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(i)

ABSTRACT

This study in the formation of foreign policy explores the
difficulties encountered by Earl Grey's Whig administration (1830-
 1834) in reconciling the desire to promote 'the cause of liberty all
over the world' with an equally strong attachment to the principles

of retrenchment and non-intervention in foreign affairs.

It is demon_strated at the outset, by particuiar refercnce io the
opinions of Grey and Lord Holland, the elders of the party, that the
equivocations over foreign policy of the Whigs in officz were iore-
shadowed by inconsistencies in their attitude towards intervention and
non-intervention whilst in opposition. After a discussion of the
developing diplomatic eituation in 1830 and the formation of Grey's
heterogeneous administration, the Cabinet debaies over the wisdom
or necessity of intervention abroad are considered in the centext of
four theatres of diplomatic conflict - the Netherlands, Poland, the
Near East and Portugal. Study of these areas shows that icr all
their traditional éympathies, many minisiers were loath to sanction
threats to intervene by force in the cause of national self-determination,
still less in the pursuit of British strategic interests. When the
contradictions implicit in the Whig approach precijpitated a major
Cabinet crisis, such as occurred over intervention in Portugal,
natural caution and constitutional inertia prevailed. In conclusion,
the Whig reluctance to embrace a view of foreign policy which wss
both dynamic and ideological is re—emphasised; The strength of the
hostﬂity towards such an approach is demonstrated by reference to
the efforts made to exclude Lord Palmerston from the Foreign Office

in subsequent Whig administrations.
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(iv)

PREFACE

I have attempted in this study te reconstruct, mainly from primary
sources, the Cabinet debate underlying specific issues in foreign policy
.during the period of Grey's Premiership. To this end, I have concentrated
on the private papers of members of Cabinet rather than the official records
of the Foreign Office. The latter have been authoritatively interpreted by
Sir Charles Webster in The Foreign Policy of Palmevsion and the extent of
my reliance on this source will be obvious. The most serious difficulty
involved in tracing ministerial attitudes is that presented by the lack of a
consistent source of information as to the opinions expressed and the decisions
taken at Cabinet meetings. William IV's p'apers'have been destroycd and
although some Cabinet minutes and a body of Royal Correspondence survive
among Palmerston's papers, we are dependent for the most part on private
material for information. Fortunately, the extent and accessibility of these
sources affords considerable compensation. Of the major figures in the
administration, the papers of Lansdowne and Durham alone are at present
unavailable for consultation. ' Amongst the available sources which I was able
to consult in the limited time at my disposal, the papers of Grey and
Palmerston and in particular the Journal of Lord Holland were indispensable.

, It is a pleasure to be able to acknowledge the help I have received from
archivists and librarians in the course of my research. I am particularly
grateful to Dr. J. Fewster, Mrs. J. Drury and Miss M. McCollum of the
Department of Palaeography and Diplomatic at the University of Durham, who
guided and encouraged my extensive researches amongst the Grey Papers.
Miss Felicity Ranger and the staff of the National Regisiter of Archives showed
great tolerance and kindness during my study of the Broadlands Papers, I am
indebted to the Trustees of the Broadlands Archives for allowing me to use
this invaluable source, The late Rt, Hon, the Earl Spencer was kind enough to
allow me, at very short notice, to consult the Spencer Papers at Althorp and
to give me the benefit of his extensive knowledge of-the life and times of his
ancestor the Third Earl. I would also like to thank the staffs of the British
Museum, of the university libraries of Durham and Cambridge and the D.M.S,
Watson Library at University College, London. The kindness shown to me at
so many institutions serves to throw into sharp relief the rudeness and
inefficiency of some members of the staff ofthePublic Record Office.

My work has been supervised by Dr. David Sweet, who has been unfailingly
patient and constructive in guiding the studies of an inexperienced and frequently
perplexed research student. I am also indebted to Mr, Graham Brook for
allowing me to see drafts of relevant chapters of his Cambridge Ph.D thesis
on Britain and the Concert of Europe, and to Mr. Michael Brock, Dr, C,d.
Bartlett and Mr. R. Mackworth-Young, who answered my queries about the
location of rare secondary material. I am most grateful to my mother and to
Mrs. Marjorie Millas for their cxpert typing of the first and final drafts
respectively. I owe most to my fiancée Miss Anne Rahjohns, without whose
constant support this thesis would never have been finished.



