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to do w1th Moldo Wallachian affairs, appear no more than odd 1apses. ,:

2.
ABSTRACT

This is an account of those espects of British Near Eastern policy
which concerned Sir Henry Bulwer at Constantinople. By 1356-the policy
ofpagéregate reforms for the Ottomsn Empire had been discarded.»~hulwer
tried to persuade the Porte to carry out simple administrative reforms,
to give the prov1nces considerable autonomy, and to maintain a nominal
suzerainty. The Porte dld not see its injerests in this way. British
policy was reduced to bringing the changes Whlch took place in the

relations between the Sultan and his vassals, withln the letter of

treaties.‘ Russell worked with France as far as possible to accomplish

'thlS.‘ Where British interests were especially threatened, 1n Egypt, he -

refused to compromise and lost ground to the French. ; If Bulwer 8 voice”
had been hearkened to this would have been avoided. [ Though he had R

prev1ously shown a 1ack of judgment at critical moments, at Constanti- '

nOple, at the height of his powers, there was a moderation and graep

of realpolitik in his v1ews on the function of the Empire, and on ‘

‘,

Egypt, which made the occasional 1nstances of of bad judgment, chiefly

Yet though a reliable agent he was not the reflex of his government,

and this j01ned w1th his unfortunate public image brought about his

‘eventual fell. No praise was forthcoming for the iﬂslligent way he

\.worked out adJustments to the new diplomatio s1tuation.f Harsh words,,’w

- for hls 1ndependent line over the Suez canal were 1nevitable. He had to‘

be hastily con81gned to an oblivion from whlch he has been sometimes ' |

recalled as a mythicel type which does the real Bulwer more and less

than justice.“
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CHAPTER I

Sir Henry Bulwer and his Office

Sir Henry Qulwer was the accredited ambassador or minister at
Madrid,'Washington, and Constantinople, at important Junctures for
a period altogether of fifteen years, sufficiently long for him to
'desepve mone attention than has been given to him. Unfortunately,
the aura of silence which uncomfortadly surroﬁnds his name is a
direct resnlt:of inadequate material touching upon the mone intimane,‘
and more controversial aspects of his life. From C.K. Weﬁster'

vreferences to him in his Foreien Policy of Palmerston one may suppose

him to have been an efficient subordinate: while from Jones Parry s

sketch of hlm in The Snanlsh Marrlages it appears that he was. epas- :

modieally clever, unsorupulous, of ordinary judgment and at eritical

- moments blind: and T.W, Riker in The Making of Rumania makes him seem

clever and nasty. Each of these acaounts is tentative and with the
exceptlon of Jonen Parry 8 study, slight; and of course,had to-nn
row1ng to the tenuousness of the material which mlght have prov1ded the
substance for a descriptlon in depth. To make matters worse “the kind of

material which there 1s has to be approaohed with 8 scepticlsm which

prevents the drawing of anything more than tentative conclusionsl.

‘,.1.

The Dictionary of National Riography is not trustworthy as an inter-
pretatlon,nor is the only sizeable biography of Bulwer by E.B. »
- D'Auvergne =~ Envoys Extraordinary any better, For the bare details
“Burke's Complete Peerage is the best souree, The Bulwer Papers offer
 scant information except on two important issues,namely the sale of
the Isle of Plati and the Laing conversion schemej these having some-
bearing on Bulwer's eclipse,see below p.34." Otherwise they but give
- added support to an interpretation of Bulwer which one would have - .
- _put forward only tentatively without them. The Russell Papers though
giving material which adds a little to the picture of Bulwer as a
"person, are chiefly important for explaining the unsatisfactory ‘
relations between,on the one hand,two cantankerous old men in charge
of Foreign Affairs,and on the other sperhaps the slyest British '
: representatlve at any Court then, namely Bulwer. e

o
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We have to rely chiefly on what oertain contemporaries said about
him;, and ,as he was, for reasons whlch we shall have to examine, the
sort of person who readily excited some sort of comment, and moreover,
easily provoked 1ll-w1ll and 1rr1tetlon, obgectlve observations
couched in moderate language are not easily found. Further, Bulwer
hlmself, in his own writings when his own reputatlon was at steke,
did not he31tate to twist the evidence.

f Perhaps of less signiflcanoe, though certainly deepening the
kmystery, is the imposs1b111ty of deciding for or against the criticisms
of Bulwer in two books by the Amerlcen missionaries Cyrus Hamlin and
~ the Reverend Ge Washburh, which not only berate Bulwer for what they
termed duplicitousness but also make demeging remarks about him as
& person. The former, a smaller edition of Benjamin Frenklin,
saw him as & new Judae. He wrote:

"Englandrshowed a strange, unpardonable weakness in felling)
-~ in with Louis Napoleon's policy, withdrawing Lord Stratford
~de Redcliffe, and sending as his successor Sir Henry Bulwer,

..-a man of infamous morals, whose whole career in Turkey .- = .

seemed to be inspired with the mad determination to undo
"everything de Redcliffe had donesesbut his notorious . 7,

- reception of a bribe from the Pasha of Egypt, for which he :

+ betrayed England's interest, compelled England: to recall .- -

him.s.his name and Louia Napoleon's, when they come to -

the judgment seat of.history, w1ll be cast out into outer
darkness.”l. : ,

The other missionary, in his Fifty Years at Consfentinople, after

referring to Bulwer! 8 change of front over Bebeo Collegezwent on#,ew”
1.

My Life and Times, p.407.. Presumably Hamlin connected the sale of .
the Isle of Plati with Bulwer's Suez policy.  Otherwise, I am .
at a loss 1o know what he referred to by ‘a bribe' :

2"All the ev1dence euggests thet Bulwer behaved very properly

‘towards the American missionaries, and supported them in their :
. attempts to set up an American College on the Bosphorus. The
. .Exeter Hall set - and Cyrus Hamlin had close contacts with it -

was determined not to forgive Bulwer for not being Stratford.
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"This bribery affair cost Bulwer his place,‘and he.was
recalled. Bulwer was a man of the most infamous morals,
but he was such an adept in his craft and intrigue, and
was s0 successful in cajoling callow statesmen into
" treaties injurious to them but advantageous to England,
- that the English Government so valued his services as to
condone his moral character."l 7 o o
An attempt to solve the mystery, to give a full pioture of |
;Bulwer is beyond the scope of this chapter and more than the material
available would allow. However, certain aspeets of his character
need to be dwelt on for two reascns.d Since British Near Eastern'
Policy during the years 1858-65 was 80 blatantly 1lliberal, and in
,one instance, dangerously unimaginative, an explanation cf it
reqnires some knowledge cf the kind of man on the spct. An
:assessment of Bulwer 's character and ability naturally involves some
reflection on the competence cf his chiefs. Secondly & visual
1mpression of the representative is’necessary to appreciate fully the
nature of British 1nfluence in a country where appearances had only
Second place to real strength in accomplishing thines.;\ This is not
en attempt to provide a rounded picture of Bulwer, rather & sketch .
of him as will be moet useful for explaining thevquality of British
diplomacy in the Near East.; ; . | _ 7 _
| It was a time when diplomacy itself was undergoing‘a vital
change. Telegraphic communication with Constantinople and Alexandria :
f'was already effective in 1858, the year Bulwer commenced his stvenﬁ
years embassy. | Personal dislikes and plain idiosyncracy were not

as likely to affect the 1mplementaticn cf policy, as they had been;i“pvf:

when Ponsonby and Stratford occupied the magnificent palace at

1.

P.43%8 and p.1l, Fifty Years at Constantinople.
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Therapia. ln fact the telegraph ushered in an age which demanded

cf diplomatists a’different‘set of values. The man’who refrained
fronm exeggerating his own importance in some particular business
’and.from expending on his connections, who would nct delay in

( rePQrting fhe eignificant'development, whether or}not a reverse,

and who would unhe31tatingly perform the unpleasant task at the risk
~of losing ground, wag the person required under the new system.

He did nct have tc be a policy-maker, rather a good executive with "
& marked capacity for being loyal to his chief, and sufficiently
rihaginative tc teke ncte of fresh developmentsand to change ground
‘as eoon’aeAnclic} re@uired it; : Sfratfcrd de Redcliffe was an
unconscionably long time in 'retiring' even though’he:demonstrehly;{
failed to fulfil these exacting requirements. On the cfher hand, when
old habits had been quite discarded, Sir William White would have |
_ been quickly dismissed as soon as a divagence between his views and
thcse of his . chief became apparentl. ,Sir Henry;Bulwer 's embassy was
undoubtedly the tran31tion perlod in this’respect;., He was appcinted"
| irrespective of the kind of demands which the telegraphic system mader |
and kept at his post. by men too long in office and in. the old. ways
tc‘appreciate_fully what;had‘happened?. A sketch of Bulwer's back-,'
'ground is thue particulerly germane to an assesSment,of,hissmerit as
‘-a diplomatist as of the. quality of . British diplomacy. ’Bulwerrwas,so‘

~evidently a misfit.ﬂ

o . b g R ¢ P g e e T B B e P ¢ e A e
e S En e oy e R R A6 S e s s b B

’74”There”was betweenfﬁussell'and‘Bulwer aimarked‘difference in :

l'He died before Salisbury got round to the unpleasant taske

2'Russell dimly perceived the error though Palmerston certalnly did
. not. S o
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intensitywin the approach to the general problem of Turkish integrity
and reform. Tensions also arose over the implementing of official
policy -towards the United Principalities and especially towards
TEéYpf'with; in the last case, unfortunate reenlts. Thougn they were
stimulated by the complicated and fluid internatidnal situation

they were emphasised by the peculiar relafionship between the |

representative at Constantinople and the Foreign Minister, responding

1nadequately to the requirements of diplomacy by telegraph. By the

nature of his peculiarities and background Bulwer was condemned to be

in'affalseﬁnosition'SQmerof the time.

" There is little we know of Bulwer before he entered Parliament

in 1830, beyond the fact that he was educated at Harrow, and Trinity

College;‘and Downing College,’Cambridge,fwhich he left.in'fhe:Autumn
of 18241. As befitted a-young gentleman, a second son ‘with: some -

social standing and emall expectations, he beoame an officer in the

lst. Life Guards, 1824, and two years later in the - 58th. foot T e The"‘

less formal part of his education might have involved a moere or lese
Grand Tour. ’ However, for- lack of funds, one: suepects, rather than
ythrough lack of inclination, he had to be content with a trip “$o-

the Morea, as one of the- representatives of the Greek Committee aent

to" obtain information about conditione in Greece, and to- give Prince .

o oo

Mavrocordate the sum of £80 0003. ‘ Thisrjourney probably,quickened i

1. Comnlete Peerage: D.N.B., suggests that he 1eft at the request of

"Yhe Greek Committee in London.

2'William Henry Lytton Earle Bulwer‘born in February 1801 was the

"second son of General Williem Earle Bulwer of Wood Dalling and Heydon;

“Norfolk, by Elizabeth Barbara, daughter of Riohard Warburton—Lytton
of Knebworth, Herts. C.P. .

3‘D N.B. Memoirs of William second Viscount Melbourne - WaMe Torrens,‘

Vol. 1,p.213.

D
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his ambition as much as his artistic impulses for he son published

An Autumn in Greece,'an amﬁsing volume of letters descriptive of his

gojourn in thevclassic land of conflic‘b'l Whatever the motivation

of this tentatlve venture into the realm of letters, he did gain
credlt by the good use he had made of his powers of observation

~ and 3udgment'2 ~ He was now persona grata with the Whigs as is
'evidenoed by Williem Lamb's adoption of him as a oandidate in the
’electlon for the borough of Hertford in 18263 It,was a rough ‘
experience forkBulwer_who was eas;ly beaten aﬁ therpoll in a |
oonstituénoy 'by this time thorooghly demoralised by rénoour, money
‘and beer'4¢' 'Rather effeminate in appearance and voxoe, and with
more fine appreoiation of saroasm than oapacity for rough-and-ready
humour, he was never able to overtake the headway made by his dandy e
competitor'5 A son of the county, Bulwer seems to have taken it
for granted that he would w1n, and passed the time 'reporting progress
in delicate little notes to Panshanger and Knebworth, till most of

_ his money was spent, and a good deal of the confidenca of his
discerning friends's. Bulwer, himself, as Lamb indioated, was—at
this timeyalready a dandy, a caricature of disciplined Regency
elegance. kThe pencil sketoﬁ of him by the Count;d'Orsay - 'the‘last
‘of the dandies as a ruler of xgggg men'~— shows us & fashionably

dressed young man, with & careless arlstooratlc hauteur, presumably

é:? ?dB. Torrens, Vol. 1,p,214_

bid. ,

i’Ibid. p.213, T o S
*Ibid. p.214. A Radical, a Mr. Dunconmbe, and a Tory, a Mr. Byron .

5 were returned. : ‘ ; S R R
.Ibido
*Ibid.
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10.
cultivated, adopting a languocrous posel. ~ The Count d'Orsay lived
. at the house of Lady Blessington 'which was an agreeable house for
men, although not visited by Engliehwomeﬁ'z. Here the Bulwers and
,,_Disraeli were frequent visitorsB; An intimate attachment grew
‘up between the rootless Jewish rebel and Bulwer. Disraeli first
ﬁet Henfy Bulwer at a dinner party given by Lytton Bulﬁer at his
'houselin Hertford Street4. Disraeli, Bulwer recoliected 'wore green
velvet frbusers;fa caﬁafy coloured waisteoat, low shoes, silver |
buckles, lace at his wrists, and his hair in ringiets..}lf\dn 
leaving the table we had been severally taken aside apd asked‘which
was the cieverest of the party ﬁe‘shouid nave been obliged to say |
"tee men;in‘the‘greeﬁ felvet;trousers"'B. VBulwer ﬁas obvioueiy
fascinated. The ffiendship between the two, though in the nature
of things eperating over long distanees, lasted'into'the"50334End
with profit 40 both Bulwer and Disraeli, the latter making a point
‘of defending his friend whilst attacking Liberal foreign pollcy )
during the critlcel debates following Bulwer s expulsion from Spain.6 
Having enteredﬁthe diplomatlc eervlee, he begen hls apprentice- a
ship as attachd'at Be.rlin 1827; then in Vienna 1829, end'fin"alyl’j at
| the Hague in‘1830.7‘f3He qﬁickly eoneelidafeddhis'feputatibn es’e“““"
dandy, by adding to his other qualities a remarkable skill at’
: gemblinge. ‘What else he learned, apart from the knowledge of the way
leIbid. The sketch in‘E‘B.D'Aﬁveréne; p.272,shows us an inoredibly
o young looking Bulwer. ... He was 44. when the sketch was made: in '45.m~
3.'.!.‘o:mz'ens,Vol.‘ l p 214 SRR ’:. ~ U',zt n’.{w e
A.Ibld. Gt
"  2.¥§2g{?eeny and Buckle - Life of Benjamin Disraeli Vol l,p 124.
" "°Opecit. Vol. II,p.73, 151;Vol III,p 399;end for reference to debates'
Vol. IIL,p.182. - - ‘

Jp.N.B. & CPL
8O N3, ,

%
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the office was run, one may only surmise from what Bulwer was

thinking on certain problems in the middle 'thirties. Certainly

he mugt have acquired some insight into the psychology of a
Buropean middle-class composed chiefly of people of the professions,
who were revolutionaries manques; and,.for the cosmopoli%an_culture

then in vogue, a feeling at once respectful and flippant as became

‘a man more interested in history than in theory, and in politics

than 'in ideas. His attitude to the faint stirrings in Europe was a
result of very acute observation. His Jjudgments on the contemporary

scene in France which he recorded in the Notebook have the kind of

ﬁoderationland authority which clearly resulted from mature thinking' 

over a period of years.l
 Then while still a Member of Parlisment Bulwer was sent on &
special missibn to report on the growing discontent in the Belgian

province. Then he was attached to the Paris Embassy much %o Lord

Granville's dismay.

'May there not be some inconvenience in Mr. Bulwer (an

author as well as an orator) having the privilege of coming
over from London to Paris when it suits his faney, to rummage
the archives of the Embassy and then return to his 5
Parliament duties as soon as he has gratified his curiosity?' .

Bulwer had hinted that he did not intend to do much work. . Our

- pieture of Bulwer as a man pléying at being the dandy, popular enough

‘in the society of wits, but, essentially, a person who liked to gy

at politics, would be filled in by an exsmination of his role in

lfThese conclusions are based on Bulwer'stotebook, Points written
~ for introduction', Sept. 30th 1832 - Mid. Jan. 1833, Entry Sat.
O ctober '32, Bulwer Papers, G/l. Evidently the data in this’
Notebook provided the material for his book, published in 1834,
Frances Social, Literary, and Political,and another published in
1836, The Mcnarchy of the Mjddle Classes. - : o

Webster-The Foreien Poliey of Palmerston Vol. 1, T0.n.l,26 Nov. '32,

.Granville-Falmerston.According tQ one authority a stroni friendship
between Bulwer & Palmerston dated from this time.See'Df uvergne.
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‘English_politics.l Bulwer, one may hazard a guess,had slightly

extreme views not only because he knew which way the wind wab blowing
but becéuse tﬁey were congenial to his tempéramént,vhe being somethihg |
of the cohnoicseur.zV‘ He was in favour of e%tcnding the measuie of |
Caﬁholic emancipation, of the partial disestablishment of the Church

in Ireland, and of an Irish Poor Law. He looked favourably:on‘the
,demaﬁds of Dissent, and hoped that Jewish disabilities might be

dealt withe. - It is intereéting in view of a certain acpectiofiBulwer's
dipiomatic'techﬁiQuékfhct és-cafly as 1836 he was given to‘indulging

in academic polltics,Aconfidently attempting to secure what no one

5 .. His pamphlet,

&nd no party had the ineclination or power to secure.’
'The Lords, the Government, and the Country. A Letter to a Constituent
| ~on the Present State of Affairs', was an irenicon its purpose belng

to induce the Radicals andnothers with sympathgtlc notions to sink
'fheir diffefccces ﬁith(the‘Whiéé~in ordcr to'fresent a united front
before the danéer”thrcatening‘from'the Tories. ::As gﬂncn»pcityvmgn'

, he felt obliged to justify his,cwh suppoft of the Whigs., . The
apologia is reVealing,\illustrating not only Bulwer 8 general

attitude to politics, but also the justiflcation of @ technique which

- was to earn him so much notoriety in the diplomatic world, namely.

1 ‘Bulwer sat in the Commons as a Liberal M.P. for Wilton 1830-1, for
Coventry 1832-5, and for Marylebone 1835-T7: C.P.

‘Bulwer Papers, T/38, Fenton-Bulwer several letters. Perhaps of
significance was Bulwer's desire to furnish the Embassy house with'
~copies of .portraits of famous men like Dante, Machiavelli, Pietro L

3 Perugino, Rembrandt and Rubens.
*See below pa23 At Madrid Bulwer tried it in 1846, and was disavcwed
" by Aberdeen. At Constantinople during his embassy, he had L
a marked penchant for this kind of game; = witness his attempts
- to reconcile the irreconcilable Porte and Viceroy, and his
- taste for constitution making when there was no possibility ‘
- of the Powers enforcing a new constitution on the Principalities.
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that springing from an ability to compromise easily. He wrotes
'I am not one of those who - like the child that throws
memma's gingerbread into the fire, and cries for a piece
of the moon, which looks prettier - would refuse what is
.. good and possible, for what might be better and is
- . impossible's, 1 : :
Bulwer's menner in the Commons seems to have struck observers
in the way Bulwer himself would have wished it to. The debate .
-ceoncerned the recently concluded Quadruple Alliance of 1834. -
'With the easy patronage of an acquired reputation,'Bulwér ©
began conveying in muttered interruptions to his more.
youthful neighbours whet he thought might be said in reply
to the points brought up by successive orators on the
other side.'2 -
- As Bulwer.rosejto speak . gso did Lord Leveson who reproduced Bulwer's
~.own arguments,
'It must be added that.when Henry Bulwer had recovered
from his surprise he enjoyed the joke as much as anybody,
and was among the first to join in the general applause-
accorded to the Member for Morpeth on the success of his
maiden effort.' b3 A o . ;
- Afterwards Bulwer wrote to Lord Granville and, though tempering his
~ praise, suggestedv{that,thefAmbassador had only to give”his son a-
Vhint»as to fchusing? his next time of 3peaking well to confirmﬁond
 fix a most fovourable impréSsion'.4f Here.ﬁas all the'easy‘g:aoe
and insinuating charm which contempoparies found so appealing;i kS
‘;Joined with his other qualities, however, it was Just as likely to
i e '

: incur suspicion and hostllﬁy.

: Bulwer 8 general approach hardly changed with the years.«;:The“

l"The Lords, the Government etc.' e
*Lord E, Fitzmaurice - The Life of GranV1lle George Leveson Gower'a~
3 Second Earl Granville, Vol. l,p.27
“Ibid. e R Ve
4‘Ib1d.“ o : : ' e =
*See below for Somments by Thouvenel, paib, by Melbourne pds and
S by Palmerston, P36 :
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waning of'his youth meant in his case, however, that what was once
appreciated as detachment and grace, albeit grace spiced with a
’ colourful and not unattractive sarcastic manner and cultivated
‘ebullience, came‘to ‘be regarded as a facade for the concealed motive .
end & manner too facile to be taken at its face value., Bad temper
' was a natural development from the earlier sarcasm, -if only because
of persistent ill-nealth. = It was while Bulwer was at his peak end
had the reopect of the leeding politiclene of bcth large partles, that
kis manner was imperceptibly becoming the one we recognise in the |
;Ambassador et Constentinoyle, 1858 65. ' If we quickly peruse his
diplomatic career. during these formative years we shall notice treite
- which were %o become those normally associated with Bulwer s name.
During NOVember 1855 Bulwer returned to Bruesele as Secretary of‘~\
the Legetlon, end as Charge d'Affalres there negotiated a treety of
commerce with the ; new kingdom. Palmerston Wae“impreSSed enougb‘by
kBUlWer s work to heve bim sent as Secretary to the Embassy et
.’Constantinople to help Ponsonby bring about a commerciel treaty with
Turkey.l : The Treaty of Commerce between the Porte end England wasf
the result. In view cf French hostility and the marked 1ack of 7
, co-operatlon amongst all the embassies, Bulwer was obliged to act in
silence end secrecy. His success, chlefly due to Ponsonby s Work
rbeforehend, perhepe geve him an unbalenced v1ew of the value of such

' methods. He described the incident in his Life of Lord Pelmerston,;ﬁV

l'Webster,;Vol. II, p.554.4 Though objecting to a Secretary, Ponsonby
liked Bulwer well enough. . Bulwer's correspondence with Palmerston

- acted as a corrective to his chief's reports: Vol. I p.70. e

~ To Ponsonby he was useful in getting the right contacts with the
Sultan's officials. Bulwer was now initiated into the eastern
mysteries of communication. ' : . , »
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where he pours scoyrn on:the lack of imagination of the French
~ representative, emphasieesrhow easy it all was to him, and: fails to
explain how vital the Treaty was for the success of Reschid's plans.1
~Bulwer's interpretation of himself as a kind of Don Juan of diplomacy
. is adequately illustrated by his emphasis of the minor details ‘in
~ %his coup de théftre of 1838:
'My intentions were seconded by the accident of my having
pitched a large Persian tent in one of those beautiful

valleys of the Bosphorus which boast a fountain surrounded

by centenarian tress; and to this retreat - there mnot

being at that time a great deal of general business .in the
Chancellerle - I used frequently to resort.

' Some verses I bad written in two or three ladles' albums
- galned me credit of being a poete. Pera talked of my .
- romantic tendencies in particular, and of the eccentricities
. of Englishmen in general' 2 v » :
. Wlthln the fortnight Bulwer had negotiated the details in the cool
Of the tent, 'but he peverkrealised the political conditions of his
work since he did not believe Mehemet could be overthrown and indeed
did not desire it'.? In short, he simply did as he was told,
without being awareuof the'complexities;ef‘the,situation.i>
| Subsequently the restored Whigs posted Bulwer, recently

recovered from‘fever, to Paris as Secretary there.4 ) In this position

Legpe value of this book is slight when it is used as a source of
material for Bulwer himself. It savours too much, sometimes of
special pleading,at other times of righteocus self-defence. See
‘Parry,The Spanish Marrisges,280, and Webster,The Foreign Poliey .- -

.. of Palmerston,Vol. II,554, which describes Bulwer's claims to.-be

~the principal agent in bringing about the treaty as"nothing but a '

fairy tale's L . : ST PN A

Bulwer - Life of Palmerston, 261. 3 : e ‘

Webster, op.cit. Vol.11,555. &n early instance of Bulwer's faulty

Judgment when it was a question of active polities rather than

~detached’ observation. The egotism which seemed . to motivate him

‘8o strongly would inevit&bly cripple hls judgment sooner or’

l&terQV : o . :

SL? 1839-43.

3,

4.
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and as chargé d'affaires in the following year, - i.e. 1840 - he was

an importent'moderating influence. Such was‘hiS'opinion of his own
imPortance»confirmed by his natural talent for compromise, that he
éttemptéa to assume the role of mediator whenever the opportunity
Offered,‘agd even when it did not. = So from Paris he tried to calm
the irritation in London vwhen it was learned that Thiers had encouraged
a compromise betwees Mehemet Ali and the Sultan. 'Later (September “
1840) he sent 1n a modifled version of Thiers' statement to himself
at Auteuil, which had been a blunt intlmation that a non-aceeptance
IOf Mebemet's ce;msﬁwou}d probebly produce a war between France ano
Britain.l‘ R a B | R
- We are permltted a singie éllmpse of Bulwer in action in Paris.
Hls hautenr on this’ occasion seems almost to have cost him his 1ife.2
During an Embassy ball, he offered his services to Lady*cowley who was
7 at a loSs to discover the identity of one of the guests.  Bulwer -
is reported’ as saying: i}:;l f';;j"' i{’Jc ,\‘j:;:'_ . w‘ %$i |
‘"I am sent by Lady Cowley to know your name“ 3.
‘The 'Larquis D-' replied, ,‘f"£ ° i; 1}"ﬂf i;e;~.rf}»’* : i'ni‘; v
'Before I gratify yoc with mine, perhaps you will let ne know -
- yours; for your manner is excessively impertinent, and you

require to be made an example of'

The narrator concluded, ’ q“, ‘ . h R

l’Major Je. Hall - England and the Orleans Monarchy, p«245. Bulwer was "~
‘generally in favour of concession to the French view-point regarding
Mehemet, ~ Also Webster, opit. Vol.I1I,649-50, 669,718, However, =
Palmerston depended much on Bulwer now that Granville was failing
(Webster, Vol.I,67) and the relations between Bulwer and Palmerston

o Were very clase at this time. (See Hall,p.298,307). B
‘Bresson in Spain would complain of BulwerSairs. In 1857 Stretford was .

3 greatly irritated by them. ’
The Reminiscences and Recolleotions of Cantain Gronow, Vol. II 266..

-
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'The following morning this nobleman called upon me,

and mentioned what had occurred the previous evening; he
swore that he would run Bulwer through the body for the
insult offered him, and requested me to be the bearer

of a challenge to the offender'.l

Gronow tactfully arranged the matter and prevented the two from
meeting. |

By this time, in the stock-exchange of reputations, the Foreign
'Service, Bulwer had been assessed and catalogued.2 In 1841

Aberdeen and Lord Stanley joined forces to try to persuade Bulwer

3

to go to Canada as Secretary to the Governor. Aberdeen,fanxious

~ though he was to please Stanley was only too aware of the value of
Bulwer in Paris., He wrote to Princess Lieven:

'We were near taking Bulwer from you: but much to my
joy he is returned to Paris'. 4 '

Having received already e negative reply to his‘request Lord Stanlef
wrote to Bulwer againg 7

'eeoin the full persuasion that your abilities can no where
be exerted more beneficially to the public service, nor
‘with a fairer prospecet of adding to your reputation as a
public man, than in the situation, at this critical moment,
of Secretary to the Governor General of Canada, I have no =
hesitation in renewing to you the request communicated to
you in my former letter, that you would give to the
Government the bpnefit of your services 5

Assurances were freely given that Bulwer ¢ career in the dlplomatic
service would in no wise be hampered by such & move. On the contrary,

l L] - - B N
_2.Ibid. i
Melbourne was sufficiently impressed to think that it mlght be a -

- good idea to send Bulwer to Constantinople again in order to press
upon the Sultan the French terms for a settlement of the Eastern
question should they prove satisfactory.cf.The Letters of Queen

’3 Victoria.Vol. I, 297,Melbourne-Victoria,9 October,1840.
~“*Bulwer Papers,S/40,Lord Stanley-Bulwer 28 Septs 1841;Aberdeen-Bulwer
A. 16 September '41, 8/2.
5 Lady Francis Balfour-Life of George Farl of Aberdeen Vol. 1I, 124
- Z°Bulwer Pz pers,S/40, Lord Stanley-Bulwer 28 September,'dl.
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his present sacrifice would win him the favour of Her Majesty's

Government whatever its colour. Even so, Bulwer, pcssibl& indulgino
in a fancy that he was indispensable, had been quick to assunme that
here was some intrigue to get him safely out of the way, and offered
‘hls resignatlon. Aberdeen responded in the generous manner of which
only he was capable in 51milar clrcumstance5°

;...you will understand that there is no person’whom I

should so much desire to see at Paris as yourself.

. You will never be removed from it by me, except to some '
- post of activity and importance. - , '

I have been anxious to say this much because with,'
the opinions I expressed in my former letter, your . L
- proposal of a resignation struck me as singular, and as
- almost indicating some doubt of my sincerity.  On this
head, however, I trust that none can now exist; and that
you must believe me to be quite incapable of entertelning
any other object than that which I profess . 1 :
Melbourne wrltlng to the Queen llkew1se felt that Bulwer was a gcod“
han for Canada though his remarks show & keen awareness of the
8ubtleties of his character.
" "Tour Majesty,'he wrote to the Queen) knows Bulwer well.
He is clever, keen, active, somewhat bitter and caustic,
and rather suspicious. A man of a-more straightforward -
character would have done better, but it would be easy to .
have found many who would have done worse' 2 Lo
Russell and Palmerston would echo this last sentlment years later
"when Bulwer s Constantlnople embassy was coming to its wretched end.»
In our attempt to discover what the quality was of Bulwer as a
'person it would be remiss to overlock female oplnion which tends to» e
rconfirm the Vlew that he was basically a mercurlal nature.faf';?°i"’

His acquaintance with a certain Mme. Allart of Montlheri near °

S/2 Aberdeen—Bulwer, 27 September 4. S

2 : e
‘The Letters &f Queen Vlctoria Vol. I 419, Melbourne—V1ctoria,
lst October, '41.» ' \ Coaa e

-

-
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Paris covered most of his career after 1852.l This lady, clearly
infatuated by Bulwer, never ceased to press upon him the attractions

of some idyllic paradise which would be theirs should he agree to live é
with her in a 'lien intellectuel, au-dessus du mariage'.zw In

Florence she would pursue her studies while he - apparently of

" delicate health even in the 'thirties - would write a history of

that fown, as & kind of'positive convalescence.  She pleaded:

BR) begged you to come here, to see Florence street by
street, palazzo by palazzo, for 'its history is in its ,

 streets. Be good and let me lead you. You quite see
that there is nothing for me in this but study in Florence
for I call you to it, this is the proof, and do not think
but that bhonour always guides me. Come ithen with
confidence, or call on me, and believe that the affections
of eight years thus tried and shaped are worth more than
the amours of a moment'. 3 :

Bulwer it appears, was more attentiie to the demands of his carwaer

and perhaps the loves of the moment. But this lady's attachment

to Bulwer never seems %o have wavered; hence the value of her
,comments. ‘She once protested at his lack of depth s - o ’%

'I may not meet a lady w1thout héaring of. your galanteries...

Mme, Hainchin says that you are a new Don Juan...that you -

bave drawn back the limits of Dandyism, that it is a new
Dandyism, limitless, strange; and speaks of the horses

ready at eight o'clock for the whole night, and an ease .

at work, an excellent business mind!{...She also says that ;
you are leaner than ever, & shade, a pure ghost...(that) : 3
you have teken on the dress, manners and language of our men,.
there is no more English in you's. 4

Later she spoke with nostalgia, and presumably exaggeration, of

"hls eyes 'still wandering, never fixed on anything for a second' S

1. The first reference to Mme.Allart is in the Notebook,G/1,10 Oct.'32.
Her correspondence with Bulwer continues almost to the end of
2., Bulwer's Constantinople embassy.

3 G/3 Allart-Bulwer,l9 April,and clearly 1838 from internal ev1dence.
4' Allart -Bulwer,26 April '38, ibid. 4

* Allart-Bulwer,1838-50,Personal Letters,ibid. This one is ev1dent1y
5 of the period of Bulwer's secretaryship in Paris, 1839-43.

* Allart- Bulwer, 23 Sept. '64, (T/Sl)
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The appointment of a man of such slight character to the

important embassy of Spain in 1843 when Spain had become the touch-
stone of Anglo-French relations, would appear to have been & mistake:
and no matter what criteria one refers to in order to eveluate
hiskachievements, his career should have finished in 1846. - But
‘Aberdeen'e choice was severely restricted. Only too conscious
" of the difficulties inherent in his own policy‘and of the delicate
natﬁre of that tender plant the 'entente cordiale', Aberdeen in aey
fcase Presumably placed Bulwer's‘skill at a premium.

He went out to Madrid in December 1843 as Envoy‘eitraordinary
and Minister. .‘He had instructions to work in cencert with his
~French eelleegue and yet 'te‘promote, if hekp50perly can; the‘i
interesterof Don Franoisco'.l Parry neatly sums u§ the,v

,relationship between Bulwer and his French colleague:

"Bresson's pa331onate, nervous temperament and hig jealousy
- of all interference and opposition made him at best a”
most difficult colleague to handle...Unhappily, Bulwer's
~ own peculiar qualities were not calculated to promote
‘harmonious co-operation. His conceit, his aristocratic’
disdain for his colleague's more humble origin, irritated
the susceptible Bresson' 2

leen Brltlsh policy which condemned Bulwer to aoct as a mere

commentator, there was nothing Bulwer could do to further the interests

*The conclusions arrived at here are based on Jones Parry - The
' - Spanish Marriages, which contain a feair if speculative analysis
~of Bulwer. The evidence in the Bulwer Papers might perhaps’ qualify
this appraisal only by emphasising the subtleties of Bulwer's mind
and his impatience.See S/44,Bulwer-Clarendon,l? Sept.'46.This is
a particulerly explosive letter in which Bulwer soundly berates. D
English politicians for ignoring him,for not having a policy,and at
- “the same time for having the wrong policy Bulwer's dangerous
dallying with a completely Coburg solution,which he should have
realised was impossible in the international context,reflected an .
unhealthy preoccupation with his own dignity,an impression further .
reinforced by his suggested alternative, a completely French sohwhon.f
Parry,p.l?O. PO
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of either Don Francisco, the elder, or later his sons.l' Where he

did attempt é contribution to policy-making he made serious errors of
dudgmeqt on broad issues. After only a week in Madrid he advocated
,fhe réturn of the Queen-mother, although he had recently convinced
Guiiot in Paris that he would be em#arrassing Aberdeen by ﬁromoting
v such a scheme.2 . Five months.later Bulwer realised that he had takenu
too 'confident a view of her powers of deéision'.3 Again, at a
eritical 5unc£ure, when Aberdeen at the Chateau d'Eu,in September '45;
had allowed Guizot to interpret his silenée as tacit approval of an
9Ventual Montpensier marriage, Buiwer instead of pointing to all the
d’*’3‘1'1gerss invélved; thgt is if he was aware of them,\expreéséd pleasure"

with the development.4

During the summer months of 1844 Bulwer,
lulled into\a sense of security by earning the gratitﬁde of Bresson

and Narvaez, counselled Aberdeen not to mistrust French motives
1.

P.169,ibid. When at Constantlnople Bulwer found everything oanspired
to reduce him to & similar role, which was particularly galling
because he knew that Palmerston, Russell and the swellig number
of dissident voices in Parliament were irritated - if for different |
reasons - by the Turkish administration and therefore by association |
by Bulwer., = Nor did it help that the prop of the ministry, Gladstone,
failed to conceal his arridre pensées. see Appendix 4. It was
difficult to know what to expect of a representative in these
conditions. Aberdeen 1843-5 was conscious of the difficulties
and was generous to Bulwer, even when he would have been Jjustified
in not being soe On the other hand Russell in the last period

2,Vas demanding end suspicious.

3.Ibn.d, P.l61-2. :

2. Ivid, p.l76. \ .
‘Until a son - the laws of succession with reference to females

~ were still capable of being changed .- of Isabella and & Bourbon
‘husband, not French, had established himself on the throne of Spain,
the threat of a French prince ruling at Madrid would always remain,
England and the Orleans Monarchy, §.373. Since such a marriage |
could have been 'safely' contemplated only after a long lapse of |
~time Aberdeen ought to have realised how dangerous it was not to
have squashed the idea at the time.
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vin Spain.l He waus also ignorant of the urgency of Franch designs
to bring sbout a quick marriage.2 Then returning to Madrid in
September he suddenly perceived that he was being made a fool of.>
- With unwented zest he conjured up schemes for bringing thg French
low.4 He conspired to bﬁing about a Government favourable to a
Coburg marfiage,gnd sadiy misﬁudging Aberdeen's‘character,5 tried
%o force the Foreign Minister's hand by presenting him with a fait
accoﬁpli; ; Bulwér raiséd the Coburg bogey. The eclipse of what

remained of British prestige wes so‘complete that the French wéuld

“find it a comparatively easy task to bring about the Montpensier

union.

Jones Parry's assessment of Bulwer is judicious and does justice

to the extenuating circumstancese. He has to conclude however that

'a, diplomatic represenfative who choogses t0 guide himgelf by an

unscrupulous ihtérpretation of his instructions, obeying bne

anunctlon - 1.e. not to be active in favour of the French-sponsored

Trapani marrlage - and disregarding another equally vital to his

1.

Parry,p.188. It,ls,lnterestlng to notice that while there had been

& lull in the marriage question during the summer months of '44
Bulwer was able to settle Moroccan problems quickly and with
considerable skill. His successes resulted directly from his

. " being able to exploit fully British hegemony in Morocco and the

2.
Se

4.
3

good-will of all parties, France included.
Ibid, pp.199-202. ° ' k
Ibid, ppe241=2 2nd p.290. According to the ‘malicious Bresson there
wag little danger to be apprehended ffom a man who spent his time ..

in his country~house,away from the capital 'cultivating the last = |

daliasg, the last roses of autumn, and less perishable flowera'
Ibid, p.243.

Ibid, pp.240-1. Aberdeen quickly declined to favour them.
Ibid, pp.279 & 280. Bulwer similarly underestimated Russell's
intelligence in 1863. See below Egypt, p 264, and Chapter IV,
Pl o ) :
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»Goverhment's policy, ~ i.e. to remain stfictly neutral -vis deserving
of the most severe cen;ure. Bulwer...must be condemned for f&nk
disobgdience'.l ' Lastl& he comments on the Coburg project *'if it
be not permissible to entertain a suspicion that he had hoped>the
schene would be too far advanced to permit hls Government to counter-
mand it, then he must be 1ndlc§ted as a blunderer as well as an

1nsubord1nate diplomatist'. 2

What happened aftewards is not relevant here, though it is
- significant that Bulwer continued in his dangerous ways, but this
time iith Palmerston's appr;ov’al.3 Aberdeen, strangely enough,

ﬁagnanimous to a ridiculous degree; maintained his favourable
-iﬁpressionxof Bulwer. - | |

'Neverthélgss, the unfavéurable(impression others were forming
"~ about him were cqnfirmed by his activities 1846-8. Peel ﬁad’already
'become~critical"though-in 1848 he held back from attécking Bulﬁer's
rart 1n the affalr.44 In 1848, after hls expulsxon, wbich was chiefly
. a consequence of Palmerston s handiwork, Stanley too, was to be found
uﬂfavourably disposed.s' Palmerston and the Court, wh10h~was already
incensed by fhé 1846 debfcle, were violent agéinst‘him,s Palmerston

unjustifiably 80 eonsidering how he allowed Bulwer so much licence in,

Spanish internal politics.7 Even though Bulwer had ignored instruotions

5 %. Parry,p.289. The paranthetlcal clauses are mlne.

: 3. Ibid, p.2900 e ' i : ,' :

o Hall,p.327,andp.411s 'French and British rivalry was actively main~»
tained by Bresson and Bulwer,who,with the full knowledge of Palmers-

4. ton,was deeply involved in all the intrigues of the palace'.

5, Parry,p.290, and Greville, Vol.VI 174. » , 5

6. Greville, Vol. VI, 174.

Te Prince Albert- Duke Ernest,26 Mey' 46 Letters of Prinoe Consort,p.102~3
Palmerston-Bulwer,8 May,S/l:'You have roused a monstrous clatter
about your own head and mine by your Note of 7 April to Sotomayor.
Palmerston-Bulwer, 10 May '48, No.49,5/1. Palmerston-Bulwer,

12 May %48, S/l: 'You really are too bad'
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he had not been expelled from Spain for this but for Palmerston's

interference. The Queen hit off the whole situation in a blunt
but not exaggerated summary of Bulwer's last three years in Spain:

'He invariably boasted of at least being in the confidence
of every conspiracy, though he was taking care not ‘to be
personally mixed up in them, and after their various
failures generally harboured the chief actors in his
bouse under the plea of humanity. At every crisis he

" gave us to understand that he had to choose between 'a
‘revolution and a palace intrigue', and not long ago
only he wrote to Lord Palmerston, that if the Monarchy
with the Montpensier succession was inconvenient to us,
he could get up a Republic. Such principles are sure -
to be known in Spain, the more so when one considers the
extreme vanity of Sir H. Bulwer, and his probable

. imprudence in the not very creditable company which he

"is said to keep.  Lord Palmerston will remember that

the Queen has often addressed herself to him and Lord
John, in fear of Sir H., getting us into some scrape; and
if our diplomatists are not kept in better order, the
Queen may at any moment be exposed to similar insulis as
she has received now in the person of Sir H. Bulwer;
for in whatever way one may wish to look at it, Sir
Henry still is her Minister.' l

And the Queen’refused 1o consider having Sir Henry Bulwgr at“

- Madrig again.? | Gréviile cailed on‘Bulwer just,after”his arrivalv
from Spain!éhd heérd him giving hie account of events to Deiéne,
Greville coﬁmented: 'The thing that struck ﬁe was the knowiedge
which he betrayed of the plots or intrigues that were-going"ogk
against the Government, and it does not appeaf...that he ever gave
the benefit of his informatio#:to thevspénish Minigteré. For
exaﬁple, he»knew of the military ihsurrectidﬁ; the day on which,

" the place at which, it was to take place, Who Wwas 9 command it, and

1.
Vlctoria-Palmerston, 23 May '48, Letters of Queen Victoria,
5 Vol. II, 207-8. : | ; .
Ibid, Pe211, 15 June '48. . -
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in short, particulars which implied familiarity, if not complicity

with the conspirators'.l
But he survived primarily, one suspeocts, because Palmerston's

own préstige was involved in his survival.2 Bulwer went to
wB-Sh_ington as Minister to hegotiaté an agreément to do witﬁ commercial
'relations, especially those betweeﬁ Canada and America.3
Characteristically, without instructions he came to an agreement,
the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty of 19 April 1850, which was aﬁ attempt to

~ determine the attitude of both Powers fo actual proﬁiems and quéstions
'v Which were likely to arise as their interests clashed in the Central

;Americéh zone.4 The treaty was a compliment to Bulwer's finesse.
In SPite of the weakness and vacillation of the adminlstratlon-— and
%o ap extent because of this-— and in splte of his own lack of
guidence on the‘subject, though presumably he must have previously
known Palmerston s personal predileotlons, Bulwer achieved a settlement{
Whlch after years of haggling provided America and Britain with a
Deans of deallng with their problems in Central America in a peaceful '

way. ’ Bulver" s success may be attributed chiefly to that,talentkfor

backstéirs diplomacy which had brought about his downfall in 1848.

1. Greville, Vol. VI, 185, and see Lord Canning to Malmesbury, from
o Madrid, Entry 21 Oct. '47, Memoirs of en ex-Minister, Vol. 1, 200,
3, ‘See above, Pe23. ‘
"By this time Bulwer had married, Dec. '48, Georgiana Charlotte Mary,
daughter of Henry Wellesley, lst Baron Cowley and grand-daughter 5
of James Cecil, lst Marquis of Salisbury C.P. This might have been
& useful match for Bulwer, but in the event it was a never ending
source of friction, not only taxing Bulwer's strength but also one
~, Suspects acting as a bar to the furtherance of his social ambitions.
. The Palmerston Papers may one day reveal the importance of the
~Constant ‘and ill-concealed friction between Bulwer and his wife in-
Preventing the former obtaining the peerage he so ardently sought
4.9uring the last three years of the Constsntinople Embassy. : ~
R.W. Von Alstyne, 'British Diplomacy and the Clayton—Bulwer Treaty 1
Journal of Mod. Hist,. XI (1939) P‘1550
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Later he himself wrote:

'In America nothing is done with the Government. One must
influence the people who influence the Government, without
which the papers that pass between the Secretary and the
British minister were better throm into the fire'. 1

o Acting upon this préoept Bulwer had quickly ingratiated himself
with potential enemies.2 By his success and quite possibly because

of the valuzble information on the Mosquito Question he continued

to glve several ministers, notably Lords Granville, Clarendon and

rPalmerston, even as late as 1854,Bulwer may have overcome to some

extent the suspicions which had been entertained against him before

he left for Washington.> Be that as it may, after a quiet bub

‘sucoesxful interlude at Florence as Minister 1852-55, he retiréd

in anticlpatlon of the Embassy at . Constantinople whlch was his great

&mbitlon.A‘ Instead of thls, however, several diplomatic missions

were entrusted to him in the Levant, the most important of which was

- as Britain's représentative in the Commission appointed to implément

‘ the 23rg Article‘of the Treaty of Paris. The Commission was to examine

‘the conditions of the Danubian Principalities.

As a participant in the actual working out of the details of the

Treaty of Paris, Bulwer in & very real sense was quickly brought up

against the new facts of the internatlonal situation.', They were such

1.
2. Bulwer»Clarendon, 24 Jan. '45, Ibid, p.155.

*Alstyne, p.155-6, and see Envoys, end Levant Herald 4 Oct. '65, in .

an artlcle on Bulwer's retirement explains that for his suooessful
,dirlomecy on this occasion he was made a G. C B, o

. 2.Alstyne, p.152-3, 175 snd 179.

o i it S

i

*¥ith reference to Florence see MonZypenny and Buckle, Vd.III 399-401.4

- Levant Herald, 4 Oct.'65, suggests that Bulwer went to Florence at his
oW requést for reasons of health. For reference to Constantinople -

see Memoirs of an ex-Minister, Vol. II, 118, Entry 11 May '58,and

V:Stanley (Under Seeretary of State for Foreign Affairs)- Bulwer,6 Sept.‘

'46,8/40s ' would certainly have been very glad to have done

eéverything in my power to have promoted your wishes wlth regard to

Constantlnople .
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88 10 render his influence nugatory. For two reasons Bulwer
reacted strongly against toe inertia enforced on the Commission: he
was loathy to co-operate with Stratford de Redcliffe, hoping to make
him soem, if not foolish, at least inadequate; and secondly, he
genuinely resented the false position in which the Commisoion wos
Plaoed.1 The upshof was that Bulwer distinguishbed himself doring
- this period in a way which further underlined his incapacity for
an important poét:such as the Embassy at Constantinople. Not only
was he disloyal to hio immediate superior -~ as he had been to
Granville and Pénsonby - he also made a point of demonstrating the
‘divergeoce>of opinion existing between himself and Stfatford.
Warranted w;s hié anxiety to be given the documents which concerned
thé probléms in hand, and to be informed about Britiéh.policy,
especially in view of its ambiguity; 1less justified was his
ﬁrovocation oftLord Stratford in fronf_of all the European
commissioners and the corps diplomatique when the Firman relétive to
the Convocation of the Divans was read.2 |

| Reduced fo poworlessness, Bulwer iried to maintain his own
dignity during the crisis of the early months of 1857, by losing his

temPer in the sittings of the Commission, absenting himself entirely

1. ‘Riker,p. .109. Palmerston-Russell, 10 May '65, PR0.30/22.22:
Bulwer is a great intriguer. He worked hard to upset Stratford
2, and get hig place'. o
‘This was before the Commissioners left for Jassy. “Thouvenel -
shrewdly commented: 'Sir Henry Bulwer and Lord Stratford have-
given us the entertaining spectacle of the struggle of a serpent
with a lion'. Thouvenel-Benedetti, 8 Jan. '57, Trois Années,
‘Peb65. Riker - The Making of Rumania, p.82, makes the point:
"It would have behoved the new arrival to seek his end by
Personal interviews, instead of writing wordy and meticulous
complaints', :
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from Bucarest,l attempting to act the role of mediator between the

factions there, and trying to point out to Stratford and his

Government thecmockery which was the policy he was expected to

uphold.2 Bulwer objected to the hastening of the election while

there was the least suspicion of irregularity.

3

However, because of

theylimitétions imposed upon him by official poliey Bulwer could

only insist that the Commissiqn could not teke action by itself, but

thé letter of his own instrﬁctions.

‘must await-instruections from.Constantinople. In this manner he

~gratified his desire to play'a‘diStinctive fole, and to keep within .~

4 ' "During his stay in the

Princlpalitles we may remark Bulwer 8 penchant for attempting the J

smart manoeuvre, and for trying for & mlddle position whieh he

'lacked substantial power to sustain. 7 It is 51gnificant that Bulwer

was already reacting to the dlplomatic situation by becomlng something

of a legalist, a trait which we shall ‘have cause frequently to observe

“]during his seven years as ambassador.

57,

leRiker,p.98 and 10l.April 1857.His ignorance in the interpretation of

the Firman-which had failed to comprehend the differences between
Wallachia and Moldavia,-assisted those influences-Austren,Turkish,

" and Stratford-hastening the elections in spite of the general

2e

3.

4.

5.

knowledge that the Moldavien electoral lists had been faked. See
Riker,p.105-T.

Clarendon,to whom Bulwer had expressed his fears without reserve, was
ready to accept the result of the elections to the divans ad hoo in
spite of irregularities.Riker,p.ll4 and 113. ‘
*Riker,p.117.Yet Bulwer wrote to Siratford about the suspect nature
‘of the 1lsts,and told him that Prokesch was not to be hearkened to.
Quotes Bulwer-Stratford,no.96,8 July'57,F0.78/1281: 'My impression

is that if the Russians,French,Sardinian,and Prussian cabinets carry
out the pogitive threats of their commissioners not to recognise the
Moldavian divan,they will have a strong oase for the publio,whlle the
Porte will stand in an awkward position'.

Riker,p.84,119,94 and p.109: '...Bulwer,chafing as he dld under the
restrictions thus imposed,was nevertheless so anxious to preserve his .
'‘balance of power' that he preferred to shelter himself behind a
screen of academic rectitude instead of Jjoining those members of the
Commission who chose to subserve the letter of their instructicns
to the spirit’'.

See below, DS7®
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- From the first Thouvenel had been able to.count on the

differences between Bulwer and étratford.l The French agent in
Jassy, commenting on the sirange unanimity of the Commission,
rejoiced iu 'the savoury spectacle of Sir Henry Bulwer at Bucarest
lending kbis support to a view violently attacked by Loed Strafford
at Coristantinople.2 Baron Talleyrand Perlgord, amased with Bulwer,
desoribed him as one 'who searched a quarrel with everyone in his
fits of crotchety temper.3

Riker, though pointing to Bulwef's deranged liver as'an : T
iextenuating Circumstanceﬁ, submits that Bulwer was ‘Something of ab

busybody' and 'oversensitive on the poiut of dignityh?d

And N
‘whatever the merits of Bulwer as a dlplomatlst at this time, and
,these would seem not to have been extraordlnery, the 1mpression wer
receive of him as a person does nothing to make one questlon the
image elready in mlnd. Sly, disloyal and a little ridlculous, he
lacked the qualltles to be expected in a rellable representetive.’
4 lack of integrity was a considerable failing not to be excused :
by the condltions under which Bulwer laboured, the difficultles
with Lord Stratford, and his own 111 health.

Bulwer s marrlage to Georgiana,Charlotte Mary Wellesley5 enly

lbrought gerious dlsadventages which in turn influenced his. health

lemprois Années p.695, Thouvenel Benedettl, 8 Jan '57.
*Ibid, p.109. , ‘ g

3eIpia, p.129. i e i o

4*Riker, p.82 and €3: 'Bulwer's liver was periodically deranged'.
‘See above, pd5,note 3 . | ‘
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and temper. It has to bve said; however, that as far as one

can tell, this had no adverse effect on his actions during his
.Constantiéople Embass&.l But it almost certainly influenced
Bulwer's relations iith Palmerston and Russellbwho must have 4

known about the state of Bulwer's marriage.

‘ Lady Bulwer turned out to be as extravagant as'her

husbénd who was himself extravagant and constantly beset by

méney troubles.2 The finan¢ial advantages which Bulwer
Wim .
anticipated from the marriage, causinghto increase hisg

wife's allowance and to allow himself some greater luxuries

were never forthcoming. The situation which developed as a

l'On one occaéion his sbsenting himself at Scutari for héalth
. reasons laid him open to charges of conspiracy sgainst the
Sultan. See below, pedA n. 2 .

2'Stanley (Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs) - Bulwer,
8 March '47 and others T/40., = Stanley was evidently alarmed
at the expenditure of Bulwer on his residence, see Jones
Parry, p.289: 'Bulwer's pride was engaged in this

- enterprise (i.e. the Coburg match); and he no doubt had
visions of putting to good use the grand equipage, consisting
of eight horses, & chariot, and a state coach, which he
had brought back with him in 1845 in preparation for the
Queen's wedding day'. : , , .

Meynell (Banker) - Bulwer, St. Remo, 8 May»'63 and others T/8%
'I cannot consent to accept by instalments the money I lent
to you on blocess' : o

H.P. Fenton-Bulwer, several, T/38, for post-1861, ' Bulwer

_ bad this sgent rummaging around for the best copies of

- famous portraiis. In his situation, thus to furmish a ‘
house on an island which he seldom saw, was, to say the
least, Bohemian.

'Judging'from the reference in Sir E. Hornby- Aufobiography
" pe153, Bulwer also kept a stable for horse-racing, ~ :
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consequence showed up Bulwer in a mean light.l As time passed

enr ‘
his health def/z‘iorated,2 and his marital relations became more
sharply disturbed; with the result that he spent many a night

at Pera unable to sleep:because of his intense

leBulwer- Lord Salisbury, 15 May '61 T/52: "You know that durlng
Lady Cowley's life-time I had to meet 2ll the expenses of our
joint establishment. This .together with my being some time out
of employment and having to pay from my official income when at
Washington, occasioned debts which for the last three years
I have been endeavouring to, and succeeding in paying off..
At Lady Cowley's death I expected a great increase of income,
and allowed Lady Bulwer fto augment the expenses of the House in
‘consequence, and was not so scrupulous as to my own - not one ’
- farthing however has yet reached me!l Counting, as I have said...
~ (on an increase in fortune)...(baving otherwise allotted as I
have stated my official income) I made engagements with the
" Bankers here accordingly. These by the present unexpected
delays I break, and the only thing I can do is to settle them
by peying from 8 to 10 per cent for the advance'.

Bulwer - William Bulwer, 29 May '61:  'It is all very well talking
of my interest but it was not my interest to take the intereste..
' Neither is it my interest to delay the payment of Lady B's
annuity in order to throw a greater burden on me. . The whole
~ affair of the family is to screw me down to the last point and
- has always been so, both in the marriage settlement and Lady
Cowley's will, which was in fact a swindling evasion of an
agreement. I must say Lady Be. joins in nothing of this kind,
but the family should know that if they act in this way they
" separate Lady B. and myself because I will not be so treated,
and then, because I am ruined by the expenses of a marriedmenage
reproached for extravagance. Either Lady B's incone must
assist mine, or she musit not create a charge upon it.
eeein the meantime...we are in great distress since I have gone.
on apportioning my own income to the settlemént of old accounts, -
end spent neverlheless more in the Household, conceiving I had
a larger income which has been taken from me'. It was not
until late in 1864 that the difficulties arising from the
marriage were settled. See Barnes and Elliss (Bulwer's lawyers) -
Bulwer, 22 Sept. '64, T/Blc S L

There are several letters from dlfferent sources commiserating !
with him, or complimenting him on a recent recovery. Especially
‘warm were the letters from Baron Prokesch, the Austrian '
Internuncios €.8. to Bulwer 23 Nov. '64, and 7 Dec. T/77..
~ The 'letters cover the whole of the Constantinople Embassy.
see also Bulwer - A'ali Pasha, 20 Feb. 65 T/105 and Bulwer -
Layard, 9 July '63, and Hyde Clerke from Smyrna, 28 Oct. '64,
T/84 which suggest Bulwer to have been & martyr to sciatica.

2.
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irritability.l, How far this diminished his efficiency it is
imﬁossible to discover. Certeinly thevsudden flurry of activit&
with which, much %o his personal bredif he brought the Servian
difflculties to a satlsfaotory ‘conclusion, followed immediately
on a nearly fatal illness.2 The anxiety to travel to . different
parts of the melre, chiefly to Syria and Egypt, seems to have been
caused at least in part by his genuine need for a better climate

3

and his hypochondria. Further he was far better informed as a

‘l‘Bulwer - Lady Bulwer, 5 May 1861, /52, 'I passed the whole °
night with fever in consequence of this constant agitation.
eoolesosuggested merely as a friendly and practical expedient
your going to London to settle our affairs, since you salid you
were always so bored here - or if that did not suit, teking for
the summer months a small house at the islands - so that one '
might find some excuse for breaking up the establishmentisoe
I am in hopes your good sense and reflection will ultimately
come to your aid, and that through these means you will not

‘render a casual difference which I have not desired to provoke,
one of a very serious nature, which it would naturally become
if you persevered in your present behaviour'

Ipbid, 4 May, Bulwer - Lady Bulwer: 'I cannot bear this conduct
any longer and will not see you again whilst here, if you continue
to behave in this way...I beg you to allow me to shut up the
house for a short time. '
© .+ eesls there any idea or plan which strikes you? I am
willing to agree to all that is possible or reasonable - but I
cannot assent to keeping up a large establishment, because it
will not only prevent my getting quit of the debts here which -
ought really to be paid, but because I could not meet the -
demands which it would occasion.
. eesHas any wife even the least blameable & right to treat
‘her husband as you do me?...t0 be worried and teazed and abused
without a rational motive, I will not and cannot (submit)...

2¢See below Chs IV, p. QJS o

3'Eg. B.P., Bulwer - Layard, 9 July '63, T/70: 'I am not quite
certain whether I shall go to European waters which Doctors advise:
for two months...or whether I shall content myself with a short
Turkish tripe. I want some break in this dally work.‘ ,Perhaps, ,
in Winter I could go to Egypt'. e L ‘

And Buk¥er - Nubar Pasha, 29 Nov."64, T/83 Bulwer intended to go’
to Egypt for health reasons; and Bulwer -~ A'ali, 20 Feb. '65,
/102, from Suez, and Prokesch - Bulwer, 5 July '64, T/77. The
internuncio expressed satisfaction that Bulwer had gone to the
Archipelago, for he felt Bulwer was too depressed these days.
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conseguence. Even so, one wonders how much more efficient he

might have beenvwith good healthrand'mbre orthodoxy.l He wou1d 

not have been obliged to visit Scutari so often. A natural
_consequencé might have\been improvéd relations with the Sultan.2

The sudden outbreaks of irr;tation and femper over some petty ;istaké
of a member of fhe enbassy staff might hafe been léss fréquent.3 |
And since British prestige in the lLevant Was so much a quesfion of
'face a more solid, healthler, and less caprlclous person mlght

have succeeded better in preserving the dignity and respectabillty :

the lack of which could provide useful materlal for gossip in official |
;'Bulwer - Lord Cowley, 16 Oct. '61 T/52. Bulwer had been on a +trip to |
various parts of the country around Broussa in spite of his own -
admission that he had more work piling up than he was capable of
dealing with. ~ 'One finishes however by becoming like the Hackney
coach horse¢, who has hardly a leg to stand upon, but is sustained
by his harness'.

Exactly what 1nfluence an Ambassador had in this respect one cannot
discover. On one occasion only we are allowed a keyhold glimpse
into the life of the corps diplomatique. Ve see the effects mere
‘absence could entail in an atmosphere peculiarly tense owing to
the psychological in-breeding, induced by too close proximity in a
locality where i1t was indeed difficult enough for Europeans to
 keep unimpaired their sense of proportion and western civility.

The events took place laterin August. (See Bulwer - Ludolf 17 and 19
Septe. and Bulwer Memo, T/91). Bulwer had a hibit of going to
Scutari on Tuesdays or Wednesdays, chiefly to find the fresh air.
He states himself (see Memo, ibid): ‘I had there the tranquility .
that is not always at Therapia; I had no Pera hills to c¢limb under
a burning sun...As the air and the situation of Scutari pleased me -
and ag it is nearer to the Porte and affairs than Therapia; I stayed
sometimes a day more than what was really necessary'. Unfortunately
for Bulwer he was entertained there by Dr. Picipio (usually referred
'to as Marco Bey) himself, Aziz Effendi's own doctor. Previous to
this Bulwer had arranged at El-Hami. Pasha s house'(the Sultan's -
.brother-in-law) to meet him on his yacht the next day. On leaving
the Pasha, Bulwer, walking home in the gloom of the night had .
accosted, as he thought, the captain of El-Hami's yacht as he passed
“the ship, and told him that he and El-Hami would join him the next
day. It was however Aziz Effendi's yacht. The Sultan ‘of course,
linking together Bulwer's intimacy with the doctor of the heir-
" apparent and this incident,expressed displeasure and asked for en
explanation.Rumour had it that Bulwer had been mixed up 1n a
cosspiracy against the Sultan.
See Appendix Al

2

3e
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circles. The urgent need for s peerage from 1862 surely reflected
Bulwer's awareness of something lacking in his ambassadorial
equipment. The tense relations with Ruésell were also in part a
,consequénéé of the Fofeign Minister's deeply felt dissatisfaction
with Bulwer's 'goings on'.l | |
If Bulwer explained'cérrectly regarding the‘intrigues againsf

him,2 and Russell obtained his informgtioﬁ from reliablevsaurces,
one mey only conclude that Bulwer's dismissal, was a ﬁére ﬁét£er
of time agtér‘1862.‘ Thoﬁgh the reasons,e%pressed as jﬁstifying
it were chpletely at odds with the actuél facts, they were nevérhe;‘
lesé é respénsé to\a gure intuition,qn Russell's pafﬁ thatﬂBulwef”
‘did notifit intbithe ﬁictoria#ksocial eosmology.,’,'i

| _ it{was.unforfﬁﬁate thathulﬁer'é poliéy toﬁérds Egypt, fﬁ§uéh¥‘>
more intelligent and imaginative than the official one, diverged
from Russell's and especially Palmerstonja viewﬁ.3 Again Bulwer
had an approéch‘to the»géneralzpiOblems'of\Turkishﬁfeform ﬁhat;ﬁaé
decidedly more experiméntal,than Paléeésfon's; Russell being some~
whgt';ndifferent;A

Yet these differences might easily have beén Bvérloékéd byn .

Bulwer - Russell, 29 Jan '63, T/70. Russell had referred Bulwer's |
request to Lord Palmerston, who had strong feelings in the matter.,
Palmerston - Russell, 10 Jan. '63, PR0.30/22 14:  'You may tell.

Bulwer 1 cannot make him a Peer, but I have al tol i
- Upon reading his letter to you éboutvhismwgsg %gagg ggég glgegg'

I wrote to him %o say you had shown it me: and that it bid me to
~do what I had long intended but bad always put off ag e disagreeable
thing, namely to tell him the unfavourable reports of his private
goings on which almost everybody who comes from Constantinople
‘brought with them, but I urged him to mend his waysseefou asked me
.~to write to him about these matters a year ago, but I am sorry
éoto>say I put it off from time to time till the other day'.
3 See Appendix A. , : ; S /
- “°See below Ch. V, p.237 e S
4*See below Che III, pui13. o S

l.
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Russell had the tension between himself and his agent been less
rooted in the‘deeper, ineradicabie, personal antipathy. In the -
event both Russell and Layard,l reacted‘violently to Bulwer's
-rumoured participatioh\in a private scheme for converting the publiec
debt of Turkey, and to his alleged dunnlng of the Viceroy in the
sale of the Isle of Plati. Their immediate degire was to see

Bulwer as a culprit, and they gave him short shrift.z‘ Here no

l'A H. Layard, Under Seoretary for Foreign Affairs. « :

2'Bulwer had discussed with Mallet and Hottinguer in Paris in general R
terms the idea of a Conversion of the Debt of Turkey. On 31 March
'65, a Contract was signed between the General Credit Co.. and the
Turkish Government. A few careless words from some acquaintances

 of Bulwer, especially S. Laing of the London Offices, and Sir H.
Drummond Wolff, though harmless in themselves, persuaded suspicious
minds that Bulwer had taken part in negotiations on the side of

" the General Credit Co. to produce the scheme which was eventually )
successful in spite of the hostility of the British backed -

Inperial Ottoman Bank. In fact, of course, Bulwer's chat with

Mallet had nozvonnection whatsoever with other developments taking
place simulteneously. Bulwer Judiciously refrained from interferenas:
Layard's first accused Bulwer and later asked for explanations,. ’
finally making a lame apology. Bulwer returned with interest

" accusing Leyard, perheps rightly, of being privy to his own notice
of dismissal, and of not being a gentleman, Bulwer~Layard 23 Sept.
'65, T/102.

. Concerning the Isle of Plati which Bulwer received as a gift from
the Sultan, there is not a doubt that Bulwer sold it at a price
which merely covered his expenses in improving the island and the [
residence on ite. ; i
Regarding the Laing Conversion ‘Scheme the case for Bulwer may be =
found in the following letterss T/102, Bulwer - Philip Rose, 1 July
'65; Bulwer - Russell, 12 April '65 no. 38; A'ali Pasha - Bulwer,

26 April '65; Bulwer - Merton 26 Aug. '65; Louis Merton - Bulwer,

28 Aug. '65 which is the definitive explanation of all the events;
Mr. Sansom - Bulwer, 22 Aug, '65: Bulwer - Layard, 20 May '65:
Wolff - Laing 14 April '65: Bulwer - Wolff, copy, 19 May '65:
Yolff = Bulwer, 22 Feb and 2 Feb: - against Bulwer: . S. Laing -
Palmerston, 17 March '65: S. Laing - Palmerston, 30 March '65:

~ Russell - Bulwer, 30 April '65, no.9 “extract from'Mr.'Layard's

_private letter of 20 July '65. '

 The explenation of the Isle of Plati deal may be found in the

" following letterst T/99, Henri Oppenheim - Bulwer, 1 Aug. '65:

R.L. Stevens - Bulwer 28 Feb. '65: Alberti Oppenheim,23 July '64:
H. Oppenheim,25 Jan.'65,and most important G & D 30/22 14,12 July
65, Palmerston to Russell where the former assumes Bulwer's

" innocence. ;
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question of pollcy was involved. Justified as were Bulwer's

heat and intensity, as he tried in vain to exculpate himself,

there was something»hypocritical in his righteous indignation.

. He had beee po paragon‘of virtue; he had not invited respect.
Russell and Layard did not geed to have sound pretexts. ‘Bulwe§ was

an easy victim.

