay Qa S Op Abadédn@id Hotlzhiitk Nkt Arieddédto throw its

weight aroundand was thus content to remain detached from local squabbles.

Palmerston was more inclined to see foreign policy as a means by which to extend

British influence by diminishing that of ather power, or by which to boost

perceptions of British power by the vociferous defence of national values and

national pride. Earlier generations of historians might have been content to suggest

that Palmerston and Aberdeen were different because thenir employed what

glda RSSYSR I YIaodz AyS | LIINRBI OKZ gKAf ad

effete 2 This conclusion was, of course, simplistic, and does little to illuminate the

NEBFaz2yAy3d o6SKAYR SAGKSNI YIyQa LideenOd YI |

and Palmerston was much more subtle. It was based around their rational, yet

RAGSNEBSY G AYGSNIINBGlIGA2Yya 2F K2g o0Said (2
5SaLIAU0S DNBSOSQa 3IS2LREAIGAONE AYLRNIF

and French poplar patriotism far more, because it was annexed by French Admiral

Dupetit Thouars on 1 November 1843. Many historians have used the annexation

of an island with a history of British missionary influence to prove the weakness or

non-existence of theenterteX DdzA T 23 Qa af SA3IKG 2F KIYyRZ

and, therefore, the weakness of Conservative foreign pdfitySeemingly at odds

with Palmerston, pblic opinion, and the Britishrpss, Aberdeen cuts an isolated

figure in the historiography by virtuef his apparent inertia during the Tahitian

% palmerston, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxxii, 1 August 1845, col. 1329,

#935ee, for example, H. Temperl&ngland and the Near East: The Crirflendon, 1936).
30 5ee, for example, BartletGreat Britain and Sea Power 18185% LJ® mMpmMT . Ff RgAYy I W
GKS {20ASGe LatlyRaAaQY LD HoOM®D
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crisis, especially given his concurrent tolerance of Gallic encroachment upon

Morocco. The Press was especially scathing of this policy. M®@treng Chronicle

adzYYIF NAaSR ! 6SNRSSyQa Ashfér usi Englighmdnl2iff its O& |

infantine simplicity and absurdity did not force us to laugh, it would certainly make

dzd 6SSLI 6A (K Kdzy X% Pameks®dry wrdteyt® thedéming S @ Q

Chronicl@& SRAG2NI Ay (GKS F F3G§SNYI dtkner Whati KS  ON

a2NI 2F YSy (GKS /FoAySi o6SNB? 6dzi KS Yraae
tFf YSNRAG2Y Qa Lzt AO ONRGAOAAY 2F GKS

annexation centred around the accusations of a lack of interest in foreign affairs,

fearof interve/ G A2y X YR (NHzZO1ftAy3 (2 CNIyOSY W]

they please, indifferent to things going on abrogdet them condemn as they

g2dZ R ¢gKIFG GKS&@ OFftftSR I aYSRRfAy3a LIRtAC

GKSe L¥I*SThis R ddQrgument was politically and electorally useful,

creating an artificial difference with Aberdeen that could be used to court popular

LI GNR2GA&AY FYR FGdSYLIG G2 OoONAy3d R2gy t S8

own policy had been rather less robugdtan his rhetoric might have suggested.

CNByOK 3S8Syita KIR FGOSYLISR G2 FyySE ¢ |

C2NBAIY hFFAOSE odzi . NARUGAAK [/ 2yadzZ DS2NE

NEOSAOGSR &aK2NI &KNRTFOG T NRths counhtdy WabilNBol 2 yY ¢

have any right to give or to withhold their sanction to the residence of the subjects

2F Lye 20KSNI ylLiGA2Yy Ay GSNNAG2T¥Rm Sa sKAOK
Beyond this basic legal assessment, Palmerston outlined sitateg

2L aAGAZ2Y (2 (GKS LINRPGSOUA2Y 2F ¢l KAGAY

R2YAYyA2ya 2F (GKS . NAGAAK [/ NRgy Ay GKS {2

FT2NJ KSNJ (2 Fdzf FAE ¥ 6rhat Raltnersos BfFERAiBhard® 20 f A

¥l The Morning Chronicl24 October 1842.

%2 paimerston to Easthope, 15 January 183&merston Papers, BL, Add. B&EB42(not foliated).

%% paimerston, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 22 July 1844, col. 1245.

%% palmerston to Pritchard, 19 July 1837, House of Commons Parliamentary Papers Online
(hereafter HCPP), Command Papers; Accounts and Papers (as are all future references),
WPW2NNBEALRYRSYyOS NBfFlGAy3d (2 GKS tNRPOSSRAy3Ia 2F (K
document 5.

¥t Lt YSNEG2Y (G2 tNRGOKENRSE o {SLIGSYOSNI myods |/ tt
of the French at Tahiti (1843), Ixi, 473/7.
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pay off French menaces out of his own pocket suggests a pragmaudt dissimilar
G2 1 6SNRSSyQao

Historians have also pointed to the Tahitian crisis as either proof of a
O2yGAydzAy3a LI GSNYyFftAaY Ay tSStQa NBfFGA2Z
divide between he two, which further underminedd KS C2NBA3IYy { SON
position®® t SSt QAG ARSYAONR LIIKS | yYSEFGAZY 2F ¢
often used as evidence of the distance between Peel and an excessively tolerant
Aberdeen®®’ Greville reproduced the phrase in his own analysis of affairs, as have
many historians® In the same spedc Ay 6KAOK t S8t &LR1S 27
K26 SOSNE KS SOK2SR ! 6SNRSSyQa GSYLISNI 4GS
Tahiti had been declared without French governmental bacKihgHe had also
previously stated that Pritchard had aggravated and egeaggd Tahitian disgjet
by acting above beyond his authotty t SSf Q& 61 a y2dgerkl LJ]2a;
indignation at French proceeding¥. Peel might use a more forthright language
and tone in the public domaig he needed to satisfy the more hostile Housk
Commons, just as Palmerston didbut this did not represent a breach of his
relationship with Aberdeen.

Peel was nevertheless concerned. In August 1844, in the context of
t NAGOKINRQa GNBFGYSyild FyR DdzAl 230 QaQ SO &A
LI2AAOA2YAY WoKIG ¢g2dZd R 0KS CNBYOK aAyAai
Lldzo f AO KI @S (K2dza3Ki 2F H@OA T RIOQBNR2 OFERNY H
he was having difficulty persuading the French Chambers to accept the idea of
reparations p2 YLJG SR t SSf (G2 6NARGS (KIFIG WL R2 y?2
G2NRQY gKAOK IRRSR NBazylyoOoS (2 KAa SI NJ
Ff2yS (2 o6flYS T2 16&S$NRSKSYQE 2 GO NENB FHISQ

%% See, for example, D. Hurpbert Peelp. 283; BourneThe Foreign Policy of Victorian Englapd

48.

%7 peel, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 31 July 1844, col. 1575.

%% Greville, Memoirs ii (1885), p. 253: 8 September 1844; T. CroShyRobert Pe®ld | RYA Y A & (I NI i |
(London, 1976), p. 109; BrowRalmerston p. 270; BourneThe Foreign Policy of Victorian England

ps. 54 and 48.

%9 peel, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 31 July 1844, col. 1575.

19 pid, Ixxi, 10 August 1843, col. 492.

$1peel to Aberdeen, 12 August 1844, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40454/206.

2 |hid; Peel to Aberdeen, 25 February 1844, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40454/137.
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measured: upon receiving a note frofduizot about French intentions in Tabhiti,
l 9SNRSSY 6NRGS (2 tSSt GKIFQG redly@ntvedm &G 61 A
R 23% Both retained suspicions of French action but Aberdeen kept expressions of
this out of the public domain in order to enc@age enthusiasm for thentente
Peel, of course, as his August letter had suggested, had to take greater account of
public opinion.
l 9SNRSSYyQa RAAONBiUA2Z2Y akKz2dZ R y2i4 0SS
interest, as it is clear from analysis of hisippland of theentente when this
analysis is conducted without reference to a mythical tension between Peel and
Il 5 SNRSSy > 2NJ G2 oflthe Hebath A Pagi€) éonsidiekbtion has 3
been lost in layers of historiographical criticism: Conservaioley in Tahiti helped
to avoid a war for which sections of the public clamoured, but circumstances
rendered ridiculous. Aberdeen had no legal basis on which to oppose a peaceful
missionary presence on the island. In office, Palmerston had been no more
supportive of Pritchard or Tahitian Queen Pomare than was Aberdeen. He had
G6A0S NBFTdzZaSR t 2YI NSQa NBIljdzSada F2NI 2FFA
f S3AFf 3INRPdzyRa YR O2yFTANNSR KA& LIAAGAZ
that complaned of new missiond* When Pritchard complained of Catholic
CNl} yOSQa L2aarotsS yySEFIGAZ2Y 2F (GKS A&t
him that Britain could make no objection. Aberdeen took the same line when
Dupetit Thouars turned the hypottieal problem into reality, and Peel ultimately
I ANBSR 6A0K KA& C2NBAIY {SONBGFNEBQA LI2AaA
It is thought by those historians who determine the French annexation of
¢ KAGA ol yR ! 0 SNRSSy QN FSXX SINKHYUO Sy d2GK  A2(F0
objection to it involves the mistreatment of Pritchard. The imprisonment of a
British Consul for resistance to the French annexation was indeed a significant
breach of international protocol and it was accompanied by erpetuous
a0FdSYSyd FNRBY 5dzLJSGAG ¢K2dzZr NB 2y o all

memoirs:

%13 Aberdeen to Peel, 20 August 1844, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40454/218 (italics not in original
text).
s4c, HaldaneTempest over TahifLondon, 1963), p. 71.
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A French sentinel was attacked on the night &f iarch. In reprisal | have

caused to be seized one Pritchard, the only daily mover and instigator of the
disturbance of the natives. His property shall be answerable for all damages
occasioned to our Establishments by the insurgents, and if French blood is

spilt, every drop shall fall back on his hé&t.

¢tKS CNBYOK NBFTdzaSR G2 |LRf23AaS8S FT2N t
later did so for his Htreatment whilst in prison, and Guizot argued titae French
would have been justified in arresting Pritchard as soorDapetit Thouars had
declared theprotectorate in Augustl843, because he refused to give up his
consulship™® This was clearly disingenuowss Guizot knew that Pritchard could
not give up his post without ministerial sanction, which would take months to
arrive3!’

Aberdeen shared the pul@Qa RA&aGFadS F2NJ t NARGOKI
impossible that H. M. Gov[ernmen]t should concur in the justice of the French
I RYANI f Q& *tBinmvas & & Rhatytha &rénch annexation had taken place
by means of transparent intriguing. The foundatofor the annexation had been
fFAR RdAZNAY3I t NAGOKIFNR FYR t2YIFINBQa | 6a8y
presumably to circumvent protest, when a declaration of desire for French
LIN2GSOGA2Y gl a aAAITYSR o0& t2Yl NB&lihe OKA ST 2
declaration as evidence of a deep Tahitian desire to be rid of Pritchard, but this is
doubtful: Charlotte Haldane has shown how it was clear that the French wrote the
document and made the Tahitians sigri't.

bSOSNIKSt Saasz t MidiberavioNR@E andigybdus, NaB f S
l 5SNRSSY NBO23IyAaSR® 1S gNRBGS 2F WI O0O0dz
Pritchard, which in all probability, are for the most part, true enough; but which are
certainly very insufficiently supported by anything likaN2 *2° teeeen did not
KFEFgS yeg O2yONBGS SOARSYyOS 2F t NARGOKIE N

%1% pritchard ,Queen Pomare and Her Countpy 66.

1% Cowley to Aberdeen, 28 August 1844, TNA, FO 519/57/432.

7 Cowley to Aberdeen, 2 August 1844, TNA, FO 519/57/390.

8 Aberdeen to Cowley, 25 August 1848py), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/112.

9 Haldane Tempest over Tahjtpp. 109123.

%20 Aberdeen to Peel, 1 September 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43064/1. See also Aberdeen
to Peel, 25 February 1844, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40454/139.
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protectorate, but there were several reasons to suspect it. Pritchard was
undoubtedly a committed missionary and hledigious commitmenshould not be
underestimated at a time when many werdisappearing ora cannibalistic island

but he had nonethelessbeen in Tahiti for over a decade and gained power that he
was unwilling to give up without a fight. He rejected initial Catholic missions in part
because breluctance to share his power and because his commercial interests on
the island had allowed him to set up a palatial residence on a hill overlooking the
capital Papeete. His refusal to give up these missionary and commercial interests
when he assumedhe British Consulship caused tensions among Tahitians and
missionaries of all religious colouts. Paul de Deckker suggested it was a resulting
AYONBIFasS Ay tNAGOKINRQa S32 GKFG OFdzaSR
agent Moerenhout, who had onaeonsidered Pritchard such a close friend that he
left much of his estate to him in his wif?

Guizot andDupetit Thouarsmeanwhilesuggested that Pritchard wascting
against the will ofProtestant missionaries whom he claimed to be defending, who
were committed only to religious endeavour, in order to protect his own
interests>**  Many British residentscertainly expressed satisfaction at French
conduct and tolerance, as difiritish agents in letters to the Foreign Secretify.

t NR G0 OK I NR Q & crisisov@slizsfsiic agdfaddilitléSmention of the will of
the people®® In his literary workslong personal ssociation with Queen Pomare
seemed to fusewith a forceful religiosity and local passion to transform Pomare
into an almost Chrislike figue, betrayed by those close to her and losing power
for the sins of British indifference.In these publicationsPritchard also freely

admitted to intriguingagainst the French g KA OK O2y FANX SR ! 6 SNR

%15, for example, a letter from David Darling in HaldaPempest over Tahitp. 67.

2t @ RS 58011 SNE WL Y (i R Rop@dsiand gf he Frengh atDrdhiti ardJotlie® K | NR =
Islands in the Pacifi©xford, 1983).

323

Guizot to Comte de Jarnac, 29dz3dza i wmynnX 1/ ttX W 2NNBALRYRSYyOS
aNX» t NAGOKFNR FNBY ¢FIKAGAQ omynpuI fAAZ cnokm O
{SLISYOSNI MynHE | /tt3 WelKAGA / 2NNBEALRYRSYOSQ 6wy
%4 British Residents to Phdzt NB S { SLIWGSYGSNI mynu= | /tts Y 2NNBaL
LAt FyRa 6AY O2yiGAydzd A2y 2F G(KS tFLISNBE fFAR 0S8F2

2). For letters to Aberdeen see, for example, Consul Wilson to Aberdeen, 26rbeptE842, HCPP,
Wel KAGA / 2NNBaLR2YyRSYOSQ o6mMynov: fEAZ nToky®
%% pritchard, Queen Pomare and Her CountrySuch an approach was also conveyed in official
correspondence: see, for example, Pritchard to Re@miral Sir George Seymour, 4 June 1845, TNA,
FO 5346/12.
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during the crisisthat his instructionsi 2 W206aSNWS | yR NBL}R NI

heeded??®

t NAGOKINRQA 2dzaGAFAOFGAZY F2NJ KAa I Ol

outpaced the speed of communication with Britain, does little to extricate him from

the charge of making life difficult for his gawment. The first reason for this is

that the authority by which he claimed to be acting was the content of previous

dispatches. Aberdeen identified the problem with this argument early in the crisis:

Wa2dz | LIISENI G2 KI @S | peSsagssirkilseNettewsoaMy.y i S NI

I'FTYyyAy3a FYR [2NR t !l f YSNAG2Y Be¥ides, RrifichardRA Ry

knew that at the height of the crisis, he had been instructed to move to the Friendly

Islands®*® These instructions were ignored, as otheeitbeen. Aberdeen had not

sacrificed national honour in the name of peace in the case of Pritchard, for he

could not have been imprisoned on Tabhiti if he had been in the Friendly Islands as

instructed by Aberdeen. His imprisonment seemed justified ef/émei treatment

he received at the hands of local agents did ntitremains that annexation of an

island with a history of British influence could be seen as contrary to the spirit of

the entente but Guizot denied central French involvement in DupeftZrdzl NJ& Q

YAdaAz2y FyR alLlR1S 2F WdzyRSyAlIofS LINRP27Fa

2dza PAIOBONMRSSYy Qa | OOSLIIFyOS 2F GKA& fAYyS ;

221S G2 Yryeés o0dzi GKSNB A& tAGGES NBFrazy
In the arly stages of government Guizot did little in response to news of

French manoeuvres in Tahiti, probably in the hope that the affair would blow over.

PLILINRE @AY 3T 2F 3SydiaQ AyaNAR3IdzS g2dzZ R N

disavowing it would arouse the ath of domestic opposition: doing nothing was

sensible policy for Guizot. When news reached England and France of the

annexation of Tahiti, even Aberdeen had his doubts abouteiiente, but Guizot

soon dispelled them. On receipt of the news, Aberdgeg (0 S R hould lthe W3&

French Government confirm this last act of the Admiral, it may be a question of

326

Sy G2 tNAGOKINRI MH W
> pHopkN®
{SLWGSYOSNI mynos= |/ tt
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how far it will be possible to continue our relations of confidence. For although I
am convinced that Guizot is perfectly innocent of the act itsalf, subsequent

acquiescence will make it very difficult to trust him on anyth@i§.Aberdeen need

y20i KIFI @S g2NNASRT F2NJ I LWzt AO RAAI @241 f
M al NOK wmynnX ! 0SNRSSy O2dz R (S$dnd 6 KS |
@2t dzy G NBE | OGQY y20 | WwaiAy3atsS tAySQ 27F S
penned®*!

LG ¢2dzZ R 2F O2dzNES>Y 6S Slae G2 YIS
fingers crossed, to depressurise the situation without losing any of its benedits,
DdzA T 230 Q&8 &adzoaSljdzSyid FOlAzya adza3aSaaSR (K
ententeand that Dupetit Thouars had placed him in an uncomfortable situation. In
the first instance, by August 1844 Guizot had persuaded the French Cabinet to
acquiesceh y . NR G Ay Qa NBIljdzSad F2NI F F2N¥YEFE ||
had been treated, and to provide reparations as a demonstration of good>will.
This was a genuine show of commitment to thetentel G + GAYS B6KSy C
majority in government ws decreasing in inverse proportion to nationalist
sentiment, with French newspapers branding those seen to be truckling to Britain
asPritchardistes®

The greatest display of Conservative unity and Adigench accord came at
the end of December 1844 whethe correspondence relating to annexation
0SOIYS | @LAflofSo CFNJ FNBY o0SAy3a 2dzi NI =
FAINBESR (2 ! 6SNRSSyQa NBljdzSad GKIFG GKS N
being shown to Parliament, to avoid those showingaloErench transgressions
FILEtAy3a Ayd2 GKS KFyRa 2F (0KS 2LJJ2aAGA2)
Parliamentary Tahiti Case (0 KS LINZ RdzOA 6 ¥*S Thi prycéashmvasS NA & ¢
NEOALINROIFI SR Ay CNIyOSs>s 6KSNB (Kubofs2NREIU
K

GKS aLRifA3aIKGET AyOftdzRAYy3I NBOSyYyd NBFdzal f 2

%9 Aberdeen to Peel, 25 February 184derdeen Papers, BL, Add. ME)63237.

%1 Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxiii, 1 March 1844, col. 435,

%2 Cowley to Aberdeen, 28 August 1844, TNA, FO 519/57/432.

333 Haldane,Tempest over Tahjtp. 157.

% peel to Aberdeen, 17 December 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43064/120.
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indemnity®*® Theententehad been designed such that inevitable disagreements
and rivalry should, with the exercise of friendly caution and cooperation between
Aberdeenand Guizot, not result in war. This was achieved in the South Pacific.

Britain had beaten France to Australia and New Zealand in 1840 and French
protectorship of Tahiti seemed a small price to pay in the name ofettitente
Throughout the crisis Aber@a had stressed to France via his dispatches to Cowley
that Tahiti would not be the beginning of further territorial gains in the South
Pacific: he made it clear that French advances on the Wallis Islands, the Navigator
Islands and the Sandwich Islands Wbbe met with force and he threatened to
send warships to Tahiti if events there did not end satisfactorily for Brifairin
return for his stance on Tahiti, Aberdeen expected and obtained Freundiic
recognition of the mistreatmenof Pritchard despé private frustrations with that
Consul. Aberdeen similarly never publicly disavowed Lyons in Greece; France
should not think itself in a position strong ergiu to intrigue without reprisal. It
was also expectethat British mercantile and military endeaur on Tabhiti should
continue unchecked, albeit if a different flag waved over the pdrhere were no
reports of any interruptions.

¢ KNRdzZaAK2dzi GKS ONR&aA&azZ ! 0SNRSSyQa

Sandwich Islands, which he deemed of greater striatégportance®’

They were

positioned almost equidistanbetween the British New World and British Canada,

which made them a convenient trading post and broke up a lengthy sea crossing.

Even the usually critical Ellenborough recognised this strategik ité Y WG KS FA
LI2AAGAZ2Y Ay GKS t I OATA O®)Aberdednlsécure?l 8 (1 K S
guarantee from America and France that the Sandwich Islands would be left to
British administrative controt they were developed for British mercantile intetes
throughout his tenure¢ and so they insured against escalation of the Tabhiti crisis

and provided greater advantage for the futut®.

¥ 5ee Seymour to Aberdeen, 10 September 1845, TNA, FO 534/6/1.

%% Aberdeen to Cowley, 17 December 1844 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/286;
ChamberlainAberdeen p. 365.

%7 see, for example, Aberdeen to Cowley, 23 July 1844, TNA, FO 27/690/208eébto Cowley,

30 September 1844 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/259.

338 Ellenborough to Aberdeen, 7 May 184herdeen Papers, BL, AddSM319837.

%9 Aberdeen to Cowley, 21 July 1843 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/96.
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If France had fully colonised Tahiti and allowed Britain to gain the Sandwich
Islands then Britain would still have madenet gain, but as the Tahiti affair turned
out peaceably and without compromising local British interests, British
international trade and influence in the South Pacific made significant advances
under the Conservatives. France also kept its word atutmed general Tahitian
government to Pomare as Britain would eventually return general government of
the Sandwich Islands to its tribal chief. As Aberdeen had predicted early during the
ONRAAaAAZI (GKSNBF2NBE>X CNBYOK O2yBdtyihe gl a W
. NR G A &K D2Vwiie\he F@ntit wiede @llowed gains in the name of the
entente Britain got the better deal without losing men or money on the machinery
and consequences of conflict. As the Conservative Cabinet eventually agreed, it
wouf R KI @S 0SSy WLINBLRA&AGSNFDza | yR | 6&d2NRQ
The popular furore created by the Tabhiti crisis was nonetheless exacerbated
08 AAYdz GFyS2dza RSOSE2LIYSyda Ay az2NROO?
programme was unfolding saw the greatest publidioJ2 a A G A2y (2 ! 6 SNRS
policy. With perceivedntrigue in Spain, French influence already established in
neighbouring Algeria, assumed French conspiring in Greece, and apparent French
involvement in the competition between the Druzes and the Muates in Lebanon,
French encroachment on Morocco gave ready ammunition to those who claimed
GKFG CNYXyOS gla FGaSYLWGAYy3 G2 YIS GKS a
'y YOAGAZ2Y 61+ a&a LINBadzYSR 2y 020K aARSa
pamphldi 2F wmMync NBFESOGSR 2y | OFYLI ATy | 3l
AY Iy FGdSYLIW 02 FAaOSNIIFAY WIiKS TFANAI
a SRA G S NRMITheBerpablMercurgonfirmed the sense of popular patriotic
fear: France, it argued, aBhnR Wi 2 SEOf dzZRS FTNRY (KS gK2f &
CNAGAAK O2YYSRODS YR AKALLMAYIDQ
Problems came to a head in the summer of 1844 because the French

colonial leader in Algeria, General Bugeaud, prompted Guizot to issue an ultimatum

%9 Aberdeento Cowley, 23 August 1843 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/241.

¥ Greville,Memoirs ii (1885), p. 253: 8 September 1844.

¥l o [FYFNDKSSE W fASNAFT AdGa LYyTfdzs$SyOS Reyfichi KS 58§
Pamphlets on the Naval Faes of France 1841846(London, 1848), pp. 60, 51.

*3The Liverpool Mercuy6 July 1844.
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to the Alaouite Mor@can Emperor Mawlay Abd-Blahman to withdraw from the
border with Algeria, where it was thought that Morocco was assisting Algerian rebel
leader AbdEHKader to resist French rufé? To British irritation, theFrench thought
Britain wasencouraging Moroccamtransigence. Aberdeeremained detached
0SOlFIdzaS KS NBO23IyAaSR (KFG GKS LRaAAGAZ2Y
withdrawal would create rebellion among his subjects, but leaving troops on the
border, quite possibly a defen& policy designed to guard against Algerian
ambition, caused understandable consternation in French Ald&ti&Vvhen France
02Y0FINRSR ¢Fy3ASNAR 2y ¢ ! daAdzAaG RdzZNAYy 3 9F
Moroccans, in ostensible breach of assurances Guizot gavberdeen, many,
including the Home Secretary James Graham, lost faith inetitente®**® Even
| 26tSe& GNRBGS FNRY CNIyOSY W2KIO gA0GK ¢ K
GKFEG GKS 6aSyidSyidS O2NRAItES¢ 06SG68Sy GKS
Histaians such as Norman Gash have since concluded that, especially considered
alongside the crisis in Tahiti, Morocco laid bare the failures of the Afrglioch
arrangement*®

Aberdeen regarded contemporary media criticism as largely responsible for
popular pdriotic indignation at French actions, expressing frustration at its
WA 2f Sy OS PYRKANARIGKDOE DAl & |+ AAYLIE AaGAO
concerns, the Press did whip up the opposition withhamber of misleading
articles Chiefamongthens & | F2O0dza dzZLl2y tIFf YSNARG2Y Q:
Aberdeen made in 1830 during his first tenure as Foreign Secretary, in which
Aberdeen was alleged to have said that he had no objections to French colonial rule
in Algeria. As Aberdeen wrote to Cowldyl. Yy S@OSNJ alt AR GKFG L K
GKS SadlofAaKYSyd 2F GKS CNBYOK Ay !'f3IAS

¥ Eor more information on the local aspects of the conflict, see V. ClaytenPhantom Caravan or

Abd El Kader, Emir of Algeria (180833)(New York, 1975), p208216; J. KiselCommander of the

Faithful: The Life and Times of Emir Abd El K@nbridge, 2008).

%5 Aberdeen to Cowley, 14 and 19 June 1844 (copies), Aberdeen Papers, BL. Add. MS 43163/168 and

179. See also Aberdeen to Drummond Hay, 15 June I884, FO 99/13/8.

088 /d IFYAfG2YS WEKS S5ALIE2YFGAObDRYR BHZI £ QSHF G
forces navales de la Fran2et M Vha HigoEical Journakxxii, 1989, p. 681.

%7 Cowley to Aberdeen, 26 August 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43130/134.

8 GashPeel(1986), p. 507.

9 Aberdeen to John Croker, 28 August 184derdeen Papers, BL, AddSM3196121.
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This was something Peel also stressed in Parliament: French expansion was to be
regretted, but could not always be prevent&d. Palmerston did not challenge

Gallic development in Algeria between 1830 and 1841 for the same reason, and
O2y GAydzAy3a LN IYFGAEY RSOGSNXYAYSR GKFG !
RA&UGdZNDAY3I GKS CNBYOK Ay ! § 3RSN&ddak | y 2 dz
mean that, as Palmerston suggested, Aberdeen had any plans of allowing France to
usurp British influence in Moroccg?

Despite public professions of warmth and other efforts to help Guizot
present his policy in a favourable light to his critiégdderdeen made clear the
permissible limits of French engagement in MorodtbHe wrote that occupation
2F ¢ y3IASNARA WO2dzZ R y2G 0SS G2t SN GSRQ dzyR
200dzLIr GAZ2Y 2F Fyeé LINI 2F az2Ne&Glery Wg2 dz
serious light by Great Britain, and could scarcely fail to lead to evils of great
YFEAyAPekSyo | 6 SNRSSy Qa dzadzZ tt& RStEAOIGS &
clear that this meant war: this was confirmed by the subsequent arrival of warship
to the Gibraltar garrison, to intervene if France breached its commitm&nts.