The value of political liberly and the cost at which it is to be obtained
_constitute the nicest balance and one which only those immediately int-

erested in the calculation are competent to decide.

CANNING

(v) |



CHAPTER ONE

THE WHIG OPPOSITION AND NON-INTERVENTION, 1815-1830

When Talleyrand was asked to explain the real meaning of the term
‘non-intervernticn', he replied:

‘C'est un mot metaphysique et politique, qui

signife 4 peu prés la méme chose qu'interven’cion.'1

Cerltainly non-intervention was a dqct-rine more often propounded than -
-explained.* Politicians on both sides referred to it as a great, even a
sacred principle, whilst recognising that no nation, least of all Britain,
with her wide-ranging strategic and commercial interests, could be.
indiffepent to ev.ents in other countries. Confusion a;ld disagreement arose
whien any attempt was made to prescribe situations in which a depariure
from the létter, though not the principle, of non-intervention could be
justified. In the years fcllowing the Vienna seftlexnent, such calculations
~were complicated by Britain's position as one of its principal architecté
ahd guarantors, which tended to implicate her in the actions taken by her
continentai allies to defend the Furopean .slafus quo.

'I_‘l.1e response of Castlereagh and Canning to the problem of defining
British foreign policy in the post-Napoleonic situation ﬁay conveniently be
deduced from the State Paper of 5 May 1820, drafted by Castlereagh and
subsequently - published by Cénning, which demonstrated their fundamental
Throughout this study I have used the terms ‘iutervention' and non-

' intervention' rather than 'interference' and 'non-interference', because of
.ihe pejorative overtones which 'interference' has acquired in modern usage.
Though Palmerston deplored the introduction of Gallicanisms into the

language, he never suggested that there was any difference in meaning
between 'interference' -and 'intervention'. ' -



identity of view. Their aifferexlce in methods. haé been confused with a
difference in é.ims. Castlereagh favoured a collective allied approach to
Euroioean problems, but emnhasised that the Qu_ad.ruple Alliance justified
its post-war existence through the need to p;'otect the dynastic and
territorial settlement in France.? It was France that he had principally
in mind in January 1816, when he wrote in a de.spatch circulated to all
British é,mbassadbrs abfoad that, in the event of a breach of the peace,
it was Bfitain's duty |
to cdmbine thé powel“s of Europe against that state
whose perverted policy or criminal ambition shall
first menace the repose in which all have a common
interest.3

He did not see it as the business of the Four Powers to correct the
'internal eccentricities' of France. The most effective way for the
Alliance to combat the possible danger of acts of external aggress.iml
arising from domestic upheaval was 'the silent force of ifs own inactivity'.*
Céstlereagh always é.llowed that, while intervention a's an abstract principle
was unjlustified, a country could legitimately intervene in ﬁ-nother country's
affairs if its own interests and securiﬁy were threatened.® However, in
general terms, ‘Britain's watchword should be 'non-intervention pushed .to
an extreme'.5

Any of the ahove statements could have been r_xiade by Canning, but
the different methods he was to employ appeared to mark a change in
British polic.'y. Canning never shared Castlereagh's proprietorial interest
in the'Quadruple Alliance and he deplored the usé of the Congress System
as a vehicle for what he was to characterise as the.'Areopagitic Spirit'.

In 1818 he was at odds with the rest of the Cabinet on the eve of the



Congress of Aﬁc—la-Chapbelle in refusing to acéeét that the Quadruple
Alliance of 20 November 1815 sanctioned a permanent Concert of Europe

as opposed to the short-term supervision of France. He mainiained that
disengagement would protect Britain from embarrassment on the Contiﬁent
and allow her to pursue a non-interventionist policy the more eésilyﬁ

The dis“solution of the European Concert, which ‘was already apparent at

the beginning of Canning's tenur.e of the Foreign Office, mszant that new
techniques would be required for the conduct of British diplomacy. Whereas
Castlereagh had. relied heayily on his personal intimnacy with Alexander I and
Metternich in advancing the causes of peace and non-intervention, Canning
adopted a moré extrovert diplomatic style in pursuit of the same goals,
making the most of his flair for oratory and publicity. He .was particularly
adept at forcing his opponents into a corner and making t,‘nem' declare their
"hands. An early example of this was the épisode of the Pclignac Memorandum
in which the French were lﬁ;‘ed .into making cat_egoriéai statements about

their intentions with regard to Spain.®

At home he used this technique with
unfailing skill _tél'highlight the inadequacies and incor._lsistencies of the Whig
alternatives to the government's foreign policy after 1815. Though he
encountered strong opposition to his policies both from his colieagues aind
~ the King, _he was not effectively challenged in Parliament during his tenure
of office.