Bulwer ﬁas & hangover from-ihe Regeney'period, the“sorfkof
heedache'which Queen Victoria end the newly‘conformed Paimefston ‘
ceuld hard}y forgive. Respectability seemed to have takeﬁ himy
'uneeares.‘1 His'way of living brought him into conflict with Russell,
:and Palmerston, and Layard, whlle the Queen had never liked him.l
The above sketch of Bulwer 8 publlc image - rather than his charactef-é
is confirmed by contemporary opinion which is consistent and tells 4
its own tale. | |

: BulWer's talents are u#questioned but fhere is a general
agreemeﬁt that as a personehe was not’ail thaﬁ he'migﬁt heve been.
"A ﬁrilliant but uﬁprincipled man' he was in the Reverend
| Washburgg's eyes.2 Lord Clarendon seemed to have expected the

worst, and said so in a letter to Bulwer's,brother—in-law, Lcrd o

Cowley:

', ..it would be imp0831ble not to feel that the state’

of the Embassy and the doings of Bulwer were a scandal
~and that the name and interests of England in the

Bast were grievously injured. I have not heard what

lepsimerston - Russell, 27 July 1865, (G & D 30/22 22).
. . A& 0/

Fifty Years at Constantinople, p.438, and p.li.
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" was the determining point of the Earl's resolution - |
whether it was some particular act of Bulwer's or the
sccumulation of them, but he has more than once told
me that he would recall him, only Palmerston would
not hear of it'. 1 .
Russell thought Bulwerfsitalents 'very considerable', but
wondered that he:could not have been 'more discreet, more prudent,
. and more moral'.2 Palmerston had to tell Bulwer in January df
1863 what he had been intending to say for the pfevious twelve
‘months,‘namely that everybody knew of his private goings~on at
Constantinople and that he should mend his ways. He was appalled
by Bulwer's lack of dignity of character end his tremendous concei‘t.2
An appralsal of Bulwer s embassy71858~65 would be incomplete
~w1thout this plcture of Bulwer. It contributes to an explanationd
why, for example, he was slow in wlnnlng over the Forelcn Offlce i

to his Suez policies, and more generally, why his voice wag not

so impressive at home as it might have been in the matter of Turkish

- 1.The Paris Embassy during the Second Fmpire,p.285.As Clarendon -
remarks,Palmerston and Russell were divided over Bulwer.The last
was the wrong man for the post as I have already pointed out(above, .

p.b +),and Russell must have dimly: perceived why.Palmerston tended
to approve of Bulwer's interference in the forming and unforming of
Turkish cabinets.Palmerstom also viewed with a good deal of sceptie
cism the rumours about Bulwer in connection with the sale of the
Isle of Plati.In the letter quoted above Clarendon went on to says |
'I suppose,however,that Palmerston got afraid of upholding him - = |
any longer for Delane is, or pretends to be,in possession of some = |
ugly facts about money matters,and secrets in such keeping might at |
any moment become public.B. must have been living in a fool's ‘ {

Pgradise, and (sic)believing that he had made lax&uie et le beau
temps at Constantinople'. 5

2’Ibid Why his talents were unquestloned one is at a loss to dlecover.s
The Tories,of course,lacked men for diplomatic postsjhence Bulwer's
promotion at their hands was explicable.The Queen thought he was a

°  shady intriguer,Melbourne considered him to be clever,keen,and

- puspicious,by which he may have meant too clever by far and Palmers-
ton im 1865 had misgivings about Bulwer as an effective diplomatist.ﬂ
Palmerston=Russell,12 July'65,(G&D 30/22 14): ‘'As to Bulwer I very
much agree with you.He is a very clever man,and according to his own-

statements he directs everythlng'all that goes - aright is due to him,
%1 that goe w ong 1%6 %u&twof others He has no

ghasicier ant zrepreg siBer,hEhee e mughw;gf%ésgge.“,
. generous.Afger 1841 the Whigs alwavg 1nher1tad %uiw Pao o IO
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reforme It explains his actual downfall, consequent on those
qualities in his meke—up which‘in the full-tide of Vietorian
humbug could not but make a man unpopuler. At a tlme when another
- concept of the good dlplomatlst wag being acknowledged if only
subcon361ously, a man llke Bulwer of nece551ty acted like grit in
the‘diplomatic machine. ,The image which he projected on to the
diplomatic screen was not one likely to make the hard business of
: dally routine, 80 much a part of the representative's task, an
eaey one; | | | h

| Yet,'deépite the contemporary opinlon, it will be seen that
Bulner 's achlevement at Constantlnople was not unpraiseworthy, |
even though 1t brought him no acolaim. From the analyses of his
contrlbution to the proglems Which arose, it w1ll become apparent
that with the assumption of pbwer at Constantinople, Bulwer, at the
age of flfty-seven, bad reached the peak of his powers.._ His
astuteness 1n negotiations remained 1ikewise his talent for
| producing compromise solutions. The inability to take “the large
view, the bad tactlcal judgment which he had shown in Spain, and
his tendenoy t0 be disloyal would all be in ev1dence in the final

phase. Yet, by reason of the telegraph Bulwer was kept very muohi

under Bussell's keen surveillance. Further, on occa51ons, Bulwer A

showed a breadth of view, chiefly in bis attltude 1o the general

problem of Turkey s continued existence, and in the prolonged Suez et

crises, which may be explained only by the experience which he
: acqulred at that most responsible of posts. A

Thls does not answer g less important question which naturally

‘;4poses itself. How had Bulwer, despite the known weaknesses in his

e a0 el T L e e
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character, been able to rise to such an eminence? Thig is

angwered simply: He was lucky. After 1841 the Whigs alwafs
‘inherited Bulwer.l And, generally, he was more whole-heartedly
appreciated by Tory-ish politicians like Loed Stanley, Averdeen,
and Disraeli, than by the Whigs. The tone of familiarity snd
 confidence which Aberdeen 1843-46, even Sir RobertrPeel, and then

Dieraeli,2 adopted towards Bulwer contrasts strikingly with
Palmerston's casual and otficial attitude 1846-48, and, later,
;with Russell's aloofness and readiness to‘earé. The Tories, it
has teebe:said, suffered’from ﬁhe disadvantage of having few
candidetes to choose froin.4 In 1856,“the Whigs considered sending
Bulwer to vieteria‘es Go#ernor, whiéh es far as Bulwervwas |
concerned would have been a disappearing act par excellence. He -
‘ deolined.5 I mention this beceuse Bulwer is traditionally |

associated with Palmerston as 'one of Palmerston's most brilliant, i

l.
2.
.5.

See above, pJden. 2.
See ‘Mongypenny & Buckle,Vol. 1, 124; Vol. III 182,and 399- 400.
After a brief and impulsive consideration of the idea of returning
Bulwer to Spain in 1849, a scheme squashed by the Queen,Palmerston
discreetly disposed of Bulwer by sending him to Washington as
 Envoy extraordinary and Minister. He wrote: 'I am authorised to
offer you this post, and under existing circumstances I strongly .
advise you to accept it....though you would not wish under
ordinary circumstances to cross the Atlantic yet it would have the
advantage of getting you honourably out of all embarrassment as to
the question of returning or not returning to Madrid. It would
be a public proof of the confidence which HeM.'s Government
reposed in youe..' (S5/1,26 January '49). ‘From this one might gather
that it was Bulwer and not Palmerston that was the objeot of the
attacks in the Commons. (See Greville Memoirs Vol. VI,194 and S/2,
Aberdeen-Bulwer,23 June'48; 'You must have seen that there is no
disposition in any quarter to fix the blame personally on you').
'Even so, it was & Conservative minister that enabled Bulwer to
- return to an epicentre of international affairs in 1858-after a -
5 period in the wilderness from Bulwer's point of view. :
Letters of Queen Victoria, Vel., II, 242,

4.
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if also unsafest, pupils'.l In fact, though Bulwer's notions
on politics, as indicated in his writings, corresponded very closely
with a redognisable core of liberal-Whiggish notions which were
the inheritance of bbth the Conservative and the Whig partigs, it
is éignificant that he had an admiration for Sir Robert Peel only
surpassed by his veneration of Cénning, béth Tories and one a great
hater of Palm;erston.2

From this story of his career, to complete the analysis,perhaps
some conclusions may be drawn about him as a ﬁerspn. Tradition
has it that he was in some way an oddity, while the more substantial
studies’ of him mékeihim seem unattractive and of ordinéry ta;ént.
On‘the whole the lést‘part bf the description is fairly accurate.
To exé;ain the.first part it is necessary to make one or two |
‘inferences about Bulwer in his social context,

He was a product of a time when sense and sensibility were
competing for the soul of the ruling cllque. Romantioism acted
" on a society esentially c&nicai,'fatioﬁal‘and‘earthy, %o induce
~in the short run a étartling subversion of ideés of’éoéial
responsibility. The effects on geniug might have béeﬁ felicitous,
bﬁt on mefe éompeténce tbey were distihctly unfdrtunate.«’ Bulﬁef,
an. adequate person who 1n another age would have achleved nothing
in politics, might have become a political commentator or eollector 
~ of specimens. His writings on the social and political scene,

especially the sociological ones, indicate a power for mature and

é'D.L Murray-Edmund Hornby,An Autobiograrhy, Intro. p.9.
*'Sir Robert Peel!, 'Canning yin Historical Characters-H.L. Bulwer

5'Jone5 Parry and Riker.



detached observation. Bulwer was at

involved. As soon as he became

deserted him. In the positions

resulted occasionally in a willingness

weakness to do so, or in sophistry in

instructions,2 or in intrigue."’

The young Buiwer’s cultivated high

and sarcastic manner -

extravaganza - were possibly reactions

inability to find those cerebral

he might have been obliged to cultivate.
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best when he was not
sense of reality
this had

was
interpretation of
his caustic wit
and financial

inner

frustration, an

which in another time

The dandy affectations

were a poor substitute for the delights of the imagination which
he had neither the will nor perhaps the funds to seek after.
Further they covered up his limited talent.

His progress, too rapid for a man of his quality, accentuated

what one surmises was a feeling of

triumphs as unusual ones,

fact the successes would be small,

not indispensable. His reports

whether Granville, Ponsonby, or

for his relative insignificance.

guiet assurance

of affairs, even then the pains

N “See above, p.'s, n.5 , p. , n.l
‘See above, p.11, and below Ch. V,

~“See above, p
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below Ch. 7, pl9% for his reactions
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and his
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when a
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himself surrounded by intrigues, disloyalty, and of himself, ill

but triumphingdo#er all by a manly straightforwardness, revealed
again his inner dissatisfaction. Probably‘a similer motivation
kept him actively movig around the Levant, acting_as an agent for
the Société des Travaux publics et Banque d'Orient, till his death
in Naples in 1872. |
The basic egotism tended to prevent him achieving an harmonious

working relationship with people oufside the narrow circle of the
corps diplomatique. Fortunately for his éwn reputation, the coming
~ of the télegraph me;nt that the preoccupation with dignity could
not involve pim in‘the kind of embérréssments which wéfe a feature
'of‘his Spanish embﬁssy. | |
As will be seén,/his period of office at Constantinople, was
' one qf~relativenquiescende in which negotiations tended to rééolve
themselves into sma11~chahge bartering.l - Bulwer wag thus not
entirely unsuited to‘his post é%vConstanfino?le. },His pre#ious»

- success had all been a»consequence_of his talent for hard bafgaining.
He had been able to intrigue and men oeuvre to_his hearf's content
to settlé the Central Ameriéan and‘Moro¢can problems.2 xEspecially
had he excelled in the latter when thevpersonal elgment had beeﬁ |
reduced fé a bare mihimum.' It was to his édvghtage iﬁ 1858 thatahe"
: h§d an'oﬁportunisfio~appr§ach to ail probléﬁsz ‘invevery’way‘hé,ﬁas
a light allegretto after the\ponderouq, and searching andante of

Lord Stratford de Redcliffe, a great initial advantage. These were

lerords Cowley and Dufferin settled the major problems, the

Principalities and the Lebenon, while even the Suez business was
o ultimately transferred to Paris.
.“*See above, p.?2yn.I, I
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reasons why he should have achieved some success at Constantinople.
Thirty years in the diplomatic service had équipped him with the
teéhniQues nécessary in such a place. Given the growing Ffench
agcendancy énd England's general impotence in Euro?e, his
-profuseness in devices would be very ﬁseful. Degpite his bouts
of ill-tempe;] he geperally succeeded in maintaining a sophisticated
facade. Even at the end of his Embassy when he was eaten up by
"~ the thought of having to leave, Lord Lyons had to remark:

'He has been so friendly and sgreeable, that I half

" blame myself for not being more willing to see him
again here,' 1

110 Russell, 25 October 1865, ¢ & D 30/22. = - =
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- CHAPTER II

Factors of British Foreigm Poliey

A significant change took place in the Near Eastern situation
. during the years 1854-6. France owted Britain from its
preeminent p}ace in Turkish councils. ?rench victories and
efficiency'in the war had impresséd the Turks, most sensitive
to arguments based on power. The remarkable drive shown by
French diplomatists, duriﬁg the yeérs immediateiy following the
Treaty of Paris, reinforced NapoleanIII's diplomatic strength
 based on the intiqacy developing‘between Paris‘and Turin, and
Paris and St. Petersburg. At Constantinople, Thouvenel, despite
his ﬁit and good humour, fought a grim battle with Stratford de
Redcliffe fof influence over the Porte. ~ Some time before de
Redcliffe! B dismissal the Turkish minlsters, including the most
pro-British, Reschid Pasha, were irritated by the English
‘ambassador's bullyiﬁg’meihdds. | His evéntual withdraﬁal from the
scene of his triumphs was welcomed by them. - The manner in which
it came about underlined the triumph of French pdlicy in establiéhing
the‘hegembny of Frenee in the areas | |

The perlcd of transition, thus,‘might be ccnsidered as
terminated with the change of English ambassadors., For,
significantly, Sir Henry Bulwer, almost certainly chosen’for the -
4Cohstantinople embéésy bécause of his‘praCticaivacquaintéﬁ9e with’
the difficuities inhérent in the new situation which had developéd,~'

was not the strong man in the traditionalfmould, like Ponsohby,and
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Stratford de Redcliffe. He was a man with remarkable powers
of endurance in committee, and, perhaps, an even more valuable
~facility in finding compromise solutions. Certainly Sir Henry
Bulwer saw‘himself cast in this role; and; however much his policies
may be criticised, his diagnosis of the diplomatic situation was sound.
In explaining the difficulty he had in trying to persuadé the
Po;te to do s;mething about reform, Bulwer remarked that up to the
Crimean War Stratford de Redcliffe and Reschid Pasha had had things’
their own way, but unfortunately the treiendous inerease in the
reputation of the Ffench arms had encguraged the young and aspiring
politiciansﬂto 1obk 40 the French ambassador for patronage. ’/He
 went on: | |

'I arrived here ;t that tinme. Had I been disposed to

pursue the previous policy of Lord Stratford I should

- have committéd an anachronism (sic), for the grounds on

which that policy had been based and supported no- -

logger existed's 1
To attempt a friendly undefstanding with’Thouvenél, French
ambassador, and the politicians whose star was in thé ascendant, was
naturally Bulwer's interest.

Of”ccurse, neither Bulwer nor any other peréon of affairs
could have éppreciated'how radical wasvthe chgnge takiﬁg place in
European politics. And only experience wduld show héw*it‘would
‘effect British interests.  Adjustment would have o be slow oﬁiﬁgﬁ
to therweight,of that heritage, traditional policy towardé-thg
Ottoman Empire. It had been formed to cope with different

_contingencies.' Bulwer himself at least’sensed this when he‘emphasiéed

1eBulwer - Russell, 20 August '60, FO. 78/1637,
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how different Russian methods were, though not their objectives.l

An analysis here of the factors in British foreigm policy
in the Near East, and then of the altered‘international situatioﬂ
in 1854-6 will explain Bulwer's difficulties, and provide a means
of asgessing the ambassador's own reactions to & novel problem,

From 1827-33 Russo;phobia had been the dqminating,influence
~in British policy towards the Ottoman Empire. The advance into
Georgm and upon Erzeroum, the key to A31a Minor, and the defeat of
Persia making the Caspian Sea into a Ru551an lake, had brought
Russia dangerously close to the lines of communication with India.
The Treafy of Unkiaf Skelessi compléted_Ruséian‘trigmphs by giving
the Tsar's governmeﬂt a diplomatic ascendaney at Constantinople.
The threat to Bagdad and the influence Russiﬁlacquired by the
Tréaty of 1853 had persua&ed Palmerston that Turkish integrify
 was,yita14to the séqurity’of the Britiéh Empire;v‘ During the
years 1839-41 Palmerston acted upon this assumption, seizing the
opportunlty not only to undermine Russian hegemony, but also to
curtail French influence in the _area, which thouwh of ‘gecondary
importance; wasynevertheless hostile to British interests in the

Med1terranean.2

1. Bulwer-Malmesbury,2l June'59 FRO 30/22 88:'Egypt the Prineci-~
palities,end Servia,might easily be severed from the Ottoman
rule by foreign interference.Serious troubles might in the same
way be excited in Bosnias end Bulgaria.ln short,if one or more
great European Powers were to attack Turkey,and others did not

come to her support, she would fall to pieces...l do not believe

- that the Russian Government will lose an opportunity like the .
~ “present of regaining the position she occupied previous to the
late war...whatever may be the course she may finally adopt,to

maintain & state of things menacing to the Turkish Empire,and to -

soothe the Turkish Cabinet by friendly assurances appears not
2. unnaturally her policy for the moment'.

Puryear-France end the Levant,p.ldj.Wellington and Aberdeen made

.a similar choice..
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The Russian thrust through Georgia, and the Egyptian

acquisition of the four pashaliks, had emphasised the strategic
significanéé of the area where the Mesopotamian lands adjoined
Syriavand eas%ern Anatolia. This region assumed an importance
which it was not to lose until the constrﬁction of the Suez Canal;
Confronted by the difficulties involved in the preservatién of a
favourable political authority over these territories, Palmersﬁon's
determination had been that a rejuvenéted Turkish Empire, directed
from Constantinople, should be the guardian réther than Egypt
sponsored by France.l' |

Developments in the 1840s gafe further justification to_fhis’
policy. At this time the Suesz Capai projects became plausibie.
The Foreigh Office quickly‘ghowed ifs hostility by pushing forward
the idea of an Alexandria-Cairo-Suez rail-track. Then in the
‘mid—fifties a Mediterrgpean-Persian Gulf lipe through the Euphratesl
Valley, & revival of a plen discarded in the.'BOS, was advocated.
The politlcal significance of this was as a piece to counter French
influence in Egypt and Syria, and to forestall the Russian advance

'on the Persian GdE.

1, Puryear,ibid, though failing to establish a connection between the
inerease in French trade in the Ottoman Empire and particularly

~in Egypt, and Anglo-French hostility, shows clearly the conflicting
political and strategic interests of the two Powers, 5
.Throughout the period up to the denouement of 184l French interests
and prestige required a reassertion of the traditional authority
of France in the Mediterranean. North Africa was the sphere to ;
which her efforts were directed for there French and Egyptian power |
could be extended without dangerously compromising Turkish integrity
These were pernicious developments for Britain,for from the late
months of 1829 the possibilities of transporting mail to India,via

2 Syria and Mesopotamia,were being seriously considered. -

* ef.Hoskins,~British Routes to India,which gives a too complicated
interpretation of the effects on railway strategy of the Osborne
meeting. It was simply the traditional dislike of guaranteeing
future returns on capital outlay that prevented these schemes from
ever becoming practicable in England.

.



’,lc

47.
Thus, the strategic interests of Britain determined that

policy which required Turkish contrbl over the Straits, and over

an irreducible minimum of territory, if not necessarily over the
whole of the tegion traditionally under Ottoman sway. During the
periocd under consideration the area controiling the routes of
.éommunication, actual and probable, coincided with Egypt, Syria,
‘Iraq, the Persian Gulf, and the south-west of the Arabian A
Peninsula. ~B& 1841 the broad lines of policy had been gettled,

and were not tokchange until after 1880. |

| The policy had necessitated vigorous di?lomatic activity
against Russia at Constantinople. It precluded sympathy'forf
communities struggling for independence, for it was felt that the
Turkish Emptre’could not long sutvive'aﬂy violent shock.lt The fate
of the whole was involved. in the fortunés.of the parts. = It had
meant keeping a‘watchfql,eye on French activities in Egypt and
Syria,,countfies where, traditionally, Ftancé ﬂadttaken a greatkﬁ
interest for conmercial reasons, and in thé—lattér case because of a
religious symﬁathy. | fhe divergence betwéen ?rench ambitions ahdﬂ
British interests, . which was socarcely hidden by international
complicatlons such 2s the Greek Revolution and the Egyptian advance
‘into Asia Minor, would manifest itself during the Syrian orises of
the 'fortles, during the Crimean: War, and increasingly so afterwards'
when it would become clear that France dld not place much faith in

Turkish integrity as the best means of furthering her interests.2

cf. Puryear-International Economics and Diplomacy in the Near
2’ East, P. 5. .
See below, p.Sb .
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In a word, while the maintenance of Turkish integrity, and the

support of Turkish power at the Straits provided the ideal solution

to problems involved in the threats to British strategic interests

‘whether,from France and Egypt, or Russia, such a policy demanded a

fa#ourable political situation for it to be‘feasible es in 1841 ané

1854. An adverse diplomatic sifuaticn, as in 1833, would counter-

ialance maritime supremacy. ,
The flourishing state of British commerce profited frommthea

policy which laid so much emphasis on the Porte's ﬁaintenance of the

capitulatory system and a trade tariff reﬁarkably favourablgcto

foreign commerce, as part of the price for British friendship. However,
this was incidental, and not & determining factor in British

foreign policy;l

1. Faw:rabl&

In 1825 Britain' S, trade balance equalled some £12,111,389 of which |
the trade with Turkey contributed some 1%. By 1853 Brltain s trade .
Su/pless amounted to £118,893,000.The Surplusiof exporis—teh Turkey in ;
1852 was over six million pounds sterling, some 6%. After the Hansa
towns and Holland, Turkey was the most important export market for
English goodse. :
The political implications of this growth in trade were incidental to,
policy rather than causative. Undoubtedly, for example, if Russia ‘
won first place in the central Asian markets, political domination
might follow, and not only would Britain's transit trade through
Trebizond be destroyed, but the security of the route to India would
be gravely imperilled. o
After 1854 trade with Egypt became especially important. cf. Landes -
Bonkers and Pashas,p.329, for the complete table of Egyptian exports J
and imports, 1849-75. :

Landes, ibid, p.85 n.l. Egypt was the twelfth place as a Britlsh :
customer in 1860, compared with 1848 when it ranked as twenty-sixth
as an importer of-British products. Between 1854-60 ‘Egypt rose o
from-the tenth to the sixth position as a source of British imports. -

Its importance in French trade was reflected in the rise from 1l5th
. to 12th as an exporter from 1847=56 to 1857=66, and from 15th to
11th as an importer during these years. French trade in Turkey
as a whole had doubled during the two decades previous to the war.
Here was clearly grist for the mill of traditional Analo-French
; rivalry and conflict in the area.
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After 1856 the political and diplomatic/cOMth did‘change
drastically. Because of the new situation Britain'sg influence
in Turkey would be seriously curtailed. However, the dominating
influence in Europe, the Franco=Russian alliance!would be so0
unceetai; as to leave considerable‘room for manoeuvre to Britain.

A brief eanalysis of the post-1856 situation will explain this.

At Const;ntinople, b& reason of their preoccupation with the
central Buropean questions,-France, Prussisa apd Ruesia would work
towards new diolomatlc alignments. Pruseia, anti-Austrian in
German affairs, by the same token was inclined to support the Franco—:i

Russian entente in the east, espeoially during Bulwer's embassy

~when a rabid Turco;phobe, Goltz, was the Prussian representative at

donstantinople. In Russia's case it would only be thrcugh the

'French alliance that the Tsar s government could prevent a

detericratlon of its interests in Europe, and achieve a revision of

the humlliatlng neutrallsation clause in the Paris Treaty. Otherwise;z

- the alllence with France would be embarrass1nv. For the Tsar s

government Naples, Italy, and then Poland, marked successive:
stages of dlsillusionment with France. Napoleon III could not

afford to abandon altogether the English tie, nor give over Italy

to the exclusivetnfluence of Britain. In any. case, Francc would

no more vxew w1th unconcern an. inerease in Russian powcr and prestige :

in the Balkans and at Constantinople, than a Russian government

‘could passively look on should France wish to destroy the 1815

settlemént of Europe.

i
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There was, thus, a constant tension in the relationship
between the two imperial governmentse. From April 1858, after
troubles in Bosnia, Herzegovina and Montenegro,l'Russia tried to
have the general question of the condition of the Christians dealt
;WIth by the Powers. Prince Napoleon's visit to Warsaw ~
(September 1858), the two missions of La Ronciére le Noury (January
1859), and the talks between Colonel Reilly (September '59) end the
Tear, 'kept RueSia'in the hope, forever put off, of finding a
premium for a deal over the East'.2 The disturbences of March
‘1860 amongst the Slavs of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro,}
stlmulated the Ru351an government to take diplomatiec action. i It?vw
~ placed Thouvenel\in an embarrassing dilemma. To prevent~evradical

break<with Britain and to preserve French préponderance at

Constantinople, he could not afford to g0 allvthe way with Gortchakoff;

s whose proposals for an international enguiry, and reorganisation

of the prov1nces with effective guaranttes for their securlty,

were too drastic.4" Similarly in the settlement of the Lebenon, g
1860~1 Gortchakoff created difficulties for France, justifiably
believing that there was one law for eastern Turkey and another for -
the western half.s‘ Symptomatic of the precarlous nature of this
Franco-Russ1an rapprochement was Thouvenel's Memorandum of .
September 1860, prompted by fears of a rev1val of Austro-Russian l

'friendship,tand to keep Gortchakoff in line.6
l.

5 See below, Ch.IV. p.l90,

*Charles-Roux, Alexandre II Gortehakoff, et Napoleon III, p.288

336 below, Chs IV, pelize ~

4¢see below, Ch. III.

'Z'Charles-Roux, opscite, P.295.

+"*W,E, Mosse - The European Powers and. the German Question, 1848~7l,‘
.89
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However, in epife of Russian resentment egainst French
hegemony at Constantiﬁople, and towafds certain policies,
namely towards’theuChristians generally, reform, and the
’Catholicising ﬁovement in Bulgarie and Crete, the agreement
worked well enoﬁgh‘over matters related to the Principalities -
rfhat is, until the final developments in the Dedicated
Cenvents queejion - and in Montenegro, Sefvia and Syria.

‘As far as Britain wes concerned; the situaéion at Constanti-
nople tended to reduce the role of Englend fo one of accepting
: thetsubstanfial changes in certaiﬁ parts of the Empire, while .
flghting to preserve Turklsh nomlnal sovereignty over them.i
'A short survey here of the way the Powers grouped themselves
over the important issues will illustrate the necessity of a
policy, which, ag will be seen 1ater,1 was occasionally irksome
to Bulwer, but yet was ratlonalised by him and made to appear

a fairly liberal pelicy.

FIe‘the settleﬁent of the‘S&fian iSsue, Ruesia,?Frenee,
‘an& Pfuseie eventually’came together in support of one policy}
but Lavalette and Lobanoff bad difficulty in oo-operating with
one another, so Bulwer was still able to insist on the o

; ambassadors accepting in toto the report of the Syrian

1. L
See below, pp.65-¥,
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Commissioners.l At a preliminary meeting of the Representatives

Austria clearly supported the French idea of a native prince, with

2 native army and without the three local councils for the Maronite,

l‘An examnination in detail of British policy towards Syria is not
within the scope of this thesis, for the tasks of settling the
administration of the Lebanon, and of working with Fuad Pasha
for the pacification of the province, were confided to Commissioners

on the spot. Lord Dufferin of Ava represented Britain. The accounts%

in H. Nicolson - Helen's Tower,and in C.H. of British Foreign Poliecy

Vol. II, Che X, are not to the point as accounts of British foreign
policy and what it achieved over this matter. Mange ~ The Near
Eastern Policy of Napoleon III is better on this count. The
settlement of the 18415 Lebanon erisis deprived the country of its
sutonomy under the native Shehab dynasty - a direct result of
British poliecy. By force of circumstances Britain had become the
patron of the Druses to counter French influence over the expanding
Maronite tribes, In 1860 the Druses, much provoked, had, with
Turkish connivamce, massacred the Christiens. Though Fuad Pasha,
with Turkish troops, bhad quickly pacified the country, France
insisted on a European expedition to secure order, and Russell
epprehensive of joint Busso-French action had to agree eventually,
(Mange, ibid p.88 n.88). The expedition was entirely French,
though the other Powers could have contributed troops.  As was to
be expected, advantage was taken of this to harry the Druses, and
generally to attach the Maronites to France by ties of gratitude.
Whatever the paper guarantees, nothing would off-set this palpable
gain by France. The second defeat, again occasioned by French
and Russian pressure, enabled Frence to extend the period of her

occupation, which should have ended in February, according to the .

Protocol signed 3 Aug. '60, to 5 June according to the Convention

of 15 March '6l (Mange,ibid, p.97). French and Turkish objections
- %0 setting up a Syrian vice-royalty, of which the Lebanon would

have been an administrative sub-division, provided the third defeat

( Dufferin-Russell, 20 April 186l. PRO 30/22 94).. By May'€l France

had succeeded in bringing all the Powers to agree to one Governor

for the Lebanon, though Dufferin had been able to temper their

success somewhat by having the Commissioners favour en edministrative

arrangement dividing the country between Maronites, the Greek
Orthodox, and the Druses. The inexperienced Dufferin thought he
had achieved a considerable success in thwarting the French project
of & native Shehab as Governor for the Mountain. = Dufferin - ,
Russell, 20 April, PRO. 30/22 94. Bulwer was rightly sceptical.
"My own opinion', he wrote, 'is that the efforts made by France:
in favour of & Shehab are not sincere. She knows these will not
be successful, and her policy is to push apparently for something
 which she will afterwards concede: her object is to unite the
whole Mountain under a Christian whom she would name here's.
Bulwer - Russell, 15 May '6l, PRO. 30/22 89. If Bulwer's view
was right then the Prench were completely successful.

3
|

i
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Druse and Greek Orthodox elements.l Lobaﬁov strongly supported
Bulwer against tampering with the‘Commissioners' second Report.
Goltz claimed not to have instructions.2 A week later, at a full
meeting of the'ﬁepresentatives,of the Powers and of the Porte,
Lobanov and Goltz backed the French advocacy of a native Christian

3

Governor. Bulwer made the most of the strain between Lobanov,
obviously chafing under fhe restraint of hié instructions, and
Lavalette,:and-suprorted A'ali against every measure tending to éive.
legal sanction to future‘discussions of‘the.queétion of a naéive o
rule# for the Lebanon.‘ The tpshot was that Goltz and Lébaﬁov
nattrall& aséumeduthe role of mediators between the two eitremé

4

views.*  The success'inApreventing the adoption of the principle

of a\ﬁative érince,iwas slight, but it gave time,5 three yéars, at

e o et

the end of which there was no telling how the‘several Péwérs would
view their interests inlSyrig.s | L , o
Frenéh'asceﬁdancy in Bucarest was too’coﬁpléte to be vulnerable'“k

to the shifting and uncertain nature of the lnternational situatlon,

,though, even here, Franoe was remarkably lucky in the way the balance
of diplomatic pressure favoured her policies. From,June 1860, when
in a detailed and cogently reasoned Memorandﬁm Couza explained to

his agent in Constantinople, CostaéhevNegri; the,&ifficulties of

%. See above, P52 ns i .
* Bulwer-Russell, 29 May '61 PRO. 30/22 89.

5+ 1vi4, 2 }
,g- Bul wer-3u°sell 12 June, no. 412 8/1570

¢ Mange,op.citepe 105 According to %he Firman,9 June 61 the Governor,,
a Christian,was to be selected by the Sultan for a term of 3 years.

3 months before this period would elapse the Porte would seek the ;
. 2dvice of the Powers on the question of the success of the ner redme. .
* In the event French influence increased in this region.See Mange, é

e ibld The autonomy of the area had been secured,and the British j
ettempt to deprive it of its immunities end to subordinate it to ZE
the Pasha at Saida had failed.As a last resort, to counter French :

. influence,the idea of & Greek Orthodox candidate as Christian Gover-.
nor of the Lebanon wa.s mooteleussell-Bulwer,l? May 1861, FO 78/1571.;

e s s
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governing with iwo administrations, to the late months of 1862,

Russian policy towards the Principalities was very erratic cwing to
the distinet incompatibility of Russian and French interests in the
ares . Afterwards, from tﬁe mpoment Couza pocketed the Convents'!
funds, Russia consistently opposed the regime of Couza, so blatantiy
pro«French and anti-Russian, However, to counter this, Britain
ctrongly supported the Couza government until the‘expropriation‘of
conventugl properties in November l862, and even this did4not‘make
Britain immediately hostile, owing to Bulwer's cympathetic~under-
standing of Couza's internal difficulties. in addition, Austria
tendcd tc/support Ffance in the Convents questicn.l | 4

In the mattef'of reform the ?owérs took the‘lihe of,leasf 
reéisicnce, counfering the efforts ofieach ofher so that no one Pcwer
should obtain too much influence with the Porte. Fraﬁce and
Russia failed to co- operate owing to the disposition of the former
‘not to allenate Brltaln unduly.2 In fact, the only concrete attemptw ;
’to do anything sbout the chronic~inefficiency of Turkish adminig=
trcticn fesulted-from theifr;enqukcc~opération of Bfitcin and France
in & Financisl Commission (1861)3, and in the Imperisl Ottoman
‘Bank, established in 1863. | o

Clearly; 80 fiuid was the pcliticél situation‘at Constantinople
that, ag Bulwer recognlsed there wes little to be done, especially
in view of French hegemony. There was no- way of maintaining a

strict observance of the status quo as it was in 1858 when Bulwer

T

-
-

*Bulwer - Russell, 1 Jen. f63, No.‘g, FO.78/1732.
Q'Mosse, Pp.89-93, | '
‘3°See below, Ch. III, p.8-7,



55

took up hi post. The edministrative and financial ineffectiveness
of Turkish rule,giving rise to disturbances in the various

provinces, kept the Near Fastern situation simmering, to the
advantage of the nationalist movements and their patron, France.l
Further, the Treaty of Paris had placed Servia and Moldo-Wa;laohia oe-‘
hin& & wall of immunities. Austro-Russian rivalry for political

' nredominance in Montenegro made the fate of that country almost
excluéively the business of those two Powers, so that even after the
Turkish'victoniés over tne mountaineers in 1862, Turkey could not
alter enything. Britain remained, of necossity, aloof, Egypt and
Syriazwere the speoiol concern of france, and’there, again, Bri£ish‘
policy would not be able to subtroct anything from.ihe solid French

gains.

An account of Bulwer's reactlons to what was gomng on, the
' ideas which he wished to 1mplement, and what effect, if any, the ﬂ
-adverse political context had on’hls ideas, will serve as an
introduction tovthe succeéding chapters where the‘polioien aotually~
adopted to meet ceftain contingencies will ne examined.
Theistriking féatnre of Bulwer's”general opnroach wa.s tho

paternalism, which was not so much témporomental as caleulated.
~ There were three contributing factors.. Particularlst tendoncies
in the Empire engendered, perforce, 8 1egalistic approach to Turkish
"integrity. | For this to be plausible Bulwer had to believe that the
, E'Debldour - Histoire Diplomatique, Vol. II, 159.

*See Dufferin - Russell,PRO 30/22 94 several, commenting on the

,effeotiveness of French consular representation compared with
British lethargy. .~

C o -
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several vassals would be glad to do their duty towards Turkeyﬂin

return for certain favours from the Porte. Secdondly, Bulwer's
solutions to the problems of reform all depended on the Porte's
being aided_by'ﬁuropeans. Indeed, the Porte's administration and
financeé would have to be under European direction. Lastly, fulwer
found that the only way a Turkish representative could be pérsuaded
to stand his ground on certain issues was by constant moral support .
,and prompting -from himself.

To take the la§t point firét, the‘instancés unrecorded mus+t
:have:ﬁeen farvmore numer ous than'the ones recbrded of Qufkish
represenf&tives having to be truly héld up to takéha stand.upéni‘
issues which affected.thé weifare of the Ottoman Empire. "Itiwoq}d
se¢m that Tu?key, oppréssed as muéh by the Euroyean States as by
internal discontent which, given a free ha@d, it could have speedily
_ecrushed, had withdrawn within itself. Mayhe the Porte had resigned'
itself to the loss of the outer portions of the territory nominally
subject to the Sultan. As early as June '61 Bulwer, describing
his effo:ts to check Moustier‘s exuberancg in the Commiﬁtegs on the
" Lebanon at Constantinople, had to remarkt ‘ o
'I myself may have exhibitedksome warmth; but the quiet

and somewhat passive manner of A'ali Pasha rendered
it necessary... 1 :

2

‘Throughout 1863-4 his handling of. the Porte and the Viceroy was
othing short of patronising.z‘ Similarly over the Servian ;

fortresses issue, Bulwer was as much embarrassed as strengthened by

1. *Bulwer - Russell, 12 June '61, PRO 30/22 89.
2'See below Ch. V, Egypt, P 2@772 '
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the Porte's absolute reliance on his resolution and single-
mindedness in the committees. Bulwer commented, as he had had
occasion to many times:
'"The Sultan and the Porte are likely to accept whatever
I propose, and I am therefore bound within reasonable
linits to sustain their interesis'. 1
On the subject of Reform, which is dealt with in the next
ehapter,vit will suffice to note here that from very early in his
Embase& to the last, Bulwer insisted that nothing would be done if
Turkey were left to its own devices. As financial réform preceded .
everything else, in Bulwer's mind, so European expertise would have
, to be used to ensure that goed measures did not founder in the
morass of Turkish corruption and sheer 1ncapaclty. An examination
" of all the factors involved forced h1m to concludes
'Turkey has in fact to be Europeanised to cope with
its enemies or rivals in Europe; and I own I do not
see any way in which it can be so with sufficient
rapidity to be in time to meet coming events, unless
by the agency of Europeans'. 2
- &nd by this he meant the employment of Europeans at every level in
the administration. |
- To come to the first point, the basic i&ea was the preservation
of Turkish sovereignty.3 " There were historical reasons, Bulwer ’
was w1lling to acmit that justlfied a fair measure of independence

for the different communities, the meaning of this independence

'defined by hatts and treaties in all cases.- 'In addltlon, the interesté.

1. *Bulwer - Russell, 6 August '62, PR0O.30/22 90, and see Bulwer -
Ruusell 27 June '62 Tele. FO 78/1644, and Bulwer - Rucsell 9 July
'62,PRO.30/22 90,:
*Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59, FO.78/1637.
‘Though Bulwer did not explain his notions in detail,evidently he -
graduelly reacted to a difficult situation by substituting in his own
nind sovereignty for integrity in the phrase ‘'the maintenance of
Turkish integrity'.It was a legalistic approach,a rationallsing of
weakness, and 1n the clrcumstances, very intelligent. ; ,

3.



7‘such, which he thought‘to;be neither here nor there, but rather to

letting the Roumanians defy treaties, and the wishes of the Porte and '

governed the Sultan's relations with his vassals. By allowing

~whether the Roumaniéns‘should be unifiea in a mational state, but

the PoWers. ’Should national unity be & desirable énd,'which‘he

58,

of certain Powers made more urgent the question of the growth in ’

‘national feeling among the Balkan races. A sensible interpretation

of the treaties would quiet the provinces. \JThe great object, the
elevation of the importance of Turkey, could readily be achieved,

Bulwer thought, by a generous sttitude towards those treaties which

the ;atterrto develop in peace and without embarrassment ts the
Eapire as a whoie, foreign intrigue and violent nationalism would be
nulliﬁied. The circumstences which encouraged both would have
disappeared.

In the Principdities, for example, the issue at stake was not

rather should the Rcumanian'people be allowed with impunity to

provoke'international tensions. Bulwer did not object to unity as

doﬁbted,'Bulwer was for granting it immediately and with'indepéndence.

Otherwise the Porte,‘ﬁs be foreéaw, was gbing tb be humiliated,.ahdf
the Powers perlodlcally thrown into a state of dlsturbance; friction
between France and England would be persistent, while the upshot would
the predominance of‘France or Russia, not onlykin that-areg,but ~
throﬁghoﬁt the’empire.v - In February‘1859 he was récommendingr
'...standing firmly by the late Conventionl, inducing the
Porte to propese modifications in it under the provise {
that the execution of the Convention thus modified will be - ,ji
i
b
i

clearly provided for by a special arrangement as to ,
intervention, or the total abrogation of the guarantee of

1. Convention of 19 Aug. 1859 determining fresh elections for the Diwns! |
- ad hoc which would express the wishes of the inhabitants. '

- i
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the Convention in favour of much extended concessions
as may give the Principalities at once all that they
desire; -and which if neither restrained nor satisfied
they will assuredly seek to obtain'. 1
In Servia, which Bulwer feared would be only too easily affected
by the evil exémple of the Roumanians, Bulwer was quick to advise
his government that it would be wise for both it and the Peorte to
give as great a latitude as possible to the Servians in their
choice of rulegsand the framing of their institutions. It was‘not
& subject of great importance that the election of Milosh might
involve independence for Servia. The queétion did not present
itself to Bulwer in those terms. He assumed the Porte could be
persuaded to use tact and discretion in its relations with the.
various vassals, Milosh included,:and give them no cause for feéling
the Sultan‘s suzérainty to be irksomne, The Porte was obliged by
its treatiés just as much a8 the vassal states, and should in the
difficﬁlt circumstances éive then a generous interpretatidn. : What~' ]
was af greatest importance, as Bulwer saw it, was the prospect of
' the Powers' constant interference in Turkey's 1nternal affairs, the
4results of which were so evident in the Prlnclpalitles._ With
characteristic over-simplification Bulwer posed the proplem to
Malmesburyz
'If the Porte can resist the Milosh family it is by the
present reigning family. All other combinations seem
o me mere intrigues. Milosh would soon lose his
popularity if accepted; %but his family may become a -
national watchword for Independence if he is refused.
This Government, however, seems disposed to the deposition
-~ of Prince Alexander, and refusal of Milosh, and
establishment of a Kaimacamie, and appeal to the guaranteeing'

powers: thus losing ite identity by referring everything
to foreign interference, which if hostile defdats its

Lepulwer - Malmesbury, 22 February 1859, F0.78/1423.
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immediate object, and if friendly, destroys its
Sovereign independence and individual prestige'. 1

Bulwer's thinking in 1862 in the next Servian crisis was along
similar lines. It was important that the Turks and not the
Serbs should determine which works were necessary for the defence
of the Belgrade citadel. The Porte could have no motive for
Lécking up in Belgrade & larger fofce than was necessary, sb Bulwer
would reason. This being the case there was plenty of foom for
compromisé, a;& the Sultah might be maintained_still in his
‘> suzer@in rights, and the Serbs might be pacified by the settlement

~of other details in their favour. |

A simllar attitude codditioned his thinking on Montenegrin‘4
issues 1861- 2 when, though instructed to keep a silence on thev
‘topic, Bulwer hoped the Porte would have the sense to give the
‘mountaineers an outlet to the Sea, and some territory for which the
Princg would do homage and, needless to say, fop which the Prince
would be everiastiﬁgly grateful to the Po?te.z | b

| Concefning Egypf thé,offiéial line émphésiéed the need to

maintain the connection bétween’the Sultanate'and Egyﬁf. - Bulwer,
on the other hend, strained to have Evypt'treated as if if were as
1ndependent as in fact it was, and to have its rulers paid the |
respect it was in British interests to pay them. Naturally the
Viceroy would repay this attentlon by placing hlmself in a more
kagreeable,relatlonship‘with his suzerain.3>4

hopeful of such a result until his prolonged stay in Egypt (Jan-July

At least Bulwer was

1. Bulwer-Malmesbury,26 December '58,F0, 78/1352 See. below Ch. IV p.

3 See below Ch. IV, p.t96.
“"See below Ch. ¥, P.260.



'65), when he at last acknowledged:

'As to Turkey indeed, she has now but a faint interest
in Egypt. She is here a shadow'. 1

Then, having seen the fruits of his pr-vious year's efforts to
bring the Porte and the Viceroy together, wasted by the nerveless
’diplomacy of the Porte at Paris, he decided the only way to,remedy
the weakness springing from the Porfe's and the Viceroy's’subordiﬁation
to France, was for Britain to state 5lun%ly to fhe French government
thét it couid not allow the fate of Egypt to be controlled solely |
" by France. Cowley's agreement to the Freﬁch demand er a French '
repreSentative oﬁ)the Commission,which was to decide how much land
the Canal Company,was to have &ong the Canal banks,»iﬁceﬁsgd Bulwer
who had suégestéd that a Comﬁissioh be comppsed 6f fepresenpﬁfives
cf’the’Vicéroy . thg Porte and the Company. He could hardly reffain
from directly oriticising Russell: ‘ |

" VI should never have sdmitted in the eyes of the world

end the East that Prance had in the matter a greater

* interest than England...we may be compromising by

diplomacy what we shall subsequently be obliged to-

~ contend for at the point of a bayonet'. 2 .

However, by'this»léte date Bulwer had long been aware of the
ineffectiveness of his,ﬂotions; Erom the eﬁrly Sﬁmﬁer of 1864 ﬁhéﬁ/ 
de&elopments in the_Dédicated Ccnvenﬁs Question ﬁere éf a critical
stage,5 when the Lebanonvséttiement‘was,dqe fof‘recdpéideration, aﬁd,
“when the Porte and the Viceroy wefe dancintho g‘tunefcallea by thé,‘ _
~ French pipér, Bulwer's earlier peésimisﬁ'ﬁgd'squrédvinto’iraséibiiity;

an éﬂmission cfkfailure. ‘The tentative alighment of Austria with

e T

é'éulwer-Rﬁssell5 26 April '65,PRO, 30/22 93,
f’3’Bulwer-Russell, ibid. _
- 7'See below, Ch. IV, p./¥8 ,n.1.
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Russia and France over Montenegro in the Winter of 1862-3, had

become in the Spring of '64 an Austro-Russian alignment over the
Syrian and Dedicated Convents questions;\ Drouyn de Lluys, French
Foreign Minister, anxious lest there might be a direct Russian
“ interference in the Principalities, caused Moustiér to be obstinate
in the committees on the Convents, and later to be more conciliatory,
in the hope that in one way or another a settlement between the
Convents and Couza mightkbe guickly brought about. Perhaps, too,
it waé already suspected that French predominance at Coustantinople

was slipping away. Moustier overplayed hisg part. Bulwer wrote of
hims

'Apart from the usual obliguitieg and presumptions of a

French diplomatist, Moustier is par excellence a caswuist

who can never look at any matter in a plain straight-

forward way, and constantly undertakes to show you that

a horse-chestnut and a chestnut horse are one and the

same thing'se 1

At first Bulver fesented‘ther'bullying of the French, on all

matters', which made it 'necessary to show every now and then that we
are not all miel or disposed to let the flles ‘eat us up' .2 He
warned A'ali that he should march in step with him if the Porte

>

wanted his approval on Egyptian affairs. Yet Buiwer soon learnedu

that Moustier's perforhance was not directed towards him. It
reflected his fearS‘of‘Austrian and Russian'action inAthe

4

Principalities. Owing to Fuad Pasha s unfortunate posltion between .

fhe two obstinate parties, Bulwer had to take his part ‘less’ from

é'Bulwer-Russell, 16 March '64,PRO. 30/22 93.
*Bulwer-Russell, 24 March '64, ibid. B
5*Bulwer-Russell, ibid.

- A*Bulwer-Russell, ibid.
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inclination - though Moustier certainly provoked him - than to
support Turkish authority, which, in the struggle, seemed likely

to be dlspensed w1th.l In the event Bulwer and Russcell were forced
to admlt that there was no British interest involved, and policy
altered accordingly. The deeper feelings, however, betrayed that
Bulwer was simply fecognising his own helplessneSs to effect
anything.2 | Jean Alecsandri, in a letter to Couza reporting on his

mission to Paris and London to persuade these two governments to .

see Couza's coup d'etat in a favourable light, expressed astohishmént;

at the strength of feeling shown by Russell and Palmerston at Couza's
policies. AThougﬁ'Russell tende& to be restrained and politic,
Palmerston launched into a tirade. "~ On the Convents question he
‘declafed: i
. 'He (Couza) has despoiled the Orthodox Patriarchs of their
legitimate properties by acts which, in c¢ivil law, would
have received the condemnation of the courts, and which
_in the eyes of the guaranteeing Powers have been equally- '
signs of an unprincipled poliey (une politique sans probite).
Though by August the problem had been narrowed down to a matter
of how nuch indemnity the Principalities should pay’ the Convents,4
8till Couza's inability to co-operate worried Bulwer because of the.
false position it placed the Porte in and therefore himself.
'Whatlis the Porte to do?' he queried. 'She cannot please
. the Convents and please the Principalitles, any more than

she can please France and’ Russia'. 5

Mofé and more Bulwer looked to a withdrawal~from the,businéss.6

; Bulwer-Russell, 24 March '64,ibid.

*See below, Ch..IV, p.is6,

Z'Mﬂl‘l‘, e?z-—ei:-‘bf.lmtrd'enoﬂiwc«ﬂ(m c.f. p“‘nr/,l:_f_‘i_&&_&gp f. 19.9.
*Bulwer-Russell, 17 Aug. '64 PRO.30/22 93, -

J*Bulwer-Russell, 16 Oct./J3 - PR0.30/22 93

MfEulwer-Russell, 12 and 16 Oct. '64, PRO,30/22 95.
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The occasion to review the Lebanon settlement and, if necessary,

to provide another Governor, stimulated a similar grouping: France
vehement against Austria and Russia, and the Porte too hard pressed
to be able to take a middle course such as had provided Bulwer,
on other occasions, with his small triumphs. Bulwer wrotes

'I should say, as to the affairs of Syria, that the

French will keep Daoud if they can, since, in spite

of the praise of Eldrldge who is in his pocket, he

is the best agent France can have: and he and Hecquart

and Outrey are gaining over all the populations as

against the Turks'. 1
Austria and Russia were anxious to see this Armenian Catholic
Governor, the French protegeﬁ, replaced. But the situation allowed
no room for manoeuvre, and it was easier to let things remain,
- as they were.2 B

Finally, all hope of reforminngurkey‘had gone. | The'obstacles‘
in the way of reform loomed even more hugely then before. European
- loans had eccomplished little, and the administration remained as
inefficient as it was when Bulwer first arrived on the»scene. He
had always advocated the concentratlon of authoritys now,
despairing, he suggested div1ding the Empire up into four or flve
autonomous provinces. He argued: ’ o o .
'The only possible mode of introducing order is by

dividing European Turkey into four or five divisions

with a semi-central Government in each, thus »

relieving the Porte from the business it never attends

to, and constituting on general principles, subject

to some local modification>a new system of . taxation
end admlnlstrations.

He then went on to make s serious admissions

é'sulwer-nussen 14 April '64, ibid. ' '
““Bulwer-Russell, April=Juné s¢veral, ibid. In June '64 Daoud was
. app01nted for another five Years.

4+ I unglish,Consul. ++ French Consuls.
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'Economy beyond a certzain point is impossible in a
great Empire, surrounded in Europe by military
states and in Asia by warlike and nomadic tribves.
What Turkey has to do as the sole condition of her
" existence is to seek for revenue, and work it out
of the improved and improvable condition of the
country. A plan of this kind cannot even be
attempted under the existing organization'. 1
What Bulwer said, that the concern was too large and unwieidyv
and indefensible, was substantially what Gladstone and Salisbury
would be thinking in the late_'?Os.2 0ddly enough, Bulwer hed
never been very enthusiastic about the prospects of Turkish
5 : \ :

refofm. Purther the paternal policies,even if he had been giﬁsn
the opportunlty 1o enforce them, would have depended for their
suocessful applicatlon on harmony between the Powers, if not on the
- good-will of the local rulers in the Balkans, the Lebanon and ‘
‘Egypt. | ﬁulwer had never been deluded on the first score.4 fet;
during the years 1858-63, when, judging from his activitj and
general reports, he appears to have bsen ins@ired by a quiet
assumntion that he would achieve some modest successes congenisl
to his ideas, there was always a peculiar inhibltion which prevented
his ever resolving the tension between what was and what mightibe.

- Couza's domestic troubles, Prince Michael's need to be assured
thst be could pursue a provocative bolicy witﬁ impunity, the
weaknese of Montenegro before s detefmined Turkey,‘and Said's‘need

for money, these and other considerations imslanted in Bulwer s

mind a false appreclation of the importance of European good-will

L*Bulwer-Russell, 28 April '64, PR0.30/22 93.

'3'cf.,Life of Robert, Marquis of Salisbury, Vol. II, 85-87

. See below, Ch. III. - .
‘He almost certainly did not consider the second point

important.
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: teoo
to the provincial rulers. Unfortunatelyﬁfor Bulwer, Constantinople

was the most conspicuous centre for the rivalries of the Powers,
and his policy depended on their co-operation. I% %as to give the
provinces cdhsiderabie autonomy in internal affairs; to reduce

as mﬁch as possible the interference of the Sultan; and thereby

to secure the friendsﬁip of fhese provinces, which would then maké |
common cause with the Sultan in defending the integritj of the
Empire. It was a policy conéeived in # paternal spirif; vtd'
inculcate afresh into the provinces, nétlat an awkward stage in theirm?
development like‘fhe difficult adolescent, the necessary duty of
’filial,respect. - Whatever might be said about this policy, that it -
was an illiberal one is a criticismrwhiéh may not apply-for it would ;
be an 6ver-$implifiéation, That it was too idealistié is é valid
,criticism; ‘Bulwer ﬁas not quick to reaet to changes iﬁ ;he |
international situation which he was nevertheless quick to/see.l

" Such factors never in&uced Bulwer to modify his vision of a multi- .-

l’During_the Itzlian war Bulwer sensed the slight unesse of the ,
Russian representative at French policy. He wrote to Malmesbury,
21 June '59,PR0.30/22 88: 'I have thought that I have lately
‘observed some symptoms of difference between Count Lallemand and
Prince Lobanoff', and to Russell, 20 July '59,ibid: 'The swift and
decided successes of the French army here have evidently taken
the Court of St. Petersburg, as other parties by surprise'. Again; |
after the eventful Winter of 18%9-60, Bulwer wrote, perhaps with
too much emphasis:t 'Here it would be perhaps wrong to judge from
appearance, but I should say Austria and Russia seem less adverse .
and Russia and France less friendly'. Bulwer-Russell, 28 Feb.ibid.
Bulwer's comments on Prussian activities were uniformly critical
end resentful,e.g. Bulwer-Russell, 28 Feb '60,ibid: ~'The Prussian .
‘Minister here, Goltz, 'tho I do not dislike him personally,he is
too evidently in all matters Russian, and I ought to say that so

- are all the second rate Prussian functionaries in these countries'..
"Bulwer obviously sensed those tensions in the Prussiasn-French- =

- Russian relationship which Bismarck would so easily exploit later.
There are numerous letters on the same theme and on the growing

intimacy between Prussia and Russia.Bulwer advised a connection with
. France to counter the Russisn attraction(Bulwer-Russell,25 July,op.

cit.).These and similar comments reflected the practical working
"out of the fair degree of co-operation between Russell and Thguvenel
e R T : e ) ‘ o  CONTCaee, N
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racizl Rechtstaat, Apparently,for a time he bhoped it would come
to pass in spite*of these rivalries.

However, this is entirely to do with the intellectual basis
of Bglwer'sﬁettitudes. His actions and his practical suggestions
were always imbued with a pronounced pessimism, even quite eerly
in his Embassy.‘, In 1860 he was writing:

'What I confess I am most afraid of, is this Empire
slipping away, as it were, by degrees, the consequence .
.of successive incidents, over the gnidence of which we
should have no control. «..the defence of Turkey is.
confided to the hends of a body, the greater portion of -
which is, perhaps, predisposed to-destroy it, and its
prolonged existence depends upon so great and so prompt
~a change in its internal condition as it requires no
common degree of energy to produce, sand no common: '
hopefulness to expect.' 1. :

Further, Austrian influence had been 'a.nnihileted",2 and in
" any case she wavered in her ?oliey. When an idea of Bulwer's

wasAacquiesced in by Russia and Frence, the Porte immediately

3.

‘euspected it. 'Theee considerations made Bulwer emphasise heste-

in comlnn to the Porte s eid w1th a loan, ‘and made him occasionally
remind Russell of the necessity of his gettlng the Powers to agree
on something or of:

'taking a separate line with her (Turkey), by saying
clearly, "We will support you against such and such
contingencies, providing you do such and such things"
making it evident to the Turks that they must do what
we tell them to do, and assuring them that if they do,
they may then rely upon us's 4 T

(N.1,p.66,conts) in the affairs of the Balkans, and at the same time
the consistent preoccupation with breaking the Franco-Russian
alignment. (eg. Russell-Bulwer, 26 April '61 FO. 78/1560 and Bulwer-;
Russell,PRO 30/22 88.1 May '61). o
Bulwer—Russell, 16 Nov., '60,¥0, 78/1637. , R R
*Bulwer-Russell, 22 Jan, '61 ibid. ~
Bulwer-Russell, ibid. o

BulweroRussell, 22 Jan ‘61, PRC.30/22 88.
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This pessimism did not have the astringent affect on

Malmesbury's and Russell's extraordinary detachment which’pehaps,

Bulwer may have hoped.

"When Turkey was not seriously and directly threatened by
Russia, a British Foreign Minister had always to consider, unlike
his ambessador, the latent hostility in England to Turkish rule over
the,Christiae races. During Bulwer's embassy there ﬁas also
considerabie irritation, shared by Russell himself, at the thought
of the large sums of money which were being poured into the Sultan's‘
coffers.l “The absence cf a direct Rﬁssian threat naturaily

encouraged the Liberal Ministry not to be v1olent over Eastern issues,

ministry quietly accepted the general lines of policy based on the
experience of preqegding Yyears. This was desoite Gladstone 8 and

Russell's espousallof anti-Turkish policies, in their support of

Moldo-Wallachian union and- the constructlon of the Suez Canal, vhen
they were out of power.2 : No amount of fatallsm on the part of an |
ambassador could persuede a government to change from a known policy é
to one untried; certainiy nothihg could make it attempt what it |

had not the power to accomplish. There was, too, something to be
1.

*See Hansard Vol. 171,p.136,for a characteristic debate, a remarkable
feature of which was the brilliance of Cobden in utterly
confounding the House with statistics and logic in support of his
thesis, which was that Turkey would collapse as soon as western
capitalists ceased to participate in Near Eastern floatations.
The irritation partly resulted from the feeling that since they
were financing the Empire they were also responsible for its good .
government. See Hansard Vol. 171, May-June 1863 from P 6 for an -
especially good illustration of this poing.

*Hansard Vol. 150, 44-104, for & debate on Union in 1857; and
Hansard Vol. 150, 1360 for debate on the Canal. Even Disraeli

" favoured its construction. -
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gaid for the maintenance of fraditionai policy, while, unobtrusively,
the practical alternétions and adjustments were made by the man
on the spot. No matter how great the odds against Britain, or
how futileyéight appear'the orthodox line, no statesman could have
afforded to advertise Britain's withdrawal from the Near Eastern
arenas, New changes and fresh European alignments might once
ggainaoffer new opportunities. |

In the evenf,.during Bulwer's embassy,’the Empire did siiﬁ
away by degfees; and Bulwericould do‘nothing other than hegotiate
6yér the details when the substance had already been achieved by
the discontented>party; Prince; Viceroy, & Company, or a whole

 people. The succeeding chapters will illustrate this point.
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CHAPTER III

Reform

4 ﬁulwer‘s epproach to the éeneral question of the reform of .
the Turkisn Empire was conditioned by the needs of British diplomacy,
éspecially in the years 1860-61, and by Bulwer s awareness that
little could be done to save the Empire. It is clear he did not
understand, any more than his contemporaries did, the enormity
of the task which confronted the few enlightened Turks who were
trﬁing,to modernise their country.' It wili be useful here to
glence at the hiatory of the Turkish reform movement in order to see
~ Bulwer's ideas in their proper perspective. | B
| The basie difficulties in the way of real ang/lasting reforns
gprang from the manner in which Turkey had been obliged to tackle
~ the brobiem of nilitarj ‘weaskness. The initial impulsebhad come,
late in the day, from defeat at the hands of Russia, 1770-T4. :
During the ensuing years, w1tnessing the apparent disintegration of
their realm in Asia end Europe, Sulten Selim III,.1798-1807, end
more notably Mahmud II, 1808-39, had turned to Wes%ern nilitary
ideas in the hope of improving Ottoman flghting strength and of
modernising tactics. The immediate needeas‘a military'one.
However,‘military reform.involved‘adminiotrofive; finenoial'and 
social changes, for -9 professional flghting force on a western model s
was expensive, and, since it was a western model the 1ong-eatablished
babits of the ruling caste had to be changed.  Mahmud, seeking to

achieve his ends by concentrating all power in his own hends, broke
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the resistance of those privileged groups determined to defend the
'old Ways.1 To reinforce the central governuent, and in the hope of
obtaining an inoreased revenus, certain drastic administrative
reforms weére carried out. By 1839, the year of the Hatti- Soheriff
of Gulhané, or Law of Tanzimat,2 the tempo had speeded up under
Reschid Pssha, chiefly because the urgent need was to impress the
:Western Powers, whose alliance Reschid looked for'to'couster the
’threat from Mshemet Ali of Egypt. Yet, though the work of subjugating
the Asian prov1noes went forward successfully, by 1850, Kurdistan,
the provinces of Syria, Armonia, Erzeroum, Mosul, and Bsgdsd having
been secured by Turkish arms or European diplomsoy,' and the army
.reorgsnised in 1843, ‘and fresh measures taken to. improve provincial
'j:adminlstration and to make the revenues more productive, by the time
the Criuean war had broken out the‘results of so uuch effort by e
‘few progressive individuals were very disappointing from the Western }'j
point of view. | | |
How far Reschid's ruthless suppression of corruption hsd reslly |
ffectsd traditional ways had to be judged from the collusion of
Turkish officials with the marauding Drusos, in 1841 and 1845, in the . g
massacres of the Maronites. Though the western model of srmy ’ 5
service had been adopted,-five years in active servioo (Nizam), and
seven yesrs 1n the regional reserves (Redif), this craating a standing
arny of 120, 000 regulars- it mesnt no more than a changs of forms. ’if
Offiocr cadres there were none. A genoral stsff, a supplies and |

medioal system, transport, all the servioos and. administrative
1.

The details of this background account are from Engelhardt -
La Turquie et le Tanzimat, Vol. 1.
Text in Holland - The European Concert in the Eastern Question:p 323

2.
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expertise upon which the western army depended, were non-existent.

To summarise, the half-century‘prior to the Crimean war
witnessed an attempt, at first on the part of a Sultan, then of a
few ministers“around the Sultan carrying‘on the Mahmudian tradition,
to centralise administration, to inerease‘revenue,band for the sake
of the west, to liberalise institutions, practices and manners.

‘When the war broke out Turkey was in dire financial straits, its
 administration was in a chaotic state, the local officials corrupt,
weak, or bewildered because of the new local councils' constant
interference,‘and finally the Mussulman population was restive. For
all the frock coats, fezes and black toots some of the officials ﬁore;
Turkish reform remained pretty much at the chrysalia stage. Great‘
principles had boon announced in the Law of Ta.nzimat1 which deolared
that new institutions must have reference to three idoasx

1. The guarantees which ensure our subjects a perfect -
seourity as to life, honour, and property;

2. A regular mode of assessment and of colleotion of taxes;

3. An equally regular systenm for recruitment end dctermining ;
-the duration of servioe. 2

" But a whole complex of difficulties prevented these aspirations from
being realised. A society so removed from tne days oi»its pristino'
vigour, and whose vitality had dopendoi on thokcontinuanco of war,

how could it be rejuvenated by a handful of men at odds with the wholo
of society, Mussulman and rayah, and, more immediatoly, with the forces '
behind the Sovereign, the harlm and the favourites? -~ The problsm was .

bigger than anyone imagied. An industrial end agricultural revolution

.

; The word meant orders or organisation.
‘See Holland, p«323. : .
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directed by a powerful leader were the bases for successful reform.l
Only by these means could Turkey ha#e overcome the serious disadvan-
tages arising from underp0pulation‘and a lack of cheap credit
faciliﬁios.z_“ Further, the drain on Turkish manpower continued, for
the army preserved its exclusive Isiaa>character, arawing constantly
on the oream of Turkish manhood while’tﬁe'non-ﬁussulmans prospered
and increased.

Even befare the period 1854-65,3which might conveniently ﬁe
described the prelude to Eurqpaan fiﬁanéial cantrol, Turkey>was.being :
undermined by Western econonic penafration.4v The adfent of the
steamer naturally changed tha trade routes to their former horizontal
‘ dlrection across the Mediterranean. v It was an event which might
" have revived the Levant, but for two conditicna. One was %hef
Anglo-Turkish commercial Treaty of 1838 which formed the‘basis of
, subsoquont treatios between Turkey and other European Powers. The

~ other was tho capitulatory regime. By the flrst, in lieu of the

verious duties on goods on entry and in transit, Turkey imposed a flat

1.
2.

See Toynbee - A Study of History, Vol. VIII, p.249.
See Pavet de Courteille et Ubicink -~ Etat present de l'Empire Qttoman,

P «19-20. The non-Mussulman races increased in numbers, but this _
merely underlined the problem. In 1866 there would be about 28%
million people in the Empire, more than half of whom were non-
Mussulman, and of the 13 millions of the conquering race only 2
millions were to be found in Europesn Turkey.  The rest were in
dsis Minor. Toynbee, Vol. II, 228, emphasises that the Turks were

 originally a handful ofrefugees esmongst an Orthodox Christian

people whom it was their policy to assimllate. “ whey had only o

imperfectly succeeded in this. . ’ :

From the first loan from the West to the general conversion of the

4 public debt.

- 7'See Woodward - War and Peace in Europe, 1815e10: 'It is possible e
to see most clearly in the Near East the disastrous effects of the
policy of laisser-faire and the transition between the earlier and

- later developments of the century. Here on the fringes of Europe
end the borderland of western civilisation SOBe measure of
international control was most necessary N

5




rate of 3% ‘ad valorem' on all imports, leaving the internal .

‘duties on.her owvn produce as they'ﬁere and adding an extra 9%

export duty om such produce. As Puryear puts it, 'the foreign
problem was gow to extend "the most favoured nation®™ idea until

it placed foreign merchants on a ®"most favoured subject" status'll
The implications for British trade were far-reaching, especially
after the repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846. By 1851 imports‘of
Turkish grain bad risen from a negligible quantity in 1838'terqual
those from Russia. The consequences for Tufkey were disastrdus. 

As éhe paid her dreditors with préducts valued in their own currency,
the réturns on th@ nation's exports were reduced, for the exéhange'
was always‘against hei.2 Turned into a veriiablevfree-trade area, ué
the firstistep fowards‘ecohoﬁié depéndénéoﬂon'the ﬁest had beeﬁ o
tékeh. So restriotéd by Treaty, also by the same meaéure denied
valuable revenues frop its former monopolies, th; Porte was
foéevér denied the opportunify bf énéburaging‘home iﬁdué£fiés.3
In,tiﬁe of war it would not be able £o réise exéra revénues‘from"the
cusfoms.  Further, Qwiﬁg to tha trgmondéus physicalﬁobstacles, ﬁbt
tb ﬁention the inteinél duties; in tho'way of internal\trade,.éereals

é'Intérgational Economics and Diplomacy in the Near East, p.122.
*Bailey - British Policy and the Turkish Reform Movement, p 77-8.