With regard to French ships bombarding Tangiers on 6 August, historians
have been quick to dismiss tlententevia the argument that Guizot had broken
assurances made to Britaff® There are a number of problems with this argument.

France had not broken any assurances made to Britain: the bombardment of
Tangiers was a final act and not a prelude to military takeover. It worked within the
limits set down by Aberdeen and squareadth the assurances that Guizot made:

France never ruled out action against Morocco but always disclaimed interest in

%9 Aberdeen to Cowley, 28 January 1842 (copy), Aberdeen Paper8d8LMS 43163/13; Peel,
House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxv, 13 June 1844, col8.677

%1 Aberdeen to Cowley, 11 March 184sherdeen Papers, BL, Add. K& 2966.

%2 paimerston, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 22 July 1844, col$5.1240

%3 Aberdeen to Cowleys July 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43130/76.

%4 Aberdeen to Peel, 19 August 1844, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40454/216 (the letter covered
previous observations and reiterated that they were repeated to Jarnac); Aberdeen to Cowley, 23
August 1844 (quy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/241 (this letter also covered previous
observations and carried an express warning that it be shown to Guizot).

%°See Aberdeen to Drummond Hay, 2 July 1844, TNA, FO 99/13/19.

%8 see, for example, Bullef®almerston, Gizot and the Collapse of the Entente Cordige 39;

I FYAfG2YS WEeKS Notghdy OS RS W2Ay @Attt SQa
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Moroccan territory®>’ The bombardment, furthermore, made little impact. A
moderate peace treaty was concluded just a month later andidBriinterest in
Morocco and access to the Mediterranean remainedaffiected, as it had been
throughout the affair. Similar disagreements between the two North African states
continued after this treaty and, as they escaped the interest of the British and
French Press, they made no popular impact as well as no actual impact on the
ground®®

It remains that the bombardment appeared against the spirit of éhéente,

SPSYy AT Al RAR y20 O2yiNXRAOG ' 06SNRSSyQa
unrecorded verbal arrangement is necessary to demonstrate its very existence.

That the bombardment took place when the Sultan was away at Marrakesh, with
SOK2Sa 2F SYONRIOKYSyYyd 2y ¢FKAGA RdzZNAYy3
suggest the transparency that éhentente demanded, especially given that the

French ships continued on to bombard Mogador, which was a crucial artery for

British trade in the region.

The important background to the crisis, ich is overlooked by the
historiography, is that Moroccwasactively intriguing against French Algeria. John
Drummond Hay (succeeding his father after the bombardment of Tangiers) noted
that the Sultan caught a member of his Makhzan, the Chief Uzir Sir Mohammed Ben
Dris, contacting the rebel AbEIKader: to enste that this did not happen again,

GKS {dzf Gy NBY2OSR KX%Thspableny, howetdr,yran2 y Q &
deeper than this. When Moroccan sources are consulted, such as the work of
Khalid BerSrhir (whose PhD involved extensive research in the arshofethe

al 1 KIFyoz Al 0S02YSa LI NByd GKFG adzOK
misleading: he too was involved in assisting the Algerian réBel§rench action

was clearly not as unprovoked and unreasonable as might first be thought. As John
Drummo/ R | 8 NBO2NRSRI W¢KS F22fAaK | y3dz :

the other side of the water, declaring that England would never allow a gun to be

%7 Aberdeen to Cowley, 2 July 1844, TNA, FO 27/690/186.

%8 3ee Aberdeen to Cowley, 10 October 1845 (copy), Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43163/146.
%9 3. Drummod Hay,A Memoir of Sir John Drummond Hay: Sometime Minister at the Court of
Morocco based on his Journals and Correspondgreelon, 1896), p. 72.

%0 K. BeRSrhir, Britain and Morocco during the Embassy of John Drummond Hay;1BB8{New
York, 2005), p. 20.
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fired at a Moorish port, roused the worst feelings towards us throughout the
CNBy OK &% dzZrhatNErahce dresponded within agreed AnBtench
parameters of action further suggested that the spirit of thatente lived on:
disagreements would break out but war must not.

What seemed to contradict the spirit of thentente however, was the
timing of the bombardment, which came during the talks between Edward
Drummond Hay and the Makhzaff. John Drummond Hay reflected on this the
Yy SE( YARhOUDH[the FREench] say the Sultan is faithless, they never gave time
to test whether he would be so or nosfter having pledged himself to a British
F3Syd G2 FOG 6AGK 3I22R FLIAGK wXB8 CNBYyOK
Eastern and Western Barbary, and an arrangement with a British agent militates
against that supremac§®

Aberdeen recognised that talked actually been going on for some months
and that French patience was wearing thin with a Sultan who appeared to be
stalling negotiations in order to continue intriguing. Edward Drummond Hay, with
the benefit of years of dealing with the Makhzan tha kon did not have, reflected
2y KAa STT2NIaltwodd tdké o vbléme ok Snallg wrfelate tiey W
bother and the tricks and bad faith with which | have had to conterahd as to
goingfast, as Mr. Bulwer has everlastingly urged, wimoeag mortal men can make
Moors go fast, nay, nor hardly move at qlin the straight path of honour and
sound policy®* Beyond the @entalist overtones of Drummond Hay serfibé
FNHZAGNF GA2Yy fFré& GKS O2yaARSNBR Mihbsedazya F
The Sultan was playing for time and, simultaneously, domestic pressure on Guizot
was escalating. France hoped that a few shells would remind the Makhzan of the
need to draw back from Algeria, which they did (at least temporarily), whilst
Aberdeen concurred because the Sultan had been causing international
embarrassment by virtue of connections with AB&Kader, from whom the

Conservative government was trying to distance itself.

%1 John Drummond Hay to Stratford Canning, 12 September 1844 Méaoirs p. 69. Drummond

Hay did not give the name of the officer.
%2 Eor detail see Aberdeen to Wellington, 30 August 1844, Wellington Papers, USL, WP2/123/22.
363 | ja:
Ibid.
%4 Edward Drummond Hay (journal entry), 26 July 1844, Maynoirs p. 67.
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The question of whether or not France conducted its Moroccan exjpediti
in the spirit of theentente raises one more issue: that concerning the Prince de
W2AY@AftSQa O2yiNRf 2F (GKS 2LISNI A2y ® \
with some ceremony repatriated the body of Napoleon in 1840, had in 1844 written
a panphlet entitedb 2 0 S &dzNJ f QSGI G RSa . TehN&®la Yy I O
compared the states of the British and French navies and hypothesised about the
possibility of an invasion of England. Historians who consideerkentefragile or
non-existent d the time ofthe Tahiti crisis pointo the French selection of Joinville
Ay adzlILR2 NI 2F GKSANI gASgaod ¢KS 5dz1S 27
G2 02y Rdz00 ¥ KAy3&d 62NASDQ

¢KS OANDdzyaidl yOSa fo? fhe Mudbdcah@ipediorbdnda & St S
not suggest the significance attributed to it by Wellington and the historiography.

l 5SNRSSyQa (2t SNIyOS 2F GKS Y20S 61 a dzyF
were, as discussed above, extremely limited. Whilst French papers beat the
nationalis drum and Guizot might have done more to dampen the noise, he sought

to defuse domestic nationalist opposition without damaging #m@ente Placing

Joinville at the head of a showy expedition to Morocco presented the Orleanist
regime in a positive domés light, particularly as it built upon the public approval

2T GKS tNAYyOSQa YIFINNARFIS G2 (GKS 5dz0KSaa
fa2 KSfLSR (2 RAAGNI OG !'y3f2LK20Saa ¢K?2
policy towards Britain, withut redirecting overall French policy against Britain.

Meanwhile Guizot and Louis Philippe took great pains to distance
GKSYaSt @gSa FTNRBY W2AYyQAffSQa LI YLKESGD L
AYRSLISYRSyGte yR GKIFG2WyA #HYS LIKAOR ABKE AA
GKFGO AG gt a GKS WLINRPRAzOGA2Y 2F || &2dzy3
ASNIDAOS (2 6KAOK KS 06Sf2y3ISRQ IyR GKFG W
dzy RSNE Gl YRAY3I y2¢ Saidl of A ¥FKdése eBimentS Sy G K
were echoed by Louis Philippe in correspondence and at a meeting with Cowley at

the Chateau de Nemilff’ It is interesting that those historians who have focused

%5 Wellington to Aberdeen, 30 August 184erdeen Papers, BL, Add. ME60122.
%8 Cowley to Aberdeen, 27 May 1844, TNA, FO 519/56/267.
%7 Cowley to Aberdeen, 1 June 1844, TNA, FO 519/56/280.
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upon the French government, and investigatgd politicsto a greater etent,
NEIINR AdG& adzNLINAES FyR SYol NN¥®savSyd i
hy GKS FF0S 2F AGX 2yS YA3IKG O2yaiRrR
W2AYy@ZAftSQa aStSOlA2y dzysgArasSs NBIINRESE.
Privately, he consideredkhii 0 KS &St SOGA2Y 2F W2AYyQAffS
2 LINRRdzOS & Z°° Theztamiphlet hatd o&ntioBel Maita and Gibraltar
as hypothetical strategic targets, adding to concern that France aimed to make the
aSRAGSNNI ySIy | thet@adtidns Offt wdrd phr&sewith- ayf &ter2
f-01 27F Gl OWhocan@o?dié reoméntdoibtSbat thét with a fleet of
well-organized steamers, we should not be able to inflict upon our enemies on the
sea coast, losses and sufferings unknownatmation that has never felt what
miseries war brings with it; and these sufferings will entail a misfortune upon her,
that of having lost her confidend®® This section seemed rather to undermine
W2AY@AfESQa 2LISYAy 3 | aakMagland &s ofieky adiherWA F L
L2 6SNE AG oAff y20 06S GKNRdAAK F ALIANRG 2°
To read the pamphlet as a whole, however, is to be struck by its overall
Anglophile tone. Repeated references are made to what were seen as the
admirable qualities of the Eligh national character, and the pamphlet sought only
to use Britain as an example to which France could aspire, rather than as a target to
0S OKIffSyaSRo W2AYOAEES gNRGS GKI O WL
national sellove, think us ald to contend equally with the power of Great
. NA G Ay oQ
l 5 SNRSSYy (K2dzAK{i GKS LI YLKESG O2yTAN
CNBYOK {GSIY bl @geQs GKIFIG WGKS AYTFSNA2NRI
seemed sensible to view it as unthreatenit{§. Joirville summed up his work by
adrdAay3a GKFG wL KIF@S 6S8SSy 206t A3SR G2 SEL
GKS 3aINBlIGySaa 2Nl WBRSIa& Ko $R216YSNID KR 688

8 see, for example, Hallhe Orleans Monarchpp. 356360.

%9 Aberdeen to Cowley, 14 June 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43130/61.

3 prince de JoinvilleThe Condition of the French and EnglishyN@ranslated from the French)
(London, 1844), p. 8; p. 7.

" 1pid.

372 Aberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.

%73 Joinville The Condition of the French and English Npvg4.
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together with the need for unostentatious and naonfrontationd improvements.
vdzSSYy +AO002NRLFZ (2 6K2Y W2AYQOAft€tS 61 a LIS
NBalLlyasS (G2 (GKS LI YLKESIGY WAG Aa y20 Ayl
the contrary frankly proves us to be immensely superior to the French iNaaxery
g | &% (The Moroccan episode was not an intrinsic threat to #mente and
YSAGKSNI RAR GKS tNAYyOS RS W2Ay@AffSQa L
Chambers attacked Joinville for the subservient content of the pamphlet. It would
have bea illogical for Britain to derail Conservative objectives by risking war for a
YFEGGSN GKFEGEZ AT FyedakKAy3dIs | OGdzZftte AyON
reiteration of its naval superiority.

. NRAGFAYyQa RSTFSyOSa ¢SNE afthedpaniordet Saa A
produced panic in Wellington, thdtona fidebut blinkered believer in the ubiquity
and inevitability of conflict. In response to his concerns, Peel warned Wellington
6o2dzi WOGKS STFSOO 6KAOK (2 preparathRBight | y R Y
have upon the dispositions towards us of Powers whose hostility is most to be
I LIWIINEKSYRSRQZ gKAOK St AOAGUSR (GKS AYLINERO
Wol NBfeé AdzZFFAOASY(H FT2NJ 0KS LISNFedduk yOS 2
Wdzy RS ¥ Sy R’8 RrTheseliseniirSetts> were echoed by other old military
campaigners such as Sir Charles Napier and, of course, Palmerston, with an eye to
party politics®®

Like Peel, Aberdeen was not opposed to moderate defensive expagsion
Britain needed comprehensive protectioq but he argued for a sense of
proportion. He spoke out against some plainly ridiculous figures being bandied
around by those whom he deemed to overestimate the threat, in the parliament of
a country almost a billion qunds in debt and trying to fund a programme of

domestic reform. This was different from opposiagy increase in defence

"4 Queen Victoria to Aberdeen, 29 May 1844, Benaad Esher (ed.Xhe Letters of Queen Victoria

i, p. 12.

%% peel to Wellington, 26 December 1844, Parker (elee] i, p. 197; Wellington to Peel, 27
December 1844 and 7 January 18, pp. 199, 397.

376 Seeibid, p. 211. For Palmerston also see tlater speech: Palmerston, House of Commons,
Hansard, Ixxxii, July 1845, cols. 12233.
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expenditure, which is a charge that historians such as Roger Bullen have levelled at
Aberdeen®”’

tf YSNRG2Y &SAT®Rimestsyas prooS dfpéh8eying &o
France at the expense of national security and argued that readiness for war did not
presuppose desire for war. Nor, he maintained, would being prepared for war
suggest to the international community that Britain was warmeriigg. These
arguments were perfectly logical, but Aberdeen had never suggested otherwise: he
wanted improvements to be made, but not radical measures taken on what he
regarded as a wave of misguided panic. Anotheificial differencewas created
regarding levels of commitment to British interestsy misrepresentation of
l 6 SNRSSY Q&® L YILINE HOKIMI SNJ G2 t 885t 02y OSNY A
O2NNBAaALRYRSYyOS>s ! 6SNRSSY I NHdzSR GKFG W
g2dAd R WOANI dzK2t 8 RBIBHA ORDEegREBANI WGiKSNBE Aa
y2i 0S5 SyRISyee@nyIsHamEe was unnecessary given British naval
superiority and would probably induce the phenomenon that they were designed
to prevent: significant French naval expansiamdahe potential for conflict. It
would become a sefiulfilling prophecy. Of accompanying peaceful relations with
@ aid RSTSYaagdS TF2NIAFAOFIGAZ2YAS ! 0SNRSSyY
direct tendency to produce the very evil which it is8nf RS R (*¥ BiiitathS NI @ Q
Aberdeen argued, was ready for potential war without an overhaul of defences on
the scale that Wellington thought necessary. He insisted that this might undermine
GKS LI OAFAO O2dzNES 27F Wi K Sovoke graaterleyelkt dzSy G
of Gallic naval developmen:

By the autumn of 1845, Aberdeen was still struggling to convince colleagues
of the wisdom of his viewpoing this might have been why he was not informed of

a meeting about defence on 5 Septembernd he offered his resignation in a

3 Bullen, Palmerston, Guizot and the Collapse of the Entente CoEdialéJ® nnY W! 6 SNRSSy
increased defence expenditure, claiming that it would make his tdgireserving good relations

GAGK CNIyOS ftf (GKS Y2NB RAFFAOMZ (Q

) ALISSOK AY GKS &adzYYSNI 2F mynn OF LWGdzZNBR t £ YSN
Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 22 July 1844, col. 1246.

%9 Aberdeen to Peel, 31 December 1844, Aberdeapeps, BL, Add. MS 43064/144.

%% Aberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.

%81 Aberdeen to Peel, 31 December 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43064/144.
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letter to Peel on 18 September 183%. It could be argued in continuation of the
argument that Aberdeen had never wanted the Foreign Office, that he offered his
resignation because he was tired of office and uncommitted iogost. At face
gl £ dzSE GKSNB A& YdzOK (2 &adz33Sad GKAAY !¢
INE aidAtt GK2asS 2F | 3ISyidtSYry glLtlAy3a
Olyy2i o6S aliArAaFlIOli2NAfe R2yS:Z A¥s R2YyS
NEaAIyldGAZ2y 2FFSNI KS 6 NP $hisétedy bas need TA OS
K2 SOSNE GKI O l 5SNRSSyQa O2YYSyida I 620
contextualisation. Palmerston had used a similar analogy when promoted to high
office in 1830 and he cwinly did not lack enthusiasm.

Closer inspection of this resignation offer shows that the motivation for
writing it stemmed from a party consideration: Conservative unity. Referring to
Wellington, about whose views Aberdeen had written a fiery letteePeel on New
CSENDE ¥F&SveagmNBAIY { SONBGENE 1 YSYGSR

LINPOIFOAfTAGE 2F | IANBIG RAFTFSNBYOS 2F 2L
adzOK | RATTSNB A regaidet theéi oppoditionded ysviefton as

WL AYyFdzZE Q YR GK2dzaKG Ad oSad G2 €SI @S
| 2y aSNBIFGAAY & ¢Sttt +a G2 LKRSmBWIIS KA A3

division in the Conservative ranks would have been particularly damaging at the

time when he party was already tearing itself apart over the Corn Laws. It was
2yte 0 GKS @SNEB SyR 2F (KS fSGOGSNI GKI G
Aberdeen was not using disagreement with Wellington as an excuse to jump ship:

the difference of opiron with Wellington was tangible. Besides, Aberdeen went on

to tackle subsequent crises in Oregon and Spain with enthusiasm, something he had
indicated to American colleagues just days before his resignation offer that he

intended to do>®’

%2 peel to Wellington, 5 September 1845, Wellington Papers, USL, WP24132é&l, Graham,
{SONBGFNE FG 21N {ARYS& | SNBSNI FyR CANEG [2NR 2
Drayton estate; Aberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.
%3 Aberdeen to Peel, 29 September 184berdeen Papers, BL, Add. KE6289.
%4 Aberdeen to Peel, 31 December 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43064/144.
z::Aberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.
Ibid.
%7 McLane to Buchanan, 18 September 1845, W. Manning, @glomatic Correspondence of the
United States: Canadian Relations 1-A860, iii: 18361848 (Washington, 1943), p. 978.
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Peel refused Ab&SSy Qa NBaA3IylFGAzy 2y GKS 3N
WA NNEB 5F NhisowasSdoubtless in part necessary in order to appear united
0ST2NBE CNIyOS |yR GKS 2LIRaAlA2Yy>S 6K2 5
resignation dressed upo disguise Conservativedivision®® t $St Qa NB & LIS Oi
Aberdeen was also evident in his refusal, however, which highlighted the personal
as well as the necessary political bond between the two men. Aberdeen would
have been well aware of this, of course. It is quite probablé the resignation
was in large part a tactical device and that, when writing the letter and concluding it
08 AadléAy3a GKIFG KS ¢g2dzZ R | OG WAY @KI GSGSN
RSOARSQE KS 61 & &aAYLI & (NEAY Hebate® NS A Yy F 2 N,
knew that his resignation could not be accepted without imperilling the
Conservative government at an hour of heightening domestic challenge.

9AGKSNI &%  LINBINIYYS 2F 46KIFG Db2NJ
dzy 282G Sy G GA 2 dza Q rtakehlydesyite yhé hotbylcéntestieg & Giment
GKFEd RSTSyOS 02y OSNya KIFEIR 3ISYySNI *8R Ay
2 KAfad GKA& LINPANIYYS OFyy2G 06S | GGNANOGdzO
¢ decision making on defence budgets was andagr® a complex processthat a
Y2NB SEGSyaAir @S LINRPANFYYS sla y2i Syl OGSR
L2 aAlA2y O 2 KSYy GKS LIGNRA2GAO aiGa2N¥Y NBa
fallout from AngleCNBEy OK Of  AaKS&a Ay wmy srmtanéeloR & dzo &
careful consolidation was adopted. It was also telling that when the domestic crisis
ensued later in 1845, the defence debate disappeared from the political agenda
without trace: it was clearly not as urgent or as large a problem as was sadges
by some, when it no longer served a political purpose for both sides.

By the end of 1845, then, Aberdeen had navigated Britain through a number
of AngleFrench crises without recourse to war. The status quo continued in
Greece (albeit on unavoidablyhaky foundations), the Tahitian crisis ended in
strategic gain and mercantile expansion in the South Pacific despite the popular

patriotic clamour for war, and clashes between Morocco and Algeria were localised

%8 peel to Aberdeen, 20 September 1845, Parker (€] ii, p. 403.
389 |}
Ibid.
%0 Aberdeen to Peel, 18 September 1845, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40455/159.
%1 GashPeel(1986), p. 524.
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where they might have mutated into internati@l conflict. Theentente with
France, when considered within its aspirational limits, remained intact and further
crossChannel visits had taken place in 1844 and 1845, with the French Court
visiting Britain and the British Court returning to France. erdben maintained
British international standing by making concessions, but setting the limits of action
that France would not be permitted to breach. Intransigent diplomats, who tended
not to share in the vision of Anglerench accord, were dealt with laycombination
of cautionary private letters and praise in public correspondence with France. This
ensured that the excesses of local British enthusiasm could be curbed, whilst France
gla y24 YIRS FgFNBE 2F ! 06 SNRSS yshauld doNNA G I
think it had too much room for manoeuvre.

Beyond orthodox views of Aberdeen as, at best, \wadhaning but naive
and, at worst, witless, aloof and incompetent, stands a capable politician who was
not afraid to consider war as a strategic optidout nonetheless took pride in his

peaceful international consolidation, as he explained to the Lords in April 1845:

| am accustomed almogtaily to see myself characteriseds pusillanimous,

O2¢6l NRf &> YSIys RIA&ll NRfpafectlylcedtdaOthat A y 33X I+ YR
these vituperative terms are to be translated as applicable to conduct
O2yaraidSyid gAGK 2dzadA0Ss NBlFraz2yz Y2RSNI (A

positively satisfied when | see such observatitfs.

There are historians whoonsidered that such expressions of ostensible loftiness

YR ARSFfA&AY RSY2YyailiN}GSR GKFIG WikKS @ANI
adZA SR G2 (GKS ySSRa 2F GKS 3SQT 6KSNB
NI GKSNI GKIy O2y &ifugsivdae Seert als belfed Bt 2MAiBtE

Aberdeen was more reserved than Palmerston, it is misleading to paint a
comparative portrait of the two ministers in chiaroscuro, as has traditionally been

the case. Political pasting concealed adegree of consensus, whether this

concerned specific policies or overall ideas on how to approach Arglch

%92 Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxix, 4 April 1845, col. 123.
393 Hayes;The Nineteenth Centurp. 96.
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a0 F2NJ 0KAA LISNA2RZ tlfYSNRil2Y
| FyalrNR NBO2NRA& GKFG ! 0 SNRSSyd@medaimld SOK A

relations.! 4 f S

standing ovatior™*

%% House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxix, 4 Aprilg,&bl. 123.
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Chapter FourAnglo-French Relations in Spain

The busiest theatre of Anglerench engagement was Spain, where
governmental strife and complications over the royal succession threatened to drag
Britain and France into conflictSpain had long been in decline as an international
power by the 1840s. dtmilitary and naval might had fallen alongside that of its
empire and, whilst civil strife continued to drag Spain further towards global
insignificance, there was little chance of a resurgence of fortunes. There was
nonetheless a concern among contempoes thatWA ¥ { LI Ay O2dzZ R NBO
and colonial power she, with the cooperation of France, could begin to challenge
GKS 1G4t yiAO & dzLINB YA fdentiad dllianBeNdBtiven Frahde G | A y
and Spain had long been a source of anxiety fataiBr The War of the Spanish
Succession in the early eighteenth century culminated in the Treaty of Utrecht
(1713), which outlawed the union of the Spanish and French Crowns. By its terms,

t KAfAL £ 2F { LI AYySZ [ 2dzA E -thethfdle oFFkihcg R4 2y =
whilst the French Princes, the Dukes of Berry and Orleans, renounced their right to
the Spanish throne for themselves and their successors.

The fear of Frech influence in Spain persisted and, 1834, Palmerston
concluded the Quadmie Alliancewith France and the constitutional elements in
Spain and Portug). Battles for power between the constitutional parties and their
rivals, the absolutists Don Carlos in Spain and Dom Miguel in Portugal, prompted
Palmerston to conclude an altiee of liberal forces and, in doing g0, prevent
unilateral French intervention in the Iberian Peninstifa. He embellished his
achievement in the language of benevolent liberalismwhich the alliance could
be branded as a counterweight to the autocratic bloc of the Northern Cohuis,
restriction of the French army was paramount: its march into Spain in 1823 could

not be repeated®” Any French intervention on the continent waewed with

Sweo L dzf f SYysS WeKS DNBIG t26SNREQEYRY (KSdzZND IGRR 305 R
Balance of Power 1818348(London, 1979), p. 61.

%% See K. BournéPalmerston: The Early Years 17841 (London, 1982), pp. 46407; D. Brown,

Palmerston: A Biographgl.ondon, 2010), pp. 18182.

%7 Details of the earlier French intervention can be found in, for example, M. ChambéRaix,
CNRGEYYAOF QK . NR dK4Llondan2 198BY @byeast 2t A 08 mMTy
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increased suspiciogiven French desire® escape (or at least circumvent) the
constraints imposed by the Congress of Vienna.

|l Aad2Ne2 KlFa FOOSLIWSR GKFGX RdzZNAYy3I ! 68
A8YLI2YFGAO 2F K26 CNAYOPIQoF alsoOdiya G Wi
LINBLI2YRSNI GAy3 Ay T dzSF O Suchi gbncluSiatzNBvedS |y |
SyO2dzNy 3SR o6& UKS LINBaSyOS 2F alsadhit / NR &
France. Cristina had been exiled but was looking for an opportunity torred
Spain and to a position of influence: her daughter Isabella was queen, but would
not be declared of age to reign independently until 1844. If France could gain
I NAaOGAY I Qa Tt @2dz2NE GKSYy AdG ¢2dzZ R 6S tA1S
she return. The most controversial issue for Argtench relations, however, was
GKFG 2F GKS W{LIYAEAK YINNARFISAQ>X 6KAOK
although none have covered proceedings with R&S G F A f 2 F stwwiynsSa t I N
19363 The mariage issue carerned the unresolved betrothaf Queen Isabella
and that of her sister, the Infanta Louisa Fernanda, but other events took eentre
stage before the Spanish marriages affair gathered pace in the later years of the
Conservative government.

When the Conservatives took office, Franeas by some observers thought
to be KSELIAYy3 (G2 dzy RSN¥YAYS YR 2@SNIKNRS
Progressistad 2 S NY YSYy (1> GgKAOK gl a aSSy |a (GKS
Spanish affairs. ! 6 S NR S S yaficé to NdfetfedeOin the affairs of Spanish
government was reported as demonstrating his incapability to engagell K Wi K| {
great struggle between the partisans of freedom and those of absolute
government, which has convulsed all countries as well as &#in The
Conservatives, however, did not construe foreign affairs in bipolar terms, and
Aberdeen remainectonsistent @ RSOl OKSR (GKNRdzZaIK2dzi 9 aLJ
difficulties and those of his successorBhe narrative of a liberal struggle did little
to elicit sympathy from Aberdeerwho wrote thatW{ LJ- Ay AYRSLISY RSy (.

and friendly has always been with me the grand desideratum in Europe for the

384 Lytton BulwerThe Life of Hengohn Temple, Viscount Palmerston(London, 1874), p. 223.

%9E. Jones Parryihe Spanish Marriages 184846: A Study of the Influence of Dynastic Ambition
upon Foreign Polidg.ondon, 1936).
“OThe Morning Chronicld4 October 1841.
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AYGOISNBaAaGa*2asSay DN2yYORIINNBE R (G KF G WiKA&a 2N
O2YLI NBR FBNKtIRBIWHDRQ 20t AYySR o0& ! 8SNR
One of the features of this general policy, by which the Conservatives were
Y20 LINBLI NBR (2 AYyUiSNBSYS 2y 9a&aLJ NISNRQA

with trade. It mattered little to them who was governing Spaso long as there
was no interruption to the incoming revenue from An@panish mercantile
intercourse. If Spanish domestic circumstances produced an adverse effect on
trade, then the Conservatives would take action. Aberdeen had done just this in
one of his first dispatches to Arthur Aston, the British ambassador to Spain {1840
1843), when it appeared that civil strife had caused mercantile disruption.
Aberdeen pressed for the immediate payment of money owed taitiBh
bondholders in Spain, despiteaghing thatWA & A& GAGK YdzOK NBf dz
awl2SateseQd D2OOSNYyYSyed Aa O2YLIStfSR G2
first communication with the Govfernmen]ffo { !5 A y Q ®

Aberdeen also had a longer term vision of ArR8fmnish trade in whbh
Spain wouldwith time,come to see the benefits of recent commercial activity and
would thereby become amenable to future extensions of mercantile
cooperation?® In later years he also became convinced that the free trade
movement would encourage greater cooperation between nations: this was
especially true of Spain, which was for much of the 1840s focused on internal
issues. Aberdeen wrote tdenry LyttonBulwer 6 . N ( | A ypeaipotehtiafyA & G S NJ
to Spain, 1843) on the topic, hoping that the expansion of free trade would unite
Spain in an appreciation of the commercial benefits brought by this emerging
international economic system, thus transcending the imdvebcus precipitated by
civil divisiond® It was thought that increasing levels of international economic
integration would provide an upturn in fortunes for Spain and, therefore,

encourage internal stability. Aberdeen in 1844 stressed that it wagialBpriority

9L Aberdeen to Arthu Aston, 23 December 1841, Jones PaFhe Spanish Marriagep. 25.