3'See Toynbee and Kirkwood - Turkey, p.50: 'It is true that the
level of productivity snd the volume of foreign itrade increased
as the 19th century advanced; but this increase was due to the
efforts of the subjeet Christian elements and of Westdrn entre-
preneurs rather than to the efforts of Turks and Egyptians'e .
In short, by reason of their exemption from army service, their
greater industry, their financial strength and business acumen,
the Greeks, Armenians, Jews, and certain privileged communities
like the Maronites of Syria, were bound to reap what few advantages
there were to be had from this dependence on those Western v :
countries increasingly in need of grain. ,
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and other foods tended to leave the country, thus reducing
Turkey's self-supporting capacity, and, other things being equal, -
making its iocorporation into the Western economy a matter of
time. More to be apprehonded, the day was not too distant when
becaose of this treaty Turkey woold be dependent on the Western
.money markets - as the Turks certainly realised.l

The secoﬁd condition, the capitulatory sysfem, likawise»
diminished thekreal possibilities for reform.> Foreigners urder :
this regime were exempted from all taxes except the export and

5 had the biggest share ,§

import duties. As they - or thevprotegéés -
of the trade in their own hands, the loss to the Turkish revenue

was inoalculable. Indigenous merchants who were unable to obtain
1.

i
i

See F.S. Rodkey, 'Ottoman Concern About Western Penetration in the |

Levant, 1849-56', J.M.He vol. XXX, no.4 Dec. '58,p.348: '(the Turks)'

had to be on guard against Western economic penetration of the ot
- Levant, as well as against the political and military challenge 1
o £ the Russians., As a result, the Otﬁ@ans moved circumspectily }
in meking commitments to the West for loans - the 'sine qua non'
of reforms and of active partioipation in the Crimean war - and
especially in the years 1849-50'. See Puryear - International
Economies, p.104: 'Turkey, therefore, later became a borrowing
power',

2'The Juridical significanco of it will be discussed in connection
with Bulwer's views on reform. See P.M. Brown, 'The Capitulations'’,
Foreign Affairs, Vol. I, 72: 'The regime of the Capitulations has
sometimes been characterised inaccurately as one of ex-territoria- |
lity,. implying that foreigners by a legal fiction were on their own'?
territory and subject only to their own laws. (They are) more '
correctly to be characterised as immunities of jurisdiction such as
were subsequently conceded to other foreigners'. In fact, the
~privileged position of foreigners and protegdgs was such that the
former definition more accurately describes how the system worked
i n practice. :
The Sultan after 1535 had granted as a favour certain 'capitula' or';
articles, primarily to encourage the commercial development of ;
Turkey with the help of foreign assistance.Privileges had to be
"granted then to atiract western entrepreneurs.As the Sultan also

regulated his own tariff and was feared too much for his favours

to be abused, the system benefit#%d his realnm until the Ottoman

Emgirg*be andto %ecl%ne.'id b ubject of a foreign powar by
c ecome & S
obtzgni:% :epagg gst fggg a consule % was _not difficult if a man

-5 PR IR Speatvoeneg” ?r%ﬁk agly Eu‘é'%ﬁeS%’fP;? ;

a8 son
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fcreign protection could not compete on such unfair terms, so that
what little home industry struggled on in the early part of the
century disappeared. Moreqver they could hardly succeed against
the low prices’ of western manufactures. Enaoying tax-free the few
municlpal emenities a town might provide, perhaps, even, through a
legal fiction possessiw7 property in Turkey, for which however the
flctltious owner had to pay a tax, forelgners had become a liability
%o the Empire. |
‘There were other reésons, which Bulwer would have to concenffate
on,l why the Empire grew weaker, but the ones above indicate the
lj'radigal cauaés of the failure of the reforming movement. -~ The. Empire,
kalready,explqited by the West, could pot;afford‘to pay for its new
“ ﬁrmj.z- The concomitant administrative ;éforms outran the amount of
administratiﬁe‘talentvavailable. Islé#fsociety reacted‘étrongly |
agginst the subversiqn of its cultuﬁe, and the old order became
: réactiénary as it was forced on to the defansive. Least important .
- in view of the o#her consideratibns,'tOOAmuch depeﬁdéd’on'too few .
1which iould become ﬁore apparent on the accession ofkfﬁe waywarﬁ
Sultan Abdul Aziz in 1861, i R
The Palmerstonian belief, therefore, was a misfak;n one, that
fiscal, administrative énd military reforﬁs would revitalise the |
Empire. It was a mistaken assumption also, thét Turkdy was capable
of admlnistrativa reform without a constitutional revoluticn. ; In f£6‘9

k'thirties Palmerston had thought the Sultan Mahmud the 1iv1ng proof

- that Turkey could be given a new lease of life without any,radioal~

1. Clearly a dlplomatist had no business to be presalng for violont ‘
"change. :
‘Hence it was unfortunatc, though 1nevitable, that westernization had
to begln with the army. See Toynbee - Study, Vol.kVIII 249




'eonstitutional change.l However, long before the outbreak of the
war, even Palmerston had come to realise that it was impolitic and
pointless to press for any 'great or aggregate system of reform'.2
'The great ga;e of improvément is altogether up for the present’,

vcogmented Stratford de Redeliffe, by which he meanf that as far as

‘British foreign policy was concerned the subject should be avoided.3

During'Bulwer's enbassy neither Russell nor his ambassadof showed
anyyawarenese’of tﬁe fﬁndamentel issues mentioned above. fet; their
cemmente on the subject of Turkish reform betrayed a peesimism
indicaﬁive of what’they actually expected. YThe& did not even expect
‘,the Turks to overcome wﬁet they took to be the difficulties in the
way of the\EmpireIs seivation. vAskBuleef'put it, fhe eonfinued

existence of Turkey 'depends upon 8o great end so prompt a change in
ifs internal condition as it requires'nb commdn deéree bf energy

to produce, and no eommon hoyefulness to expect' 4 Further, in the
‘diplomatlc context5 there was little to be done except $o check

ény Russian attempt to embarrass the Porte on the subaect. ; Thee‘

Porte itself, now & member of the European Concert resented any

l'Sznce, in any case, the integrity of Turkey had become en

important factor in British foreign policy, constitutional reform,
even if feasible - which was doubtful owing to the limited

nunber of capable men - was dangerous and oonsequently not

‘ to be encouraged. ; ;

;2°Temperley - England and the Near East, p.242
SeInia,

4+Bulwer - Russell, 16 Nov. '60,F0. 78/1637

5'See above, Chapter II, p. §9-.
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attempted interference in its domestiec concerns.1 This situation
forced upon Bulwer the policy he would have to pursue. It would

mean that his influence, likewise that of the French zmbassador,

l‘The very manner in which the Turks had conceded the famous Hatti-
‘Humayoun of 18 February 1856 illustrated their sensitivity on
this score. Stratford had tried to substitute for the pledges:to
Russia before the war a pledge to all the European Powers that
rayahs should be given full rights of citizenship. See Rodkey,
'Ottoman Concern about Western Penetration in the Levant, 1849-56',
JeMeHe no.4 Dec. 1958, Vol. XXX,352, Only with great difficulty
was the compromise solution embodied in Article 9 of the Treaty
“of Paris agreed upon. - By this, 'The Contracting Powers recognise
the high value of this communication (i.e. the Hatti-Hugayoun). It =~
is clearly understood that it cannot, in any case, give to the said.
Powers the right to interfere, either collectively or separately,
in the relations of His Majesty the Sultan with his subjects, nor ~
in the internal administration of his Empire.' The old shibboleths
were repeated in that Firman for the comfort of Turkey's allies - :
just as the edict of 1839 had been part of a diplomatic manoeuvre.
‘Article 1 reaffirmed the validity of the ideals of Gulhané and
~Article 8 stated explicitly that, 'Any word or expression or
 eppellation tending to render one class of my subjects inferior to
another, by reason of religion, language or race, are forever
abolished and effaced from administrative protocol'. See Holland,
P«329 for text of the Firman. Apart from these and similar ones
'emphasising the equality of treatment to be handed out in Jjudiecial
“ tribunals (Art. 16), educational institutions (Art. 15), and the
civil and military schools of the government (Art. 13), the clauses
‘more likely to cause difficulties in the near future were those - !
pertaining to the millet system, taxation, and the possession of = !
property by faeigners, to the establishing of banks and a reform of
the monetary system. How the Porte tried to fulfil its promises
on these subjects will be seen sbove. It is sufficient to remark
here, with regard to property, that alterations in the laws affecting.
property polding were so closely linked with the Porte's desire to . !
change the capitulatory system that the subject was not seriously -
tacklede The Porte could hardly have allowed foreigners to own
lands without their being subject to Ottoman laws. See Article 28,
Treaty of Paris. As for the reforms to be effected in the
- organisation of the non-Mussulman communities, the millets, and in
their relations with the Sovereign power, these were naturally a
subject entirely outside the scope of foreign interference. The
greatest obstacle in the way of the developmeni of fresh ideas was,
after the ignorance of the mass of Muslims, the Greek Orthodox
Church, a state within the State. It would take the Bulgarian
agitation of the years 1860-1 to induce it to agree to a new
organisation in 1862, this despite its propaganda and eppeals
- abroad. See Engelhardt, p.l46. This reform topped in importance
' even the establishment of the Imperial Ottoman Bank in 1863.

e
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would'be limited to financial questions on which he would be able
to offer his advice with some effect. Thus, the following account
of Bulwer's contribution to British policy on reforr will be meinly
concerned with his idees.‘ It will show him to have been a keen
observer, andeilling to accept the logic of his situation. A 7
loan guaranteed»by France and 3ritain, Bulwer would reason; would
enable Turkey to overcome its temporary indebtedness, provided’Turkish
finances were. supervised by a European commission. This was the
first stepe. Then, as Turkey could not reform its administration
‘owing‘to the lack of capable men, its government must employ Europeens -
a condition of & loan - in all branohes of’the administration.  The
natural corollary of this would be the abolition or drastic rev1sion ’
’Aof the oapitulatlons. In short, he considered European interference
should either be direct, clear, and effective for fixed objeots, or
_altogether avoided' 1 .'All indirect and 1neffloient interference', -
whe went on, 'wlll do harm rather than good' 2 | |
Brlefly, his notions on Turkish reform and the aotual policy he o

implemented put Bulwer s embassy at the end3 of that phase of British é
“policy begun in 1830, and made it the tentative beginnlng of a |
development which would be dramatised in 1881 w1th establishment of
European control of the flnances.

The first occasion for the Powers to be conoerned at the lack ; :

of Turkish initiative in working out reforms was in the late months of;;f

;.igiger-Russell, 12 Nov. '60, FO. 78/1513.

'53'Engelh;rdt, p.221. In the Near Eastern crisis of 1867 Britain -
abstained from broaching the subject of reform and invited the

~ other Powers to follow her example. ;
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1858, The excessive issue of paper money in the war, and its
gradual depneciation, had caused a critical situaticn4after the peace.
Discontent focussed on the Sultan. Bulwer noted 'the serious

- causes for alarm in the state of the public mind'. Unfortunately
the ministers lacked the courage 'to make it known to Hisl{aj‘esty~
'fhe dangers; that wers to be apprehended from a persistence in the
system of reckless extravagance which’has been, especially for the
last two years, pursued'.l - Bulwer and Thouvenel who, despite Moldo=
Wsllachian dlfficultles, tended to act together on the subject of |
consular pretension52 in the provinces and kindred affairs, obliged

A'ali to present a'memoirkto the SultanB. . Subsequently, the Sultan

4

issued an edict curtailing the expenses of his Household. He

'explained to Bulwer that he had just been informed of the eitfévagancet%f

P

of his Court. Tet despite the ambassadors' efforts, the relatives

LeBulwer-Ualmesbury, 18 Aug. 1858, FO.T8/1366. ‘

‘A certain scepticism coloured Bulwer's attitude to consuls and their
efforts. Consequently he tried to restrict the scope of their
activities. The example of De Redcliffe, always energetic in

- keepig the Porte on its toes, had left an evil legacy. It was
Bulwer's policy to bring his agents more immediately under his - ‘
surveillance. The idea behind it was to enhance Turkish authority. |
See Bulwer-Malmesbury, 28 Aug. '58 F0.78/1367: 'The Consular
body indeed, though aenimated by the best intentions, is, generally ‘
speaking, a little too apt to assume the powers which more properly
belong to the local Governments, and to depreciste their means of
performing the governing functions with which they are entrusted'. .
Malmesbury - Bulwer, 1l Nov. '58, FO 78/1352, accepted all Bulwer's
suggestions providing the usual system of consular correspondence /

3, Was carried one. 1

‘Bulwer-Malmesbury, 20 July '58 FO. 78/1365, speaks of the 'understand- §
ing M. Thouvenel and myself have come to, that in all matters which :_
seem properly to admit of it, we should act as much as possible in :

G el 18 0.78/1366.50e Engelhardt,p.156-T.

Bulwer- mesbury, Aug. 8 _FQa ee gelhardt,p.l5

5 Bulwerwmuryﬁrrﬁgf"ga F0.78/1350.This latest ediet is in

Bulwer-Nalmesbury, 27 Aug. FO.78/1367.1t expressed characteristically
penitent sentimentss 'Numerous unnecessary disbursements,dslapldations,
‘donations,and salaries have occupied the place of such useful and
fruitful outlays (on reforms), whilst even Ministers of State,plunging
into extravagance beyond their means,have contributed to impoverish -

-~ the public Exchequer' :
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~quickly returned to office, and Bulwer, exasperated, considered it
'all fatal to the Sulten's character and public affairs' and
conseéuently a 'swindle upon English bondholders'.1 He expressed
the hope that English officers be withdrawm from the Turkish navy
to teaéh the Sultan a lesson,2 and that Malmesbury éhould insist
on the reeqnstruction of the Oﬁtoman Ministry as Bﬁlwer proposed.3
A resolute stand must be made against a combination of tricksters',
he deciared.é' The advice did not receive a ready hearing in Lbndon,
and the upshot was that Bulwer had learned his real function. He
could only be little more than a commentator. He might discuss
schemes of reform wlth the Porte, and make suggestions, but the
mgthods of Stratford were no longer in vcgue. Also he had tgken
Afuil méasure of thg Turkish miniétefS'and fheir master, not appearing
ovei-;mpresséd by the'gombination, though for Fuad and A'ali Pashas

lindividually he had great respect.5

'To give the abilities of these men their full
value', he wrote, 'a firm, honest, and

.intelligent man should connect and control -

. both. Were the Sultan such a man, things
here would soon assume a different aspect,
but, with good intentions as to things, his
manner of dealing with persons is that of the -
Harem. He employs one man against the. other...
The union in his cablnet whlch would make '

1. Bulwer - Malmesbury, 22 October, FO 78/1369
2+ Inia. | :

3e Bulwer - Malmesbury, 6 February '59 FO. 78/1422
4+ 1vi4.

9 Bulwer - Malmesbury, 2 February '59, FO. 78/1428«' .



TL

it powerful, would make it, in his opinion, dangerous's 1
Unaided by his Government, Bulwer resorted to intrigue, success-

' fully getting Safeti Pasha, 'Minister of Finance', dismissed.>

l‘Exactly how essential A'ali and Fuad were. it is impossible to

knowes  The confidence of the Powers was their great asset. It is
~{to be suspected that more than anything else this kept them in power
most of the time in spite of intrigues by the fanatical party to.
- get rid of themn. Certainly they did little enough in the years
- 1856-59 to earn them the posthumous praise which has been accorded
to them. See Engelhardt, p.156: 'Yet, while admitting the good
intentions of A'ali and Fuad Pashas, it is Justifiable to complain
- of the continuance of a system of government which, in centralising
- affairs in the hands of the chief of the State, lefi them at the
mercy of his erratic will and the subterfuges of an entourage of .
intriguers'. This is simplified, perhaps;  nevertheless, as Fuad
had fought to keep his Sovereign's will absolute in internal affairs
he and A'ali must share the blame for the apathy of the years :
~ 1856-9. They should have known what obstacles would have to be
overcome to make the Sultan co-operate in their work. Apart from
the counter-influence of the Harem and relatives, there was the
" friction in the reforming party. Riza Pasha and Mehemet Kibrisli

" legd the traditionalist group which wanted reform in small instalments.

Reschid, A'ali, Fuad and their nominees at the European courts
favoured more drastic measures, See Ubiocini - La Turquie Actuelle,
p.l6l. See also ibid p.168-9 and psllT7=182 for excellent pen sketches
f Fuad and A'ali. From these it becomes clear that neither man
had the right qualities for leading the country. Fuad's excessive
~ laisser-aller attitude and A'ali's weak constltutlon reduced their
2 effectiveness.
*Bulwer-Malmesbury, 2 Feb. '59,F0. 78/1428. Bulwer complalned of his
corruption. Bulwer-Malmesbury, 7 March FO.78/1429. The Minister:
- of Finance was really the Treasurer. Bulwer evidently co-operated
with the traditionalist faction to get rid of Safeti, likewise =

to have appointed the Mixed Financial Commission. See L. Thouvenel -f

Trois Anndes p.323-4. The French ambassador commenteds . ‘'Safeti

Pasha, minister of finance, has glven in his resignation as a

consequence of Bulwer's intrigues. He knew Safeti to be stubborn,

refusing to lend his hand to any underhand dealing. . Mucktar

Pasha has declined the honour of assuming control of the finances

in the difficult circumstances in which they are at the moment...
~(the Sulten), his harem, and his entourage, were overjoyed with the
" opportunity to bring back Hassibe You know how detestable his

3
!

administration was! .He was the friend of Reschid...' From thisff1“§

and the comment that Bulwer had co-operated with Mehemet Ali, the
Captain Pasha, it becomes evident that the British ambassador did

- not quietly accept the position Stratford bequeathed him - see above,
Chapter II, pudle . Further, if all the men Bulwer and Thouvenel
considered corrupt or inefficient had been exiled to Bagdad, only

. A'all and Fuad would have been left in Constantinople.
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This change he hoped would facilitate certain reforms he had been
turning over in his mind, and which; during the next two years,
he would develop at length in his despatches to Russell.; In view
cf;theffact,tdat, with the exception of the institutionvof a
Conseil du Trésor, they were nct translated into meazures, to do
justice tojthese idéas in the same generous manner of Bulwer, would
jbe pointless. However, the following resdmé may gdve a good idea
of his line of thought. |
Aiready Turkey was‘in the throés of the finaccial crisis ﬁhich
would only abate in the summer of 1862 with the withdrawal of most

of the paper money. With the prospect of an Austro-French war

, ‘before hin Bulwer pressed the Porte to take measures. to re-establish

its credit.?

The Mixed Commlssion had been suggested with this
in view for to it, 'he wished to be immediately paid the customs

: at Constantinople, then in the Government hands, and which were

k«pledged as & guarantee for the last loan raised in England' 5 . Thig®

body would also have had the duty of paylng “the 1nterest on that
loan. He suggested a scheme for w1thdraw1ng some of the paper

money, the caimds, with the aid of fhe above-mentioned'loan, whilek

~ wita a part of the loan, he wished to constitute a 'sort of ”caisse”

or bank 'whose notes would have driven the devalued currency out of
*

circulatlon. By a simllar procedure in the provinces the debased

-~ metallic currency, he hoped, would be withdrawn.j Thus the basia

of the National Bank, envisaged in the Hatti-Humayoun, would have

1.
instance,of a Commission'for introducing reforms and improvements
1429. The Commission would duly become the Conseil du Tr8sor

'vg'Bulwer-Russell 20 July, F0.78/1433.
'Ibido

in the financial system of Turkey'. Bulwer-Malmesbury,7 March FO.78/

et s e

Safeti's dismissal heralded the appointment, entirely at Bulwer's S
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° been made., He added:

'It would be necessary, however, that the execution of

such a scheme should be confided to able, honest, and

experienced men such as comld only be found in France,

Germany or Englaud'. 1
There was a éreat deal of public or ecclesiastical property which
he believed ought to be put on the market instead of being left
idle. 4 new loan ought to be obtained by allowing the Mixed
Commisgion to collect additional taxes, anu this would be usod
’to facilifate additionalkmonetary ieforms. More money would‘bc
acQuired, he thought, if eachlprovince hadfnot to send revenues,
in specie, all the way to Constantinople whenoe, in all probability,
if would be trausferred to’another province to disoharge iteidebts
there. Though he eipected,noimurkish official could obtain as
much from the feveuues es the Aimeniens and Greeks did by theii'
system of farming,z'he wished the Turkish government would hand
over certain pashaliks to Europeans who would operate them as |
,'model-systems e The most 1mportant suggestion was that the
’capitulations should be thoroughly examlned 'with a view to 1owering
‘thevduty on exports end:raising that on imports,yfheilatte: to no
great degree'. But, he warned, 'I would not recommend EuroPG
to listen to Turkey on such questions, unlees‘under:oiroumstanoes'
,that‘made it likely.fhe temporery aidvrequired‘would be'permaneutlji
useful' 3 Bulwer'meant that European supefvision and‘control in
the mannor he had suggested must be effective before loans could be.f

Had his proposals been taken up he anticipated an 1mprovement in

';the Goveznment s credit and immediate gains to the Treasury by means

l. Ibid.

2. The ilitzams had been resumed at the same time as the Firman of
- 1852 had reinforced the authority of the local Valis. Mabhmud's

: centralising measures had broken down. ‘

3. Bulwer-Russell, 20 July,F0.78/1433.
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of which the salaries of public servants would be increased, the
army kept in & better condition, and certain public works begun.l
In the ensuing months Bulwer continued to argue in this vein,

concentrating on two things, a loan to release the Porte from its

‘onerdus short-term obligations to local bankers, and persuading -

Russell td reconsider the capitulatory system.2 Yet it needed the
stimulation of the discovery of a conspiracy‘against the Sultan to
galvanise the iurkish minisferé into mﬁking a display of energy.3
And that passed. Conceding the Sultan's tastes fo be‘éxtravagant,
Bulwer still felt that ‘even the expensive tastes Abdul Medjid
indiges in would‘be but of small importance, if the Porte would

only introduce general order into its eéonomy'.4 He and the other
1, Ibid,

| 2. Bulwer keenly felt the injusticé of it, aparf from believing it

prevented the release of potential energies in the Turks. He
remarked on foreigners' exemption from taxation: 'I cannot think
it for a moment tenable that foreigners should have, in a country
not theirs and which is independent, benefits the nature. of which
~must be to place all the branches of native industry in their
hands to the exclusion of the people of the country.l do not think
such a pretension is consistent with the ordinary notions of ;
Justice or International Law,nor sustainable in the present state |
of public opinion in Europe'. Bulwer-Russell,24 Aug.'59, FO.T78/1434. |
" Russell conceded that foreigners should be taxed and Turkish 1
export tariffs lowered. Russell-Bulwer,8 March '60,F0.78/2436. o
3¢ As A'ali, Grand Vizir,and Fuad Pasha threatened to resign should
the representatives address a collective Note on the need for
reforms (Bulwer-Russell,4 Oct.'59,F0.78/1637) ythe representatives,
at Thouvenel's instance, merely addressed the Grand Vizier separa-
tely.See Engelhardt,p.l58,on the conspiracy:'l could prove that
most of the high functionaries in the provinces were morally
~implicated in the movement prepared in the Capital‘'.Neither react-
ionary Turks nor progressive ones seemed to have inspired it. It
was a blind reflex of popular discontent.- . RSBt

1
i
1
i g
1

"4 Bulwer-Bussell,l4 Sept.FO.78/1637.Thouvenel disagreed entirely with |

this view judging from his remarks in his letters to Paris.See
Trois Années p.357-8,Thouvenel-Benedetti,(director of political
affairs in the French Foreign Office):'The Turks,who see the bottom
of their treasury empty,begin to get restive,and I am present on

a sad occasion,that of a penitent dying.In the East dead things

- stay up,and the Ottoman Empire may continue,mummified,f few
years. Some accuse the Sulgan; others the &rand Vizir. The truth i

contese .
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ambassadors mode separate remonstrances, and communicated to the
Grand Vizir a short memorandum expfessing, 'regrét at seeing Turkey
did not help itself, that it did not proceed to a gradual and
determined application of reforms, and that if showed no energy in
pursﬁing the goal indicated by thé Firman of 1856'.l The Sultan's .
ordering an investigation of financial conditions by a new Conseil
‘du Trésor which wao actually conétitutod in November, and consisted
of most of the members of the Mixed Financiol Commission, raised :
Bulwer'é hopes.2 - But already it was tooolate. - More urgéntibusineso4
confronted the Turkish minlsters. | o

With the moves by Gortchakoff in ‘May to have the condition of the

'Balkan Christians investigated by a European commission, and the

(note 4, p.85. cont.): is that nothing is being done while everything
disintegrates. Lately, there was a great stiir at the discovery of:
a vast conspiracy which menaced the days and power of the Sultan,
neither of which, between you and me, deserving of much respectes.
Turkey has many ills, but it is by its Sultan it is menaced with

. death'.  See p.361 for details of the Sultan's lunatic expenditure
on his daughters, on purchases of land sanctlfled by their marriage

on them, and gifts to the doctors. .

Engelhardt, p.161, i - ~ ‘
The leading members were Falconnet, dlrector of the Ottoman Bank,
Lachenbacher, of the Austrian ministry of Finance, and the Marquis

de Ploeuc, the French delegate. . The Turkish 'Minister of Finance'
had ignored entirely the previous commission. Bulwer thought things
would now move. Bulwer-Russell, 21 Feb. '60,F0,.78/1637:+ 'The Turkish
government has recently been acting up to its promises, and in some
degree according to the system I some time since suggested, that is
to say, a regular budget is being drawn up through the aid of the
Mixed Financial Commission appointed last year at my recommendation,
and the depreciated paper money called caimés, the existence of which
has tended so prejudicially to influence the exchange, is on the
point of being withdrawn; an arrangement being also made for ‘;
withdrewing gradually, and, as I think, too gradually, the beshliks, |
or present silver currency which is current in the provinces, and S
which ranks much higher than the caimé, though it is considerabdly. |
lower in real value than the sum for waich it passes's  An optimistic |
assessment this proved to be. In 1865 the paper money and the ;
metallic currency, still causing the Treasury much embarrassment, -
circulated despite perennial loans contracted with the objeet of

< withdrawing them. : : : : : : ,

1.
2.

-
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news coming into the capital of terrible massacres of Christians
in Syria, government credit slumped. - In an effort to bolster it
eand to make a loan more feasible to western capitalists the Conseil
du Trfsor was yet again reconstituted, in June, 'with considerable
solemnity, and with the understanding, expressed publiely and to
foreign Powers, that it was to take an active and most important part
in the administration of affairs, as a deliberative body, especially
charged with the reform of the fiscal system, and with the future
control and regulations of the Empira'.l By itself it was a futile
gesture, and fooled none as to Turkish intentions, as Bulwer knew.
He consequently strained every nerve to make good this deficiéncy
in Turkish credit, hoping Russell would come forward with a proposal
" of a guaranteed loan with conditions as to its employmént;‘ He never
lost an opportunity of raising the question in this form, and never
hesitatéd to give a slightly misleading picture of Turkish opinions,.
| 'I can', he explained, 'see no way out of the existing
embarrassments but a general plan reposing on the better
" management of the public resources, and on augmentation
given to those resources on the one hand, and an
- immediate supply to meet immediate and urgent wants, to
be found from foreign capital on the other...But, however
necessary this supply is, I could only advise or encourage
its being given, if it were part and complement of a
general system which, if really adopted with a probability
of being persisted in, would produco a totally new
condition in Turkish finances'. 2 ’
He promised A'ali he would use his influence with Russell if
Turkey's minés, forests and special securities weretgi#én over to a
. 5 , .

- Mixed Commission. He also angrily warned the Porte that he would’

l"Report on the Financial Condition of Turkey by Mr Foster and Lord
2‘Ho‘nar:'t', 7 Dec.. '61, Parliamentary Papers,1862 (2972) LXIV,475,

3. Bulwer-Russell, 4 July '60,F0.78/1637.

‘ Bulwer-Russell 18 July ivid.



v'withdraw entirely from all discussion of financial affairs unless
it 'fairly' exposed its whole condition to the European members of
the Financial commission or Conseil, and used their advico.m And
with an extraordinary confidence in the possibility of his success,
he expressed td Russell his certainty of Turkish co-operation jn
giving the reguisite securities for a lqan which, then, 'miéht be
safely advanced, gnd would assist the Government in its new reforms,
as well as relieve it from its present distress'.3 Russell's
laéonicism was quite equal to Bulwer's urgent manner. He replied:

'If no money is obtained by loan, there may come a day of
reform; if money is obtained by loan, and there is no
change of system, there will surely come a day of
revolution'. 4

5

In the event Bulwer's extravagani demands” and Russell's

unhelpful attitude, 6bliged A'ali, ecting Grand Vizir, to resort to
a second-rate French baﬁker, MirSs for a loan.6 Turkey would have had

l'Bulwer-Russell 215 Oct.'60,F0.78/1512.S¢e also Du Velay-Histoiro P
2 Financiers de la Turguie, p.156

‘He realised Turkish objectlons could not be overcome.Bulwer-Russell,
11 July PRO.30/22 88,
Bulwer-Russell, 18 July,FQ. 78/1637.Moreover,the loan should be osten-
8ibly Anglo-French .'to ‘keep the Governments togethsr'.Bulwer-Russoll,
27 Aug. '60,F0.78/1510.
Russell-Bulwer,ll qut‘FO 78/1637 He added later that the reform of
the Turkish finances ought to be an easy matter'.To Bulwer,18 Oct.
ibid.He was more interested in Turkey's continuing to pay dividends
5,8 the private loan of 1858.Bulwer-Russell,2 Dec.'61.F0.78/2433,
_ 6'Soo Du VelayrHistoire Financidre p.156.
‘Despite the 1858 loan to effect their liquidation,an offlcial communi-
cation by the Porte had indicated,20 Feb.'60,that 15 million francs
worth (£500,000) of caimés circulated in the capital.In May 1860 the
pound sterling equalled 200 piastres,i.e.it was at 85% above its
value in Jenuary.In the previous 12 months to pay the debts of the
Sultan a great deal of stock had to be issued on such generous terms
that a further depreciation in the currency resulted.Needing 200-250
million francs to liquidate the internal debt and to pay the dividends
on foreign loans,the Porte, frightened by Bulwer's exacting demands,
bhad to accept Mirés' offer.Nominally totalling 800 million franecs, it
would have furnished 164 million francs.Bulwer was staggered by the
‘enormity of this gross extortion,tersely describing it as follows:

oonteee

3

4.
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to pay 13% for this loan. However, in February 1861, Mires wés
arrested ln Paris. Panic resulted. - Galata meréhants began to
shift their specie to Marseilles, at the same time pressing the

- Treasury for payment on métured coupons. Under this pressure all
Turkish securitiesAweakened, finally the Turkish exchanges in Lohdon;
and Paris cgllapsing under the strain of heavy selling of discounted
,billé.l Confronted with the total collapse of Turkish credit,
France and Britain stepped in at this point.2 Russell had already
yielded enough to suggest that he contemplated sending someone,

possibly Sir Charles Trevelyan, to advise the Government, should it
3

4

‘deterﬁiﬁe to reform its finances accofding tobBulwer's proposalé.
Presumably he head been impressed by the draw1ng up of the budget,

b and by Bulwer s highly coloured sccount of distress in the capital.5

100842298983 Psi5t’bear it (the Porte) will furnish £1 million out of
" the £6 millions it receives'. Bulwer-Russell, 16 Nov,.'60,'Correspon-
dence on Reforms in Turkey, 1858-61', Parlt. Papers,1861,LXVII, 599.
"He surmised a close connection beiween a continuance of the French ;
occupation in Syria and the willingness of France to come to Turkey's -
aid with money. Bulwer- Russell, 30 Aug.'60,FO 78/1510. ;
L,
5. See Du Velay, p. .164.
3'See Du Velay, p.l66. '
A'Russell-Bulwer, 23 July and 19 Sept. '60,FO. 78/2436
'*It was not a budget at all,merely a general statement of the expendi-
ture and income for the year 1860-61.Inevitably, it balanced, Bulwer-
Russell, 20 July '59,F0.78/1433, Russell, less anxious than his agent .
to obtain a loan for the Turks,had no illusions about this statement:
'The budget is moreover a fallacious one as far as the statement of
income is concerned, inasmuch as the revenue for several months,if.
not for a whole year,is made over by anticipation as security for
loans raised and already spent'.Russell-Bulwer,l7 Jan.'6l,F0.78/2436,
5'Bu1wer—Russell,l6 June '60,FP0.78/24361 'It is no exaggeration to say
that almost all the capitalists and tradesmen in this city are at
" this time creditors, directly or indirectly,of the State. On the
other hand,the poorer class depends almost entirely on the capital-
ists and tradesmen, and thus from the highest to the lowest there is
a general cry on the Government for money, and a general discontent
at not getting it. The army end navy are likewise dissatisfied and .
badly off, and the funds coming in which should go to their supp@rt
~ are already in the hands of parties to whom they are given for old -
accounts'. , S
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In May, at Russell's request, Lord Hobart and Mr Foster arrived
to co-operate with the Conseil du Trédsor to examine the financial
situatioo. This and the accession of the new Sultan Aziz, in June,
‘temporarily relieved the bressure. By December of that year the
commissioners had produced an economic survey of the Empire whose
favourable conclusions helped France and Britain to induce their
~capitalists to support a loan for the withdrawal of the paper money.
Russell would contribute to the sﬁccess of this loan by allowing a
letter of his to appeor in the proépectus given out by Devaux and
Company of London, March 1862.1 The survey should have opened the
eyes of Europesan statoshen to the reai situation in Turkey.2 Hobart
end Foster made the usual remarks gnd criticisms, such as Bulwer had
boen expounding for two yéars; that the verghi (income tax) bore i
heavily on tho peorer people, while its reasoessment and reapportion-
ment would increase its yield; +that the dimes and aghnams (ta;es on
- sheep and pigs) be colloc%ed, not by farmers but by local conseils
de dﬁmos composed of all the cultivators who paid the tax; and that:

- the duty of 2%% on all goods of native menufacture be abollshed. All

taxes, it was considdrod, should be collected by government officials,

and stiffer penalties be inflicted for smuggling. It proposed that

_all mines, and forests be sold to western capitalists. This would

'l'Dospite denials in Parliament (see Hansard CLXVL,May 1862), he

clearly did feel partly responsible for the success of this loan-it

was oversubscribed- and subsequently bracketed it with the guarantood

loan of 1855 in his future communications to Constantinople on the

i

1

subject of dividends.egsd Russell-Stuart(Chargd d'affaires) 3 May 1865;

FO.78/1853:'I had used all my personal influence to facilitate the
advance made by British Capitalists to Turkeye. s..you will state to

‘his Excellency(A'sli Pasha) that whatever lisbilities the Porte may

have incurred,the Revenues already assigned for the payment of the
charges of the guaranteed loan and that of 1862 shall be striotlg
appropriated to the dlscharge of the obligations contracted by the

grte under tho

2e eport on the iznanclal Condition of Turkey y T Dec. 161 Parlt.

s
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increase'the revenue considerably, according to the Report. The
remedy for administrative inefficiency and downright corruption, of
which the Report gives severazl instances, would be a Finance Minister
in the English style, without whose sanction no expenditure would be
permitted. The Report concluded:

*It only remains for us to express our confident hope that

the Porte will, without further delay, by a prompt, systematic
and comprehensive measure of reform, avail itself of the ample
means at its disposal for the re-establishment of its credit
and the permanent improvement of its financial condition.

The case with which it has to deal is not the hopeless one

of a tex-imposing power stretched to its utmost limit, and

yot inadequate to meet the demands of a large and inevitable
expenditure; but simply of financial disorder, caused

chiefly by inattention to the ordinary rules of political
economy and fiscal administration'. 1

The easy confidence of the report and the letters of Hobart to
vRuSSell,Z belied the evidence in the repbrt. In the absence of
stétistics, the whole thing bhad been conjecturai. Even so, it madé
appa:ent'that the major‘sector of the economy was inelastic, and
too dependent on good weather. Half the taxcs‘wé;e taken in kind,
half’in Qash, the latter always taking a longvtime‘to be collected
since & commodity had fo be sold first, which was no easy’matfer in
the provinces. Secondly ‘fhe ﬁﬁirect taxes were of negligible .
importance, and could not be made more remunerative'.B' In fine,. fho

Turkish Treasury was incapable of taking for long the strain of the

‘(cont. note 2, pe70 )3 Papers, 1862 (2972) LXIV.475,cf. Du Velay,p.183.
(cont. note 3, pe90 +)s From the days of Sultan Mahmud attempts had -

been made to abolish the ilitzams system. Not until 1862-3 would it
1 be restricted so that it only operated in Asia Minor.

*It is to be suspected that the whole bent of the Commissioners' L
thinking had been conditioned by the knowledge that expenditure had to
be increased greatly if brigandage,and smuggling were to be checked,
and if the army were to be increased to a size which would enable it
to defend the frontiers against marauding tribes.They could only have
looked $0 the obvious means of increasing revenue.

_3.'Report, etc.' op.cit. p.503,
Cf. Du Velay, p.l84,
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real floating debt with its exorbitant rates of interest. Every
small war would necessitate a fresh loan, until in a short time the
whole structure, overweighted by the strain of the western style
army, the vicious. capitulatory regime, and the perennial wars
kkilling off the best Turks and sapping the national will, would
collapse leaving the European creditors only one resource.l ~ Bulwer
never lost sight of this possibility. At the height of the crisis
in 1860 he had warned, as he did on other occasions:

'If the Porte keepé its engagements, which chiefly concern

English houses, as to the bills given on the revenue, it

will be in the difficult situation of employing soldiers

and functionaries to collect funds which are at once

handed over to others, whilst they, alroady in arrears,

will receive nothing from these funds o 2
As Bulwer added, either a loan or bankruptcy was the logical
" corollary. He never appreciated that thié“would'always be the
situation.

By policy, or through simple inadvertence the Porte had -

burdened the money markets in Furope with the Turkish internal

o , 4

debt.> To deal with the mischievous caimés y it had resorted to

1.
2.

3

Tho Galate merchants were less fortunate in this respect.
Bulwer-Russell, 14 July '60,F0.78/2436 .

*In the summer of 1865, Fuad implemented his scheme for
converting it. See Poulgy, p«54-55. The intention was
that the bonds of the comsolidated internal debt should
circulate in the European markets, like other securities.
Fuad anticipated that in time this would result in the 5

influx of foreign currency into the Empire. A ‘more

important consequence, if the scheme had succeeded, which

it did not, would have been the flooding of Europe with

securities of progressively decreasing value. This was not
4 inadvertence.

*See Dictionary of Islam on the hlstory of these short-term :

stocks. ,
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iostorn loans.l At last in 1865, ; loan of 150 million francs

(£6 million), contracted by the Imperial Ottoman Bank® rang the

final alarum, if only speculators and statesmen had been able to

hear it. It was the first loan to pay the dividends on previous
exterﬁal loanss Yet, though by 1865 it bad mortgaged its entire
revenues in the effort to iiquidate the pernicious internal debt, the
finencial situation remained unsatisfactory. The great ohange

from 1858 lay in the fact that Turkey could not even call its revenues
3

its own. Yiorse, tho flnanclal gituation hardly corresponded with 8

4

far more serious economic one.
l.

Moreover, for all Bulwer's

Cfs Poulgy - Les Emprunts de l'Etat Ottoman, p.43. Western loans we;of@
cheaper. 'The minimum interest on the loans of the periocd which '~
begins in 1854, amd the year of the first Ottoman loan, to 1876,
oscillates between 7 and 12% for the external debt and rises up to
20 to 25% for the internal debt'. The loans were: a) 1854:£5 million
" actually producing £2% million; security was the Egyptian Tribute.
b) 1855s:Guaranteed,£5 million secured om revenues of Smyrna and
Syrian customs and remainder of Egyptian tribute. ¢) 1858,£5 million
'secured on octroi and customs of Constantinople. @) 1861,£2 million. .
e) 1862,£10 million supported unofficially by the British Government,
yielding little more than £5 million, and secured on salt,stamps, =
tobacco, stamps and patents E es, i.es the new taxes imposed in 1862.
-t0 bring in more -revenue. f)a wo loans totall&ng £8 million secured -
s, 00 the revenues not already pledged.
*In the Repdrt of December 1861, Hobart admitted the urgent need for a-
National Bank., Otherwise the 'vacuum in the public treasury' at the
beginning of each financial year would have to be filled in by
ruinous internal loans, gr'oq&y less ruinous external loans, or.a -
resumption of the ilitzams, thcn restricted to the collection of "dimes
in Asia Minor. Evldentix‘fie Imnperial Bank had not fulfilled its role.
In fact it had given the government a fictitious credit.
Cobden told the House of Commons in 1863 that 'from the moment you
.cease to lend to Turkey she must cease to pay the interest on her
debt'. Hansard Vol, 171 1360 :
The 1862-3 budget had balanced,but had nothing to do w1th eoonomio ,
factses It grossly flattered the financial situation too. eg. Hobart
who had helped to compose this budget said of it: 'The estimate of
. the receipts is far from being verified by the actual experience of -
- the year. The measures respecting tobacco and salt were to a great
extent anticipated by dealers in those articles; and others of the
new taxes...will produce gconsiderably (my underlining) less than
was anticipated'. Hobart-Russell 27 Nov.'62 FO. 78/1790.of Du v@lay

Pel79.

S

4.
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expenditﬁre of ink, mere modifications had been effected in the
capitulatory regime, and these were in the new trade tariff of
1861, the main features of which were the 8% duty on imports, and,
diminishing yearly at the rate of 14, an..8% tax on exports. So
" the economic plight of the Ottoman Empiro, as described earlier,
persisted. Bulwer had posed the only possible solution, a loan from
the governments of Europe, in effect from Prance and Britain, to be
omployed by their own agents 1o projects decided upon by those same
governments. R&ssellfrejected an idea which, though the ambassador
failed to perceive this implication, meant subjecting the Sultao to
European control.1 In 1859 Bulwer had hoped that a little might'oe
i done. He ﬁrote: | |
| 'The most that we can hope from,Tﬁrﬁey,is that within'the ;
next few years it will establish a regular system of finance,
a tolerable army, and tribunals more adequate for the end
of justice's 2
Sound flnance was the basis for all other reforms. By 1865 the
‘follles of the Sultan, the lack of energy of his mlnlsters, and tho '
3

‘only too obvious inadequacies in the milltary administration,

espeoially in the matter of the mere payment of troops, had destroyed
1.

Temperley's description of British policy up to 1914 states the

dilemma: *Because British statesmen did not believe in economic: ‘

imperialism or financial penetration, they prevented any such foreign
control over Turkey while renouncing it for themselves'. ‘'British
-Policy towards Parliament Rule and- Constitutionaliam in Turkey,

o 1830-1914', C.H.J. 1933, Vol. 1V, No. 2,p.165, : ,

. B'Bulwer-Russell 16 Aug. '59,F0.78/1637. PR C
“’Turkish fighting strength did not concern the Foreign Office in this .
: ~por10d as much as the administration of the army, and the payment of .
troops. The few comments on the forces were uniformly eritical,

" @+ge Bulwer-Russell, 21 Aug. '60,F0.78/1510: 'As to the forces of
Turkey in the present condition of the Empire, they are hardly to be
counted uponees' E.C. Grenville Murray (Consul at Odessa) - Bulwer
28 Nove '63.7/67: 'There is nothing at all to prevent Russia repcating

the Sinope business any moment. I doubt whether there are more than

one or two Turkish admirals who could hold these waters against her'.



Bulwer's.optimism, and even his interest. in ény case British
policy did not contemplate any more, it seemed than keeping before
the Turk the need to pay its debts. He had realised from the first
that nothing woula be done without either foreign control, or 'a
Sovereign’or a érand Vizier with great power, stern, just and
enlightened'.l Later, he appreciated that, as the strong ruler,
fhe'saviour, had not appeared, then radical decentralisation ahd
autarky were the.only solutions to the administrative and financiai
problemé.' 'What Turkey has to do', he declared,"as the soléb
conditibh of her existence is to seek for revenue and work it out

: 6f the improved aﬁd improvable condition of the counfry. A plan‘

of this kind cannot even be attempted under the existing organizafion'g ;

The:é was é certain contradiction between Bulwer's idea of
reforming the finances by means of a Eﬁropeén dipeétorate hqldinév
Turkishré§vereignty in truSt, and his schemes for judicial and local
vgovernmént reforn whéré the major preoccupatioh waé with making a
kréality of'Turkish sovereignty. | However, by playing down the subject
of Christian privileges,vpayihg great attention’fo the Porfe's figﬁté
in the diplomatic crises, and by émphasising the rdle‘thé Turks had‘ ’
to play in his schemes for reforming the Empira,.Bulwer appears to’k
- bave been satisfied, not, presumably, fhat h§ had an_inﬁglléétually
souﬁd~positioﬁ, bﬁtkthat he had,a’stroné ﬁorai,oné.'  Fof Buiwer; fho r,f

‘diplomatist, this was sufficient.

‘1.

> Bulwer-Russell, 30 Nov '59,F0.78/1437 .

Bulwer-Russell, 28 April '64, PRO 30/22 93. - SRR .
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His thinking was Metternichian in its scope, if not in
thoroughness, embracing questions of consular interference,l the
dragoman system,2 the British legal establishment in the Levant, and
the protegdes, questions tending to be the exclusive concern of
himself and his own government. With Turkish deficiencies he
concerned himself more urgently. -He felt it was imperative the
Porte should provide criminal and ecivil courts ﬁhere fayahs and
‘Muslims alike would reéeive justice. He hoped for an improvément'
in local government and that opporfunﬁies would be given to all'races.

of taking up high administrative posts.3

The central problem was how
} to hdd the allegiance of the various races nomlnally under Turkish
rule: and the solution which presented itself requlred, in Bulwer 8

opinion, this broad, and, in the event, imp:actically broad, view of

the Turks' plight. As the exercise of sovereignty was impeded at

1.

5.5ee above, Pe%0 ,n.%Le3.

Bulwer wished to preserve the dragoman system whereby most of the
~ preliminary work requiring the ambassador's interference, was done -
by accomplished orientalists. As much of this work required conversa- -
~ tions with the Capudan Pasha, or the Seraskier, or the Minister of :
Finance, posts filled by men not so fluent in French as Fuad Pasha,

"~ the dragomans were a vital part of the diplomatic machine. Both
Malmesbury and Russell wished and insisted that political business
be carried out as much as possible by the ambassador and the Grand -
Vizir,. They looked forward to the disappearance of the dragomans.
Bulwer fought against a change. Apart from the mass of business it
would place in his hands, by making him something of a maid of all

~ work it made the representative lose caste and influence. This was

. the argument of Fuad who feared the Sultan would resent too intimate
a relationship between his own minister and a foreigner. Bulwer, o

~ throughout his embassy, never ceased explaining the ways the dragoman
" gystem could be improved, but it was of no avail. In this as on other
‘topics he tried to keep Turkish susceptibilities to the forefront.
Evidently the Porte did dislike the changes. Bular-Russell 29 Oct. '
'59, FC. 78/1436. ;
' 3'It has to be remembered that Bulwer had a different policy for those

. provinces which had almost achieved independence, namely Servia,
Moldo-Wallachia, and Egypt. See above, Chapter II,p578. Diplomatic B
exigencies also obliged him to overlook a good deal in respect of the
application of the capltulations in these same prov1nces.$ee below
po'7?80 ' :
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every 1evol, Bulwer considered'the Porte could hardly be expected
to exert itself unless it was, by the co-operation of the Powers,
given the opportunity to resume a practical, as distinct from a
nominal, sovereignty. At the diplomatic level the proﬁer task of
the British agent was to see to it that the initiative of the Powers
never went beyohd the giding of advice; As far as it was possible
the .rayah population should not be encouraged by the example of
European inforferenco, to look for other mastérs.
A brief description here of the ends Bulwer had in mind, followed
by a glance at his participation in 1860 in the ﬁork of keeping
before the Porte the need to fulfil its promises, will explain the ‘
assumptions underlying Budwer's‘thinking on the Near Eastern gquestion
in all its aspects. \ We shall observe that Russell and Bulwer,
‘anxious £$ see Turkish sovereignty Buttressed, would refuse tovharry
the Turks; and made a point of adharingtstrictly to the 1856 settlemont.ﬁ
Even so it will be ovidentethaf Bulwer was intenser than Russell on
_the sub;eot of reform. Thls would result from his holding that
VFrance and Brltaln together should make thelr financial co- operation
dependent on Turkey 8 w1llingness to employ European admlnistrators
~on a large soale. Russell never entertolned such a notion though he
Would have oeeo giad if Turkey; of‘its own acco;d, had used‘Europeon
~skills. Moreover, Russell's faith in the Empire's contihued exisooi
,tenoe, never very pronounced, was serlously undermlned by the Syrian
massaeres;l and he was morse dlsgusted than Bulwsr, by Sultan Aziz' R
*l‘Russcll-Bulwer 25 Aug.'60,F0.78/2336,expressing his horror at Turkish
- collusion in the massacres,went on:'nor would it be of any use to
conceal from the Porte that either the whole system ‘of Ottoman ° :
Government must be replaced by one founded on integrity and Justice,

or the Sultan must prepare himself for the abandonment of his
’cause by his best and most persevering allles' ‘
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incompetent handling of his ministers.2 However, the ambassador's
ray of hope would be extinguished by his failure to persuade his
government to guarantee a loan.
Bulwer probe& to the heart of the matter when he insisted that
the Turks had been frightened by the publicity given to far-fetched
‘ principles of}equality. '%hat ha; alarmed them', he wrote, 'has
been the theory that the rayah and the Turk are equal, and the
deduction drawn from it, that consequently the rayahs, being most
numerous in many places, would, were such a theory acted upon, Be
erellongbmasters, in which‘oasg the NMoslen knows'wall he could not
1 long enjoy the toleration he’would have practised'.2 To stop mﬁking‘
a fuss’about principles, and raising falsse hopes,‘seemed~t6 Bulwers
fhevobvious thihg to do. Unspectacﬁlar but useful changes might
then be gradually worked'ouf. As it was, the declarations of ideas
were actual impediments in the way of réforms.' Referring to the
‘vHattl-Humayoun, he explalned:
~ 'It did nothing in the way of. leglslatlon, and I doubt much
whether, by pointing too suddenly and extensively at an
entire alteration in manners and feelings, it did not
give rise to many of the evils which usually follow such
experiments's 3
The reform the Porte ought to bé éncouraged fo‘mgke; in Bulwer’é
opinion, should rest upon the fundamentallassumgfion that the Ottomans .

would remain for a considerable time the ruling'race. The centres
jl.

Russell-Bulwer,27 Jan.'62,F0.78/1637. He was sceptical of the ability

of the ruling clique and with 'the character of those who have
" hitherto been entrusted with the management of public affairs'. He

. added, tentatively: 'The want of technical knowledge and experience
‘on the part of Turkish statesmen may render it advisable to employ

- foreigners of known character and ability in the adminisbration of

o the finances of the empire and of public accounts'. :
*Bulwer-Russell, 8 Jan.'6l,FC.78/1637.

~ ?*Bulwer-Russell, 16 Nov. 160, FO. 78/1657.
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of power had to be retained by them, otherwise the doctrine of the
maintenance of Turkish integrity was so much verbiage.l He wrote:

'It will be impossible, moreover, to attempt to carry a plan
into effect with the assent of the ruling race, which should
have for its evident object the placing of any other race
over it'. 2

In any case the Turks alone could maintain the uneasy truce existing
3

between sect and sect. As for the manner in which the Turkish

supremacy should be cohsolidated, Bulwer held it should be through
the agency of the institutions in being. An amalgamation could not
usefully entail more than this. He confessed:
'I think it would be vain to attempt to amalgamate entirely
» into one common system the different sects and races.
. Bach now in a great measure governs itself and is accustomed
to its own habits and mode of administration; and whenever
it is possible for this still to be the case, it should Ye
. so' 4 .
As part of his'schemé for winning the respect of all subjects,
he held the Porte should take immediate steps to adjust its Jjudicial
:and locai»government system.k‘ The importance of such reforms being
small and progressxvely, but gradually, applled, he could never |

sufficlently emphasise. A91de from Turkish fears and the 1ncubus

of rayah and Muslinm preaudlce, one more obv1ous factor restrlcted the -

1.
2.
3,

Bulwer-Russell, 12 Nov. '60,F0.78/1513,

‘Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59'F0 .78/1637,

Criticising the philanthropic element in British Near Eastern policy,

he commented: 'Whether there was much consistency in the attempt to

maintain the Turkish Empire and to sap its foundations is one thing -

- but whether, when you have done so much as you have done in one

direction you can stop short, is another. The experiment of amalgamating

- the various races and religions of the Ottoman Empire, has been .

‘ 4 commenced and must continue's. Bulwer-Russell,12 Nov.'60,FC.78/1513.
‘Bulwer-Russell,26 July'59,F0.78/1637.The obverse side of this was the

- laicisation of the organisation of the various millets and the

secularisation of their property, which were effected by 1862.In this

way the power of the patriarchs and rabbis would be mediatised,and thus

the rayahs brought more immediately under Turkish rule. In Engelhardt's

words the Hatti-Humayoun ‘'established a close correlation between the

religious rights of the rayahs and their political duties's p.l138,
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opportunities for reform, namely the lack of able Turks, aggravated
by the struggle inside the ruling cligue. This conditioned Bulwer's
approach to administrative reform more than anything else. He declared:
'It is likewise to be considered that the reformers in Turkey
are, after all, as yet but a very small body of men in
Constantinople;...but partly from a jealousy of younger
aspirants, partly from an actual want of any number of
persons fit for public employment, there are few to whom
they can confide the execution of their designs, and thus
they are either themselves overpowered by the multitude of

details which crowd upon them, or they see their wishes
-frustrated by the incompetence of the agents they employ'. 1

The practical details he had in mind were limited to four, the
separation of local justice from administration, the inecrease of the
power of the pashas,2 the appointment of Christian vico-governors
especlally in predominantly Chrlstlan areas, and lastly, the enforccment
of’stlffer penalties onyTurklsh offlclals convicted of any sort of
cofruption. VAS he puf it himself, iresponsibility must be concentra-
ted, puniéhment inflicted, and rewards given, peculation discounten-

‘ aﬁced; adequate glaries afforded,kand a class of hoﬁest and caﬁaﬁle

officials formed', a task of which he really'despaired;Bv

Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59,F0.78/1637. Five years later he :
considered it 'the difficulty to vanqulsh' Bulwer-Russell, 12 May
'64,PR0.30/22 93,
They were hampered by local councils or Modjllsses, products of
Mahmoudian reforming efforts, see Engelhardt, p.255, and Bulwer-
Russell, 7 March '59,F0.78/1429: 'In each province there is at
present a sort of Council placed by the side of the Pasha. All
" matters of every kind are or may be indifferently brought before this
councile A portion of its attributes is Judicial. In theory this
i nstitution seemed likely to be beneficial but in practice it has -
proved exactly the reverse. VWhen the Pasha is a man of influence
~and ability, the council is generally a mere engine in his hands. -
eeoWhen he is a weak man, on the contrary, the central authority
which he represents is completely absorbed by the local authoritye...
- .and thus the orders which the Porte gives in a general and e
enlightened spirit, are counteracted or disregarded by the narrow
3, views and bigoted passions of a particular district' ‘
Bulwer-Russell 16 Aug. '59,F0. 78/1637 o

2.
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'The only chance of introducing good government into

Turkey', he explained)is, for a time, from the centre;

because there alone the influence of enlightened Europe

is felt. The plan to pursue is to make the Government

of the Porte responsible for its agents; +to make agents

responsible for their conduct to the Porte; and....by

individualising, as much as possible, responsibility,

keeping things clearly in a particular direction'. 1
He was, too, 'for plaéing Rayahs as the Representatives of the central
authority in respomsible situations in the Provinces'.2 'These
would', he considered, 'in the end discipline their own race, and
at the same time...teach by degrees the dominant one to respect it'.3
Feelings of nationality on the one side would join them to the
Christian communities, while on the other, 'linked by position and
1nterest with the ruling Government...they would finally become a
constituted and moderating powerf.4 ‘As for the councils, in effect
Bulwer looked forward to their disappearance\as executive and judicial
bodies. They should function entirely as consultative assemblies.5
- Instead he wanted to see established separate tribunals, civil and
criminél, while religious tribunals - one for each sect, and mixed
ones fbr miied cases -rwould deal with matters such as marriage,
- divorce, and property.6 Do supervise the work Bulwei realised an

7

enlightened and somewhat ruthless man was essential. Lacking such -
a person the reform of the:Empire ought to be entrusted to a special
- council of, say, six Mussulmans and two Christians.  Four of thdm

would stay in the capital to sift;the cbmplainté and~repqrts df the

1eBulwer-Russell, 5 Dec. '60,1ibid. |

2+Bulwer-Russell, 8 Jan. '61,F0.78/1637:

2.Ivid, | |

5.Ibid, | ' :

: Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59,ibid
‘Bulwer-Rilseell, 7 March '59,F0. 78/1429-

77'Bﬁwer-Russell, 30 Nov. 59, FO. 78/1437.
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other four, who would separately investigate four districts into
which the country would be divided for this purpose. Dccasionally.
the itinerant commissioners would exercise extraordinary authority
if they found”some particularly blatant instance of bad government.l
'I séems to me', he concluded, 'this system would have the doublé
advantages attehding on provincial and central sasuthority; and it
is authority now which they are waﬁting, for if the defects of 8
Government is a bad thing - the effect of having no governmentiis a
worse one'.

Such were‘the ideas Bulwerkturned over in his head during his

3

firét two years of office. They were simple, dirgcted as they
were merely to providing a swift and uncomplicated means of giving
justice and security. For in many areas the Hafti-Huﬁayoun had

- not even be#n published, angm;Z;‘:ither venal or non-existent. More
. often,in other dlstricts, ‘perhaps, in most, its provisions are
dlsregarded'.4 They were practical suggestlons based on undoc-
trinaire,assumptlons, and a knowledge that the prevalent mood of the

Turks, no less than the social situation, prevented anything more

elaborate. Above all they constituted the first coherent and

2 Bulwer-Russell, 8 Aug. '60,F0.78/1510.
*Ibid. ‘

3*Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59,F0.78/1637. He looked forward, not with
much hope, to withdrawihg other branches of administration from
Turkish supervision. With an assurance which was immediately

condemnatory, he explaineds 'On the other hand, as to many branches

of administration, namely those which concern Finance, the Army
Navy, Telegraphs, Public Works etc., these can only, in my opinion,
be placed on an European basis with sufficient rapidity to mseet the
crisis with which Turkey is threatened, by the employment of
competent Europeans; and the great thing is to persuade the Turks
of this necessity,and to facilitate, as far as we can, the removal,
of obstacles that exist,or any prejudices they entebain against it
4'Russe11 - Bulwer, 18 Oct. '60, FO.78/2436
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studied attempt by ambassador or Foreign Minister, to harmonise

ideas on reform with the pre-eminent demands of British foreign
policy. It was an intelligent synthesis, based on the need to make
the ideas compiement interests. Three factors prevented the ideas
being realised. As mentioned above the diplomatic situation after
1856 prevented any individual aﬁbassador pressing his scheﬁes beyond
the bounds of courtesy. Secondly the several representatives were
very careful to check anything which might enable a colleague té
increase his preétige and influence. For insfance, after the
exﬁorionce of those critical months following Gortchakoff's p:oposals

for the Balkan'ChriStians, Bulwer, complaining of the hopoleséhess

~of a situation in whiéh France, Prussia and Russia antagonisad Turkey,

~and where Austrian influence was 'in a great degree annihilated®,

went on to say:
‘Nor is this all: if any measure .I suggested did obtain the
~ adhesion of Russia and those Powers who act with her, it :
- would immediately become susplclous in the eyes of the Porte'. 1

As a_solution to this problem he offered the usual advice to

Russéll;‘ how serlously 1t is dlfflcult to be certain abouﬁ.» A close

Anglo-Turkish alliance, he felt, would meet his difficulties, 'making
it ev1dent to the Turks that they must do what we tell them to- do,

and assuring them, that if they do, they may then rely upon us".2

l.Bulwer-Russell, 22 Jan '61, FO.[8/1637. ‘

2.,Ibid. To make matters worse, Russell disapproved of Bulwer'a attempts
by intrigue or personal representations to the Sultan,to make ground. -
Only when asked advice was Bulwer to address the Padishah on reforms,
and then only in the most innocuous and general language-'rather than
expatiate on the details of a Firman,or the nomination of a Minister?'.
Russell-Bulwer,24 Sept.'6l,FO. 78/2436 Palmerston on this issue was
more realistic.He wrote to Russell:'l saw the other day that you have .
cautioned Bulwer against being too active in placing and displacing
ministers at Constantinople.Your caution is very just in itselfjbut
in a place like Constantinople, one is sure that somebody or other

will be trying to influence such changes, if our man does not
use 1s 1n¥iu§nce for good the Frenc %an,or %he Russian orosomc cont..
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The third factor was the existence of the capitulatory regime.
On this last subject Bulwer had especially strong views.l tIf
foreign Governments wish to do anything seriously for the benefit
of Turkey', he wrote, 'I mean, of Turkey as an independent national
Power, ihey must_occupy themselves seriously with this question, and
the socner they do so the bettei'.2 It was not just that he per-
ceived the illogicality of a system which made nonsense of a basic
tenet of the Treaty of Paris, that Turkey was an equal member of the
European Concert. More to the point, if the Porte were to be
encouraged to reform its administration, and make it equitable so that
rayahs and Muslim would respect it, then the Powers would have to take
the necessary steps to place their own subjects and the protegégs
under Ottoman jurisdiction.
'The Tufkish Government is called independent', he aéclared,
‘¥st there is not the smallest vice-consul who does not
pretend to control it,andinthe simplest action of life
& foreign hand intervenes to prevent the national authority
- from maintaining order and admznisterlng Justice according
to its own usages and laws'e 3 ’
As he pointed out, the Turkish reforming movement, after the initial

4

efforts of Mahmud, had been to gain Europeé.  The Porte was now in a

(cont. note 2, p.°o3,):s Turkish intriguer will be sure to use his
1 influence.' 12 Oct., PR0.30/22 21.

*See Nasim Sousa~The Capitulatory Regise of Turkcx}for a very lucid
account of the capitulations in their judicial as well as their '
economic bearing.By them most consulates bad civil and criminal courts
where they tried their nationals. By Treaty they had no jurisdietion
‘over cases involving Ottomans,but by the nineteenth century the Euro-

‘pean Powers claimed the privilege oftiying a mixed case if the accused

* was a Buropean national.By the Porte's consent there were also mixed -
commercial courts where the verdict had to be given in the presence
of a dragoman.The authority of the Ottoman criminal courts over:

1
|

S
1

foroigneri was in practico degied by thedpgactice o§ Ehe consular ourt&
Fa At Pl SRt HE R e 2T B H N A 34 en8e°£8ui&°€o P RS,

3, ‘Bulwer~Russell, 30 Nov.'59, FO.78/1437.
7 *Bulwer-Russell, 16 Nov. '60,F0.78/1637.
*Ibid.
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bewil&ered state and the Powers owed it to themselves to show in a
practical way that they were in sarmnest about reform. He explained .
that a blunt intimation by the Powers of their intentions as to |
reform, joined-with a 'reconsideration of our Capitulations, with

a view to their gradual modification', would stimulate action on the
part of the Porte.l He did not expect anything to come of his
promptings, no matter how moderately worded they were.2 Nevertheless,
by his persistence and with the co-operatibn of the French ambassador
he succeeded iﬁ bringing the representatives to agree upon the general lt
principles laid down by the Porte in its Note, 11 September 1860, to
the effect that Ottomans who renounced their allegiance must leave
the country after three months during which time they had to sell

3

But, except in its long term effects, this was
‘ 4

their property.
4of peripheral significance. Too many Ottomans had already hecome
'foreignersi. Russell for his part never showdd any inclinafion to
modify the capitulations themselves. While Bulwer, on the oﬁé hand;\
was 'to obtain the equality of Europeans ﬁith the native populafionl'
he had alsé t0 remember that 'the cépitulatioﬁs résf on the principle
that Turkish rule and Turkish jusfice are 80 barbarous that‘exceptional

privileges are rquired'.5 In & more explicit stateﬁent he coﬁntered”

2ll Bulwer's reasoning in favour of change, by an‘éxtrgordinarily

*Bulwer-Russell, 26 July '59,F0.78/1637.
At one stage he asked Russell to consider giving the representatives
the power to modify the capitulations so that they could deal *with
difficulties as they practically arose' Bulwer-Russoll, 28 Feb.'60
FO.78/1637.
‘Note in Bulwer-Russell, 26 Septe '60, FO. 78/1511

See Sousa, p.l10l1-2. The appointment of a mixed commission to consider
how far the agreement should be retroactive was decided upon. Nothing
 came of it.

‘Russell = Bulwer, 12 May '60,F0.78/1638.

2.

3
4.
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insular argument, which, given Russell's terms of reference was
unanswerable. He stated that a stafe of conflicting jurisdictions -
'admits of no present remedy; and as long as it exists, it must be
the duty of every British functionary...to maintain intact the
privileges which he is appointed to watch over; and although this
should be done temperately, it should be done firmly as the best
means of avoiding angry discussion with the Porte'.1 He added,
referring Yo Bulwer's repeated suggestions in favour of a common
Jurigdiction for all foreigners:
'The institution of the Consular court at Constantinople
- will not only be an invalusble boon to British subjects, .
but will also hold out an example to foreign Powers and
to the Turkish Government itself, and will in all
probability work a silent but most important improvement
in the administration of Jjustice whether foreign or native'., 2
Nor did Russell ever alter his view-point. No matter how hard Bulwer
fought against the anomalous position of the legal establishment,3
end the undignified spectacle of foreign jurisdictions defending their
own subjects against each other, his opinions were never welcoméd.

The immediate consequence was that tho Porte still could not appropriate .

‘'such foreigners to itself:because‘thcy cannot be under its laws and
1.
2.
3

Russell - Bulwer, 7 Jan '60,F0.78/1495.

Ibid. -

The British consular Court under Sir Edmund Hornby had, since 1857,

insisted on a strioct application of the letter of capitulations. The

combination of Egglish litigiousness and laws of such scope of course '

. made nonsense of Turkish sovereignty. So Bulwer attacked on two fronts.
Fist, the legal establishment contradicted Turkish sovereignty. ;

- Secondly, it opposed the merging of the English system with a common
Jurisdiction for all nationals. Bulwer-Russell, 17 Jan. '60,nos. 27
and 28, F0.78/1503. His argumenis against the cepitulations applied

- with equal force to the protegé¢g system whereby Ottomans acquired
foreign nationality without having to reside in the foreign country.
By a regulation of 9 August 1863, as a result of a Turkish circular,

"~ April 1862, the numbers an embassy or consulate could employ were

limited. Further Ottomans could not be hired except by special

arrangment with the Porte. See Sousa, p.l02-3,
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jurisdiction'.l Europeans would still be unable to own or exploit
Turkish property, and the Turks continued to refuse to employ them
in its own adminlstration. His efforts to re-educate the Foreign
Cffice thus achleved negligible results. Even the granting of the
loan was not as Bulwer wished. The loan should have been the
means of enforcing reforms by a European agency. Furthermore,

the persiétent advocacy of his ideas ser#ed to emphasise the
differences between-Russell and himself, perhaps to his great
disadvantage from the career point of view, | _

Oh the other hand in 1860 he succeeded ih thwarting the
Russian initiative in favour of the Balkan Christians.2 Though
Bulwer and Lobanoff would be sincere in trying to use the Porte's
embarrassment to oblige it to do éomething about provincial

3

maladminisgiation, the subject of reform acted as a soreen behind
_whlch the representatives, notably the Russian and the British,
sought s0lid political and diplomatic advantages.

As the diplomacy is sketched in elsewhere, it is only'necessary
here to foint out that fhroﬁghout these monfhs Bulwer and Russell
were disposed to act with the French; They were above all at one

in thinking that Russian machindtions had to bé defeated.4 At first

Thouvenel had inclined to Gortchakoff's view thak an ambassadorial

}epulwer-Russell, 26 July '59,F0.78/1637.

2¢See below Chapter IM, Part IIf, pp.f34e.

Se *For instance Bulwer urged Russell to seize the opportunity to come

4e forward with the offer of a guaranteed loan. See above, p. .
*Hence Temperley's suggestions that Bulwer acted without the French
and without consulting his Cabinet sufficiently are without
foundation, see Temperley, 'British Policy towards Parliamentary
Rule and Constitutionalism in Turkey (1830~ 1914)',C HeJe1933 Vol. IV
no. 2 1630
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committee or a commission on which foreign representatives would

sit should investigate the condition of the Christians of Bulgaria,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Montenegro.l However, Russell had been

adamant that the representatives sghould take no part, even with-
drawing from his previous commitment to France that the representatives
might have & watching brief over Turkish commissions;2 'The Foreign
representatives may méet separately after the Turkish commission:

3

has reported', he instructed Bulwer.

of Gortchakoff's moveA, by his single efforts‘Bulwer persuaded the

Within a week of his hearing

Porte 'to take the step I have long been pressing on it, that of
her classiﬁg the Empire under divisions to be thoroughly inspected
by competent personé'.5 These peréoné, he explained wefe, 'first
to seekvand correct abuses and punish offenders: secondly, to‘inquire
especiallyvinto the cases brought forward by Russia and others:
thirdly, to examine into the practice of reforms I advised lasf
February twelvemonth, or devise others for safeguarding the Christian
populationf.6 . A week later Lafélette wag in genefal agroeﬁont.
7Having at first hotly denied Russian accusations of the érevalence

T Bulwer eventually half-

of violence, of corruption, and injustico,
admitted they were correct. This troubled Russéll, chiéfly becguse
'of the opportunities it provided for RuSSian diplomacye. Loéving the
details of the improvemenfs to be made in his gmbassador's bhands, he

concerned himself more with Gortchakoff's motives.8 He explained

1. Bulwer-Russell,4 July '60, FO.7871637,referr1ng to a despatch of
o Cowley to Russell, 13 June. '
3: See Charles-Roux, p.291.

Russell-Bul 2 Ma '
. thi gnstr%cgigﬁ.s y'60,F0. 78/1496 In October Bulwer tried to act on

Bulwer-Russell, 13 May'GO ibid
2* Bulwer-Russell, 23 liay, ibid.

7. ibid.
g. Bulwer-Russell, 13 May,ibid. ‘
° Russell - Bulwer, 7 June,F0.78/1497.
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that if the Turks failed to reform abuses, and 'if Russia should
still be able to point to those defects in the administration which
you described in February 1859, it will remain to be considered what
should be done'.l Ru§§ll, pointing to the Treaty of Paris which
stipulated that a contracting Power should ask for mediation before
resorting to war on the Empire, held that 'no separate right of war
‘on the Empire on the part of the Five Powers is to be deduced from
Turkish abuses;.2

At the end of May the Grand Vizier left with & Commission of
Turks, Muslim and Christian, for Varna to investigate the complgints

3

made by Russia. For his part Bulwer was 'now disposed to think that

the recent prpposals may be lpoked_upoﬂ as‘the opening to a seiies

of measures which if anything like a'favourablﬁ opportunity offers
would be at once carriéd out's4 Believing the Empire would
disintegrate in three or four years unless measures were taken; he
applied himself, during Kibrisli's absence, to learning as much as
possiblp about the cohdition of Turkey. “He circulafised tﬁe British
consﬁls, posing them a series of questions to do with the state

of the various provinces, the improvements made; and the reforms

5

which might be practically applied. The answers he received

. differed in detail but were cousistent in their implications of

Turkish inefficiency and éorruptioh. 'AThey all pointed to the.