‘% peel to Aberdeen, 9 Novemb#841, Peel Papers, BL, Add. M085345-6.

93 Aberdeen to Aston, 9 September 1841, TNA, FO 72/571/3.

%4 Aberdeen to Peel, 19 September 1842, Aberdeen Paprsadd. MS 43062/83.

% Aberdeen to Bulwer, 31 January 1846, Bulwer Papers, Norfolk Record Office (hereafter NRO), BUL
1/24/27a.
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02 WRS@St2L) GKS 3INBIG ylFriA2ylrf NB&2dzNDOS

LINEALISNAGE | yR &8 OdzNB KSNI KIFLILIAYSaaoQ
¢tKSAS GNI'RS O2yaARSNIdGA2ya R20SGF AT S

rejection of the idea that the promotion of liberal gavenents was, in itself, a

national interest. Whereas those such as Palmerston were prepared to champion

liberal and constitutional regimes on the basis that they mirrored British values and,

therefore, were better partners with whom to do business, then€ervatives took

a more detached view of the international scef%é. Aberdeen was happy to deal

with governments of any political colowm equal term$® His position on the

9ALI NISNR 3I20SNYyYSyiaQa LREAGAOIE | FFALAL

AAELISYOS T2NJ GKSANI £t A0SNI fAa*o tKSe YI @&
There were other reasons for pursuing a watchful and distant policy.

Spanish government in the 1840s was changing hands with great frequency and

heated internecine rivalry suggestatiat any immediate answer to the Spanish

question would be both violent and temporary. These two adjectives did not

appeal to Aberdeen and did not suit Conservative government objectives.

Intervention in the name of liberalism would in any case be lekBant

AONI AIKOGF2NBEF NRY GKSNB gl a y2 gté G2 RS

cause, because government was divided between the Court, the politicians and the

army, all of which contained a multitude of factions and personal agetidashe

PamNE G2y ALY ARSI GKFIG GKS 9aLJ NISNR 3205

W NAGAEAKQ Ol dzasS 41t a | O2yySOGA2Y (GKS

guestionable, which only served to increase their reluctance to intervene in

Spain®'!

406
407

Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixxii, 12 February 1844, col. 511.

This dynamic has been considered in a comparisdhepolitics of the fourteenth Earl of Derby

with those of Lord Granville. See G. Hidksace, War and Party Politics: The Conservatives and

Europe, 184%9 (Manchester, 2007), pp. 73

98 |slamic governments were a different matter: see chapter 5.

99 Aberdeen to Aston, 18 November 184Ignes ParryThe Spanish Marriagep. 25.

% For details on the nature of the Espartero government, see C. Mari8paln 1834.844: A New
Societyd [ 2y R2Y X MPPTTUO D C2NJ RSGFAfta 2y Fft {LIyArak
ChristiansenThe Origins of Military Power in Spain 188b4 (Oxford, 1967); R. Cargpain 1808
1975(London, * SRAGA2Y S My HOT W& / NBokia Origibs2ofitheoPbliticali & + y R
9f AGS Ay [ A0 SNI Compataliva SfuliesnnySociety Gnl Hisizgywiol Q2.

“ palmerston, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixi, 4 March 1842, col. 62.
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The Spamsh regime was unstable. Its vulnerability was indicated by
among other thingsc AGad KSI @& NBLINBaaAzy 2F GKS t
response to reports of insurrection in Barcelona in the summer of 1843. The
Spanish leader launched a vast shelling camp@aignregion that local newspapers
of all political allegiances had reported as being peacéful. Many of the
government forces defected thereafter; Lord Cowley later wrote that the conduct
2F 9ALI NISNRQ&a YSYy Ay . I NOSft mdnspigaties & & Y LJ
gKAOK KIF@gS G fS8Sy3iK ONRadmgKnio alnulfpdidr KA &
conflict did not seem sensible and Aberdeen sought to use diplomatic manoeuvring
to keep affairs calm, believing that problems could be resolved in the longer term

Despite these considerationgalmeston expressed suspicion that the
Conservativepolicy of detachment might derive more from indecisiomgakness,
and fear of the Frenchrather than a rational assessment of the besty to pursue
British interests, oting that¥! 6 SNRSSY |yR a2YS 2F KAad O2f
2F CNlIyOSs yR L &aK2dAZ R 0SS AyOf Ay 8R (2 F
Palmerston was certain dfrench involvement in rebellions aigst the Espartero
government:¥ (i K S NdB no@dasbnable doubt of the fact, and our friend Guizot
YdzaG 68 & RSSLI A y*™ DiristiCharlek Gravillenspadehis al & (0
2dzZRAYSYy (s adAaA3ISadAy3a (GKIFG WSOSNR2YySQ 4&dz
contemporary newspapers suchs ahe Morning PosY Wb 2 2yS 2F
O2YYdzy AOlF GA2ya Aa LI ISR ye O2yFARSYyOS |

If Francecould secure influence in Spday helping to install a pré&rench
government in place of the relatively pfenglish Espartero, this would send out a
message about British pliability to other European powers, who might be

encouraged to pursue their own designs at British expense. Midraing Chronicle

“23ee, for exampléThe Gibraltar Chronicld9 June 1843TNA, FO 355/6i (not foliated).

e Wellesley (ed.}he Diary and Correspondence of Henry Wellesley, First Lord Cowley84890
(London, 1930), p. 240: 1843. The precise date is not given but the context shows that it is later than
the Barcelona inguection.

“4 palmerston to Easthope, 7 December 1841, Palmerston Papers, BL, Add. MS 86842 (not foliated).
“1>palmerston to Easthope, 17 October 1841, Palmerston Papers, BL, Add. MS 86842 (not foliated).
“C. GrevilleThe Greville Memoirs: A Journal of fReigns of King George 1V, King William 1V and
Queen VictorigLondon, 1903), p. 51: 8 November 1841 (see also Grelilke Greville Memoirsi:
(London, 1885), p. 50: 8 November 184Mheg Morning Pos2 September 1841.
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suggested that the French demonstrated a national vendetta against the Espartero

government and consided it hypocritical:

An attempt to restore [the previous] Government by arms in Spain, is precisely
as if one of the family of Charles X hoisted his standard in France, declared the
acts of the Chambers null, and threatened every Frenchman with death who
did not submit. This is precisely what MARIA CHRISTINA has done; this is

precisely what the French Court and its organs appfoVe.

Peel wascertainly wary of French intentions and made his thoughts on
CNI yOS Of SI N®» 'S 6l a OZKRCSNICNSyOKI i a@é
Journal des] Debats is decidedly in favour of adopting the policy w$ 4V with
NB 3 I NR did@miratiod ahd/ofabsorptior; and thought that the dispatches
of the Comte de Jarnac (Frenathargg R Q| T Firt BohdBrg indica S fhe W
AYiaSyiliAazya 27T WNKISRIZINS y DRGNS dGrkedBuoainsy Q
C NI yWRyORS N&Kdzy Ra OF NOSf & O20SNIQ Lk2fAde (Kl
{ LI Ry oQ

alye KAal2NRAlIyaz y20G fSrad GKS t NAYS
thatt SSt Q34 &dzALIAOA2Yya BSNB NBIldZANBR (2 S
(and elsewhere), but the evidence suggests othenif8eFrom the beginning of
l 5SNRSSyYyQa (SydaNB>X KS KIR F¥S¢g AftfdzaAzya |
+A 002 NA I K2g CNBYOK RSaANBa G2 3JLAYy AY
02y ySOGSR 6AGK LINIF Ol ADOHis$ policygohcoapériin/m@sS 2 F &
France neither stemmed fromnor requiredg blindness to French designs.

There was no doubt that some elements of French society wanted to

2OSNIKNRGg 9ALI NLISNR FYR NBLXFOS KAY gAl

" The Morning Chronicld4 Cctober 1841.

*®peel to Aberdeen, 17 and 13 October 1841, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43061/289 and 287.

““peel to Aberdeen, 9 November 1841, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43061/327.

20 see, for example, A. Rams&yr, Robert Pe¢London, 1928), p. 253; Gitson ClarkPeel(London,

1936), p. 102; T. JenkinSjr Robert PeglLondon, 1999), p. 98; D. Hurd,Robert Pee(London,

2007), p. 274.

21 Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 16 October 1841, A. Benson and Viscount EsheFted.gtters of

Queen Victoriat { St SOGA2y FTNRBY |1 SNJ alaSaiteQa / 2NNBalLRyRS
(London, 1908), p. 347.
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Francophile Court, and that somferenchmen worked towards that goal. Their
K21LJSa 2F [2dzia t KAfALILISQA &dzLJLI2 NI 6 SNB
struck up an intimate friendship with the King whilst living in a house on the Rue de
[ 2dzNOSttSa Ay t | NRA aEasternip#li®y, atdRoftle hanmfliationl £ Y S N.
that went with it, had inflamed French feeling in very recent memory; for some,
Spain represented an opportunity for revenge. As Cowley noted, however,
interventionism was by no means a national creed: France wdsofarunited in its
GK2dzAKGa 2y { LI Ay D ¢KS Yol daal R2NJ NB L2 NJ
G 2LISYy 21N dzLRy G(KS?ljdzSadAazy 2F (GKS wS3:
l 9SNRSSyQa LRtAOe G261 NRA CNIyOS Ay
ability of his relationship with Gzot to help defuse Angierench incidents. With
regard to French conspiracies against Espartero, and despite the views of some
YySgall LISNB YR Yz2ald KAaAOG2NRAlIyaszr (KAa LkRf
similar outlook’® DdzA T 2 1 Q& Y S ¥ pekidddof piddbise Ifof rel&iens in
Spain. He lamented that England had in the 1840s been fixated by the past and the
tradition of rivalry in the region and he advocated rioervention, pointing to
numerous examples when French attempts to gain infagein Spain had only
resulted in difficulties®® Intervention, in his view, was only likely to increase local
rivalry by reinforcing the beliefs and belligerence of those with international
backing’® The publication of such sentiments might be deemed bme as an
attempt by Guizot to whitewash his historical reputation, but they nonetheless
squared with his earlier works and the majority of his actions in government.
Aberdeen again used correspondence with Princess Lieven to communicate
to her lover Guiot that Britain was monitoring French activiiy order to ensure
the French minister remained loyal to tlemtenteand avoided overt interference in
Spanish affair$® CNJ y OS ¢2dzf R y28G 6S | tf268SR (2
Ay G SNEalQmessdattally kneahtyio niajoll upset to the balance of power

O
NS

22 Cowley to Aberdeen, 22 July 1842, TNA, FO 519/50/245.

2 g5ee, for exampleéThe Bury and Norwich Po&7 October 1841.

*2*E_ GuizotMemoirs of aMinister of State, from the Year 1840ondon, 1864), p. 295; Guizdthe
Last Days of the Reign of Louis Philiimmndon, 1867), pp. 9987.

2 Guizot,Memoirs of a Minister of Statg. 308.

420 see, for example, Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 21 DecembBgral®i 27 December 1842, Jones
Parry (ed.)The Correspondence of Lord Aberdeen and Princess Lievef4183Pondon, 1938), pp.
190, 211.
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or to the development of Angi&panish trade, which Aberdeen had sougbt t
protect and extend byrguing forreducedtariffs within his first months in offic&’
French citizens could not be prewed from lending themselves to the anti
Progressistaause, but the French government was not to connive at afvemch
FRYAYA&GONI A2y GKFEG GKNBFGSYSR . NAGAAK A
denials of complicity as carryitdS @S NE | 2JIS B NJwASaSewpdia
GKIFdG FLIWISEFNBR G2 0SS @t ARFGSR 08 GKS CNBFB
requests from the French ambassador to Spain, Nards$dle de Salvandy, to
send money and troops in the cause of Crisfiffa.
Guizot perfemed the function for Angld-rench relations that suited
Conservative objectives. He was by no means a paragon of altruistic Anglophilia but
in Spain, as elsewhere, he was prepared to blunt the excesses of French nationalist
designs in the name of a pedakcohabitation of Western Europe. Specific early
instances of this included when a plan emerged in the autumn of 1841 for Cristina
to travel from Paris to the border with Spain where she could be ready to take
RGOy dGlF3S 2F | yé& Rifod.fAsySon fegbrted,at s ELIDNE Q &
that rejected this idea because of the impact it might have on Spain and would have
on international perceptions of Frané& The French government could have
employed more subtle means of supporting the aRtogressistdorces, but there
were tangible attempts to exclude outright support, and the government that
ddzOOSSRSR 9aLJ NISNF@rch. gl &4 FyeudKAyYy3 odzi LI
When it came, the overthrow of Espartero in 1843 seemed the product of
Spanish domestic discontentrather than a triumph of French intervention.

Aberdeen was convinced that outside influences had consistently been

exaggerated:

If the overthrow of the Regent was contrived in Paris, his elevation was said to
0S O2YyUNRGSR Ay [ 2haRtBeyEnglisX Govdrnméntyhadd | G A A FA S

nothing to do with the elevation of Espartero any more than the French

1 5 SNRSSy G2 1adz2ys mn 5508SY6SNI mynms 1 /tts W 2N
AY { LI AYyE2BMynpos fAZ

28 Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 10 October 1841, Benson and Esher Tee.),etters of Queen

Victorig I, p. 347; Guizotylemoirs of a Minister of Statep. 3256.

29 Aston to Aberdeen, 17 September 1841, TNA, FO 72/578/224.
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D2OSNYYSyldl KIR ¢A0GK KAa 2O0SNIKNRBG wX8 LYy
y20 | aAy3tsS @attr3asS Ay {LIAYy sKAOK RAR y
this were produced by a few thousand francs and a few French intriguers, it

gl a NARAOdZ 2dza G2 adz2airas kI d Fff dGdrkaAa O

Limited French involvement was not ruled out, but Aberdeen did not think it on a

level inconsistent withthd | G O NA O dzi SR G2 9y 3t yR RdzZNRAY
1840, if it had any impact at all. A Conservative consensus backed this position and

t SSt YIRS | y23Fr060tS aLISSOK 2y GKS YIFddSN
France had intrigued against &akle British ally:

If [Espartero] had had that hold in Spain which the noble Lord seemed to think
he had, how does the noble Lord account for it, that in the case of a person of
his high military distinction, who had shown great valour and sincere desire
promote the interests of the country in which he exercised powaow does

the noble Lord account for it that no effort whatever was made in any part of
Spain to rescue Espartero from the fate with which he was threatened, and
which ultimately befelhim? And would the noble Lord have counselled active
interference on the part of this country, for the purpose of maintaining in
authority any personage in whose behalf so little public sympathy appeared to

exist?*

Il 0 SNRSSYy Qa @ASga eswbHEBeaderR Se/ditdsdkefof (2 (K
the importance ofSpanish independencaf action in its own affairsbecause any
changes made on the back of foreign interference were unlikely to be accepted by
the Spanish populatiof®® In 1844, Aberdeen declared th&#A ¥ GKSNB A a |
more strongly marked than the determination of the Spanish people, it is their spirit
of resistance to foreign influence; and, though they may for a time submit, there is
no doubt that they will rise against it, and resist it, andttitawill ultimately be

O2 YL S St &% Ré&atiitings &dplenmiiz counsel was offeretb the

3 Aberdeen, House of kds, Hansard, Ixxii, 12 February 1844, cols-500.

31 peel, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxvi, 7 August 1844, col. 1881.

“2This position mirrored that of Guizot: see Gui2demoirs of a Minister of Stafg. 308.
“33 Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard,ixa February 1844, col. 511.
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Cortes in dealing with rebellions or, later, the marriage questioAberdeen
regarded this as divisible from unwelcome and/or imposed interference, and pa
of the natural intercourse between nations.Responding to news of anti
government disturbances in the north of Spain in the autumn of 1841, Aberdeen
GNRGS G2 adz2yy W fiK2dAK gAlK2dzi yeé Ay
information from anylj dzr NI SNE AdG Aa (GKS 2LIAYA2Yy 2F |
we ought not to hesitate a moment in offering that countenance and support which
are due to the Gov[ernmen]t of a friendly State; and which may be most valuable in
a season of danger and uncekty’ &% ® Q

Aberdeen saw his offer of friendly counsel as conipat with Spanish
independence of action and we have discussed how he would not have offered any
physical assistance to EsparterBy stressinghe importance of Spain being left to
make its dersions independentlyAberdeen did not mean that th€ortes should
functionin diplomatic isolation, just that decisiosfiould not be forced upon them:
diplomatic consultation on political matters was considered standard procedure.
This was a line of lag that was employed elsewhere and even if one considers it
inconsistent and/or hypocritical, sathe historiography has suggedtethis hardly
mattered if Conservative objectives were being delivef&d.

Some Conservatives, such as the Colonial SecretaidyStanley, were more
inclined to view Espartero as the best option for securing the future stability of
{ LI AYZ o6dzi F3INBSR gAGK GKS 3I20SNYyYSyildQa
and maintain a leader for whom there was so little domestic suppo Spain.
{GlyfSe aLR{1S G2 GdKAa SYR AYy WdzZ & wmMynozX

counsel was compatible with Spanish independence:

| speak of the affairs of Spain with great pain, because | believe, that in the

maintenance of the administrain of Espartero there was the best chance of a

steady government, and of the returning tranquillity and improving prosperity

2F GKFG YHIYATFAOSYd O2dzy iNBE X6 . dzi OFy 6

consistent with the interests of a friendly countmvery support, every moral

**% Aberdeen to Aston, 16 October 1841, TNA, FO 72/571/11.
% See M. Chamberlair,ord Aberdeen: A Political Biograpfiyondon, 1983), pp. 37389; Jones
Parry,The Spanish Marriages



119

support which the Court of England could give to the Government of Spain,

KIa y24 0688y TFTLANI&s

foreign force can hardly be said to be independ&hit.

TNIyltes

yR FTNBSTt e

By the time of Espa@ NB Q &

2PSNIKNR g X

GKS jdzSaidnz

Queen Isabella and her younger sister the Infanta Louisa Fernanda had assumed

greater significance. Isabella was to enter her

teenage years in October 1843 and

this, combined with the change of government $pain, placed the issue of her

betrothal at the forefront of Spanish politics. The marriage issue was controversial

0SOFdzasS 2F G4KS 3INBI

sisters.

L2 6SNEQ OSAGSR AydS

If a groom with connections to a great poweuld be married to the

Infanta, then influence in Spain could be gained if Isabella failed to produce an heir.

The hand of Isabella was, naturally, a still greater prizdhe genealogy of the

Spanish House of Bourbon can be seen in the table b&bw.

HOUSE OF BOURBON

TABLE 83
GENEALOGIES
SPAIN

Maria Louisa=(1) Philip V (2)=Elizabeth Farnese of Parma

1700-46
abd. 1724-5

of Savoy J

Louis  Ferdinand VI=Maria Barbara Oharles III=Maria Amalia
1724-5 1746-59 of Braganza 1759-88 | of Saxony
(K. of Sicily

1785-59)
(Don Carlos)

Maria Anna Philip Luis
=Joseph D. of Parma  Abp. of Toledo
of Portugal (see Table 72)

Louisa Maria=Charles IV

| i
Louisa Maria=Charles IV

of Parma abd. 1808

T
Gabriel Maria L)uisa:Emp. Leopold IT Caroline=Ferdinand I K. of Sicily
2

Uha}lotte:Jolm VI
of Portugal

Maria Antonia=(1) Ferdinand VII (2)=Isabella Francisca=Charles

Francis=Louisa

=]
Maria Antonia

Maria=Francis I K. of Sicily
=Ferdinand VII

(see Table 72)
Christina=Ferdinand VII

Maria Josepha=(3) 1814-33 (4)=Christina C. of Molina de Paula L(Cm‘]nla)
of Saxony (Don Carlos)  D. of Cadiz r 1
Francisco de Asiz Enrique
D. of Cadiz D. of Seville
(see opposite) 11870

Louisa= Antoine d'Orléans
D. of Montpensier

Francisco de Asiz=Isabella IT
D. of Cadiz | dep. 1868 abd. 1870

Charles Louis
C. of Montemolin

1
John=Maria Beatrice
of Modena

F erdi[u:md

Alfonso

|
Maria Theresa=Ferdinand
of Bavaria

11904 (Charles V1)
Antoine=Eulalia 1861 s.p. Charles=Margaret
r T T 1 | of Parma
Isabella Maria de la Paz  Eulalia Maria Christina=Alfonso XII
=C. of Girgenti =L. Ferdinand = Antoine Archdss, I 1875-85
of Bavaria d'Orléans T 1
| 3 1]
Ferdinand Alfonso XIII=Victoria Eugenia Maria de las Mercedes =Charles of
=Maria Theresa of Battenberg Pss. of Asturias Bourbon
(Sicily) t 1904
Alfonso Jayme

436
437

Alfonso

Stanley, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixx, 28 July 1843, colsl.1480
See A. Ward, G. Prothero and S. Leathes (€d®) Cambridge Modern Histowiii: Genealogical

Tables and Lists and General Index (Cambridge, 1911), table 83. References tobi¢isearta not

relevant to this study and may be ignored by the reader.
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Almost every eligible bachelor in Europe was at some stage touted as a
potential consort for Isabella, but there was only ever a handful of likely candidates.
On the periphery of this group were, firstly, the sons of Louis Philippe, and,
secondly, Carlop dzA &> GKS /2YGS RS az2yidSY2tAyx Lal
t KAftALILIS O2dzZ R &aSOdzNBF LaloStflQa KFyR
influence in Spanish affairs. This would have been an explosive combination,
however, given that it might gtentially have breached the Treaty of Utrecht by
uniting the French and Spanish Crowns in a future generation. Such a union was
never seriously entertained in France because despite gaining Spain as an ally, it
would, in Britain, lose a far more powerfisiend, and thus place France in isolation
Y2y 3 9dzZNRLISQa 3INBFG LR2SSNEOD

Such a union might well have brought war with Britain; but it would almost
certainly have brought war with one or more of the Northern Courts. Not only
would autocratic Europe haveebn affronted by the apparent French expansion
that they had long been trying to prevent, but in Montemolin they had a candidate
through which their own objectives might be pursued in Spain, whom they did not
want to be excluded in the interest of a Frenatince. Montemolin was the son of
GKS SEAfSR 52y /I NI2&aX CSNRAYlIYyR +#LLQ&
FNRY GKS {LIyArAaK GKNRYyS o0& (G4KS FolyR2YyYS
52y [/ FNI2aQ | dzi2ONI G0AO 4&& Yfadrbati hisSéawvn ¢ S NB
exclusion from Spanish rule and for the favour of the Northern Courts towards the
OFYRARF(GdzNBE 2F KA&a azyo azyiaSyz2tayQa C
majority of Spain, however, as its success would require a reversion to thet Carli
influence that the reign of Isabella was supposed to exclude.

Spain was not likely to select either Montemolin or a French prince for
Isabella, because both would involve subservience to a foreign power, and because
of the inflammatory effects on domest and international relations. This left
among the remaining candidates Prince Leopold of &faurg, who was seen as
0KS Woy3afAaKQ OFYRARIGS RdzS (G2 KA& Tl YAS
of both Queen Victoria and Prince Albert, whils¢ King of Belgium, a close British
Fffte> gla tNAYyOS [S2LRtRQa LI GSNYyFf FyR

candidature was not barred by any international treaty, nor likely to provoke the
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extent of Spanish opposition that would be engenderby the success of
Montemolin, but it was nonetheless unappealing to France and the Northern
Courts.

There remained three principal candidates of the Bourbon House, apart
FTNRY az2yiadSyz2tAyo CNRY GKS bSFLRtAGEY 6N
Fir- yOAAZ [/ 2Y0S RS ¢NILIYAZ ¢gla 2ySo ¢ o
L2 GSYGALFf &ddzAd2NRY 52y CNIyOAaod2 RQ! d4Aa
the Duke of Seville. The latter two candidatures were of central importance, and
intimately bound upwith the negotiations Aberdeen had to conduct.

Conservative policy towards France over the marriage issue was informed
by the same principles as broader Spanish policy. Aberdeen hoped that the
development of AngkSpanish trade and, in later years, therceived benefits of
free trade, would engender Spanish prosperity and stability. It was in a future of
calmer times that Spanish determination of an equitable solution to the marriage
jdzSadA2y ¢l a (GK2dAKG G2 0SS Y2danythidgy St &Y
may happen in Spain in the course of a few years to affect this question in a manner
y2i y2g¢ FLIhkhalBaeartim&) Aberdeen thought that Britain should
YEAYOGLAY F LIRaAGA2y 2F W LW NBSYydG AYyRAFTFS
indignation of other great powers, and therefore to avoid the entrenchment of
prevailing attitudes of national seifiterest**

Aberdeen was well aware that other powers did not share his conception of
the marriages question, and that they were likety intrigue for the betrothal of
Isabella to the candidate that best represented their interests. This can be seen in
earlier diplomatic exchanges with Austria, in which Metternich had been dragging
KAa TSSO 20SN) 2FFAOAI f cy BSqled yAbaideeh aw2 T L &
GKFG ' dzZAGNRLF gl a RStFeAy3d NBO2IAYyAGAZ2Y A
marriage to Isabella, which, if concluded, would lead to the reintroduction of Carlist
influence in Spain. Recognition would then be gladly givemuwstria would not
KIgS (G2 O2y0UNRGS 52y [/ FNI2aQ O2NRYylLGAZ2Y

% Aberdeen to Peel, 8 September4E Aberdeen Papers, BL, AddS M306/321.
% Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 18 May 1846, A. Gordon (&elections from the Correspondence
of the Earbf Aberdeenvii(a): 18451848 (London, 1888), p. 211.
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LOSNALFY tSyAyadzZ | o ¢tKS C2NBAIY {SONBUGI N

KStR I R2dzofS fly3dzZ 3sS 2y (§KSwilwWifforA NJ 2 F

 y2GKSNI ONRaAaT 6KAOK Ay TFILO® KS Aad KAYAE!
Jones Parry thought that Metternich had gained a diplomatic victory by

dzaAy 3 a2yiaSy2t AyQa OF yRARL, indddiBMVettedichRA O A R S

had been making\ertures to France on this and other diplomatic projeetthout

consulting Britaitf**

Given the historical tradition of portraying Aberdeen as in
awe of his Austrian counterpart, which is based on their diplomatic intercourse
during the Napoleonic wars,nd considering the historiographical portrayal of
AngloFrench relations deteriorating in Spain, one might indeed assume the success
2T aSidS N4 Buk @hilst thége fwar©understandable differences in the
British and French opinions of Isabelay R G KS Ly FlIyidl Qa LRGSY
greatest rivalry concerning Spanish affairs was between the supporters of
Montemolin and those in France who supported the candidatures of Louis
t KAfALILISQE az2yao ¢ KAa | aLJSOdict Befiveei KS YT
autocratic and liberal ideology, in which the Conservatives were not interested. It
did, however, present an opportunity for Aberdeen, which he exploited in a more
subtle manner than Jones Parry appreciated.

l S NRSSyYyQa LJ]2f AvweS basefl agorNiRel assuindgtion At |
Austria would not countenance the candidature of a French prince, and this allowed
him to play France against Austfff. He used correspondence with Robert
D2NR2Y > . NAGFAY Q& NBLINBaASYy( ddive Bflatady | dza ¢
estimations of the Anglérench relationship so that Metternich would promote

Montemolin ever more enthusiasticalf§* France could be relied upon to object to

any candidate associated with Don Carlos, a candidature which would bring

40 Aberdeen to Gordon, 24 February 1842, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43211i/65.

“1 Jones ParryThe Spanish Marriagepp. 623.