1. Russell-Bulwer, 7 June '60,ibid.
2. Ivid. ‘ :
3., See Engelhardt, p.l62. Bulwer-Rusaell 30 May PRO. 30/22 88. The Grand
4 Vizir assisted owing to French pressure.

* Bulwer-Russell, 30 May ibid. He felt 'much must depend on France'.

" In the event the &ll or nothing attitude of Russla allowed the Porte
5 40 do nothing. _

° 11 June, see Engelhardt, p.170-3.




uselessness of the local councils.l .The consuls showed no likiﬁg

for Bulwer's pet scheme, namely the appointment of Christian musteshafs

or vice-governors. There was a general concurrence that the

farming of the revenues should be'swiftly abolished and Christian

evidence be accepted in the courts where, generally speaking, it was

not. Roads needed to be built and baﬁks set up. Judging from

these reports the condition of the Empire seemed a nearly hopeless one.
After Kibrisli's return Russian machinations again obliged

Bulwer to press upon the Porte the need to safisfy Russian complaints

as far as possible.zk Not only did Gortchakoff object to the Grand

Vizir;s coming back before visiting Bosnia-Herzegovina, he renewed

his demand for a mixgd EuropeanVCommission of enquiry 'partiy basing

a'.3

his demand on the example in Syri Russell merely reminded Bulwer

of the instruction to have the representatives discuss together the

4

reforms which might usefully be suggested to the Porte. SubSequentlyi”

l.

e.g. see Finn (Consul at Jerusalem)-Russell, 19 July, F0.78/1521,

Abbott(Monastir)-Russell, 9 July ibid, Blunt (Smyrna)-Russell,28 July, .

FO.78/1533,Z0ohrab(Bosnia Serai)-Russell,30 July F0.78/1530.See Engel-

hardt,p.172,who concluded that the various consuls wished the medjli-

sses to be more representative.This is to misread the evidence. Finn

stated the Christians were too servile and progress had to depend on
enlightened Turkish officials.Abbott was anxious for Justice to be »

taken entirely out of the hands of the medjliss and given to the pasha,

With much reduced powers it should then be made more rpresentative.

- Blunt from Smyrna held the councils to be 'the most corrupt in the

country' and ths because local government was entirely dominated by

Christians,especially by the Greek Primate, Zohrab wanted the

medjlisses to be elected so that more Christians would be represented.

But again he wished their functions to be severely circumscribed. -

See below,Ch IV,part II4,p./43. Eventually,at Bulwer's instance,the

Porte agreed to send the Commander-in-Chief of the Roumelian army to

" visit Bosnia-Herzegovina which Kibrisli had not had time to see.

3 Thus a major criticism of Gortchakoff was answered. See Engelhardt, 174.;
‘Bulwer-Russell, 16 Oct. '60,F0.78/1512.

4'Russell-Bulwer 18 Oct., FO. 78/2436 His efforts to have Bosnia visited

_ are described elsewhere.See below,Ch IV,part II} SR
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Bulwer sent his colleagues an elaborate memorandum giving his views
. 1l . X s
on reform, also enclosing the consular returns. His main proposition

entailed convef¥ing the Great Counc112

into the kind of executive
body which he had always advocateds Half of the mémbers would
remain in Constantinople and thé other half visit the provinces, to
make sure the laws weie observed and delinquent functionaries

3

punished. He wrotes

'This ingtitution may be liable to objections but it would
have for its effect to raise the central authority, restore
personal responsibility, enable the Government to dispense
* with pashas of the highest rank, in many instances replacing
them by more enlightened persons of lower grade and of the
rising generation: relieve the Grand Vizir, in a certain
degree, of much of the business which now overwhelms him,
~and be at lezst the commencement of a new order of things'. 4
The reforms théy should carry out were, some of them, contrary
to the ones advised by his consuls.’ He still wanted to see
‘Christian vice-governors appointed. He hoped the question of
Christians being admitted into the army would be considered by the ’
representatives, and multi-racial schools established. The consuls
had rejected all three propositions as being incapable of realisation.
However, the obnoxious suggestion required that dragomans attend
meetings of the Turkish commission resident in Constantlnople, at the

investigations of complaints against any local functlonary. : From

- our examination of the way Bulwer's mind was apt to work 6n these

é Bulwer-Their Excellencies the Representatives, 15 Nov., F0.78/1513.
*The Great Council consisted of all the ministers of State, and
sometimes the Sheik-ul- Islam.It was the centre of the Turkish

3 bureaucracy. - ' i
‘ecf. Engelhardt, p.l7l, again mlsconstrues the evidence.Bulwer did not |
wish to confuse the judicial and administrative bodies in the provin- |
ces. He had always advocated special civil, commercial, and criminal |
.courts quite separate from the medjlisses. His idea wus that the
supervising body-the substitute for the strong man-should have.

extraordinary powers. _
4-. ﬂn/wcf' Iheyr t;tnlleqccts 15 A"\’-, ro. 7’/“l3'
5 Ea’eu-o.ra‘f,f) 173 ‘
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questions, it is highly unlikely he éeriously meant a proposal
which was a derogation of Turkish sovereign rights. Yet the
possibility ha; $o be considered. Certainly Bulwer had put to
Thouvenel, in 1859, a similar schemo.l So without agreeing
entirely with Engelhardt that Bulwer's views were extreme merely to
ensure their rejection,2 the most likely explanation, and the obvious.
one, is that the ambassador simply wished his colleagues to discoss
his idea. In the eventhussia refused to co-oﬁerate as Bulwer knew
it would.3 The Porte likewise violoﬁtiy rejécted what it believed
to be inferferenco.4 Bulwer concludedx

'Under these circumstances there has been noﬁhing for me 4o

do but to urge the Porte to adopt such measures at once as

will satisfy any reasonable expectations, and thereby prevent

the necessity for that advice which it appears unwilling -

to reeeive's §5°

There the matter rested. The Powers never again, during Bulwer si
embassy, confronted the Porte so directly with 1ts problems. Already
the Turkish ministers had produced a scheme for reform which involved
the abolition of the diﬁes where possibio,‘and of the ilitzams, an
improvement in the police, and the establishment of criminal co_urts.6
In February they received the Sultan'svsanction.7 - It constituted the |
sole result of the effo}t, begun in Octobor 1859,8 {to mako the Porte

realise the gravity of its predicament.

l.Trois Annees,p.358. Thouvenel had replied: 'The permanent coalition
of which you speak, between the best ministers of the Porte and the
representatives of the missions at Constantinople, would not be
possible and would not produce much effect,unless the Powers consented
in some way t0 neutralise Turkey diplomatically,that is to say,to

stop their rivalries'.
2'Engelhardt,p.l73

2 *Bulwer-Russell, 18 Nov.F0.78/1531.
'Russell-Bulwer, 17 Nov.,ibid; see Engelhardt,p 174
2*Bulwer-Russell, 5 Dec., FO.78/1637.
7‘Bulwer-Russell 12 Nove F0.T78/1513,
g Engelhardt, p.174.
‘See above, p.7980.




/"3

Thus, by 1865 certain changes had been made to do with the

. protegde¢ system, and the trade tariff, and the Law of the Vilayets

had beenvununci;¥ed in 1864.> The changes were effected entirely

at the Porte's instance. The Turkish ministers discussed other
measures though again the Powers' advice was not soﬁght.2 The upshot
'w@s that in 1865 as in’1856 Turkey's administration lacked sjétem and
~vigour, its finaﬁces were in a chaatié state and the revenues mor£gaged._
Owing to the growing reaction against réfdrms,?Sultan Aziz was more
waywa:d‘than ever, The day indeed approached.when the Powers fbr
politicai‘as well as financial reasons would have to exercise a closer

3

cqntrol over the Ottoman government. “Turkey could not reform itself.
Bulwer aﬁtiéipated such an evéntuality in his frequent suggestions_'

to Russell that only a'guaranteed loan, applied by Europeaﬁs, and

an admlnistration in the hands of Europeans, could save Turkey. May

be, too, he seriously meant his proposal in November 1860 that

provincial functionaries should,be tried in the presence of the

dragomans‘of the several>embas§ies. Whatever hig intention, he

had not persuaded his government to view Turkey's plight in his way.

Anything savouring of economic imperialism or polltical control was

" out of the question. Moreover, his intensity was not matqhed by a

éimilar concern in London. Though Bulwer did‘ﬁot understand how

deeply the malaise went he had observed sufficiéht t0 make him

.realise that drastic political soluti?ns were needed because the

l'Soe Pavet de Courteille et Ubicini - Etat Present de l'Empire Ottoman,
Pe90.aAn attempt to implement it was begun late in 1864 in a district
composed of Silistria, Widin, and Nish.The new law reinforced
‘Mussulman predominance.
Temperley, 'British Policy.towards Parliamentary Rule and
3 ‘Constitutionalism in Turkey (1830 1914)', P.160,
'Engelhardt, p.256.

2.
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reforms, which had to be gradually applied, would not take effect
in time to prevent disintegration. He did not clearly realise the
logical conclusion of his ideas; but he was honest enough to
disagree'with fhe official line on reform, not only because it did
not complement British Near Eastérn policy, but also because it was

~intrinsically superficial,

h
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CHAPTER 1V

The Balkans.

The most trying problims ﬁhich ﬁulwer had to doal with were
those connected with the Balkans. Russian intrigues and deep
social discontent kept the outlying areas of European Turkey ever
before the attention of Bulwer and his colleagues. To prevent
thokioeal outbreaks and insurreotions from being used by Russian
enissaries and diplomatic agents foi furthoring pan-Slav desigus,
and Ffanoo from incroaéing its intluenco by ité support for the
policy of nationalities in the Balkans, were cqn:tant'frooccupafiond‘
of Bulwer. Though his store of patience proved“not‘inoxhaustible} '
we shall see that in tho minor orises which followed one afier
anofher,‘ho haintainedhﬁ -tQady coﬁrac ahd with a certaiﬁ good
temper. First, however, we shall glanc; briefly at the historical

background of this group of Balkan problems.

Before the outbreak of the Crimean ﬁar the dominating inflﬁénc; :
in the Balkans had been indisputably Rualia.' Austria had finally
conceded this pre-ominqnco to Russia in ;791‘ﬁhen by tho’Trqafy ofh
Sikova, the Emperor Joseph gave up his gainsvnadoﬂiﬁ‘tho war withb‘”
Turkoy. Catherine, the Tsarina, kept what she had won and gained
much in prestige. By the Ausiro-Russian agroémont of 1781 Joseph's
iharo of tho -poila'wpuid have been 3osﬁia, Herzcgoviﬁa,.ﬁontgnogro

and part of Servia. When this opportunity had slipped by, and
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later, when Metternich reshaped a policy which was to persist
until 1859, the initiative passed completely to Russia. Under
Russian protection the provinces of Moldavia-Wallachia, and Servia
made swift progress towards independénoe of the Sultan. Servia,ls
which had been seriously misgoverned by the Turks, and had recently
suffered much at the hands of the Janizaries, was the first to
take advantage of the situation.® Between 1804 and 1815 two
insurrections persuaded the Porte to yield to the Serbs. By a
treaty of the latter year, though the Turks were to regarrilcn the
Servian fortrcssea, Serbs were allowed to earry arms. The
difficulties brtween Prince Hilosh of Servia and the Porte were to
rcvolve about the interpretation to be given to Article 8 of the
Treaty of Bugarest which stated:
- "It has been deemed Justeseto come to a solemn agreement
respesting their (Servian) security. Their peace must
not in any way be disturbeds The Sublime Porte will
grant the Servians, on their petition, the same privileges
which her subjeets in the Islands of the Archipelago and
~in other parts enjoy; and will, moreover, confer upon
them a mark of her generosity, by leaving the adminiltration
- of their internal affairs to themselves - by imposing
upon them moderate taxes, and receiving them only direet
from then and by making the regulation requisite to this
end by an understanding with the Servian nation themselves.'
By 1830, in fulfilment of the promise made in the Treaty of

Adrianople (1829) to carry out the Acte separé relatif 3 la Servie,

" 1'The material for this introdustory acecount ooncorning Servia il :
2 taken from H., Temperley - History of Serbia.
*In the wars of the fifteenth century the Serdb aristooracy had been

liquidated. Consequently the Serbs were never threatened in the
way their neighbours were - i.e. by a gradual eonversion to Islam
via a nobility willing to change im faith to keep its lands. Hense
there were no serious divisions amongst the peasant proprietors
who oonstituted the mass of Serbds of Borvia. They all hated the

- Turk and tax-gathers. :
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signed at Akermann in 1826, the Portevhad conceded to Milosh his
own interpretation of the Buearest Treaty. Thus, the whole internal
administration of Servia was in Serdb hands; ecclesiastical affairs
wereisubject entirely to Servian direction; and no Turk eould
live in the country except in the fortresses. Most important of
'ail the Sultan agrecd that the succession should be hereditary ig
Nilo;h'a.family. ~ The ensuing years oitne'sed attempts by tho Porte
to :oizo any opportunity oceasioned by domostio.:trife in Servia
to eounteract its previous concessions, and it.was so far successful
as to be able to disoardvtho principle of hereditary succession. |
As ior the lesser members of tho Slav family in’the Balkanl,
namoly those inhabifing Albania,1 Bosnia, Herzegovina, and Montenegro,
theirs was & more violent, & more shequered, and a more unfortunato
hi-tory - with‘the exception of Hontonogrof In l702_the peopls of
the Tohornagora, faced with the throat of alow’a:similatioh into |
the Muslinm faith, bad risen and massacred the Turks who were never
able again to rointorec even & nominal sovereignty. For in 1711
Russia resognised Montenegrin indopendence; Austria coneluded an
alliance with the eouptry invl779;‘ and in l799ythe Sultan issued
s firman explicitly recognising the autonomoua status of Montenegro.
In the next half-century the remarkable lack of Turkish rule in this
and’ the surrounding provinces encouraged something approaching |
endenic strife, in rhioh, bhowever the Prin_ce2 might try to preserve

neutrality, the Montenegrins persistently succoured their neighbours.

1'Securely Muslim, Albania caused little trouble to the Porte after

o, the 16th century.
*In 1853 Montenegro declared itedf an hereditary principality.
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In 1831-2, 1853, 1857 and, to come t6 the period under special
eonsideration, in 1861, the inhabitants of Bosnia and Herzegovina
rose against their oppressérs, until at last in 1858 Turkey was
profoked into declaring war on their abettors, the Montenegrins.

It was the exclusive influence of Russia tili 1854 that
stimulated the nationalist movement in Moldavia-¥Wallachia.
rEasentially political, and quite unconneeted with the kind of
sociai discontent which encouraéed rebellion aéainst the Turk
elsewhere, the nationalist movement depended §ntifely on foreign
aid. Tho Réglenenf organique, the law by which Russia adminiﬂtered
these two provinces, paid homage to the principle of.their real unity.’
During the cﬁnferences in Paris in»1856 Walewéki, ahd espﬁcially | B
Clarendon, declared in favour of it though the latter would‘shortly
change his poliey owing to stirong Turkishvopposition. Nevertheless
the natiocnalists had been successful in’winniﬁg bver the majéritj
of Bumanians o the cause of independencé”of botk Russia and
Turkof. A vigilant wafchfulness.by French agents ﬁould ses to it
that the intrigues of Austria and of Stratford did not frustrate
the general feeling. .

~In 1856, the intérnatinnal édntext wag favourable to the

efforts of Montenegro,l the Moldo-Wallachian provinces, #nd'Servia,

to,obtain independence. Further the leaders of the separatiat
movements in these countries had their task made even oasier'by -
the new order of things instituted by thevTreaty of Paris. This

treaty required that before resorting to force in the Balkans a

.l’Princo Danilo bad protested against the Porte's attempts at the
Paris Congress to reeord Montenegro's vassal status. See Holland,
Pe257. ' :
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contracting Power - including, of course, Turkey - had to seek the

‘nediation of thg other signing Powers. By article 22 the
Prinqipalities were guaranteed in their immunities. There could

be no separate right of interference in their internal affairs.

Also article 27 stipulated that, 'No armed intervention can take
‘place without previous agreement between those (Coﬁtraofing) Powe:s'.
Similarly, neither Turkey nor any other Power could intervene»without‘
Vthe consent of the other contracting Powefs.: S;rvian rights,
enmbodied in several Imperial Hatts were plécedbundér the collective'
guarantée of the Powérs,, Everything eonspired to place the inifiative‘
in the hands of the Balkan rulers, and to rQnder the Suzerain
‘powerloss. The diplomatic engagemants‘which took place in the
onnuingvyoarn, and in which Bitain took part chiefly to save Turkish
face, would seem like mere fussing. In fact, the results of the
European protectorate if not its actual tortuous workings, were
intelligent and dosorve to be viewed more'ﬁympathetically than has

| been faﬁhionable. This protectorate had a stabilising influence,
checking the pace at which the provinces moved towards their goal,

~ and giviné the Powers time in whioh to'adjust themaelves fo‘tho

" changes.

Further,‘confronted by the tardiness of the prqtectorﬁto in

ansyering their demands, eaech province would tend to act in support
of the other when the opportunity presented itself. From hii |
accession in September 1860, Prince Michael of Scriig wéuld?look’to
cldaor relations with Prince Couza 6f the United Principélities of

Moldavia and Wallachia. The two leaders worked together in 1862,
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Michael also obtained a vital advantage for Montenegro.1

In the diplomatic struggle at Constantinople the significant
Adevelopment, for"Britain, was the effacement of Austria, and
duriné the years of Bulwer's embassy Vienna's equivocal policies
towards the southern Slav-.z Britain was not interested enough
in these arecas to engage in a determined policy of retrenchment
with a shaky Austria and an impotent Turkey.

" Bulwer's response_to'thé whole drift of events was fairly
prédictablo. Striving to persuade the Porte to anticipate eertain
demands of its va-sgié,_or‘to yield t§ them in time, to grant, for
example, a port to Hont@pegro. %0 concede the Servian govgrnment
jurisdietion over Qurksvfesiding outside the fortfesses, and to
strengthen Couza's‘fosition against the hostile Assembly which desired
a‘foreign prince, Bulwer made a vi:tué out of necessity. His
instinetivé sympathy withvthc justioe of some of the vassali' demands o
was less important than this sure, intitivo:knowlnge of politieal
reality. Turkish survival depended, in parf}-ou the friendship of
these nearly independent counfries; His aﬁiiéty on‘thia seore,
in practice, tended sométimes to make him seem less to the point‘_‘

- than Malmesbury and Russell. However the télééraphic systenm

1.

5 See below Part III,p.219. S

dustria,traditionally interested in evenis affecting the fate of the
squthern Slavs, 'was bound by the condition of affairs to face the
possibility, however repugnant, of the dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire's. (C.H.J.1925,Vol.I,No.3,p.324,'Bechberg and Bismarck on

the Eastern Question 1859-60, 1878,a. Instruetions of Rechberg to
Count Thun 4 Dec. 1859,' Elizabeth Malcolm-Smith). In dread of the
establishment of independent states in the region, Vienna prepared
-even to allow Russia a free hand in the Straits provided Austria
obtained Servia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Montenegro, should the
Turkish Baupire disintegrate. .
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restricted Bulwer's freedom of action, and the result was, generally
speaking, a signifieant participation by Britain in the cdnceft
diplomacy affecting ?alkan issues. Britain worked with Frénce over
the Doubie Election and the Legislative Union of the Principalitios;
Athough tending to be more pro-Turkish over lesser issues like the
' question of the Dedicated Convents. Compromise was the éharacteristic
feature of British poliey in 1862 during the Servian erisis, and - |
Bulwer and Russell_were pleased enough with the results. ,éggregandé
Monteneg:in affairs, Britain kept in the background. Malmesbury's
negative response to}Bulwer'l suggestion that the’Porte might give
an outlet to the sea to Montenegro; was of little real impértaﬁco
since Turkey would ﬁot coﬁtemplato it.1 Pérﬁapa Rulseilfs very
competént bandling of';pecifié Balkan quegtions may have been a
consequen¢e of Britain's:comparative lack of inferest in the area.2
Bulwer proved himself to be, in negotlations, a diplomatist of
extraordinary enduranco, though on occasion: be lacked judgnent in
his general appreeiation of a difficulty.

The following Analyses'will show how iuodo-aful were éhiof
and agent in extracting from the fluid state of political rolation:,
the greatest gdvantagc possible. More oould hardly have been

expeefed;

Letn 1866, signifieantly when Frenseh hegemony at Constantinople was
already something of the past, France like Britain opposed granting
such a port though the Sultan had consented, see Temperley -
Histerl of Servia, p.256.

An distinot from Russell's unfortunate policiel towards Egypte.
See below Ch. V, p.228-35,
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PART I
Al

fhe Double Eleetion of Colonel Couza

The éern of the future successes of the nationalist movement
in the Principalities lay in the failure of the Paris Congress to
‘come to an-agreenent respeating Moldavia and Wallachia. During .
the conforence;; January to February 1856, the Powers, fearing that
the signature of a general treaty might be poétponed, had referred
fﬁo issue to future qonferencosvto be held in Paris, In the
meantime the Sultan, according to Article 24 of the Treaty of Paris,
con;oked a popularly elected Divan ad hso in egch provincc.l A
European Commission,»inoluding & representative of the Porte,
sitting at Bucarest, investigated the condition of the Principalities
with a view to proposing the bases of a new organization for tho
government of them. This compromise,'which relied for its success
on the concurrence of viewé of aH§0pularly olected'body and Qn alion'
eoumission powerless and refleeting the divisions of thé‘Powérs,
quickly foundered on the roek of Stratford de Redcliffe's
intransigence. The Settlement of the Principalities be&amo Again'
| a sﬁbject for the consideration of the C#binets when in July 1857
the European Commission refused to have dcalings<§ith tﬁé Moldavian
| Div&n. It clearly did not reprdsnnt‘the wiiheg cf‘ﬁhe people.
The Emperor Napoleon, attempfing to settle the business by pernonai

diblomacy, bad interviews with Clarendon at Osborme in August, and

l"These Divans shall be called upon to express the wishes of the
people in regard to the definitive organization of the
Principalities.'
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with the Tsar and Gortehakoff in September which produced a fair
measure of agreement though the French Emperor had eompromised

\ on the point otuunion under a foreign prince. As & result of

these taiks thore were frosh elestions to the Divana’and these voted
in Oe¢tober for the Four Points -‘autonomy, union, a foreign prince,

. and representative government. Between May andvAugust 1858 the
representatives at Paris debated the future organization of tho

two provincos inrtho light of these elections and'tho -oc;o-politicai
survey of thevBuoarest Commissioners. So, when Bulwer took up

his post in July 1858 the ambassadors in Paris wereialready
coneluding their labours resuiting in the Convention of August 19. |

| By this instrument the new United Principalitie- of Moldavia and
Wallachia were to hove'two Princes, two Assemblies, tio arﬁios and
one Central Commission and Supreme Court of Appeal at,Foenoqi.«

There wos to bo a nariow oleetofal franehise. The Central COnmission';
'oomposod of.nembero from Moldavis and4Walloohia, half of them
' nominated by the Prince and half by each Assembly, prepared legislation
 ;¢ffooting both provinces, andAroferred it fo the Prinees and o

' Assemblies. Ministries were responsible to the Assemblies and could
. be impoached By thom or the Princos. The Assemblies had»a voto‘on
all fiscsal meaouros. ‘Thus, in spite of the intention that oach
princo should be the chief exesutive power, the" constitution was

such as would produce & -talemato in the event of the Alsenblios and
tho Princes disagreeing. The two armies were organised on & »
common plan, the Hospodars taklng turns to appoint the Commander-ino

Chief.



As the conferences had proceeded along their tortuous way
Malmesbury, English Foreign Mini-ﬁer, had showed every sign of
impatience with the eonstant negotiations. There was something
ridiéuloﬁs about sensibdle diplomafists spending so much effort
trying to find an unobjectionable flag_fo: the United Prinecipalities.
- Further, tke Porte's refusal to accept Malmesbury's proposal for
the Hospodars to be elected for lifa annoyed the Foreign Minisfer.
'The idea is given up. Tell the Porte to remember it
hereafter when at the death of every Hospodar the question
of union will be inevitably raised again'

wrote Malmesbury to Bulwer.l | _

Bulwer'suviewq differed eongiderabdbly ffqm his chioffﬂ,_thqugh
‘they were expressed in a very modcrafe,~almost,dctdched manner,

The time Bulwer had spent as Comm;ssioner in»Buearost had oleaily.
profited him for from the beginning his sttitude was sympathetie,

- his ex cathédra crificilm; and comments wel;-réasonod and 7
~congistent, and his information inprossive; .Tho §¢oasion for ﬁis
initiﬂl comments was his dissatisfaction with the European
Commissioners' Report. He had differed with his Auptrian éolleaguo
over Consular Jjurisdietion. Bulwer lqokcd forward to its abolition. |
. There were differenoes between hin and his Turkish.ﬁnd Rnssian
colleagues over the Groek Convents, and he alone suggestod 'conferring
. on Jowu in the Principalities the same rights they possossed in |

other portions of the Ottoman Empire?.2 ot 1mnediate relevanco

in view of pre-elecfion developments in the next few months and of

~ ;'Malnesbury - Bulwer, 10 July '58,FQ/78/1349. |
*Bulwer - Malmesbury, 16 April '58, F0O/78/1375.
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Couza's inability later to find a ministry in either provinee to
tackle land reform, was Bulwer's anxiety to obtain a broader
franchise, one ;hich was more complicated, but certainly mekig use
of the traditional organs of lecal govermnment, and the social

geography of the country. He wrotes

eoel was end am generally speaking in favour of all
ingtitutions that tend to confer rights and impose
responsibility on the Citizen, deeming this the best
means by which public character can be raised and
morality permanently established in these Countries;
whereas my Colleagues are rather of opinion that these
effests must be produced by the Central authority and
all depends on the choice of the Prince who is to dve
at the head of the Governnent' 1l

The practical details waich Bulwer explained in his Projest of
Government? réquired‘oach Legislature to be elected in tio %
degrees, the whole system being based on municipal and district
councils. In a country dominated by the potty nobility and
financially dppendent on the small morchants, Bulwer's system
' bad far more to regommend it than the oné:éctnally adoptod.' One
oommontatoi said of the 1éttqrx |

".eeif it be true that the Conference at Paris has

established that, to be an elector in the Towns it is
requisite to be possessed of real or personal property
in the Town of the value of 6,000 ducats, the consequence

is that in most of the towns in Mcldav;a there will bo
no electors at all...’ 3

Bulwer had alse w1shed to lay down ‘the Principle that in all
natters where the Imperial interests of tho Ottoman Empiro are
eoneerned, the.intgxferonee of the Porte should be recognised as &

matter of sourse, whereas in all subjects purély local it should Ve

& Bulwer-Malmesbury, 16 April 1858, FO.78/1375.
* Printed for use of FO., June 30,'58,ibid.The franchise would still

3 have confined actual power within the hands of the propertiedehsmes.
* Ongley(consul in charge at Jassy)-Bulwer,no.? 29 Sept.'58,1ibid.

i
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strietly forbidden'.1 The wisest poposal of all was that the
Porte itself should appoint the first Hospodar in each

Principality for a period of years.2 By allowing the Principali-

ties to inaugurate the new Constitution the populatidn might 'feel -

that a new era is dawning upon fhem'.Bl In a lengthy despatch
. Bulwer justifiéd his policy for the area, referring to his previoﬁs
attitudes. His explanation was a mild criticism of the Paris
conferenses then sitting. He explained that he had said
earlier about the votes of the Divans ad hoc that they tended
to independence which was contrary to the aims of fhe late war,
‘and as he pt its
'eesnor could the eireumﬁtanci that the indepéndehce of
the Principalities was not to be actually proeclaimed,
be taken by me as any argument in favour of its being
virtually accorded's 4
On the eontrary, he thought that an outright declaration of
its independence would have enabled the new state to come to some
'satisfgctory agreemeﬁt with the Porte about a defeh.ivo and”"
offensive alliance:
'Whereas, any arrangement establishing independence iﬁ
a more underhand and indefinite manner, whilst it
would only lead ultimately to the same conclusion, that

is, clear and positive independence, would do so through
a series of disputes and guarrels, which would render

any good understanding at the last, impossible'. . 4

l.

> Article III of Project of Government.

He suggested too that the princes should not be hereditary since
none was pre-eminent enough to command the necessary respect.

" He was not to have extensive powers for Bulwer feared that a
prince who eould, would do what he likeds Bulwer did not allow
for the tension between the men of '48, now returned, and landed
interests,which would have been agravated by the limitation of
the Hospodorial rank to the Grand Boyards. -

3‘ Bulwer - Malmesbury, 13 July, FO.78/1378. -

* Bulwer - Malmesbury, 27 July, ¥0.78/1365.
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Events would show how right Bulwer was in this appraisal of
the possibilities, He went on to conclude that as independence
was out of the question, a 'elear and positive' dependence should
have been defined for the Principalifies.

'But this being done, I wish to be distinctly understood

to say that instead of thinking that the power of the
Porte in the Principalities may be inereased by its

- constant and unsolicited interference in the affairs of

the Principalities I am convinced that the extent of
its power will be almost in exact proportion with its
abstinence from such interforenco' 1

This extreme moderation of Bulwer's resulted from his not
appreciating how 1ntensely Austria worked for a conlervative system,
- nor how much omphasis the French government placed on advertising
Union because it had alrcady given promises at Osborne which
prevented its obtainlng real Union. Further,Bulwar had yet to
oxporienee the actual diplomatic conditions at Gonstantinople
and to witness the khectic speed at which affairs would move in the
- Principalities once the new order was commenced. He had not
picked up the actual tempo of affairs whan in Paris en route to his
~ post he advised Halmesbury:

' ...that it is more for the advantago of Turkey to-
make certain concessions, these not being of first rate
importance, 1f they satisfy the French government, and its

- national susceptibility, than to resist them successfully,
thus leaving Frence mortified and faneying herself injured'. 2

% Bulwer - Malmesbury, 27 July '58, ibid. .

Bulwer - Malmesbury, 14 June '58, F0.78/1362.Soon after settling

down in Comstantinople Bulwer advised the Grand Vizir,A'ali Pashas
'that the poliecy of the Porte,in respect to the three Principali-

~ties,should be to leave them as much as possible to themselves,
and only interfere,when the great interests of the Empire were
especially conocerned,or when such interference was required by
the Principalities themselves,and was likely,by its Judicious
exerecise,to inorease the prestige of the Porte and add thereby,in
almost the only manner in which it is practieable,to its real

authority.(Bulwer-Malmesbury,14 July,FO. 78/1364)Sueh fine gilt
would seon rub off to reveal a rougher metal.

&
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His manner soon became more urgent after two months at his
work. By this tiﬁe he had already been confronted by temsion in
Servia, and Monfénegrin intransigence. Very shortly the violent
outbreak of Muslim fapatieism at Djeddah thickened th@ atmosphere
in the eastern metropolis, Coléuhoun, Consul at Budarest, blied
.Bulﬁcr with com@laints of the iniquities of the administration
in Moldavia. Soon #fter the establishment of an interim governmént
there, according to an agreement betweeh the Powers, he expatiated
on ¢rimes of a different kind by the new order.1 As a consequence
;Qf this mounting preééure against the‘Portg, a drift towards
a mofo,prd-Turkish attitude beg@n to influence Bulief's policy.i_
| It was only by a policy of supporting the Porte that he.coﬁid
ensure the cariying out of the Convention of 19th Aﬁguat in the
spirit in which it was intended. It was only by such a policy
that he“could counter Fré;ch influence, bofhlat Constaﬁtincplo
and especially in thokPrincipalifies.z Alféadj his worst fears ‘
about the electoral laws we?o bsing‘confirmed. “Not only were there
difficulties.in intofpreting the Cénvention-as it applicd to-fhe

different Principalities, therc were forces at work trying to take

l‘Bofore the institution of the Caimacamie ad interim of Balliano,
Philippesco and Mano, Colquhoun despairing, moaned:s '...never
during the 24 years I have resided here, has the ministry of the
Interior been in the state it now is, never has the administration
of the Distriects been so corrupt, so demoralized.The prefectures
" with one or two exceptions,are in the hands of men of no character

whatever,who commit deliets for which in other times the consequerres

weuld have been the salt-mines.' To Bulwer 15 Sept.'58 FO. 78/1378.

*Thouvenel ,though energetic in pressing his country's wishes,
nevertheless disliked Freneh poliocy in the Near East after 1856.
Seon he had to admit:'Sir Henry Bulwer,with the best facade,will
eertainly not come to an understanding with me to resonstruct the
position of Russia at Constantinoplo'. Thouvenel-Amedoe Outry,

18 Fob. '59 Trois Années, pe337.
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~ advantage of the absence of authority to promote party interests -
boyard in ¥Wallachia, and nationalist in Moldavia, Contrary to law
the Caimacamies diﬁmissed Prefeots in the localities and replaced
them with safe men while in Moldavia itself, two of the Caimacans
worked against the third, Etienne Catardji, the Minister of thé
Interior.s Bulwer, increasingly irritated by such an exhibition of
blatant indifference to the wishes of the Powers and the Porte,,&nd
his attitude towards Franece hardening,’saw the answer to the various
problems in the appointment of an authority whose deecision would be
supported by the Powers and therefore carried out in the Principali-
ties.1 Quite early he souhdod Malmesbury on the advigability of
helping the Forte to execute the Powers' wishes by according it
support in its interpretations of the Convention's meaning. | The
representatives should give their advico to the Turkish government
in this task. Bulwer wroto:
'There are many questions arising out of the lat§ Treaty .-

which when the new Constitution comesinto operation

will require explanation or we shall huve all the -

diffieulties over again that occurred on the last occasion.

The Porte should, I taink, be advised to demand explana-

tions on these questions from Congress. The delay of an

additional week should be allowed for this purpose.' 2
Malnosbury exhibited his customary anxioty to speed things along
~ in this area, and ncgatived the proposal though some three’ waeks

~ later, ‘when the Paris conforences had finished Bulwer returned to the

schene. He feared that when the Imperial Firnan enbodying the

1.~ X v ' )
See F0.78/1332,Nov-Dec. several Despatches; Bulwer-Malmesbury,
20 Dece '58,F0.78/1352; 'The whole affair in Moldavia is said to be
got up by the French Consul in a demooratic spirit most hostile

2, to the Porte'.
Bulwer-Malmosbury, 27 Sopt.,FO 78/1349
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conferences' proposals for a caimacamie ad interim reached Bucarest
and Jassy the Powers would be even less willing to interpose their
influence. He urged:

'As ﬁuestions arise with regard to the interpretation

of the Convention of Paris relative to the Prinecipalities

on which it is hard for any one Power to force the Porte

to give way, and as Congress can no longer pass any

opinion thereon, would it not be better onee for all to

declare that such questions are to be decided by a

majorily of the Representatives of the Powers parties to

the Treaty at Constantinople, including the Porte'? 1

This was a drastic solution indeed whieh involved a mere
majority of diplomatic agents deciding the meaning of a Treaty
irréspectiie of the iﬁterests of the several governments. Thé~¥
: for&ign Seeretary naturaiiy declined the suggestion.2 Aﬂeveftheless
seen against the background of events id the Pfincipélities ﬁulwer's
demand had merely imvolved the agents giiihg fhoir advice.and
support to the Porte in making quick decisions nbt‘of principlo}'
but on the actual application of principle to a complicated
situation, Conditions in one Principality were asvdifférent as

could be from those in the other. - Explanations would only be of
local importance and to prevenf their assuming & wider significanoq

3

swift dccisions were necessarye. Buiier addéd, clearii'indicating

 what grieved him mosts

'seeit would be expedient for the sake of the dignity of
this Government, that it should be at once able to give
an explanation of its own decrees founded upon the
.Treaty, to which it was itself a Party. But the Porte
will not venture to give its own interpretation without
some general authority for so doing'e..4

;'Bulwer-ﬂalmesbury,19 Oct., FO.78/1349: ‘ '
‘Malmesbury-Bulwer, 11 Nov. '58,n0. 340,F0.78/1352.
?’Later be explaineds 'If nothing could be decided but by reference
10 the Courts, either the treaty would not be carried out for months

or would be ¢arried out bg the suthorities in the Principalities
just in the manner they thought proper'.Bulwer-Malmesbury 17DeaE 1371

Wﬂ4°3“179P:¥%1@?Bburls27099t-»n°-3°§:FQ-78/1369-M,Mwwwmwﬁwwwmemwﬂm9aﬂhwﬁ
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In fact, his concern for Turkish dignity made him adopt an
unwarranted interpretation of the Treaty. He held that sinco
the Porte issued the Firmaas conveying the Powers' decisions it
was the executor of the Treaty. Sheuld there not be time to
consult the Powers:
'as the Ottoman Government is respoﬁéible.for the elections
being fair, it seems to me authorised in preventing then
from being'unfairly influenced and conducted's 1
It was a characteristic piece of sophistry. |
He was also perturbed at the prospect of a nationalist victory
in Moldavia whih he anticipated would be a prelude to & gimilar
‘result in the other provinée. 'The deﬁocraticjparty', he wroté,‘
'...villlnot sﬁhiit to be beateniin‘the other province by the
system which a faction df an extfcmely opposito sharacter is carrying
on there'.2 The military reoccupation of the provinces, renderig
'their future destiny gloomy and undertain', was, he thought,
within the bounds of possibility as things were developing.3 In
this Bulwer showed proscience. ‘LOnly the tension between‘rrance
. and Austria in January - February of the following year would
prevent Austrian military intervention.4 | .
- In the event Bulwer, in spite of his’ having received no en-

couragement from’home, and even contrary to the opinion now expressed

by his agent in Bucaroat,5 was able to orfanise dipldmatio aetion.

%.Bulwer-Malnesbury, 15 Dec., FO.78/1371.
3. *Bulwer-Malmesbury, 24 Nov.,no. 382, FO. 78/1370.
. ‘Bulwer-Malmesbury, 2 Dec.,Fd. T78/1370. . : :
R.W.Seton-Watson- History of the Rumanians, p.265. -
5'Colquhoun-Bulwer,no.54, 27 Nov,, FO. 7d71378.Having objected to outsido
. ‘interference he went ont'...the Kaimacams yielding befors the
counsels of those persons who really are desirous of keeping
matters quiet and orderly have long ceased from making further

changes, except in cases when the evidense of misconduot fully
juatify their removing tho cbnoxious enployea'
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At the invitation of the Porte, the representatives in Constantinople
expressed their dissatisfaction with the behaviour of the twe
Moldavian Kaimacams. Thoﬁgh passing over most of the acts of the
governnent;in Moldavia they eondemned the treatment of the Ministry
of the Interior, the third Kaimacaﬁ, ‘or the whole eleetiens would
be illegal's They also reproved 'the insolent eonduct of said
majority in Moldavia towards the Porte and its‘Comnissioner'.1

Two weeks later the Porte et‘last decided that it could no
longer tolerate the proeeedings so humilieting to itself, and a
propoeai for a delay in the elections wes made. While the Powers
failed to respond to this everture, ths Moldavian elections took
place. " Even Malmesbury, impressed no doubt by Bulwer's insistenoe,
‘had come to believe that . something had to be done quiekly to stop
the farce. At Bulwer's instanse he proposed another Paris con=
ference to interpret the Cehvention. The resulting Anglo-Freneh
initiative was, perhaps in pique, turned down by theVPorte.’ﬂBut,‘in
any ease, the time when the actual course ofvevents in the
Principalities could have been:stayed had probably gone when the
- task of inaugurating the new regime had been given"over to the |
two Kaimacamies ad interim.’ It was not easy for the Powers lightly
 to abandon the work already accomplished, and to begin egain(rith
no hope of discovering arother method of institﬁting & ﬁew eyster.
Be that as it may, the Porte in rejeoting the French proPosal whieh .
Malmesbury had encouraged, turned down the last epportunity of
obtaining some aseistance, however slight, in asserting some control

over the affairs of its ewkward vessals. It mattered little, too

}eBulwer-Malmesbury, 26 November, FO.78/1352.
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that Bulwer who had interested the Foreign Office in a Congress

'to determine on the points at issuo'l thought now that 'eonferences
night reopen to decide on principles, the execution of which might
be left to the Porte and Representatives here'.2 He was impressed
by the Porte's 'great objection' to allowing Paris to be the arbiter
3

in eastern affairs. One may alsé hazard a guess that just as’
Bﬁlwer‘during these very months fought hard to make the consular
' system revolve ro;ndnthe Ambassador4 ratbher than the Foreign Office,
and to keep the Dragoman system unimpairgds to underline his own
authority,kso Bulier returned to his original iéoa of leaving
decisions in the hands ¢of the representatives gt Ccnstantinople for.
similar reasons. o |

On the 17th Januafy 1859 Moldavia elected Célonel Couza as
- its Hospedar. Wallachia’choso bim ag its ruler on 5 February. As
if this double election were not enough to introduce a ser;ous
tension between the Powers, thé Séris h@d deposed their Karageorgetié
Prince in December and éfter his su@erfluous‘abdioation onv3 January,
they proceeded to elect the exiled Kilosh in his place. Most
ominous of all Napoleén III had declared at histQW‘Iear reception
that he feared Franoo-Austrian relations’were not as gbod as they
might be and thofoby sent tremors round th§ Chancollcries of Europe.

In the Balkans hopes burned bfighter;

%. Bulwer-Malmesbury, 22 Dec.,no. 450, FO.78/1371l.
3' Bulwer-Malmesbury, Tele.23 Dec.,ibid.
* Bulwer-Malmesbury 23 Dec., ibid.

4. See above, Ch. III,p.¥0, also Bulwer-Malmesbury,l3 July '58,F0.78/
1364,and Bulwer-Malmesbury,27 Oct.'58,n0.307, FO.78/1369s 'Might it
not be better as a rule that...the Embassy should first decide, if
it thought it could do so,and transmit its decision to the Foreign
Office and the grounds for it,or refer to your Lordship should it
feel itself incompetent to forn any positive opinion,pointing out ;

5, the grounds of difficulty’.

See above Ch.III,p.ﬂé.also Bulwer-Malmesbury,lO Nov.'58,F0, 78/1369.
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The pro-Austrian Tory Cabinet pursued a very active policy
during the next two months in the hope of limiting an Austro-French
war if not of preventing it; copsequently the problems of Turkey
had to be subordinated to this central issue. It was the beginning
of that process by which the increasing attention given‘to German
an@ Italian problems would eventually allow Servia and the United
Principalities to achieve the substance ofvindependence.

Malmesbury'é"attitude towards Couza was unequivocal from the
first.l If he was not likely to be mischievous the Porte ought
to accept hims After the sesond election Malmesbury was opposed
to a Conference unless.a measure of agreement as to facts and

illegalities had beenfpreviously achieyed.2 "He was apprekhensive

lest the problem should be settled not on its own herits but rather

l'Malmesbﬁry - Bulwer, 21 Jan., FO.78/1422: 'The Porte should act for

itself as much as possible keeping within its righs by the Treaty.
. @onsider whethér the recognition of Couza would be mischievous or
if he is a man to be made harmless'. Malmesbury-Bulwer, '59, ibid:
'War with Austria is probable. We know an attempt will be made
4o raise the Turkish provinces against her. This will end in
their independenee. Let the Porte accept any Government that
2 is less dangerous than a rewlotion such as I describe.’
‘Malmesbury-Bulwer, Feb.7th. '59, ibid. Referring to his former
- proposal for a conference in December which Austria and Turkey had
rejected, Malmesbury went on to explain that: ‘The Conference if
it had been convened when proposed by Her Majesty's Government
might have averted the more recent irregularitiess but the
- opportunity having been neglected, it appeared to Her Majesty's
Government that the question of appealing to the Conference
could only thereafter be advantageously reverted to when the
Prineipalities had more deeply and completely committed themselves
by & systematie disregard of the Provisions of the Counvention,
and when on the other hand the Porte had shown that it had
" exhausted all means of conciliation, but had failed to impress
‘upon the Principalities the obligation of confining themselves .
~within the limits laid down by Treaty for their proceedings.'
In other words, the double election was not as terrible as -
all that. '
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- as part of the Franco-Austrien quarrel.l - Throughout he was
determined to act with a majority of the Powers in gite of Turkey
and Austria. |

Bulwer; who had wanted a ccnfcrénce after the first election
of Couza because of the‘aerious‘sitdation within tho Principalities,
quiokly advised the Porte to convoke a conferenco without expressing
its views fully on the subject 'until it knew those of the Powers .
on whom it could rely'.2 This was to reinsure the Porte against
any subsequent rebuff., Butl the Porte at once protested against the
double-eieation, for, as Bulwer stated, its line was 'either to
eppbse resolutely or to aegquiesce absolutely in what has taken place'.3
‘Hé wished it 'to see whether the first eou?se was possible befﬁre
altegether repudiating the éecond'.4 Feeling that Couza was merely
.the tool of a vielent party Bulwer expected the most to be gained
was Couza's giving up Nallachia, though he anticipated that Couza

2 Couza appeared impressed when Churchill, tho

would not agreo.
English Consul at Jassy, oommunieated to hlm that he might be

assured Moldavia if he gave wp tho other Principality.6 Prokeéeh,,
‘Bulwer, A'ali and Fuad conamuently held a meeting on 15 ?ebfuary af
the English ambasiador's instance, fo deoidp whathurupoén Conférenqe

should do. Owing to Ausiria's involvement elsewhere all that could

be agreed upon was that Bulwer should continue o press Cou¢a and"
i

Malmesbury - Bulwer,7 Feb., ibid,
‘Bulwer-Malmesbury, 8 Feb.,ibid.
2‘Ibid. |
¢ ibid. : .
2*Bulwer-Malmesbury, 10 Feb., FO.78/1423. :
‘Riker - The Making of Rumania, p.217




136

refer & plan of coliective intervention,‘whereby commissioners
should go with a Turkish army of occupation, to the British and
Austrian governmen¥5ctc be feeomgended at the proposed conforence.l
But Bulwer's importance, on a par wifh the other representatives',
was negligible. This was essentially a western rathefithanvan
eastern question,vand had to be gsubordinated to the larger
consideration of Eurepéan balance. It was a matter for Cabinets.
Under French proﬁlufe Halmesbury quickly determined upon accepting
Couza as sole Hospodare. No doubt chagriﬁed bylthe Turkish
rejoctién of his advice in the prcvious—year in‘favoﬁr of heredit&t:
hospodars and later 1o£ a conference to deal with election abuses,
he quickly acoommodated himgelf to the circumstances,especially
&s Cowley had promptly reported Wa;ewski'a frank espousal of the
Roumanian cause. He wrotg(to Cowley, at this point on his Vienna
peace miasio£¥ ) |
" 'Tou could at the same time at Vienna sound Buol as

to our admitting the double eléction of Couza, provided

we fortified the guzerainté of the Porte and the divisions

of the provinces by stringent declarations, stating

our admissions to be favours, and contrary to the original
convention's 2 . :

Preferring to await the opinion of a conference,; before stating
his views openly, Malmesbury assumed that Couza would be recognised
in which event:

"The men who put up Couza as a sham would be caught in
their trap's 4

;'Rikor, p.218.
*Memoirs of an Ex-Hlnister,p.ISG,entry 13 Feb. 1859.This was in the
. event to be the substance of the Protocol of 13 April,the basis of
3, the final agreement of 6 September '59.

*Malmesbury-Bulwer,l14 Feb ,F0.78/1423.Walewski suggested a conference
4 which would allow the double eleestion but not union or independencs.
’Malmosbury - Bulwer, 14 Feb. '59,F0.78/1422.
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Malmesbury's tone became more impegative as the European
crisis leomed larger. First, he was urging the Porte to grant
Moldavia to Couza at once;l then, a week later, that Couza be
recognised as sole Hospodar.2 By the first week in March
Malmesbury, assured by Musurus, Turkish embassador in London,
that the Pérte‘would retire 'leaving things to tske their chance'
if Congress iere to recognise Couza, also contemplated retiring
from a eonfeiencé‘if the Porte wéuld not yield to the Powor_s.3
Malmesbury's was, indeéd, an awkwafd predicament. He was confronted
with a choice between the policy of tbs/prasériatien of Turkiéh
intcgrity st all costs; and one éf apparent sympathy with the
rising nationalisn of a Chfistian'people; 33 ias embarragsed bj
the Porte's unyielding hostility to Couza. /

'This country', he explained, 'will not stand a Hospodar

being forced down the throats of the Roumans, but on the
other hand we cannot force the Porte.to submit to a
breach of Treaty we have so lately made'. 4

Somewhat exasperated Bulwer pointed to the fact that COﬁza
was not so important as the spirit which had dictated the recent
.5

~developments. It meant indepéhdenco. 0f course he was right.
A policy of yielding gradually, he felt, could but end iﬁ the |
ascendancy of France and Russia on th§ banks of fhe Danube., He
 recommonded three courses: | |

Yesostanding firmly by the late Convention; . indueing
"the Porte to propose modifieations in it under the -
proviso that the execution of the Convention thus
modified will be clearly provided for by a special

;'Nalnesbury-Bulwer, 14 Feb.,op.cit. ‘ L.
‘Malmesbury-Bulwer, 21 Feb.,ibid.
Z'Kalmcsbury-Bulwer, 6 March, ibid.

5:Malmosbury-Bulwer, ibid.-

Bulwer-Malmesbury, 15 Feb.,FO 78/1423.
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arrangement as to intervention, or the total abrogation
of the guarantee of the Convention in favour of muech

extended concessions as may give the Principalities at

once all that they desire; and which if neither restrained

nor satisfied they will assuredly seek to obtain'., 1

However, Bulwer was galvanised ito action as soon as the war
between France and Austria became immiment and he agreed with
Malmesbury that it would be advisable to settle the question one

way or another without dolay.2 Bulwer spared no pains in

persuading the Porte to submit to the will of the Powers.

The Perte was at a great dis;dvantage. Fuad knew that
whatover ke might do he certainly ocould not ﬁithdraw.from 8 Congréss.
Further,if too much time were %o slip by it was bard to prediot
whether Couza could wifhsﬁand the pressure te dispense with
investiture altogether‘and declare the Principalities independent.
Waléwski,in FPebruary, had suggested that a guaraentee might be |
devised to prevent other infigétiohs»of th§ Convention. Now, in
'March, Austria was spoaiing a siniiaf language, Qnd the Britiaﬁ
government did not like the idea of being publicly outvoted at'#'
4Conferenoe - 'worse than any other ooﬁplication to England'.3
Other things ﬁeing equal all that was'noeded new was a'déc;nt and
dignified time to elapse before an officiaikassent to the fepent
treaty infpaction would be forthcoming from the Porte. ”

Durig the months before the outbreak of the Italian war, Bulwer

kad flooded Malmesbury with suggestions for the solution of several

2'Bu1wer-ﬂalmesbury, 22 Feb., ibid.
B'Bulwer-ualmesbury, 16 April, F0.78/1430.
‘Malmesbury-Bulwer, 26 Feb., FO,78/1423.
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- difficulties. It was the internal situation in thé Principalities
which chiefly concerned him. Not that he had avoided the error
of assuming that diplomacy éould solve what were essentially social
problens aﬂd quegtions of internal pﬁlitics. Simply, he was
prone to expanding on a pgt thene, hamelyAthe weaknessés.and
" failings of the constitution. The point that the Constitubicon
needed revising in its entirety and fhe electoral qualifications
made more logical, was sound and reached the hea:t'of the matter.
At the time it was a ridiculous suggestion.l Another proposition
_that Couﬁa nighf be given a probationarj period of 18 months as
Caimaoam to prove his ability, after whichkhebmight be made Prince, ’
ﬁouid‘have provided a basis.for resolviﬁg.the intefnational |
complications, bﬁt in terms of local Rouman polities was silly.
Bulwer insisted to fhe poipt of weariness that 'nothing permanent'
can be done except by standihg firmly by the Treaty or by making
great and radzcal changes in it'. 2
Bulwer suggested in. March 1859, that the election of & princo
‘invoither province should be by an Assembly for the purpese and not
the Legislative Assembly - a heasure to give the.prince‘th‘kind )
- of freedom which Couza lack;d at that monent,'fhat_is freedon from
:the groupe who had earried him to power. He should at fifstibe |
named }y an outside authority to implement the qpﬁatituiién for
‘four éf five jears. ' The electoral laws should be revised for, as

they were, they kept out the main body of the peasantry in rural

; Bulwer - Malmesbury, 8 March, F0.78/1423. v
*Ivide. One suspects bhe must have wearied both Malmesbury and
Russell by this 'I told you so' attitude. :
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districts and made the votes in some towns too exelusive.l Bulwer -
did not quarrel with the Principle of Union which might have
been compatible with dependence, but with the overlooking of the
Sultan's opinion and the infraction of Treaty rights. A respect
for both was the only maenner in which he could obtain prestige
for himself, and further British policy. It was a matter of
intérests but he glessed this over in somewhat self-righteous
language:
',e.if treaties are to be lightly éstoemed, if the
parties who signed them are to allow their agents
to act against them, when the ink with which their
signatures were writtsn is hardly dry, what trust
can be placed in the only substitute we know of
for contention and war?...The constitution, such as
it is, has more chance of working well, under the
conviction that it must be obeyed than it will have
with the mere sanetion of the double election of
Prince Couza, under the idea that its regulations
may be disregarded's 2 _
And after asserting that in the latter case the Principalities
 and Europe would be kept in a eonstant state of irritation, he

" stressed the need to dissover:

Ythe mode guaranteeing something like obedience to
whatever plan, which...may be adopted'. 3 ]

Throughout this ecrids 3ulwer chafed at bis enforced inaotivity.

His government's line destroyed his policy before he could put it
into practioe and he would have done better to have confined hiself

; to finding ways of ingratiating himself with Couza, perhaps by

© 3

expressing synpathy with bhim in his attempts to cope w1th the

awkward internal 8ituation. ‘Malmesbury had to aoct quickly and =

le

2 Bulwer-Malmesbury, 23 March '59,FO. 78/1429. : Sy

Couza had to fight a long battle with his political foes, ending

with his plebiscite of May '64 before he was able to oxtond the

3 franchise. ;
'Bulwer-Malmesbury, 23 March,ibid.
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Bulwer's awareness of thisiought 10 have dominated bhis thinking,

for in any case the question was being settled in Paris.

The 3useian ;iew that there‘shoul& be no alteration whatever
in the Treaty of Paris, and that a oonference should meet before
a Congress on Italisn affairs wés supported by Halmesbuny vho
'merely stipulated that the representatives of the Powers should be
able to advise when the casus interventus arose.; Consequenfly
France and Russie insisted that itkshould be a unenimous deocision.
Weleweki‘fefused to act untii he had reoohed‘a pneliminary agneement
" with the Britieh governnent whioh wae‘evenfuolly satisfied when
ﬂ‘a sufficiently strong formula on the integrity of the Convention
preaented itself. "~ On 7~Apr11 Britain and Franee reached an
"Vunderstanding. Waieweki was able to introduce the pre-arranged:
formula (13 Aprll) amounting to a declaration that the dodie-eleotion
did not eonform to the Convention of 19 August.,’ The Porte wag
.asked to,invest’Couza as an exoeption, it béiné understood that
eny further infracfion of fhe Convention, eo deolared by the
" representatives of the Powers, would be dealt with by the Porte
aocording to a fixed procedure. Coercive measures were the last
resort. Cut short by the outbreak'of the Italian war, the
~ conference could not await ths results of. its efforts.vr,f_& -
As Austrlan troops entered Piedmont Malmeabury urged 1mmediate -

acceptance and praised Couza 8 moderation.2 Expecting the worat«

lepiker, p.225. - - | S
‘Halmesbury - Bulwsr, 31 May '59,F0 78/1432.
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in Europe, Bulwer thought that Turkey would have to join a league
of armed neutrality with England, the Low Countries, Prussis and
Sweden. He used very strongllanguage to the Porte to get it to
yield to the simple form of the Protocol of 13 April. However it
demanded enditions about intervention which would have required
another general agreement. Riﬁer suggests that by his separate
aétion Bulwer was tfying to impr§ss the Pdrte with the fact of his
abrupt volte face; and to get back his personal prestige.l The
suggestion that Bulwer for personal reasons was the cause of
Lallemand's inability tg bring the Representatives to combine to
press the plan on the Porte, is insccurate. Austria could never
have joined in such a combination.  Nor éould Bulwer have taken a
step which might have ehphasised a disagreement with Austria in
the Near East. How Bulwer's hint to the Porte that the whole
question of the treatment of the Christians night be taken wp by

- Russeia if it did not yield on fis question may be condrued as
intrigue whoreby Bulwer hopod to 'banish the bogey of Ruslian ‘
ascondanco', it is difficult to inagine. The most that can be
said is that Bulwer, once the war had commenced, was Iearful lest -
Turkey, in ker isolation, might turn to Russia. It was an hypothesls
which Bulwer expected his chief to examine at his leiaure.3 ‘What
Bulwer actually said to the Porte was that should it vithold its

sancti;n from Couza, the latter would do wiinﬁf it, and that the

2.Riker, P.228. v
3 Riker, p.227-8

'Bulwor-ﬁalmesbury, 3 May,FO 78/1431: 'The idea nevertheless nay be
chimerical and it is not from this remote corner that I ean judgo
of its feasibility'.
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~ Perte's action would make 'an unfavourable impression on the

Cabinet of St,. James'.l A declaration of independence would be

concurred in by the Poewers, including Britain, and it would be

fellowed by one from Mjlosh of Servia. Complications with Russia

might ensue resulting in a Russian occupation of the Principalities.

Ag there was nbthing in the Turkish Treasury, and the Porte was

trjing to raise the next year's revenue by a sacrifice of 50%2

in interest, Bﬁlwéf was, may be, not as erratic as at first sight

aeppears. The rest of Europe could have done nothing to halt

Rugsia. - Malmesbury however was able to reassure Bulwer that the

’intentions of Russia and France regarding Turkey were satisfaotory;
Again Riker's stétemenf that Bulwer fas lenient to the Pert;'s

menoeuvre to add coﬂditions_to its acceptance of fhe Protocol of

13 April is not enough. ‘The Porte's acceptance would havé'included H

‘a ¢lause allowing either one of the Principalities fo votk for

: anothor Prince through its Aaseibly, and leaving Tuﬁkey free to

accede, Omission was advised,in the event, by Bulwef, 6wing4t6

kis celleagues' hostility.3 fBulwer went so far as to wrife to

.Fuad telling him that in submitting to the fresh Protocol the Porte

would be bet;er off than bofore, for it w#s binding on thé Powers who

if sincere would have to help the Porte with measures agalnat & |

futuro infraction of the Treaty.4 |
During July the Turkish eounter-projeot invclving the addition

of the Protocoel of 13 April to the Convention as an 'acte additionnel!

é'Bulwor-Pisani(head dragoman), 29 April, 1430. ‘
‘Bulwer-Malmesbury 28 May,F0.78/1430.Thé Grand Duke Constantine 8
3 itinerary in the Greek Islaends also warranted suspicion.
4'Bu1wer-Malmesbury, 28 May, FO.78/1431.
‘Bulwer-Fuad Pasha, 18 May, FO.78/1431.



was similarly given'ﬁp;l The conference,meeting at Paris on

6 September, confirmed Couza as Hospddar of both Principalities.
Even the declaration of 13 April that the recent acts were contrary
to Treaiy‘ias not repeated. The Porte was given the right to
point to any fufure illegality though the Powers had to agree upon
the 'casﬂ;interventus' and the measures tb bé taken. This was
instead of-allcwipg the Porte anykinitiative in taking actioﬁ in

which the Powers afterwards would be invited to coneur.

Ruéaell, taking oier the Foreign Office from’Malmesbury in
'Juﬁe, resigned himself to the situation created by the Treaty of
Paris and acknowledgea»the strategic-liﬁifations/which wéné mo:e 
important than the psychological ones which had embarrassed his
predaeeasQr. After & few months in office he revealed what his
fufuré lihe‘would be.' Itiwas'a policy of wait-and-see.. He wr6tex

'*The Porte haes agreed not to send treops into the
Principalities without the consent of the Great Powers
.of Europe. But it is difficult to imagine a case
short of an open declaration of independence, whieh
would induce the Powers of Europe to agree with
unanimity to a Turkish interveantion.

While there are such obstacles in the way of the
assertion of authority by the Sultan, Great Britain -
and France, havigg no access by land to the
Principalities and no right to send fleets inte the
Black Sea cannot give any efficient succour to the
Porte. N
Such is the condition in whieh the Principalitios

are left by the Treaty of Paris.

In this position Her Majesty's Government are very
unwilling to pretend to an authority which they
cannot exercise...The time is not yet come, however,
when the Porte is likely to arrive at any final and
complete arrangement'. 2

Al’Malmesbury-Bulwer 14 July,F0.78/1487.Turkey was isolated as soon as
Malmesbury informed Bulwer 'that H.M.'s Govte.are not prepared te

support against the objections of other Powers the eonditions which
the Porte progoses to attach to its recognition of Prince Couza'e
2.See Riker, pe. ,

Russell - Bulwer, 13 Dec. '59 FO 78/1427
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Russell implied that the assent of the Porte to the Principali-
ties' actual independence would not be objectionable to England.
However, other preoccupations, as with the Porte's dignity, would
determine British foreign policy towards this area.
Bﬁlwer's‘conclusions were couched in a similar vein. He

referred to the chronic unrest in the.Prinoipalities but went on

" to say that the best thing to do was to maintain:

'seowhatever the Congress of Paris and the recent
Conferences have affirmed with only such changes as a
. . practical working out of the principles agreed to may
. - gradually and absolutely require; and I believe
moreover that the interests of the Porte are mors
engaged in supporting the Hospodar it is about to
. confirm, than in provoking the chances of other
contingencies's 1
So after the settlement cfitho first problem arising from the
Convention of 19 August the Foreign Office had written off the
future Rumania as forming part of the Ottomen Empire vital enough
to be inclﬁdod in the traditional policy of Britain. - Moreover, the
defence of British interests, diplomatic ones in this instance,
required the co-operation of France rather than Augtria, :‘In'iffect
Malmesbury'sdpolicy had been based on the\assumption of French
escendancy in the East. Russell, in the despatch quoted above,
paid homage to the fact, and he would not fail to trim his policy

accordingly, in spite of Bulwer's occasional aberrations. These

last would be stimulated as much by temper as by calculation.

*Bulwer - Russell, 14 Sept. '59,m0. 155, FO.78/1435.
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Towards Legislative and Administrative Union

After Couza had attained power in February 1859, Bulwer's
policy, very broadly speaking, was to give the Hospodar the
sﬁpport he needed to secure his internal position.l The défeat of
the Radicals wouid thus enabls Couza to fuléil his obligations to
the Powers. To a degree Bulwer accepted Couza at his face value
and in sympathising overmuch with the Prince's difficuities was
not always ciear in hiﬁ own mind whefher Couza would qut to fulfil
his obliggtions;anyway. However, since domestic gffairé in thé
Prineipalities made douza dependent on the good-ﬁiil of the Powers
-~ for his tenure of offioe; here was a situation which might have
;llewed the epplication of a well-conceived policﬁ, carried out with
dotermination - that is if the Powers had been #eroeablo.

Bulwer's policy, though by n6>iéans a‘iine of least resiéfance,
_ }as generally speaking a reaéonable compromise between iﬁterests
and circumstances. But he failed to consider suffieiently the
limits of ﬁfitish influence, as in the previous oriai;. "Such a
éonsideration might bave moderated the stfong tone with which, with'
no corresponding success, he voiced his opinions.A

The international'situatioﬁ during the péfiéd ﬁﬁen the
legislative union of the Principalities was the most prominent
of Balkan issues (+ill December 1860), was not nearly as unéompli-

cated as it had been during 1859, The Porte was generally the

1‘Bulwer 's sympathy was constantly blunéed by Couza's handling ef

 specific issues, namely the application of the Cepitulations in his
country, the secularisation of the Dedicated COnvents and the
entry of arms into the Principalitios.
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the'enemy'of Couza, continuing to hold the view expressed by

Fuad Pasha in 1856,1 that the developments in the Principalities,
if permitted, 'would loosen the bonds which attach them to the
Empire, and consequently destroy, for the Empire and the
Principalities, that moral but real force which their actual
position gifel then today'. 2 Owing fo the predominance of Franee
at Constantinople and Napoleon III's warn:.ngs,5 Turkey could do
"little of her}own. Further in the particular instance of the
demand for legislntive union, the Porte was from the first influenced
by Bulwerla sympathetic arguments in favour of giving Couza what
be asked. Russia became increasingly unsympathetic towards the
Couza regime. In the first place Russian diplomatic support to
France and the pro-union policy had only bcen a 'quid pro quo' for
French help in the event of the Tsar's government being ablo‘tq
‘reverse the elauses of the Paris Treaty pertaining to Russian
nentrality in the Black Sen. Gortchakoff hoped that something
might benefit Russia from union. | Perhaps bis candidate the Duke
lof Leuchtenberg might yét obtain tne hospodnriat and at one sffoke
- 'supplant French hegemony. 'Couza's'francophil'tendencies never

4

ceaged to cause resentnent in the Russian Chancellor. The latter

tried to recover lost ground by recruiting partiéans among‘the
_ 5 )

old boyards. The confiscation of arms in December by tho .
Principalities government, coupled with the frequent comings end

goings of emigré Poles and Hungarlans could not but make Russian
1.

Circular to the Diplomatic agents of the Sultan, 21 July. See
2 'P. Henry - L'Abdication du Prince Cuza, p.l3.
3'Circular to the Diplomatic agents of the Sultan, 2l July
4'P. Henry, p.l4, ,
°P.17, ibid.
5ep.17, ibid.
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support for a pro-Couza French poliey less assured.; Thouvenel,
the French Foreign Minister, found it a trying business keeping
Russia in line. Hence it was doubly imperative that Britain
‘should not be antagonised. The conservative Thouvenel was
naturally‘irritated by Couze for his handling of the rights of
foreigners and then for his confiscation of the arms landed at
Galatz.2 These gratuitous acts of provocation certainly did not
nake any easier Thouvenel's task of working with Britain in support

3

of Couza's propo§als for adninistrative union. Despite the
situation in the Principalities the Liberal Ministry in England,
glad enough to see Couza ruler rather than risk another major change,
could only play second fiddle to France at Constantinople. No

tmatter how tentative te alliance between France and Russia, it was

inoonoeivable that Britain should co-operate with Rusgia in the

l'For'the larger causes of tension between France and Russia seec

2 above Chapter II.

*See below, J?;, for an account of negotiations ooncerning
3 Capitulations in the Principalities.

'French sympathy for Rumania gradually declined after this (though
Riker, determined to see things in black and white, makes the
most of what was left of that sympathy). In January 1863, the new
French Foreign Minister, Drouyn de Lluys, even more ocmservative
than Thouvenel, would react very strongly to Couza's collusion with
Michael of Servia over the importation of arms. By this time the
Principalities were as much of an irritant to France as to other
Powerse. = No help was forthcoming from Paris when Couza eventually
felle Similarly Russian antagonism seriously concerned the European.

s e e i e

Powers after 1863 when Couza's attitude to the Dedicated Convents, - .
the rights of foreigners, and a new agrarian law, became unyielding.,

See P. Honry pe4l and p.109, Jean Alecsandri to Baligot, 8 April

'63: 'Decidedly Lord Joym Russell has succeeded in passing us off

in the eyes of other governments for liege men of Russia'.

Ibid, pelll, Alecsandri - Baligot,19 Jan. '64: Tn a conversation

with Alecsandri, Budberg, the Rusaian ambassador in Paris, stated:
- 'The Emperor (Napoleon III) is less calm than his Minister (de
"Lluys) and the other day. he explicitly declared to me that the

4

* infraction committed by Prince Couza in theConvention would not be e

“tolerated's Ibid, 113-4,20 February '64: 'So everything

" conspires to show Austria as really upset by our armaments and

- makes me attribute to the irritation of this Power the ill-humour of
M. Drouyn de Lluys against USeee!



event of her detachment from France - as for example after the
Polish rebellion. So the alternatives were supperting France
;ith a bad grace or retiring altogether from the Balkan afena.l
The second choice was ouf of the question. | '

During the late summer of 1859 several hints of other °
problems put the diplomatists on théir guarde. The Bulgarians
were turning against the Greek regimer; in Servia ¥jiloach felt
his way towards a policy directed against resident Turks; and‘in
official circles much was made of the rumoured cqmings and goihgé
of emigré Poles, Hungarians, and revolutionary Italians in the
Principalities. The Spring of 1860 wouid break with dramatic force
over Syria with the slnghter of the Haronites by the Druse Arabs.
The sending of French troops to the area did not make Anglo-French
relations any easiar while the Syrian occupation would embitter them _:
unfil June'1861. Gortchekoff's demand for an énquiry by a
Eu;opean Commission into th;‘condition of the Balkan Christians
(M;y '60), accompanied, it seemed to Bulwer,zkby suspicious troop
ﬁovements on the Bessarabian frontier, presaged,‘it was'thought, a
“further period of intenge RussiéhAactivify. It wes wifhiﬁ thesé
pressures that the European Powers, notably Britain'and francég
shaped a very moderate and conciliatory polioy towards the
Principalities. _

R?ssell and Bulwer képt a close and intelligent watéh upon

Rouman internal politics during the months following the latest
1.