2 3ee, for example, H. Nicolsarhe Congress of Vienna: A Study ind\llaity 18121822 (London,

1946), pp. 561; H. KissingeA World Restored: The Politics of Conservatism in a Revolutionary Era:
A detailed study of diplomacy and political manoeuvre 1822with particular reference to
Metternich and Castlereagh(London, 3¢ edition, 1973), pp. 9401; P. Schroeder,The
Transformation of European Politics 176848(Oxford, 1994), p. 475.

3 See, for example, Aberdeen to Gordon, 16 October 1843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS
43211ii/342.

*“**bid.
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Austh 'y Ay FfdzSyOS Of 2aSNJ 2 CNIyOSQa o02NRS
adr3asz tST¥G G2 OFy0OSt 2 dzi** $padigh opniok S N &
directed away from Montemolin or a French prince by strong external opposition,
could be gentlysteered towards a more neutral candidate with less threat to the
balance of power.
CKS /2yaSNBIGAPSAaQ LRfAOE 2F O2yaARSN
l 9SNRSSyQa ARSI GKFG FLIISENRY3I dzy Ay SNB3
escalation of diplmatic conflict, was seemingly undermined by the agreement that
KS YIRS gAGK DdaAlT 2d Fd GKS / KFEGSEdz RQ9dz
CN} yOS |aINBSR (2 adzldl2NI 2yfteé GGKS OF yRAR]
hand, thus excluding Louis PhILJIS Q&4 LINRP ISy es odzi Ay Of dzRA
failure could safely be presumed). This also excluded Britain from actively
supporting Prince Leopold of Sake2 6 dzZNH ® 2 A0K GKS Wt A0SNI
to history and the path ostensibly cleared for Rca to influence the Spanish
Bourbon candidates, without fear of a British campaign in support of aGalkarg
candidature, Aberdeen might be seen to have acquiesced in a campaign of French
AYGNRTdzS (2 SEOf dzZRS T A NA (malriagtiftdrestS NI f Q I 2
Discussion of the issue of the marriages at Eu, however, was based on a
genuine Angld-rench desire to implement the values of tlmtente not on
persistent French intrigue oad hocBritish measures to promote peace at the
expense of national interesf§® The agreement at Eu sought to promote by
friendly counsel the prospects of those candidatures which would be less
inflammatory to international relations. Given that there was maplication of
physical interference, no binding effect on Spanish decision, and that the general
O2yaSyadza Ay {LIAYy ¢gla F2N I {LIYyAAK . 2d:
seem controversial.
l 9SNRSSYyQa FLIWNERIFOK (2 GKS YINNAIISAE

appreciation of British interests, even though the agreement was expressed with

pdzAT 20Qa AYyRAIAYLFGAZY G GKS azydasSyzftAiay OFyYRARLFG
conversation with Austria in September 1843. See Gultw,Last Dayp. 172.

4% This has been argued in Jones Pafiye Spanish MarriagEs LJ® vy tad resbit FuropenS

LIS OS Of FAYSR w! 6SNRSSyQae fz2elfide o0ST2NB ylridAz2yl
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the expansive hyperbole that might be expected of a grand state occasion. Guizot

recalled his concord ith Aberdeen:

We parted with great satisfaction at having thus mutually opened our minds,
and with a feeling of most amicable confidence. We do not always consider
the extent to which the greatest and most difficult affairs of nations would be
simplified if the men who direct them would know and esteem each other
enough to rely on the truth of their respective words, and on the conformity of

their acts with their declaration¥"’

Charles Greville thought French satisfaction showed that Aberdeen had been
W22t SR YR RSOSAGSRQ Ayil2 &adzLIR2NIAy3 |
interest**® Douglas Johnson saw the formation of tleetente at Eu as the
beginning of real trouble in Spain and Jones Parry considered it the point at which
France gave itseh licence to intrigue in Spain without fear of reprisal/ 2 6t S& Q&
report that the agreement at Eu elicited a nationalist pamphlet calling for action in
Spain seems to confirm these assertidrs.

Britain had in fact gained a cheap victory in Spanfflira. Interest in the
marriage issue was only that neither a French prince nor Montemolin should secure
0KS KFIYR 2F LaloStfl> y2N 6KS LyFLyidl Qa
discussed belowy' There were benefits and drawbacks to the otlmandidates,
but there were only serious international problems with French or Carlist influence.
Aberdeen privatly expressed his opinion that the main SpaniBlourbon

candidates (the Duke of Seville, the Duke of Cadiz and the Comte de Trapani)

represened the middle groundn Spanish affairsa son of the exiled Don Carlos

“7 Guizot, The Last Dayg. 132.

448 Greville,Memoirs (1885), p. 201: 19 September 1843 and Greviemoirs(1903), p. 205: 19

September 1843.

*9D. JohnsonGuizot: Aspets of French History 178874 (London, 1963), p. 303; Jones Paffiye

Spanish Marriage9. 116.

r2t8e G2 ' 0SNRSSYS ¢ {SLISYOSNI mynos ¢b! s Ch T
tell [Britain] that in all History there is notto be fouhd D2 @SNy YSy i &2 RSGSadlrofts$S
51 Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 27 September 1842; Benson and EsherT{eel.)etters of Queen

Victorig 1, p. 433.
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would be as dangerous for Spain as a French prince would be for European
stability 2

The main Spanish Bourbon candidates were, therefore, the best option for
maintaining the balancef power and Guizot, beneath the pomp and ceremony of
Eu, was a pragmatist seeking stability for France. Although he found the
| 2y aSNDIF A @PSaQ aGdNRBy3d RAAO02dz2NI ASYSyd 27
their professed interest in Spanish independerafeaction, he recognised British
concerns and measured his policy accordiffglyGuizot wrote to Count Bresson,
CNBYOK ! YolaalrR2NJ G2 al RNARY W!I O2NRALf
be easily carried out on all points at all times. It is, hesvethe essential fact of
the general situation, and | rely on you to maintain it above the local difficulties
GKAOK 6SA3IK KI3IIOAENRSBY & DSQIIiSR [ 2dzia
aSyuAYSyda FyR 2F DdzAl 20 6 NP G Siews idli WL
AYGiSNBaGtaQr odzi GKS C2NEA Byhe §a®OIBtBriine NBE  NX
which Aberdeen welcomed French diplomatic moves, he stressed the need to
remain cautious and suspicious: teatentewas not a licence for French freedom
of action?*®

¢CKS / 2yaASNBIGABSaQ F20dza 2y GKS YIAY
sensible, despite the problems that they appeared to present for Spain. The Duke
2F {SOAftSQa RAFFAOdA GASaA AyOfdzZRSR KAa
Cristina blockR { SOAf £ SQ&d YIFINNRARF3IS (2 KAa- O2dzaA
Progressistawhereas Cristina belonged to the rivdModerado party. These
obstacles were not insurmountable, however, particularly as death removed one:
Carlotta expired on 29 January 184Z&he vain Seville might also be persuaded to
switch allegiances in exchange for increased power.
{SOAfESQa ONRGKSNI /I RAT KFra oSSy RS

homosexual, or any combination of the three, depending on whose version of

52 Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 15 August 188, p. 488.

53 Guizot, The Last Daypp. 1223.

54 Guizot to Bresson, 17 February 1844; Guizbe Last Daypp. 1478.

szAberdeen to Peel, 6 September 1843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43062/401.
Ibid.
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events one ligens to**’ Either way, his credentials as a royal consort were open to
R2dzo 0 YR KA&al2NRlIya KI @S SOK2SR 02y {iSYLJ
G2 WR2 |ff Ay Y& LR66SNI 42 LINBLINBE GKS 4!
G2 0SS WY2INS yLIZ Lyt IZNJKSND YIF NNRAF IS LINRLIRALI
demonstrate a lack of awareness of, and commitment to, Spanish interest, which

was still seen as important in making a selection that would*f§sMatters were

not, however, that straightfonard.

It was the British minister in Spain, Aston, who had branded Cadiz a cretin,
but he changed his mind after further meetings with Cadiz, and his successor
. dzf 6SNJ NB3IFNRSR /IFRAT & WIEYAILOES Ay YILy
AyiaSt PR EE&yDE&EQE 2F / FRAT Qa AYLRGSyOS | LIS
surfacing in the summer of 1846, when the source was the disgruntled French
YOl &dalR2NE /[ 2dzyd . NBaazys: ¢K2 KIFIR K2LIS
Lal oSt £%° Ohere KisoyaRpearo be little evidence to substantiate the
NHzY2 dzNJ G KF G GKS 5dz21 S 61 & K2Yvyz2aSEdzZd tz RS
it.**> Had this been true, his sexuality would in any case have been no bar to
fathering children. Perhaps he was bisexumlt it hardy mattered: Cadiz later
accumulated a brood of twelV&?

l 9SNRSSYyQa LISNX¥AaarA@SySaa 2F CNBYyOK |
of the Neapolitan Count Trapani has also elicited charges of submission to
France’®® Jones Parry suggested that Guizot igmbtiee ententein an attempt to
create a league of Bourbon states as France could, by support of Trapani, use the
| 2dzyiQa Ay FEdzSyOS Ay bl LX S&a 020K (2 OKI f-
and to score a diplomatic victory over Austria by defeating her aonst in
Spain®* ¢ KA&a ol & Fft NIGKSNI FFLyOATFdzZY KIFER ¢ N

" Aston to Cowley, 27 June 1843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43129/151.,

8 Aberdeen to Bulwer, 18anuary 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/24/3; Aberdeen to Gordon, 20
February 1844, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43211ii/ 399.

%9 Aberdeen to Bulwer, 18 January 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/24/3; Bulwer to Aberdeen, 7
January 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRQO, BI21/7.

*See HallEngland and the Orleans Monarghy 387; Jones Parfyhe Spanish Marriagepp. 305

6; E. HoltThe Carlist Wars in Spginondon, 1967), p. 208.

1 ChamberlainAberdeenp. 387.

%2 For greater detail on this point, see Pridde Pelous Crownp. 318.

“%3 Jones ParryThe Spanish Marriagepp. 161, 194.

“*|bid, pp. 203, 215.
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have been unlikely to engender any change in Italy: it was not Trapani who was the
King of Naples. The impact of the marriage would be very limited outside Spain.

Muriel Chamberlain suggested that the agreement at Eu appeared
KeL2 ONAGAOIf = 3IAGBSY ! 6 SNRS&yiones PariydEa a 2y
pointed out that Aberdeen had once described French insistence on a Bourbon
OF YyRARFGS Fa W y¥2aAN VOANBRBBEYRADYROANZY .
AyaztSyO0S (G2 LINRG21S (K TheagreemeRt$nads by A y SR
9dz ¢l a y2G I RSOA&A2Y 2y O0SKI{F 2F { LI Ay
to support the pretensions of some descendant ofliBlV to such an extent as may
0SS 02y aAraiasSyid eéAGK KS™ GDISANRS SyyorsS LISyNSSHN
Eu had changed nothing except, morally, binding Guizot not to promote the
candidature of a son of Louis Philippe, and binding Aberdeen notdmgte the
candidature of Prince Leopold.

|l AGG2NR23INF LIKAOIFE LINB200dzLJ A2y a adzOK
besides being questionable in substance, have obscured the key point in Spain. Left
unattended, Spanish affairs threatened to drag the Grieatvers into a morass of
O2YLISGAy3a OflAYa IyR (2 SyRFY3aASNI AyiSNYyI
concern was that the problem of the marriages went away, if not for the longer
term, then at least for a while. The issue was not that important fitald. As the
| 2y aSNBIFIGAPS at [2NR W2KyYy alyySNER y2i3§SR
adz0 2S00 Ay 6KAOK Ylyeée 27F % 08N GISVOSNE9 dINP
interests would, of course, be damaged if a French Prince or Montemolin secured
salsf f I Q& KIFyRX o0dzi &dzOK | O2YoAylGAz2y ¢l
thought the problem would be better resolved at a time when Spanish civil
divisions were repaired or at least eased and, as long as France was not seen to be
overtly intriguing in S@in, he was content to let the situation drift. This raised
problems that will be dealt with below, but it remained as the logic behind the
| 2YyaSNDIFGAPSaQ LkRtAOE YyR KSfLISR G2 RST
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M. ChamberlainPax Britannicapp. 4041.

Aberdeen to Aston, 23 September 1842; Jones Palg,Spanish Marriagep. 57.

57 Aberdeen to Gordon, 16 Octob&843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43211ii/342.
%8 Manners, House of Commons, Hansard, Ixxiii, 27 February 1844, col. 335.
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domestic and foreign objectives to pmwe, the government could do without
distraction in Spain.

The agreement at Eu was the logical outcome of such a policy. It is telling
that Henry Bulwer, who had by now replaced Aston as British Minister in Madrid,
YR 06SOFYS 2yS 27 iitics SINRtSrSIije Qsuppditéd NiieK S & G
encouragement of Spanish Bourbon pretensions in the wake of the mefing.
Bulwer would contend in his memoirs that the agreement restricted Spanish
OK2AO0OSY KS 4NRGS 2F WOGKS Y2yaiehdRedmia LINS (i S
YSYOSNI 2F (GKS *°2BaNKs?a serfirmevtAdn awhich current
KAaG2NR23INF LIKAOIET O2yaSyadza NBadasz o6 dz
adzLILIR2 NI F2NJ ! 0 SNRSSyQa Lkt AOeod . dzf SN &
tranquillity permanently established in [Spain], it will only be attained by a
reference to permanent principles, founded on the National charactexrhich
though apparently lost in party squabbles and petty intrigues, always ultimately
dominatesq and notontheY SNB LI 4aA 2y a | y® Bulget Hade 2 7F
aKIFNSR | 0S NIRmSpégrepactivé theh AitNGe later argued that the
. 2dz2ND2yaA SSNEBRWAAFRIA2NE 8 SOANA Y3 GKS KI LI
YR AYyOlFLIoftS 27F WYalsaycng diintefests ai tKeSSpdrisih RS |
y I G 2’2 ¥i ¢h@ months after the meeting at Eu, however, his correspondence
NEGSEFta | &dzLJLl2 NI F2N) ! 6SNRSSyQa LRtAOe
20280GA2yQ (2 % 2dNb2y OF YRARI (dz2NB o

A focus on the Ingterm perspective at Eu, and the consequent delay in a
resolution, was not only supported in Britainlt was also useful to the Queen
Dowager in Spain, whose role in Spanish stability was vital. Cristina held grievances
against all of the candidatesder apparently changeable position on the marriage

guestion displayed shrewd judgment regarding her own political influence: the

%9 ChamberlainAberdeen p. 383.

4% Bulwer, The Life of Henry John Tempike p. 211.

" Bulwer to Aberdeen, 21 January 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/21/18c.

472 Bulwer, The Life of Henry John Tempik p. 212.

"3 Bulwer to Aberdeen, 21 January 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/21/18a. See also Bulwer to
Aberdeen, 7 January 1844, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/21/7.
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prolonging of the marriage issue retained her position of pof{érThis is another

aspect misjudged by Jones Parry, who thoutftat Cristina wouldi K N2 dzZ3 K Wi K
T2A0ftSa | yR Ay 02 ysuppartivdigheverScandi¢ae had éeh 4 SEQ
suggested to her by an advisEr. ¢ KA a | d8aS3aYSyid 26SR Y2NE
prejudices than serious historical analysis.

Events gathered pa&clate in 1845 when Aberdeen and Guizot met once
Y2NBE 4 GKS / KFEGSFdz RQ9dz 42 RA&aOdzaa | F1
Aberdeen approving what has been deemed a controversial agreement. Aberdeen
GNRGS G2 tSStY W2AiAlK NBrdLSUSPhilipp’] batrKk S Ly
declared in the most positive manner, that until [Isabella] was margad had
children they should consider the Infanta precisely as her sister, and that any
YENNAF3IS gAGK | CNBYOK tNAYyOS “B2tdf R 6 S
marriage of the Infanta had developed into the more significant question as she got
older, because inbreeding within the Spanish Royal family had afflicted Isabella with
physical weaknesdchthyosis and obesity also combined to create doubt altbet
willingness of potential consorts to consummate a marriage with her.

l 5 SNRSSY |yR DdaAT2G0Qa F3aNBSYSyid o1 a |
double marriage for the sisters. The possibility of a childless marriage for Isabella
raised the prospect ofr&nce securing longer term influence in the affairs of Spain
by marrying a French Prince to the Infanta, which was not disallowed by any
existing agreement. Delaying the marriage of the Infanta allowed time for
reconsideration of any difficulties that ntig arise from a childless marriage or
LaroStftlrQa SINI& RSIHGKO® t St (GK2dAKI GK
G2 RAS | FGSNI GKS O0ANIK 2F 2yS OKAfR wX6
unlikely in the context of Spanish monarchicatdig*”’ 1 S F RRSR GKIF G Wl

*"* In recent British historiography, there has been a reconsideration of the role of aristocratic

women, bdh independently and in relation to the careers of their husbands. An Erghgjuage

assessment of Queen Cristina would be a welcome addition to work such as: K. Reynolds,
Aristocratic Women and Political Society in Victorian Brif@mnford, 1998); KGleadle and S.
RichardsonWomen in British Politics, 17d@60: The Power of the Petticoftondon, 2000); E.

Chalus,Elite Women in English Political Life c. 273806 hET2NRZ HAanapOT Wo 51 @S
Floor: Mary Derby, the Fifteenth Earl and thiberals, 18781y y H Q> A Yy Oohservalist] & 0 SR«
and British Foreign Policy, 182020: The Derbys and Their Wq(lldndon, 2011), pp. 16888.

™ Jones ParryThe Spanish Marriagep. 171.

“7° Aberdeen to Peel, 8 September 1845, Aberdeen Papers, BLIMS#3064322.

“""peel to Aberdeen, 8 Septemb®B45, Peel Papers, BL, Add. 40855148.
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of marriage or a conditional promise of marriage is a transaction of a very peculiar
VI GdzNB "Ry RESERPNDIz0 G | 62dzi ! 6 SNRSSYyQa LI2f AC
made elsewhere that divisions were growing within Conative ranks*’

Aberdeen was aware of the implications of the agreement but was more
concerned that the brakes had once more been applied on the topic after rumours
of a proposed double marriage had emerged from Spain. The Foreign Secretary
wanted to supprss the issue once more; the rumours came at a time of continuing
A2OSNYYSyYy Gt AaGNATS Ay {LIAYyS SKAES . NA
advanced stage, with all its attendant political difficulties. Governmental changes
in Spain wuld imperil am undermine any attempt at an agreement, and in the
t SStAGS lylfearas . NARGFEAYQa S@Syddzat | R2
QdzNR LISFY | FFI ANBO® t SSt NBIA&AGSNBR |j dzSNA
Foreign Secretary had considerediitgplications: he saw no reason to try and alter

it or block it. The Prime Minister intervened only to ensure that the agreement
NEYIAYSR O2yFARSY(GAlLfY KS RSYASR ! 6SNRS

da™y

insure against French countermovement.

Despiteclaims to the contrary, the 1845 agreement remained consistent
GAGK | 0SNRSSyYyQa AyaralsSy®Spanyasktildregtoa K T N
OK22a&aS LaloStflQa O2yaz2Nlx gKAfAadG Lal oSt
not force the Infanta intaa union with a son of Louis Philippe, it only reintroduced
members of French royalty as potential candidaites later, contingent situation
l 9SNRSSyQa RAaOdzaaAz2y 2F t NAYOS [S2LRftF
agreement has given rise to accusasanof continuing inconsistency and hypocrisy,
but no agreement had outlawed a Sa&eburg marriagé®" Aberdeen avoided
LINEY2GA2Y 2F (0KS t NAyOSQa Ol yYRARLF GdzNB |y
well favour a Sax€oburg. Guizot knew, however, that thieesigth of theentente

meant that Britain would not actively support ofi&.

" |bid.,

7 Bullen,Palmerston, Guizot and the Collapse of the Entente Coygiade.

%0 Chamberlain Aberdeen p. 384; J. HalEngland and the Orleans Monarctiyordon, 1912), p.
347; Jones Parrffhe Spanish Marriagep. 332.

81 ChamberlainAberdeen p. 384.

¥ Guizot, The Last Dayp. 121.
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t I NOAOdzE I NJ LINPoOf SYa y-&ctive milNsteais Spairh, 0 K . N
{ANJ | SYNE . dzf 6 SN® tKS /2yaSNBIFIGAOSAQ LR
objectives in mind amidst the signs of local intrigue. The Conservatives still wanted
to appearuninterested in the marriage question by offering only detached friendly
counsel, in order that the issue could be better resolved in the future. Although
this approach offered others the freedom of manoeuvre, the policy was deemed to
be safeguarded by b the ententeand the general Spanish preference for Isabella
to marry a Spanish Bourbon. Those such as Jones Parry have disagreed: Bulwer,
they argue, was placed in an impossible position whereby he was faced with
evidence of French intrigue in the mege question but requested not to act
against it, with France trampling over his personal and British national pré&fige.
¢CKS [/ 2YyaSNDIFIAZSaQ LRfAOEY K28SOSNE oI &
Jones Parry allowed for, and it did not concern ftsgth the temporary prize of
prestige.

Bulwer was unconvinced by Conservative poliéys 1846 progressed, he

grew ever more frustrated with Aberdeen and with France:

England would support Spain in an independent choice, but it did not clearly

say soand | knew Lord Aberdeen would not like me to say so. On the other

hand, to leave it to be understood that the Spanish Government had no

resource but to submit to the hard fate that the pride and family interest of a

neighbouring potentate prepared for he would expose me equally to

OSy adzNB @ ¢CKS FTFFFAN 614 Y2NB O2YLX AOFGSR
Coburg Princé*

. dzf SNREA yy2elyO0S gA0GK ! 9SNRSSY RSNAGSR
decision for Spain would involve its selection bE tPrince of Sax€oburg for
LaloStflFrQa KIFIYyRZ FyYyR .dzZ 6SNRa O2y@AQGAZ2Y
frustration at being forced to watch France conspire against this gained the

sympathy of Jones Parry and others who accepted that France mgaged in

483
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Jones ParryThe Spanish Marriagep. 289.
Bulwer, The Life of Henry John Tempig p. 2212.
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LINS&dadz2NAYy3d {LIAYS FYyR K2 NBIINRSR !
exhibiting a dangerous inertf&>

Saxe/ 20 dzZNHQa Ol YRARFGdzZNBI K26SOSNE 41 a
Aberdeen recognised; international circumstances were more complex Budwer
Ffft26SR F2N ¢CKS FILO0G GKFG [S2L1RfRQA ol
gave the French understandable concern about the increasing influence of a rival
w2elf 12dzaS 2y AdGa R22NREGSLIY ' 6SNRSSyYy 4N
iNnSp AYyT o6dzi L R2 y20 0StAS@OS GKIFIG [2dzhia t
gl a Ww2062S00A2Yy L 6% Aberdeeyl diRnbtikuieNalit ThélPrideg Bfa ©
Saxe/ 20 dzZNAHQ&a OF YRARI GdzNBX o6dzi GNASR G2 ai
Neithercouldh i 0SS SadGlroftAakKSR O(GKIFIG [S2LRtR 41 a
Spanish governmental strife continuing apace, there was not an eligible bachelor in
Europe without support from one quarter or another.

Bulwer could not tolerate his instructions to memn and report on affairs in
Spain, preferring a more proactive policy in defence of British interests, and in 1846
he delivered a letter from Queen Cristina to the Duke of Sa2skurg requesting
[ S21L12ftRQa KIYR F2NJ Lal oS¢t fidn®f the §gadish LI | v
Ministry and working behind the scenes in order to bypass the rest of Europe. Keen
G2 YIFIAYydFrAy | RS3INBS 2F 2LSyySaa |yR S
l 9SNRSSY>S gAGK (KS adzZLJL2 NI 2F 0 KGizot NRA G A & |
and disavowed them, lest the desired consequences of the plot should come to

pass. Bulwer recalled this series of events:

L Y o02dzyR G2 aleésx aArAyOS Al adzoaSldzsSyift
RAFTTFAOMzZ GASas GKFG [ 2NR juncuBeNFéughy Qa 02 YL
dictated, no doubt, by the most honourable motives, had a mischievous effect
on future transactions; for it was pleaded subsequently by King Louis Philippe
as a reason for declaring that we had bound ourselves to support the Bourbon

alliance; whilst it persuaded the Spanish Government and Court that no solid

“% Jones ParryTheSpanish Marriagesp. 289.

“% Aberdeen to Bulwer, 25 October 1845, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/14/23a.
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reliance could be placed upon any assertions we made as to our perfect

independence on the subjett’

' 9 SNRSSyQa aitulyOS 2y .dAZ gSNRa I O0GAzya
the entente and, in doing so, to avoid catalysing conflict in Spain. Leopold might
well be the candidate Spain ended up choosing and it would be an acceptable
OK2A0S F2NJ . NAGIAYX o0dzi ' 9SNRSSy NB3IAFN
candidature as inflammatory anzbunterproductive, as he explained to the Queen:
WLO Aa @OSNB LIRaaArotsS GKIFEG GKS YEFENNAREFEIS
solution of the question, but Lord Aberdeen is convinced that this alliance could
only be rendered at all acceptable to Frary the apparent indifference of Great
. NABF Ay o0

DdzAT 20 YAIKG Ot LAY GKIG . dAf 6SNRE | OGA
continue to profess that the conclusion of the marriage should be left to time, but it
was no coincidence that his protestatiomgainst increased intervention in the
{ LI yrAaK &dz00Saairzy o6SOI YS*SQnideed hegourde | T3S
2F DdzAl 20Q& RSOfAYyAYy3a LI GASYOS Ay { LI AY
Henry Bulwer had not simply given his approbation totepsof the Spanish
government to propose at Lisbon the marriage of Queen Isabella with Prince
Leopold of Coburg; he had known and directed this step in all its details and at
SHSNE MHRGlI yOSoQ

t SNKI LA DdzAT 204 SEF 3IISNI SR inickdsr toA Y LI2 NJi
justify a greater level of action in Spain. Bulwer had long warned of increased
CNEYOK AYUNARIdzS Ay (KS &dz00Saarzy AaadsSy
difficult not to suppose that something clandestine is going on which at the
Tl @2dz2NI 6t S Y2 YSyH By May (826 Bulder Rr&exo AbbiEeBnd Q
2F AYONBFraAy3a FNHZEGNI A2y S6AGK CNBYOK O
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Bulwer, The Life of Henry John Temyple pp. 2267; Jones Parryfhe Spanish Marriagepp. 280

Aberdeen to Queen Victoria, 18 May 1846, Gordath }(&Selections from the Correspondence of
the Earl of Aberdeevii(a), p. 211.

%9 Guizot, The Last Daypp. 2367; Cowley to Aberdeen, 6 April 1846, TNA, FO 519/63/6.

Y Guizot, The Last Daygp. 2367.