Austrian diplomatic activity was restricted by Austria's involvement
2 in other more important affairs. . -
'Bulwer -« Russell, 8 Feb..'60 and 30 May 160, PRO, 30/22 88,



conoessioﬁ to Rouman nationalism in the September Protocol. The
first scare came soon aftér. In December '59 the Central
Commission at Foosani proposed a thorough reorganisation of the
Convention, including organio union and a foreign prince. Seemg
that such an event was likely, Bulwer had alerted Russell somewhat
dramaticallys ‘ _ |

'esethe Central Committee in point of fact proposes both

the union and independence of the Principalities and

disregards altogether the terms of the Convention.

seolly idea is that to put an end to constant difficulties

on this subject there are only two courses:s that of

strictly enforcing the Convention, or that of

abandoning all control over the Principalities's 1

Russeli's.phlegmatio reply, that 'H.M.'s Government a:e‘very

unwiliing 1o pretend to an authority whioh they cannot exercise',2
was sufficient to make Bulwer turn more doterminedly to tﬁe~possible
wayo of conciliation. .. Fortunately, too, Couza had to prop his
not too secure position by obtaining legislative and administrative
union from the Porte, rather than a8 a concession to intermal
factiousness. The Central Commission was dissolved,,likewise’were .
fhe Assemblies, During the next few months Bulwer, always
‘sceptical of the practicability of therregime, learned to sympathise-
with Couza in the midst of his unyielding political difficuities. |
The Prince's opportunities for choosing the. right ministers ‘were
few and the constant changes in them did not improve matters. Thei

only slight improvements he had been able to make were in the
¥ : .

persohnel of the administration. A lack of prestige, preventing

his allying with the radicals who would have worked for elesctoral -

2 *27 Nov. '59,F0.78/1426. '
'Russell - Bulwer, 13 Dec. ibid, Bee above Dp./45.
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reform,1 and hostiiity to the Boyards who fought to prevent real
agrarian refornm, persusded Couza to seek the help of the Powers to
deal with the c¢risis which fumed on his horizon. The recent gains
of the nationalist“movement‘were in danger of being lost should
he fail to steer oclear of the Scylla‘of the Radicals and the
Charybdis of the Boyards. A soderstely worded Note to‘Negri ;
- explained the embarragsment of having a capital at Focsani where
ordinary conforts did not exist, consequently where it was difficult
to find men of talent who would go, and where a Court of Cassation2
would eventually be established.‘ /

Thouvenel quickly sounded Russell_as to the propriety of moving
~ the Central Commission to Bucaresi, or of allowing it to meet
alternately at the Wallachian and Moldavian ospitals. Russell

3

He wrote to Bulwer:

immediately favoured a change.

'Ags far as Her Majesty's Government are concerned, they i
consider that the removal of the Commission from Fokshany
would be desirable rather than otherwise; but I have 1o
desire you to report to me your opinion- ‘upon this question'. 4

Bulwer was disturbed at the prospects in the troublesome
te a3
'provinces. » Well-informed by two vigorous and peroipient consuls,

‘ Gad
Green at Bucarest end Churchill at Jassy,hthere vas little that

slipped his notice. He took his cue from Russell's request,writing
1.
2
3e

According to Protocol no. 9,10 July '58.

*Riker, p.291.

‘Riker - The Making of Rumania, gives an erroneous account of the
workings of British diplomacy, seeming to despise diplomacy anyway
-and only forgiving the French because they advebtised their support
of nationalism. Russell reacted instantaneously and sympathetioally.
That he could have done little else is not to the point. “~One.
wonders why Riker makes the odd sarcastic interpolation, for
-example, 'strange to say, even Russell expressed the opinion',

, (pe296) when a straightforward reading of the material makes

a Russell's favourable policy to the Principalities obvious to banality.
*23 April '60, no0.169.,F0.78/1496. ; ,
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backs

'The two extreme parties conservative and radical, have
united against the Government - the first in order to .
ovaturn Couza...the last in order to get the Primce to
place his administration in their hands.

I+t seems almost probable that the present Hospodar
will have to undergo a Revolution or make ones The
Constitution moreover is an unmanageable ones made
without the slightest reference to the wants or
condition of the country and will have to be modified.
'esed popular chamber cannot govern a country; and as.
there is nothing between that chamber and the Prince
with governing powers =- and the Prince has hardly

any power-government exists nowhere. eesWhat I
advise is, that Couza should if possible come here

and explain his difficulties's 1

In his official despatch he suggested that Couza should prove
his case at Constantinople while the Porte should recommend the
changes to the Powers. The Central Commission would best meet
alternately at Bucarest and Jassy.>

Though Negri had refused to do more than sound ths ambaséadors,
hoping that Couza's eventuai trip to pay his homagéAto'the Sultan
would do the trick, the response had been favourable. Austria
of course remained hostile.

In the Principalities, the parties by stifling Couz;‘s attempts
to implement the requifements of several Protocols unwittingly
prepared the ground for another initiative. In June couza'penned :
an elaborate Memorandum to Negri referring\to these difficulties
in the way of good government,. The main points weie the union of

the twb governments and the assemblies, and a revision of the

 electoral laws. La Vallette, and Prokesch did not encourage Negri,

while only A'ali besidé, saw the Memorandum. As time appeared to

l.
2.

Bulwer-Russell, 9 May '60, G & D 30/22 88
Bulwer-Russell, no.255, 16 May '60, F0.78/1506
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be running out, Couza, in connection with his coming visit to fha
Sulten, gave it out that he would retire 'unless on going to
Constantinople he received certain concessions at the hands of

the Porte'.l Russell quiddly instructed Bulwer ‘'to take such

steps as you may consider best in order to induce His Highness

not to resign‘.? Meanwhilé, the same month, Couza united the

tio ministriés of War with a central direction at Bucarest ihich A
was to be his chief residences Plied by Russell with instructions:
to urge Couza to frevent any infraction of the Treaty 'without

the Eonsent of the Powers',sABulwer obtaindd a clear promise from
the Prince "that he wo;ld oppose all'éttempts to change the tieat&
'motu proprio' by thé‘Principalities_whiist I undertoék to represent
his difficulties to ydus- and to endeavour to stiengthen his hands
against the attempts whiéh might be made for overturning the
;Constitution a.l*t:oge'bher...';4 Upon A'ali Bulwerypressed the .
necessity of a coneciliatory policy while at the same time he
" advised Couza to work with the Porfe 'in a friendly and proper
manner'.5 »

WVhen at last Priﬁée Couza paid‘his respects_to the Sultan,

he was warmly welcomed and feted.6 | Upon Bulwer he made ‘a most
favourable impression, and I have no hesifation in saying‘that he
is a man above the common, and with a mind which'seemsAlikély'to

imprSVe'by responsibility and experience'.7 "Iﬁ spite of

;:izgigeu - Bulwer, 25 Aug.,F0.78/1499.
z'Bulwer - Russell, 10 Dec., FO.78/1514.
*Bulwer - Russell, 12 Dec., PRO.30/22 88.
| Z'Bulwer - Bussell, 5 Dec., FO.78/1514.
*Couza arrived 6 October. ‘
T*Bulwer - Rusmell, 16 Oct., no. 680, FO.78/1512.




numerous provocations this opinion did not change till 1864 when
& dioctatorship seemed to be an immediate possibility. Answering
Russell's despatch of 21 September 'and the general question of
what policy to pursue with respect to the several wishes of Prince
Couza tending more or less to unite‘the government of the two
"~ Principalities', the ambassador produced a long statement minutely
entering into all the reasons why it was necessary to concede
Couza's demands. ~The state of the Empire had to be considered,
the feelings, running high, in the Principalities, and the likely
alternatives to his policy. 4s for the supposed Russian
proclivities of the Rouman provinces, Bulwer scotched this myth in
no uncertain fashion. - 'They dispute with Russia the possession
of a portion of Bessarabia', he wrote. How did the Porte's
interests figure in all this?
'All real resistance to the project of Union', declared Bulwer,
'when Prince Couza assumed the rule of the two :
Principalities was vanquisheds <the national feeling in
favour of it, instead of diminishing, has gained ground.
The Porte has less power than it had for opposing it:
nobody, if the point came to a practical issue, would
oppose it Many of the reasons for our contending -
against it have disappearedes  ee..all that the Ottoman
Empire can expect...is a friendly neighbour, Its
policy is to grasp at this substantial advantage, and
to run no longer after a shadowy one's ‘1
To contend for Treaty rights, Bulwer thought, would'be'to court
disaster in the Principalities, ‘and then the question of a Foreign
Prince naturally comes forward' The Sultan should officially

- - ask Couza what he wanted and content him as much as possible.

Cowiey's suggestion of meking possible concessions coterminous;iith

]

eBulwer - Russell, 30 Oot. '60, mo. 702,F0.78/1512
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rule by a native Prince, Bulwer toned down. 'I would bear that
~ suggestion in mind without bringing it toe prominently forward'.
But, on the other hand, the Porte could recommend 'that whilst the
Prince lives and reigns, certain concessions adapted to the situation
in which he finds himself shouid be made in his favour'. Such a
step could 5e retraced only with difficulty, but ‘would be naturally
retraced if two Princes were again named to them's. In this way
Bulwer tried to avoid creating unnecessary difficulties. It was
best to leare future solutions to future‘probiems. | In brief the
- Porte should act quickly and make its concessions appear to
- result from the Prince s recent visit, thus enhancing his prestige
and preserving his loyalty.l

Yet by the tlme the first arms orlsis had interfered with
the course of thia affair, Couza had still to obtain some official

gesture from the Port¢, though A'ali had promised to make haste.2

The geographical situatior‘of the Princiﬁaiitiesrvsurrounded
by Russia, Auetria; restive‘Servia, and Turkey, gave to the
introduction of French arms into Galatz an importance which the aize
of the transaotion hardly warranted. Cavour in the war with Austria
had been anxious to use the Hospodar‘for Italy! 8 advantage. 'The
‘upshot wasg that General Klapka reached Jassy and possibly signed

- two conventions with Couza. ' The object was to enable Hungarian_

- patriots to establish arms depots in the Principalities. Couza

was to be giveg rifles from France. Vhatever the truth of this, in

1.

2 Bulwer - Russell, 30 Oct. '60 no. 702,F0.78/1512.

Bulwer - Russell, 10 Dec., F0.78/1514 .



the event Couza had been advised to keep quiet and not to create

complications. After Villa Franca, Cavour, however, was not
restricted by his French ally and determined to use the Principalities.
Intrigues multiplied and Austrian fears increased. Hungarian
emigrés passed constantiy through the Turkish province to join the
Hungarian Legion in Itely. Finally, in December, it came to

light that two Sardinian vessels, the 'Unione' and the 'Mathilde’',
had unlosded arms at Galatze The three which had been detsined

at Sulina at Austria's réquest, returned to Constantinople escorted
by a Turkish warships Baron Prokesch, the Austrian Internuncio,
had quickly taken»up the question and with some viclence, which was
his undoing for it provoked the princé into adoptiné a stubborn
aitifudg. Originally‘assuming>he night be able to confiscafe the
arms, Couga had ferforce to change his mind owing to the irfitation
of Thouvenel eand Russia caused by the enrolment of Moldo-ﬂallachian
officers in Victor Emmanuel's army. Bulwer, sick with pleurisy
during the last week of December,l was strangely enough galvanised‘
into action, having till thenieffaced himself, allowing Prpkesch

to take the lea.d.2 Austri#, in spite of her own consul's objécfion
against such an impolitic move, had insisted that the arhs #iready 
1anded should be sequestered under consular surveillahce, theredy
questioning Couza's good faith. Bulwer then associated himsélf
with the other representgtiveé in yacking fhe qute's reéueét thﬁt

the arms should be simply sent to Constantinople. But it was evident f

thaf French views had changed.5 Couza was suspicious, correctly
é:Bulwer - Eussell, 2 Jan '61, 30/22 89. -

3 Riker, p.278 n.2, ;
'Bulwer - Russell, 28 Dec. G&D 30/22 88 and Riker p.280-l
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assuming that the Porte's aim was to keep the arms once arrived.

By the end of Deoemher when the_French inclined to the
opinion that the arms should be simply sent out of the country,
Bulwer had taken over the direction of negotlations. ~ Cautioned
by Russell to be careful to oo-ope:ate‘with the representatives
in any move to deal with the Arms,l Bulwer rejoined by sponsoring
the French oompromise.zv He had full discretionary powers after
this to settle the problem.sz Both he and Russell especially were
chiefly disturbed at the prospect of European oompiioations arising
from this’and the presence of suspicious’characteis in the area.4
Apart from these preoccupations Bulwer wasvonly concerned in getting
the difficulty of the arms out of the waye At no point.oid he
emphasise Treaty right, in contrast to his perverse insistence on
this in the negotiations upon the Dedicated Convents.5 Russell
certainly thought along these lines: | ”

'Are the cannen and arms re-embarked at Galatz?

Whether they are sent to Constantinople or Genoa
this step is quite necessary'

- he wrote to BulwerG.

During the first webk of January the Representatites agreed
40 ask Couza %0 send the arms out of the oountry,fBulwer deoiining
to disoussk'the further question as to what should be done with then
when they have left Galatz, until they hawe done so'.7r The’prince

had already nade it clear that he would assent<to;such e request.

3'Russell - Bulwer, 28 Deo. '60, FO.78/1514.
*Bulwer = Russell, 30 Dec., FO. 78/1514, 28 Deo.,PRO 30/22 88,
3'FO-Bulwer, 1 Jan.'6l.,F0.78/1559.
*Russell - Bulwer, 1 Jan '6l,no. 3 F0.78/1559. .
Z'See below, Pelg5 e
7'Russe11i- Bulwer, 7 Jan '61,F0.78/1559.
*Bulwer - Russell, 9 Jan., G&D 30/22 89.
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I1f Bulwer hoped to have the arms confiscated on their reaching
Constantincple, his scheme was nipped‘in the bud by Russell's
instructions. He explained:

'We ought to be satisfied with the punctual execution
of the order given by Prince Couza. If it has been
agreed that arms are to go back to Italy, the Porte
should adhere to that agreement. If not, 2et them
be sequestrated and not confiscated by any means. Be
friendly to Prince Couza in all matters you think

- safe for the Sultan's 1 .

Quite possibly Bulwer had some ‘arrilre pensée' on the
subject.s Prokesch, however, by insisting'bn the.confiscation of
‘the arms by Turkey had made no other sourse possiﬁle than that.of
returning the arms to Cenoa.2 The ﬁanube froze giving the |
‘representatives moreltime to think. Ehough he saw the arms
business in thé context of the‘more dangérous internal orisis

in the Principalities, with the greatest tact, Bulwer continued to

keep before Couza his original promise to send the arms away.3 g

"It is difficult', he complained, 'to come to any
settlement as to the Principalities and the demands
of Prince Couza untll the arms question is disposed
of'. 4

Russell felt the same.’ Ee instructed Bulwer:

‘Any favour shown by the Porte to Prince Couza ought

10 be dependent on the bona fides of his conduct
in regard to the armseselfe.she acts with loyalty

and good faith, you will do well to advise the Sultan
to make him any concessions compatible with hzs
position and the Treaty of Paris'. 6 _ v

%.Russell - Bulwer, 9 Jan '61, F0.78/1559, -
*Bulwer-Russell, 8 Jan'6l F0.78/1559: Bulwer-Russell 23 Jan'6l, PRO.
30/22 88

2 u%wer Rhurchill n053 25 Jan'6l ,F0.78/1566.
ulwer-Ru an

: ? Hgnuarss %i Cguza ﬁad sent ‘another memoire to Ne ri on the sub-
Jeot of changig the electoral laws,and unifying the two legislatures
and administrations.Bulwer had passed it on to FO.

*Russell-Bulwer, 21 Feb.,no. 105, FO.T78/1559.
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Significantly, he added that the concessions would of course
devolve on his successors since there would be no way of preventing
this.

At last Couzs.asked whether an English ship might transport
the arms to Genoa.. Prokesch assented to the proposa.l.l With
Russell approving,2 Bulwer took ths necessary steps, previously
informing all the other ambassadors, 'and especially M. de
stalette',3 and requesting them to assist 'in any way in the

n'.4 Only Lavalette raised objections, which Bulwer tried

operatio
to accommodate especially by looking for the Sardimian agent who
could convey'the arms away asd promisge fo take them out of‘the
Turkish Empire.5 But no egent came foiward who could prove his
right of possession. :

In the third week of March, unknown to Lavalette and the
others - saving Prokssch and A'ali - the arms were shipped away on
the 'Banshee' and the 'Psyche’, twd British ships.s« To all intents
and purposes there was no longer any problem, fhosgh,the Italian
agent, Durahdo, supported in all probability by the French ambassador,

. v
continued to storm at Bulwer for the next month. A'ali Pasha agreed
1.

Riker, p.284 holds that the idea was Prokesch¢'s and that Bulwer
2 took all credit for it.

‘Russell - Bulwer,20 Feb., FO.78/1559,
5‘Riker, Pe«284, takes Lavalette s view that he was not informed.
A+pulwer-Russell, 27 Feb. '61,10.152, FO.78/1567, |
5’La.valstte took for granted that Couza would not oonsent,which ’
persuaded Bulwer that if Couza's and the Porte's assent had not been
obtained first the French ambassador would have seen to it that S
Couza did not co-operate. It was just a matter of personal pique.
Bulwer-Russell, 2 April,no.239, FO.78/1568. ;
‘Bulwer-Russell, 21 March,F0.78/1560; Bulwer-Russell 13 Manhh,
PRO.30/22 89.
‘Bulwer-Russell, 2 April '61 FO. 78/1560, 3 April,no.348, FO 78/1569;
Bulwer-Russell, 20 March '61 PRO 30/22 89, 27 March '61, ibid and
17 April ivid.

Te
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to Buiwer's proposal that the arms should be kept in depdsit at
Constantinople until a party came forward proving his right to them.
He would have to guarantee to take them out of the Empire.l Only
in November 1862 did thé arms finally leave Turkish waters.z

At no time had either Bulwer or Russéll lost sight of the
great object, which was to succour Couza in his stfuggles against
the factious politicians who for one reason or another would have
brought him lowe On the whole fheir opinion of Couza's value .
as the only obstacle to 2 foreign Prince remained unchanged:
hence their moderation in the arms affair. Couza's refusal to
be ﬁnshsd info extreme policies parfly resuited from his knowledge
| that he had a sympathetic hearing in Constantinople.
7 But thekworkings of diplomacy‘were ‘slow. All parties
including thé Austrian, were of the opinion by now that Couza's
- predicament made further delay highly dangerous. Bulwer set t§
,workkfb hu:rj thdpPortexingthe task of replying"fO’Couza'é Memoire

3

of the prévious June. Long before the Holdaviaﬁ Assembly's'vote .

for union with the Wallachian Assembly Bulwer ahxiously plied A'ali

*A'ali - Bulwer, 28 April,F0.78/1570.

Riker, p.286 ne.2,not having examined all the material makes a . v

nystery of this episoda. He found in F0.78/1658 a clue. In FO.

78/1659 he would have found the answer; Erskine-Russell no.68,

" 12 Novs 'With reference to Y.L's despatch no.615 of 17 October,

" stating your expectation that the Porte would not deliver up. the

" arms brought from Galatz...until some assurance was given that they

" would not be handed over to the Italian volunteers, I have the -
honour to enclose herewith copies of a correspondence between the
Italian Minister and A'ali Pasha in which the former has pledged
his word that the arms shall be conveyed direct to Genoa and shall
be used only for the Royal Army. The arms are comsequently to be

" delivered to the Marquis de Caracecioli in the course of today or
tomorrow'.

3'Rikor, P«307 and 311, conments that Russell was not to0 interested

~at this stage. The description is neither true nor pertinent. :
There was an English ambassador at Constantinople acting on
instructions.

2.
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and Fuad with hints and suggestions on the necessity of swift and
conciliatory action.l The Turkish statesmen listened attentively
to his proposal for a letter to be sent to Couza acquainting him
with the Porte's"sympathy an& asking him what he required. Cannily
Bulwer had explained that the Porte should point to the arms crisis
as the delaying factor. Such a letter was drawn up and the matter

brbught before two Councils at the Porte during March.2 But owing
3

to Austrian and-Russian advice the Porte still hesitated,”and after

s month had passsd, Bulwer, in spite of A'ali's agreement and M. de

Lavalette's support, despaired of the Porte's ever acting in time.4

For Green in Bucarest‘he'produced a gtring of Srguments in suppoft of
7 Couza, always ending with the same refrain:

'I see no chance if he is overturned of naming %wo native
princes, one for Moldavia, and one for Wallachia, and no
chance for naming any other native Prince for Moldo-
Wallachia. We might thus have to pass through a state of
intermediate confusion, which would lead to a foreign '
occupation- in order to arrive at the question of a foreign
Prince, the selection of whom would be & great European
difficulty'. 5 -

Russell, unimpressed by the Psince's.pdliticai’abilities, bu£
‘concerned with the urgency of his political probleﬁs, alieadj foresaw
e foreign intervention.To Bulwer, keeping before him the need to-
| watch events ‘'carefully', he gave the warning:

'The Boysrds {in Wallachia) may very probably call for a
foreign force, but according to the Treaty of Paris an
 agreement of the Representatives of the Powers: would be

- 1 necessary to make such & measure legal'. 6 ‘

%. %giwer - Russell, 7 Feb. '61,no. 97,F0. 78/1566
. e
3 Bulwgf-ﬁussell 6 March'6l,n0.171, F0.78/1567,20 March,PR0O.30/22 89,

~ 4+ Bulwer feared any complications which might give an advantage to the
‘Slavs.Bulwer-Russell,6 March opecits'The great point I look to is
5 Bulgaria and Servia'.
; 6' Bulwer - Green, 5 March '61 ,F0.78/1567.
¢ Russell - Bulwer, Secret, 9 March '61,F0,78/1560.
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On learning of Thouvenel's positive support of union Russell
sensibly gave Bulwer considerable discretion in these Rouman
affairs, merely stipulating '*that Couza should be able to maintain.
his agthority; ﬁnd that hé ghould strenuously supporf the Sultan
who is interested in the welfare of the Principalities and ready '
t0 assist the Prince so iong as he adheres to the Treaties by
" which his position is defined'.;

It only needed the vote of the Moldavien Assembly to bring
the dissentienf Auétrian and BRussian cabinets'into’reluctanf
ag;eément with Fraﬁce and Britain.z The spectre of permanent
“union withoutvthe Porte's permission presented itself. Russ;ll

cautionéd Couza..3 Thouveﬁel assured him that the Porte had
‘responded fo'his 6vertﬁre of thé previous Juné_.4 A'ali at last
produced the draft of a note to be sent to Couza. This acceded
to Union of the governments and assemblies dufiﬁg the Prince's
liftine.
'I am certainlj constantly doomed hére to iexations~and
disappointments', sighed Bulwer, 'and frequently see my

advice unattenéed to just at the moment when it wculd most
pmfitooo 5

1‘B.ussell - Bulwer 14 March '6l.see Riker p.313,mfers to the Porte's

learning of the British government's support for Bulwer in April.
They ylelded to his pressure as a sonsequence. In fact Bulwer
and Russell as is apparent above had followed one undeviating
2 line and the Porte had no cause to think otherwise.
‘Bulwer - Russell, 17 April,PR0.30/22 89. On 8 April the Assembly
. had passed a resolution requesting the Wallachian' Assembly to :
3 Join them at Focsani to settle the rural question brought up in
3 the Central Commission by the boyards in the Summer of 1860. . -
' 4°Russell - Bulwer, 27 April F0.78/1560,
- Z°Riker, p.310,

Z’Bulwer - Russell, 17 April PR0.30/22 89. ‘
’Bulwer - Russell, 30 April,no.312;F0.78/1570. Dated Y an the
Note asked Couza to draw up a_scheme for electoral,reform for the
Porte and -the Powers to consider. It proposed the union of the
“'assemb ies and governments for the Prince's life. The Central
Co sion was to be_.abolished, B
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In two weeks' time the Wallachian Aésembly would meet 20
the snake was merely scotched, not killed, until the Porte

despatched the Note. But the moment was lost.

'So long 'in preparing notwithstanding all my repeated
counsels and efforts, backed by those of the French
ambassador, that the events which we wished to prevent
have already had a commencement',

wrote Buhar.l

| The Wallachian chamber had voted in the same sense as its
fellow. Much of the expldnation of Couza's bad tactics in the
coming December just at the time he would finally receive his

- sovereign's long awaited Firman lay in the bitterness and
humiliation he must have felt during this period. Bulwer hit

,off the magnitude of the Porte's blunder in a few telling sentencesx :
'The great fault has been by this delay to seem to
#lield to a necessity than to originate a concession,.
“which, at an earlier period, would have been regarded v
as a boon. a
'Nor is this alle. . The Prince had he been able %o say

- that by his negotiations he had obtained this concession
would bave had his hands considerably strengthened and
‘been bound by gratitude to the Porte.

"His position indeed has become most critiecal: the party
~of the Boyards, and the extreme Democratic party having
combined for his overthrow' 2 .

For the time being Bulwer worked to induce Couza to acceptda_

mdderatd Conservative a.llie.nce.3 Evéntually, after many
1.

Bulwer-Russell, 30 April,no.312,F0.78/1570.Dated 1 May the Note asked:
Couza to draw up a scheme for electoral reform for the Porte and E
the Powers to consider.lt proposed the union of the assemblies and
; governments for the Prince 8 life.The Central Commission was to be |
> 'abolished. ; ‘ : : Sl §
*Bulwer-Russell, 30 April,FO.78/1570 ' ‘
3'Ibid.I do not accept Riker's thesis that everything that happened to'
- cause the Powers embarrassment was to the Prince's advantage,and
that every internal trouble could easily be got over by-a little =
‘cleverness.Greater wisdom on Couza's part in the arms crisis and a
‘little sense of urgency in the Porte might have brought Couza the 4
union he was seeking some seven or eight precious, and in the event
irritating,months earlier than he actually obtained it. A strength- 3
'dened Couza might have proved a diffefent Couza. , R



vicissitudes in Couza's political fortunes this came aboute.

It took some of the sting out of the boyard opposition which hed
concentrated on the Perte's reference to changing the electoral
laws; Of‘ceurse such a change implied a threat to the boyard‘s'
economic interests.

For the next months Russell showed & single-mindednese in
what he did, all the more remarkable because it was in pursuit of
an object which the Porte really disliked. And although Ruseell :
bad favoured the union of the Principalities, in power he tried
to respect the Porte -] wishes. Moreover, the first divergence
between the views of Bulwer and Russell appeared, the latter -
‘being more keen than Bulwer to sinkfdifferences in detail in
| oreer to'eettle the big iasne.l. Austria fought a rearguerd
action against concession. Gortchakoff, directing Russian
policy, seemed to be impelled by a perverse desire to irritate
’France, now backing French and British diplomaoy, now working
for definitive union, now seeking changes in the eleetoral laws“
first, preeumably to eneure that the boyard Orthodox Church
interest would control a unified state in the interests of Russia
and the Orthodox Churoh,2 Perhaps the object was to remind France

3

that Russian friendship was not expendable. Be that’as it may,

Russell early on sought hie anbassador's opinion on the new

4

'developments. ‘His terms of reference offered Bulwer considerable |

l.

During July Bulwer convalesced.He had had an heart-attack in June.
Pleurisy was the complaint,though one dooctor took a less serious
2 view,diagnosing pneumonia.Erskine-Russell,19 June'é6l,PR0.30/22 82,5
3'Couza s bendling of the Convents was & constant irritant toRussia,
2 ‘Bulwer-Russell,l2 June '61,PRO 30/22 89. :

\ 'Russell - Bulwer, 18 July, FO. 78/1562
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scope for manoeuvre in any future negotiations. Underlying all his
suggestions was the assumption that Bulwer would use this latitude
to bring the Powers together. Russell stipulated simply thet the
introduetion of a foreign’prince should not be permitted.l Nor did
he appfove 'a democratic law of Election which would shake all
rights of property, and in all probability force Prinoe Couza to give
wayrto a foreign prince'.2 With Russia in pind he went ons
-*But what Her Majesty's Goverﬁment desire above all is to
maintain the Suzerainty of the Porte over the Principalities
and to prevent their falling into the hands of any other
Power's 3
On the method by which the concessions were to be made, 'whether
an exchange of Notes, or a Conference at Constantinople, or a
‘ »Conference at Paris s Russell merely referred Bulwer to the existing
conditions in the Princlpalities and at Constantinople.4 Bulwer !
'was ordered to speak 'unreeervedly t0 A'ali Pasha on the subjeot,
VThe manner in which Russell would keep right on top of the queation
‘showed perhaps impatience in the Foreign Secretary, and perhaps
kdistrust of Bulwer. Certainly the ambassador 8 attempts to make ityf
‘easier for the Porte to deal with future infraotions of the Treaty,
thereby introducing onneceesaryldelay into the qegotiatiéns,
neoessitated such treatment. | J
.‘ Bulwer replied to\Rnssell's requeethfor advice by advooetingli
 the eimple oomiunioation of Notes by the severaleowa#s to'the;Porte'e‘ |
communication of 1 May,tthie 'giviogthekPorte:éreaterpower,‘eince;in":

a Conference of Representatives it will probably not be supported by

;'Ibid S N o S
*Ibid. D i

i‘Ibid

*Russell = Bulwer, 18 July,Fo. 78/1562.V
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a majority'.l What he actually meant was contained in another

remarks

‘It might be the policy of the Porte to agree to Union
as proposed if additional safeguards are given her against
further changes and that bher efforts should be directed
to obtain these's 2 .
In a conference Bulwer knew such a proposal would certainly
have been out-voted. The 'if' in the remark indicated a mean
' bartering spirit reflecting, more important, a lack of a sense
of nrgenoy'whioh had previously characterised his earlier efforts.
Russell}rejoined that 'a good electoral law might be sanctioned by‘k
the Conference' and that 'the Porte must be supported in all

' reaeonahle requests's, 3

A sympathetic insight into Russell's
policy would have enabled Bulwer to have taken adventage of the
' indefinite natune of these statements. Unfortunately his
-irritation with Couza's bad handling of the political eituation,,and
with the supposed French intrlgues in Bucarest favouring it, got
quite out of hand,oulminating in the angry outburst in October.~
Russell and Thouvenel had reached an understanding based on
immediate acquiesoence in the prinoiple of,adminietretive‘and
legislative union during Couza'a life;time. ‘ Ruesell,’however,‘
insisted'fhat the refbrm of the electoral lane‘was a question whiohv
only a oonferenoe in Constantinople could reach a decision on..
To Chateaurenard, Frenoh chargé d'affairee in London, he expressed

'the desire thet A'ali ghould introduoe the ohanges propoeed by

Couza ‘'and state the views of the Porte upon these' ohangee.4

;:?gi:er - Russell,T7 August, FO,78/1562.
Z‘Russell - Bulwer, 8 Aug., F0.78/1562. : T
*Russell - Bulwer, 3 Aug.,no.519 FO. 78/1562 REEY
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To counfer any waywardness on the part of Russia it was agreed thut
Lallemand and Bulwer should attend a Conference provided nothing
beyond the Porte's circular should be discussed.l Shortly after,
Gortchakoff gave 'up his insistence on electoral reform preoedig

& dedisidn on union.2 Unfortunately, A'ali emphasised the necessity
of introducing fresh guaréntees,égainst further infractions of the

‘Treaty,s

uhich caused France,Rdssia, and Prussia to join against any
addition to,thequnvéntion in this matter,of interference.

Bulwer took advantaée of the‘divergence to‘press for an
elaborate arrangement, which would have necessitated the co-operationb
of Couia end the Assémblies, in the drawing up of & new electoral
law. He also preséeu the Porte's view regarding coercive measures.
E This wént against his éovernmenf's‘instructiun,that union snou1d‘be~
decided first, Concérning fresh guarantees Russell, scepticeal,
'wrote: | | | | |

'Her Majesty's chernment can say no more than that if

the occasion should arise, they will scrupulously
regulate their conduct by the Treaty of Paris, and by
the subsequent conventlon and protocols.'4

He did not like,Bulwer s;terglversation when it was'apparenf
that all were agreed on the essentiul thing. Worried by Greea's
reporfs fnom Bucarest that union ‘would be annuuncéd anyway, nith or
"without n‘Fitman,s and‘véry angry uith Buker's indiscretion in-
instructing Green to inform Couza, "'that neither his nghness nor

the Principalities will be permitted to infringe the existing  :

é'Russell - Bulwer, 22 Aug., ibid.

Riker, p.329. ‘

2‘Bu1wer - Russell, 25 Sept. '61, PRD 30/22 89 and Riker p.330
‘Russell - Bulwer, 21 Sept. no.570 FO,.78/1563.

9+ Green-Hammond, 9 Septﬁf%.fs/lSSB: Green~Russell,17 Sept.ibid.By the

end of November Couza was in precarious control of the situation

again. Green-Russell, 26 Nov,,no.95 ivid. :
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Constitution in the question of the union, and that such

'proceedings would be repressed, if necessary, even by force',l

Russell promptly rebuffed Bulwer.2 So it was perhaps convenient

for the expedition of a speedy settlement that Prokesch refused to

meet in Conference his Italian colleague. Separate notes to the

Porte would have to do.3 As for the reform of the electoral law

_that could easily be left to the Assemblies?, as Bulwer had already

been told, while with reference to the use of force he agkin

répeated himself:

'Better leave the question as it stands in the Treaty of
Paris and subsequent protocols’. 5

Bulwer, somewhat lanely, apologlsed for not as clearly

understanding 'as I ought ‘to0 have done' 'his instructions, gozng on

to expla,lns

"I should not have dreamed of coming to any decision upon an
important point nor even expressing any opinion which was
- to constrain my future conduct without reference to you'. 6

4.
6o

e

LB,

Green-Bulwer, no.68 8 Oct., FO.78/1583:

Russell-Bulwer, Tele 30 Sept., FO 97/419.

Russell-Bulwer, 6 Nov.FO. 97/419:Bu1wer-Russell 13 Nov.PRO 30/22 89.
Russell-Bulwer, 7 Oct. FO. 78/1563._

Russell-Bulwer, 1 Oct. F0.78/1563.

Bulwer-Russell,16 Oct.G&D 30/22 89,.The follow1ng is a remarksble
letter as much for its fulsomeness,as for its ambiguityjBulwer-

Russell,23 Oct.PRO.30/22 89:'I do not like to conclude without one _i

i

i

observation.l think my dear Lord Russell that by one or two of your -
last communications you think I am too prone to take upon myself to .
' decide matters without reference.l am not too conscious of this, ;

“but so many questions of all kinds come before ms here,on vhich I am

o bliged to decide at once or you could never have a moment of re-

‘pose-that it is very possible that in some way I may have fallen o
‘into the error I allude to,and I am very much obliged,if such be the.

case,that you call the fact to my notice. «...I respect by long
habit and conviction your ability and judgment far too highly ever

practice of the French is to spare no pains and to scruple at no
perversion of truth to injure a diplomatist when they do not think

- their own representative has at certain places a superior position
40 hise.l say this, but I know at the same time that the

observation to you is useless's

- %0 set my own opinions against those you entertain. ...the invarisﬁb§
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Apparently Bulwer had forgotten his recent indiecretion.

The Porte made its final bid in the third week of October,1 but
it failed chiefly becanse'Russell would have nothing tobdo with new
guarantees._2 In the next fortnight the Firman had been prepared.
3ulwer's only objection to it was that 'it would doubtless have been
more acceptable in the Principalities and to some of my colleagues,
if it did notkbring forward 80 prominently the fact that the *
arrangement made is merely temporary, and that things will revert as
a matter of course to their present condition in the event of a
vacancy.5 He was right on both counte. The objections of
‘Lavalette he'wae able to smoothlover quickly, but Lobanoff did notA
'like any reference to the temporary nature o: the union.norrto Protocol

6, September '59, covering the use of force.4

- Very ingeniously
Bulwer induced the representetives to send two communioatione to the -
Porte, one simply accepting the Firman end the other 'conteining

any remarks each has thought proper $0 make concerning it'. 5 The»
' French ambassador was in agreement with Bulwer and only the Russien*
. embassador nade reservations in hie second noto, withdraning his

government's assent to any measure on the occasion of a vacanoy unless

there were & previous understanding between the Great Powers and the

Porte.6 The Porte's Note ecoompanying the Firman, referring,to itgj

5 ) f

2
3e

Bulwer - Russell, 23 October PR0.30/22.89.

Russell - Bulwer, 22 0ot.no.630.F0.78/1563,& Tele. 25 Oct. ibid. 8 )

The Firman was ready to be despatched 3 Dec.It contained no mention ot §

the use of troops, declared the union of the two ministries and , f

assemblies,and stated that in the event of & vacancy in the Hospodariat:

the Constitution as settled at Paris would be in force again.This last

4 point was to cause some difficulty.
*Bulwer-Russell,2l Nov.F0.97/419.

- 2*Bulwer-Russell,5 Dec. ibids

*Bulwer-Russell, 5 Dec. ibid.

-
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attitude should there be such a vacancy, did not mention the
neceesity of a preliminary agreement with the Powers. All the
Powers, save Austria, issued reservations about this.

The responeioility of gorernment now rested entirely upon the
shoulders of Couza. He had what ne had asked for. By this time,
bowever, the problems caused by his not being a distinguished scion
of some great European dynasty, had not lost their urgency, but,
on the contrery,"were'more pressing. These past two months of
November and December showed him utterly incapable of anticipating
small difficultiee eand in fact he created them. Out of mere pique
with the inplacable boyards he'refueed to‘mention the Firman, |
already published for the world 1o see in the Paris 'Moniteur' ‘
6 December, in his speeoh opening the Wallachian Assembly. Only
later did he rectify this omission. But clearly no one 1iked the
Firman with ite implied declaration against'permenent‘union.‘ Some
lisafiefactory attempt to resolve his country'e baeic social and |
~econonic problems might have helped Couza to. strengthen his position
during the next few years. H0wever, already the forces arrayed
against him, extreme liberal and‘reactionary boyard, had determined
not to facilitate his task. : Only bj keeping up'a running quarrel»
with the guaranteeing Powers, and at last- by the repudiation of the

: Constitution, would Couza be eble to prolong his rule.»n As Green

i

’noted, already the introduction of a foreign prince was being mcoted ,::;

and Couza encouraged the agitation.l

1.
- 28 Doc. ibid.

Green - Russell, no. 106, 27 Dec.. ‘61, F0.78/l583: ‘Green e‘Hammond,‘ji
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Rights of the Powers

The diplomacy in these last few months owed much to Russell's
grasp of what wae needed and'to his(persistence in carrying out
his bolicy. Of course it was upon the French initiative in
Rouman mattersjthat Russell relied. On the cther hand, Thouvenel
'quite as much relied on English support. That it was readilj
given resulted in a great measure from the Syrian complication.
Palmerston, especially, could not rely on French good intentions in
Syria, occupied by French troops. It did not help that the Suez
canal proﬁectrcontinued,,in the background,,to maintain irritation
;;between the two governments. Yet these consideraticns apart,
'Russell had ec interest in streogtoening Couza in order to avoid
a foreign prince and a possible quarrel between Russia acd‘Turkey.'

Bulwer 8 reflexes were slow, not eurprisingly in view of his
lack of sympathp with Russell's too generous policy. His delaying
tactics were badly conceived for he knew that his only allies
>ieie Auetria and Turkey.‘, Wifh the first he diaagreed over the
very principle of union. The sensitivity\he showed for‘Tcrkish.‘
dignity was consistent but unfortuoateJ Neverfheless by the
"November and then through Decembeé he'applied'his energiea‘yeryv
effectively to overccming‘the Austrian objection toiSepdihia's
kpreéence in the ccnferencee, ehdfin nﬁllifyihg ﬁoseien,insistence
on keeping Turkey from interfefing in the Prinoipalities in aoy
future eventuality; "~ Bulwer actually committed an indiscretion and
elyly skirted inatrtctions at one periods = The feult lay essentielly

in his lack of faith in such mere tampering,with a radically uns ound
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constitution and sprang, in part, from the paternal spirit in which

he viewed provincialproblems.l | He could not but be irritated

when a prince refused to do what he was told for his own good.

On the whole, even 50, Bulwer had done creditably. Further, British
diplomacy in the conditions was astute. Russell had no business -
nor time - to look fo future eventualities. He had seen the
quickest remedy to the immediate difficulty and lad applied it.

From 1863 till 1864 the Liboral Ministry faced another, quito
different problem: how to deal with a de facto indopendent country'
‘kactuallj:violating international obligations. vfIt presented itself
in three phases, a discussion - which began as early as 1859 - overthe
_validity of thelCapitulations in the Prinoipalitios; in a spasmodic
.quarrel over the rights of fhe Greek Convents in tho area during
the years 1859 - 64 but being particularly acute in the last years. - é
1863 - 64; and the last phase, the second arms crisis, 1862 - 3.2 |
Now that the provinces had obtained union these other difficulties
-cameé into the foreground. The dreary exchénées-upon the
‘Capitulations and the Greek Convents do not concern us except in 80
far as they illustrate Bulwer's contribution to0 the formation of
British policy. His efforts, backed by Russell, we:e directed to ) i
-supporting Treaty right. He could have done no other without

Jeopardising tho traditional friendship between Britain and Turkey.
Nevertheless it is strange that Bulwer with Russell's approval

assumed the role of chief debnder of the rights of the Greek Church;
',‘3.0
1.

Bulwer-Green, 29 March,F0.78/1649:'I have yet to learn the possibility
of establishing a permanent and well-ordered Govt.on the double basis
"of an elected Chief and one popular representative body'.

This arms crisis concerned Prince Michael of Servia more than Couza ;
and consequently is only mentioned here.For more detail,see below p219,

2e
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This should‘have been the part played by the Russian agent, though:
oddly enough he tended to be quiet thronghout the whole affair.
One suspects that Bulwer might have tried less hard. As it is,
tne policy‘he andwﬁuseeil pursued would merit the charge which
Disraeli made in another context. It was meddle and muddle.
Russell fully appreciated the powerlessnees of Britain by itself to
affect issues in the Principalities. ' His concern for keeping weli
with Turkey and for keeping the Greeks friemndly to the Sultan shoulo
not have made him forget this. | | .
The/Capituiationsl quite early tronbled the'relatione'between
the diplonatic corps and the authorities in Bucarest and'Jassy.z
There was no money in the treasury when Conza took over the
Government, andithekconntry’suffered‘from'anieconomic depression.
There wers no credit facilities, no national bank, but a grest desl
of faction and hostility in the Assemblies.' CouzabbecameAincreasingly j
unpopular and embarrassed financially. To deal with both problems |
he decided to bring foreigners and protégée within the fiscal -
.‘ystem, in spite of the Cai:itulatione which’ guaranteed their immunity.
This was a subject upon which all the Powers‘might egree, including |
France and‘Russia. That they might, but would not act as if they

did, of course tended to encourage the kind of polioy which‘Russell'

“would pursue. Britain would hate to protest. The security of Turkey .
. was bound up w1th “the maintenanoe of certain treaties. consequently;,k

it was dangerous to allow these treaties to be broken by some

1.

> For the significance of these laws, see above Chapter III, 7%,

‘During the months preceding the settlement of September '59 Vienna
refused to recognise Couza de facto, so Austrian subjects were placed
in May '59 under local jurisdiction. Austria came very quickly to
terms. See Riker p.231,




unilateral decision. It would have se:ious repercussions throughout
the Empire. Hbfeover there were British subjects in the Princi-
palities to take care of. The economic advantages, of course, were
plain and precious.

Bulwer was in a quandary. ' He was not antagonistic, rather
sympathetic,vto the claims of the gévernment of the Principalities;
But he would not bﬁdge on the question of letting Couza dictate to
the Powers. Be}e, an insufmountahle obstacle was the unwillingness
of the Powers to resort to the ultimate sanction in face of ocutright o
French objections t0 such an extreme course. There was the added
difficulty in Bulwer's refusal to negotiate with Couza upon a subject
‘which was really a mgtter between the Po;te and the Powers. He
insisted that the autonomy of the provinces as determined in the
Convention did not inolﬁae the treaty rights of the Powers. In that
same Convegtion the Capitulations had been confirmed.

Bulwer's line was to work'closely with the other rep:esentatives‘
.in declaring to the gofernment'at Bucarest.what thé rights of'the
‘Powers were. His voice was.in favour of yielding every{ﬁng except
consular rights ih ciiil and oriﬁinal casés. A legalistic‘gttitudo
was inevit#ble given British policy for fhe area. Its obvious
‘shortcomings iere a result not of a partiéular'mannerism odeulwer,
but of the odd situation consequent upon the'divigions-of the Powers,,
and the in;dequacy of the Tfeaty of Paris. . |

The local government's infractions of the treaty were three:
the objecfion of the Principalities~to the presence of Consulé ih

native coutts: their agsumption of rights to tax foreign artisans

and refail tfaders: .and the refusatho allow passes and passports
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from Consuls to serve as licences for travel through the country. .
Adamant on the first point, Bulwer was'moderate enough otherwise:
'With respect to the second, it appears to me that the
most that foreigners can expect who reside in or carry
on retail trade in a country is that they should be
as favoured as native subjects. Anything beyond this
would be an injustice to the native.
eseln regard to the third gquestion, I conceive that
Consuls may give pepes or passports to British .
subjects, but that the Authorities have a right to
insist on their signature of visa being affixed thereto.' 1l
The enswer of the government to the Powers' first move, an
identic note from the Consuls, was uncompromising;2 It had no
share in the making of the treaties granting exterritoriality and
the only jnrisdictionnit could recognise was that designated in
the Convention. The implication was that it was éovereign in o
domestic affairo. Bulwer gave Chufchill support; though the other
Powers were from the firét inolined to leave matters alone.
Russia had political motives for not wishing to press her rights.3
Naturally the initiative was with Walewski who at one and the same
time did not wish to offend the Principalities nor ignore French
interests. He drew up a memorandum, largely a rehash of citations
from the Report of the International Commission of 1858,  Certain
privileges were unsound. For the moment Consnlar Jurisdiction
should remain until the setting up of a Court of Cassation, asb'

- decreed by the Convention, when such jurisdiction might be reviaed.

The qonsuls were quietened and the complaints,from them became

. 1+ Bulwer-Russell, no. 82, 3 August '59,F0.78/1434,
2+ Identic Note dated 29 June,

Se - Russia had been ohiefly responsible for the failure of tha
International Commission to study the problem in 1858.
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less urgent.1

It was the granting of legislative#union for the Principalities
that caused the representatives to play another variation on the
- above theme. Copies of the Firman granting union were sent to the
Consuls in December 1861 with explanations as to its meaning, and
~identic instructions agreed upon by the ambassadors at Constantinople.2
They were to the effect that notwithstanding the fresh changes, the
treaty rights of “the Powers ware still valid. Ignored by tne~ |
consuls; the identic instruction was repeated,enjoining upon the
Principalities the necessity of not infringing the rights of P0wers.3

Russell was opposed to yielding to the ptetensions of the corrupt

Courts in the Prinoipalities, already extending their jurisdiction
to cases between foreigners. However, his attitudd was not narrow,
though his views showed a great deal of muddled thinking. - When

Arsaky, Secretary for Foreign Affairs in Couza's government, had .

sent a reply to the consul's injunotion, which reply he pu’blished,4

Russell wrote the following instruction to Bulwer:v'

'In the first place it will be right to put M. Arsaky's
letter aside with a strong assertion that Moldo-wallachia
cannot be considered as an independent State. )
Next Sir E. Hornby should be consulted by your Excellency
1, Howaver, rhe comit for complaint” r.nw-\u( groen-Hassell,
*July '60, FO.78/15603'...the Consuls are perpetually compelleéd, in
order to cover their owmn responsibility, to address comgaints to
the Authorities, frequently on trivial matters, but which are not
the less breaches of treaty rights. On the other hand the Authorities,
Civil and Judiecial, systematically repudiate Consular interference
and authority, and thus arise conflicts of jurisdiction (in which)eee
the foreign agent finds himself involved in an irritating correspon- é
2 dence from which he can discover no escape but in silence'. ‘
‘With greater wisdom than the ambassadors, not wishing to rake over
+ o0ld sores, the consuls did not act on them at first. Bulwer-Russell,;
3 31 Jan. FO.78/1648. f
A'Bulwer-Russell 3 Feb. '62 FO,. 78/1642.
*Much to Bulwer's embarrassment. There were only two ways of dealing
with the manoeuvre; ignoring it or negotiatint on it. ~Bulwer P
would not do the latter. '
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as to what can be remitted of the Capitulations in
Turkey proper: for H.M.'s Govt. can never submit
British subjects to venal or incompetent courts in
Moldo-Wallachia while they refuse to submit them to
similar tribunals in Turkey...
At the same time difference of practice long existing
nust be taken into consideration'. 1
Both Bulwer and Russell were reduced to making imeffective
comments which could not advance any policy. 3Bulwer repeatedly
remihded Russell that here was a question of power not warranty.
Haﬁing underlined-the fact that the Capitulations were violated
everyday, Bulwer had alrecady explained:
'The question, as your Lordship says, is whether the
Governments of the Guaranteeing Powers will collectively
punish such violations. At all events they are now
‘after the recent declaration more pledged to do so
than previously'. 2
Nor were the Powers more copmitted than they had been. Bulwer
merely indulged in wishful thinking. Also he was not consistent.
At this point Churchill in Jassy had advocated making a virtue of
necessity by allowing the Moldo-Wallachian authorities the right
"either useless or difficult to maintain, or fallen into disuse', to
3

jurisdictiq/n in criminal cases involving native subjects. Bulwer
rejected the idea in no uncertain terms:

'We mighteeostrenuously assert and maintain firmly our
pretention to interfere'. 4

The strange comment may only be accounted for if one assumes
that Bulwer, trying to be logical, feared that alterations for cme
¥ . s

area meant complications in another. He deolared:

l.
20

Se
4.

Russell - Bulwer, 29 May '62, FO0.78/1644,

Referring to the identic instruction to the consuls in Fobruary.
Bulwer-Russell, no. 68 19 Feb. '62, F0.78/1648.

*Bulwer-Russell, 30 April F0.78/1650. ,

Ibid.
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'The habit of Foreign Comsuls sitting in Judgment on
mixed cases in common with Turkish judges fell into
disuetude in the Ottoman Dominions generally;  but we
have reasserted our claim on this subject in Turkey;
and the Porte has not gainsaid it, and as long as
justice is so badly administered in the Principalities
and the Ottoman Empire, we must bave some control of
this kind, tho' I agree in the inconveniences attending
such control and admit of its being modified according
to places and circumstances'. 1

Yot in October after a general conversation with the Austrian
Minister, Count Rechberg, in Vienna, Buiwer very persuasively
explained that although Article 42 of the Cépitulations permitted
a Consul to be co-judge in mixed criminal oases,"I am quite
- eonvinced that the Principalities will never accept this'.2 He
conocluded: |

'‘eeoSuch a right is given us - but it was long disused at

Constantinople. The French and other governments have
not exercised it, being satisfied with the assistance
of a Dragoman at the trial, nor has anything beyond this
been, to the best of my belief, ever claimed by us in
the Principalities'. 3

Except by himself, Bulwer might have added. He prolifarated.
schemes in the hope either of blurring the issues for the government
in Bucarest, - in which case he failed hopelessly - or of actually
settling a gatter of principle by modifying the detailed application.
More likely heiintended the latter. = s he put it himselfs

'The principle of interference cannot then be abandoned,
but admits of modification'. 4

If Bulwer thought in tbis way he had overlooked the obstinacy of
tho Principalities in their stand on principlo. Until a solution to

this problem was found all Bulwer 8 schemes were so much paper and

2 *Ibid .

B'Bulwer-Russell, 15 Oct. FO 78/1658
*Ivid.

4'Bulwer-Russell 30 April '62, FO.78/1650.
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verbiage. Ag for the flexible attitude which he invariably
adopted on such questions, again it availed little while there was
& refusal to acknowledge the 'de facto' situation wherein Couza's

l

‘government was sovereign. However, it is interesting to note
that Bulwer as part of a general agreement would hate bad the Porte
consult with Servia and the United Principalities before concluding
commércial treaties affecting the Empiree. Upon the Capitulstions
proper Bulwer, characteristically, refused to negotiate with the
Rouman authorities. The choice for him lay in 'insisting on a
right, or quietly foregoing one - unless we saW'the possibility of
making great and,generai alterations'.2 Yet, he continued: |
'this would require taking into consideration what could be
granted if asked for by the Porte, since, again I agree
with Sir E. Hornby+ we should not entirely separate one
question from the others's 3
Buiwer was losing his patienoe. - In December '6l1 - January '62
the representatives bad agreed on identic_instruetions reeffirming
the rights of the Powers under the Treaties with the Porte. At |
the instance of the several governments they had requested in May
' their consuls to report what might practically be permitted and what
not in the Capitulationse. When the report duly arrived it was
accompanied by an exposition on the'subject by Arsaky in which the
_autonomy of the Prineipalities was assumed in all things. ivNow matters
were illowed,to drop beceuse Moustier, Frenchuanbassador;ihsd’ l

received instruotions 'mot to pursue the subject,further'.4 All

~ Bulwer could do was to recommend an agreement of all the Powers to
1.

"Russell's policy was impractical for this reason as Bulwer hinted.
.However,Bulwer had no choice but to make suggestions while Russell
- p, Btuck to his policy. o
3'Bulwer-Russell, 30 April '62 FO. 78/1650 _
‘ 4'Ibid. +...Judge of Supreme Consular
'Bulver-Russell 413 Sept.'62 FO.78/1657. _~ Court. -
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examine the whole Capitulatory system as it appliéd throughout the‘
Empire. 'ﬁut', he wrote, ‘'it is betfer not to enter upon any plan
of this kind without the intention to come to some decision and
to carfy that decision through'.1 More to the point, the consuls
should be given wide diécretionary'Pgwers to cope witﬁ'the anomalous
situation in the Rouman provinces. In a not too veiled c¢riticism
of the policy of the cabinets, Bulwer explainéd that nothing could:
be done. He preferred to wash his hands of the subject, though
he had ‘'little doubt that Sir Edmund Hornhy who is absent but whom
I will consult on his return, will not be disposed to conside: that
any portion of the Capitulations can be remifted in Turkey proPerY.2
Bulier did not agree with Hornby but, he pleaded, 'opinion muét‘be
mofe ripe on théksubjeof and the European policy towards Turkey must
be more olearly defined before any modifications I might advise can
‘be satisfactonly-consulered'.3 In effect the matter rested there.4
Throughout the negotiations on the Capitulations, France played an
ambiguous parf. It was so0 in 1860 when Thouveneliﬁitiqlly promised
5

éupport in favouf of Green at Bucarest. Nothing transpired.' The
pattern repeated itself in 1862-3. In such a sifuafioﬁ Rﬁssell h
might have done well to havé nade a virtue of necessity, c;rtainly
after the déﬁarche of January '6l. He need not have advérti;ed

a concession for that would have induced the Porﬁe to askrfor geﬁeral

¥
changes in the system end for this Russell was not prepared. As

;‘Bulwer-Russell, ibid,
3'Bu1wer~Russell 11 June '62,F0.78/1652.
*Ivia. '
4'Moustier effectively halted another move in Nove '63 based on the
agreement of Jan. '6l. See Erskine-Russell,no.24 12 Nov. '63.
5'FO. - Green, 13 Nov. '60,F0.78/1517.



(€2

for Bulwer he had no sympathy with the part he was cast for. It
seemed illogical to him that he should bé expected to try to
accomplish somethingkin spite of the disagreement amongst the
Powers, especiallyﬂin view of his own chief's acknowledgment of the
fact that Britain could not act alope." Constantly thwérted and
frustrated in his desire to have the whole Capitulatory regime
swept away and replaced by different arrangements in conformity
with the situation in the Empire, Bulwer seemed not to have found if
easy t§ watch calmly and wait with the stoiébassurénce that almost
certainly the opportunity would not arriye. Sqméthing of his
successor'a+'cynica1 resignation would have assisted him in his
thankless task. | -

Nor was Buiwer better equipped, diplomatically or femperamentally,
to deal with the Dedicated Convents questioh. Nothing oould be
achieved unless England, France, and Russia were in a.greement.1 ,'In
the event, French policy was less ambiguous than in the negotiations
over the oapitulations. In fact, far from being ambiguous, it
~ was positively favourable..‘ From the commencement of the diplomatic
fencing in 1859 to the drawn out coﬁferenceé held in 1864 France
stood forward as the defender of the views and actions of the
government of the Principalities.2 _

While Bulwei's instructions would explicitly require»hiﬁ”to\

?rotest‘against the arbitrary actions of Couza and to work with the

l.

5 Austria and Turkey would have come into line.

This is not to say that French governments were not irritated by
Couza's handling of other issues,such as the arms crisis 1862-3,and
his inability to cope with the internal difficulties after the death
of Catardji June'62 till the assumption of dictatorial powers by him
in May 1864.The notion that Couza was a tool of the Russian govte.
gradually began to find acceptance. P.Henry-L'Abdication du Prince
Couza, p.25%

.w+~Lord”Lvon-hm,fwwumwmnwwWMwwwmwm“;w“wmwwm*wMMMWWmmmm”kuwmwwmwmmHmmwgw
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Powers for the solution laid down in the Paris Treaty, Bulwer was
in any case predisposed to teach Couza a.lesson. Owing to Eulwer's
frequent bouts of ipritation with Moustier during the critical phase
of negotiations in 1863, Bulwer actually came forﬁa?d as the leading
protagonist of the Greek Church. It was bad tactics and certainly
not required of him by his instructions.l As in the case of the
Capitulations Bulwer's reactions were a complex of sympathy with the
Ropman government attemptig to deal with evident injustices,
irritation at the methods used to achieve its goals, and frustration
because of an inebility to effeot very much anywaj.2

In Wallachia, somerquarter of the country'é'acreage was in thé
possession of the Greek Convents, in Moldavia‘about one-third.”
Much of this lanﬁed wealth had been dedicated“by fhe founders to
certain Holy Places situafed in various parts of the Empire, The
condition was that the profits from fhis land should be used primarily
for local philanthropic pu:poseé.‘ Any aurplus“after thig would then

be sent to support these Holy Plaoes;v Some of the conventual

le

Bulwer tried hard to help Couza in his internal struggle against
the boyards who wanted neither him nor agrarian reform,and the

2 liberals who preferrdd a foreign prince to agrarian reform.
*See Bulwer-Russell,26 July 1859 F0.78/1432:'There can be no doubt
~that the Greek clergy,whose titles to the property they hold are in
many cases,to say the least,dubious,has at the same time been en-
deavouring to shirk the obligations,which such property imposes'.
Even so Churchill was instructed to refer Couza to the 13th Protocol
of the Conference at Paris.See Riker,p.353:'The interested parties
shall be invited to come to an understanding among themselves by
means of a compromise; in case they do not succeed in coming to an’
understanding in a year's time,it will be settled by means of
arbitration.In case the arbiters do not succeed in coming to an
understanding,they will chose an over-arbiter.If in turn,they find it
impossible to agree on the choice of this over-arbiter, the
Sublime Porte will confer with the Protecting Powers for the
purpose of designating one'.

Apart from these difficulties over Capitulations and conventual rights,

|
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property was under native administration, and during the 1830s had
| actually been brought under State Controi. The bulk of this wealth
was at the disposal of the State.” For the rest it was seldom
directed into social and religious channels; much of it left the
country; and all of it was under foreign administration, Thus the
Convents owmed some eighth of the lands of the Principalities most
of‘the profits from‘which went to line the pockets of a small
privileged class 6f‘farmeré of revenue, or to suppopt alien instit-
utions. There was hardly any contribution to public needs.2

In 1858 Russia thwarted the attempi. of the Cémmissioners at
Bucarest to lay down thé.principle that the State should take 6verl
the administratigh; paying a fixed annual sum to the Holy Places.
Héhce fhey agreed that should the Monasteiies and‘tho Principalities
be uneble to come to a friendly agreement, the matter would be
referred to arbitration. By January 1862, owing to Couza's
unwillingness to have the busiﬁéss taken out of his hands, the
sifuafion reﬁained unaltered excopt'in one thing, namely the anxiety
- of suocessive Assemblies and Couza to decide the question'themselves -
a direct result of the union. | '

In January 1862 Bulwer consulted his colleagues. They agreed
with him on the wisdom of allowing Couza another six months in which
40 reach a friendly settlement with the Monasteries.> His

‘ sympaghies were with the government in Bucarest. .

1*Riker, p.354.
5.Ibid pe356.

‘Bulwer-Russell, 8 Jan. FO.78/1648. Originally three months was
- suggested, but see Bulwer - Russell, 16 April '63, F0.78/1734.
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'That the Principalities should, to a man, rise up against
" such & state of things is not astonishing‘, he wrote.l However, for
Bulwer, this was not to the point. 'As it was lald dowm at the
Treaty of Paris tha; a certain mode of deasling with this subject
should be adopted,»that mode ought’to‘be followed'.2 As in January

1863 the representatives had again ﬂllwwed_avdelay - to last $ill

the end of April - the arbitration would not come into operation
till thén. ‘And Bulwer had no illusions sbout its probable success.
. The issue, as he knew, was too fundamental, &8s he admitted:* |

'The Prlnclpalities object more to the interference of the
Convents in the internal affairs of the Principalities
than even to the loss which the Principalities undergo
in having so considerable & portion of the wealth of the
country applied in a manner foreign to its interests'.s 3

. He grﬁﬁbled,thatkthe Russian comﬁissionef‘had thwarted his
 scheme in 1858 to have the Convents paid an annual éum in lieu of
the property: and that the 9:eek Convents 'badly advised' found such
aAﬁropoéal inadmissible now. - So only afbittationvoffered a way |
’out.4 | “‘ | |
, Bj this t#me the belief{that Couza ldoked{forward to his own
dictatorship had becone current.5 ~ No doubt ﬁussell and Bulwér felt

he sought possession of the monastic revenuesvto finance his

grandiose scheme.6

1.
5 Bulweraﬁussell, Nnoe 145 29 March '63, FO 78/1649

*Ibid. , , : LR
SeTpia! G T e T e
Aerypia, R S

,5 In November '62 all the revenues of the dedicated convents were
sequestered. From August to December Russell pressed Bulwer to gt
his colleagues to support the Porte's demand for the exeocution of ;
the arrangements in Protocol 13. Russell - Bulwecr 16 Dec. '62, F0.78/142
They certainly thought so in February '64, Russell - Bulwer, 3 Febe

FO.78/1797.

6.



156

In April Bulwer brought the matter oefore his colleagues
again, the period for a friendlﬁ arrangement having terminated.
Though Austria, Russia and Prussia agreed to Bulwer's proposal for
the commencement of an arbitration, Moustier objected that Couza
would simply use the revenues to fulfil the engagements whioh the
Convents had for a long time ignoreds The residue would returo
to the Greek Convents and if they were dissatisfied they might
refer the question regarding compensation to arbitration.l Bulwer,
angered at Moustier's attempt to make the other representatives the
executorsvobereﬁch policy,'replied that the suggestion might do
- well but was not protocol.2 ' The matter must be referred to the
Cabinets;3 A few days later Bulwer proposed that if the
Principalities and the Convents did not appoint arbiters in three’
months - and assuming they did not come to an amicable arrangement -

4 Mouétier's natural rejoinder

then‘the Porte and the Powers should.
was that the matter was now before the Cabinets." Bulwer out of
pique with Houstior had made a blunder in allowing the matter to
"~ pass out of'the hands of the representetives, though in the‘long ran -

the result would have been the same. Moustier a&iocated leaving a.

settlement to the parties in dispute, though the Monasteries first

1.

5 Bulwer-Russell, 16 April, no. 190,F0.78/l734.

‘Bulwer was not always a sickler for Protocol., = When by October it
was plain enough that France supported Couza, Bulwer proposed a
- ocomplicated plan whereby the Principalities, first of all ‘having
" agreed that the properties were boma fide the property of the Holy
: Places, should buy them all up. Bulwer-Russell, 5 Octe. '63 FO.78/ .
1739,  Evidently Bulwer insisted on Protocol as the only means of
carrying out his country's piicy and protecting British interests. -
The policy of course suffered from an inherent failure,  Once the
major battle was lost the usefulness of preliminary skirmishing
 x had gone. , _
34'Bulwer-Russell, 16 April, loc. cit. o L
*Riker, p.364. ‘
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would bhave to renounce all right to the property they claimed.l
| What happened subsequently had littie consequences To all
intents and purposes the recent French action had put Couza behid
" a wall of immunity. Russell oontinued to storm against tho arbi-
trary acts of Couza even against the measure changing the liturgical
language from Greek to Roumanian.2 'The Representatives', he wrote,
'should inform 6ouza that such proceedings are illegai, tyrannical,v

NRE

and subwersiv He also suspected France of designs for giving

the Latin‘Church a predominance over the Greek at Jerusé.lam.4
It was strange that Bulwer had %o tell his chief:
'Nothihé'short of ooﬁpulsory measures on the part of theb
Powers and the Porte, or the menace of such measures -
~could avail... « 5 - -

Eventually, in December, Couza with the assent of the Assombly
'expropriated the Convents. By this time, even Austria had agreod
with France to limit the scope of arbitration to the simple question
of indemnity,6 while the Porte's attitude from June onwards had been |

remarkably luke-warm.7 Ultlmately the English government had to

- accept the principle of compensation as a proper object of the

leBulwer - Russell, 4 June, FO. T78/1736-

2¢Russell - Bulwer, 18 June, FO0.78/1730.
3‘Ibid, and see Russell - Bulwer, no. 366, Aug. 10 '63, ibid

4epyssell - Bulwer, 10 July '63, FO.78/1730.

9*Bulwer - Russell, 24 Aug. '63,70.78/1738.

| 6‘Riker, P+370, . : o

: 7'Riker, P+367, holds that there was collusion between Moustier and
- A'ali to get the problem settled according to Couza's wishes.

It seems very likely Jjudging from the odd comments in the .

- PRO, and FO. material, see Bulwer - Russell, 24 Sept. '63, FO. 78/
1738; Bulwer - Russell, 4 June '63, no. 264, FO, 78/1736 '
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attentions of a conference on the dedicated Convents.l
As in these issues so in the more crucial one of Couza's
policy for a dictatorship,z the Powers were hopelessly divided.3
So it mattered little that throughout the twelve months from
January 1863 there was moderation and sense about Bulwer's anxiety
to help Couza to establish another Constitution giving him more
pewers. Even when Couza was about to execute the plebiscite, in
May'1864, Bulwer looked to capitalising on this event by having the
Porte invite Couza to Constantinople. Only the objections. of
Prokesch and Novikew; the Russian ambassador,'had halted this
: manoeuvre which Bulwer ﬁad persuaded @en Moustier to support;4 When
Prokesch overcame his initial ill-will towards Bulwer over this
issue, even he had to agree: )
'You could not have fushed the Porte to a rupture (i.e. with
Couza) while your Government wanted to cultivate Francae.
We could not inspire in the Porte more heroism while it

had the presentment that it would not be supported in the
consegquences's .5

l'Bulwer-Prince Metternich, Austrian Ambassador in Paris, 19 Jan '64,
" T/77. Bulwer-Russell, 1 Sept. '64 FO0.78/1799: 'Couza has given way
and offers the million and a half required by the Porte for
compensating the Convents. I see no other way of avoiding;~
difficulties. oe! ‘
‘ Though insisting that the Porte and Clergy should be agreeable
(Russell-Bulwer, 3 Sept.'64 FO.T78/1799) Russell bad climbed down
- sufficiently to be able to ad¥ise his ambassadors 'it must always
be recollected that it is a matter in which Her Majesty's Government
have no immediate concern; ..e.provided a peaceable compromise can
"be made, and the Great Powers cun be brought to agree, the British
- Government will be fully satisfied'. (17 Sept.'64 FO.78/1799)
As early as February (Russell - Bulwer, 3 Feb. '64, no.2 FO. 78/1797)
" Russell bad warned Bulwer not to exclude the principle of
. secularisation 'which is not in itself repugnant either to the
principles of equity or to.the well-weighéd merits of the Convents
themselves'. This was a remarkable volte face on Russell's part.
Bulwer and Russell referred in this way to Couza's schemes for
increasing his powers. In fact the new Constitution of June 1864
did not create & dictatorship, though Couza was greatly strengthened

2 R.W. Seton-Watson - History of the Rumanians, P+309.
er-Novikow, 19
| eIy IR E R 'nZK‘ o

2.
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But Bulwer ackpowledged his mistake in all his dealings with
‘Rouman issues. He had accepted Couza at his face value. The |
policy adopted towards Couza on his double election and towards his
demand for union had been expedient and right; and though Bulwer's
- views had diverged somewhat from the,official poliecy, Bulwer had.
contributed much to‘it by his sympathy for Couza. Malmésbury‘and
Rﬁséell saw to it that Bulwer's desire to strengthen the Porte’did B
not_impéde the éoufée of negotiations. 1t héd been politic to
work with France, especially in the conditions. Eurther it was a
‘3rifis£ interest to take measures to prevent a fdreign prince being
ihtroduced inté the counf£y. Bulwér's poiicy in £he arms crisis
in the Winter,of 1860-1 was a logical outcome of thé generél policj; 
' It ﬁas:ékilful éerfoﬁmanée; However fronm 1862 it‘becamo inereasingly
vapparent'that Couza was not'tha man he was thought to be. ' Russéll
trod very carefully, instructing Bulwer, Green, and Churchill to find :
- a middle way between the contrary pretensions of Couza and the coalition\‘
»I against him,  -Bu1wer bad generally favoured giving the princq his
| head. ' | | | -

'I have up to this.tlme'; he wrdte to Green, 'been always

disposed to support him to the full extent that & sense

of justice would admit of's -1 ' | |

Disillusioned, angry, and apprehensive iestAan interventipn ofl
o some Pé;er might introduce fresh complications,;he at lasf fﬁrﬁed i

; against Couza. | ’ e '_’ ?; | 5 | '
'Considering s he stated, '.;.that thére is litfle probability
~of arriving at peace or regular Goveranment in those provinces,

or peace and satisfaction on their frantiers, as long as the =
present ruler pursues & line of conduct which I see no

© lepulver - Green, 28 March '64, Private, T/68,
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indication of his being willing to alter - I now incline
somewhat towards the opinion that his downfall may be

the necessary accompanigment of a new and better state of

things in whith the rights of Foreign Powers and the Porte

should be more strictly observed on the one side, and

a greater latitude as to framing their own institutions

be given to them on the other'. 1

He had felt that British policy had been wrong in not
‘emphasiéing sufficiently the Porte's rightse In fact it could not, .
intelligently, have been very different. " Bulwer's sympathies had
been wrong and one £ﬁspscts that it was his growing awareness of this
that made him reducekthe issues of the Capitulations and particularly
the Conven.ts2 to personal battles between himself and Moustier.

' The latter had backed a cause, independent of Couza. Bulwer never

' ,forgave Gouza for somethlng he was not entirely responslble for.

With some bitterness he announced his change of front t0 the Prince.

'If you continue to irritate us (si l'on continue ces
continuelles taguineries) always playing at empire and
independence, bear in mind my words: Europe will
tolerate much and more, as one suffers a fly a long
time which buzzes in your ears when you want to sleep,
but in time one takes the trouble to get up and

kill the fly's 3

l'Bulwer - Grean, ibid. . e
*In 1867 the offer of Compensation 4o the Convents lapsed. So the
United Principalities had had their own way entirely. See Seton-

3 Watson, p.308. .

'Bulwer - Prince Couza, 19 July '64, T/64
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PART 1II

Montenegro

The endemic strife on the ill-defined borders of Bosnia,
Herzegovina, and Montenegro was always likely to provideia bone of

contention between a Power hostile to the Empire, and the Porte.

Quite independent of Turkish rule, except in name, the Montenegrins |

were mever slow to accept a challenge. A Turkish incursion 15£¢-7
the neighbouring countries to suppress some espeoialiy serious
rising occasioned by Turkish inability to‘provide a minimum of
order‘and elementary justice, would be the signal for the highlanders
t0 leave their farms to aid tne peasants against their Mohsmmedanised
\l lords.and the Turkish troops. So it uas’in i858,'and Just as
‘Austria, with its own Serb population to think about, had decisively
intervened in 1853 to protect/Montenegro from the consequence of
‘vifs actions; so’in 1858 the Conoert,‘prompted oy Franoe and’Russia, .
,'stepped in to prevent the Turkish troops from pursuing its war
‘with the vassal state. A : | | _ |
| Malmesbury, apprehendig that France and Russia might co-operate -
in supporting Prince Danilo s claims of 1ndependence, was anxious |
kthat the question of sovereignty be shelved and the warfare stopped.;
‘Bulwer went to Constantinople ejoined to implement this polioy with |
‘?all haste, irrespective of Turkish susoeptibilities. : Speed wes

' partioularly imperative in view of Russian moves to bring up the

| general question ‘of the treatment of the Balkan Christians.l‘ In order |

l’Alison (Chargd d'affaires) - Malmesbury, 13 April('SB,FO.?B/l}AT.
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too, to prevent France from acting entirely with Russia, it was

necessary for Malmesbury to see to it that the Porte pursued a
conciliatory policy. The Porte agreed to hand the Representatives a
memorandum on what had not been done to fulfil the Hatti-Humayoun and

why not,l but positively refused to suspend hostilities against the
ﬂﬁonteneérins at Grahovo.2 It insisted that it was merely restoring ;
order in its own districts. In spite of Turkish appeals, Malmestury,A ?

pressed forward with his proposal for a Commission to settle the

_ Montenegrin boundary - for the time shelving the'question of sovereignt;f
By the seoond week in May, Walewski, French Foreign Minister, agreed
to urge the Montenegrins to evacuate Grahovo, on condition the Porte
consented to the Commission. Even a F:anco-Russian threat to
acknowiedge'the vassai's independence failed to’change the Porte'e

4 Homver, the Montenegrin victory at Grahovo produced the

P

mind,.

desired resulte.

Difficulties raised by Danilo, aensitive on the score of his
sovereignty delayed a settlement until November when at Bulwer'
: insistence6 the Porte, equally sensitive in this respect, became
more amenable.7

The boundary suggested was based on the status quo of 1856, a

line determined by.an arrangement between Austria and Turkey in,1853.'
1.

Alison - FO. 19 April, F0.78/1347.
_VB.Alison - FO. 8 May '58, ibid..

2 Allson - FO. 9 May, ibid.
_5'Alison - FO. 15 May, ibid.
,6°Alison - PO, 16 May, ibid. \

*Bulwer - Malmesbury, 2 Nov. ibid. ' ‘
7‘Malmesbury, at this point, also urged Bulwer to co-operate with
_ Austria in a protest against the exactions of the Beys in Bosnia,
- (Malmesbury-Bulwer, 8 Nov. '58, ibid) though the ambassador had been

"anxious to inculpate the Christians. Bulwer-Malmeebury,B Aug.'58,
FO 78/1350.
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Commissioners on the spot were to examine it, settle the details and
arrenge for compensation to be paid to eitﬁer the Turks or Montenegrins
who would be umbarrasséd by the definitiie settlement of the Boundarye.
Two yearsllater they reported on‘the results of their labours,which
were negligible.l

Asvthe Commission of Engineers wearily attempted to execute
its‘miésion; the Franco-Russian design to leave undisturbed all
Hontenegrins, in short to make & boundary for Prince Danilo's
convénience,2 provided fresh opportunities for:strifé between Turkey,
provbked by>Montenegrin incursions, end Montenegro.} It was found
convénient to let the bouﬁdary settlemeﬁt be put 6n one side. ’Ih'
- any caSé, as far as Britain‘was cdncerned,’the‘Sultan's suthority
over Montenegro ﬁés.nomihaliyvﬁnimpaired, and te that extent thé
ofiginal aim of the Consérvétive government had been‘achieved; Bulwer~j
did not like t0 leave things as they were, corresctly anticipating
_thaf what the Comnissioners had been unsble to do peaceably would
v'be effaoted by the sword.3 ' ~ “
| Shortly, seizing upon the opportunlty provided by the embarrass~-

ment of the Porte by the Syrian massacres, Gortchakoff,vin an 1860,

brought forward the question of the condifibn of the European

provinces. Again British policy was conditioned less by circumstances :

-

' in these areas than by a desire to act with France in countering
the Russian pressure at Constantinople. Franca, for its part, would
have to meet‘Britain half-ﬁéy owing to Italian developments and the

é'See Holland, p.233, n.6. Protocol of 17 April. '60. RVEIRR N

"“*Bulwer-Russell, 17 March '60, F0.78/1505, ‘ SRy e ;

3+Bulwer-Russell, 3 April '60, FO.78/1505. Russell had sgreed to ;
the termination of the Montenegrin Boundary Commission. Russell -~
Bulwer, 9 May, F0.78/1496, ‘
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' mseting of the three rulers of Austria, Prussia, and Russia, in
Warsaw in September.l
Russell kept before Bulwer the need to getﬂthe Porte to do
something to show it was concerned that its Empire should not be a
prey to the misrule of which Gortchakoff had accqseé;it. On . the
other hand, Bussell's'instrucfions to Sulwer emphasised the
impostance of prevehting any European participation in the cosmission
of ehquiry to fhe provihces, which Bulwer wasfworkiné for to-
exoneratethe Turks.
'The British Government', wrote Russell, loy no means
wish to bave Representatives of Foreign Powers forming
- part of a Commission.
The Foreign Reprosentatives may meet separately after
the Turkish Commission has reported' ,2 ’
Very quickly Bulwer and Lavalette, French Minister, came
together to prass for a purely Ottoman Commission to examine local'
complaints and for the Grand Vizir to visit the provinces to deal

~out justice.} v

By June, this policy had been implemented and the

" immediate danger had passed.4 Further, in response to the news

;pfrOm Warsaw, Russell advised Bulwer to persuado the Porte to send

the Grand Vizir, returned from Roumelie, back, thls time to Bcsnia:

and Herzegovins.5 Bulwer took Kibrisli Pssﬁa's view,j“ He held:
Teoolt ﬁas useless for him to go at this time. He'

objected also to Omer Pasha who, he said, was disliked :
by the Mussulmans.' -6 , :

l'Soe Charles-Roux,p.28l. At this last meeting- Gortchakoff would come o
 forward with the proposal that a Conference at Constantinople
should deal with the grievances of Bosnia which the Grand Vizior,
2 in his recent tour, had not visited. e

‘Bulwer-Russell, 25 May '60, F0.78/1496.
5eBulwer-Russell, 29 May, FO.78/1497,

"f4'This minor orisis provided Bulwer with an opportunity to press
forward his ideas on reform. See above, Chapter III,/e3.

5+ Bulwer-Russell, 1 Novs '60, FO.78/1513, .

( ‘Bulwer-Russell, ivid.
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Not satisfied with this reply, Russell telegraphed:
tIf the Grand Vizier cannot be spared‘tb go to Bosnia,
an efficient Turkish Commissioner or Governor should
be sent.
The enguiry into reports of the consuls by the
Representatives of the Great Powers should commence as
soon as possible with speclal reference t0 the
Hatti-Humayoun' -1
~ Indicating that be felt it was time to call a halt to this policy
of warding off Russian pressure, Bulwer, after acknowledging his\
1nstruction, stated:”
'I do not see what further he could do elsewher», that
would give content to those who now censure his
(the Grand Vizier's) proceedings'. 2
Later, in Aprll 1861, Osman Pasha went as Governor to Bosnia, o
followzng an official notiflcatlan3 to the quresentatlves, that tha
+ Albanian coast was under blockade, whlle in the Autumn, the
Montenegrzn coast was similarly subjected to a Turkish blockade,
in spite of Franco-Russian pressure.4 With troops now available
'from Syria the Porte clearly was determined on putting an end to the ,
constant border feud. The difference between 1858, when the Concert
effectively intervened, and 1861 lay in this determination. In
addition it had the moral advantage of having«tried to satisfy

European demands by sending the Grand Vizier and an thoman;Commission

into the pro#inces. : Perh&pé, too, Ruésell'a’refugal to favour any

sort of interference with an essentially Turkish concefn stiffened the :

1. Russell - Bulwer, 2 Nov, '60 F0.78/1513. For the predictable sequol
o to the 'second suggestion, see asbove Chapter III, pe o
3'Bu1wer-Russell, 6 Nove, no.723, FO.78/1513.

‘Bulwer-Russell, 21 April '61, F0.78/1570. Official notification
. was 28 March in Bulwer-Russell, 1 April '6l, F0.78/1568. =

4+Russell-Bulwer, 11 Oct. ‘61, ro.97/419 and Bulwer-Russell, 16 Octe
'61 Pno 30/22 89
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Porte's will to resist Franco-Russian piessure.l Of some
‘significance, when conslderlng the paciflcation of the Balkans,
was Russell's conclliatory policy towards the Bulgarian Orthodox
vﬁishops and prigéts. Whatever the mbtive32 behind this policy,
such it had\bee; from early in 1860,3‘and by March 1861 the
Patriarch had had toryield 10 nascent Bulgarian nationa.lism.4 This -
possibly helped to quloten the agitation which had made the Balkans
a potent source of embarrassment for the Porte.

Russell's astute policy of making the Porte take half a step
for every stride Russia urged, had been dembnstrably successful.
vAé qutchakbff,made no other move, there wés novfﬁrther British
 fdiplomatic’activity on issues to do with‘Mbﬁténegrq, Bosnia, and
k ,ﬁérzégovina. However, lhié did not rreient Bulwer putting forward
his ideas. While the Porte despatched ships to Antivari becaus e
§f,the‘discontentkin Herzegovina and a threatened landing by |
'Garibaldl; and also seht three ﬁattalions to‘Scutari,5 Bulwer, &
mere wlfness to'the‘diploﬁatic duel Setwéén Lobaﬁbff ahd'Prokeséh,6

" explaineds:
l.

Russell-Bulwer, 1l Oct. '61, F0.97/419. Russell's firmness here,
contrasts with Malmesbury's anxiety to have thlngs settled as soon
0,88 possible, no matter what the Porte felt., :

‘Almost certainly the consideration uppermost in Russell's. mlnd

was the meed to appease the Evangelical Society (Bulwer-Russell,
.27 March '61, F0.78/1568). Such a poll cy was naturally favouraﬁlo

to Russian interests. Palmerston - Russell, 20 July '60,PR0O/30/22.21:
7 'With Jthe Russians in Bulgarla and the French masters of Syria, the e

Eastern Question, as it is called, would be pretty nearly settled,
v though not much to our liking'.

Z'Ruasell - Bulwer, 8 March '60, F0.78/1496.
.~ ¢'Bulwer - Russell, 27 March, FO g8/1568. 7 ' ey
. 2 Bulwer - Russell, 22 Jan. 1862, and 1 Feb.,no.dl FO 78/1721 T

. "*December '6l, The Austrien incursion into the Sutorina to destroy .
. some Montenegrin forts tended to obscure other issues and to under-
line the important one, viz: that Montenegro was the preserve of
either Austria or Russia.
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'I see nothing for the Powers to do at this time in the
question of Montenegro's. 1

Even were Montenegrin independence recognised by some of the Powers,
Bulwer could see no change taking place in the real situation.
Montenegrins would étill inyade neighbouring territories, and Turkey
v would still be‘prohibited from entering Montenegro by the"state of
‘European opinion on this subject, and Russia would still be the
protector of that cqpntry.zr Yet, Bulﬁer went ons

'Were the Turks to grant the Montenegrins a considerable
~extent of cultivable territory, which territory being
s0 exposed to the attacks of a Turkish force that any
insult or assault could be punished by a Turkish army =
were the FPrince to do homage for that territory, and
were also some suitable provisions made for the
communication of Montenegro with the sea coast, it is
possible that the Montenegrins, becoming more wealthy

and civilisedeso.another order of things nmight spring
up - and to this project, & project not for making
Montenegro independent of Turkey, but for rendering
Montenegro, for its own advantage, more dependent .
on Turkey - not for exciting other Principalities to
look after independence &as a conseguence of rapine
and indolence, but to look after solid benefits, as
the consequence of nominal submission, I should mnyself
be well dlsposed. 3 ‘ :

A better exampla of Bulwer's ability to mask realpolitik behind a
facade of genetosity and4quasi-liberal thinking; it would be

4

difficult to find. Nothing came of the suggestion of a port for

;'Bulwer - Russell, 19 Feb. 1862, no. T, ¥0. T8/1721.
‘Bulwer - Russell, ibid.
3'Bulwer - Ruasell, ibid. - ‘ S
"4*PRO. 30/22 89. Bulwer - Russell, 7 August '61.: Bulwer
luggested that Spitza might be used by Montenegro, 'but I
‘despair under great extremities of getting the Porte to agres.
" Haughtiness and the groping at a great shadow in preference to
a smaller substance are. still its main defects'
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Mbntenegro, as Bulwer might have expected.l In any case Bulwer
had been instruhted not to iterfere with Turkey on Montenegrin
affairs.z Moreover,_he favoured the Porte's attémpt to bring the
vassal state to submission, though he continuedkto hope it would
see an advantsge in being generous.3
Complementing this policy of non-interference, especially when
from'August to October the Turkish forces were pressing forward;
eventualiy %o crush the Mountaineers near Scutari, Russell kept the

ring for the Porte.4 While approving the Porte's ’course,5

yet

3 instruéting Bulwer not even to advise fhe Porte on the terms of

peace, he pfotested at St;pPethsburg aguinst the intérferénce of

Rnssia.6 | |
The Turks imposed their terms on the defeated mountaineers in

Augusta By this treaty Turkey was to build through the country a

road protected by military blockhouses. The idea at'once 1nvited

o sceptical eommeh¢. When the plan, in the February of the following ;

year was given up under French, Russian and Austrian pressure, Bulwer

182 aflottionryt s :
sBulwer, 15 Dec. '58, no.434, F0.78/1352. Malmesbury wrote: ‘as
regards the suggestion that a port on the Adriatic should be -
assigned to Montenegro, Her Majesty's Govt. earnewtly trusts that
the Porte will not make any such concessione...it might be possible -

~to place any port nominally possessed by Montenegro, but of which
the Ruler of that Country might allow a foreign Power to have

"unquestioned occupation, in such a state of defence as to be .

‘rendered nearly, if not entirely, unassailable; and it would thus

become a source of danger and anxiety to some at least of the

Powers of Europe whose territorial possessions or commercial =

> comnmunications might at any moment be interfered with'.
*Russell - Bulwer, 11 Oct. '61,F0.97/419.

3¢Bulwer - Russell, 30 July '62, PRO.30/22 9.

v4'Holland, Pe328, nel. 31 Aug. '62 Turkey enforced terms whlch T
included the right to build a military road through Montenegro. ,
5+Russell - Bulwer, 8 Sept. '62,F0.78/1726: Russell - Erskine, noe 1

6 22 Oot. '62,F0.78/1727. o ) : :
'Russell - Bulwer, 14 Sept. '62, F0.78/1726. 3 i
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commenteds

'The Porte can...make two decent fortresses, one on each
end of the road which will probably be more useful and
less likely to ecause quarrels than small intermediate
stations running through the Montenegrin territory.

For my own part I always felt this the safest plan in

a military and political point of view'. .1.

-Even this was an optimistic view for the Porte had no money for
roads of greatersconsequence than the one proposed for distant
Montenegro, and without roads, as the foreign of fice was aware,'the
-situation between Montenegro, Bosnia and Henzegovina on the ons sids,
and Turkey on the other would ronain,unaltei'ed.2 VFor the moment

3

calm slowlyrretnrned to the area, and pressuré from Austria, trying

1to re-establish 'tha good relations w1th Montenegro which wsre
. formerly of immense 1mportance o them' 4 from France and Russia,

5

kensursd that nothing came of the offensive treaty. | Erskine,

British chargé d'affaires, merely advised the Grand Vizir, Atali
"_Pasha, to implement the reforms promisod for Herzegovina in 1861,5‘
end expressed to Russell the hope that the projected road through‘

1Montenegro would be forgotten, for it would only serve, he thought
to increase the possibilities of collision between the two sides.6

A 1ittle later Erskine reported that he understood the only blockhouse”'

built as & result of the treaty was not even in Montenegrin

- territory, 'emd 1 should'not<be surprised hereafter to findvtha% there

lepulwer-Russell, 19 Feb. '63,T/70 .

2¢Holmes (Bosnia Serai) - Russell, 23 Sept. '62 no.6l 0. 78/1727.
3'Churchill (Seutari) - Russell, 23 Sept. '62, no. 26, ibid.

© AeBloomfield (Ambassador to Austria) - Russell, 4 Dec. 62,100,416, 1b1d.

'_~2'Erskine-Russell, 1 Jen.'no. 1,F0.78/1732. o
i *Erskine-Russell, 7 Oct. '62 op.cit. A remarkable suggestion to0 put

4o the Foreign Office, that the best means of keeping, or rather =
‘obtaining, good relations between suzerain and vassal was. to put as
great a distance as possible between -them.
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is no intention of persisting in a project which has met with such
general opposition'.l Such was the case. |

Elsewhere, Montenegrin autonomy had been more effectively secured
by the part of the Servian agreemsnt which stipulated for the
demolition of the fordress of Udshitze, commending the Serb-Montenegrin
border. Turkish ability to strike swiftly in that part of its
Empire nas thus seriously reduced,

The defensive policy of the British Government had achieved its
object in containing the struggle in the western Balkans, and providing
‘the Sultan 8 government With an opportunity to pacify the area,
7‘however temporarily, in spite of French and Russian policies.

Austria s prominent intervention, in December 1862, on behalf of

. Montenegrc nullified the immediate gains of the Turks. Yet, it is ’
doubtful whether the Porte had desired anything more than to reassert
‘kher authority in some striking and dramatic fashion. So its inability
to capitalise on the treaty of August was not unexpeoted.l For the
’time being, partly as & consequence of Rusaell's moral support and
,success in destroying the acknowledged, though not real bases, of
Ruasian policy, by making the Porte act as if it intended to remedy
grievances in Bosnia-Herzsgovina, this region ceased to trouble the

Porte unduly, or the Powers for the remainder'of Bulwer's'embassy.

-

: Radical solutions not ‘being possible at the time, this was perhaps o

a measure of " the success, however undramatic, of British policy.
Russoll in the process had consolidated hls victory over Gortchakoft |
_ of May 1860, when the latter had brought forward a second time the

| condition of;the Slavs of the Ottoman Empire;2 , | s

; Erskine = Bussell, 1 Jan '63, no. 1,F0.78/1732 .
*See Charles-Roux, p.292
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PART III

SERVIA

To the settlement of the Servian issues raised in 1862, Bulwer
contributed much more. = But recently recovered from a serious
illness in July '62, by a remarkable display ofvenergy and endurance
he was able to win the chief laurels in this diplomatic contest.
According to the Internuncio, Prokesch:

'The great and principal merit in the condnct of the

negotiation belongs to Sir Henry Bulwer, whose just
survey, faculty of work, wealth of conciliatory ideas,

" politeness of manner, and calm dignity in disuvussions
Joined with the weight of his public character, refuted
from the beginning the position of the ambassador of
France end the Minister of Russiae..' 1 '

The second phase of the Serv1sn question had begun with the_

‘ victory‘of Russia in 1829. " Hence, with the aid of Russian good
offices, Prince Milosh Obrenovitch of Servia determined to regulate -
internal affairs as he chose; in effect, to turn the country into

& national and sovereign state. But in a land of peassnt
Vprcprietors, equal in status, and in their hostility to government,
little could be effected to strengthen the central power, without
resorting to despotio methods. Allowing nothing to deter him from
attaining his objeet, Milosh, having extorted ths priv1lege of
vesting the succession, by hereditary right, in his own’ family, went

- on to undermine the traditionsl constitutionsl machinery, whioh had ‘

also been legalized by various Hatts. The latest Hatti-Shsrif,of

+ '1830 explicitly stateds

Quoted in Riker, p.380. ; ; ; \
See above, Chapter II, p.45. The first phase had ended in 1815 when
- Milosh had forced the Turks to acknowledge the autonomous position
of his country.

2.
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'‘Prince Milosh (shall) continue in the name of the
Sublime Porte to administer the internal affairs
of the country, and to settle them in concert with
the council and assembly of the chiefs and elders
of the nation'. 1

It also demanded thats

'as long &s the chiefs and elders, members of the council
of which mention has been made before,do not render
themselves guilty of any grave offence towards the
Sublime Porte and towards the laws and constitution

of the country they shall not be dismissed, nor shall
they be deprived of their offices without cause, or
without having commltted some fault' 2

In fact, Milosh centralised all executlve power in his own

- person, suppressed the Skouptchzna and Senate, and reduoed the role |

of the National Court of Chancery ta that of a simple judicial body.

4 Servian Code based on the Code Napoleon did not assuage the
| arbitrariness of Mllosh's rule so that by 1835, though supported by
France and .'Britain,3 it was not approved of by Russia which sided

with the malbontents. SeiZing this golden opportunity, the Porta,

with Russian consent, 1ssued in December 1838 a Firman re-establishing ‘

8 constitutionalvregime. No Senator oould be dlsmissed unless
his,crime had boen’proved to the Porte: judges held office for life;
and monopolies were abolished. The Senate alone couldksanction
taxation. Mostdimportant of all, with the psrmission of the

proteétinquoweri the elective principle had, ds facto, been
substituted for the hereditary one.4 : |

Milosh had to leave the counfry; “the contest wasgpostponsd.r,

The great change in the situation when he returned to power in

1.

*Ivid.

5‘They attempted to make ground in the provinoces that they had 1ost
4e at Constantinople by the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi.

“*Temperley - Higtory of Servia, seems to think that the Porte was

acting ultra vlres. : It was not. ;

In Longworth (Consul at Belgrade) - Bulwer, 22 April '60, no.6, FO. 7&515
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1859 lay in the substiitution of the collective guarantee for the
single Russian gtarantee of Servian immunities. The Porte was
solely responsible to the Powers for the interpretation or execution
of any Hatt, Ustav, or"Treaty. Anotber alteration, giving cause
for immediate quarrel with the Porte, was in the latter's non-
, obServance of its owvn Hatts in so far as they pertained to the
evacuation of Mussulman sdbjects from Servia.

By the Hatts of 1829 and 1830 no Turk could reside in the
'principality except within the Turkish fortresses. No exception
was maede in favour of Belgrade, though by a Firman of 1833 the
‘Porte claimed, as of right, that Mussulmens could continue to
reside in the city of Belgrade, the argument heing that from a
strategic view the whole‘city was witbin the fortress.l In 1858
the Turkish settlement in the city of Belgrade did mot figure in
| Servian complaints, though indeed it might have done.“ For through
Servian neglect, the old gates dividing the old city from the
;suburbs had been left standing, and the Turks had sentries there,
taking the gates to be an extension of the garrison.2 To aggravate
the situation, the Governor of the Belgrade citadel for his pat,
had always, whether by policy or from mere carelessness»- possibly
both - permitted Christians to reside within thia space between the
3

Gates and the actual fortress. ~ In 1859, not only wers Mussulmans

‘ settled all over the country, the Porte olaimed jurisdiction over

’Dalyell (attach$) - Bulwer, July 24 '58,T7/12. The problem was '
complicated by the Firman of 1838 which provided for the destruction
of the Gates of the o0ld city - later referred to as the Faubourg.
In 1862 Turkey's legal right to live in the space between tho
fortress and the gates would be guestioned. - ‘ ‘
Fonblanque (Consul at Belgrade)-Bulwer, 16 March 59,no.9 & 14 Maroh
3 -F0.78/1439

: ’Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept. '62 F0.78/1657

2.
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them, also over the non-Servian Christians residing there.l Clearly
tho provisions of the Firman of 1833 should cot have been extendedv
in this way. They had provided for a different state of things
'viz: the period folloting the conclusion of the struggle between
the Porte and the Principality, at which period the Turkish proprie-
tors were probably for the most part residing in the suburbs and
neighbourhood of the garrisoned fortreases'.2 In April 1860,Milosh
sent a Deputation to Constantinople to voice his grievances which a
system of mixed Jjurisdiection, conflicting militias, and police ca.used3
The‘Deputationbdemanded the recognition of the hereditary succession
in the Cbrenovitch lina; ond’the withdrawal of the Mussulman‘

; population from Sorv;a acoording to the Firmans.» |

| ~ From the first, Bulwer looked to conciliating national 0pinion
in Secv1a by timely concessions, and he had advised the Porte in
this sense befcre the Deputation;arrived. His language on the

subject had been moderate, even delicate.
l-

Servia was unfortunate in this respect. Moldo-Wallachia was not
similarly bound to allow Mussulmans to live within its frontierse.
There was a lighter side to this. Fonblanque in Belgrade remarked j
that he knew 'a Bosnian Spahi who calls himself Abdoul-Abdoulievitch!
> Fonblanque - Bulwer, 1 Feb. '59,no. 4,F0.78/1439, ‘
‘Dalyell - Bulwer, 24 July '58, T/12. ' : ‘
3'Longworth - Bulwey, 22 April '60, no.6 FO. 78/1515. Tho Servian
authorities made the Turks shut up shop on Sundays, though
the Turkish authorities did not - and could not - make the
Serbs close on Fridays. The Turks refused to improve the 3
appearance of the Belgrade market place'because it would have - %
involved the removal of some tohbstones. ~Dalyell-Bulwer, 24 July -
- '58, T/12.  As for the Mussulman population scattered up and
“down the country, though the Turks refused to allow them to be
placed under Servian laws, they were unsble themselves to - ~
- exercise jurisdiction over them.  Equally aggravating was the
“existence of two sets of policp, Serb and Turkish, both fully = g
armed and both patrolling the old city, and mutually hostile.” o
Fonblanque - Malmesbury, 14 March '59, FO. 78/1439 o

'3‘
H
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' '"The adoption of Michael (Milosh's son) by anticipation',
he wrote, 'would be rather a bitter pill, and is difficult
on any fixed principle. Upon the whole, what I should
recommend to the Porte is to draw up by anticipation
instructions to the Pasha at Belgrade to use instantly

‘on old Milosh's demise;  and which would be to the effect
that if his nomination would be popular, to assure him
that even at the request of the Senate, or any national
authority, or even on any plausible pretext, it should a%
once be sanctioned'. 1

Somewhat to Bulwer's dismay the suggestion’oniy became acceptable ‘
-~ to Milosfh at Russia's instancez. The Porte did write to Osman

Pasha at Belgrade, instrucfiné him to communicate to Prihce Michael
" the Porte'é agsurance that he would be recognised on Miidsh's death.;
1 Bulwer took the opportunlty to warn Milosh 'to take care what he

was about, 81nce by attacklng the state of things guaranteed by
Treaty, he would be assailing not only the Porte but the Great
'Powers' 4

The Serb deputation made two oategorical demands, that the

-constitution be abollshed and the prlnciple of hereditary succession

be reaffirmed, and that the Turks outsldopthe fortresses should leave
. 5 : ' ' N

the country. Naturally‘suspiciduswof Milosh's designs,.Buiwer

thought the objectibns to the 9onstitution‘should be/specified sdk
that the Porte could discuss changes with thé‘Represenfafifes of the
Powers. . Otherwise he favoured the recent deﬁands, though he went
on to explains | : |

"It will...be difficult to preserve the fortresses not on
the Danbibe when the Turkish population around them is
withdrawn, and perhaps the wisest thing eventually will be

‘40 destroy them's 6

%. Bulwer-Russell, 25 Jan ‘60, PRO.30/22.88 . o R
* Bulwer-Russell, 17 Feb. '60, ibid. SR L
'Z. Bulwer-Russell, 14 March '60, idid . :
* Bulwer-Russell,l4 Mar'60‘ibid «Prokesch & Lallemand joined him in this.
2~ Bulwer-Russell,ll April '60, ibid. |
¢ Bulwer-Russell, ibid. When the Servian crisis blew up the next year,

“this was one of Bulwer ] flrst assumptlons.




He had always in mind the suspicion that Ruésia might easily
capitalise on Servian discontent.l Furthef, considerable unrest
in the provinces, especially Bulgaria, also in the cépital itself,
thg troops‘being ill-paid, and the agitation in the Moldo-wallachian
Principalities made it imjerative that the leading sectioﬁ of the
south Slavs, theSerbs, should be kept qulet.2 | However, Ruséell's
astute manoeuvrlng between Russia and France, ably backed by

Bulwer 8 drive in keepzng before the Turks the need to implement

3

reforms,” contained the situation.

Prince Milosh died in September. His laét act had been to
declare to the Skouptchina, convoked in August for the purpose,4
'that the Suzerain's declsion over the recent Servian demands could'
» not be respected. Despite thgse strong words, when Michael
‘sudceeded his father the task of establishing the govergment on a
sqund bééis of law and order, ahd of giving it security from
external agﬁressién remained. ‘Government had to;be regularised,
likewiée fhé fighfihg force. The neceséary concomitﬁnt t; his |
civil reforms and the introduotion“of conscriptiph, in;fact, ovén,\b'

the prerequisite for the success of both, was‘the need to have the

Mussulman problem settled. Competing jurisdictions and authorities -

a.

2 Buliwer - -Russell, 17 and 22 Feb. and 16 June '60, ibid.

Russia had put its army in Bessarabia and the Caucasus on a war

footing and now agitated the question of the condition of the Slav
‘provinces, (Bulwer-Russell, 8 Eeb, '60, ibid.).  Russian propjects,
“Bulwer explained, 'are to substitute for former plans of external
aggression, plans of internal dissolution, which only at a
propitious time would be supported by a military force. A force

- sufficient for the purpose of backing a general insurrection, or

. a state of internal convulsion will probab%y be kept in readiness..’

» (Bulwer - Russell, 16 June '60, ibid). s u

i‘Soe above, pJf3and Chapter III, pdos..

’See Temperley, p.240 .
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rimpaired Michael's sovereignty. These would be the factors
underlying the demand, whose immediate signifiéance might have
appeared to be menky pergonal, fér the‘admission of the hereditary‘v
principle. ' ’

’Again, however, the Porte, in its Berat; skated around the
: question sihply stating Michael to have the essential qualitiés
| for admihiétering Servia..l Russell quiékly askéd Bulwer for his
0pinion$ on the'situétioh,vand on Michaelfs proposal that the Turks
liviné in Servia 'shduld cbntinue to reside, but under Servi#n law.
and poliéé, than #haf they should be expelled'.2 The ambassador
:ejoinédt | | ‘ ’ ) | | , “

'This was the view always taken both by myself and Monsieuf

Thouvenel on this question, and I have more than once
mentioned it © the Servian Representative here'. 3

This of course received ofvficialfa’pproval.4

. When Gargshanin headed another mission to Constantiﬁbpla to
negotiate withdrawal of theyTgrks outside'thé fdrtresggs;'And to
demarcate the spheres of jnrisdiotibn,’the‘Porté waéygrappling with
fhe»g:afest financiel crisis of thesé yéars,5 was preoccupiéd wifh”_-l
disturbances in Albania end Bosnie-Herzegovina of which,tit folt, |
Garibaldi would take adventage, snd, with Britein prodding ffdm"f
behind, Was'gtriving to get the French out of'Syriaf ,In“jhe"midst‘g
of theéo’troﬁbles:it could hardiy have tackled'another pf@blé@ soA

7lfull of administrative complexities,.especially whén'théfe s;émed'to

1'Enclosed in Bulwer-Russell, 31 Oct. '60 no.qo9,and dated 20 Oot.
B o ‘F0.78/1512. :
 %*Russell - Bulwer,2 March '61,no.130 FO. 78/1560

2'Bulwer-Russell, 25 March '61,F0.78/1568.

‘Russell-Bulwer, 9 April '6l, op.cit. ‘
5'Negotiationa were on foot for the notorious Mires loan which would
~ have obtained £8 million for the Porte at a cost of £16 milliom.
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i

no nrgent reason why it should. [KNevertheless, Bulwer‘seemed to be
convinced the Porte should do something to meot Garashinin's requeste
He wrotet

'The proposal is not only plauciblé but just, nor do I see
any reason why the affair should not be settled amicably'. 1

VOnhthe other hend, Turkish indecision made him suspect that the
'k‘problem rould have to be brought before the P0wers.2v Alread& a
note of anxiety had sharpened Bulwer's ooccsional refleotions on
a worsening state of affairs; After Milosh in the previous August
bhad flung down the challenge, Bulwer whose communications hitherto’
- had tended to be a'liftloyfrivolous - to the effect tnat Milosh
was dying es usual, and that aknation of swineherds, unless as &
part of a general and forelgn sponsored insurrection, could not |
be dangerous, commented: |

'I shall advise the Grand Vizir...to)open the door for further

negotiations, but the result of what finally takes place

will probably depend on circumstances which will have

little to do directly with the correspondence between

the Porte and Prince Milosh's 3 |
Not much insight was required to see that even an Obrenovitch could
not completely control the nationalist movementwwhich wasxconstantly :
stimulated by the petty local grievances.4 The event brbved’tn; 3
'ambaesador right.' In June 1862, after months of bickering;\fhe'

tension mounting up‘in the old city, or Faubourg; could no longer ’~'.‘

be contained by the authorities,;and,there resulted an o?enfclesh‘

é'Bulwer-Russell, 5 May '61, no.346, F0.78/1570.
‘Bulwer-Russell, ibid.
| Z'Bulwer-Russell, 28 Aug. '60, no.552, F0.78/1510. « 2
‘Unpopular rulers like 'the Miloshes' would even go so far as to -
 “turn attention towards external grievances, so-called, through
“'fear of otherwise losing their hold over Servia what (sic) opinion
"ie now beginning to run against them...as a means of sustaining .
th;lr own power', reflected Bulwer.Bulwer-Russell,22 Feb.'60,PRO.
30/22. 88 - \ :
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(15 - 17 June) between the residents, ending with the bombardment
of the town ﬁy the fortress artillery; It was a panic action, yet ene‘
’for which the Serbs had clearly hoped. Michaal'slleVYing of 50,000.
'men in 1861, conirary to treaty stiéuletions, hadvnotfbeen an idle
~gesture. During the‘incident the Serbs had»quickly eapured the
wallskof the’Faubourg whicﬁ they occupied, and barricades wentQup.‘
The Tsrkish fortress was 1@ a state of siege and for the nsxt four
fweeks, that is until'theddonferences to settle the issue began their
-siitings, another outbreak beiween the Serbs end the Turkish forces
could not be discounted. | |

¥hile the Consuls helped the Commandant of the fortress and
»vthe Servian Prime Minister, Garashanln, to come to a temporary truce;,
and the Porte dispatched a new Governor and a Commissioner, Ahmed
Vefyk to enquiry into the af:air’l thg business had begun of bringing B
4t within the bounds of megotiation. o

austrla took the initlative in ssking for a Conferenee of the
Powers at‘Censtsntlnople. Russell, who took a serious visw of the

incident and of its significsnce,2 assented to the Austrian

1.
2.

Bulwer - Russell, 16 and 23 June, F0.78/1644. ' :
Russell - Bulwer, 3 July '62, FO.78/1645. Russell wrote this »
despatch laters ‘'The engagement by which it is stipulated that the
Principality shall continue to hold of the Sublime Porte has been
openly attacked and naturally denied. The dederation of the Prince
(Milosh) and of the Skouptchina by which it was declared that the
. Prince alone was entitled to carry on relations with foreign powsrs;
. and by which the Constitution of the Principality wes set aside
.without the sanction of the Sultan; the provisions by which an :
~ .hereditary authority was conferred on the Prince (Milosh) in contempt |
- of the Firmans and Hatti-Sheriffs of the Sublime Porte and lastly
.the decree by which 50,000 men were to be levied and armed in
-~ support of this usurped authority grievously affected the territorial
- integrity of the Ottoman Empire, and therefore, were according to
the Treaty of Paris to be considered as matters of general interest'.
See Temperley on this incident.Hiw view that the Turks had abused.

the various Firmans,thus creating the difficulties at Belgrade,is not
i&ifi d by _the evidence.Nor had the Treaty of Paris,as Temperley
tered ‘the sltuation vis-a-vis the Turkish foriressess Ibiq*aﬁ
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proposal,l and instructed Bulwer to communicate with his Austrian
colleague should the question of intervention arise. Russell
had dropped his previous idea that a mission composed of the
Representatives at Vienna should go’to Belgrade 'with power to
order Austrian regimenfs to occupy Belgrade for a short time to
‘establish a truce between the contending parties’. 2 Maturer’
reflection had nade Russell aceptical of the use of any intervention.
He. 'would be best satisfied if the question were not raised at
8l1'.’ The Porte itself had objected to this, while clearly
Russia and France could hardly have favoured it.4
~ Bulwer, as mentioned above, had strong opinions on the kind of
reiationship which should oxiat between Sultan and vassal. He had
arguedx
'The only sensible view to take of these Provinces is that
of considering them as a neutral frontier, the population
of which has not to be ruled by the Porte, but to be
. conciliated by it. -~ Their nominal vassalage to the
~ Ottoman Empire is the best and safest guarantee of their
‘real independence against neighbours more ambitious,
and more powerful. And this it is probable they will
themselves understand and appreciate, if the connection
which such vassalage imposes does not too violently

‘shock their feelings, and too materially injure their
interests's 5.

1.
2
3e
4,

Russell - Bulwer, 22 June '62, FO. 78/1644

Russell - Bulwer, 19 June, ibid.

Russell - Bulwer, 26 June, '62, ibid. ‘ ' L

Temperley,’p.244. France and Russia had oonsistently supported

Michael's innovations in respect of the army and the constitution.

" Now, in July, they came to an agreement to reduce the menace of
‘the Turkish occupation of Servia, and to settle the question of
jurisdiction in Servia's favour. Riker states that Russell came

 to suspect such an arrangement in September. In fact, he lknew of

5 it early in August. Russell - Bulwer, 11 Aug.,F0.78/1645. ~

*pcting Consul Lytton (Belgrade) - Bulwer, 19 March '60,F0.78/1505, .

quoted Bulwer's instructions and went on to suggest that his two

months stay in the country had persuaded him that nothing else

- ocould be looked for.  Bulwer and the Foreign Office greatly
rospeoted Lytton 8 judgment.



He had written in this sense to Longworth at Belgrade, instructing
him es to his bearing towards Michael, and the advice he should
’give him on the subject q? the hereditary title. The despatch
showed Bulwer at hié paternal besta‘

'It appears...that he is rather...childishly anxious

about the hereditary titlee... The policy of the Porte
and of the Prince is to endeavour to live on good
terms together. Get His Highness to conform as much -
as possible to formse I would on the other hand get
the Porte to meet his wishes, as far as possible, as :
to things. You will have seen the reception given to

Prince Couza, a new policy on the part of the Porte’

. with respect to the outlying Principalities. Let the
Prince come into this. 1 have persomally a great
respect and regard for him, and consider him a perfect
gentleman's 1 :

His views had‘suffefed no change ﬁy the recent gvents. On,
the other hand his tactical judgment, always suspect, was unsound.
He asked Russell whether he might take his leave of absence - long

over-due - and turn it to advantage by bhaving it in Belgrade to
facilitate a private arrangement between the Serbs and the Porte.2
A secret desire for a little glory seems to have prompted him, for

already he had been'insfructed fo atiend a Conference cf;the Five

waers‘.3 With rémarkable nonchalaﬁce he éxpléined inihis privétb

lqtterc

'I think, if Fuad will do now what Narvaez did in 1842,
that in a few deys I could settle matters at Belgrade
as I did formerly at Tangiers. Let him, in short, and -
he seems so inclined, give me carte blanche to finish
things as best I cant in taking my leave, I should.
naturally pass by Belgrade, and in three days I could
see what is possible, and turn it into an arrangement.
~ All this might be done perfectly quietly, and nothing
+ . more is necessary than to give Vefyck absolute orders -
- to sign what I assent to's 4 :

2 *Bulwer-Lytton, 21 Oct. '60,6F0,78/1512.

3 *Bulwer-Russell, 27 June, FO. 78/1644

4'Russell-Bulwer, 25 June no.340, ibid.
Bulwer-Russell, 2% June, PRO:30422.90 -
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Encouraged bykthe Grand Vizier, Fuad, and by A'ali, whovpresumably
‘ soughf to get out of & scrape, Bulwer actually ?roposed that the
Conference should be presented with a 'fait accompli' which 'could
“not be otherwise thaniaoCepted'.l The astonishing idea showed a
rare inability, in a diplomatit of‘50 years experienoe, to grasp
"Mthe politioal realities beneath the diplomatic situation. Ruséoli
gave it short shrift;'stating:
'*Her Majesty's Government do not wish you to go to Belgrade.
The Representatives should meet at Constantinople and have
before them the proposals of Vefyk and of the Prince of
Servia.
It is necessary that deliberations should be in common,
. and that all the Powers who signed the Treaty of Paris
L in 1856 should be represented in COnference' 2
| The specifxo instructions enjoined him to dlscover, why the Serbs
‘had attecked the Gates which the Turks held by treaty, whother or
not a renewal of the conflict might shortly take ‘place, what the
threaties involved and how they had been violated, and if the"
, 3 ~ , ,

Treaties needed to be changed. Russell was enxious to get the
Conferencefassembled as soon as poseible, and could only be‘irate
a3 & month siipped bykwithout the Representativee meeting becaueem
the Russian had no instructions, and the Austrian objeoted to the
presence of an Italian representativa.4 W

The first meetlng of the conference took place on 23 July.
_,Bulwer had & olear notion of what he wanted and also what hisvﬂ,f¥w
bargaining pieces would be.k He felt it would be inviting trouble

10 have the Turks snd Serbs again togetner in the Faubourg which

5 Bulwer - Russell, 27 June, op.cit. v ‘ e SRR e S

3'F0 - Bulwer, 28 June, ibid. ‘ ’ ‘
*Russell - Bulwer, 25 June, no.340, F0.78/1644.

Russell ~ Bulwer, 15 July; Bulwer-Bussell, 21 July, FO. 78/1662
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fronted the fortresse. The essential thing was to make fhe fortress
“secu#e; 'giving up the rest'.l By this he meant that the Turks
should giye up the Faubourgz and the two smaller fortresses im the
interior, namely Sokol on the Bosnian ffontier, and Udshitze in

bthe Sanjak of Novibazar.~l Theée fortresses depénded exclusively on
outside‘supplies,z and wereyconseéuently indefensible.  But Bulwer
sdded 'this cession should be kept back till the last and not made
too eapily'. > He expected novdifficulties from the Porte. At the
'first conferenée hewtook confrol, the‘initiativé rémaining with

him $ill the end - chiefly because he bid low.  The cbnfefence
Vyagfeéd on sending a jdint'telegré@ to thé Consﬁis in Belérade
. 1nstruet1ng them to impress upon ‘the Servian govennment the need to
keep ‘the peace4. , The real business began at the nexi conference.
It indicated the wéy the fufure neéotiations would develop. The
/battle between Moustier and Bulwer began in earnest.

Stressing the crltical state of Belgrade, Bulwer urged the
conference to press the Servian gove;nment to w1thdraw the advanced °
sentries ahd taﬁe‘dbwn‘the barricades.  ,ﬁhe Pbrfé aisojshould~také
measures to improve the atmoéphéra. On Lobaqoff;g and ﬁdustier's,
‘insisting on_thé b#rricades remaining, Bulﬁer asked for'hig pr0posa1 :
to be racofded.’l At this Moustier climbed doih, end expressed his
,willingness to assent to Bulwer s dlsarmament proposition prov1ding
it were 11nked hlth an outline of his views of the politlcal settlement
_he had in mlnd. The Porte had obviously been primed beforehand for

*ké:Bulwer—Russoll, 9 July 'é62, PR0.30/22 90. P | N i ;é

3 Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept. no. 600, FO 78/1657
,44‘Bulwer-Russell, 9 July,ope.cite
- **Bulwer-Russell, 24 July '62 ,FO. 78/1662.
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Bulwer suggested 'that the citadel should have a sufficiént rayon+,
dééided by military esuthorities, and all those whose houses were
demolished should be indemnified'.l Moustier and Lobanoff said they
would ask for instructions.

Bulwer's confident expectation that the Frenchman would shift
his ground sprang from his sure insight into French policy on this
issue. He recognised its limitations. Crowing over his tactical
- viectory, he wrote to hls chief:

'My notion is that Moustler was told to obtain all he

- could by influence, obscure threats, and indirect

promises, but not to pledge his Government to insist on

- anything directly or to place it avowedly in opposition

to us or to what we might reasonably expect'. 2
Bulwer's plan now was for the Porte to be difficult, and thus to
‘secure him ard Prokesch in their position as mediators.5 For a.
shange, agreeing with the policy ﬁe was attempting to carry oﬁt,
" and perhaps relishing his good health, Bulwer quite evidenfiy
enjoyed the struggle, chéerfully commenting on the personal situations

'The greatest harmony exists between m&sélf and ?rékesch;

~and M. de Moustier is,at least in form,- the Marquis -

- - every inch of him, and so rounds the corners of his -
phrases that he appears polite when he begs the Turks
to give up all they possess', 4
end on the diplomatlc possibilities:

'I think if two or three useless fortresses are demolished,

the whole affair may be settled on Thursday when we
meet again'. 5 ;

" The progndstication proved false. on 31 July £he Rﬁésidn and

- French representatives demanded that the fortress of Belgrade be -

LeBulwer-Russell, 28 July, ibid.

. 3.Bl.llwer-Ruessell, 30 July, PRO 30/22 90
2 Bulwer-Russell, ibid- :
- ='Bulwer-Russell, ibid.
5+ Bulwer-Russell, 28 July, FO.76/1662.

“j+ 'Rayon' or 'Esplanade‘ was the word used to.describe a 'no-man's-land'

1
I
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given up to the Serbs. Bulwer simply asked the conference to
discuss, paragraph by paragraph, a project he had_prepared, tand
after much discussion we agreed on all but the two most import#nt
points, the extent that shouldibe given to the Rayon around the
citadel of Belgrade, and the number of fbrtresses the Turks should

: keep'.l Other points which produced differences, were the
limitation of the Safvian army which, as the only check on its:
size, i.e. the’éonsiitﬁtion, had been tampered with, Bulwer held
ought to be settled by the Powers and the Porte; ‘égd the indemni-
fication of thg Mussulman population whose property had beenv
pillaged in thé recent fr;cas. Whilé Moustier and Lobanoff
disliked these 1aét two suggestions, the former at least’was prepafed
to consider the Turkish offer to givorup the‘two fo¥tresses in the
interior, and there seemed éo be a possibility of compromise on the
question of the defence of the citadel. As the conference closed
Bulwer thréateﬁed that if a settlément were notrsoon arrived at,

he wbuld‘rAise_difficultieé about Servian armaments and’the barricades;
thle the qute would take measﬁreS‘to defend itaelf.2 Bulwer had
countered the stiff French terms by offering the two Turkish
fortresses. ﬁe had to make it clear that fhis was his last major
concession. In fhe next few days, Moustier Ehangéd his ground,

became obstinate, and tried to bully the Porte into giving up all

the forthesses.> Bulwer held his ground, essuring his chief:
’é'Bulwcr-Russell, 1 August, FO.78/1662.

B'Bulwer-Russcll, 1 August, F0.78/1662, : ‘ o
*Bulwer-Russell, 4 August, ibid. i ‘
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'France would prefer an arrangement entirely in favour of

the Servians, but does not want to have the responsibility

thrown upon her of having provoked a collision thro' her

unreasonableness's 1

Finally, at the. conference of 13 August Moustier overplayed
his hand. The Porte had already given distincet assurances as to
the two fortresses, and the withdrawal of the Mussulman population -
rather than leave it under Servian 3urisdiction.2 Neither touching
on the strength of the Servian forces, nor an indemnity for the
Turks, Moustier's project stipulated for the destruction of the
‘Belgrade citadel and the five fortresses. After this Bulwer
‘gained the Prussian minister to his side while even the Italian
3

representative was sympathetic. It seems that each side waited

for the other to give in,but Bulwer, confident in the ability of
 the Turkish army to cruéh the Serbs, preferred to keep the minor
concessions until the French should radically alter their fiews.
4nd for a time Bulwer suspected Moustier had tempered his opinion.

'As to the French Ambassador', he wrote, 'his conduct
seems to have caught the fever of the climate, and to
have its alternate hot and cold fits, so that one '
conversation always makes one surprised at the other.
He is now, however, I hear, in a cold stage, and I
cannot help thinking that the firm but moderate tone
we have taken up, has contributed to this result'. 4

Till this point Russell had left his ambassador considerable
_latitﬁae,'approving of his not baving brought forward the question
of culpability,5 which he himseif had emphasised in thekbrigigal )

¥

instruétions,6 and of the manner in which Bulwerwhadyﬁandled the

;’Bulwer-Russell, 6 August,PR0.30/22 90.
3°Bulwer-Russell, 11 Augesopecite
4°Bu1wer-Russell, 20 Aug.,PR0.30/22 90.

‘Bulwer-Russell, ibid-

6 Bulwer-Russell, 12 Aug.,no.526,F0,78/1656.

*Russell-Bulwer, 27 Aug., no.515, F0.78/1645.



" 9)6

conference 1. He instructed him now not to make any more
concessions, and to tell the French ambassador of this.

'This is the last word', he wrote, 'of Her Majesty's
Government on the affairs of Servia's 2

On Bulwer's requesting Moustier's specific and detailed
objections to his project of 31 July, the latter, instead, produced
another project, in substance much like Bulwer's scheme butvvery

3

offensive in tone. He demanded that not a single Servian building
be touched, howeyer Qecessary a rayon for the fértress, that the
two interior fortresses be demolished at once and the others be
examined 'tp see if any more can be destroyed',4 that under no
circumstances should the fown be'bombarded, and, while a military
comm1351on should examine the citadel, it should bo 'to see if -
advanced points disagreeable to the Servians cannot be altered'. >
The subject of the Sorvian forces, upon which the strength of
Turkish garrisons would be assessed, was eatirely ignored. No

| mention was made of an indemnity for the Hussulman population. In
_short the whole intention of the project was to concede everything

to Servia, and to treat it as an equal Power rather then as a vassal.

'Another. difficulty', as Bulwer explained, 'is in the amour propre

of the French negotiator wo wishes the paper signed to be drawn up
by him. 6_ He also complained of Moustier's draftmanship,'there
being no puite in the articles and each treating of a variety of

‘things'e. 7 Having persuaded the French ambassador to Withdraw hia

l'Russall - Bulwer, 23 Aug.,n0.508, F0.78/1645-

3 *Russell - Bulwer, 22 Aug., ibid-.. :

4'Bulwer Russell, 11 Sept., n0.600., FO.78/1657. .-
*Bulwer - Russell, 27 Aug.,FO‘78/1662- .

2e *Bulwer - Russell, ibid. ‘
7 *Bulwer - Russell, ibid. E . ' -
*Bulwer -

Russell, Sept. PRO. 30/22 91-
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declaration that the document be accepted in toto, Bulwer, presumably
in deference to his pride, and thinking it 'better not to have
much discussion' took the project away with him.t With the aid
of A'a2li, and especiaily Prokesch, Bulwer produced a counter-project
at the conference heid 2 September,2 which in accordance with the
latest suggestions of Rusell, who had insisted to Thouvenel on the
Justice of an extended rayon to compensate for the loss of the
faubourg,3 included two compromise proposals. One touched on the
problenm of a Ra&on, and-thé other agreed that the Porte should give
a moral gﬁarﬁnteo not to bombard the town except under the strongest
provocation. | |

Moustier had kept back his instruction to agree to a rayon,
profiding the Serv1an Cathedral, seminary, ad one or two other

4.

buildings were left alono. He now yielded, accepting Bulwer's

| counter-project which he proceeded to alter in one or two details.5
One of these, a new idea, that a Military Commission to decide on
the‘requirementa of the rayon should include a Servien Representativé,v

~ Bulwer promptlyrejacted.6 They agreed in the final conference

(4 September) to leave the Porte and the Servian government to reach

1. Bulwer-Russell, ibid.
3 "Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept.,no.GOO FO, 78/1657
* Aussell-Bulwer, 1l Aug., F0.78/1656; Bulwer-Russell, no0.525,12 Auge-
ibid, and Russell-Bulwer,28 Aug.,FO.78/16453 ‘M. Thouvenel's despatch
- to St. Petersburg read to me by the French chargdé d'affaires speaks
of only two points, first that no Servian houses should be destroyed
.to enlarge the rayon, second that a moral guarantee should be given
- against bombardment, except in case of necessity. - As to the first,
I think consent of Servian proprietors should be obtained and
‘indemnity promised. The second I think is reasonable. Endeavour to
4‘reduce the French demands to th4se two points'. ,
5 ‘Bulwer-Russell, 12 Aug., FO.78/1656.
“*Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept.- no.600 FO0.78/1657,and Bulwer-Russell, Sept.
6. ‘'PRO.30/22 91.
*Bulwer-Russell, 4 Sept.,FO 78/1662
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a friendly entente as to the size of the vassal's militia. And,
as Moustier rejected the idea of leaving the Military commissioners
to decide which Servian properties, apart from the buildings
already excepted, should be destrbyed to facilitate the construction
of an effective Rayon, Bulwer, at the last, acted on Russell's
suggestion that the Porte should come to an arrangement with the
Servian‘government for purchasing the necessary Servian houses.
It was an important concession, because the Porte, again, had to
’ma.ke it.
'I carried it at the very last by consenting to the
arrangement as to the rayon which Your Lordship's
telegram of the 28 August mentions, but which I
myself had never consented to if all the other points
had not been agreed', explained Bulwer. 1 '
On the other hand ihe barricades and other‘fortifications had to
come down before the Porte issued its Firman. The ambassador
concludodz}‘ )
'I have only to add that I think Your Lordship will find,
on comparing my original proposals with our ultimate
agreement that after all the dormy debates that have .
occurred, we remain pretty nearly on the same ground which
we took up at the commencement of our discussions'. 2
Apart from the failure to indemnify the Mussulmans - and it
was not certain whether they ought to have been - and the Porte's
having to reach an agreement with the Servian govemnment over its
militia and the purchase of Serd properties, Bulwer's statement‘was

corrects The failure to reach a more satisfactory arrangement on

" the militia was serious, but Bulwer seems, by his conduct, to have

‘é Bulwer-Russell, 4 Sept., FO.78/1662.
'Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept., FO. 78/1657
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been glad enough to have persuaded Moustier #nt it was even a
proper subject for discussion.l

According to the new arrangement the Turks would demolish its
fortressss atrUdshitz; and Sokol - to the great benefit of
Montenegro and Herzegovina. The fortresses on the rivers, Drina,
-Save, and Danube, namely Shabatz, Saméndria, and;Fathislaﬁ, and
little Zvornik on the Drina, and the island of Adakaleh on the
Danube, remained, forming part of the defence of Belgrado itself.2
Though the Faubourg was to be given to the Serbs no military work
7 could be constructed on it, and the rayon or esplanade which was
i to be enlarged chiefly in the former Mussulman quarter, and was to
_providé the space of ground sebarating the garrison from»the.Serbs,
would also have no fortifications. The guarantee against anofher |
bombardment included a stipulation that the Commandant of the
Fortress should inform'the consul and thé-inhabitants of the Town if
a éimilarvbbmbardment were con&emplated in some future eventuality.5
- " Russell praised Bulwer's effortss . ‘

'You have shown‘skill, pibmptitude, judgment, and all'tho

conciliation compatible with your instructions, and the

rights of the Porte'. 4 v _ |
All these qualities he bad given proof of. = Moreover, his powers

of restraint, his remarkable endurance and good temper, put him in

the rank of first-class negotiators. His initial aberration does

l'Article XI of]the new treaty expressed the Porte's belief 'that the

Servian government will not keep a number of men superior to what:
is necessary for the maintenance of the tranquility and internal
order of the country's. Treaty enclosed in Bulwer-Russell, 11 Sept.,
PRCL 600,F0.78/1657. ‘ :

'Bulwer—Russell, 11 Sept., n0.600 FO,.78/1657. -
3+Enclosed in Bulwer-Russell, ibid, Porte-Governor of Bolgrade.
4'Russell-Bulwer, 6 Octe '62, F0.78/1646.
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not detract from the performance. Though he had made most of the
concessions early, in the diplomatic context this was a wise policy,
for Thouvenel, no supporter of the Russian entente, could hardly
have insieted on the exorbitant and insulting demards Moustier
originally put‘forward. More important, Bulwer, supported by
Prokesch and the Porte, refused to be browbeaten, and while the
French ambassador could not contemplate Turkey and Servia putting
the issue to the test of war, there was iittle he could do but climb
domn. The tardiness with which French policy became conciliatory
possibly reflected a need to impress the Russian ally.

There was a curious aftermath in the second arms crisis. Bulwer,.
in Cairo on a leave of absence, received from A'ali a letter stating
\arms:end munitions, thought to be‘dcstined-for Servia andkBulgaria,
had crossed the Ruseian fromtier into Moldo-Wallachia.lj Couza had
rejected a request by the Porte for their sequestration. He held
that the request was an infrlngement of his country s autonomye.
Further, Couza said that Prince Michael had claimed the arms, thus
preventing him from seizing them.

| Russell's instructions to Erskine required the chargé d'affaires
to do nothing except in support of a Turkish initiative, and when the
question ef a Commission,2 to stop the illegaL acts,of Couza, was
bruited,-he.was tolds | | -
. 'Her, Majesty's Gove.nment are not prepared to act witheut

‘French as well as,Austrian co-operation. Be very explicit
on this points... 3 : ‘ ‘

;'A'all Pasha - Bulwer, 8 Dec.,PR0.30/22.90.
*According to the Convention of August '59 the Porte could investigate
‘an infringement of this said Convention and bring it to the notice

~ 2°0f the Powers.
?*Russell - Erskine,27 Dec., F0.78/1662.
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Russian indifference to the outcome of this arms question prompted
Rechberg to suggest, in accordance with Turkish proposals, that the

; Representatives of the four Powers should accompany a Turkish
delegate to Bucarest to implement the Convention.l Naturally
nothing came of this,2 and when Bulwer arrived the situation remained
~unaltered.

‘Meanwhile, on 28 December, the wagons of arms under Wallachian
escort,'crossedvkhr Widdin into Servia. Moreover, France was now
reluctant to question the conduct of either Prince after Michael had
- given a positive assurance of loyalty, explainihg that the purchase
" of arms was nade immediatéiy following the Belgrade incident. All
‘that remained,yforﬁevidently'nothing could oe done to persuade the
Prince to disgorge the arms, or to chastise Couza for his collusion;‘
was for the Powers to salve the Porte's wounded pride. Bﬁlwer,
returned from Egypt in the second week of the New Year, took upon B

hlmself this task. He put his views before Russell:
'With regard to the Prinoipalities ‘and Servia, I think the
- Porte quite Jjustified in demanding explanations as to arms,
end Couza quite wrong in his conduct end manner. I
believe, however, the arms were purchased by Servia previous
to the late arrangement, and not after: which solely
affects the character of the tramsactione.
To get arms back now, impossible; to send a Commissioner
to provoke disputes that cannot be settled, impolitics
to leave things as they are, generally unsafe, and to the
. Porte humiliating' 3 | ) ,'
| He considered any step whioh would humillata Couza in tho eyes of

‘khis rivals, as dangerous. On the other hand, a commission :

‘l’Russen - Erskine,18 Dec.,F0.78/1647.

‘Russell refused to act without FPrence. Russoll - Erskina 27 Dac. '
3, P0.78/1647. o
: Bulwer-Russell, 18 Jan. '63, FO. 78/1743
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might sirengthen Couza's position by bringing the parties and Couza
to a better understanding. So he was for a Commission less to deal
with the arms problem than 'for oxélan#tion and oonciliation'.l
In the conference, convenedvto discuss the matter (20 January),
'Bulwer suffered a defeat owing to French and Russian objections.
All that could be obtained was an agreement that the Representatives
should advise Couza and Michael to gend 'proper explanations' to the
Porte.® Trjing to place this sbmewhat ignominious proceeding in a,‘
decent light Bulwer wrotaes
'If things are placed on a suitable footzng»and the Porfa 's
dignity maintained, I think this, under the 01rcumstances,
is all that can be done's 3 :
According to the Conference 8 decision, Bulwer, like his colleagues,
"wrote to Couza raquirlng him to give the number of arms and to state
whether or not they were brought in secretly.4 The letter tovM1chael
of 28 January asked for an assurance that the arms wqfé.to be used

>  Wnile Moustier hesitated to write this

by the Servian militia.
second letter, awaiting further instructions for the Russian, Novikoff,
. Bulwer received instructions to be 'very prudent in regard to the
Principalitios and Servia'.6 'Russellkwent ont ‘ |

'Prince Gortchakoff has changed his lanéuaée, and has

become more friendly to Great Britain. The insurrection
which has broken out in Poland will make the Russian

Bulwer-Russell, 18 Jan. '63,F0.78/1743.

3 Bulwer-Russell, 22 Jan, ibid
*Bulwer-Russell, ibid.

Bulwer-Russell, 30 Jan,no.46,F0.78/1732. Enclosed Bulwor-Couza,

5 21 Jenuary.
*Bulwer-Michael enclosed in ibid. Michael had already informed Bulwer
"that he had only received 20,000 of the 40,000 muskats. The

6 “latter felt this was not an excessive number.
*Russell-Bulwer, 26 Jan.'63, FO.T78/1743.
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Government unwilling to foment rebellion elsewhera.

Neither will France support Prince Couza or Prince

Michael in revolutionary schemes. The Porte has only

. to be fair and prudent'. 1l

In short, the improbability of disturbences in Bulgaria and
Scriia ﬁeant that general measures of conciliation were not
required.k~ So on 27 January Bulwer simply asked Moustier to act
upon his promise to write to Cquza suégesting he send a delegate
to Constantingple. Noustier offered to db it ingtantly.z‘ He '
promised also that his letter to Prince Michael would not be’
indofihitely delayed on account of Russia. 4s for the Commission
whieh Bulwer had sdAearnestly desired, Bulwer gave it a discreet
burial = presumably becauso of‘Russel;'s latest injunction.  'If
we could be sure that its object would'be~honeétly end heartily
carried out', he wrote, '(he) wouldAnot be sorry to see our end
’ attaiﬁod without it, and to keep within my control, which would bte
the caéo, if what passid; passed at Constantihqple, all the

5 If the Princes_gavo satisfactory replies to the

proceedings'.
noteé,the Porte's answer, Bulwer considered, might terminata the
affair4 ‘ | |

In the third week of February, Negri, Couzag's Kapou Kiaya,
arrived with verbal explanations and assurances s to his general

5

sentiments towards the Porte.” - The same week letters from Michael -
and Couza settled the affair. Refusing to send a'spécial delegate,
. ; S , !

simply aocting through his resident agent at Cohstanfihoplo, Michaol

;‘Russcll - Bulwer, 26 Jan.'63, F0.78/1743.
B'Bulwer - Russell, 28 Jan.noe. 41,F0.78/1732.
4‘Bu1wer - Russell, ibid.
‘See Riker, p.400.Gortchakoff agreed to act with tho other Powers.
J*Bulwer - Russell, 19 Feb., no. 84,0p.cit. X
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stated that his assurance of loyalty should be good enough and that
his agent would supply the necessary explanations of his recent
conduct. Conmenting on these letters, Bulwer wrotes

‘It appears to me that if their tenor is not in all respects
satisfactory, it is sufficient to close this affair without
wounding the dignity of the Porte, and that as nothing

more oan be done effectively in the matter, as to getting
‘the arms, it may be better to bring the discussion to

a close's 1 :

4nd there the matter did rest.2 The rights of the parties

. were not immediately obvious. Bulwer héd simpiy suppofted4fhe
Porte's right to ask for explanations from the Prince of Sefvia, and
to act oﬁ'the Con#eﬁtion of August 1859 to discover the offence of
Couza. ~ Whether Bulwer felt it was exbadienﬁ for the Porte to ask
,-is not so ceitain.i' For he quickiy eﬁphasised Michael's having
purchaSed the arms after the Belgrade incid;nt as an extehuating
eircunstance. In addition he hed ﬁot considered the quantity of

3

‘arms excessive. Couza, whom he believed to have been culpable in

importing arms into the Empire, contrary'foitreaty, he was reluctant
to emﬁarrass bécause of fhe‘internal‘situation in the Principalities.
If is to be suspected that with Bulwer the initial support for ihc
Porte;svrequest was & matter of habit - the Pdrfe?s dignity was #f
issue. Even the personal rivalfy with.ﬁougtier4 did not make Bulwer
press the request with nuch enthusiasm. His prooccupation,‘a

;:Bulwer - Russell, 5 March,no.105, FO.78/1732 .
See Riker, p.401, '

3+Balwer-Russell, 26 Feba,PR0.30/22 92. | S

4'Bulwer-Bussoll, 29 Jane., ibid: ‘...l hardly see how to get on
satisfactorily with anything with Moustier who nevertheless is

- probably the reflex of his Government. One can never get on any

. subject a clear and general idea; a oconstant splitting of hairs

. on details; and & general indisposition to do anything are the
ehief, if not the only, characteristics of French policy here, and
wear one outee.’ |
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sensible one in a British ambassador at Constantinople then, was
merely 'to brlng things between the Porte and the two Principalities
back again to a. decent condition', 3
Early in the crisis Bulwer thought co-operation between the
Moldo-Wallachian Principalities and Servia out of the question.2
His views remained the same. Servia was harmless.‘
'The Prince may be ambitious', he wrote, 'but the people
are not so, and a course of conclliatlon mlght separate
the one from the othor' 3
Later, he rcflected:
'eeothe only important point, in my notions, is to keep
the fortress secure. The taking of this is the only
important mischief the Servians can do the Turks... .
A poor, thrifty people attached to the cultivation of
their lands, with no aristocracy or military clanship,
I can't look upon them as conquerors on a great scale:
they will go on probably quarrelling about some small
point of little value either to themselves or the
Turks. It keeps their lxttle politiﬁal pot boiling' 4
ﬁBulwer sounded the right note. Rumours of impending insurrection ,
amongst the Slavonic races did not cause‘Bulwer to alter his tuno.sv
. Poreign intrigues and support might échieve'much, but the énswer to
these thrests lay in Turkish ability and willingness to provide en
effective administration and an equitable system of justice in -
outlying areas such aélBosnia-Herzegovind.6 Good'roid%ions between
Sbrvia and the Porte might affect strategical considerations, but

could not extirpate the real causesvofkdiscontent.ﬂr As for the

| ; Bulwer-Russell, 29 Jan,ibid *

*Bulwer-Russell, 9 July,PR0.30/22 90.
i:Bulwer-Russell, 5 Feb., ibid/91. |
5 Bulwer-Russell, 19 Feb.,PBOw30/22 9l.
6'Bulwer-Russell, 25 June and 30 April, 1b1d/92 .