“*IBulwer to Aberdeen, 30 October 1845, Bulwer RapblRO, BUL 1/26/12a.
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much fear, my dear Lord Aberdeen, that | have said so much already on this
selection that | shall ®ary you by returning to the question. But | persuade myself

that | cannot yet have expressed myself clearly with respect to it, because | think
GKFG AF L KFER L aK2dzZ R KI9& wadimbiNkadR O2 y !
likely that his French countpart Bresson was intriguing and helping to draw
Bulwer into a rivalry that was far more toxic that that between Lyons and Piscatory,
2N t NAGOKINR |yR 5Q! dzoAdyesr gK¥BKhakwl & &
SEFNIASNI 61 NYSR . dzf 6SNJ GKIG wL Olyy2id K
@2dzNESE T AYLISNOSLIiAofte (G2 0S8 Ay¥t#SyOSR

Aberdeen nevertheless thought that the French Minister had crossed the line in his

v N

encouragement of a marriage of either Cadiz or Trapani with Isabella and the Duc
de Montpensier with the Infanta.

But French intrigues and ambitions did not alter the fundamentals of
l 9SNRSSYyQa LRtAOCEd ¢KS C2NBAIY HeR®aSNB (I NE
would come to nothing as long as Guizot remained in power; their personal
friendship and the spirit of thententewould provide insurance against excitable
ministers. Aberdeen also intimated that war would result from any serious French
retraction from its agreements with Britain; as in Morocco, the Foreign Secretary
did not place blind faith in thentente*®®

It could nonetheless be argued that Aberdeen was storing up problems for
his successor by failing to suggest a positive solution to thetigmesf the Spanish
marriages. The Foreign Secretary was relying upon a connection with Guizot that
the Frenchman was thought by some to honour only while awaiting the opportunity
to pursue French influence when the Conservative government fell. Butéber
believed that a pragmatic policy in Spain provided the best option for Britain: it also
accorded with the traditional Conservative reluctance to act in foreign affairs that
GSNBE y20 RSSYSR AYYSRAIFIGSte& (GKNBlIneSyAy3Io
O2yFEt AOGSR GAGK . dzAf 6SNN& RSOfAYyAYy3I LI GA

*2Bulwer to Aberdeen, 19 May 1846, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/26/28a.

“S\Wellesley (ed.)The Diary and Correspondence of Lord Cowle$59: 16 April 1844.

9 Aberdeen to Bulwer, 28 May 1846, Bulwer Papers, NRO, BUL 1/24/33a.
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l 9SNRSSYyQa O2y@A0GA2Y GKIFIG GKS YIFNNRIFIAS
peace and prosperity than in one of conflict and discontent.

As regards the personal natiof the ententewith Guizot, the spirit of the
entente could have continued into the tenure of his successor and cooperation
YSSR y2i KI@S SYRSR Ay {LIAYyS>X odzi tFfYSN
expect the sort of relationship he had sharedhwAberdeen. Palmerston had spent
l 9SNRSSyQa @SIFINR Ay 2FFAOS FddalrO1lAy3a o2
French and despite his belated tour of France, intended to assuage French fears of
his intentions, the damage had already been dételt mug also be remembered
GKFG GKS LISNE2Y LI fentghte HadzMIPpart déen re@SivdREHEy Yy Q a
the cross/ KI yy St K2adAtAade (2 o6KAOK GKS G2yS
contributed. Aberdeen was in an unenviable position: he would be conddrfore
failure to obtain a binding agreemerftvhich he did not want anywayglthough
this was unobtainable because of the state of Ardgtench relations bequeathed
him by the very people who condemned him.

Historians have regarded the fall of the Conséme government as the
point at which Guizot began to intrigue openly for a conclusion of marriages
between Cadiz and Isabella, and the Duc de Montpensier and the Infanta, which
was what ultimately transpired in 1846. Lucille Iremonger argued that Guiast
unconcerned about his agreement with Aberdeen and continued to pursue his ends
but, now, to do this publiclf® w2 3SNJ . dzf f Sy &dz33SaGSR YdzO
GK2dza3Ki GKIFG tFfYSNRG2Y &aK2dzZ R aK%®6 KAY
Guizot had beguto drop hints to Bresson about the possibility of increased action
OKNRdzZAK2dzi myncX odzi tlFfYSNBRiI2YyQa | 00Saa

reaction to it, in a letter to Bresson, was telling:

I will not be the person to hand Spain over to Lord Pasto®. You will,
undoubtedly, make use of his accession to office, to act on Queen Christina
YR KSNJ Kdzaol yR wX6 L KIFIgS GKAa | RGFydal 38

PC2NI Iy O0O02dzydt 2F GKS 022t NBOSLITheldst BaFppt | £ Y S NA |
2546.
a9 Iremonger,Aberdeenp. 155.

9% Bullen,Palmerston, Guizot, and the Collapse of the Entente CorgiaB36.
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coldness or difficulty occurred between us and London, it would be to him and
not me that the fault would be universally imputed in France and England. |

have told this to myself within the last three montf{8.

Guizot had clearly been contemplating the opportunity to,dmtt pressing ahead
with the candidatures of Cadiz and Montpensiersmqarompted by the return of
t-f YSNARG2Y S FyR Fff GKS FSIFN G4KIFaG KS
approach might be exaggerated as a reason for French action, but the incoming

Foreign Secretary had created an aura for himself that encouraged this.

t I f YSNAG2Y Qa O2dz2NIAy3 2F Lzt A0 2LIAYAZ2Y

wonders for his domestic popularity but, in an international context, the tendency
to accompany astute diplomatic manoeuvring with an offensive tone could prove
damaging: hewas now reaping the harvest of the seeds sown in the Ottoman

Empire and on the opposition benches.

DdzA T 23 Q&8 NBIFOGA2zYy (2 tFfYSNBRlG2Y Aaz

gSEH1ySaa 2 Fntentg SR Bz6tyvBsiabsolved from commitments to

Britain once Aberdeen departed. Recently, Laurence Guymer has supported this

criticism with the suggestion that Aberdeen placed too much value in the

cultivation of close personal relationships and allowed British interests to suffer as a
500

result>” Aberdeen wasware of the imperfections in the nature of his relationship

with Guizot and discussed these in a letter to Peel, responding to the Prime

f

aAyAaidSNRa Ofl AY KI lentdhizasl s@oh askhe Bould 6 | Y R 2

namely, when Palmerston returned to therign Office:

You say that if suspicions existed, explanations ought to have been demanded,
and this was precisely such a case as might prove the value @ntieate

This is unquestionably true; but | fear that tleatente was always in some
measure grsonal, and that little of this confidential communication was to be

expected between men who mutually disliked and distrusted each offier.

9 Guizot to Bresson, 5 July 1846, Guiddte Last Daypp. 26061.

O d D2 YSNE We¢KS 28SRRAY3I tflyySNAEY [2NR !0
1841-m y n RigbMacy and Statecrafkxi, 2010, p. 569.

% Aberdeen to Peel, 1 December 1846, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43065/251.
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The fact that Guizot felt obliged to Aberdeen because of their personal
relationship showed the strength of arentente that was formed when
circumstances had seemed to make anything officially binding impossible. Besides,
tFf YSNAG2Y Q& &dz00Saarzy LINRPGARSR |y 2Ll
his words and actions DdzA I 2 1 Qa RSOA&A2Y Gdnbirddy Of dzR S
France desired was not set in stogebut, instead, & O2Y FANXSR CNJ y O
t I £ Y S Ndaniirg) gfQeopold as a possible candidate for the hand of Isabella in a
dispatch to Bulwer soon after taking office did not on its own represent gehu
departure from previous practice, although Aberdeen had been more restrained in
RA&aOdzaaArzy 2F [S2L1RfRQa OF YRARY Despt® = 06 dzili
RSOfFNARYy3a K2LIS WiKFd GKS OK2A0S Yl & 7FIff
secure tle happiness of the Queen, and to promote the welfare of the Spanish
YEGA2Yy QX tlFfYSNRG2Y aSSYSR (2 AYLie& GKI
[ S2LRfR ¢2dz R KSf LI Sy% TieRidaiance afNahygidIA y 3 (i
AYOGSNDBSyGA2Y | yNR QFHAYS NBE2 2% [ $ LISt RQa
YSNESR @GAGK KA& |04l -©ngh pligy to codvByR&SY Q&
impression of hostility to existing agreementé.

One of these agreements was a memorandum Guizot sent to Aberdeen in
February statingi K & AF KS FSfid [S2L12fRQa &adz00Saa
press on with his own marriage desigii3. Muriel Chamberlain captured the
O2y OfdzaAz2ya 2F KAaAaU2NR HKSYy &KS gdNROGS Gf
F FGSNI t £ YSNghatd \S@ARZRRDA BAOO0Saarz2y gl a A
with regard to his February memorandum that Aberdeen had never officially
acknowledged. The claim elsewhere that the naming of Leopold represented an
W o6a2ftdziS OKIy3IS 27F 32 ft hdbéh@less rerainOthad | NI &

Palmerston ignored early warnings from Cowley about the perils of suggesting

2t £ YSNRBRG2Y (G2 . df 6SNE Mdp Wdz & myncs 1 /tts W{L}Y
503 |}4:
Ibid.
 Ibid.,
°% ChamberlainAberdeen p. 383; GuizofThe Last Daypp. 228231.
%% jarnac to Aberdeen, 6 September 1846, Gordon (&elgctions from the Correspdence of the
Earl of Aberdeenvii(a), p. 323.
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[ S2LR2fTRE YR GKA& YSIyld GKFEG GKS CNByOK
the prism of confrontation that he had creatétf’

Even without any memoratum it would have seemed sensible for
Palmerston to establish diplomatic intercourse with Paris before showing a
controversial dispatch to Jarnac, for this course of action hardly equated to the
transparency of action that Aberdeen had employed in direxitact with Guizot,
which Palmerston professed to want to continue. All it did was fuel the fires of
CNBYOK |3AGLFGA2Y YR S@Sy tltYSNRlO2YQa |
dzy RSNE Gl YR 6KeéQ tlfYSNBRG2Y KIR &K2gy WI NJ

Historianst¢ R (2 O2y Of dzZRS GKIF G t I €t YSNERG2Y QA&
in which Aberdeen left Spanish affairs. Roger Bullen suggested that Aberdeen
misinformed the incoming Foreign Secretary and, by failing to provide full
information on the existing state of affa, handed Palmerston an impossible
task® Trying to press ahead with some sort of positive policy was deemed
sensible in this context® But cooperation with France had not ended and it seems
illogical to charge Aberdeen with the consequences of hiOsid & 2 NRa | OG A
2 KSYy tFfYSNRl2Y (G221 2FFAOST tNRAYyOS ! {06
FddlrO0la Ww! 0SNRSSyYy6 YSlkya y2¢ G2 aKz2g tl|
NEFRAYySaa G2 Faarald KAY Ay SOSNE enl & KS
l 8E8SNISR GKFG WKS KIFERMSELIX I AYSR GKS &Aidz

It is unlikely that Aberdeen would have said anything different, but there is a
significant corpus of evidence to suggest that his protestations were genuine. The
Broadlands Papers contain a nuemnbof letters from Aberdeen that demonstrate
the importance he invested in ensuring that Palmerston was fully informed about
all aspects of British foreign policy. One offered intelligence on a mission in Japan
because Aberdeen feared that the Britishgigé Ay @2t SR WYl & y2i

%7 Chamberlain, Aberdeelt LJ® oypT [/ 2¢6fS& G2 t+FtYSNRG2YS wmo
/| 2NNBaLR2YyRSYyOSQ omynt103X ftEAEZ TpykK (o
% Bulwer, The Life of Henry John Tempii p. 228.
9 Bullen,Palmerston, Guizot, ahthe Collapse of the Entente Cordjgie59.
510 |}
Ibid, p. 91.
> Prince Albert Memorandum of 6 July 1846, Benson and Esher Téeé.),etters of Queen Victoria
i, p. 86; ChamberlaiAberdeenp. 386.
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Tdzf £ @ Ay KA& LIIZS tAnothér ofieradi Falthersioh a hdmitieOdt S & Q ©
private letters relating to Angldmerican affairs that Aberdeen felt crucial to
continuing cooperatioi™® The later transfer of power ding the Crimean war also
al g ' 0SNRSSYy ONBRAGSR F2NJ waSySNerairde Iy
KAY F2NJ we2dzNJ KFyRaA2YS O2yRdzOG> FyR F2NJ
NEFSNNAY I (G2 SYRdNAYyI Wl aaradlyosSQo

Charles Greville offered moevidence of such assistance, recording part of

a conversation between Aberdeen and Palmerston in 1846:

[ 2NR ! 6SNRSSYY a2KSy L OFYS AyiGz2z 2FFAOS ¥

back again and turn me out, and you accordingly attacked me in every way you

O2dzZ R a4 @2dz KFR | LISNFSOG NRIKG (2 R2o
am therefore come to tell you that | am ready to give you every information

that may be of use to you, and every assistance | can. | have been so long in

office that thereare many matters of interest, on which it may be of great use

to you to receive information from me; and if you will ask me any questions, |

will tell you all I can that you may desire to know, and everything that occurs

02 So¢

Bullen argued that the prate and direct nature of communication between
Aberdeen and Guizot complicated matters still further, by sending the records of
policies into private collectionrd® Yet, in addition to the above evidence, Vernon
Puryear has shown that Aberdeen was asHooming with private correspondence
relating to Russian affairs as he was with those relating to Afginch relations?’
Aberdeen gave his successor gibng that was felt necessary teerve British
interests ¢ including private documents. It is highunlikely that Palmerston was
unfamiliar with the state of the Spanish marriages issue. But if it is nonetheless

accepted that Aberdeen did not provide Palmerston with the necessary information

*2 Aberdeen to Palmerston, 25 August 1846, The Broadidapers, USL, GC/AB/286.

°1% Aberdeen to Palmerston, 27 October 184id, GC/AB/287.

*14 Aberdeen to Lady Haddo, 7 February 1855, Gordon (8elgctions from the Correspondence of
the Earl of Aberdeexii: 185560, pp. 2930; Palmerston to Aberdeen, 12ruary 1855]bid, p. 40.
*1°Entry from 14 July 1846, quoted in Brovizglmerston p. 278.

*®Bullen,Palmerston, Guizot, and the Collapse of the Entente Corgialé&971.

AV PuryearEngland, Russia, and the Straits Question 1B386(California, 1931), pp. 143
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or that he had left Spanish affairs in a mess, then it sestrange that Palmerston
acted against the clear advice he was given by Cowley, and did not try to establish
the facts by correspondence with Guizot. It seems far more probable that
Palmerston was welhformed but proceeded with affairs in his own idypgratic

way.

The double marriage of Isabella to Cadiz and the Infanta to the Duke of
a2yldLISYyaArSN gl a 02y Of dzZRSR SIFNIe Ay {SLI
move being solely a Spanish venture was disingenuous, but there was little to
support some othe Francophobic responses, which suggested that Spain found the
marriage abhorrent and that France was revealing its real intentions, having long
left Britain in the dark™® . dzft 6 SNDR&a RAAaLI §OKSaz ol asSR
AYTF2NXYIEGAZ2Y | YyERNBR2VWRSOSA&BNBIDSOR BII RA & 3 NX:
concerns™® ¢ KS { LI yAaK LIS2LXS 6SNB (GK2dAKG G2
masses look upon the event that has taken place as a sort of betrayal of the
vdzSSyQa I yR (K $°pThdiptedsyn@shoudhtytd i Migamst thed Q
YENNRIFISY . dzZf 6SNI NBEFSNBYOSR EBRBamhfonet £ LI L
ExpectadarEl Eco del Comercamd El Esp#iol.®** The Spanish government was
also thought to be united in feeling that they had been forced into the marriage

combination by the French. In summary:

At midnight was consummated this important act, consigning a young Queen
of sixteen for the rest of herfé to a husband by whom, it was said but a

month ago, that she was not likely to have children, and marrying the Royal
Sister, in better health and with fairer prospects, to the son of the Monarch of

[France], which has so long domineered over [Sp&in].

But all of this ignored political realities and exaggerated Spanish hostility.
The Spanish people had lined the streets of Madrid to celebrate the royal wedding

of their own free will. No section of the Press had anything to gain by supporting

*18 Guizot, The Last Daypp. 2918.

> Bulwer to Palmerston, 2 September 1846, TNA, FO 72/699/100.
> Bulwer to Palmerston, 8 September 1846, TNA, FO 72/699/106.
*2LBulwer to Palmerston, 11 September 1846, TNA, FO 72/699/108.
*22Bylwer to Palmerston, 2 September 1846, TNA, FO 72/699/100.
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the marrigge: Progressistgpapers attacked theMloderado marriage solution to
achieve editorial capital antModerado papers were never going to support any
marriage combination that diluted the power Moderadoministers by stabilising
0KS NRelIf FHYMRIYED | 0.2dHig SINKIBA {QJ YAEZK 32 FSN
marriage seemed inconsistent with his earlier protestations about its divisidns.
l 5 SNRSSY 4Fa dzyKILILR @gAGK DdzAl 2G6Qa O
after the agreement to marry only Isabella, bttis was for the breach of faith
rather than the nature of the marriage agreement. He wrote to Peel late in

September 1846 that there was nothing

so very objectionable in Louis Philippe desiring to make such a maiftte
Infanta is very rich, and | belie attractive in person; and | am convinced that
the King does not at all desire her accession either to the throne of Spain or
France, but merely looks to her as an eligible wife for his son. | should not be
disposed to resent the marriage, especiallifhathe conditions to which the
French Government will undoubtedly agree; but | confess that | cannot so

easily get over the breach of engagement to Tffe.

With Palmerston looming, French action might be argued to have been
surprisingly moderate. Cadiz himhg been considered by Britain as an acceptable
consort for Isabella and, despite Bulwer changing his opinion of that Duke when
Palmerston returned to office W OSNIFAYy NARAOdzZ S gKAOK |
voice and insignificant manner is by nolmg¢ & F | gBditr ad sbgported
l 5SNRSSY Ay KA&A 2LIAYA2Yya 06STF2NB tlfYSNAG
Britain pursuing a more confrontational line in support of LeopdidThe marriage
of Montpensier to the Infanta was not in the spiat agreements with Britain, but
tFf YSNARAG2YQa fly3da 3S KIFER FfNBFRe& dzyRSN
represented a limited coup for the French and it did not break the Treaty of

Utrecht, as Aberdeen stressed: the crowns of France and Spain remairyechyeh

% 5ee, for example, Bulwer to Aberdeen, 28 February 1846, TNA, FO 72/696/27.
°24 pAberdeen to Peel, 30 September 1846, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43065/223.
°2Bulwer to Palmerston, 16 July 1846JA; FO 72/698/90.



142

separate>?®

As France well knew, Britain would never allow anything like the union
of the French and Spanish crowns, and nor would the Northern Courts.
CNI RAGAZ2Y I f GASsa 2F I 6SNRSSyQa { L)
recalibrated. A coherenttimtegy to prevent any major upset to the balance of
power and thereby protect Angi8panish trade was employed from the first days
in office, when correspondence showed a focus on mercantile enterprise. The
Conservative government was a busingks inditution seeking to reverse the tide
of domestic social degeneration and escalating debt and whilst prosperous trade
helped the balance sheet, conflict did not. A watchful policy in Spain also squared
gAlGK GdKS | 2y aSNDIF GA DS t | Nde@m@di recRessi O | & § S
interventionism on the part of Palmerston and the preceding government.
{OdzFFtSa 0SisSSYy 9aLI NGISNRQA 3I20SNYYS
impulse for intervention, especially given the multitude of factional divisions that, if
Aberdeen had been interested in pursuing an ideological foreign policy, ruled out
the chance to make any definite distinctions of who deserved his support. France
was suspected of involvement in the regional rebellions and it seems certain that
some Frenchmg GSNB Ay @2f OSRI 0 daientelWihSGLURE Sy Q &
helped to ensure that central encouragement was minimal.
Aberdeen employed a consistent approach to the marriage question
whereby he maintained a considered distance from which flashpoints coeld
defused but also from which involvement did not jeopardise an Afgémch
accord that was yielding benefits abroad and at home. British interests could thus
be protected without expense and without the potential for a conflict that would
draw attentions and energies away from domestic affairs. In the Spanish Marriages
question, Aberdeen made agreements with Guizot to promote certain candidates
and to account for certain hypothetical eventualities but these were an extension
of the desire for opennesand Spanish independence rather than proof of
inconsistency or hypocrisy (if we accept that either of these historiographical
charges actually matter). Aberdeen made these agreements to support solutions

that he believed were best for British interestsdaoouched them in language that

%26 Aberdeen to Croker, 25 February 1847, Aberdeen Papers, BL Add. MS 73166/85.
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made clear that alternative marriage combinations remained open, so long as the
Treaty of Utrecht was not contravened.

The lack of French action, despite growing French restlessness over Spanish
affairs, paid testament to th effectiveness of a personantente between
Aberdeen and Guizot. This relationship might have transferred to Palmerston, had
the incoming Foreign Secretary attempted to establish diplomatic intercourse with
his French counterparts, rather than contingim the vein that had made them so
suspicious of his intentions in the first place. Guizot might well have been looking
for a chance to get revenge on Palmerston for his policy during the Eastern crisis,
but that Guizot felt morally bound not to act agat Aberdeen showed the success
of the entente in keeping foreign relations stable. Aberdeen was aware of the
difficulties posed by his investment in a personal Afiglench policy in Spain but,
given his brief of pursuing a quiet yet efficient foreigippin order to allow focus
on domestic issues, it is difficult to see what other arrangement the Foreign

Secretary could have orchestrated.
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Chapter Fivel 6 SNRSSyYy > wdzaaAl I :IThefasterk QueskonNI 1 & a

2 KSNBlIFa . NAGIFAYyQa LRtAOE Ay 2SaiGSNYy 9
with France, the primary concern in the East was relations with Russia, especially
those aspects that concerned the Ottoman Empiré has been written that
Wwdza a Ay W RaNBtAtisytime_hiefly Eoncerned with the fate of the
CdzNJ AAK 9YLIANBQZ | LRftAOE LINB20O0dzZLI GAZ2Y
will primarily consider Anglwdza a Aty NBfIlFGA2ya Ay GKS O
v dzS & §°A Phi§ @ig@stion ¢ a phrase used ashorthand for the debate over the
longevity of the ostensibly ailing Ottoman Empire and its fate upon collagsivas
a problem of enduring importance for British statesmen. The Ottoman Empire
straddled land across which lucrative tradirogites with British India passed and to
have lost access to it would have created enormous strains on mercantile
intercourse. Britain would also have been left with a journey around the Cape of
Good Hope if it was to avoid a vast land detour to respamd trisis in its Indian
colony(the Suez Canal was not opened until 186Bear of a threat to India was in
some minds increased by Russian activity in Persia and French sponsorship of the
rebellious Egyptian leader Mehmet A3f

The fate of the strait€onnecting the Black Sea to the Sea of Marmara and
then to the Aegean Sea provided Aberdeen and other British leaders with a further
geostrategic corderation during the nineteentitentury. If an unfriendly foreign
power were to conquer Constantinoplewvitould gain jurisdiction of the straits and,
therefore, control access to the Black Sea. If that power turned out to be Russia,
which was the most likely potential usurper, there existed the additional problem
that Russia would obtain a route of easy aax@to the Mediterranean Sea via the
Aegean. This would raise a number of obvious concerns if it wished to pursue a
confrontational and/or expansionist policy, in an area where Britain already had a

potential French threat to consider.

*2"\W. ParkerAn Historical Geography of Rusgiandon, 1968), p. 220.

% See D. GillardThe Struggle for Asia 182®14: A Study in British and Russiamperialism
(London, 1977); C. Ingrarm Defence of British India: Great Britain in the Middle East, -1842
(London, 1984).



145

British statesmertook differing approaches to the question of the straits
and the Ottoman Hmpire throughout the nineteenttO Sy i dzNE & t I fYS
suspicion of Russia had initially led him to avoid cooperation over the fate of the
Ottomans, but by the treaty of Unkiar Skes¢ which was signed between Russia
and the Porte on 8 July 1833, it appeared that Russia had gained special privileges
that impinged on Ottoman freedom and British interests in the regfdnDeeming
Russia to desire the breakup of the Ottoman Empire riskep to further its own
territorial designs, Palmerston began to pursue the regeneration of the empire as a
YSIFyad o6& ¢6KAOK (2 NBLISt LISNOSAOSR wdzaaail
mercantile and imperial objectives in so doing. This policy redgul an Angle
Ottoman trade treaty in 1838 and ther®llowed the Straits Convention of 13 July
1841, which concluded the latest RusBarkish conflict and was thought to reverse
Russian maritime advantages that the treaty of Unkiar Skelessi had prdaded
the Dardanelles and the Bosphorti§.

l 9SNRSSyQa ¢gAffAyadySaa G2 O022LISNI IS &
endured throughout his career. Aberdeen spoke in the House of Lords on 16 July
1828 of the necessity of Ottoman existence and of befidRuissian subscription to
GKAE 20aSNBIA2YY WIiKS SEA&(GOfwerd ¢ dzNJ
weight, and of considerable influence in the affairs of Europeas essential to the
preservation of that balance, which it had always been thkcgoof this country to
LINS & SNIS D Q IS O2yUAydzSR GKIFaG AG o1 a
SYiSNIAYySR o0& (RSO LBIFNAERF WHAAKS Q2 N
views can be found in his conservative predilection for the balance of posveeta
out at Vienna, and the belief that British interests were to be found within its
YIAYUuSyllyOSY KS gNRGS GKIFIGO oKFEOGS@SNI GSy
adjustment of which, after yearof blood and toil, the greatdwers of Europe

happily succeeed in effecting, will of necessity mar the perfection of their work,

C2NJ RSGIAET &a8SS8Ss F2NJ SEFYLX ST wo . | | ThalEnglisht | £ YSNA
Historical Revieywliii, 1928.

%% For a summary of international relations at this time see, for example, A. MaléeEastern

Question 1774923 (London, 1996), pp. 20 ¢ ® C2NJ GKS GNBlFiGex asSsS 1/ tt
Great Britain, Austria, France, Prussia, Russia and Tudapeating the Straits of the Dardanelles

FYR 2F GKS . 23LK2NHzaX aA3aySR i [2YyR2y>X WdzZ & mMoX
> Aberdeen, The House of Lords, Hansard, xix, 16 June 1828, col. 1728.
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and, by giving rise to jealousies and apprehensions, may too probably lead to fresh
O2YLX AOFGA2Yy#¥ YR RA&lI &aGSNBR®DQ

What Aberdeen was not prepared to dim assising with the preservation
of the Ottoman empirewas to embark on sweeping commercad social reforms
of a powerthat he regarded as ultimately doomed by its own inadedgesc This
thesis has noted\berdeg/ Qa K 2 & (i A dnd thi® wasi thdolibtedlyl-a Yactor in
his refusato countenance anything other than limited reforms, a view that placed
him in the company of most of the contemporary Conservative Party as well as a
significant portion of wider British societ§’

Reluctance to engage in grandiose schemes in the Ottonmapir& also
originated in practical observations, which were grafted on to religious and social
prejudices. Papers available to the Peel government on the AbDttonan treaty
of 1838 revaled that liberal aspirations foregeneration had met with limited
succesS* wSLI2 NI &a FTNRY . NAGIFAyQa OzyadzZ - dsa |
that despite economic success stories such as in the Dardanelles and around
Adrianople, Ottoman corruption and poor or naxistent implementation of
regulations left areas suchs Alexandria, Erzeroum, Damascus and Smyrna still
suffering. Promises made to improve areas such as Serbia had also remained
unfulfilled since the Treaty of Bucharest in 1812. This inertia did little to persuade
those such as Aberdeen that his views iokvitable Ottoman decay were
misguided®®

¢CKSNE 6SNBE (K2&aS &adzOK +a tlFfYSNaAG2Y
t 2NIST {NIGF2NR / FyyAy3as ¢ KaefertiBglahdNRSR !
contradictory, especially given that they thought limited reforrhad yielded

success™ In a letter to Aberdeen in February 1845, Stratford defended his appeals

°% Aberdeen to Prince Lieven, 6 June 1828, A. Gordon @eldctionsrbm the Correspondence of

the Earl of Aberdeen: Affairs of the Levant, 1828 (London, 1854), p. xvii.

B see, for exampléeThe Liverpool Mercur@4 March 1842.

Il tts W 2NNBaLRYyRSYyOS NBaLSOGAy3a GKS hLISNI GAz2y
Adz3dza 0 mMcX mMyoy OAYy [ 2yiGAydzZ GA2y 2F G4KS tFLISNA tN
418.