‘Bolmes-Bulwer, 14 Aug. in Bulwer-Russell, 12 Sept.'60 FO 78/1511.
The situation had not changed from the one Holmes, at Bosnia,Serai,
described then. Turkish rule was such, according to Holmes, that
there was hardly any rule at all. :



226

United Principalities, Bulwer had not dropped the idea of a
_ Commiqsion as the best way of resolving the political turmoil there,_“
but Franco-Russian opposition prevented, and would continue to
prevent, anything being done to influence the couisa'of events.!

He was convinced that g‘dictatorship of Couza or the introduction of
a foreign prince ﬁas Just a question of.time while{tﬁe Powers
?ontinued ﬁqt to intervens.> Though he was justified in this
beliéf, one suségcts thatvtoo much zeal carried Bulwer along in his
anxiety to bring about a more satisfactoty setflemeﬁt in the
Rumanian Principalities. The diplomatic situation made any
intervention - one might almost add, in any llkely eventuality -

" impossible. Russoll had already underlined the strategic obstacles
in the way of effeotlye! singlo intervention by Britain. . As these
applied even in the case of the foreign Prince becoming a possibilify, _
the best thing Bulwér could have done was to wait until'tho Eurspeanv |
political situation altered, to press his more sweaping ideas., ﬁq‘

| would, in this way, have aceompllshed in Balkans diplomacy as nuch as
he did in fact during his remaining period in office. Furtper |
the illiboral element in British policy‘would, thus, have been .

less pronounced.

l.
20

Bulwer - Russell, 19 March '63, op.cite 91¢
Bulwer - Russell 26 Feb, '63 ibid, 92.
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CHAPTER V

Eeypt: The Suez Canal

Of 411 the Near Eastern problems, the one which most nearly
affected British interests was the one involved in the projectéo
link the Mediterranean and Red Seas by means of a canal, To be
built by Frenchmen through a country whose wayward.governhenf
was dangerously under french influence, it seemed to offer a major
threat to the safety of ﬁritish communicafions with India. However,
on no otber question did the British governmeot pursue a policy so
- eonfused in conception and application. How it could have beeﬁ
- any other than confused it would be difficult to imagine, given the

over~-riding oecessity to prevent thé construcfioﬁ of the Suez Canal.
Everything conspired fo facilitate Ferdinand de Lesseps's task.

By the end of 1860 it was apparent that France had determined to
push the project; that the Viceroy Said favoured it; and that. the
Porte could not and would not do anything to stop it. AFrom thea
winter of 1859«60 Bulwer tried to persuade his government to |
examine the problem with these fectors in mind. After his visit
to Egypt“invNovember and Decemberkleéé he.redoobled his efforts to
make hig chief compromise. .Bulﬁer, imbréssed by the'progress on the
canal, had to admit that the canal was going to be_oonétfucted with
or' without British approval. .A few months léfer; having-also at
last agreed that the cznal was technically feasible, the’British
government yielded to Bulwer's policy of cempromise andﬂapprovéd his

efforts. Subsequently, the diplomacy over this igsue of the canal
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resolve@ itself into hard but petty bargasining.
There were only three bolicies:the British government could

have pursued. It could have held alocf and waited till an
embarrassment elsewhere obliged the French government to stand down.
If the issue were of great importance, as it was in spite of
Russell's occasionel indifference or undertainty,l then the use of
force should not have been quite discounted. In the event it was
never contemplaféd. The third alternative, offered by Bulwer,
involved subdrdinating the Canal to the larger problem of influence
at the Porte and in Egypt, especially the latter. It was French
hegemony in Cairo end Alexgndris that made the canal possible and ‘
- also mede it dangerous. If this 1nflueﬁce were destroyed or
replaced by an‘Anglo4French condominiqnh then the canal would cease
to hold out a latent threat to British communioations. Bulwer
slowlykcame round to this idea as he became aware that Britaih'él
diplomatic isolation in this question was a 1ukury wnich could not
' be afforded. Russell-took an unéonscionably_long fime iﬁ being
‘persuaded and in fact his %illiﬁgness 10 compromise came'toq late to
affect the other lssue, that of influence,

| The questlon which naturally poses itself is whether Russell,:
‘with a very poor hand, played a bad game, or a skilful and very
subtle losing game, despite the poor hand. A s?ort snalysis here of
‘the motives determining government policy towést Egyptrduring -
Bulwer's embassy will help to answer this and will also explain the
distance between the éreoccupations of London and those of Bulwer

‘at Constantinople.

lfﬂg. See below, p.248 ¢n.2%. .f
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There were a combination of influences affecting the policy

decided upon by Russell and Palmerston. To begin with, Palmerston

had opprosed the scheme from the time it was first mooted in this

second phase of active interest in it.  ¥When Palmerston returned.

to power there was a whole range of well-matured objections,

-pecuniary, political, and philanthropic, some more pertinent than

others according to the moment.l

Of primary importance were the strategical objections. These

were considerations not to be ignored particularly when it was

remembered that Britain had witnessed two serious attempts on the

part of the French to make Egypt independent, attempts thwarted by

" Britain, as the Liberal government was always remindiﬁg the Sultan's

ministers. Merch&nt ships were now as large as frigates‘so that

the passage of the Canal would always be possible, no matter what

the guarantees. A short route to India and the ability to threaten

our trade communicgtions would eclearly be of advantage to the-

French, or at least that sort of reasoning was urged in despatChes.

But Russell and Palmerston did nbt exaggerate this danger in their

. own minds. After all, the now completed Alexandria-Suez rail--

track, made by a British company, cut ihe distance by half as

-

effectively as a canal would do and thereby offered, to a certain

extent, the sanme daﬂgers.‘ The Foreign Minister sometimes believed
) - R

the strategical objecfions barely plausible, as is evidenced by -

l.

In the rough draft precegding the despateh to Bulﬁer, No.44,21 Jan
'60,F0.78/1556,in the Memorandum of Correspondence respecting

~ Suez Canal with an appendix made up of generous extracts from

'Diaries and Correspondence of the Right Hon. George Rose',printed

for use of the Foreign Office,28 Dec. '59, F0.78/1489,and a Memo

entitled 'Insuperable objections of H.M.'s Govt.to the Projected
Suez Canal,' FO.78/1%556.
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the despatch to Bulwer 21 January '6l. This stated that in a
conversation with Musurus, Turkish ambassador in London, he (Russell) .
-had declared that providing the Turkish Empire was not endangered,
the interests of the British Empire certainly would not suffer by
the completion of the Canal. - In the rough draft of this despatch
~we find the strategical consideratiohs examined and put on one

sides
'sselt iz obvious that the opening of a new route to
the East by Egypt and the Red Sea would be an advantage
to Marseilles as against Liverpool'. :
The pencilled comment in Palmeston's hand is:
'and to Malte &s against Marseilles'.
The despatch goes ons
'It is not to be denied that in time of war & canal
300 ft. wide might when its Entrance was not blockaded,
afford facilities to ships of war going from Toulon to
Indian Seas .
Palmerston's comment above had answdred this but in any case the
denger was not so terrible, as the despatch statess
‘Nor are the British arms by Sea and Land in such a
state of inferiority that they need dread an advantage
to an enemy which skill and courage on their part will
+
enable them to counteract'. .
Curiocusly enough Palmerston had underlined the word 'enemy' and

remarked at the side:s

'I think this courts a construction, after Toulon has been ‘
) named, which mey have escaped notice'.” g

Apparently, such was Palmerston' s confidence, likewise Russell'sﬂand
Bulwer's, in the superiority of the British fleet that by their

own reasoning the strategical objéotions were not & sufficient

’+M‘ FO 78/1556
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explanatién of British policy. The fact that later having been
induced by Bulwer to negotiate, the ministry easily dropped these
arguments, was significant in itnlf:l ofteanalmerston was not so
confident in Ehglish naval strength - or else he was very inconsistent.
Another fear that was certainly more Jjustified was that France
‘ aimed at'making Egypt dependent on Fraﬁce. The first step towards
this end ﬁas tp secure Egyptian independen&e of the Sultan. What
gave colour to the view was the belief of the Foreign Office, since
1855, that the fortifications erected by Frehch engineers along the
’Mediterranean‘coast of Egypt, had been planned‘by the War Office
in Paris, as & defence against the Turkish fleet. Said's constrﬁction?
'7 of the Great ﬁile Ba;rage was part'of the'éamelpolicy, namely to
protect Egypt from fhe,Turkish forces advancing up the Nile. | To
éomplefe the edifice there was now to be & canal, cuttihg éff Egypt
from Syria and the Empiré} q'military necessity to prevent an
- iwvasion from that directiqn.. ‘The Egyptiaﬁ government woul¢ beH
taughf to look to France for sﬁpport. By abusing the s&stem ofi
the Capitulations the French colony to be developed along the banks
of the maritime and fresh-water canals, notably at Poft §aid, Sﬁez}
Cantara where the Syrian éaravans passed, and Timsah (Ismailia),
would msurp the real power in Egypt. | And should the clash with

Egypt eventually take place, the Canal could be blocked end fortified

l. Elsewhere, however,in the Memo entitled 'Insuperable objections of
HM's Govt.to the projected Suez Canal'(F0.78/1556)we find it stated::
'eseif war should unfortunately arise between England and France, P
France would at once seize hold of the two ends of the Canal ywhich
would thus be open for France and shut for England.A French ;
expedition might start at once and carry by a coup de main, Aden, |
in time of peace weakly garrisoned and not fortified against an 3
European force'. = =~ -

~More striking was the admission that the English Mediterranean
fleet was not prepared for such an emergency.
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at each end; Warehouses and other Company buildings were
potential fortresses, likewise the dry Docks at Suez which were to
bo constructedqu the Messageries Imperialeé, a government
:éponsored body. The Fofeign Office had a poor opinion of the
Egypfian»army. Lioited by treatyvto 18,0QO men, it was felt that
it could nof put a sufficiently strong army into the field and man
the Nile Barrame at the same time. Obviously the French
government would eup)_oly the necessary troops. . It was felt<that
snother Straits questlon was developinu. Ffom January 1860
onwards the large grant of land to the Company and the p0551b111ty
of 1ts colonisation formod the substance of Brltish objections to
“the Canal.\; That the government would not attempt to overcome these
obstooles by'negotlatlon until persuaded‘by Bulwer, and then with
- great reluctance, indicates the strength of feeling, on the part
of Russell, against concession.

Commerclal difficultles there wére noné. | If anythlnv the
ramall gatherlngs whlch met Lesseps on ‘his tour of Envland in
 April-July 1857 were favourable to the Can‘l. Russell was ouite
certain that from a commercial point of view Brltain had as much
to galn as France. The chances were that the es nal would be of
little benefit to anyone owing to the tremendous fuel oosts for the

‘steam-ship lines, and the expense of vast coaiingfstationi?,

lJef.Mange-The Near Eastern Policy of Nspoleon III,p.l27 quotes.
Hansard,Ser.3,vol. 146 1043-1045,7 July 1857,for Palmerston's -
reactlon to Lesser!;’ﬁuocess in England: 'The scheme is founded
- in bostility to the interests of this country - opposed to the ,
standing policy of England in regard to this connection of Egypt -
‘with Egypt with Turkey..The obvious political tendency of the
- undertaking is to render more easy the separation of Egypt from
Turkey. It is founded, also,on remote speculations with regard
to easier access to our Indian possessionseeas’ :
Thet Stevenson and the other British experts could possibly be .
wrong in their judgment as - to the feasibility of the canal and its:
cont..‘..;w;;

2.
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Forced lsbour on the Canal works was commenced on a large
scale in May 1861 not to end until lst June 1864, and this supplied
the government with its most profitable SOurcé of objections,
providing ins?iration for eloquence in Parliament, and embarrassment
for the country which had first proclaimed the rights of man.
One éompliéation’was the fact that the railway built,by an‘Erglish
Company had been constructed wifh'the help éf forced labour. |

It is not.easy to expiain British hostility simply by the
arguments outlined above. By thé early monfhé of 1860 the government
, stillirefused to commit itself to negdfiations'about the concrete
objestions, i.e. the land clsauses and the.ﬁoséibility Qf thé‘uge
" of the Canal by warships. By the end of'1859dthe‘0anél had been
admitted by the Emperor's government to be a French interest. The
use of force did not enter Russell's caléulations. He merely " |
éhifted”the emphasis of his 'policy' slightly, permitting Bulwer
“to use apparently conclliatory arguments while refusing to consider
a substantlal conoession., " His attitude was unaltered. ‘/The
Strangéstkaspect of the affair wag ‘Russell's refusal to acknqﬁledga
0penlj, or even to himself, that here was & Brifish interest of
prime importance. It waé a Turkish'interest.' Th&t Russell

was embarrassed by a purely commercial venture whlch could not be :

»opposed on politlcal grounds, 1f only becauseh arliament would be the K

robvious answer. In whlch case, the French government's w1llingness

' ‘(P3$5N -2 conts) commercial potentialities naturally did not occur to
Palmerston and Russell who constantly referred to them in Parliament,
The report of the International Commission (January 1856) might

at least have caused a doubt. It was not until March 1863 that the

Foreign Office would be finally convinced by Mr. Hawkshaw 8
memorandum, that the Canal could be made.
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1o béva party in gusranteeing the Canal, and td sign a treaty or
other diplomatic instrument with England which would have made her:
fears baseless,wﬁas of sﬁall account. But Russell did not concede
that it wﬁs & commercial venture. That the ministry should have
feared the activities of the Ccmfany, which, using férced laﬁour
.in defience of kthe laws of the Empire, had pegun the works without
"the Sultaﬁ's.permission, and when or&ered’to stop these workskhaa 
‘carried on with the help of European labourers, was not surprising.
But here the real danger lay in the decrepitide of Egypt which
allowed the coﬁpany to4take such libefties. ~ Its geégraphiéal
situation and the tenuous nature of the relatlonship w1th the:
,Sultanate made it especlally prone to the dangers inherent in the
Capitulatory system. Such an extreme remedy as Bulwer was to
suggest for this particular mglady was not palatable to Russell, -
The Cééitulations were th;revtd safeguérd British“intereét‘éné lives

from Mahometan barbarism.>

The whole éomplex of fears and 1ntuitions which was the basis

of policy’ towards the Suez Canal might have been Justification enough
for that policy., But its inadequacy,,quickly apparent to Bulwer |
~ in the later anths of‘1859; might‘equally h;ve peroked,aA attempt
Vfo define mbfe ¢léarly thé’iﬁterestsrinﬁélved.f" Théléttempts‘made"" ‘
in 1861fto ciarifj Engiish objections merely illusfréfed unceftainﬁy’k
. ahdkéohfusiOn. So, st the time of the next French diplomatlc
’initiative in December 1861 the llberal government was as unprepared

&8s it had ever been. e R Sy e
1.

Russell-Bulwer, 12 May '60, F.0. 78/1637
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As for the obvious contradictions Between the various strands
in Bulwer's policy, these'will be seen to be never more than apparent.

Someties he would wish to place greater emphasis on Egyptian
autonomy and the Viceroy's whims, He would urge that the just
influence of ?rance should not be undermined.

Occasionally he wished to support Turkey, 4 l'outrance, in
subduing the‘Egyptian government, once for all, and in spite of
France. .It is difficult to =ay whether, in this‘mood, he was
threatening Russell with the long-term conseQuences of actual policy

or whether ne,really tnought that Turkey was interested in bringing
:Egypt back to the fold. ‘ |

At the back of his mind there was always the wish that Turkey
: would discipline its vassal. For he attached great importance to
the connection between Constantinople and Cairo. for Turkey and Britain.
In addition a vassal's insubordination always irritated Bulwer.v His |
own 1nability effectively to counter French influence at the Porte, in
‘this gs in other issues, resulted chiefly from the opportunities for
furthering French aims offered by the ambltions of the vassals. Bulweru
may have actually boped, if Russell had been favourable, to press an
'English alliance upon Turkey with the object of bringinu E"ypt into
line. He would have failed in any case with the Porte which 7
"facknowledged its limitations. S It could do nothing unless France and‘
Britain agreed. | o

:letuebcve every consideration way Bulwer's detennination to’gei"
the Suez canal controversy settled amicably B0 that there should be

as little bitterness as possible between Franoe and England in Egypt.
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Patient'negotiafion offered the only practical solution. There

were seﬁtle nuances, the passing arriEre-pensée,_occasioned in a fit
of pique and iii-considered, or encouraged by a momentarily
favouraele tufn of events; but these emphasise Bulﬁer's quelity
as'a\fesponsive diplomatist andrunderline higs singleness ofl

purpose rathef than shof-muddled—thinking.\

On examinihg the development of Bulwer's policy, we shall see
the ambaseedor gradually absorbing allAthe relevant data and
presenting it to the government wifh such foree and lucidity, that
‘his erguments becamevifritatingly ﬁnensweraele. Russell was
hostile to Bulwer towards the end of his embassy for several reasons.
\One of them, one suspects, was his 1ndependent view which he
insinueted more than asserted and especially in his handlinv of this
subjeet. The Forelgn Secretary chafed under this treatment, likewise:
the Prlme Mlnister because of the way they were led towards Bulwer s’
.~solutlon in spite of: themselves. , Pelmerston 8 crlt;clsms of Bulwer
in his last two years may have been caused partly by this. = On the
ether hand Bulwer,vshowing‘ceurage in-queeﬁiaing the‘offieial line,
thought he deserved a peerage for the'part he'pleyed in the- !
negotiations ovef the Suez canals

Y A sivnlflcant promlse had been extractedvfrom the Grend Vizier, ;j
A'ali Pasha, Just before Bulwer s appointment. = In March he gave i |
Alison the formal assurance that the Turkish Governmenf'would ﬁet

s

give its‘coneent to the construction of the Canal until the Britieh :
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Government sanctionéd that undertaking.l Purther, the Sultan could
not give a decisicn until the Greét Powers had reached an agreement.2
The Porte allowed itself’a loophole by regquesting its Foreign
Miniéter to dréw up a statement sefting forth:the Porte;s readiness..
to view Lesseps's proposal in a favourable light on éertain'

. conditions, which the Company would be unable to agree to, éo that

in the event of a change in ppblié opinion in England Turkish

interests would be sa feguarded.3

The Foreign Offlce, for its
part, was obliged to have reasons other than political ones for
‘ objec£ing«to the caﬁal because of the tacit'agreement (1854 Dec.-
Jan 1855) with Frence that nelther government should press 1ts views
on the Porte. beyond the bounds of courtesy, neither Power hav1ng
a particular interest to forward.4

British advice to the Porte and the Vlceroy from 1855 58 had
thereforb to be based upon the 1mpract1aab11ity of the proaect the
: expense it would involve and the polltlcal 1mp11cations for Turkey

© of the severance of E*ypt from Syrie by this wide canal.5 In fact

polltical conqiderations, in Qplte of the understanding with France,

l'Mange, Pel29. The Grand Vizier denied having compromised himself..
o Of course, he had. ‘ ,
‘The Porte, the Powers and the Viceroys would continue this kind of
shadow-boxing, and 1nev1tably leave the real initiative to the
Company. '
Moore (attache) - Alison (chargé d'affaires), 4 Jan.l858 FO 78/1421.
Mange, pell2. ‘
*The Foreign Office was suuplied with reports from Commander
Mansell, dated 3 November 1857, and from Captein T. Spratt, dated
1l March 1858, which showed that a Suez Canal was dependent for
its success on harbours at.each end. At the northern end the
nature of the litoral at this exposed point, the shallowmess of
~the water, the fogs and the strong currents from West to East,
would make a harbour impossible.

Even so the Foreign Office found the reports unexpectedly
;favourable.

3
4.
Se
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were urged on the Porte, The Canal it was said was part of a scheme
to bring about Egyptian independence.1

These years witnessed de Lesseps at Constantinople trying to
obtain a Firman author151ng the concess1on' at Paris keeping the
difficulties of British opposition before the French%governmentz
and in England where he succeeded in publicising the favourable
‘ aﬁtitude of the commercial classes there.zf All the while he coﬁstant-

ly éame uﬁ ggainst Palmerston's hostility in England,and Stratford de
Redcliffa's opposition af Constaﬁtinoble ﬁhére fhe various ministers
of the Porte,Ali, Fuad and Reschid,at dlfferent times seemed at worst
unconcerned.3 By the late sumrer of 1857, such was de Lessepys
,tenacity‘that, assured of Nanoleon s personal support,and the good
offlces of - the French representatives at Constantlnople, and in Ewypt,:
and taking advantage ‘of the approval of the ‘other Powers,he bad
organlsed a Company,whlch in December was given legal recognition by |

Imperial decree.4 - Though unsuccessful in his efforts to persuade
1

At this stage English Governments had not objected to the fresh-
water canals.They were schemes for internal improvement.It was
merely regraetted that the Vlceroy had not stipulated t:maketmmhmsaf.
‘Mange, pp.116-129.
‘WBlnerston's hostility there is a remarkable comment in Mange,p 125 .
N.1l18,based on so disinterested a source as Lesseps,lLettres Ser.2,
pp.185-6,Lesseps-Ali,April Ath 1858,to the effect that Palmerston
had let it be known to Lesseps that if he were favourable to a.
British occupation of Suez then British opposition would ceasel
Two concessions and an explanatory codicil formed the bases of the
~contract between Lesseps and Said.From a strictly legal point of =
- view the contract did not exist until the Sultan's permission
- (eectually given in March 1866) had been obtained according to the
terms of the original concession,dated November 1854.The articles
which were to be the cause of so much contention later were:
'Art.4, The works shall be done at the expense of the Company,to -
which all the land needed and not belonging to particular .
~individuals shall be freely granted.The fortifications that
the Government will erect will not be at the charge of the.
R Company.
'Art.T. Should the maritime canal follow an indirect route,and shcdﬁ
: the Company need to join the Nile to the direct cutting in

5 the Isthmus, the Egyptisn Government would abagdon :
B . ‘ CONVeae - .

3

4.
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the French government to take measures 1o have the neutral status

of the Canal settled, he could be confident that sooner or later

French amour-propre would be necessarily preventing the defeat of

‘ -1
his plans. In any case, as Mehemet Said wanted the Canal and the -.

Porte neither could nor would stop hlm, Then England's opposition

could at most only be a nuisanoe.

(cont. P note.d):

to the.Company for the duration of the Concession, the
public domain now uncultivated, which would be irrigated,
~ fertilised, and cultivated by the efforts and at the '
expense, of the Company'.
The lease of the land would last for 99 years after the openlng of
the Canal.

- The original concess1on wag replaced by a more specific one to the

Compagnie Universelle du Canal Maritime de Suez (5 Jan, '56). The
important detail was the grant of the Ouadi Toumilat area for the

‘purpose of linking the Suez passage to the Nile by a sweet-water ‘
canale. The grant was for the duration of the lease and conditional’

on the construction of the fresh-water canal. It was free from all

~taxe In addition to this an explanatory codiecil (dated 20.7. 56)

stated:
'The number of workers shall be set taking into con51deration
- the seasons of agricultural work'.(cf. Landes,-Bankers and
Pashas, P18l n.2) :

- With this quallflcatlon, the Egyptian government engaged " to provide,

1.

at least four-fifths of the workers to be employed on the canal,

Mange, p.133, though Marlowe erroneously holds in his book.

: Anglo-Evyntian Relations 1800=-1953, that support for the scheme

depended on the personal welcome Lesseps received in Paris.

Not only was Lesseps never other than welcome in Paris « he was

the Empress's cousin - the support for his scheme did not

depend on this factor.  See Mange, p.108:
'Keeping such internmational situations (referring to the
Eastern and Italian problems) in mind it is not
surprising that Napoleon limited his championship of
~the enterprise to a hearty personal and moral support

Sy until the existence of the Suez Canal Company was
endangered in 1859°'.

From 1854 the Canal had been favoured at the Quai d Orsay as a

French interest, and only political considerations, i.e., the
entente with England, had prevented a policy of open support.

%,
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Bulwer came upon a strange situation, bewildering by reason
of the hesitation of the parties concerned, namely the French
government, Englahd,~the Porte, and the Viceroy, to admit openly

their interest in Lessexs's project. Nor was there to be any

radical alteration in this state of affairs for the next twelve:
months. No urgent crisis necessitated Bulwer's making 2 ccnépicuous
effort towards, on the one hand, coﬁing to grips with thé.legal and
politic;l niceties inherent in the Suez question, nor; on the

.other hand, his making any reﬁarkaﬁle contribution to is setflemeﬁt.
He properly absorhed thg informstion from'the Consul~General in
‘Egypt, and passed it'on to Russell or Mzlmesbury. ﬁuropean Turkey
occupied his attention. - This ﬁegative policy‘pefmitted‘the Compény,
to_maké somehérogréss. The French government‘would bééome mére

'engaged in the success of the venture as the Company's achievements

s made more likely the completlon of the canal.

During August and September Lesseps had crossed his Rubicon.
vThe Vlceroy s permission to begin. work on the freshuwater canals
was‘obtalned, and the\Company 5 prospectus drawn up.l

Eight months' later, 25 April 1859, at Port Said, Lesseps4
turned the first sod during a formal ceremony. The Eg yptian :
government used force to stop further work on the canal “but Said
could not. long w1thstand the klnd of pressure well-calculated to -

”upset hime No direct French intimation of displeasure was. needed; 

'l'November 5th was the day subscriptions would be received. At

Bulwer's instance Malmesbury went so far as to give instructions
that not only the scheme for a mantime canal, but also the freshw -
water cesnals should be opposed. It is difficult,to believe that
the docile Porte, anxious not to offend the Emperor, would by
ilself have objected to the fresh-water cznals. More likely Bulwer
persuaded the Porte to demand explanations from the Viceroy.
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A shrug, a meaningful aside, the indirect insinuation, a silence,

would be sufficient to break his nerve. So Lesseps was able fo
enjoy his first triumph. He was also given permission to study
the ground and to use twenty labourers not to be furnished by the
Egyptién government. Though smali this succéss, it might have been
sufficient to show the Foreign Minister in London the ineffectiveness
of its policy of verha non.rea.3 but~it did nothing of the kind.
¥hile there was much activity at Port Said, building materials being ,:
assembled, artisans arriving, the first huts going up and the bases
 of g‘light-house laid; and while Sabafier's app#rent lack of
| concern was itself favouring th;s pfogress, Malmesbury was only able
to instruet Bulwerz |

'L. Lesseps has gone so far as to lay the first stone of :

his Canal without the Sultan's firman and the Porte should

give positive orders to stop a work which is a politlcal

and private plece of swindllng. l

Examinlng the events in Egypt withln the wider context of the
vtroubles’fm?mented by the Franco=Austrian war, Bulwer for the first
fimerbégan‘to see.the delicacy offthe whole situation. Whefe wereu
the means of defending British‘interests should‘a re#olutiépary;
’waf break out? Bulwer felt that foreigh interference‘might prod;ce.‘
the severance of Egypt from Ottoman rule, and that if 'one or more
great European Powers were to attack Turkey, and others did not
conme  to her support, she would fall to pieces .ZJ ThevVice;oy, i
funreliable'toyfriend or foé', could not be dépended on to‘refrainby

LeMslmesbury = Bulwer, 17 May, FO.78/1489. L
‘Bulwer - Malmesbury, 21 June, PRO. 30/22 88.




from taking advantage of the‘preoccupation of the Great Powers
with European affairs.l Turkey was too weak to defend her interests.

Althéﬁgh reassured by Malmesbury on the score of Turkey and
Russisn designs, Bulwer was guite unable thereéfter to approach
the Egyptian problems in the mechanical way ofAhis early period at
the Embassy.  Further he would become more embarrassed by the
isolation of Britain so vividly dramatised during the war.z‘ When
calm returned he confessed: |

'eeel sometimes, as an Agent, regret the loss of our old

traditional policy, - which bound us up to certain Allies

on whom we could rely, and who could rely on us'. 3

During the critical months Bulwer had urged acting Cpnéul-Gene;al 2
Walne to be very firm with Said, and to see o it that the Vizirisl
letter, 1 June, asking for the works to be stopped immediately, was
implemented./_kUnfqrtunateiy fér Bulwer's policy the labourers were
hot Egyptian. | ‘

Said's was a tricky position for itvseems likely‘thét he had;
gifen credit to fihance“the'é%udes-preﬁaratoires' ~in which éase
they were 1awful, and the consuls could not interfere w1th their
nationals any more than Said could. Also there was the point

Lesseps brought up in his reply to the Cherif Pasha's oircular

requesting the consuls to restrain their nationals.4 De jurevnon-

1.
2.

Bulwer - Russell 6 July ibid. S ;
Bulwer's policies may only be explained in the context of the Zurich'
period and the war. Bell = Life of Lord Palmerston does not touch on .
" .ite Consequently he is able to say that after his tour of inspection
‘of the canal works (Dec.'62) the ambassador wanted to sabotage the
‘geheme. This is not only to oversimplify Bulwer's policy but to mis-
understand its motivation, i.e. to help the Porte and the Viceroy o
', to take a line that would not offend PFrance. - :
' 3'Bulwer - Rusgell, 23 November, op.cit. .
4‘Cherif Pasha's ciroular dated 7 June. Memo of Lesseps~Cherif
Pasha,9 June, FO. 78/1489. : : ’ - S
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existent)the 'Company' would not have formed de factowithout the

Viceroy's permission. Said did the only thing possible. He refused

to tzke further action\lest France,victérious, vent its wrath on him.

He wrote to the Porte asking whether the canal might or might not

be made and to communicate its wishes to the Ambassadors of the

Powers.l

'For Bulwer this was a shameless advertisement of Egypfian

weakness. Annoyed at the flagrant but quasi-legal disregard of the

Laws of the Ottoman Empire, he -could only hint at the larger problem

. for he could be sure of the response:

'eeoThe position taken up by Foreigners in Egypt is
surely one which requires attentionl' 2

It wes not until September that Bulwer's influence prevailed

Sufficiently to obtain a Vizirial letter (Sept.19) requesting the

several governments -to halt the work carried on by their nationals.

Then, Muktar Bey,Minister of Finance,went to Egypt and saw to it that

the Foreign nationals ceased their activities.

3

1.

3

A shrewd move,it might have succeeded with the Porte,equally
sensitive about the results of the war. At least Bulwer thought so.
He knew that theGrand Duke Constantine had brought the Suez Canal
question before the Sultan(May).It was shortly after this the Sultan
decided to visit Egypt,to do a deal with the Viceroy,it was rwmoured.
The Sultan turned back at Scio,chiefly because of Bulwer's persistent
warnings to Fuad and A'ali that the English alliance was at stake.
(Bulwer-Russell 17 August,'59,PR0.30/22 88). Further by the first
week in August the British fleet had anchored outside Alexandria.
‘Bulwer-Russell,24 Aug.PRO. 50/22 881 Bﬁlwer-Russell 25 Jan.'60,ibid:
'We shall probably have malgre nous and- malgre the Porte & French ,
colony of no small extent in Egypt.Indeed,the fact is that anything .
like power and independence in this govt.-without the capitulations
‘are re-examined,and their meaning,and application to existing
eircumstances reflxed—Is I fear a delusion's Also see below,p.263,
‘Mange,p.133,accepting Lessepds evidence, suggests that Bulwer's
violence was such that Thouvenel yielded under duress,as it were,

to Muktar's mission. Thise is highly improbable.

The consuls complied with the Vizirial letter in Novenmber.
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After the Treaty of Zurich in October '59, the French
government, as Bulwer had anticipated, took up the question with
renewed vigour. Having had the opportunity of observing at close
quarters the recent anties of the Porte and the Viceroy, and now
only too aware of the shortcomings of his goverhment's unyielding
attiﬁude, he preparsd for the fray.

Franqg was anxious 1o obtain British co-operztion 2t the moment
for settling the Principalities. So Walemski opened the sttach as
gently as he could. Tke French government, he explained, wished
to entér into any engagement to obviate British ocbjections to the

canal.l‘ This offer was rejected. Walewski then agrily expleined

to Cowley that the Enperor nmust now interfere. He had already told

Thouvenel to'support the demands of Lesseps when he arrived in
Constantinople.
- The French Govérnment circularised the Powers, recuesting their

co-operation in the question of the Canal.2 By the‘late December,

Austria, Russia and Italy had replied favourably, Prussia assuming a -

passive attitude.

. It became evident to Bulwer after some'prelimiqary enduiriesw
thet the Porte could not resist suqh pressure. ﬁe quickly took
‘note of Turkishiattitudes; then tried to méké the,PofteApromise‘as
much as he could reasonably expect itdto.u3 All the time in his:

“despatches and letters to Russell be would be advising compfomise,

His method would be to keep in front of Russell the radical alternative

l'C’owley - Russell,9 Oct., FO. 78/1489.

2’Mange, p.134. Walewski to the representatives of the Great
Powers except Turkey and Britain, November 3rd. ‘
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to ﬁegotiation, and, on the other hand, to feign disgust with
the Porto's concessions which he would pretend to submit to
rather then heartily welcome.
No longer on friendly terms with Bulwer, Thouvenel, in toe
meanwhile,did not mention the subject for the next foitnight,
and waited, watchingz the wretched efforts of the Porte to rid
itsolf of responsibility.l ' The Porte was less enxious than
ever to offmd France by making a blunt refusal.
Following a conversation with Fuad;,Bulwer sent Russellia’
'pessiﬁistic anolysis of the immediate fossibilities. His first
remark to Fuad, that the Porte was at liberty to destroy the works
constructed without its(permission,vhad produced a swift reéction. .
Bulwer went oo to ask the miniéter if he would oppose tho granfing
of the Firman. Fuad commented:
'...though we ‘are opposed to it on our own sccount, I
do not eay that, if you and France were agreed, that
. we might not consider any proposals brought before us.' 2
It was enoughe. = The moral for those with eyes to see was .
ploin.' The ambassador descfibed the alternatives, if only by
implication: |
'veoI feel it will be difficult to get the Porte to resist
the French Government in any decided and positive manner
unless we will give her a clear and positive assurance

that we will stand by her whatever the consequences which
may attend resistance'. 3 A

l'Bulwer - Russell, 23 Nov.,PR0.30/22 88 and Bulwer =~ Russell, 8 Deo.;

F0.78/1489., See Mange, p.134 ng.186, quotes Hallberg-Suez Canal
P.170, Walewski-Thouvenel, 3 Nov., '59. Thouvenel's coldness
towards Bulwer resulted from his instruction to avoid as far as
possible ‘'engaging himself in a struggle of 1nfluenoe with the

> Anbassador of Her Britannic Majesty'.
. $'Bulwer = Russell, 22 Nov.,No. 262, FO. 78/1489.
J*Bulwer - Russell, ibid. '
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Under pressure from Thouvenel, supvorted by Austria, Russia,
and tentatively by Prussia, the Turkish Cabinet was geriously
divided duriﬂg the first week in December, The Grand Vizier
Kibrisli Pasha, was for keeping the matter in Turkish hands lest’
Turkey receive the law from Europe; Fuad for escaping from the
gscrape by leaving the business to Europe, Bulwer opposed the latter
course since it would in effect have made the Emperor arbiter énd
diminished the importahce of Turkish opinion{ He considered that
the upshot of the division in the: Turkish cablnet would be a proposal
to investigate the feasibility of the scheme.l

Not having_authority to insist upon the Porte's making a blunt
rejection, end certainly no authority to offer Turkey British support
in the event of such a rejection, Bulwer now held himseif'éioof;
In fact there was little he could do while hls government pretended
Suez was a - secondary interest upon -which he might only adv1se.’
Russell ,as Bulwer knew,did not contemplate assuming an‘open opposition;f
if only because this would have been an awkward policy. to defend in
Parliament; Equally certain it was that Russell would not yield
with grace. Everything vonspired to make Bulwer tread more
delicately than he would have liked. - But it was a game he played well.
To Russell he empha81sed the proper role he had played in order not ,
0 encourage an acrimonious spirit amongst. the representatlves; how

tender he was to the Porte, leav1ng it to the ministers to come to

- him rather than embarrass them with advice. An occasional hint

l’Obviously the Porte would only esdopt such a policy with Bulwer's
encouragenment. -
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reinforced his earlier allusions to the effect that all might he

well, were one great Power to hind itself to the Ottoman Empire.]
Russell's instruction to the ambassador illustrated a certain

inhihitedness in the Foreign Minister's thinking. Why, he asked,

did not Turkey state her objections bluntly? Britain could not, he

wrote, ‘'undertake to make on behalf of her secondary interest a
resistance to the scheme which Turkey, on behalf of her primary
. . 2 . .
interest should decline’. Bulwer raised two bogies, namely the
danger from France,and the threat to British prestige and security
throughout the East. In his own mind Suez was like a sharp frontal
attack designed to distract attention away from these more lethal
flank and rearguard actions. He complained:

'Our influence in the East for years past has been

connected more or less with the issue to be given to

this Suez Canal question...Consequently, if we are
opposed to it now, and that this opposition tho'

evident, is yet weak - it will be overborne - and a
great blow struck at our moral power in all these
countries.' 3

A determined opposition or timely concessions made with such a grace
as to disguise the appearance of defeat presented itself as the only

2°Bulwer - Russell, 28 Dec., no. 312, FO. 78/1489*
>jEven this estimate of the importance of the problem was an

exaSSera‘tl°n> for in a private letter to Sir G. Lewis, Russell
indicated with some indifference and much complacency that he felt

that the attitude he had adopted would achieve little: "I wish
Clarendon had not taken it up as an English question, but it is
difficult to abandon the ground he has taken. It is a question for

Turkey more than us, and involves the separation of Egypt, but we

should keep our path open so long as we command in the Mediterranean.'.

PRO. 30/22 13, 19 Dec. *'59.

'""Bulwer-Russell, 23 Nov. '59, FRO 30/22 88. He added: 'Indeed, if
we fail now, | am not altogether without the idea that the lonian
islands will sooner or later furnish matter for a new move of the
same kind"'s



sensible choice. Divided on other issues, perceptibly drifting
towards radically opposing positions, France and Britain were not
likely to maintain for long the pretence of friendship:

'A greater calamity | cannot conceive, and | must add

that | do not think that this question, on which public

opinion in Europe would be against us, is the question

on which to come to an issue’. 1

He was anxious lest a defeat 'in any question of influence'
have grave repercussions in Persia and India provoking 'dangers which
are now slumbering and apparently unconnected with it"'. 2 Further,
Catholic machinations in Crete and French designs in Morocco, were
of equal significance with Suez." Would it not be wise to look
to the whole Mediterranean?”

Thus a possible struggle with France for a paramount place in the
Mediterranean, and a probable undermining of English power in the

countries between the Caucasus and the Himalayas, were considerations,

Bulwer pleaded, that should not be neglected by giving unde attention

to the Canal. This reasoning reinforced Bulwer's desire not to take
too positive a line at Constantinople. Two consequences were to
be apprehended. First, Thouvenel, with whom, by the mid-December,

Bulwer was again on friendly terms, might naturally take an
opposite line }and the division between the two countries most interested

in the canal would be hardened.® Thouvenel's moderation had provided

Jé'Bulwer - Russell, 7 Dec., ibid.

"Bulwer - Russell, 29 Dec., FC. 78/1439¢

3'Bulwer—RusseII, 12 Jan. and 8 Feb.,PRO 30/22 88.

4'Bulwer - Russell, 4 Jan.'60,ibid: 'Whit do you think of my plan of

having a certain number of unarmed ships at Malta, and having...a
portion of our garrisons trained for naval service?'

*See above ,p.24-6. It is possible too that Bulwer's own moderation
had paid dividends. Certainly very early in his embassy Bulwer had
similarly impressed de Lesseps. cf. Mange, p.I130:'"At the Turkish
capital he (de Lesseps)found Sir Henry Bulwer, a personal friend,in,

place of the aggravating Lord Stratford.De Lesseps believed the new
ambassador was anxious to put an end to theaAto”oAtitvc, f*I»*<j
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Bulwer with the time he needed so he should not be antagonised
needlessly and inadveriently. Secondly, Bulwer had_to persuade-the
Porte to adopt a policy epproximating as nearly as possible the
oné Russell might eventually be brought to accept. An hasty .
opinion on his part, might bring the Porte to ask for less than it
might reaéonably expect. Granted the Porte trembled before the
nightt of France,which could create difficulties in other aress,
even so it might éxpect the French government to appreéiate‘that the
canzl was a subject which concerned most nearly the two maritime |
powers. Of one thing Bulwer could be sure; the unfortunate Porte
needed to preserve English friendship.

The internal stresses within the Turkish cabinet facilitated
Bulwer's task, ehabling him to éhow Russell that so adverse ﬁefe
the circumstances,it would be risking everything to urge an
uﬁyielding policy. ‘ The>real choices of the Porte were iimited'to
two. Thouvenel himself congeded that‘iittle copld bgy&cébmplished
without an Anglo«French agreement;  hence a settlement by a
congress, though sﬁch a ﬁossibility was useful for induecing & more
compliant attitude on the English side, was not1lopg seriéusly
considered. So thé éhoiée remained between the'Porte's letting thé
Powers deal with the Suez Canal - leavingvit to their mutual
jealousy 1o protect éhe Porte's interesﬁs~— and'héking Ffance

understand that prévious to the Sultan's granting a Firman there

mist be an entente between the two maritime powers.  Bulwer informed

his chief of Turkish equivocation. He hinted at a line of policy

i

* which accommodated this uncertainfj. Perhaps,he offered, a reagonablé--,



basis for a settlement might be found in & preliminary examiﬁation
of the Suez project, and in an agreement amongst the maritime
Powers as to.the security of the canal.l Russell's refusal to
support Turkéy in resisting the scheme, and his failure to suggest
an alternative policy, obliged Bulwer to accept a2 plan of this sort.
His han& was forced. He observed a tendency on fhe part of the
Turkish ministers to favour»granting the Firman immediately, and
thereby obt;in the good favour of France in imposing such conditions
as would keep the Viceroy in dependence upén the Sultan; a course
that wquld conciliate France, Russia snd Austria. He thought it
betters

'eseno longer to resist what I saw it was the determination
to adopt vizs- An appeal of some kind, somewhere or other;

but to endeavour to restrict that appeal within certain
limits'.
He agreed with Fuad on a msde of procedure. The aotual scheme

should be divested of its most obmoxious clauses and be examined
with a view to discovering the advantages and the expenses of such
a cénai; It should<cdntain ﬁothing éontrary 10 the Laws of the
Empire. Bulwer emphasised that a special guarantee of the neutrality
of the Canal to which England should be a party, would be the sine ‘
5

qua non of the undertaking. These'conditions were inseparable
end further, Britain and PFrance would have to be in‘agfeement on them

before the Porte would enter into more detaii.4 The alternative,

lepulwer - Russell, 7 Dec.,PRO. 30/22 88.

*Bulwer - Russell, 28 Dec.,no. 312, F0.78/1489.

3’Fuad's identic despatches to Musurus and Djemil Pashas in London
and Paris,reproduced these points.

4'This last p01nt expanded A'ali's promise to Alison in March 1858,

g0 possibly Bulwer's first ideas were gleaned in’ deliberations
with the Turkish ministers.,
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he reminded the Foreign Secretzry, was a close understanding between
England and Turkey with the object of encouraging the Porte to
reject outrigﬁt the French demands.

ﬁulwer apologised for raising the subjéct in such a way. At
least, he wheedled, the schemé would be shown as a piece of
- charlatanism. He advised Russell to simulate dissatisfaction as
he himself was doing, in this ﬁay the Porte might be made to
'toe the line’'.

Thus,Bulwer had encouraged small concessions only, but, he
an%icipated,.sufficient to prevent‘the slicing of the Gordian knot.

Not oﬁly aid Russell negative Bulwer's plan and the drastic
alternative, he proposed nothing‘else.l He objecfed to the’idea

that Turkey might consent provided she obtained certain guarantees,

believing rightly, in view of recent events, that the Porte could

‘not successfully keep ;p a gtruggle at Alexandria, Consténtinople,‘
and.Paris, should any clause in the concession be ignored or
contravened. | Russell did not like the policy recently elucidated.
Were it to become effectivé the Sultan mﬁst know thats

4..he must not count uponvthe support of Great Britain

to avert dangers which by his own acts he will have

drawn upon himself', 2

Russell, informed Musurus that thé-Pofte was the b;stgjudgé

Qf the particular points to do with the Laws of fhé Empire; eand
that, should the construction of Suéz be compatible with the saféty
of the Empire, Britain would not stand in the way, nor would her

1.
It was not an alternative in fact for no party thought of resorting

to military measures to obtain its ends.
‘Russell = Bulwer, 24 Dec., no. 254, FO. 78/1489.
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interests suffer.l Further, though not encouraging Bulwer té act
upon his views, Russell felt obliged to yield something to his
arguments, d&ing 80 with‘the appearance of disagreeing. If the
land élauses were withdrawn the Sultan might form an expert
commission to examine the scheme; as it was, it violated the laws
of the Empire; and, lastly:

'That were the plan divesfed of theée provisions, it

still would not be such that H.M.'s Govt. could give
any guarantee of the nature suggested by the Porte's 2

The plan Bulwer adwocated was intended primarily to rekiase the
Eorte from an intolerable pressuré which it could no lohger sustain.
It was & manoeuvre to gain time. Bulwer's anxiety to see it
accepted by Russell indicates too a belief that it prévided the
basis of a settlements Yet the guarantees necessary for its
success the English government refused to give} as Bulwer knew it
ﬁﬁst. Bulwer possibiy realised that a dé facto reversal of the
procedure he described might happen in spite of his or'Russeil's,
‘wishes. A éommission might first report and declare that its
fidings could only be impieménted ﬁhen the guarantees were givan,
The evidence is lacking which would give us an inéight into'Bulwer‘sf
thoughts,. At a superficial glance it seems, héwever, that Bulwer's )
strong arguments in favour of the new prdéosals refiected more than
, & desire to gain time for the Porte. Perhapskhe'wished to tzke

advantage of the situation to bring about & major change in British

policj. ’

bt

;'The Turkish Note was dated 4 January. Communicated to FO. 17 Jan.
-“*Russell « Bulwer 21 Jan., FO. 78/1556. ‘
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Bulwer was obliged to do nothing and to wait on events.
In May Fuad complained to the French government that the works were
being centihued despite the Porte's wishes. The following June
the Company made further progress. The Viceroy pledged himself
to the Company for 87‘millien francs. Colquhoun/reported with
some naivete:

'eeol am unwilling to believe this, for it will place the

Vlceroy in the light of one who has deliberately deceived

those he ought to consider his be ﬂt‘frlerds 1

But it was a facte De Lesseps promised to make no call on
fhe Viceroy for two years to enaﬁle him to pay off his floating
debt.2 Said had thus officially confirmed that he had given the
Company the wherewiﬁhe;rto deelare itSelffconstitutea in French
Law.3 | The Viceroy conceded that he did not 'know whether
coﬁmercially spe2king the scheme be a good one or not,' but be
ﬁae sufe that his naﬁe would be immortalised if the caﬁal were
accomplished under his auspices, in his time.4

If the Porte could e eadgered'onvthe question of the prompt
payment of loans, and coﬁsequentlyvhave to pay more attentiep to
the demands of the Powers, so much worse was the position of the N

Egyptian government which participated in a French Company.

1,
2.

*Colquhoun = Russell, 2 June '60,ibid. '

The relations between the Company and the Viceroy were shortly to

"be defined (August '60) in an agreement bearing on the first 100
francs per shere.. By consenting to pay his liabilities to the
Coxpany - for the most part unpaid on his death - by means of |
Treasury bonds, Said imposed the burden od his sucéessors.

5’In 1858 Said had accepted 64,000 shares in the new company, and had’

been willing to take up to 96,000 shares, the total allotted to the

Ottoman Empire, but the 178,000 (44% of the capital) which Lesseps

put on his account were not altogether welcome., The official pledge

now made that decision irrevocable, _—

4'(knlquhoun - Russell, 3 June '60 FO. 78/1556.
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Bulwer hardly exaggerated when he telegraphed Russell that the
Viceroy hed pledged himself in favour of the Canal 'placing Egypt
in the hands of France'. Bulwer claimed:
'The Porte thinks of calling him to order, and invoking
the late agreement (presumably a reference to Fuad's
note of Jan.4): but nothing short of his deposition would
succeed; and as this would be a serious act, the support
of Her Majesty's Government would be required, if it were
decided upon's 1
By the last phrase Bulwer meant that Hs government's support
would be necessary if it allowed him to press for the Viceroy's
depositione. The response to this overture was'negative. The
status quo nust be preserved at all_costs°2 After preséing that
e person with authority should be sent to Egypt Russell urged that
the:Sultan should warn the Viceroy that he had not the power to
appropriate the revenues of the state to the Canal. Russell failed
to appreciate that so long as the Viceroy paid the tribute he could
do Just that. Even so, he was sufficiently impressed by the new
development to forget for the moment his attitude to the three
guarantees which Fuad has asked for, to write to Bulwer:s
'The Sulten should declare that if a Canal to Suez is
to be made, he will undertake it himself after enquiry
by Engineers, naval men and merchantst...‘’ 3e
Bulwer had, at léét, persuaded Russell that the situation was
critical, Here was a significant turning point.

’

Preoccupied-élsewhere, the English government had been fortunate

in not meeting with embarrassments that would have resulted from a

leBulwer = Russell, 15 June, '6€0,FO. 78/1556.
2epussell = Bulwer, 18 June, FO 78/1497.
‘Russell = Bulwer, 19 July, no. 342,~FO. 78/1556.
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forward policy on the part of the French government, equally busy

. the
in other areas. Bulwer had now to contend with, Viceroy's openly

b
expfessed determination to accomplish the projecf. During May verbal
orders had bemn given for 10,000 fellaheen to be sent to work on
the canal. Later it was rightly suspected that a further 40 - 50
thousand had been promised.

In Egypt the company was faced by serious obstacles in the
way of the construction of the harbours at each end of the route.
its striking success was its puréhase in November from the Viceroy
of the Oﬁadi Toumilat estate through which the Pelusium branch
ofﬂthe fresh-water canal would pass. © This was some’24,000 acres
over and'ébove that granted on each side of the oznal in the
original deeds of the Concessi;n.'
“ Colquhoun;s chiéf anxietvaas fhe plan of the Meséageries
I$periales to construct the dock just‘outside Suez, at a point
commanding the entrance to the channel, As the good offices of
 the French Consul-General were vital to the Egyptian Government
in evading the demand of Laffitte, a French banker, for the wholeh
of a loan of 28 million francs, it was felt thatzﬂvantage was being
taken of this clrcumstances by the French government to press for
the docks concession.  What was of more importance was the
possibility of the docks being built on land actually allotted to
the Company. Questions of priv11qued title and exclusive
occupation might arise. A special secret clause, alléwing thebFrench

‘government to take over the docks in the event of hostilities, was

thought to be in the contract. In addition it was known that
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the Comptoir d'Escompte, almost certainly with official support,

had advoéaped the supervision of the Egyptian budget and treasury.l

These factors tended to give the Canal a significance such
as obscured what was of real importance, hamely the paramount

influence of France.

'As soon &s the Syrian affair was concluded Palmerston was
looking to a completer harmony between Ffance end Britain. In a
letter to Russell he expressed a suspicion of the projects‘encouragéd
by Freach ospitalists, but hopeds

'esothat the Impeadal Government harbours no such designs
on Egypt as these transactions are by many supposed to
indicate'. -2 :

However, ag soon as Thouvenel suggested a European Commlssion

4o examine the practicabillty of the scheme, Palmerston reverted to

3

his former negative attitude. He explaineds
'The proposals...sounds fair and plausible, but would be a

~ dangereus measure.
It requires only a glance at the map of the world to
see how great would be the naval and military advantages
to France in a war with England to have such a short- '
cut to the Indian seas when we should be obliged to send
ships and troops round the Cape. Thouvenel proposes, ‘
indeed, that the passage of ships of war should be forbidden -
as at the Dardanelles, but I presume he only expects us
to receive such a proposal except (sic) w1th & decently
suppressed smile's 4 .

Landes, p. 109, n.2

Palmerston - Russell, 23 Nov, '61 PRO. 30/22 21

This was the beginning of the inter31on of that procedure which
Fuad had proposed.

Palmerston = Russell, 8 Dec. ibid. All this was contrary to his
reasoning in the Memo of April '60. His only positive suggestion.
was that Britain and Frence should cease to interfere on political
grounds, and leave the question to be settled by the experience

of the money market?
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Not so afflicted with Franqo;phobia,Russell‘simply enjoined
Cowley to kqep gsilent for the moment. Refusal would look bad
while acceptance would send up the shares. Colquhoun had suggested
that the bubble would soon burst, and Russell was hoping that sﬁch_
an event might save him from further embarrassments.‘ This weas
certainly a possibility. By the end of 1862 300 fraﬁcs.were
called up per share, tripling the Viceroy's immediate liabilities
to the Company, from over 15 to nearly 46 million francs.

Bulwer tried to discover means whereb& the Viceroy might be
released from hié dependence ontFrench monied interests.l ‘The‘
only politlcal remedy he had to suggest was the usual one, the one
which entajled giving the Porte full dlplomatic sunport and an
acceptance of the consequences of thls.2 It was Bulwer's way,
one suspects, of underlining the impossibility of accomplishing
anything while the Erench and English Cabinets were at odds on
this issue as.over others. ' He went on to point out that it was
likely that the Sultan and his court had been bribed in the previous K
December during the Vicéroy's visit.3 Thus, it was doubly
_1mperative that the Viceroy be not embarrassed to such a degree that .

he would yield any further to the French. | He persusded A'ali

l'It was learned in May 1862 that the dock concession had finally
been given to the Messageries Imperiales., Beauval, the French
consul in Alexandria persuaded the Viceroy to grant the French
group of Pastre, Valensin, and Dervieu, the privilege of remitting
the tribute to England when the present concession should lapse.
A form of tender had been adopted till then. N

*Bulwer = Rugsell, 21 Jan. '62 FO, 78/1648. S
3*Bulwer - ussell, ibid, S
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Pasha to assent to the loan which Said wished to obtain through
Oppenheim.l The idea in Bulwer's mind was that the Porte's

~ consent toqthe loan miéht be made conditional.2 Advantage could
be taken of the financial situ&tion in Egypt tq‘enforpe the Pdftefs
suzerainty, to the benefit of British long-term interests, by the
establishment of a Financeial Council in which the heirs to the

Pashalik should be represented.3

Its purpose would be to control
expenditure, limiting it in the future to the Viceroy's net inocome.
»Inevitably nothlng came of the scheme, in spite of Foreign Office

supnort.

In_November 1862 Bulwer; with Ruésell's spproval visited
Egypt. He had no speecific inspructions, for the trip was a short
holiday, Bulwer not:having had the time to teke his delayed leave
of absence. : | |

He went representihg the policy bf subjecting Egypt to the.
Porte's authority - that is, in #s much as'he‘was theuagent‘of &

Government which desired this. What Bulwer would do as we shall

‘Rather than through the French interest, Dervieu.

This was nothing more than @& guick adjustment t0 a change in

atmosphere. The Turkish cabinet were inclined more than ever to

give in during these early months. Its depression coincided with

Spid's anxiety to obtain money. There was & pressing need to

strengthen the will of the Porte. The imposition of Turkish
asuthority in Egypt was the bait which Bulwer used. If suceessful
the ambassador would have found himself in a stronger position at
Constaentinople. But it was only a passing phase. Bulwer's basic
notions had not changed, i.e. though he was still orthodox on the
Canal, his preoccupation was with his actual and potential
diplomatic isolation because of the policy of simple obstruction.
Hence the manoeuvre over the loan in spite of Russell's hostllity.
to any loan. Russell = Bulwer, 19 Jan '62,FO. 75/1728.

SeLoc. Cit.

2.
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see would be to impress on his bwn government that its policy was
stultified by its lack of influence and iﬁability to bargain:

that it was inadequate for deaiing with a situstion where Bulwer :
could neither protect the Viceroy from foreign dictation, except

. by exerting political pressure, nor frevent the country‘froﬁ%becoming
a French oasis, save by instié&ting a commercial struggle.

Fﬁll of.patefnal good~will, §fficial maxims, and the savihg
grace of being able to interpret these in sﬁch g way that it seemea
he was doing the Vicéroy a favour, Bulwer had nothing with which to
temﬁt the Pasha. He would be blunt with him, but the Viceroy would
retire behind a égoke—scréen of confessions of wéaknesé leéviﬁg:
Bulwér greatly'diétupbed for the futuie of the country under such a
rulei.

The‘Pasha's'openihg gambit wés for Bulwer's benefit:

'As for me, I'm done for. I shall.ndt get'over this

sickness, and even if I do I've seen enough of affairs.
.Nc¢body has understood me. Moreover I have made serious
~mistakes. I am conscience stricken for the way . in which
‘I have misdirected the Treasury funds'. 1
| The Viceroy expanded on the evil-eyed rumours/of his friéndshig
for the French, his relations with the Porte, and hls ability to
defend the cowntry w1th 80,000 men and the Nile barrage, from any
- foreigner who threatened his indenendence. 1m;
h Bulwer gssured the Viceroy that Britlsh policy was for things
1o remain as they were regarding Egypt's connection with yhe Sultan.
Professihg satisféction at hearing the prince speak so rééolmﬁély

_he explained that his government:

1 o . ‘ *
Bulwer - Russell, 15 De¢.'62,F0. T8/1715
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'seecould never permit any other foreign power either
foreibly to possess itself of Egypt or indirectly to
acquire a greatly preponderating influence over it'. 1
He emphasised the danger of colonisation. He held that fhe
canal was impracticable, ana used up resources to the detriment of
the country's agricultﬁre.z' It opened up Egypt to any stréng
maritimerpowér, which knowledge would add to European tensioﬁ.
In fine the best thing to do was to drop the whole project.
There were no illusions as to the tangible result of this
' féte45-t€$e, a mere promisé that.the Viceroy would do nothing yet
about the loan being urged on hin, Bulﬁer felt that this, without
the Pgrté's saﬁotion, was an attempt'fo create a precedent for

3

future transactions of the same kind. The Viceroy also promised

, not to take any step which might complicate the Suez bu81ness still

more by another flnanclal agreement with Lesseps, and thatAwas all.4

Bulwer only half-reallsed how trlcky and untrustworthy was Said,
After a tour of the Canal works the ambassador tried to place

5

the question on an entirely new basis. He was so impressed by
~ what he saw that he had to conclude that a drastic revision of

British policy was urgently required; lest his government lost all
1.

‘Mange, p.l36, note.l99. Iy 1863, a good year for cotton, Ismail

would find it particulaerly galling The effective abolition of
forced labour was e question of. tlm° after this. .

J*Bulwer - Russell, 12 Dec. '62,F0. 78/1652.

Aepulwer - Russell, 15 Dec.,T0, 78/1715.

De ‘Bulwer, .even before his tour of the works, was pondering over other
possible policies. .Bulwer-Russell, 16 Nov. '62, PRO,30/22 91:
'My opinion in short is, that we should be quite wrong in slumbering
quietly on the fact that the project we look at is impracticabdble.
Tke thing to feel sure about is, whether the plen which the French

_ look to is impossibvle’'.
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means of influencing the eventual settlement. No doubt existed in

Bulwer's mird as té the feasibility of. the Canal,l He atressed
the poini that it was possible and would be accomplished. Although
Bulwer had no knowledge of the Company's negotiatioms during the
previous months for new heavy machine;y, finally to superséde
force labour, he was nevertheless unprejudiced enough to adcept_the
fact that the Canal'was going to be built.2 Whatever financisal
straits the Compapy got into Bulwer refused to agree that monej
‘difficulties would halt the project. He examined its advantages
compared with those offered by‘the railway, shortly to be’iﬁproved,ﬂ
and reached the coneclusion thats | | l

'.;.the Cenal will very probably not greatly,if'at'all,,

benefit commerce; but if it does, we shall receive as

much as any nation, except Greece,the benefit of it.

If I see then no great advantage to us from the Canal,

I see no loss, neither do I think it will in itself

cripple our maritime power'. 3

But this was to examine the whéle'éffaif out of ifs coﬁteit.

Given viceroyal pusiilanamity and dupliecity, the finandial power
of European capitalists, and a system of consular influence .
synonymous almost with corruption, the whole thlng took on & new
aspect.4 In the long run too, the increasing abuse of the
capitulatbry regime would aggravate these problems.'v It was easy

for the French to take advintage of s situation which theForeign

l'Bell - Life of Lord Palmerston,completely misinterprets this phase.
‘Bulwer = Russell, 3 Jan. '63, FO. 78/1795. Bulwer =- Russell,
16 Nov. '62, PRC. 30/22 91, where Bulwer comments on de Lesseps
with some enthusiasm: 'Thilst being a charlatan, he is a grest
charlatan',

' 3'Bulwer - Russell, 3 Jan., PRO 30/22 91.

4*Bulwer - Russell, 10 Nov. '62,PRO, 30/22 91.
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Cffioe deplored and‘sought to reform. An English consul could oot
have adopted the means~at hand. It wao the long-term consequences -
“of this situatlon rather than the Canal that worried Bulwer:

'Port Said Timsah and Suez will be French towns -~ the

new lands called into cultivation will becomes..French

territory, and governed actually by French authority'...l
The first chenge should be in the Canal scheme for, smongst other
thlngs, it mlght create a position for France, 'such that she may
find it impossible to recede from a ground which, on ' the other
hand, it will involve her in great difficultles to maintain'. | Mere
obstruotlon now was not enough; a more imaginative. policy was
' oalled for, which involved to.an extent, taking France into one's
confidence so that the danvers inherent in the Canal scheme might
be dealt with the more easily. . Bulwer dld not think the Canal
in'itself to be dangerous to Britlsh 1nterests or maritimo power,/
réther the manner in which it was to be consfruoted ondkthe‘térms of
~the concession. | The solutlon was, briefly, to purchase the French
Company out.2 " The Canal should be carrled on by the Egyptian
Government according to its convenience; the Canal and Egypt tovﬁeT '
placedlunder a special guarantee. The occeSSion offa'new rglér in .
January 1863'provided an oppatune moment for a chaoge of»directio’n.3

The new Viceroy had not had time to take up & positive line, and was,

Al°Bulwer - Russell, 3 Jen.,F0, 78/1795. ‘ |
*Russell's reply was that it would be an excellent proposal if the"
Canal were likely to finish. .But should the Canal fail there
would be no point in wasting £2 million in the purchase of the
Company s rights. Bulwer's suggestion was not so ridiculous for
it has to be remembered that in a little while Ismail would be

", anxious to buy up the ordinary Suez shares. See below, p.37¥m.L

3’Said died 18 January 1863, ‘ ’ '



in fact, embarrassed by all these complications, A swift English
initiative leading to a settlement conducive to better relations
between him and the Porte, and to a lessening of pressure from England
and France, while still permitting the construction of the Canal
might end the constant embarrassment which this problem caused the
Liberal ministry. For Bulwer, Russell's replies were consistently
unhelpful:

"If the Sultan makes any proposal on the subject, you will

refer it to H.M.'s Govt, and wait their answer"'. 2
and:
"..jrou will be careful in no way to commit Her Majesty's
Government to any course of policy respecting it which
shall not have previously received their express sanction'. 3.

The most definitive was the communication:
'The British Government can in no case guarantee, promote
or favour the Suez Canal, which they would wish to see
abandoned"’. 4

Palmerston commented on this approvingly:

'l see you are sending a good answer to Bulwer about Suez

Canal. His proposal of a Guarantee of the Canal tends
towards its completion while on the contrary our interest
tends to the giving up or failure of the scheme’. 5

Quite unmovd”™by Bulwer's description of the situation, he went on to
say that the effective abolition of forced labour would ruin the
gompany

~A*During his visit to Constantinople in February-March Ismail was
Q clearly assessing the strength of the various parties,see below

"*Russell - Bulwer, 26 Jan., FO. 78/1795.

ARussell - BulTfer, 30 Jan., ibid.

A*Russell - Bulwer, 1 Feb., ibid.

g Palmerston - Russell, 1 Feb. '63, PRO. 30/22 14.

‘Palmerston - Russell, 1 Feb. ibid. Ismail's first act as ruler was
to abolish the corvee. However forced labour on the works did not

cease till 1 June '64*
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Russell wrote in this vein to Bulwer in spite of the latter's
insistence.that financial difficulties ﬁould not halt the progress
~of the Company.

In’Egypt, Bulwer did what he could to improve matters, applying
himSeif to the problem of the weakness of Engliéh influence in
‘ that country. Ha tried to remedy thié by the only means ieft
%o him, by supporting the power of the Viceroy as a means of
'insinuating Colgquhoun into the Pasha's favour. He:encouraged

Said to make a stand against oconsular preten81ons and to lean on

Brltish gupport to defeat the intrlgues of the consuls, It was

unfcrtunate, Bulwer felt, that he had to rely on the too courteous

Colquhoun. He was not the person for the task Bulwer had in mind.l
AAs'there was little the consul could do to)alter the situation
radically, Bulwer‘considered that he ought at least to be mére
self-assertlve and command more respect.2 ’ Colquhoun, frittered
away & certain reserve of 1nfluence which was always contalned in 1

the very name of the Engllsh agent, by complainlng toythe Pasha

about everything. As Bulwer saw’it; there were‘certain fundamental

problems, such as forced labour, the‘Suez Canal and viceroyal

relations with the Porte, upon which a Brltish representatlve

might have to take a stand.v It was important that at the critical '

4 junctures when these problems should confrcnt him, tb»f the ruler

1 ‘Bulwer ~ Russell, 19 Feb“'éj,FO. 78/1733: 'Mr Colquhoun has, I

think, suffered hlmself to be too much effaced, and though great
courtesy mzkes you loved in the East, one must also at times show
the spirit which inspires fear'.

Bulwer = Russell, 26 Feb., PRO. 30/22 92: 'I fear Colquhoun is
gettinv too 0ld lady-like for the post Egypt will ‘now become',

’2.
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should bte favourably disposed to listen to him, because of the
agent's moderation on other occasions. Bulwer thought the English
'éonsﬁl's task was %o reinforcé viceroyal authority when foreign -
influenceé were jeopardising"it.l This could only be brought
about by the‘agent's supporting thevViceroy as far as possible in
all matters of internal adminiétration.\y Bulwer especiélly
complained to Russell of the cqnsul-general's commoﬁ#seﬁsiﬁle
argunents in favour of the use of forced lzbour in a country where
the use of‘wage-labour inevitably'wquld entail foreign exploitation.2

Puring these months Bulwer applied hiﬁself to the task of making
British objectiocns more specific and capable of forming the basis»
of a practical pélipy. In particular he tried to persuade Russell
of fhe rightness of such a policy; He asked for the endorsement
‘f~of this policy which ﬁés;

'First, fo get out of the present Caﬁal schemea. -

Second, if possible to get the scheme of a Canal set

aside elther formally or practically altogether,

Third, to arrive at these ends without putting the

Porte in such a situation as it has not the force to

sustain'. } |
Bulwef'thus described British objections in‘sﬁchfa way that Russell
cpuld bardly sanction them for; by iﬁpiication, the statement
contained a positi#e procedure. The latter seemed fo’havé’suspected
this for his response was not a simple appfé#alé

'Your views are correét, but I must request you not to

take any step as to Suez Canal without referring the
question home'., 4 ’ : .

l'Bulwer-Russell 13 Feb. '63, F0. 78/1795 and Bulwer-Russell, 19 Feb.

'PRO.30/22 92, and Bulwer-Colquhoun, 27 Feb.,FO. 78/1733.
3. ‘Bulwer - Russell, 26 Feb,yPRO. 30/22 92.
4.Bulwer - Russell, 4 Feb.,FO. 78/1795.