Bl tt s We NB I{IKASONR T FaR NB GG y3 G2 { SNDBAIFQ OmMynoos
S C2NI {GNFGF2NRQa SIENIeé OdAdAGe R gngldOkdnan9 I a i SNy
Encounters in the Age of Revolution: The Collected Essays of Allan Cunnindgloachon, 1993), pp.

276-318. For a comprehensive yet quasigiographical account of Stratford and the Eastern
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for regeneration of the Ottoman Empire and questioned the inevitability of its

~

RSOt AySs S@PSy (K2daAK KS aKIFINBR ! 6SNRSSyQ:

Here as elsewhere, theris a tendency, on the whole, towards improvement

WOX8 [/ 2dfR ¢S R2 fSaa o6A0GK2dzi RSUNRYSyYy(d (:
failing in the great duty inseparably attached to Great Powers? If now we have

seemed to do more, has not the exception been anvpdyranted in each case

by the provocation, and generally, | may add, by the success? Do not be
apprehensive of my going too far. | know pretty well with whom | have to

deal. The Turks are no more to be treated like other people, than other

people are b be treated like Turks. With rare exceptions every Turk is more or

less a child. It would be difficult to light a cigar with tharkpof principle and

hono[u]r possessed by the present Governdts.

Aberdeen instructed that reforms were to be made lifsalutely necessary
to the immediate health of the Ottoman Empire, bug did not accept that Islamic
Turkish society could or should be remodelled on the West as Stratford hoped: it
was to be accepted that the Ottoman Empire could not be insured in thgelo
term. Stratford saw that this placed him in the difficult position of striving for the
survival of the Ottoman Empire but not being licensed to take any significant
measures towards this end. He wrote to Aberdeen in June 1844 with his response

to instances of the Turkish authorities torturing Christian subjects:

L Y FT2NDO2RRBRAYI I WRBF2NIK & GKS | @26 SR LIN
adzo02S0Ga 2F GKS {dAGlyéxX FyR L LY G2 @2
through which complaints of hardships persecution should be conveyed to

GKS 1y26fSR3IS 2F t 2NILS>dE l'd GKS &alryYysS GAY
f 2NRaAKALIQA AyaldNdzOdAizya (G2 2FFSNI Ay adzOK
SIENySaitd SEK2NIFGA2Y YR | ROA@®SntBeT | SNJ al 2
SOARSylG AyGSNBadGa 2F GKS t2NISe€T | yR FdzNI

Question, see S. Laioole,The Life of the iBht Honourable Stratford Canning, Viscount Stratford
de Redcliffe, from His Memoirs and Private Official Paevolumes (London, 1888).

*%" Stratford to Aberdeen, 12 February 1845, Gordon (gdorrespondence of the Earl of Aberdeen
vi: 1845, p60.
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2N AyGSNBada 2F 1SN al2SadeqQa adzoneSoda

liberty to assume a more decided tone, and, in pleading their cause, to afford

any Christiarsubjects of the Sultan, whose case may be similar, the benefits of

my arguments and official representations, as in the recent instance of torture.

With these landmarks to guide my course | have endeavoured to befriend the

persecuted without committing HéJ al 2Sai e Qad D2@SNYYSyid 2NJ
AyO2y@SyASy(li NBadzZ §a o6KAOK AlG ol & GKS 2028

avoid>®

{GNI 0F2NRQa FTNHzZAINI GA2Yya 6AGK KAA YAa
2F FT2NBAIYy LRfAOed 2fKASO&/ 2/Fa SWNYH (IS IR A QI
Aberdeen instructed him to pursue did not match with his subscription to the
proselytising and ostensibly civilising liberal values preached by those such as
Palmerston. Aberdeen refused to sanction a mission based orethatues
because the Turks had a dismal record of implementing changes, and because of
the concomitant socigeligious view that the Ottoman Empire would eventually die
a natural death. This eventuality would still present its dangers, buasohany as
if a combination of great @vers was to administer political or military euthanasia
to Turkey: a palliative approach to the Ottoman Empire was seen to avoid a
premature scramble for its spoils, and to allow time for the European powers to try
and make digmatic preparations for the end.

This approach bore the hallmarks of Conservative policy elsewhere, not
leastin Spain, where the calls otrtainmore liberal politicians fomtervention on
behalf of the ailing Espartero administration received shortifsh Given the
| 2y aSNDI G6ABS3aQ R2 K Radd [kt sehsSdi thehOtdzndeniene? vy a
in the affairs offoreign stateswhen they perceived no immediate threat to the
oFrtlryOS 27F LIRgSNI 2NJ (12 TheJOtiomanyg Reie nGt2 Y Y S N,
GNHza GSR FYR S@Sy AT (GUKS wdzaialyaQ Y2@0Sa
they were treated with due caution, but the Conservatives were reluctant to rock

the boat whilst it continued to sail on waters of relative calm.

*% Stratford to Aberdeen, 1 June 1844, LéPeole, The Life of Stratford Canninig p. 99.
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This was not the dd and decisive policy that the country had grown used
to under Palmerston and, indeed, part of the problem for perceptions of
l 5SNRSSyQa LRtAOCe fl& Ay tlftYSNRG2YQa O2
Ottoman Empire as a state that could be k@d by British liberal pnciples and
reform. This was the result of both personal cowersionin relation to the
Ottomansand of strategic considerationsas Turkish regeneratiowas deemed to
provide protection againsexternal encroachment.Palmersto2a O2YyY OSNEA 2 Y
allowed himto court a largelyRussophobe British publicThe idea of protecting
British interests by extending liberal benevolence to Turkey struck a chord with
contemporaries such as Stratford. The idea also influencedrggoes ofa Whig
historiography, whichINBa Sy 4§ SR ! 6 SNRSSy Qa RALX 2YI G4AO
demonstrative of a willingness to leave British interests at the mercy of the’¥sar.

¢CKS /2yaASNBIFIGABSEaQ LI EEtAFGADS | LILINRI C
enduring conflict with Stratford, but it remained the guiding principle for
l 9SNRSSyQa LRtAaAde Ay GKS 9Faid GKNRdIzAK?2d:
objections to perceived Ottoman barbarity would never reach the heights of
Df F RaA0G2ySQa Y2NISt mymyid SA W KBS 5A4NF St AQa
Ottomans was decried as a heartless and uncompromising implementation of
realpolitik, given the Turkish atrocities against their Bulgarian dissentients. In
Df F RaA0G2ySQa NI Gdzt & Aag)yehavidur e deeined 2oRosecsighf R 5 A
of the geostrategic utility of the Ottoman Empire, something Aberdeen did not.
5SALIAGS ' 9SNRSSyQa | LIIINRFOK G2 ¢dzNy Se

engage in rehabilitating reforms, this did not translaté unthinking Turcophobia

(@]]
N

or a concomitant blindness to British interest.

Similarly, a willingness to work with Russia in the East in the 1840s did not
amount to Russophilia. Articles such as that inltheerpool Mercuryn March 1842
suggested that Aberdeen was in fact part of a Tory tradition that embraced the
crowned autocrats of Europe on ideological grounds but, at least in the case of
Aberdeen, this argument does not stand up to scrufiffy.There were practical

reaons for Aberdeen to work with Ts&ticholas and his willingness to do so was

*¥ Eor detail on Whig historiography, see chapter 1.

*0The Liverpool Mercur March 1842.
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encouraged by his time ithe Wellington government of 1828830 which had

contained others who regarded the Tsar as someone with whom productive

diplomacy could take plac&' At that time, the British ambassador to Russia,

Baron Heytesburyhad advised that Nicholas | was someone with whom Britain

O2dzZ R 62N]Y WL KI@S aSSy wbAOK2fl ae yz2i

business, but in those more unguarded momentsewldoing the honours of his

table; and not a word has dropped from him but what was marked by a candour

and goodfeeling as far removed from the sentiments which some people would

I G G NR 0 dzffSHeyteBburi We¥it®@d¥ar as to say of Nicholas in theenafikhe

Treaty of Adrianople, which concluded the Ru3swmkish war of 1828Y Wl a 2 ¢

LINS2dzRAOSE IINB GAGK RAFTFAOdMA G& yR 06dzi

progress, and we must be prepared, everlong, to see the Emperor of Russia assume

they 2 St OKI NI OGSNF2F FNASYRQ IyR WIHtteQo
There is also cause to question the extreme views of Russia held in some

liberal circlesviews that might lead toeluctance to work with the TsarNicholas

was undoubtedly a staunch conservative who couldtiates treat democratic

measures as tantamount to sedition, but he was not an uncompromising and

Tk

\\¢

maniacal tyrant* . NHzOS [Ay O2fy KIR (GKA&a G2 &l é

government:

One often reads of the intellectual oppression, the tyranny, the arhiess
which made such a deep impact on the lives of some. This is, perhaps, partly

the result of an overemphasis upon the Russian radical movement by both

{20ASG FTYyR 2Sa0SNYy aoOKz2fl NEX F2NJ YdzOK aid

> For background on the career of Tsar Nicholas see, for example, Grunwald and B. Patmore

(trans.),Tsar Nicholas(London, 1954); W. Bruce Lincolicholas |: Emperor and Autocrat of All the
RussiaglLondon, 1978).

> Heytesbury to Aberdeen, 19 August 1828, Gordon (&k)ections from the Correspondence of

the Eat of Aberdeeni, p. 41.

%43 Heytesbury to Aberdeen, 30 September 188, p. 427.

*For a survey of the cultural background of Russian politics under Nicholas and other leaders see,
for example, J. Billingtoffhe Icon and the Axe: An Interpretive Higtof Russian Cultui@&ew York,

1970). For commentary on the intellectual underpinnings of Russian political thought across the
nineteenth century and beyond see, for example, L. Schatatjonalism and Nationalism in
Russian NineteentZentury PoliticaThought(Yale, 1967); M. RaefRussian Intellectual History: An
Anthology(New York, 1966); M. Wreithe Western Impact upon Tsarist Ru¢§hicago, 1971). For
KAad2NROI f FylFteara 2F bAOKAfHIstarRof RussveSxbrd, 3" a1 NE
edition, 1993), pp. 32340;Russian Identities: A Historical Sur@yford, 2005), pp. 13066.
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dissident intellectuals dimg these years, and many of the memoir and diary
accounts published and translated into Western languages have been those of

intellectuals who suffered intesely under the Nicholas systet.

Whilst Nicholas was not an autocrat on the scale of some Russsas, he
NEYIFAYSR I FASNOS LI GNA2G YR I RAFTFAOA
willingness to work with Russia did not overlook this consideration and Aberdeen
exercised due caution in his dealings with Nicholas. As elsewhere in Eandpe
dealings with America, public professions of reciprocal good intention were backed
dzL) A OK O2yUGAYydzZAiy 3 LINAGFGS GAIAf L YyOSo
IJ2PSNYYSYyil 6KSy | SeiSaodaNEQa |F2NBYSyYydA
response: NDK2f I aQ Lzt AO YS&aal3aS 2F Ydzidzrt O
probing Russian diplomatists on the realities of Russian cabinet politics. Of public
AGSNIGA2ya 2F 3J22ReAff= 1 6SNRSSy 02YYSyl
these assurances undbtedly are, it cannot be denied that they are also vague and
dzy’ O S N Hisytypeof thought process is an obvious necessity for a Foreign
Secretary but, given the accusations of unthinking Russophilia that are directed at
Aberdeen in later dealings thi Russia, his considered and wary approach is worth
highlighting.

bAOK2tl 4aQ wdzaAiAl Ay GKS wmynna LINPOSR
could work with, if treated with the caution necessary in Great Power politics.
Despite natural competition betwee the powerful states and differences of
SYLKFIaArAasz . NARGIAY YR wdzail Qa 202SO0A QDS

NAGEFEAYQa [/ 2yaSNBIGAGBS 3I20SNYYSyld Syoral
which disturbances in the Ottoman Empire and elseighén Asia were to be
defused by diplomatic cooperation rather than political posturifig.Any external
interference in Turkey was to be avoided as long as trade remained uninterrupted
and the Ottomans fulfilled their commercial obligations. When it labkke this

might not be the case, such as in 1844 when stalled negotiations between Turkey

545
546

Bruce LincolnNicholas ,Ip. 151.

Aberdeen to Heytesbury, 6 August 1829, Gordon (&k)ections from the Correspondence of the
Earl of Aberden i, p. 333.

> Aberdeen to Stratford, 31 July 1844, TNA, FO 181/187/124.
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and Russia resulted in disruptions to British trade, Aberdeen stiffened the language
of his private correspondence in an attempt to show other powers that open
diplomatic cooperation was backed up by firm resolution in defence of British
interests>*® It was a tactic used in other international engagements in order to
circumvent the antagonism engendered by public criticisms.

Russia also wanted the Ottoman Empire tovéve because she regarded it
as weak and pliable, a situation far more appealing than the alternative power
vacuum. Russia preferred to have the relatively stable, predictable and malleable
Ottomans as neighbours rather than the host of aggrieved anthpading
nationalities that would be released by Turkish dissolution. Russia fought the
Ottoman Empire on numerous occasions but whilst the peace treaties that followed
provided for Russian gains, these did not threaten the fabric of Turkish power:
Russiagenerally showed a degree of restraint commensurate with its geopolitical
endorsement of Turkish territorial (if not administrative) integrity. Not all historians
agree with this conclusion, but it is significant that the majority of those with access
to the Russian archives have supported the idea of Russian restraint, at lehst in t
first half of the nineteentkcentury>*°

Central Asia was one area in which Aberdeen and the Conservative
government were able to work with Russia to ensure the Ottoman Efpire
stability. The Peel government inherited wars in Afghanistan and China from the
Whigs and Aberdeesought conclusions to themhelieving that tranquillityg of
gKAOK wdzaail gl & (K2 dzBektior Brigsh iat€est¥NB I € & F
this appoach Palmerston saw weakness and naivety: he thought that under

Aberdeen, Britain would need

some less timid power who may kindly be disposed to take us under its
LINE0SOGA2Y wX8 b2 R2dzmi FT2N @lfdzrofS O2ya

dear friend he Czar to take us under his wing, and his Conditions would

**® Aberdeen to Bloomfield, 26 March 1844, TNA, FO 181/185/13.

> For two contrasting views see, for example, E. Thaderssia since 1801: The Making of a New
Society(London, 1971)pp. 148mcnT b ® wAl aly2@aieésx WbAOK2tla L |y
in A. Presniakov and J. Zacek (ed. and traBmperor Nicholas | of Russia: The Apogee of Autocracy
18251855(Florida, 1974), pp. iXxxvi.

%% Aberdeen to Stuart de Rothesay, 15 February 1842, TNA, FO 65/279/22.
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probably be acceptable to many, as he would most likely be satisfied with
being allowed to relieve us from the sin of selling opium to the Chinese, and
from the crime of attempting to defend oumdian Empire bycivilizing

Affghanistan [sic]™*

5SaLAGS tFf YSNRG2Y Qa OKIF NI OG4SNRaiGAOl
conclusions to the wars seemed sensible. The opium trade in China had been
secured by 1842 and in doing so Britain maintained and exgmhradducrative
market, even if its moral stock lost value. Similarly in Afghanistan, the war was
drawing to a natural close with Britain having found, in a lesson that powers have
often since ignored, that objectives were all but impossible to achieveahrmost
idiosyncratic of countries. The only qualification Aberdeen made to British
achievements was that he thought the occupation of Hong Kong should be
temporary. As elsewhere, Aberdeen supported the reinforcement and furtherance
of trade, but saw ne territorial acquisitions as contrary to the Conservative
I320SNYYSyiQa O2yaz2tARIFIGAZ2YyAAG . ThothdEAay 332
support came from the Colonial Secretary Edward Stanley, who regarded Hong
Kong as difficult to defentf?

Aberdeen ad the Conservative government were not blind to the
commercial advantage that Russia sought in central Asia. This much is indicated by
dispatches in which the Foreign Secretary urged vigilance even at times of relative
harmony, but he did not attach the emace to Russian mercantile interest that
Palmerston and others dif® Aberdeen was content to allow a system of mutual
commercial extension so long as British interests were not directly threatened by
Russian activity. When Russia concluded a trade withlthe Khiva in 1844, for
example, Aberdeen registered no discontent: it represented no direct threat to
either Ottoman stability or British trade. He may also have had in mind Russian

efforts to prevent Persia from an outright attack on the Khiva id2,8vhich he had

! palmerston to Lansdowne, 4 November 1842, J. Nofiie First Afghan Wal8381842
(Cambridge, 1967), p. 432.

2 Stanley to Ellenborough, 13 February 1842, Lord Colchester (disdry of the Indian
Administration of Lord Ellenborough, in his Correspondence with the Duke of Welljhgtaion,
1874), pp. 2148. Hong Kong then became a British colony under the Treaty of Nanking, 1842.
>3 seg, for example, Aberdeen to Stuart de Rothe2&yDecember 1843, TNA, FO 65/289/65.
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earlier commended as a demonstration of moderation and positive international

intent>* LG 61t a | LRtAOE 2F WIAGS FyR GF18Q .

O2YYSNODALf 33INFYRAASYSY(d Ay Wdza&aAl Q& 51
There remained those who retained a much more sceptical opinion of

wdza aAl Qa ! AAlLy LRfAO& FyR . NRAUGAMoking Olj dzA S

Chronicle LY Fty FNIAOES 2F mMynH OGKFG ONRGAO

Russia and mocked Abefle/ Q& (2t SNI yOS 2F wdzaaAiAly LI2f

faith, the newspaper commented on Russian policy towards Persia in the 1830s.

This policy was perceived to demonstrate one of the reasons for which Britain

should have pursued a more confrontationablicy towards Russia in the 1840s.

The article refers tdhe TimeQ@ O2YYSYRI A2y 2F wdzaiAly L2

episode when in 1838 Russia recalled its ambassador to Persia, Count Simonitch,

FFGSNI GKFG F Yol &4l R2NJ K Isheaeable dnyeitiang bye  dzy R

trying to instigate a Russian attack on the city of Herat, which was strategically

important to Britain:

The object and the gist of the whole disquisition lies in the assertion that in the

affairs of Persia, the Russian cabinattalways acted with invariable probity

YR FYAGe (26 NRa 9y3IftlyRT GKFdG +tt ofl YS
door of Count Simonitch, who with this respect acted in direct opposition to

his instructions; and lastly, that this doukiiealing ambasador has been

RAAlI @26SR YR NBOIffSR f2y3 06ST2NB KAa LIS
shall not stop to animadvert upon the easy and profitable task of disavowals

and recallings, after real, but concealed purposes had been detected, and

signally fdied. Nor shall | inquire, how did it happen that the Russian cabinet,

which uniformly visits with such alacrity and unbending severity any departure

from its instructions on the part of its agents, had in this instance sent to

Persia, and afterwards magined there for several years a person known and

convicted by his own statements, of harbouring ideas averse to the policy of

his government®

*** Aberdeen to Stuart de Rothesay, 26 March 1842, TNA, FO 65/279/39.

% See Puryear|nternational Economics and Diplomacy in the Near East-1838 (California,
1969), p. 185.

**%The Morning Chronicl& April 1842.
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Suspicions seemed warranted in this case, but after Palmerston secured the
Straits Convention in July 1841 thezame a period of increased cooperation that
rendered theChronicl® & O2 YLI NA&a2ya wAGK GKS wmMyona
g2dzf R 2F O2dzZNAST ylF GdzNFffe& NBYFAYZ odzi |
G2 o0dzZAf R 2y t It YSNAUG2yYRight de kasuted B1YS&Y G a ®
AngloRussian ventures as the Convention on Commerce and Navigation, signed on
11 January 184%’ Afghan peace and central Asian cooperation paved the way for
GKAA O2y@SYyiA2ys GKAOK FTAYSR (2fthe NAy3 |
RAFFSNBYGAL§ YR O2dzy i SN Af Ay 3 ThRdzi A S&¢
| 2YaSNDIFGAPSaQ 2SaidSNYy 9daNRLISIFY YSOiK2R
improvements to commercial relations was being repeated in the East (this
approach was also applied relations with America).During the negotiations for
this trade agreement Baron von Brunnow, the Russian representative in London,

wrote about the ensuing talks:

This AngleRussian mediation, giving to all oriental people an evident proof of

the goodunderstanding between the two great powers, will produce, | trust, a

very useful impression upon the mind of the Asiatic nations at large, who

constantly were speculating upon the supposed jealousy of England and

Russia. It is particularly with the intémm of counteracting and correcting

these mistaken views that both our governments have joined in this
YSRAIFGA2YSYS HKAOK L KIFIR (GKS K2y2dz2NJ 2F L

acceptance, and which he most kindly agreed upén.

Such hyperbolic statements dicttle to assuage the suspicions of those who
considered Russian commercial expansion to be aimed at the gradual erosion of
Ottoman power rather than demonstrating any level of altruism, particularly
because Russian politiciarg like British ones¢ were not united behind the

prevailing policy of cooperation.

PSS 1/ttt WeNBLGE 2F /2YYSNDS yR bl @gAa3raazy o8
wdziaAl ax aA3dySR i {Gd tSGISNAROIINBKI Wl ydzZ NB wmMmZ
reproduced for the consumption of the public and featured in sudhopt A OF GA2ya | & W O a
Journal, 11 February 1843.

% Brunnow to Ellenborough, 2 January 1843, Nofiriee First Afghan Wap. 435.



156

There nonetheless remained reasons for those who wished to pursue a
mutually expansive policy to feel justified in their approach. Foremost among these
was the philosophy of Russians such as Nesselnatio saw the future security of
AngloRussian prosperity in the East in the existence of buffer sfafesThe
GNF RAGAZ2YIE O2YLISGAGAZ2Y FE2y3 WINRYO Ay
seen to be better replaced by a more fluid system of overiap interests:
bSaaSt NPRS | LI ASR GKS 0dzZFFSNJ aidlk S LIKAC
Foreign Office and in that of Aberdeen. Cases of this policy in action included
wdzadaAlty I OljdzA SAa0SyO0S Ay . NRGFAY @IEronSy (i NB
negotiations that concluded the war in 182%. Russia did not detach itself from
interests in the countryg trade deals with different Afghan factions continued
throughout the British military engagementbut it did not seek to exclude Britain
from strategic objectives in Afghanistan, a region of great geopolitical importance
between the Russian and Ottoman Empires.

Nesselrode was someone with whom Aberdeen could work. He was fiercely
patriotic like the Tsar, and Russian interests would naturalyioritised, but, as
GAUK ' 0SNRSSy> GKSNB ¢4l a Ay bSaiat&dstiNP RS |
through cooperation.Hewas the son of a Catholic and a Jew and descended from
Hanoverians who had settled in Livonia, an area under Russian gtinadbut with
its own entrenched customs and national language. Although this type of complex
lineage was not uncommon in the Russian foreign service, it enabled Nesselrode to
appreciate the viewpoints of other nationalities and contributed to an
internationalist outlook, at least for the duration of the Peel governmafit. In
some respects these commonalities mirrored those between Aberdeen and Guizot
who, as discussed in previous pages, was by no means the archetypal Frenchman.

Aberdeen nonetheless neeBe (2 06S OF NBF¥dzA y2aG (2

professions of conciliation to distract him from the changeable nature of

*®935ee H. Inglé\esselrode and the Russian Rapprochement with Britain,-1884(London, 1976),

pp. 57120.

% Rusg&n willingness to compromise on interests could be seen in other areas such as Moldavia

FYR 21tttk OKAIFY &aSS ad® {SRAQérI WCNRY | 2atGAtArde :
Principalities 182 n Th& Slavonic and East European Reviexxix,2011, pp. 63661.

%1 For further background see Ingldesselrode and the Russian Rapprochement with Bripgink

56.
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international affairs and the unpredictable march of events: personnel and times
change. Alarm bells should therefore have been ringingrnwtiee Tsar visited
England between 31 May and 9 June 1844, with the intention of discussing the
future of the Ottoman Empire. The visit itself went well. The Tsar arrived at the
terminus of the South Western Railway at 5.40 pm on Saturday 1 June to be
greeted by Prince Albert, and the first of many grand dinners took place that night
at Buckingham Palace, where Aberdeen and the other leading lights of the Peel
32FSNYYSYid RAYSR 6AGK v d2% dperdeeh Wrdteethah | Qa A
Wi KS @e\BEmpeiior vea most Kuccessful. All ranks were equally charmed with
KAYQ YR Ay GKAa aSyuAayYSyd KS gla 22AySR
great event and a great compliment his visit certainly is, and the people here are
extremely flattered: G *°% 0 ® Q

The incident that later overshadowed memories of this otherwise convivial
gAaAl0 ¢l a GKS ¢ al-Riss@an dodibg@ndyAalliance T case/of | y 3 €
Ottoman collapse. This involved the private pursuit of an arrangement whereby
Britain andRussia agreed to act in concert if the future of the Ottoman Empire
appeared to be threatened. Many commentatogsincluding Baron Stockmar,
confidant of Queen Victoria and Prince Albert and present during the Russiaq visit
thought the alliance was deagied to bring the Ottoman edifice down at the same
time as erecting a diplomatic wall between Britain and FrafiteLeopold | of
Belgium¢v dz§SyYy +AOU2NA I Q& dzy O€ Held the/AmeQi2wiza A Y 0
WOeKS ¢al NRaeé Lseparat€sd mukhias pobsibldzbhe twb greatll 2
Western Powers; he is too weak to resist sidgdeded their dictates in the
Oriental questionput if they act not in concerit is evident thahe is the masterin

all this he acts wisely and in conformity with the grday’ § SNB a & 2F KA &

%2 For further detail about the visit see, for examplée Morning Chronicl@ June 1844The North

Wales Chroniclet June 1844.

%3 Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 25 June 1844, E. Jones ParryTtesl.Forrespondence of Lord

Aberdeen and Princess Lieven, 1832i (London, 1938), p. 228; Queen Victoria to the King of the

Belgians, 4 June 1844, A. Benson and Viscount EsherTleel )etérs of Queen Victoria: A Selection

FNRY | SNJ alaSaiteqQa / 2NNBaLRYRSFdD®N AW, »38y (KS | SiI
°% See Baron StockmaWemoirs of Baron Stockmaii (London, 1872), esp. pp. 136 For further

background see P. ColscfheirRuling Passionfondon, 1949), pp. 1y T t @& +/ AN (io2ANIA | &%
Guardian Angel: A Study of Baron Stockthandon, 1937), pp. 19809.

5 The King of the Belgians to Queen Victoria, 28 June 1844, Benson and Esh&héetétters of

Queen Victorigii, p. 19 (italics in the original text).
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The Russian project for an alliance excluded France and, coming at a time of
apparent AnglecCNBY OK RA&O0O2NR 2@0SNJ 6KS t NAyOS RS
and the French annexation of Tahiti, it appeared to demonstrate iRugstentions

once again to place France on the periphery of European affairs.

The timing of the Russian visit need not be regarded as overly suspicious
because Russia had for some time been making approaches to Britain about the
Tsar visiting London. &hTsar made his initial proposals when Aberdeen came into
office and repeated them in 1848° Russian visits to Britain had also been planned
in 1844 before the news of the Moroccan and Tahitian incidents had broken but, as
had happened previously, Russiatomestic difficulties were blamed for
abandonment of the plan®’ This wasan era in which the Court embraced royal
visits from all nations: Prussian royalty visited England in 1842 and 1844, whilst
French delegations came in 1843 and 1845. Both thet@oul the Conservatives
showed them the appropriate degree of respect: Russia was not afforded special
treatment®® ¢ 2 t NAy OSaa [ASOSyz 1 6SNRSSyYy NBOI f
1842:

| passed a great deal of time with the King of Prussia when d® iw this
country, and perfectly subscribe to the truth of the description you gave me of
him before his arrival. Intelligent, highinded, and sincere. Like all Germans,
he is sometimes a little in the clouds; but his projects are generous, and he
wishes to do what is right. Our people liked him much, wherever he went; but
you know that we are the most kidgving people on the face of the earth,
and even if he had deserved it less, he would not have been without the

applause of our populatiorf’

Each group of visitors was treated with the necessary pleasantries, but more

care needed to be paid with the Russians, as any concomitant weakening of the

% Stuart de Rothesay to Aberdeen, 22 November 1841, TNA, FO 65/273/11; Bloomfield to
Aberdeen, 12 December 1843, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43144/28.

7 see, for example, Bloomfield to Aberdeen, 16 April 1844erdden Papers, BL, Add. MS

43144/67.

C2NJ GKS RSGIFAfA 2F t NHzEheMbring Pdstt5AGNSt I84Ma A G aSSsE T
%% Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 22 February 1842, Jones ParryT(es.Lorrespondence of Lord

Aberdeen and Princess Lieyvgmp. 199.
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AngloFrench relationship would affect the overall balance of Great Power
relations. Although Rs& wished to work with Britain in Europe and in the East, if
Britain and France could be divided then Russia would inecihe dominant force

in Europe. . NAGF Ay Qa @2A0S OFNNASR Y2NB ¢SAIKI

given the traditional links ieg SSy wdzaaAl = ! dzZAGNRARF FyR
expressions of official support for the existing state of Arglench relations, such

a4 GKIFIG NBLR2NISR o0& . NAGFAYQa NBLINBaSy
equivocal:

[Nesselrode] was supposed ntd desire a close connection between Her
al2SadeqQa 3I2F3SNYYSYy i ppe jpiR]helpkdeditooantichY Ay 3 [ 2 dz
value on the preservation of peace not to be well aware of the great

advantage which Europe derives from the amicable relations of England and

CN} yOS wX8 | A& 9EOSttSyode FIRRSR GKIG GKS
between England rad the Conservative Powers of Europe acted as a

wholesome check upon Franc®.

Whilst lipservice was paid to the prevailing Angicench accord, Nesselrode was
putting out the diplomatic feelers for closer relations between Britain and Russia, at
the expense of those between Britain and France.

Aberdeen was alive to the dangers posed by Russian sleight of hand and his
opinions squared with those of the wider Conservative government and Queen
Victoria. Whilst respectful views of the Tsar and his impesiation ensured a
convivial visit, Britain was insured against Russian wiles by personal suspicions of
the Tsar and an appreciation of the constant need to nurture the French
NEBflFdA2yaKALD l 9SNRSSY 6NRGS 2F GKS ¢,
appearance, and manner, and power, there is something about him which always
inspired me with a sensation of melancholy. | believe it is the expression of his eye,
GKAOK A& OSNEB LISOdzf Al NJ oX8 hdzNJ FNASYRa |

*% Bloomfield to Aberdeen, 26 October 1844, Purydangland, Russia, and the Straits Question

18441856(California, 1931), p. 438.
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lthinl ¢S akKlff Fff *b8dz8&S HBAQUHBNB IT@RANI 3 Sy

those of her Foreign Secretary:

The expression of theyesis formidable And unlike anything | ever saw

before. He gives me and Albert the impression of a man whotisappy, ad

on whom the weight of his immense power and position weighs heavily and
painfully; he seldom smiles, and when he does the expressinatia happy

2yS wX8 LT GKS CNBYyOK INB FyaNe G GKS
come;theywill be sue of atruly affectionatereception on our part. The one

which Emperor Nicholas has received is cordial and wiails ne vient pas du

coeur>’?

Nesselrode gave Aberdeen a memorandum of the conversations that took
LX I OS R dzNR y X naiakilpthosedrélandg & fulfive dobpieration over the

fate of the Ottoman Empire if the fall of Turkish power was deemed immigent

DA

and it appearedthat ASNRSSy Qa | OOSLIillyOS 2F GKS YSY

dangerously claes to Russia. It seemed to historiassch as Puryear and, more
recently, Alex Troubetzkoy, that an alliance with the Russians had been agreed. If
this was the case then it raised thegsibility that Russia might connive at the
destruction of the Ottoman Empire and embroil Britain via the agreement,
something commentators would later suggest Russia was trying to achieve with its
pre-Crimean policy. Puryear went as far as to say th& thlF ANBSY Sy
comprehensive enough to amount to an alliance on a world basis, for England
obligated herself in conjunction with Russia and Austria to exclude France in an
eventual partition of Turkey, the corollary of which would be cooperation in every
20KSNI RRo6t SYoQ

It is worth turning to the memorandum in detail. The opening lines posed

few problems:

"t Aberdeen to Princess Lieven, 25 June 1844, Jones Parry Tkd.)Correspondence of Lord

Aberdeen and Princed.ieveni, pp. 2289.

%2 Queen Victoria to the King of the Belgians, 4 June 1844, Benson and EsheFhed.ptters of
Queen Victorigii, pp. 12v0 6 A G+t A0& Ay GKS 2NAIAYIE GSEdGU®
KSI NI Qo

>73 Puryear,Englard, Russia, and the Straits Questign 53; A. Troubetzkoy Brief History of the
Crimean WafLondon, 2006), p. 47.
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suspicion of Russian intentions, indlugl those that stipulated for interference in

161

Russia and England are mutually penetrated with the conviction that it is for
their common interest that the Ottoman Porte should maintain itself lie t
state of independence and of territorial possession which at present
constitutes that Empire, as that political combination is the one which is most
compatible with the general interest of the maintenance of peace. Being
agreed on this principle, Ruasand England have an equal interest in uniting
their efforts in order to keep up the existence of the Ottoman Empire, and to
avert all the dangers which can place in jeopardy its safety. With this object
the essential point is to suffer the Porte to liierepose, without needlessly
disturbing it by diplomatic bickerings, and without interfering without absolute

necessity in its internal affairs?

There followed, however, sections of the document that have aroused

Ottoman affairs to enforce adherence to treaty obligations and to protect Christian

adzo2aS0Oia dzyRSNJ LAfFYAO R2YAYyA2Yy O

ostensibly innocent in the 1840s (discussiontlos observation will follow, in

I f K2

NBflOGA2y (G2 S@Syia Ay DNBSOS YR {SNDAL

could encumber future British policy towards Russia.

longerterm status oftt KS hdd2Yly 9YLANBY W yF2NBaSSy
2

What was more important was that further references were made to the

Aba Fritsxs gAGK2dzi A0 o0SAy3I Ay (KS

L2 ¢ S|

Cooperation between Britain, Russia and Austria was then discussed with the

addendum that France would be powerlesst hio assent to the decisions of this

triumvirate, given that Russia had preponderance of action on land and Britain at

sea.

The agreement made between Aberdeen and the Russians was

commensurate with his desire to work with the Russian court in ordeotdrol its

more ambitious elementg Canning and Palmerston had used tlastic beforeq

but as a believer ithe Vienna Settlement he would not have agreed to a binding

arrangement of any kind, particularly not one that excluded France, the focus of his

U SS 1 /ttE WOLFrAGSNY tFLISNEY aSY2N} yRdzy o8

Bourne,The Foreign Policy of Victorian Engla®301902(Oxford, 1970), pp. 25861.

/| 2 dzy
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foreign policy in the Peel government. Whilst it was thought that the Ottoman
Empire must inevitably fall apart, Aberdeen did not want to do anything to hasten
its demise.

A lack of clarity in communication with Russia was a major contributory
factorinb S3a St NPRSQa OASg 2F GKS . NARGAAK LI2aj
Britain had actually agreed @n alliance, but blame mustlied ! 6 SNRSSy Qa R:
the misunderstanding. He did not, however, abandon British interests in the East by
deliberatdy chipping away at Ottoman power or, for that matter, abandon France.
Nesselrode wrote to Aberdeen on 28 December 1844 in words that hinted at an
FftAlFYyOSY GKS ¢&alF N ¢gl&d alFlAR (2 FSSt WiK
exact résumé of his conversati® with you and your colleagues, and that the
principles which it establishes will be the most certain guide as to the course we are
G2 F2ft26 Ay O2YY2yi Agl & I12005N/S § yFFE ANNGILSE CE

confusion®’®

It gives me much pleasur® find that no differences exist respecting the
accuracy of your statement, to which | already had borne my humble
testimony. The personal intercourse which | had the pleasure of renewing
with yourself in the course of the last year led to the mutual regpion of
opinions in which | think that we are entirely agreed, and which | hope may be

kept in viewduring all our negotiations with the Levatt.

Although Aberdeen had not agreed to an alliance, his reply was sufficiently
@ 3dzS G2 tSG GKS wdzaailya GKAYy|l GKFG GK
0KS hdd2Yly 9YLIANBO® ¢tKS C2NBA3IYy {SONBGl
been made on logicalrgunds. Rejection of a memorandum of warm but non
committal conversations would have caused unnecessary offence to the Russians

seeking cooperation with Britain, and given ammunition to those in the Greater

> Nesselrode to Aberdeen, 28 December 1844, Puryeagland, Russia, and the Straits Question

p. 443.

> This is the view of most historians. See, for example, M. AndefdwEastern Question 1774

1923: A Study imternational Relationgl.ondon, 1966), p. 119.

" pberdeen to Nesselrode, 21 January 1845, Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43144/285 (italics not
in original text).
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Russia Party seeking aggrandisement at Britigherse; it would have suggested

British willingness to pursue an independent course and given Russia less incentive
G2 YIAYOGFrAYy AGa LRTtAOCE 2F O2yOAf Al A2y O
for Russian misunderstanding, misrepresentation arahipulation.

l 9SNRSSyYyQa 2@0SNRAIKG O2y iNRodziSR (G2
O2YLINBKSYR SIFOK 20KSNNa LRfAOASa Ay (KS
Disagreement broke out in 1851 between France and Russia over the relative
influence of tkeir respective Catholic and Orthodox religions in the administration
of the Holy Places of JerusalemVhen Russia began looking for allies in the
dispute, using article VII of the treaty of Kutchuk Kainardji as justification to protect
the Orthodox relighn and theOrthodox subjects of the Sultan, the Tsar looked to
Austria on the basis of their agreement at Munchengratz in 1833, and to Britain in
light of the Nesselrode Memorandui® Britain, however did not think Orthodoxy
in dangemor deem the OttomarEmpireunder threat fom the Holy Places dispute,
yet the Tsar nonetheless professed suge and dismay at the lack of British
acquiescence ifRussian overtures for support. These differing interpretations of
existing agreements set into motion a chaifi misunderstandings and mutual
suspicion that would end in war.

Historians of the Eastern Question have been attracted to the study of
bSadaSt NPRSQaA YSY2NIyRdzy 60SOlFdzaS 2F Ada A
and Russian policy as the Crimean vaoke out, but there were othemore
pressingeastern issues for Britain to grapple with in the 1840s. The Russian and
hdd2YFry RAYSyaiazya 2F ! 6SNRSSyQa LiRtAOe
overlooked, for example, as historians have concentrated th#gntions on the
way in which affairs affected the Anglsenchentente®”® Russia was one of the
GKNBS 3Jdzr NI yi2NBE 27T Y ARGSianhdiplgn®atz anterdadirgel N K &
on the future of Greece is worthy of attention as both sides campaignethér

interests to be upheld in a region where significant financial investments had been

" For a succinct yet useful account of these events, see MaBfiéeEastern Questiopp. 27-33.

88y F2NJ SEIF YLX S5 50 aO[ Sty ZFreddhénenteDdBnSQBe wS G2 £ dzi
English Historical Reviewcvi, 1981. Notable exceptions to the rule include B. JelaRigbsia and

the Greek Revolution of 184Blunich, 1966). The Anglerench aspects of the crisis have been

discussed in chapter 3.
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YI RS® I 6 S NiRk Gréeye@part ftdgh fdémOristratinghe characteristics
we have discussed irelation to AngleFrench policyalso showshe continuities

with earlier Conservative policperhaps more clearly than in the case of British

policy towards France and Americ KS Ay (St f SOl dzr f 3ISYySaia

towards Russia in Greece was located in the old Conservatism of Wellington.

In order to exploe AngleRussian relations over Greeoethe 1840s, it is
necessary briefly to turn back to the 1820s, whérme roots of that policy lay. As
has been noted,ni the Wellington government, despite Aberdeen being Foreign
Secretary, British foreign policy aw directed by the Prime Ministé®® The
overriding international objective of the Wellington government was to protect the
system of Great Power cooperation and stability at a time when this was deemed to
be under threat in the East, both from competing international interests and the
policies of the previous governmerit: Greece had revolted against Turkish rule in
1821 and ongoing disturbance led to Britain, Russia and France signing the Treaty of
London on 6 July 1827. This paved the way for the creation of an independent
Greek state uder Turkish suzerainty by its provisions for mutual cooperation and
the potential imposition of an armistice. Prime Minister George Canning deemed it
better to work with Russia in order to try and exert a measure of control over its
actions, and he senseah opportunity to split the Holy Alliance of Russia, Austria
and Prussia.

Both Wellington and Aberdeen felt that the Treaty of London committed
Britain to a situation in which it had little capacity to intervene or justification in
interfering. Aberdeemmade variousspeeches in the House of Lords that might be
described as exhibiting lukewarm enthusiasm for the treaty, or even to show
hostility to it>®* He felt that the outbreak of discontent in Greece trapped Russia
and the Ottomans in a morass of incegag mutual public antipathy and,
eventually, war, that Great Powers could only exacerbate by intervention, whilst he

and Wellington shared in a reactive conceptualisation of international affairs, as

%% For one of the earliest and enduring observations of the balance of power between Wellington

and Aberdeen, see P. Guedall®ie DukéLondon, 1931), p. 375.

%81 For support of this argument, see P. Schroedére Transformation of European Politics 1763
1848(Oxford, 1994), p. 664.

%82 gee, for example, Aberdeen, The House of Lords, Hansard, xxi, 19 June 1829, esp. col. 1800 and
xxii, 11 February 1830, esp. col241



165

SOARSYOSR Ay 2yS 2F (KSONEGNSNE Y QLG A (&
you. [Britain] ought never to commit an act of violence or of injustice, excepting in

its own defence, and after having exhausted all the other means of obtaining justice

for itself. This is not a very popular sentiment mglnd, but it is not the less the

0 NHzS L2t AO& T2 NI Risdvas@ paliny bhyNdhich(Batainfag td 2 6 d Q
react to the initiatives of others in order to protect its interests, rather than using
proactive and/or confrontational means to bolstthe British position.

There are obvious practical limitations in restricting oneself to a detached
supervisory role in international affairs, but these multiply if an existing agreement
pulls in the opposite direction. This conflict between a preferefarereactive
policy and existing treaty obligations led Aberdeen into declaring confused and
sometimes contradictory policies towards the East, much to the irritation of
Stratford Canning®* A lack of coherent policy meant that Britain, to some extent,
left itself as a hostage to fortune. This was a chalge Aberdeen faced in his later
dealings with Russiathose regarding the Nesselrode memorandum and his policy
in the 1850 and, as discussed earlier, in the crisis over the Spanish marriages in
the 1840s. The Treaty of Adrianople concluded the Rdsskish war in 182%ith
territorial and commercial gains for Russia and this seemed to confirm the dangers
of British vacillatior?®®

We have discussed above how Aberdeen thought that Russia wanted to
preserve the Ottoman Empire. It was this logic that married with distaste for
intervention (learned from those such as Wellington and Castlereagh) to drive
Conservative policy towards Russia over Greece in the 1840s. Stratford had long
been warning of thedlanger of trouble in Greece spilling into the Ottoman Empire

and other contemporaries and historians have expressed the same cotf€ern.

%83 Wellington to Aberdeen, 21 October 1828, Gordon (efélections from the Correspondence of

the Earl of Aberdeen, pp. 8388.

BeKAA 2LIAYARY 61 a4 &KEFENBR o0& { (NI PeeNReQife ob A 2 I NI LI
Stratford Canning E. Malolm-Smith, The Life of Stratford Canning (Lord Stratford de Redcliffe)

(London, 1933); L. Byrn€he Great Ambassad{®@hio, 1964).

*% See AndersorThe Eastern Questippp. 723.

%% See, for example, Stratford to Aberdeen, 7 February 1842 and 19 Ag#l, 1§ons Papers,

WSRO, LE 65/F/1 and 21; H. Lidderdale (ed. and traiee)Memoirs of General John Makriyannis
1797-1864(0Oxford, 1966); B. Photoshe Greek Constitutional Revolution of 188Bicago, 1971).
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Aberdeen was seen as risking Ottoman integrity by not taking a more decided stand
in the developing crisis.
There were aaumber of reasons why Aberdeen felt that the Greek situation
could be resolved without the need to confront Russia. Russia had always pursued
something of a parental policy towards its international coreligionists and when the
power struggle began betwge DNBE SOSQa LRt AGAOFE LI NIAS:
King Otho renounce his Catholicism in order to placate his overwhelmingly
hNI K2R2E &dzo 2 S @imgiofthis reqoeSindiBage& tifabhie hadBakight

a whiff of the proverbial rodent:

To requie that a sincere and conscientious Prince should renounce the
Catholic religion would be equivalent to the demand that he should abandon
the succession altogether, for it must be presumed that compliance would be
found impossible. To say the truth | fahere is too much reason to suspect

that this pretension is now put forward by those who are desirous of effecting

the overthrow of the existing dynastj/’

Russian interest in its coreligionists was not inextricably linked with Great Power
politics, howeve, and there were reasons not to follow the trail of motivation from
a Russian wish to see Otho overthrown, to deliberately fomenting trouble in a
country bordering the Ottoman Empire, or to the desire to see a-Rwssian
monarch installed on the GreekN® y' S @ . FNDIF N WStEl@AOK KU
interest in the Greek Revolution was driven by genuine religious concern, rather
GKFIYy LRftAGAOAD {KS Kla Fftaz2 OAGSR @I NX
irritation that revolution was ruining ingtitions that the Russian government had
invested much effort and finance in creatiffj. The Russians, like Britain, wanted a
peaceable solution to the problem.

9 SNRSSyQa fSUGGSN) y2ySUKStSaa AyRAOI G
that Russian intergt in Greece might have arisen from a more geopolitical

LISNB LISOUAOGSE gKAfad aSyRAy3aI Ad G2 wdzaaAh

*%" Aberdeen to Brunnow, 20 February 1844ladieh, Russia and the Greek Revolution of 18213

76-8.
*® JelavichRussia and the Greek Revolution of 1848 3234.
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NEYAYRSNI GKIG . NAGIFAYQa O2yOAftAlIG2NE 20!
Russian activity.  Other communicatiordemonstrated this point, such as
l 5 SNRSSyQa tSGGSNI 2F hOl206SN) myno G2 GKS
Al 6l a gNARGGSY GKFIG wdzaaiAly Y2@Sa 2y ¢
LISNB YL 2 NA £°& INBLIMS/AaaBRBRHPODAYIE  Stpaics KSNB =
professions of good faith were coupletith correspondencehat demonstrated
British watchfulness and reminded the Russians of where the boundaries of good
faith were to be found.

As with affairs in Greece,vents in Serbia provided another case e
revolution seemed to carry wider significance regarding the fate of the Ottoman
Empire, yet it is a theatre of the Eastern Question that has been largely overlooked
by historians® 5 A a8 02y G Syid KIR 0SSy AYyONBlF&AYy3I AY
came® GKS GKNRYS Ay mMyod 6KSYy KAa FI idKSNJI
inactivity and lack of care ultimately led to a revolution in which he was replaced by
1 £t SEFYRSNI YINI3IS2NHSOAS AYy MynH® ¢ KSNB
tokeepthewdzid a2 LIKAf S hoNBYy2@AG Ay LIRgSNE 3ITAGS
be aimed at the fulfilment of Ottoman commitments to reform Serbia and,
therefore, tostrengthenthe bond between client state and imperial master, which
decades of neglect had so damaged

wdzaaAl 61 a gARSf& adzaLISOGSR 2F aSS{ Ay
order to damage Serb®ttoman relations and precipitate a Serbian move for
AYRSLISYRSyOS |4 GkKS SELSyasS 2F hidd2Yly L
was seen by many to haveost Britain prestige and stability of trade, whilst
SOARSYOAY3a ! 6SNRSSyQa TFlLAtdzZNE G2 3INFaLl
GKS hdd2Yly 9YLIANBO® Il yal NRQa NBO2NRAY3
worth quoting at length, given his inagsioned articulation of these arguments, and
GKSANI 6ARSNI I LILJX AOF A2y G2 ! 6SNRSSyYyQa 2@

°% Aberdeen to Lyons, 25 October 1843, TNA, FO 32/119/38.
% For detail on earlier British activity in Serbia see S. PavlowMoglo-Russian Rivalry in Serbia
1837-1839: The Mission of Colonel Hod¢earis, 1961).
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He would not hesitate to declare that the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
in this country had permitted a heavy blow to fsruck at our political
importance, as well as our commercial prosperity in the East, and by so doing
had seriously endangered the very existence, as well as independence of the
Ottoman Empire, for he must remind their Lordships that in the long series of
attempts made by Russia against the Turkish empire, S&rwas but one
chapter in the history, one thread in the web, one link in the chain with which
that northern invader was seeking to encircle and bind down the Sublime
t 2NIS X8 KS | &g they®nductkof Bussia,2unleSsEhe
compared it to the habits of the spider, which, after having with consummate
skill and systematic perseverance spun the foul web in which its victim is
destined to entangle itself, retires to its nook, and there wislllen
complacency and malignant patience, waits until the expiring victim has
completely exhausted itself, and no longer able to attract attention by its
struggles; then in silence approaches the entangled wretch, and at leisure
devours it, when not a sow of complaint or an effort at resistance can be

heard®®?

[ 2NR . Sl dzy2yidQa &adzaaSadazy GKIFG . NRGEAYQ
by revolution in Serbia assumed that there wereitiBn interests there but

l S NRSSyYy (GK2dzZaKi{ hich thid coubfyPhaiA no (pSrticudak (i K

O 2 y O Npete ®eems no evidence to suggest any adverse effect on British trade

in the region.

l 5SNRSSyQa NBalLkyasS G2 . Slhdzy2yidiQa GK:
region was to criticise the revolution as an opfmistic coup that had been
RNBaaSR dzLJ Ay GKS 3IFND 2F | LRLMz Aadz fA
Lord had distinctly referred to the revolt as an effect resulting from the attempt of a
free people to exercise their right to elect their chiéfjt so far from this being

correct, the revolt was the effect of a corrupt bargain with the Pacha of Belgrade,

PleKS O2yGSYLRNINE aLIStfAYy3a 2F {SNDBALF a W{SNDAIQ
to assist with consistency. This process is repeated in future quotations

2| ord Beaumont, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixviii, 5 May 1843, cols12348

%% ord Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixviii, 5 May 1843, col. 1268.
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YR G662 2N G§KNBS | % Wavaver deasonalfieNdis points, OKA S
l 9SNRSSyQa RAaYAadalt 2F GKS NE@R thezi A2y | |
tyrannicalh 6 NBYy 2 @A 6 K| R bdraykd aSaek ofiuhdeténtlig @fSHeS
situation in Serbia. 1842 had marked the thirtieth anniversary of the Treaty of
Bucharest, which had made provisions for democratic and social reform in Serbia
GKFO KIFIR KAGKSNIZ2 LINRPGSYy StdzaAiAgdSo Y | NI
reforms for which his people had long campaigned in vain.

l 5SNRSSYyQa RAaYAAaalt 2F GARSALINBIR {
enduring view that the Ottoman Empire could be ged up but not regenerated.
His hostility to the reform movement in Serbia is likely to have been increased by
0KS LINROf I YI (A 2 y-GeneaFin Belythdé, | who/ QW refbord ¥ & dzt
gateway to political reconstruction in the Balkans, and whosavwiweere widely

publicised in British newspapers:

Never was there such an opportunity for the-gstablishment and complete

NBaG2NI A2y 2F (GKS SYLANB X6 (2 NBO2yai
YyS3ItGAGS a0GNBy3aIGdK F2N ¢ tedi Sutkeycwodld, { SND A |
by her ascendancy, command the respect of the neighbouring provinces, and

would be prompted by her own interests to attach them to their common

suzerain. By her moral influence, which extends very far, she would control

Bosnia and Blgaria, setting at the same time as a counterpoise to Greece, by

the diversity and conflict of national tendenci&s.

Despite his Consd SY SNI £ Qa Sy O2 YA dzY: heopodshReEBY o1 a
political reorganisation on the back of a revolutianf 8 KSR gAGK 020K
ingrained political beliefs and his intellectual and practical investment in the
existing balance of power. Such messages from Belgrade set the Foreign

{ SONBGIFINEQA FEINY o6Sftfa NAy3IAyYy3 thtyeR KS C
usual restraint of the gentlemand2 €t AGAOAL YY WI SNJ al 2SaieQ:

entirely approve of the conduct of our Congbéneral, it appearing to them that he

**Ibid, col. 1269.
% seg, for exampleThe Morning Postl5 August 1844.
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had gone beyond the proviecof his duty in pronouncing aapinion upon an
internal read2 £ dzZI°A 2 y © Q

There remains the accusation, as in other theatres of the Eastern Question,
GKFEG GKS [/ 2yaSNBFIABSEaQ RALX 2YFGAO O2 2L
Russian encroachment on the Ottoman Empire. Tharning Chronicle that
reliable criticof Conservative policy, offered the following opinions on the source of

wWdzA aA Yy Y20AQFGA2Y F2NJ AGA &AdzLII2 NI 2F hol

¢KS /TFN RSYFYRaX FANRGZ GKS RAAYAZGAlLE 27
authors of the revolution, and, secondly, the disgra¢dhiamil Pacha, who is

1y26y G2 KI@S O02dzyiSylFyOSR |yR SyO02dzNJ) IS
revolution was carried into effect in the teeth of the Russian Ce@Gauleral at

Belgrade, who exerted every effort to prevent its success, by supporting the

deposed prince. The revolution in itself is contrary to the undeviating

principles and projects of Russfa.

9 SNRSSyQa LR2ftAOe G261 NRa wdzaial | yR
been coherent and typically Conservative throughout the Peel government. |
O2Y0AYSR (GKS NBIFIOGALGS IyR RSiGIFIOKSR StSYS
heightened sociaeligious distaste for all things Islamic, although dim views of
adzaf AY LBR26SN) 6SNB y20( SEOfdaAaA®Ste /[/2yas
simply infformed 8 KA a LI Nle&Qa AydaStfSOldzaf AYyKSND
were troublesome enough to fuel the criticisms of their detractors. Examples of
incompetence or conscious obstructionism were not difficult to find: the corruption
spawned by the 1838 AnglbdzNJ A A K G NBF G& | yR ¢dzN] SeQa
reforms in Serbia pointed towards a lack of control and/or care.

Aberdonian policy in this period was also rooted in a geostrategic
appreciation of the importance of the Ottoman Empire: Conservatveidgn policy
in this period was not based on abstract ideology. The Ottoman Empire provided

security for British trading routes as well as against potential Rugstanfor that

%% Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard, Ixviii, 5 May 1843, col. 1268.
*"The Morning Chronicld9 December 1842.
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matter, French or Austriarg encroachment. In short, its very existenceasva
practical reason to support it, for Ottoman endurance helped to maintain the
oFrtlryoOS 2F LIR66SNI 42 OKSNAAKSR o0& [/ 2yaSNJ
Conservatism nonetheless prevented him from trying to remodel the Ottoman
Empire on British comisutional and liberal values, preferring to plaster over cracks
NF KSN) GKFy GNBAYy3 (2 NBLI AN GKSYO® t £
refusal to countenance lasting reforms demonstrated a contradictory approach, but
Aberdeen regarded the idea ofying to reforman inherently decaying power to be
illogical. The Conservative approach was to seek cooperation with other powers in
order to try and build up a rapport that might be needed in due course to deal with
Ottoman collapse.

It remained of paamount importance to Aberdeen to keep the Ottoman
Empire in existence for the duration of his tenure, and he saw it as important for
Britain to protect Turkish integrity for many years after. This much is clear from
statements made about Russian policyGneece and Serbia, where the potential
F2N) wdzaaAly SyONRIOKYSYyd StAOAGSR | FFAN
Ottoman safety. This was decades before Disraeli would seize the patriotic mantle
for the Conservative Party with his vociferous amhfcontational support of the
hdG2YlFry 9YLIANBI o6dzi ! 6SNRSSyQa gt a | LI G
Private correspondence was used to remind the Russians that public proclamations
of good faith were backed up with an underlying watchfulrniessnsure that British

interests were not compromised.
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Chapter SixAnglo-American Relations

9dzNR LIS gl a y2i GKS 2yteé O2yaARSNIGA
construction of foreign policy. Likeher British Foreign Secretaries of the previous
decades, Aberdeen needed to have one eye fixed on the former colony that, even
in the 1840s, held huge potential as an ally and economic partnére ihatural
suspicions and rivalries between the two obties could be successfully
negotiated. ¢ KS t SSf FFTRYAYAAGNI GA2Yy Q4 KI YRt AY:
tensions that had been allowed to escalate under theviwus government. An
appreciation of this background is crucial to understanding the contexthich
Conservative policy was formed, especially as sections of the historiography have
offered anachronistic interpretations of this background.