Russell - Bulwer, ibid.
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Thus, Bulwer was prevented from tasking a definitive step.
The ruthless logic with which he hed defended his scheme for
dealing with the Company, rather than the Canal, was, evidently,
not enough to undermine the official policy.l He had explalned'

'There are three courses then for the Vlceroy to adopt:

_ First, to stand on the legality end risk all the
conseguences. Second, to repay the Company and undertake
the work. Third, to let things take their course and
trust to the Company's becoming bankrupt and stopping
in the natural course of things'. 2

He‘added, to emphasise his point, that he'feared the debt of the
Pasha was a‘government debt, in which case the first possibility
might be put on one side. But if it were adopted,then British

support'értouteaoutrance' was needéd.: As to the third suggestion,

'it would be in my opinion a very hazardous onet 100 much of the
1.

He also exposed the weaknesses in Russell's nebulous ideas. He
enquired whether Russell's aim was to leave the task to the highest
bidder without there being enything profitable in a newly devised
contract. Bulwer-Russell, 4 Feb., FO. 78/1795. He was not even sure !
what Russell meant when he said that 'the Sultan should come to a |
compromise about Said's shares'.  Bulwer went on: 'This - if it
alludes to the Sultan's buying the said shares - besides being ;
ruinous to Turkish finances would enable the company to continue :
its labours. It also says, 'Suez Canal should be left to private |
speculation'. But in this case would not the French Company have
the first right to be the speculators...and little perhaps would :
be gained by the overturning of one foreign company in favour. of
another asf3f as Egyptian independence is concerned unless a
Company started altogether on a different basis'. The occasion
of the recent accession of Ismail proved to be the only real
opportunity Bulwer could have used to settle the Suez question .
with Egyptian support and without loss of face for Britazin. Though
Bulwer underestimated French determination to see the French
company succeed, the Company's funds were particularly slight at
- this stage. In eny ease, support for the Viceroy would at least
 have prevented the Company obtaining further edvantages from the-
Egyptian government. = Russell's and Palmerston's reactions to-
this we have already observed (see above, p.265.) After a whole
month had elapsed (Russell=Bulwer, 13 March, FO. 78/1795) Russell
~ would approve of concession but the Viceroy would then have no
2 confidence in English support. :
'Bulwer - Russell, 4 Feb.,FO. 78/1795‘ ‘
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work has béen done énd can be done with the money at the Company's
command to render failure ;ikely'.l &t all events, he concluded,
'there is an urgent necessity, if Egypt is to be saved, that the.
French Company-and éhe rights of the Company shoﬁld be set aside'.2
To Ismail, on a visit to Consténtinople, Bulwer stated the
offiéi#l objecﬁions to the canél projecf.5 The conerete proposal
-‘he put’t§ him was that he ahd the Porte should take their share of
respons%ﬁility in getting rid of those conditions in the contractf
which were pernicious %o Egyptian independence., Ismail was~subdued
oﬁithe\tobic.A On the previous ocgasion Bulwer had met him he had -
[;been the,g&pwedv0pponent‘of the scheme, colguhoun's weaknesé di@ g
not account for éverything, sé Bulwer assumed thet the Portevwés
hesifating againe. He had a conversation with A'ali and the‘Vicero&

-

togetheraA 1t became‘éppgrent that they were loath¢vtoeantagonisé"f

p)

the Emperor. Bulwer considered he had exoroised this fear, having
persuaded them that if no party suffered pecuniary loss then none’
. was hurt, and the Emperor had no cause to be 1rr1tated., The Viceroy

-agreed to answer questions which the Porte would ask in an official A

,é'xbid,
*Ibid. ‘

3. *Naturally he made a point of adhering to the official line where
the Viceroy was: concerned., At the Porte and in his correspondence
with London he inclined to search for alternative soclutions. ‘

4 Bulwer had been much deceived in his first impressions of Ismail, o
believing that this solid landlord type thought as he did about the
Canal, The Pasha was in fact feeling his way.

Se ‘More significantly, ever sensitive of the Sultan's rlghts, the ;
Egyptian ruler found it irksome to co-operaté with his suzerain. ,
This was the greatest difficulty Bulwer had to contend with. Till
the end of his embassy he would never: quite succeed in producing

uharmovy between the two parties. ;
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note. The Porte was to base on the answers a declaration to
England and France. Ngvertheless, before departing, Ismail
confided to Bulwer that the Porte would not give him power, nor
take on itself the responsibility that should go with power, |
He pleaded for better support from Colquhoun, and insisted that the
Porte's instructions should not be delayed long, for the Company
was pressiﬁg for labour to finish off the fresh-water Canzl to
Suez. Ismail could not make excusges for longer than the next
threeAweeks. vAs the Viceroy seemed uncqnvinced that England would
firmly support him, or that the Porte would send clear instructions
Bulwer sent him words

'+eeThat the charactér of the Porfé's’instructions as to

clearness eto., must depend very much on the Document from

him which it would have before them and that therefore

he must bear this in mind with respect to what he now

statedf. 1 ‘ ‘

Bulwer was experiencing the same uneasiness he had felt when
he had chatted’laét to Said. There ﬁas nothihgvfirm hére. ‘ One
thing only could prevenf the success of the Canal, énd this was
a direct intimafion by Russell to the French governmént that
Englaﬁd refused to permit the construction of the Canal. To have
expected any Pasha,even supportéd by.the Porte, to havg done ﬁore
than he was prepared to do wasvunreésonable.’. Buiwér's inéistenée
"that the only alternative to negotiatioh‘ﬁéé abwillinéness to suppoft

Turkey & l'outrsnce in a policy to halt French schemes, had at

least the merit of being logical. . In the light of Bulwgr's comments

le Buker - Russell, 3 March '63, FO. 78/1795.



an

Russell's hopes that scmething might happen to‘cause_the Companj
tq wind up its affairs were not justified even had the Company
bave been dependent on forced labour for its success.l As Bulwer
constantly repeated, the French government would not allow the
scheme to fail just because of a lack of funds.

Russell, yielding to the argumenfs in ¥r, Hawkshawe'sB
Memorandﬁg, quickly apnroved of the tentative negotiations between

the Porte and Egypt which Bulwer was‘directing.:

This relaxation
‘on Russell's p;rt was too late for on the Pasha's return to Egypt
French pressure for a definitive arrangement, in a sense contrary
to Bulwer's ideas, became irresisfible. , Ismail came to a

financisl agreement with Lesseps, confirming that of August 1860

regarding the first 100 francs per share. The remainingVZ/Sths.’
(35 million francs = £1,500,000) were to be paid from Jen. 1864

in monthly instalments; - i.e. £720,000 yearly. There was also a
new»agreement with‘the Coipény whereﬁy the Eéyptian Gofernment was
to construct, under Company supervision, a Canal from Cairo to the
Ouadi.4

»'The Porte made its move, consenting to the Canal provided its
neutralit& were guaranteed. Forcéd labbur and the glienation‘of

Egyptian territory were to be forbidden. JMequhile no forced

lsbour was to be used on the works. After the initial shock of

l‘Landes, p.180-1. Gang labour, as the Foreign Office should have
2 known, was at this stage, no longer economlcalo

*An official employed by Admiralty. , T
S¢See above, pp.2ei-fo. ) :

4e ‘Landes, p.231, ng. 1 The Company, whose funds were running low,
' technically forfeited its privileges by requiring the Evyptian

gcvernment to build any section whatsoever.
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Ismail's academic reply in whichrhe confirmed - geemed in fact
pleased to.Fonfirm - that.the debt contracted by Said was a
-government debt to the\Company, Bulwer vigorously urged that Notes
should be written to the Porte's ambassadors at Paris and Londén,,
and to the Viceroy, pressing the compromise tentatively fore-
shadowed in previous ﬁegotiations.l
211 might be well ag&in, Bulwer thought, in spite of Igmail's
1éck of enthusiasm. The English Gofernment was satisfied that the'b
terms of the Nectes, yet to be sent, placea things on a2 not too
objectionable fécting. So, persuaded as he was that he had solved
the Egyptian riddle, Bulwer, When'hevlearned of Ismeil's fresh
determinations,‘lost his temper, and could only belieye that
Colquhoun had let him down.2 He coﬁplained: B
'Whilst I have been settling the Canal business here and
garried my point, Colquhoun has allowed the Viceroy to
meke a new Convention with Lesseps. It is too badess
gfter this I cen answer for nothingf. 3
- Though not an unjust accusation - Colgnhoun was ailing and
nqt showing enough energ&‘- oh the othér hand Bulwer was scarcely
warranted in making him a scapegoat. The truth was that in SPitg .
of the 1i£tle faithkhe professed to have of an& real benefits
coming from his talks with Said and then Ismail, eﬁen:so Bulwer
had rated the value of them too highly.r>_Furthef; when hé nad
decided that the great issue was one of influence and that British
policy should be so adopted as to make allowance for French -
1'Forced labour and the land clauses were to be abolisﬁed, then the
- Pcrte would take the other clauses into consideration, seeing to
it that there would be no pecuniary loss if the Company were
obliged to give up as a consequence, . The Sultan would look for

ways to continue the project without the present risks,

%'See above, P33 + A peerage was also at stake. L -
‘Bulwer-Russell, 6 April, FO. 78/1795. ”




97%

susceptibilities, he had not taken the French minister into his
confidence,-the obvious next step. Perhaps it was sim?ly because
he essumed that legitimate French interests were compwhended in
his plan, or more likely his dislike of Moustier - shared by all
thé representatives at the Porte -‘prevented hisrtaking him into
his confidence. There was no doubt tﬁat without French concurrence
" the plan c;uld not succeed. If he hoped by his own personal
representations at the Porte, and with thé support of a revitalised
Colquhoun, and the Viceroy, to give these parties suffibient courage
to enforce this comprdmise on the Frenéh,‘he sadly miscalculated both
as regards thevbacking he céuld expect from London, and with regard
to the interestsroﬁ the Porte and its vassal. &nd, of course, the
,tiﬁe was past when he could have exploited a fairly fluid situétion.
He might negotiate such a compromise with the‘French, but’tovarrive
at one without thgm could only be in Fiehch-eyes part of a ﬁqlicy
directed against them. |
Soon after the Sulten's sanction to the measures Bulwer had ,

. coﬁcocted with A'ali, Moustier objected to them sb violently that a.
Great Council was held at which the Sheik 'ul Islam énd all the

dignitaries of the Empire were presental' Even,so,»eventually

l'Russell's reaction was characteristic: 'If the Sultan is deterred

by menaces from carrying these measures into effect, he in fact
abdicated his sovereignty in Egypte..if the principle is abandoned
by the Sulten, the independence of Turkey is abandoned by the
Sultan, and can no longer be supported by England', Russell-Bulwer, .
2 April,FO. 78/1795. Palmerston was under the impression at this
stage - in spite of his derogatory expressions later about Bulwer's
exertions =~ that some sort of settlement was now to be expected.
Roused by the Council's stand to write to Russell he commented:
'"We fought one round of this battle very successfully in 1840 and
'4lesenow we have the Pasha on our side, and that makes the thing
much more easy. ...l scarcely think the French will not give way. -

conteee
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despatched 6 April, the Porte's Note was in accordance with Bulwer's
wishes.1

The visit of the Sultan with Fuad, the Grand Vizir, to Egypt,
in the second week of April prodﬁced no change in the situation.
The Viceroy, refusing %o answer the Vizirial lettér, seeméd to be
hoping that London and Paris would settle his difficuléies for
,him. Pfindé Népoleon ﬁas expected to arrive during the next few
days, and it was perhaps Vbecause of this thgt Ismail refused to
commit himself in the questions 9f~forced-labour and the land
queétioﬁ.‘ Fuad,wlikewise; refused to\fake any fufther\step. Bulwer
aétually suspected that he wished‘tdibagk‘out of the ﬁosition'he
had taken up. | |

At last the Pasha responded. He sent Nubar to Constantinople.2

It became plain that the Viceroy 81noerely desired to obtain the

Viands ceded by Said and was willing to pay for them.>y He would
continueAthe works himself." On the other hand forced labour cculd

be peremptorily abolished only with the direst conseéueﬁcesQ Bulwer :

emphasised his government's determination to see thesé uncivilised

(cont. paMnote 1) \
At all events our homour and our interests equally require that we

~ should give the Sultan and the Pasha our active support.' 5 April 1
PRO,30/22 14. Apart from showing a lamentable ignorance of the real
situation in Egypt, this reasoning failed to comprehend the ‘

opportunities - or rather lack of op ortunities - for bar aining
, See Mange, p.136,for details of negotiations between the 1ceroy

and the Sultan. The Vizirial Note to the Viceroy was dated -
2 April and the Note to the Porte's ambassadors, 6 April.

The Note, in & great measure the end produect of so much British ;
diplomaéy, significantly began: 'It does not enter the consideratiomf
of the Sublime Porte to wish to prevent the realisation of an '
enterprise which might be of general utility'. It is enclosed in
No 171, missing from FO. 78/1795, and actually in FO 78/1796.
cf. Maenge, pp. 136 8, for an extremely ingenuous account of French
diplomatic activity from 1863 to 1865

24
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habits discontinued, but he was obliged to admit after long
discussions with Nubar, Fuad and A'ali, that theBritish Government
could not reasonably expect either party to offend France by
carrying out English wishes., The French Company had to be accepted
a8 the agency which should carry out the enterprise. This was
fundzmental. Bulwer accepted the fact and tried to devise a
scheme which he ho?ed his government would find unobjectionable,
What he stressed was the need for an immediate settlement, for
any fresh development was bound to be adverse. He explaineds
'First, that the Viceroy should accept the prescriptiens of
the V1z1r1al letter and agree to carry them out within a
certain periocd, say four or six monthSes.
Secondly, that if he can make an arrangement...with she
Company for getting possession of the Fresh-water canals
and the land annexed to them, this should be considered
satisfactory.
Thirdly, that forced lebour should be declared abollshed-
but that regulations should be drawn up for supplying free
~labour, such regulations being equally zpplicsble as to
(sic) whether the present company or a new company or the
Egyptian Government itself should contlnue the present
seawz ter canal.' 1
In this way he hoped tc leave the supply of labour in the
hends of the local government. The resources of the Company would
be leés flexible when forced labour was effectively denied to them.
Thevplan offerzd two adv;ntageé for the Brifish Government.
It exbraced the effective English}objectionskto:the'project, namely
"to the lend clauses and forced labour, and it saved face. Itnaisal
pointed the way to better relations with the viceroyal government,
in the circumstances the only real security for British{interests.
Bulwer's analysis of the specific adventages tp be anticipated from

this scheme was unanswerables

1'Bu1wcr-nusee11, 11 June -'63,F0.78/1796.
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'The purchase of the fresh-water Canals and the adjoining
territory will necessarily rut a2 certain sum in the hands
of the Company, favourable to the construction of the
main ¢znal but on the other hand its resources on this
head are at once and for ever limited; whereas now, looking
at the value to which land at Suez, Timsah and Port Said .
may rise, if the great canal is ever:constructed these
resources are indefinite anrd almost incaleulable'.....

‘LA question of this kind having advanced so far and
baving engaged so many interests, the fears of the Pasha
and the Porte having to be counted upon as well as their
interests, it is by no means easy, even with the best
intentions and the soundest views both as to equity and
policy, to arrive at a tolerable solution'...l

' The sugar for this pill was the time limit within which the‘
Viziriai letter should be execufed, i.e.‘within which forced
labour should be effectivelyabolished.?
Ruséell'siapproval arrivedAeleven deys after the sending of

this despatch. - Gradually coming round to appreciate the sense
of Bulwer s views, Russell gave a positive instruction for Bulwer
to act upon his views. That very day Bulwer had telegraphed
for a quick answer for time»waé‘runniné short.‘ |

| These were critical weeks that wefe to follow. | Bulwer
maintainéd a constant watch on the Porte and on the Viceroy,
repreéented by Nubar. Both parties were under pféssure to'evaded
a poséible égreement,‘and Bulwer had cause to éééure Nubar thatbthe
French government would not use force to make the Vicefoy supply

3

- forced labour.”. 1ndicative of the mood of Ismaii and of what he
was intending was his declaration that he would not have Turkish
- troops in any fortifications to protect the Canal. 2As a means of

anticipating the French wrath to come Nubkr hinted that‘a tacit

l‘Bulwer-Russell 11 June, ibid.
*By March 1864 the English government had agreed to an extension
"y of this from six to eight months. , ; S
3'Bulwer - Russell, 25 June FO. 78/1796. : BN
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agreement between the Sultan and the'Viceroy to supply 6,000
workers per menth, frée if possible, might be an effective reinsurance.
Bulwcr daid not-shift from thebtérms of the agreement. If Prench
pressure were to determine it then the fresh scheme would in fact
alter nothinge
The Vigifial letter was scnt.l Requiring first of'all a

sufficient guarantee that the Canal would be used exclusively for
commerce, that the fresh-water canal cleuses in the contract be 3
ccppressed, and that forced~laboui be aboiiched, the Porte'intimated
that it only rcmained fcr the Viceroy to see to it that the lands
‘were'retroceded and no forced labcur was employed. Ail that there
remained tc do was to await the outcome of Nubar's mission fo Paris
there the negotiations with the Company were to take place,v |

‘ All parties werekheartily glad at the prospect of ceeingjthésé‘
‘;tiresome and long drawn out negotiations bicughﬁ to a timely end.
By Late in the day Russell had yielded to Bulwer's argument that
if Brltain were not to lose everythlnv in a single throw it must
compromise on this point.zk The Porte and the Viceroy had to be
scved furtherrembarracsment. | |

The French government wished to see the enterprise succeed.

Questions of influence, dignity, and interest, were all 1ntimately

oy

bound up with the achievement.: Otherwise, Napoleon, and especially'

Drouyn de Lluys were heartily sick of the interminable affair. .

l.
2e

Dated 1 July, enclosed in Bulwer- Russell 22 July, FO.T8/1796.
FC. = Bulwer, 12 Aug. Bulwer's handling of the delicate situation
recelved well-merited praise. - e

»
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The Porte desired nothing more, and nothing less, than to be

left alone. Its interest in Egypt was marginal.

Ismail was the weak link, Ismail the unpredictable. He

'rejoiced, of course, that he was permitted to negotiate directly

with the Canal Compeny - whatever the cost of the privilege.l‘ And

here now was the opportunity he had been awaiting to pﬁt into

practice thé plan which he had communicated to Bulwer earlier in

the year.2

1.

2.

cf. Landes,p.184 on Nubar's success! 'Even the British ambassador
felt that an important step had been taken toward the revision of
the concessions's A curious comment.

*cf. ibid, pp.182-7,where we find all the details of the scheme which |

the writer puts forward as a mere hypothesis based upon the flimsiest |
of evidence. There is ample material in the Russell Papers on this
eplsode. Bulwer-Russell, 5 March '63, PRO.30/22 92:
'e..the Viceroy intends on his return to see quietly if he cannot
purchase all, or nearly all, the Canal shares.He will thus have
it at his disposition and thus'without any question on the
subject, the matter will be in his hands. He told me this in the !
strictest confidence saying that if the plan got out it must fail..":
There is an interesting reference in a letter from Bulwer's friend,
Stevens to Bulwer, 1 April ibid:
'Prom the tenor of his {the Viceroy's) conversation I am dlsposed
to believe that he will ultimately throw over de Lesseps and that
if properly dealt with, it will not be a difficult task.especially
if it comes to a question of his assuming the whole undertaking
according to your original idea'.
Had Bulwer first suggested the scheme and ‘in deference to Foreign
Office susceptibilities given it to be understood that Ismail had
fathered it? Or had Bulwer conveyed the impression to Stevens
that this ingenious scheme was his brilliant detice? There is no
mateial which might provide an answer.

B i i

A more curious letter illustrated a certain 1«norance on Bulwer 8 .

part, remarkable in this case because he was by now quite an
authority on the subject in all its intrlcate detailss Bulwer -

~Russell, 1l June, ibids

'eesThe Viceroy has already a right to a large portion of the Canal
ghares, He is ready instantly to buy up a large majority of these
shares which would probably be done by first producing distrust
amongst the shareholders. In this manner His Highness would be,

' before the six or four months named are expired, sole master of - ‘
- the Canal, his right having been acquired in a quiet unostentatious =

‘mennert the Committee would be removed from Paris, and established
at Alexandria, and be soon composed of the Viceroy's functionaries..

 this project would not interfere for the moment with the other = -

arrangement-but it would eventually supersede itf.' ‘contaes
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Ismail's market dabblings achieved nothing. On 30 January, sé
far had Nubar.failed to persuade the Compaﬁy to negotiate on the
terms in the Vizirial agreement, thet the Viceroy was obliged to
ask the Emperor’to arbitrate between the two parties, Lesseps had
refused to budge in the matter of the land granfs and corvée - though
he needed neither. Hg did not wish to give ur valuable bargaining
counters. After all, Ismail still owed 400 francs per share.

French pressure was exerted at Constanfinople and Cairo in a
more determined fadion than had been>the case in the immediéte
vost-Zurich pericd.  Since the negotiations were in Parié there was
not a thing the English government cduld,do;l

Bulwer, on lééve, had falks with the Emperor in Paris before
retufhing to the Embassy. They iliustrﬁted nothing moré than the
f Emperor's ignorancé of the details which quite evidenfly’did>not
interest him. People, Buiwer suggested to him, would look upon
the scheme as one of 'French aﬁbition and not of general ﬁtility' if
Europe were not generallj admitted to participate in the venture.

A srecific referenée to India gave some substance to the otherwise

nebulous arguments about the Porte's and Viceroy's interests. To the

(cont. pdMnote 2):
That such a scheme should have been considered practical politics
was typical of Ismail. Baged as it was on the fallacious supposit-
. ion that French opposition to bis contract would not be encountered,
' it could not but fail. If Napoleon wanted negotiations to succeed,
Ismail could 4o nothing about it. In any case, no matter how many
shares Ismail obtained, he could not acquire a dominating influence
without obtaining the preference shares as well.
Very impertinently the French government hinted to the. _Porte that
at the Congress which it was hoped would be convened to settle
Europeen problems, it would not be disagreeable to the Emperor
-for the Viceroy to be present with the Sultan. Erskine-Russell,
9 Dec., F0.T78/1796. Nor did the knowledge that Britain refused to
attend such a Congress mske the French government anxious to
- encourage an amicable arrangement,. . . e

1.
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'Emperor's remark that the lands might be put up for sale, Bulwer
returned the answef that it would make no difference. A polite
cqmment, poiﬁting to fhe‘only obstacle, i.e. the Company, followed
the Eﬁperor's proposal that the Viceroy should pufchase the lands.
With great assurance Bulwer aiso wrote to Russell about his
conversations with the Duc de Morny, who was in the Emperof's
confidence, .and, too, had a stake in the Canal project:

'The Duké;.;told me moét’confidentially; that he thouéhf

as I did, that if the Emperor wished the Canal to succeed

as a general enterprise, it should be stripped of any

- particular character which seemed to advantage one Nation
at the expense of another'. 1
: During’the,first.ﬁeek in May, Bﬁlwer learned of what actually

fesulted'ffom the talks between'Mdfﬁyrand Lesseés aﬁd Nubar in
those months. ’ On let April, by his master's order and encouraged
by Drouyn de Lluys, Nubar Pasha hﬁd signed an égreemeﬁt’with the
:Sﬁeé Canal Company.2 &he pro#isionsrwere of a far-feacﬁing hatﬁre;f
~ leaving the French Emperor to decide whét'indemﬁityvsﬁéﬁid‘be given
‘to the Company for the w1thdrawal of forced labour.~ The Emperor
would decide whether the Company should or should not keep the fresh
water canals. He would determlne the sum the Viceroy was to pay

for the lands bordering them, and which lands in the vicinity of the

Canal were to be retained by the Company. These wére'the main

';'Bulwer Russell, 12 Jan. '64, F0.78/1849 . e ‘
*Originally the Viceroy's request to the Emperor for a decision

on 'certaines question' undecided by Nubar and the Company, was an

attempt to implement the Vizirial letter of 2 April. It was Just

s question of minor details. The Moniteur, 7 March, had simply

declared that as a result of the Viceroy's request the'Emperor

had expressed a determination to app01nt a Commission 'offrant

_toutes les garanties d'impartialité et de lumieres' ) this Commission

would facilitate his task of making the decisions. °
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provisions of the agreement which provoked such a strong reaction
on Bulwer's part. He commented:

'"Now foreed labour was never granted with the permission of
the Sultan, and is against the laws of the Empire, Were the
Emperor of the French to decide whether a concession against
the laws of the Turkish Empire is valid, and whether the
‘vassal can sanction acts affecting the laws of the Empire

without the Sultan's sanction, the suthority of Constantlnople
over Egypt is transferréd to Parist'. 1

Concerning the lands bordering the canals and the fresh-water
canals themselves, he dryly stateds
'The absurdity of purchasing a property which was to result

~ from the Canals, without obtaining the Canals, is so great
that it needs no comment'. 2

iz for the last point he commented:
‘?The’Emperor is alone to decide what lands are to be handed
over to the Company as useful for the constructions it

contemplates, or, in words more vague, the prosperlty of
its 'exploitation'. 3

The whole tnlnv we.s incompatible with the spirit of the five-
: poﬁer guarantee of 184l1. The Emoeror, Bulwer considered . had placed
hlmself in a false positlon. H

His scheme, worked out 1n the previous June, had.fhus come to
nothlng owing to Egyptian and Turkish weakness and mutual distrust.‘
Circumstances had radically altered within a month of Ismoil'sro
aocession.~ Bulwer never had another‘chanoe to direot”the course of
the negotiations, though in the months after the Compromise, ho,
'contlnued to produce scheme after scheme.: /Théy oéfeiséyouredoby I

~ the government, never welcomed by 1t.

From this point Bulwer 1ndu1g¢d in a series of rearguard skirmishss

losinv his hold on eaoh position only when the odds ‘were too great. .

.é Bulwer-Russell, 9 May, op.cit. v '
B'Bulwer-Russell 9 May, ibid.. _ " .
'Ibld. : ;
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His government offered him little encouragement. He was in fact
out of favourj his days were numbered.

His initial reaction was to attempt to make the 'Compromisé'

: less dpnverous. He kept before his government the need to bear in

mind that the Emperor s dignity wes involved. - Should the Viceroy

think fit, Bulwer proposed, the Emperor might decide what sum the

Viceroy should pay for the frésh-water canals and the adjoining

lands. The Company should be assured of a supply of fresh-water.

Then he explained:

'The Emperor should not, in my opinion, be given the power
‘as to forced labour of compensating the Company, because
after having infringed the law with immense profits, it is
no longer allowed to do so, nor should he be left to-
determine what the force of that law is;  but if the
Viceroy is disposed to ask the Emperor's advice, His -
Imperial Majesty may express an opinion to His Highness
as to the gratuity which it would be generous to allow..
for the abolition of a privilege, upon which the Company
mi«ht have counted though it was illegally granted'. 2

, The Porte alone had the power to declde wthh lands the COmpany

should have in the viclnity of the salt-water cx nal thouah itS~7

’declslon might be arrived at after an lnternational commission of

-

«2.

BEurcopean engineers had visited the spot. The Porte adopted this -

reasohing and during the‘followingimonths attempted to prevent

the French govefnment from exceedin& the scope of the Viziriél

letter of 2 Aprll.; For the moment it held its ground demandlnb

the retroces51on of the fresh-water canals,vand, as & result of

l'PalmerSton—Russell, 11 Sept. PRO 30/22 14: 'What you say of Bulwer .
is quite true. All the geese he hatches are swans, till their

" real charascter shows itself. About two years ago he wrote to me .

th2at having entirely settled the Suez Canal Question, he thought

that great exploit entitled him to a peerage'

Bulwer-Russell, 9 May,F0.78/1849.
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Bulwer's encouragement and inspiration, the appointment of a mixed

commission to decide on the pofﬁion of land strictly required by
the Company.

[However,Athe determination of the French government to put an
~end to the business,wae streogthenea by the Porte's irritating
tergiversations. On 2»July‘the imperial Award, based. on the
recommendations of the Commiseion presided over by Il Thouvenel,
granted an’indemnity of 84,million'francs to the Company.lv To be
paid by the Egyr tzan Governmont this wag chiefly in return for the
retrocession of the lands snd for the withdrawal of forced 1abour.2

Anxious to‘make‘therbest of the situation, no mattervhow'bad
it was, end‘impatienf to eeé the negotiations,ynow at iast going on
with a purfose; terminated in as little disadvantageoue a manner
as possible, Bulwer employed ell his craft to persuade his goverrment
that the Porte's ambassador at Parls, Djemil, could not be. blamed
nor the cheroy criticised toolharshly.3  His;efforts‘on behalf of ..
both failed to impress Russell, and indeed they were transéarently
ﬁisleadiog.4 The Pofte'ﬁe exoiained hedlplaced’fhe mettef onran
business llke footlng 1n the Vizirial letter whlch offered the
Sultan' s consent to the Caual provided the French Company réelgned

forced labour and its terrltorlal acqulsitions. f Thus the fresh—

1.

was presumably taken by the Porte as an indication that Great
Britain kad retired from the contest'. This is erroneous.

The manner in which this sum was calculated invited astonishment
rather than revulsioh. c¢f. Lzndes,p.224, and Bulwer to Russell,

., 16 August 1864, F0.78/1849. S e o -
3'Bulwer-Russell, 25 May, ibid: 'I would profit by the intervention of
the Emperor and the Compromise as far as it is possible to do so;

end try to get what is impossible altered'. - -
4‘Bulwer-Russell 16 August, and T Sept. ibid.

2.

cfe Marlove, p«70s 'Britain made no effectlve protest. This quescence%
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water canals would have been placed in the hands of the Viceroy

who would have been glad to compensate the Company for the loss
entailéd. Uhfortunafely, Nubar's irbial failure led to his asking
tﬁe Eﬁperof to arbitrate on the pecuniary questions. The Ccmmiséion
appoinfed by the French goverﬁment drew up with Nubar a pfoject of

* an arrangement, the Compromise, which embraced matters beyond the
mere pecuniary question. Obly after the event did the Porte realise
what had happéhed in Paris, and then protested. By telescbping the
‘events of this month and emphasising the Porte's worthy‘attitude |
toﬁardénthevEmperdr‘s final award in July, Bulwef contrivedvtérgloss
over the ignominy of it.r Rﬁssell’s,comment mﬁst have,evokedlé sigh
| of relief from Bulwer. It was exactly what he migﬁt have eipedted:

'Although the affair lasted thro' the summer and was

" notorious to all Europe, you state on the Tth of Septemher,

that it was not clearly known to the Porte till that time,
How came the Porte never to enqulre what was g01nm on?' 1.

As an enswer to Russell's question,,what he revealed later,
whlle on 1eave’1n Parls, was a brilliant plece of dlplomatic
manoeuvrlng on the part of the French gavernment, and of crass
gstupidity on the part of the Turks.2 The Popte had enquired~what'
the powérs of the Commission weres It enquired of thé'Viceréy
and the Frenéh govefnﬁent, fhe f¢rmer }eturning no answer‘and fhe
other an evasive oné. "Djemil questioned'Dfouyh Severalttimés ag’ ‘
‘tb tﬁé 1afi£ude ;iven fo thé Commiésion;“x ﬁQéuy£ returﬁed thafﬁ%hé' 
Emperor and the Viceroy's agreement prevented his interfering with ;

the dellberations of the Commisslon until its decismons were announced.g

L°Russell-Bulwer, 23 Septs,FO.78/1849. U
*Bulwer-Russelly 30 Sept. ibid. : R
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Seemingly, Djemil had at once made it plain that the Porte could

in no wise be bound. As for the three days delay in informing
Nubar of his” fresh inétructions, Djemil complained that when the
Vicefoy's aéent returned from Marseilles he did not come to the -
Turkish Embassy. How was he to find his whereabouts?l Convineingly
though the tale was toid, Russell was not taken in.

By‘worging on Djemil's pridé and keeping Djemilvin ignorance
df(tha exact details, which was Quité_a feat‘cohsidering the‘
proximity of all the parties concerned, the French succeeded in
maintaininﬂ his isolation from Nubar. Nubar in turn was won over
by the Duc de Morny s assurance that the Emperor's final decision
’would not be based on the}Compromlse. The hint that any action
embarrassing to the Company, while the matter was pending, such‘as
the éessatipn of forced labour, would be looked on by'the I@perial
-Government as a’threét;'sgfficed to dissipate what little detgrminQ':

ation Igmail bad shox}m +1i11 then. |

In a turgid atmosphere of mutual recrlminaticn, Bulwer threw
himself quite cheerfully 1nto the task of exploiting the situation.‘
After all, not all his arts could have brought the English governmentf«%
to pursﬁe negotiations; ’If the present bases fér talks were ~  |

unfortunate, at least the English government could not afford to

keep out of the talks.zb Almost any opportunlty to liquidate this
embarrassingiproblem was bound to excite Bulwer, daily confronted,

: l'Colquhoun-Bulwer, 7 May 1864,F0.78/1849. Strangely, Nubar had
2 called on Djemil on the Friday and Saturdey preceeding 21 April.
‘Palmerston was suspecting at last, that the French government woutd
see the Canal completed even at their own expense,With Tunis in mind .
. he added: 'They are pursuing their scheme of getting hold of all
the Southern shore of the Mediterranean in order.s.to keep us out
_of it'g Palmerston-Russell 24 Octe, PRO 30/22 14.
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with the practical implications of French hegehony in the areé,
especially in Egypt.

His memory still retaining & vivid imfression of the gracious
manners of the Emperor and his deferential attitude towards himself,
Bulwer preferred to believe that the Experor would certaigly be glad’
to accommodate the Sultan's objectiohs on certain ﬁoints ~ %o do with
the amoﬁnt andvlocation of land to be conceded. The Turkish
Ambassador, greviousiy briefed by Cowle&, should make a persohal
appeal direét to the Emperor. Practical détails Bulwer limited to
one, namely that an International Commission‘of engineers should make»(«
an on-the- ~-gpot report upon the lands questlon, this to guide the
Sultan and Vlceroy when they would decide upon the amount’ and location'
of land. When the question of neutrality and guarantee should be«
#gitated, Bulwer reasoned, such a report would be a necegsity. |
llGifén the mdde of the récentvagreement how could other Pcwefs, as the
question then stood, be bréugﬁtkto guarantee the neutrality of the ~’

Canal?l‘ ’ T | o | |
Having previously‘aﬁproved of Bulwer'é views pn”therlands‘question

Russell now had seéond thoughts, going so far as to‘repudiate'Bulwer's

translation,of opinion into diplomatic activity. 'kBglﬁer's argument

had been that:

l'Bulwer ~ Russell, 16 Aug., FO 78/1849: 'The question of the lands

ywhich are to be given the Company involves "a variety of political
questlons, over which the Porte is bound by ber own interests and
engagemnents with other powers to exercise a certain control’.

Bulwer was particularly anxious that the land given to the Company -
at Suez and Szid, Timsah, and certain other points, should be
restricted to a bare minimum.  Otherwise his inclinatién was to be

. generous for the sake of France's good will..
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'187 o

'A certain margin of land on each side of the Canal
should be conceded to the Company for public purposess
this in fact would be property belonging less to the
Company than to the Canals..It is perfectly fair, also,
that the Company should have a sufficient ground

~accorded to it at different spots for warehouses, and
those other buildings which it may require, and I would
even go so far as to say that the Porte's consideration
be extended to new wants in this respect, not perhaps
~at present appar:znit: bdbut it is equally just and
expedient that the extent of this grant should be i
determlncd by & commission in which the Porte should be S
duly represented; that the nature of the buildings
to be made, the locality in which they are to be erected
should all be fixed by this commission'. 1

Rusgell's acceptance2 of these generous prorosals was half withdréwn
s few weeks later when he telegraphed Bulwer the instruction that -

it was 'of vital 1nterést tc the Porta not to allow a dangerous

‘end deprive both the Sultan and the Viceroy cf all Independent o
Sovéreignty, and of all domestic administration'.3 Unfortuhateiy :
;for the Foreign Secre%ary, on the very day this instructibﬁ was
‘relayed Bulwer bad comnleted the ne"otiatlons in whlch he had

, been persuadina Nubar, recently arrived, and the Porte s ministers, %
’h951tat1ng before trylng again the Eumperor's patlence, to make a .
joihtndémarche on the basis of bis proposal: for a‘commission'of

three to solve the lahds problem.4 In a veritéble\sunshinevof

, optimisﬁ fhe ambassador explaineds i |

'I am happy now to think that there is not- llkely to be any o
necessity for our coming to any serious 4ifference with the

Cabinet of the Tuileries hereupon, a matter always to be
avoided if possibles ... lookss.upon the communication

LBulwer - Russell, 7 Aug., ibid.

2'See sbove, p.277.

Sepo - Bulwer, T Sept., op.cit. ' ,

4'The other main point was that a term be fixed for the comnletion
of the Curnal; optherwise the retrocession of the fresh-water

- canals, conditional on this completion, would be worthless.



to be made by the Porte with the perfect concurrence of

Nubar Pasha as of the greatest importance...When all

differences are arranged, the intention of the Porte is

that the Viceroy and the Company should make a new

contract according %o the terms agreed upon, and that

the Pprte should then give its sanction to this contract's 1

Prom the moment Bulwer had learned of the final decision of
the Emperor (published in the Moniteur, 2 August), he had been
worklnu feverishly to re- establlsh such a concord between the
Vlceroy and .the Porte. - He bad been favoured by the Vlceroy's
positive alarm and irritation at the way he had been treated.
' The latter blamed the French in Paris forltheir‘venanty.z

Quickly rejecting Bulwer's proposal,s'RuSSell contemnlatéd
cexerting pressure in Paris to have the Emperor agree to the Sultan 8 ,j

'appointing hls own agent to v1s1t Egypt, and report on the quantity

and 1ocation of land to be conceded.4 Further, a fresh contract :

5

should be drawm up by the Sultan s own confidential offlcers.~

.

When it became clear that Bulwer had set the wheels in motlon Russell E
,,delayed and then cancelled his protest.6

From thls point negotlations were centred on Paris, and only ;

7 .

to 8 1esser degree at Constantlnople.
1.

Russell'syresponse to his |

5 Bulwer - Russell,7 Sept.,Fu.78/1849 ‘
‘cf. Landds, p.226. He had quickly given orders to British firms
for machinery totalling £1,000,000.-
Se ‘Russell - Bulwer, 20 Sept.,op.cit.
4eRussell ~ Bulwer, 23 Sept.,ibid.
~ 2*Russell - Bulwer, ibid. S by
*FO~Grey,26 Sept.and Stuart- Russell 27 Septﬁlbid:'The French govern—'r1
ment had already agreed to the pr1nc1pal provisions...the anp01ntment
of a mixed commission to fix upon (délimiter)the amount of lands ;
to be allotted to the Company and the transfer of the fresh-water
., canal to the Viceroy within a fixed period of six years'.
7'Much depended on the meaning of the word 'délimiter'.See above notep
- where the English interpretation is evident.The French contended_thﬂ,j
it meant to define what had already been granted.English pressure }
ensured that the land grant was restrloted to one-sixth of that
ﬁconceded in the Award of 2 July.
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manoeuvres Bulwer could not refrain from gently criticising. In
fact, his apmisal of what had happened and what might follow.
was little short of patronising, while his advice to Djemil, to
have an agént sent to Egypt whose report might be the basis of the
Porte's instructions to its Commissioner in the Mixed Commission,
couldyonly have looked something like disobedience to Russell
after his recent protestse. Bulwer defended himself, pointing to
the weakness in British poliey:
'*The fact is, that things were allowed to go on too many
years unchecked; and it was difficult, not to say
impossible, to alter their current after it had been
permitted to run for so considerable a time in 2 direction
that gave a sort of legitimacy to the dangerous nrivileges
which the Company had been able to acqulre' i
However, he begged many questions when he suggested that thé'
privileges could be modified if the available means of influence
were 'vigorously and firmly employed'. He kﬁgw'only too well the
‘difficulties of achieving anything in that strange Levantine world
where rulers, especially Viceroys and Sultans, were motivated by
impulses as strange to an English gentleman as they were aliens
But the ambassador made a capital hit when he remarked:
'But almost every plan or policy depends lesé on the manner
in which it is defined than the manner in which it is
executed'. 2 »
Bulwer's attempts,to seize the initiative had been.thwaited twice',
bj his govefnment's'aesiie tc watch and wait;":Fiﬁally, hé‘pérs;3£ed -

in his idea of a Mixed Commission, concluding:

;'Bulwer - Russell, 30 Sept. Paris,FO.78/1849
'Bulwer - Russell, 1bid- ‘ ‘
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'There czn be no doubt that the whole affair even with
its reduced conditions, is favourable to French
aggrandisement, but the Porte alone will not be able
to resist this. The resistance must come from giving
France-clearly to understand thzt there are encroach-

~ments which Great Britain and other States would not

- submit to's, 1 :

Negotiations dragged on, the British government having given
its essent to the Canal scheme, 4 March 1865, insisting fhat no
excessive grant of land should be given to the Company; the Viceroy
requiring that he should have power of appointing its Director,
and -the Egyptién government be the arbites in disputes between :
natlves and the Company.zf By 25 April the Porte had assented
to the terms agreed upon by Cowley and Drouyn de Lluys. The
acceptance‘of the Imperlal Award in the appeal from the Sultah’in
May was the quid pro quo for the Emperor's accepﬁance of & Mixed
Comﬁission to fix the amount of land to be given to the Cana:ls.3

The Enqlieh government could boast that 1t had put an end to-
forced 1abour, and. the colonlsatlon schemes presumed to be 1nvolved
in the land grants, and that, in splte of Turkish waywardness and
the refusal of the Porte's agents to execute their instructions, it

had bhelped to put the quéstionsrof the fortificafions and the

;maintenance of Egypfian’jurﬁﬁiction, on a'satisfaotory footing.

1. ‘Bulwer - Russell, ibid. L ‘ o ' EEDERE
Zemne Egyptian goverhment and the Company s°ttled thelr differences £
in the Conventions of 30 Jan. and 22 Feb. 1866. See Mange,p.139.
3‘cf Mange, p+139, for a melodramatic but insubstantial account of
the reasons for the Porte's conceding the Firman permitting the
construction of the Canal.,
4. See 'Results of the Opposition of Her Majesty's Government to the
"~ Suez Canal scheme'. FO, 78/1898

e
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Mcre to the point was the fact that the goverﬁment had failed in
its initial determination to stop the canal being built. Palmerston
castigated everyone but especially the English public and Pulwer
for this. He protested that thpugh Rulwer was 'a very clever
man, and abcording to his own statements he directs everything', he
‘h2d 'no dignify of character'.l Quite possibly, he suspected,
his influenge was not very greét.'* The ?rime Minister lookad forward
to 'a good ambassador at Constantinople and an energatic man like
Stanton' giving Britain 'the best chanqe'of»saving sométhing out
of the scramble‘

Bulwer nrotested at once avainst the notification of his
recall and its connectlon with the Ecyntlan negot1at10ns.3 | Her
'justly lay'the blam@ - if,blame hzd to be apportioned - for the
unSinsfactory stzte of affairs, at the feet of RuSSell. As ‘he
,explalned it was hls effcrts in the prev1ous year which haﬁ brought
the Viceroy and ‘the Porte. tovother, and made an agreemen@, based -
on a Commission to calculate the amount of land‘for tﬁe Canal,
feasibie; | |

*The fact, indeed, is that when that Commiqsion was

proposed it wss granted by Drouyn de Lluys and the

vhole affair settled', he wrote. ! ’ ’ .
It was hardly his fault that Drouyn was able to back out,5 later to

" agree again prcvidlnv a French govcrnm&nt renresentative sat on thef o

1 ‘Palmerston-Russell,1?2 July,PRO.SQ/éZ 15. Palmerston was only con-

- sistent in his inconsistency towards Bulwer.P%}morston-Rugsell ll
July,ibid: 'I have been reading those lonv but able despatches of.

2 Bulwer about the Suez Canal', ; PP
*Palmerston-Russell, 12 July, loc.cit. “ﬂ7 R
Se *Bulwer-Russell, 18 June, PR0.30/22 93.

: 4'Bulwer-Ras'-*ell ibid. ST

2*Ivid.
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Committee,’which éulwer had intended should cdnsist only of
représentatives of the Porte, fhe Viceroy, ahd thé Cowpany.l He
complained he felt it hard 'to have the barb penetrate my heel
where I thought if was invulnefable'.2 'I think you let the
French a littlé too\well off?', he.added, before going on to hurl
a final shaft at hig chief:

'If it ﬁas nécessary that I should 56 immolated to>procufe

you a prosperous voyage to the Temple of Fame or any other

such glorious place, I think I would screw up my courage to

the act of sacrifice, but as all winds blow in your favour,

end there seems no sort of danger of your. vessel even

being shipwrecked, I am rcbellious at being a vietim to

the barbarous deities of Drouyn de Lluys's 3
Reluctant to leave his post, he felﬁ thét his contribution towards
a‘satiéfactdry éeftlemént Qf the Suez/questi§n might have beéﬁ in
his favour. 'Ydu will n§t be surpriséd', he‘complained, 'that
Aftef the zeal I have shown, the kﬁowledge I have acquired,‘and the,
success whlch has hltherto attended the affeirs I have been
personally connected with in relatlon to the Suez Caral I should
have thought my serv1ces concernlng that affair more likaly to be
useful to the Government than those of anyone else’, 4 He felt,
however, that the full expositlon of his views,.recently; had
obliged the governmeht 'to name an agent who had §ct declared,
4himself in the same manner'. 2 Significantly,-he pleadéd 'fhat as
long as I served under your orders, I‘=houid have strgiﬁed éQerj o

¥ - 5 .

nerve to make ‘any plan you had adopted successful" whatever I might

havé thought it my duty to say as to the dangers or -the difficulties

'é'Bulwer-Russell, 26 April, ibid.
*Bulwer-Russell, 18 June, ibid.

3Bulwer-Russell, 18 June '65, PRO.30/22 93.

4'Bulwer--Russell 2 August, ibid.

> *Ibid.
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attending it'.l This was no fiashvof self-knowledge lightiné up

the inner recesses of unfathomable darkness. ‘Bulwer had been
advocating a policy different from that his government desired,

and though, of coufse, be had attempted to do his duty, his

persohal ﬁredilections had at least encoufaged those efforts towards
a settlement which French pressure ihduced. Hig sympathetic
understénding of the Porte's difficultieé was itself an obstacle

in the way o%vpersuading the Porte to stand firm.2 The‘tensionS-
between the ambassador and his chief preven{ed Bulwer's ever takihg
the initistive as we have seen above. However, Bulwer's independent
line succee&ed at least in easing the tiansition between antagonism
 ; to the whéle project and obstiﬁacy:over fhe detailsQ' 'Given thev"
internatiqﬁal sitﬁét;bn,the British Gqﬁernmenthossessed no means of
héltiﬁg the Cénal, though;it delayéd - not so much the construction
| which went oﬁ deépité English diplomgcy - but certainly the ée@tlement~z
of its legal ﬁases. This, of cpursé,»was~what»h&d given‘Bulﬁer |
’caﬁse té réthink after Zurich, and later, after his'trip to the Caﬁal.
"If the Canal were to be made it would be just as well to have the ‘
details settled amicably in accordance with the vieﬁs of the Britishm ~%
goverﬁment_and not as‘alresulf of a‘fight,fqr ihfiueﬁcetbetween |
France end Britain. He failed because Palmerston and'pOSsibly,
Russell were 1ntent on overlooklng the struvgle for 1nfluence.-‘ The
= e

government always saw a principle at stake~ Bulwer wanted to push

it to the background as the sensible thing to do, and in the interest

1. *Bulwer~-Russell, ibid. ‘
Espec1ally in November-January 1859~ 1860 and February -April 1863.
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of prestige the only'thing to do.

He wasg ideally equipped to deal with the Egyptian riddle,
both by his remarkable resourcefulness and his adz2ptiveness to
circumstances, Frustrated in his desire to adopt a different
line by a government which was more_aware of its strategic
* limitations thean he was, Bulwer responded characteristically by
producing an abundance of schemes, all of which found their source
in‘a well—reasoned'policy. This;‘comprehending the narrower
"issue, also took care of British interests 1n the East generally.
He tersely explalned his approach in a letter to Consul Reade, in
which after‘admonlshing him about speculatlng and 1nterfering,in the
T internal affairs of thé 1ocal‘gdvernment; went‘on:

I wish you would just take up two or three great ideas.

* We want not to pull down but to build up a Government 1n

Egypt strong enough to control the usurpations of
foreigners and adventurers. It will be our only chance in
that land of passage of keeping it from falling: 1nto the
hands of everybody which is nobody.

We want moreover to be well with the government of E*vpt
for large questions and not to go out of our way to quarrel

“with it on small ones . 1 -

Bulwer was vigorous in his 1n51stence that the Viceroy 8 rights,
guaranteed by treaties, were as sacred as those of the Porte, and ,
that just as Egypt should be held in its present relatlonshlp with

Turkey so the Porte should not be encouraged in demanding more of the

vassal government than waSs 1egal.2 Bulwer)was half~1nclined to

- éBulwer—Russell 24 Augzust '64, T/101
‘In his brillisnt last despatch 10 Oct. '65 FO. 78/1898, to. Stanton,‘
- he develops this: ‘
» 'Po make him 1ndehendent of the Porte would be to w1thdraw
from Egypt the_protectlon it derives from being part of the
- Ottomen Empire. To sink him down to the condition of an
ordinary Pasha would be to meske the fate of Egypt entirely
dependent on that of Turkey: whereas if any catastrophe
. befell other Turkish provinces, it mlght still be our wish
" contaes



295

approve of the desire of Said, also Ismail's, for the establishment
of the law of primogeniture for the successioh, but feared that |
this would be too much of a shock to the laws of the Empire. Egypt
was, for Bﬁlwef, a British questioﬁ and it was his constant
endeavour to have it treated as such,lthough Rassell persisted inM

f dealing with it as if it were a secondary 1nterest threatenlng that
‘if the Sultan refused to ineist»on his rights in a problem>0f>the
first iagﬁitdae,“Britein.would»considerritseIfAbound no longer to
preseree Tﬁrkish integrity. Cowley atoParis; and Bulwer in
'Constantinoole, and Colquhoun at Cairo, had to tzke the=line for the
most pert that they were merely reminding the mlnisters of the |
Viceroy and the Sultan of their own 1nterests-o that they were
willing to help the Porte and the Vlceroy against French pressure,'
but thet the question being of secondary interest to Briteain, they'
‘must flrct cf all make thelr positlon clear and stand firm. ” This‘

pretence was seen through, and 1neffectual, 1nasmuch as both the

(cont. pa¥note2): '
ard our policy to preserve the terrltory whlch commands

the Red Sea from a foreign yoke; and in such a case, it
would be a great help to find a Government constituted
and accustomed to exercise a sort of national authority'. .
Where the Capitulatory regime and consular preten51on affected the
problem he felts
o *A little consideration, however, will show that by these :
means we transfer power from a known legitimate and uniform
suthority, with which we shall always have great weight,
to an undefined, irreglar and divided authority, wholly
; independent of us. The small share that we shall have in ,
12 ~ the general usurpation will be of trifling national conse uence'J
*Bulwer=-A.H. Layard, 20 May '65,Bulwer Papers, T/lOZ. :
'.sel can't helv looking on Ezypt as a thorough H“Qlish
~question, . In fact I think our grest fault hzs ‘been not
" to state this openly from the first not as against the
Canal but as against everything which gives to the Canal an
exclusive charscter in favour of T*".'L‘evlck:x interests'.

i
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Sulten end his Vassal could seldom see what they ought to haﬁe
gseen as their interest, and when under British pfessure they could,
were reluctsnt to take a strong line. It also shackled Bulwer
who would have preferred to have assured the Porte at the outset
that Britain would stand by it in a policy they had agreed upon.
Again Bulwer, as in the double-election crisis, over-simplified the
situation, not fully appreciating the difficulties which such a
strong'liné_involved for a British government.
It was important tc remember, at lesst Bulwer fdt so, that the
Suez question was part of the bigger,problem of British prestige in
the East, so that if we were not prepared to wih becausé the
Government refused to take the only alternatlve, an alternatlve
which really did not exist the sen51ble nollcy, Bulwer felt, was
not to antagonise France. And perhaps here, Bulwer was wiser than
his Government. He outlined his views in a letter to Stéhtbn, the
new Consul General:
" 'It is therefore not desirable for us to have a quarrel with
France on Egyptiesn matters, nor is it desirable for us
that the Viceroy of Egypt should have onej'... 1
After explaining'that the best thing was a gqod understanding .
between the French and British consuls on the spot, he went on:
'But it by no means follows by this,'thatrwe are eithér to
allow the French to take the precedency over us, or to.
advise the Viceroy to make the slightest concession which
~is inimical to British interests, or-the.interests of . .
Bgypt, or the Ottoman Empire. On the contrary, I think
we cannot make it too clear, practising all courtesy, that
“we will not allow France to assume directly or indirectly
in a great or in a small degree a predominant situastion in
Egypt, or over the Egyptian Government; and also-think we

cannhot make too clear to the Viceroy of E«ypt that such is
our view'. 2

;:10 Cctober, '65, FC. 78/1898

Ibldo
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Bulwer added thzt Briteain, ne&erfheless, should not encouragé the
Viceroy in'any way to execlude Frénch influence,

While Bulwer had tried to have the Cénal accepted by his
government, refused to encoﬁrage anti-French attitudes in the Porie
and at the Viceroy's court,’ and assertéd Britain's right to an
'equal'voice'in matters pertaining té thisg afea, hé had‘clearly made
an honest attempt to apply hls ideag. /‘What was said of |
Salisbury mlvht with justification be told of Bulwer though in a
different;sense: - . )

'He recognised from the first that to secure and consolidate
our position there, and to do so without quarrelling with
France, was a result only to be achieved at the cost of
very suybstantial sacrifices in other directions'. 27

1

- l'Wspeoially in matters connected w1th flnancial projects end
' 2 concessions. . , ;
*Cecil —Blogranhical Studies, p. 57
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CHAPTER VI

In Cenclusion.

His diseppearance from thevTurkish scene had sbmething’
characteristically Belwer about ite Just as his whole period of
office lacked‘the drama atfaching to Stratford's last years, and
certainly the;glamour of Stratfofd's pre-war years, SO Bulwer'sﬂ
. leaving had‘fhis saﬁe anti—ciimactefie quality;‘ 'Enjoying a few
months leave of absence, January-May 1865, in Paris, Cairo, the
’Lebenon,(ehd then_agein’in‘Egypt, he still continued to mix business
with pleasure andveonvelescence. He;critieised'the last phase in
Me{he Suez cenal hegotiafions,l‘end sent in reperfs enifhe»perniciéus‘
effecte of the combination of.Frenéh economic penetration, fhe
‘capltulatory reglme, and & weak ruler. He seeme to have been
temperamentally 1ncapable of 'sitting back' while the chargé d'affaires,”
Stuart, carrled on what was merely routine business. Russell's
chief concern was that the d1v1dends on the guaranteed loan of 1855, . %
and on the loan of 1862, for whlch he felt some responsibility, should |
be pald. . He had declded that Brltain should not be 1nvolved in the =~
scheme for the conversion of the public debt.

From May until September, back at COnstantinople, the only tesk
of 1mportance Bulwer had to perform was. to try w1th Moustier tc e

Aperauade the other representatlves to agree on the expedlency of ;

'lo
‘2

Bulwer-Russell, 11 and 24 April, and 24 March 1865, PR0.30/22 93. -
Russell-Bulwer, 8 June '65,FC.78/1853. Bulwer was 'utterly to
abstain' from giving any sort of edvice, He was simply to remind

. the Porte of its liabilities. : . R
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inviting Couza totConstantinople, in,the hone of averting anotner
constitutionel crigis in the United Principalities. He failed in tnis.7
Yetbthe\quietness or the exit and the undrametic nature of the
performance in these years should not lead us to belittle Bulwer's
achievement. Ve have already debated nie‘charactergiwhioh, owing
to the glight nature of the evidence et our disposai, remains still
enshrouded in mystery, tnough certainly not in the romantic haze
which traditionally surrounded it.  This much has become apparent, :
that the man who had %o leave Spain in,4e hours in 1848, had, during
his years in lesser’capitals,vin a way in the wilderness, errived et ;
‘maturity. Still shortetempered except in the important meetings
of the representatlves, stlll 1ncllned to evade instructions and
capable of moral 1mprec1s1on, and still giving fleeting‘gllmpses ofl
'bad tectical judgment, nevertheless the overall impression is‘tnat of
a eound ‘ambassador. The power for detached observation, alnays
© his strong point, remained unlmpalred, w1tness his views: on Egypt ‘W" 1
:even though he knew they were unpalatabke in London, and the n SRR
capeble manner he conceptualised Britlsh policy towards the |
Balkans and Turkish reform. His 1nbllectual calihre, one feels,
should have 1mpressed his oontemporarles. As thls dld not, it
is not dlfflcult to understand why neither hzs character nor
performance as a dlplomatist dld.k I thlnk no more may be said of
4

his character than that it wae uneympathetlc. He could never do

~ anything to satisfy unscrupulous missionaries and their English g‘«.;
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sudience.®  And he must be blamed for this. The policy he had

to follow was not an inspiring one, likely to kindle a flame within

the breasts of Victorian gentlemen, at once generous and hypocritical;

nor was it a spirited pqlicy. Even so0, an essential quality Bulwer

obviously ldéked the ability,tb make people feel they had received

somethlng, when, in fact, they had received nothing. Then, aside

_from the image whlch he projected, he seems to have been too human in

-a

little way, end indiscreet in his prlvate life. In the heyday

of Victorian England, to receive applause, it was necessary to be

at least respectable, and, if possibls,‘largely human like Stratfofd

de Redcllffe, or, like Gordon, and Kltchener, and Lawrence 1ater,‘

even godlike. His contemporaries could hardly have said to him

~ what Theocritus said to Eumenes:

'Where you have come is not a little ways;
. This much you have done is a great glory'. 2

. But Bulwer's accomplishment has to be seen llke Eumenes' one idyll.

It was thorough and workmanlike. The sklll he dlsplayed in the

1.

)

2.

Bulwer had written to A'ali on the matter of‘closing certain inns
near the Turkish bazaars where Protestant Missionaries had been
preaching against Islam, and exhibiting Turkish converts.The result
was that though the hawking of bibles could go on, doors of missionary
establishments had to be kept shut, - all as before.Bulwer wrote to
Russell of missionary complaints. Bulwer-Russell, 20 Oct.'64,PRO.
30/22 933 'What do these gentlemen want that is not allowed except
preaching publicly against Mahomet?...They talk of Stratford; they
never attempted in his time what they have done recently...It was
easy to get privileges up to a certain point; beyond that it may be
impossible to extend them: and even unwise to do so were it

- possible. As to the nonsense of my having done nothing about the
bible shop - jthere is my note to A'ali and his to me - why listen
"t0 such storis. The Hornbys are at the bottom of all this'e
Bulwer-Russell, 24 Sept.'64,ibid, admitted he must conciliate the
missionaries, but added: 'The misfortune is that these Missionaries
are not very scrupulous as to their assertions, or they are most
grossly imposed upon by those who report to thenm'. v

C.P. Cavafy, 'The First Step', trans. John Mavrogordato. -
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two arms crises, especially the’first, was of an high order{1 the
patient manner with which he countered the ridiculous attitudinising -
of Moustier in the committees oﬁ the Servian iesues,2 indicated
‘ not only unusual powere,of endurance but also good sense; while, with
regard to Moldo Wallachla, his contrlbutlon of knowledge, based on
experience, and his sympathetlc attltude towards Couza 8 dlfflcultles,
proved an invaluable aid to the diplomacy of Malmesbury;and Russell.
He had honestly opposed the official line on,the'Suez.canal, heving_
in mind the serious eclipse of Britiéh inflqence in Egypt. Sooner
vor later British policy would have had'te adjust itself-to the fact |
of the”canaiQ It was to Bulwer's eredit that the adjustment -
happened earlier_thah it would have done unless he had so Stroﬂgly
uurged 2 cemproﬁise. | N | “ B

kAs forlthe strength of Britieh influence at the Porte when
Bulwef left, scarcely'more can be said than that the days we?eygone'
: when tersonality couldveucceed should the policy be lacking in |

attraction. However, Bulwer had tactfully refrained from worrylng
mev'codtr’ ha. eJen made Kagosa Fe the
o hisprivete o paniong

the Turkish mlnisters on the score of reforms,3 and,Aon the

mlssionarles,4 and on Hornby, ‘whose" support of the capitulatory rlghts :

of British citizens was ruthless. Further, the Turks had been

fortunate in bhaving a representative who was such & perfect foil tfo the |

1.

2.See above Chapter IX, p./5%,and Part III, p.222,

See above Chapter IL, Part III, p.LI3,
‘Temperley, 'British Policy towards Perliamentary Rule and

' Constitutionalism in Turkey (1830- 1914)', pe1l6l: 'Bulwer from the. e

fiktst made it clear to the Sultan that he would not embarrass him by
pressing for more religious concessions'.

Bulwer-Musurus (Turkish ambassador in London) 13 Oct.'64,T/52,stating

he could not tell Russell that, although permitted in practice,the

_bhawking of bibles must remain officially forbidden.'However, it is
not', he wrote, 'an important question...If you take away the
‘per;lege the comparison between Stratford and me will be too obvious.
and I cennot expose myself to the public wrath which will fall on

- Turkey and change our policy’', e ; NEEAT R

4.

!

A

1
3

o



309

self;OPinionated loystiere In thekServian crisis, and during the
prolonged Suez canal negotiatiohs,#Bulwer never lost sight bofh of
Turkish interests and limitations. There is né reason to suppose\
that Bulwer's-influencelwas aﬂy less than Moustier's, though exactly
how much influence either of them had at a time when the reactionary
tide was in full flood in Turkey, it is impossible to state with
“fconfidénée. ’The state of international relations was gs\fluid aé

it had ﬁeen in 1858.  So, ju&ging.from’fhe manner in which fhs
| ambassador ﬁgd‘aé?ated himself in the p?evious seven years, I feel
there was some unwisdom in the withdrawal'of such an experienced man.“
He”would have been a good agent to‘have héd‘at Constantinople in the
ensuing yeafs. If only on the strength of fhese»considérations, I
,suspect‘thét juét asxhis appointment‘to ﬁad;id iﬂ 1843'ﬁas
‘ unjustifiea ‘by hiQ guan’fies, so his diémissal in 1865 was prematﬁre,'

and 6n1y to be accounted for by his moderate virtue.
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APPENDIX A

Bulwer had a running quarrel.wifh Sir Edmund Hornby. His
relationship with the occasiopai chargé d'affaires, Erskine, was
not an amicable omne, while\his quarrel with Secrefary Lumley resulted
in a forced leave in London for the latter.

Sir Edmund Hornby, Judge of the Supreme Consular Court in the
Levant, was given to exalting his own importance, héd nothing but
contempt for diplomatists, thought Lord Stratford was not a dipiomatist
but an honest and straightforward mah, and conéequently in ﬁis dotage, -
writing his autobiography, so-called, made a éerious attempt to
ridiculo’Sir Henty Bulwer. The cause of their mutual antagonism
was clearly a natural aﬁtipathy. - It was exacerbated by,differences of .
opinion ofef_the application of the Capitﬁlations and the varioué |
laws that had been gathered under that omnibus term. This led to &
row over spheres of influence in which Bulwer, with the support of the
English Commuhity, rejected Hornby's atte@pt to>implement his literai
inspirationist approach to law.t o |

\ ﬁnfortunately;for.Bulwor, Hammond ﬁas Hornby's protecto;. One
may perhaps detect a tension between‘the much respected uﬁder-secretary
and the”aﬁbassador in two letters, one to Hamﬁxond,2 and one to Loyard :

Parliamentary Secretary, in which Bulwer complained of Hammond:
1.

Bulwer-Hornby, 12 August '59 T/16. For the attitude of the community
see J. McCoanaBulwer 4 June '60,T/35. McCoan was the editor of the
'Levant Herdd whose grant from the FO. was stopped 'for no fault under .
Heaven but that I have given temperate voice to the universal public
feeling about Sir E. Hornby and his Court - a species of "protection"
of abuse which will, to say the least, sound indifferently before

Mr S. Fitzgerald's Comnittee'., McCoan-Bulwer, 5 Jan'63,T/66. Hornby-
Bulwer 15 March '62,T/66, explained his own attitude to trial by

Jury. y'q‘.aﬁddémat‘:oumul’ Tune 1863, T7,al b" 5:.»7 was Conceded

2¢27 Nov. '62,T/64.
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'In regard to our policy here and the ignorant attacks
recently made upon it, there is no disguising, and it
would be well that Lord Russell and Lord Palmerston will
understand this, that it all or nearly all proceeds from
the Consular Court, and with some experience I tell you
honestly it will be impossible to maintain the one and the

. other, i.e. our policy and the Courts. It isnot only on
account of the language and views of the Court itself, but
also on account of the various persons sufficient to form

- an English opinion in an Eastern Town that it gathers round
it. Clients, lawyers, all interested or ignorant, lounging,
talking, catching travellers &t the hotel tablefs, etc.
eeeThe institution (the separate legal establishment) is
alike foolish and pernicious, and tho' Hammond's mind on
the subject "squats on a hole”, I am quite confident if

he knew the country practically and looked at the greater
objects we have connected with it he would share my opinions's 1

All Theraspia evidently knew about the differences between the
Judge and the Ambassador. > o
| Thié quarrel Bulwer extended to Gladstone who apparently ha&
: misgivinés about British policy towards Servia ahd had defended Bulwer
'Eadly.in a recent debate. The 'omission' made Bulwer feel insecure

in bis office.’

He wrote a bitter letter to Gladstone, explalnlng.
'Every man is beset by calumnles here, my predecessor, if not more,'
as much as myself"4

The quarrel with Ersklne had its origins in Erskinets unthlnklng
occupation not only of the rooms offered but also of Bulwer's rooms
as well during his chlef's absence in the previous sunmmer., Twelve
months later, Bulwer raged to Layard: .

'0f all the disagreeable, cold-blooded‘feildws, criéicai par

excellence, Erskine is the worst. It is impossible to

' “animate him into good fellowship and he seems lying in
ambush for a quarrel's 5

2 *11 June '63,1/70

B'A'all Pasha - Bulwer, 19 Oct. '64 ,2/79 :
*Bulwer-Russell, 25 June '63,7/70 S .-

4+Bulyer-Gladstone, 25 June 1863, T/70 '

5'9 July '63,7/70
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Further evidence of this tentative parénoia‘one finds in Bulwer's
highly excited reaction to Secretary Lumley's misguided intimacy with

Lavalette, chargé d'affaires of the French Embassy, and with Novikoff,

~ the Conseiller of the Russian Legation. Lumley, for no solid reason,

considéred himself slighted, and poured out his heart to the French

and Russian agents, in spite of Bulwer's previous efforts to establish

" a satisfactory working relationship with Lumley.l Bulwer, however,

‘expanded on the theme of disloyalty to such a degree that he clearly

envisaged the whole of the capital'conspiring against him.He protested:

'I cannot swear to the fact but I believe lir Lumley has been
in correspondence, and this on public matters, with Lord
Stratford,and if I an not mistaken that letter Lord Stratford
read in the Lords of the necessity of Union between France
and England was from Mr Lumley, and the one from Smyrna from
our Consul Blunte.ee.Moreover, a letter against myself and in
absurd eulogy of Lord Stratford appeared in the Morning Post.
I discovered the author to be a man who was sent away from the
Ottoman Bank at Beyrout, and has been since employed by the
‘proprietors of a new Bank at the head of which is a M. Revelacki-
famous in our enmals as the secret agent of my predecessore.
Now, my dear Lord John, put all these intrigues together; add
those of the palace, got up, I have every reason to think, by
the Seraskier and others interested in destroying my influence,
and I think you wll see my only chance was to act with R
" resolution; and at the same time that I crushed the plot
”witﬁjﬁultan maintain my authority in my own Embassy, eee'2

S-SR NS

Uneasy lay the head that wore De Redcliffe's crowne. ' Though Bulwer,

in spite of these suspicions conceded that 'these are mj impressions -
they may be wrong', he nevertheless must have given his government a |
very poor impression of his state of mind which saw little phantons

in every corner and transmogrified them into furious harpies.

'l. Bulwer-Layard, 28 Auge '60,T/93

2. Bulwer-Russell, 1 Sept. '60,7/93

i

3. His preoccupation with Stratford was quite obsessive.0On the occasion °

.0of the latter's complimentary visit to the Sultan,Bulwer too easily
-1 ost all sense of proportion.Temperley states with some warmth,
The Last Phase of Stratford de Redcliffe, 1855-58',E«H.ReV01le4T,n0.

86,April 1952), that Bulwer's comment on the mission of his bero .. é

'is conceived in the worst taste and is dubious in its assertion',

S
S
o

U e |
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