The story of Angldmerican relatios was for much of the twentieth
century told as one of an inevitéb and inexorable rapprochement between two
L26SNE 6AGK | O02YY2y fly3dzZa 3S IyR 02YY2)
work of 1955 described the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth
OSyldzNE Fa gAGySaairy3a |WFRNISHWSWAA yAY 2(FK ST |
similarity of political ideas and practices which accompanied the development of
RSY2ONI O Ay 020K O2dzy i NRAS&P® odelh 0 LA WHA
democratisation was seen to have dissipated national distaste for the idamer
democratic project, whilst Americans regarded the emergence of democratic
procedure as diluting the British arrogance they had found so irritating. Conversely,
American economic development challenged the haughty view with which many
Britons regardedthe inhabitants of their former colony: Americans had been
portrayed in literature as common, base, and intellectually deficiéht.

2 Ayaiz2y |/ KdzNDKAff SELIFYRSR 2y 1ffSyQa
his History of the EnglisBpeaking Peoplesn whch the steady improvement of
Anglo! YSNRAOIY NBftlFGA2ya glFa NBfFTGSR G2 20K

century was a period of purposeful, progressive, enlightened, tolerant civilisation.

¥ H. Allen,Great Britain and the United States: A History of Asfgiterican Relations (17852)

(New York, 1955), p. 27.

9 gee, for example, B. Yy AT 2 NRSE Wal Yy SNE -Amefitan PekceptithsQIZEONI Ay |
MYypnQz Ay Co [ S@Sy (i KAngloAmeyican Attithdesy Brdny Redzilution th SR @0
PartnershigSydney, 2000), pp. 0.
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The stir in the world arising from the French Revolutiotded to the Industrial
Revolution unleashed by the steammgine and many key inventions, led inexorably
G2 G§KS RSY? Qadr ddhebents ta Bid@ew included Reginald Stuart,
gK2 AYy wMdpyy oNRGS GKFG WS Y2New Brynsvitk & dzZNH S
boundary dispute, the provincial rebellions of 1837, or the Oregon controversy in
1846, could not deflect a strengthening Angloy SNA&A OF y RALFE2YF GA O | (
The painting of the history of Anglmerican history with such broad
brushstrokes is an approh that has recently been challenged by those such as
Duncan Campbell, who argued that the rapprochement between the two countries
gra o0& y2 YSIya AySgaluUunikesAMliesh YIRS SREA QKK S
title of his book pertained® / | Y LJo Sdlysi<isisuppofted by the sheer weight
of transatlantic quarrels. War nearly broke out between the two countries when a
dispute over Cuba developed in 1822, which would have been the third major
armed conflict between Britain and a nation that had orkyséed for four decades.
Boundary disputes between the American and British territory on the North
American continent provided a constant source of disharmony, whilst the issue of
slavery saw an enduring clash between British abolitionism and the Amari@an
perception of this movement as thinly veiled commercial opportuni&mBritish
assistance to the Confederacy in the American Civil War caused a serious diplomatic
fissure in the 1860s and whilst the Alabama settlement went some way to repairing
relations, the alliances of the twentietitentury were still in the distant future.
lftfSy |yR [/ KdzZNOKAff Qa 62 NJ] Krush@&NS  LJdzo
years of the Cold War, when strong Anglmerican relations were promoted in
order to strengthen the democrat powers against the Soviet threat and the
SYSNBSYOS 2F (GKS tS2LJ SQa wSLlzamekican 2F / K

%0 . Churchill A History of the EnglisBpeaking Peopée iv: The Great Democracies (London,

1958), p. vii.

®1 R. StuartUnited States Expansionism and British North America,-187% (London, 1988), p.
80.
2. campbellynlikely Allies: Britain, America and the Victorian Origins of the Special Relationship
(London, 2007).

®%3 For American attitudes to the issue of slavery see, for example, R. Kgagerous Nation:
America and the World 1680898 (London, 2006), pp. 18223. For an account of cooperative slave
initiatives, see C. Bolfhe AntiSlavery Mogment and Reconstruction: A Study in Apggloerican

Cooperation 18337 (Oxford, 1969).
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KAalu2NE ¢l ax o0& |RYAAaaAz2ys>s G2 &aSNBS GKS
written this book purely as an academic studizalze written it because | believe in
the necessity for cordial Anglo YSNA Oy NBtFGA2ya wX6 GKS
only be safe in the hands of an Angloy S N&A Ot y %% SuéhAsknginde6Btsd Q
ensured that periods of transatlantic conflict were explainaway as teething
problems in a teleological historical narrative.

/I FYLWOStftQa F002dzyid 2F | NBfFGIA2yaKAL
hostility and times of relative calm is a more appropriate basis fronchvho
understand the nineteentftentury contex in which Conservative foreign policy
was being made: the inevitability of Angdanerican accord would not have been
apparent in the 1840s. The Peel government came to power with Akglerican
relations in a state of disrepair. A series of maritimedents caused by conflicting
views on slave issues raised the political temperature, whilst a succession of other
crises had thrown unsettled boundary issues between British Canada and America
into sharp focus. Matters were not helped by the American eption, albeit
YAaidl 1Sy GKFEG trHEtYSNaAG2Y KFER OF®%® SR (K.
tFf YSNARG2YQa TFANRG GSydaNB a C2NBA3IYy [ S
conciliation with America, dominated by assistance in the resolution of conflicts
between America and France, but Aberdeen came to office amid heightened
tensions®®

The McLeod affair proved particularly inflammatory. Alexander McLeod
fought with Britain during the Canadian rebellion of the late 1830s and, in response
to American support bthe rebels, he helped a loyalist group to set the American
Carolineablaze and push it over Niagara Falls in December 983By 1841

McLeod had been arrested and put on trial for the murder of an American, Amos

%% Allen, Great Britain and the United Statgsp. 1819.

%%\, ChamberlainPax Britannica? British Foreign Policy 7994 (London, 1988), p. 75.

®C Eor background ta | f YSNE G2y Q& L2t AO& Ay Fiafcd and thaSunite@ R =
States: Their Diplomatic Relations, 1788 4(Massachusetts, 1970), pp.-32.

7 For further information on theCarolineaffair, see H. Jones and D. Rakestr&mlogue to
Manifest Destiny: Angildmerican Relations in the 184(I3elaware, 1997), pp. 242. Accounts of

the McLeod affair can be found in M. Chamberldiord Aberdeen: A Political Biograpfhpndon,
1983) and W. Devereux Jon€Ehe American Problem in Britishp@macy, 18411861 (London,
1974), pp. 47: the most comprehensive account can be foundanes and Rakestra®yologue to
Manifest Destinypp. 4370.
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Durfee, during the attack on th€arolinel YR t I f YSNR G2y GKNBI (S
FyR FNAIKGFdzE Q 6 NP AmericarOdnd Brifish iadigaatios & S O dzii S
0KS 20KSNna adlryoS 2y (KAa S@OSyld O2YoAyS
sores to create a combustible atmosphere. Thew Yok Heraldof 19 January
Mynm RSY2yadNI ISR GKAa O2YodzaGAoAfAGRY ¢
handed antd f IS NE Y SI adz2NBayYy We¢KS LINRINBaa 27
part of the world, savage and civilized, ought to alarm all indepetadeny’ I G A2y & .
our vessels are seizegl our territory held ¢ our waters invadedg our citizens
murdered¢2 dzNJ LINB LISNIi @ 2dzi N} 3SR o6& °®NAdGAak | 3.
The increasing urgency with which Andlmerican disputes required
resolution wasfuelled by the rise of the nationalist, religious, and romantic
American sefbelief in its justification for expansion across the whole North
' YSNAOIY O2yiAySyias 6KAOK 06SOlFYS 1y26y |
helped to place the lack of agred&rders between Maine and New Brunswick and
between Oregon and British Columbia on the political agenda, especially given that
British frontier fortifications and manpower were limité The issue of the
borders had remained unresolved since vaguely edrdeferences in the Treaty of
Paris of 1783, but momentum was growing as fast as political action was going
nowhere.
American Secretary of State Daniel Webster, who would become the lead
American negotiator on the Mainlew Brunswick boundary, reflectedn the
Myona 6AGK al NOIavyy YbwistidpattiN@dEdNder G KA &
KAia 2¢y yS320AF0Ay3 NBO2NR Ay (GKS wmynna.:
suggestion of a further investigation to be led by scientists selected by the King
Prussia, Sardinia and Sax8fy. To halt the deterioration in Anglémerican
NEBfFdA2yas | yS¢ | LILINRBIFOK ¢l a Syg@ral3aSRY

see the northeastern boundary settled; but that hope was faint, unless he could

608
609

See Jones and Rakestra®vplogue to Manifest Destiny. 43.

The New York Hergld9 January 1841. A fuller section of this article can be found in D. Pletcher,

The Diplomacy of Annexation: Texas, Oregon, and the MexicaWi&souri, 1973), p. 16.

Cc2N) RSGFAE 2y . NAGFAYQa YAfAGlI NBE RFhéBalafce @l £ OF LJI
Power in North America 181808 (London, 1967), pp.-319.

L . Wiltse and A. Berolzheimer (edsThe Papers of Daniel Webster: Speeches and Formal
Writings, ii: 18341852 (London, 1988), pp. 36375.

®12|hid, p. 380.
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rescue the queson from the labyrinth of projects and countgrojects,
SELX 2N} dA2ya YR FINDAGNPGAZ2Y&asS Ay 6KAOK |
The accession of the Conservative government with Lord Aberdeen as
Foreign Secretary presented both Britain and America with the best ehaha
asSiiatSySyiad eSio 51 yASt 2S6aGSN) O2dz R
conciliation to sell his own to America and despite all the usual nationalist noises in
the newspapers, a more optimistic tone could be detected that indicated the
changing mod. TheNew York Herall Ay 'y | NOAOfS SydaAadt S|
oy3aAf I yRQY y2¢ alg¢g GKIG WGKSNBE Aa y2 NBI a
F2N) OUKS 02dzy RFNE RA&aLIziSQae SldzadlofsS
LINB 8°8y i 9 Q
Aberdeen had log regarded Britain and America as natural allies and
regretted both the historical and immediate hostility between the nations. In 1811
KS FTNIAOdz  iSR GKSasS aSydAaySyda Ay GKS |
nations, who ought, from so many teresting circumstances, to be united in
friendship, should have spent so much time in discussions on topics which
aSLI NI} G§SR GKSANI Ydzi dz £*° AbgrdeeN@mbingd tHisy R R A
belief in transatlantic kinship with an appreciation of the Aroan mindset. Wilbur
580SNBdzE WwW2ySa y20SR K2 (GKS C2NBAIYy {
importance of dispelling the impression of superciliousness which Americans so
1SSyfeé NBaASYiSR GKSy Ay . NAGAAK adlkdisSays
episodes® /I yyAy3IQa GAYS i GKS C2NBA3IYy h¥
characterised more by strained relations than cooperation: his more
confrontational outlook coincided with the American declaration of the Monroe
Doctrine and, in later years, with tHearely concealed Anglophobia of John Quincy
l RFYAaQ LINBaARSyOe o | 2y FE A00G LISHF{SR ALK
American shipping in July 1828.

®13|bid, p. 381

® SeePeel to Aberdeen, 31 October 1841, incl., Aberdeen Papers, BL, Add. MS 43061/308.

®15 Aberdeen, House of Lords, Hansard,series, xviii, 12 February 1811, col. 1152.

®Devereux JonesWt NR A LISNA 18 Q wW20AYa2YY ¢IBEO(NGWAYBKSI96F)F + A &4 O2
p. 87.

"C2NJ 6FO13aANRBdzyR G2 /FyyAy3aQa LI2EromORevoldtigh tal KA & LIS
Rapprochement: The United States and Great Britain, -1B8®(New York, 1974), pp. 38.
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l 5SNRSSyYyQa 2@SNIff | LILINZFOK (G2 ! YSNAO
the Peel governmeinQa R2YSaGAO LREAGAOFE 202S0O0GAC¢
cooperative yet robust Conservative foreign policy. The need for a foreign policy
that avoided entanglement and expense in order to channel energies and finance
into domestic regeneration doveaiSR A GK ! 6 SNRSSYyQa LINBFS
open conciliation and the maintenance of British influence through mercantile
enterprise. This was particularly desired because the breakup of the Spanish
Empire in the Americas had been having a destalgjisifiect on the international
oFtlryOS 2F LRgSNWD hyS 2F 1 6SNRSSyQa LINJ
Castlereagh, had soothed transatlantic relations in the wake of the Napoleonic wars
via an economic strated}f® A focus on the value of emergifgmerican markets
allowed Castlereagh to transcend British irritation at America entering the
Napoleonic wars as cobelligerents of France: heightened economic intercourse was
seen as the best method of securing British interests and peace. As this chipter
2dzif AyS>Y 1 6SNRSSyQa dziAfAraldAzy 2F SO2y:
central to his diplomacy, particularly in the dispute over the border between Maine
and New Brunswick.

The extension of an economic and political olive branch held mrhjse for
the resolution of Angld YSNA OFy LINRof Syasxs 3IAGSy (GKS
tendency to respond to domineering British policies with indignant political
recalcitrance. The mandate for this policy of conciliation has been challenged by
Muriel Char 6 SNI | Ay S ¢K2 | NBdzZSR (KI G ! 9SNRSSYyY
O2ttSI3dz2SaQ ¢AGK NBIAFNR (G2 ! YSNAOIY | FFI
examined®® 'y AYAGALFE O6FNRBYSGSNI 2F . NAGA&AK L3
rejection of the Duke o St ft Ay30G2y Qa LINRLRAIFE GKFG .
transatlantic difficulties by making large increases in defence spending: the
initiation of dialogue was preferred to spiralling preparations for conflict.

Ly 2NRSNI (2 7FdzNI K S NIméhtatiory éf \Cénselvaive NR S Sy

policy, this studywill examine the boundary disputes between the two countries.

BC2NJ 6F O1ANRdzy R G2 /| aidf &NDergBalareayi®dndod &976),y KA a
pp. 145232.
® ChamberlainAberdeen p. 323.
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As Duncan Campbell has outlined, they were the most pressing i¥Sueghe
boundary disputes were complex problems and as such will be treatecharate

chapters, particularly as the latter dispute featured a number of different
personne] most significantly a new AmericaPresidentwith a vastly different
approach to the old mother county Whilst there were other territorial issues,

these were peipheral considerations such as the fate of Texas (governance of the
Lone Star state was contested between American federalists and separatists, as
well as potential Mexican conquerors). As elsewhere, the Conservatives were
uninterested in areas in whictheéy did not perceive themselves to have a direct
LIR2EAGAOFE O2yOSNYyyY ! 6SNRSSYy gNRGS GKIQ
commercial, and she has no thought or intention of seeking to act, directly or
indirectly, in a political sense, on the United B (1 S& ( K NB dgthlarly¢t SEI & ®
American designs on California and its harbours elicited little interest from
Aberdeen: Britain already exercised naval supremacy and, given that America
sought to obtain California at Mexican expense, this was an arezenBritain

would not risk unnecessary conflict with both America and MexXfo.

The only marginal political considerations in Texas involved whether or not
slavery was to be allowed, and ensuring that there was no disruption to the vast
cotton exports received from the Texarf§® Britain had tried with France to
prevent annexation to the United States but, given that annexation was unlikely to
affect these exports, that this was another area where Mexican and American
interests clashed and threatened tirag others into war, and that French interest
in the issue was equivocal, the project was shelved. One historian has concluded
GKFG WIoSNRSSyYy t2adG AyuSNBad Ay YSRAI(A:
PYAGSR {01 G6SaQ P yheBus orlyhaff tr@eT Abetd8dn thadd O

°20 CampbellUnlikely Alliesp. 125.

%21 Aberdeen to Pakenham, 26 December 1888, p. 127. The best account of British involvement

in the Texas affair remains E. Douglass Ad@rnitish Interests and Activities in Texas 18846
(Massachusetts,"ﬂedition, 1963).

2 C2NJ + FdAf | O002dzyi 2F ! YSNA Ohef dhe Dipltjntmydoh (1 A 2y 7
Annexation pp. 89112 and 39438.

%23 For further information on the Texas affair, see N. Tutordexas Annexation and the Mexican

War (London, 1978). For support of the view that Aberdeen was primarily interested in Texas as an

isale concerning slavery, see All@reat Britain and the United Statgs 406.

%241 Leonardjames K. Polk: A Clear and Unquestionable Dé&ixgrd, 2008), p. 82.
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never, with good reasonpeen fully interested in the first place. In the Foreign
Office to consolidate, he was more concerned with areas in which American
expansionism threatened existing British possessions.

The slaveryd & dzS LINE A RSR | &2dz2NODS 2F Oz2yadl
to put a stop to slavery by maintaining the right of search, which involved boarding
suspected slaving ships in order to inspect their papers and cargo, caused
consternation among Americans @nother powers. The clash of British
abolitionism and the slaving interests of America (and other powers) was a vast and
international concern that has already attracted numerous stuffféslt was also
an area of government policy in which so many paditis were involved that it is
hard to measure the nature and impact of Aberdonian endeavour. For this reason,
and because the existing historiograpbfythe slavery issue isomprehensivethe
issuerequires only brief elucidation.

Aberdeenwas strongl® LJLJI2 SR (2 oKIFG KS OFff SR W
KdzYl'y o0SAy3aQ FtyR KAa FANRG SOGSNI @20S

abolition 52°

In the Peel government, Aberdeen was contdat corral smaller
nations into line with his views and British abulitism as was demonstrated when
Brazil refused to renew its consent to the right of search in 1844, prompting the
instigaton2 ¥ W[ 2NR ! 6 SNRSSyQa ! OG Qz Butishh OK Sy
extension & the right of search to Braziliaships®?’ When itcame to the United
States or France, the twlargepowers with which significant slaving disagreements
lingered throughout the 1840s, Aberdeen was reluctant to jeopardise wider
objectives by pressing for abolition and the right of search that the two natio
found so offensive. Rival powers saw in British abolitionism an economic policy
designed to undermine the lucrative markets of its competitors, dressed in the garb
of humanitarianaltruism. Aberdeen recognised that overcoming this opposition
was goingnot going to happen in the shorter term and concentrated on more
immediate Conservative objectives. It is hard to see, for example, that anything

could have been achieved during the Websteshburton negotiations if the mutual

®% gee, for example, P. Kolchimerican Slavery, 161877 (New York, 1993); H. Soulsbyhe
Right of Search and the Slave Trade in AAgieerican Relations 1814862 (Baltimore, 1933).

°2° Aberdeen to Stevenson, 13 October 1841, TNA, FO 84/376.

%2’ See L. Bethellhe Abolition of the Brazilian Slave Trg@ambridge, 1970).
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antipathy caused by compeij views onslavery had beerallowed to permeate
proceedings.¢ KS / 2y aASNBI 6AGSaQ gFa | LINdedYl GAC
pursuit ofgrand causes, howey strongly Aberdeen and othefslt about slavery

l 9 SNRSSyYy Qa | LILINE boGnKarie$ vith ihidefica Rids doLddrii S R
them negotiated as soon as possiblepnourably and peaceably. This would
dampen the potential for conflict between America and Canada at a time when
Britain was already having trouble with the internal stability ofNtzrth American
dominion®®  Stability would regularise trade and the British willingness to
compromise was thought to encourage a spirit where new markets could be
opened wih both America and Canada (whiglioved to be the case). These
objectives presenté a challenge to which Peel responded in October 1841 by
flirting with the idea of a separation from Canada, instead of becoming embroiled in

its problems:

Above all, if the people [of Canada] are not cordially with us, why should we
contract the tremendais obligation of having to defends a point of honoyr
GKSANI GSNNAG2NE F3AFAyad ! YSNAOIY |3aNBaaa
they will not cordially support and sustain those measures which we consider
necessary for their good government andr fdhe maintenance of a safe
connection with them, let us have a friendly separation while there is yet time,
rather than recommence a system of bickering and squabbling on petty points,
the result of which will be increasing ill humour and alienation ogirtipart,
constant encouragement to American sympathisers, and ultimately the
necessity of our vindicating British honour, with Canadians feeling adverse to
us, the war at the door of the United States, and three or four thousand miles

from our shore$?®

t SStQa FTNHzZAINI A2ya 022t SR Fa GKS YI 3
RSONKIaSRY K2gSOSNE FyR (KS [/ 2yaSNII GA D!

resolving matters by compromise with America rather than rashly cutting ties with

2 Eor further detail see Jones and Rakestrafrplogue to Manifest Destinpp. £70; A. CoreyThe

Crisis of 1831842 in CanadiaAmerican Relation€New York, 1941).
®2peel to Aberdeen, 25 October 1841, C. Par®arRobert Pegiii (London 1899), p. 389.
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Canada. Canada reinad a valuable asset in an age when the development of
South Africa, Australia and New Zealand was in its embryonic stages and, despite
the growing recognition of the need for political reform, no serious breach was
envisaged in calmer timé8’ Peel conflY¥ SR (2 | o SNduStRgchal K G W
aSHGf SYSyiQ 27 liok SideRdf 2hd HeNdmasy Ondhidst uging
more forthright language in the public domain in comparison with Aberdeen, as he
had done in European diplomacy, his epistle of Octobed f8#&her challenges the
traditional portrayal of the Peehberdeen relationship. Here was a case where the
Prime Minister flirted with a rash course of action that would have undermined
British colonial and mercantile interests. This was not the urfiic and
dictatorial paterfamiliasof the historiographical mainstream, intervening to negate
the uncertain vacillations of the Foreign Secretary.

| 2t 2yAlt {SONBOGFINER [2NR {dFyfSe &aKl N
necessity of compromise and the ov#r&onservative balaneeook approach to
FT2NBAIY LRfAOCeY !y3AdzaA |l g1Aya | NHdzZSR (Kl
O2f 2y ALt LlRraaSaarzyas 6SNB GtXKBAYISROSH2
Stanley supported the search for compromise in Ametica The Duke of
Wellington would always argue for a more confrontational policy than Aberdeen
and favoured the use of a show of strength as the initial bargaining tool, but it was
this approach that was out of step with Conservative foreign policy in 8#04,
y2G ! 6SNRSSyQad l'd Ay 9dzNRPLIST tSSt F2c
campaigner who, as a man with infinite public duties, often admitteak the had
not read thedocumentsrelevantto the opinions he was expressing. Stanley shared
hisfrda i NI GA2y 6AGK (GKS 5dz1 $SQa SEOAGIoAT AGER

making®®*

°0 See F. Hayrer W¢KS wSOALINBOAGE ¢ MiBlicafiohs of thel Americdny | R 2
Economic Associatipnii, 1892, pp.# n T 9® t 2NNAGGIZ We¢KS wSOALINROAGE
t 2 f AH@ & QA American Revieaxciii, 1911, pp. 51522.

%3 peel to Aberdeen, 16 May 184heéxdeen Papers, BL, Add. M306248.

%32 A HawkinsThe Forgotten Prime Minister: The Fourteenth Earl of Dérbscent, 17994851

(Oxford, 2007), p. 229.

®3 pid, p. 253.

%% See Peel to Stanley, 26 October 1842, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40467/269 and Stanley to Peel, 30
October 1842, Peel Papers, BL, Add. MS 40467/273.
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Whilst keeping one eye fixed on wider strategic concerns, Aberdeen and the
Conservatives needed to defend local British interests. Within weeks of coming to
power, leadng Conservatives met to discuss potential plans for war if American
demands proved too mucf®®> | & SAGK ! 6 SNRSSYyQa 9dzNRLISI y
be transparent with its negotiating position in the hope that this might elicit a
reasonable response, but asith French activity in Tahiti and Morocco, this
openness did not give the other power the freedom to take advantage and act how
it pleased. America was instructed that British conciliation would only stretch so
far: peace was desirable, but not at anycer.

War was nonetheless thoughtniikely. Thiscontrasted with the views of
certain historians who believed that wawith France and/or America was almost
inevitable throughout the period of the Conservative government. These include
John Galbraith, who paid particular attention to the Oregon bounddty.
Meanwhile,Jones believed that the letters of certain American senators, claiming
that France would stand with thenited States in the event of war over the Maine
ty.
Kenneth Bourne also suggested that a third FraAoterican coalition could have

New Brunswick boundary, provided proof of the likelihood of this possibiii

been initiated against Britain in the 1840s:

Ly GKS ySdziNnlfAade 2F GKS CNBYOK X6 TSs
With the possible exception of the quarter interlude of 1898 they lived for

a century in almost constant fear of a repetition of 1778 or 1812, the occasions
onwhich they bel@ SR G KS CNBYOK KIFIR GF1Sy FR@GFyidl 3
' YSNAOI ® ®X8 ¢KS . NAGAAK | OljdzA Sa0OSR | ff
complications in Europe. The settlements of 1842, 1846 and 1871 were but

further episodes in the same stofy.

%% See ChamberlainAberdeen p. 312. Peel, Aberdeen, Stanley, Graham and Haddington all

attended the meetiig on 8 October 1841.

%), Galbraitht KS | dzRa2y Qa . & [/ 2 YL y-2869(Califoknis, 195Y)LPB.NR | £  C|
233234,

%2 9 5SPGSNBdzE W2y Sas W[ 2NR | &Ko dzNI 2Tfie Misgissippii KS a | A
Valley Historical Reviewl, 1953.

®¥Bourne, The Balance of Power in North Ameripp. 409410.
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This is a tepting theory, but the chance of Britain faciagwvar with eiher
France or America was smalfie chance of France and America entering a war
against Britain as cobelligerents was smaller still. France was an ambitioes pow
but Guizot wagienuinely suppoive of Aberdeen and would have been reluctant to
act against his colleague. Thatenteadded further moral pressure and, besides,
AngloFrench cooperation saved France from the isolation in which it would almost
certainly otherwise find itself; there wadkttle likelihood of support from the
conservative powers. All France and America had in common during the
Ashburton2 S0 aGSNJ ySaA20GAl GA2ya o6Fa RAAGEFHAGS Tz
those who wanted to create a storm from this issue found theweselin the
minority: the French were a divided people in the early 1840s. Henry Blumenthal
ddzYYSR dzZLJ GKA& | NBdzYSydyY WgKIFGSOSNI I ALIAN
Alid RAOGARSR O2dzyOAta OFdzaSR Iy AyRSOA&aAz2
France found no common cause at all with America during the Oregon boundary
dispute and Guizot expressed many concerns about the problems that war over
Oregon would engender.

Unilaterally, America was unlikely to consider war with Britain; it wanted
instead to settle its boundaries with Canada and facilitate expansion to the west
and south, which it knew it could achieve with relatively little opposition. The
presidents with whom Aberdeen dealt also posed little threat of war. John Tyler
was preoccupié with domestic politics and consequently sought conciliation on
the international stagé’® James Polk woulglay a game of noisy patriotic
brinksmanship over the Oregon boundary but this was a bluff that was eventually
exposed, as will be considered belowrolk might have joined a war with France
against England over the Oregon affair if the French had been interested in starting
one, but they were philosophically and practically against this.

French pressure was for a settlement. Guizot reflected orpthesibility of
war in a letter to the Frenchhargg R Q I F i IWagKiBgEon, Alphonse Joseph Yves
tF3S20Y WgS g N¥Yfteée RSAANB GKFG | LI OAFAO

9. BlumenthalA Reappraisal of Frangemerican Relations, 1830871 (North Carolina, 1959), p.

42.

*05ee J. Ashworth! ANF NAFya +FyR ! NRaG2ONI GaQY tusR&Ee t2f A
1846(Cambridge, 1983).