‘The Whigs ha& a foretaste of w-hat they could expect from him in a
speech he delivered during the Commons debate on the disturbances in
Naples in March 1821. In response to calls from the opposition benches

for the government to embrace the cause of the Neapolitan rebels, Canning

in his turn insisted that the Whigs declare their hand. If it was right to



break alliances and make war against the 'oppressors' with a view to
furthering the progress of liberty, that policy should be avowed clearly:
Let there be no mistake about it; let the country
be told: "aithough you are already heavily burdened,
you must prepare for new exertions and new
sacrifices. True, England is saved, but that is
not enough. Europe must be regenerated, and at
your expense." If this was to be done at all, it
must be done openly and avowedly . . . away with
the distinction between war and armed m‘egotiation!9
He went on to deride such romantic notions and to urge neutrality between
'the two contending principles’ so that Britain could preserve her resources
until the period should arise, if ever, when we
might exercise our only legitimate right to interfere,
from being called to quell the raging floods that
threatened to distract the balance of Europe. 1°
Although this speech was delivered before Canning rejoined the Liverpool
administration, it already contained all the essential arguments with
which as Foreign Secretary he defended his policies against criticism,
- and in the face of which opposition usually wilted. It touched upon most
of the weak points of the Whig position. The state of disarray in which
the Whigs found themselves after 1815 was more marked in foreign
policy than in any other area. In home affairs, a measure of common
commitment to the cause of Roman Catholic relief and a degree of common
sympathy for the cause of parliamentary reform provided some political
cohesion for a party otherwise held together by social connection, habit
and the memory of Charles James Fox. In foreign affairs the Whigs were

seriously compromised by their record of equivocation over the British

campaign in Spain and subsequently the Allied campaigns in Europe.



Thfougliout the-1820's wﬁen the question of intervention was discussed,
government speakers ‘could refer- to Whig attitudes towards the Peninsular .
War as a -stick wii‘l whiqh to beat; their opponents. Whaen Canning asseﬂ:ed
that 'nations cannot afford to be chivalrous where their own interests are
not directly involved, 111 hig acimowledged authority was noné other than
Lérd G;‘ey in a speech on Spain in 1810.12 Among leading Whigs, ouly '
Lord Holland could boast undeviating éupport of the Spanish cause, which

he advertised by conducting parties of Whigs round the battlefields himself. 3
In general, tl_)e Whigs tended to misjudge Britain's strategic and political
interests in the struggle with France, partly because they could not divest
fhemselves of their Foxite traditions and partly because they could not
reconcile their belief in self-determination with the requirements of Rritish
self-interesi. The cautious and conciliatory attitude towards Francé that

" was shown by Grey and Holland after 1813, with strong emphasis on the
_principles of peace and self-determination, contrasted strongly with the view
of the Grenvillite Whigs. Since the collabse of the 'Ta}lents' ministry, the
followers of Fox anld'Grenville had maintained a measure of agreement in
home. affairs, although Grenville, admiitedly, seemed to value dynastic
connection more highly than a common commitment to reform and Catholic
relief. However, in foreign affairs there could be no compromise. When
he joined with F0\< in 18(_)6 to fill th_e vacuum left by- Pitt's death, Grenville |
made it clear that his was a war party and so it remained. According to
Grey, the only cause of real disagreement between- himself and Grenvilie
‘was over the legitimacy of Britain's entry into the war against France

in 1792, 1_4 Lut this was a crucial difference in diséussions about how the

vanquished French should be treated. Only a timely prorogation in 1813



. prevented the split from becoming fully apparent; in any case it clearly

15 Grenville

emerged in the debates on the spring campaign in 1815,
. supported the policy of Castlereagh and Wellesley, regarding the overthrow
of Napoleon and the restoration of the Bourhons as esseptial to European
peace. The more ré.dical, of the Whigs, most notably Samuel Whitbreaci, had
long a.d.vocated peace oﬁ the basis of a French return to her original
boundaries, and by_ 1814 Grey and Holland had taken L-lp this cause., Tor
them the éxpulsibn of Napoleon and his replacement with Louis XVII was
not only unnecessary: it showed a blatant disregard for the sentiments of
the French people. Sir Robert Adair, an old friend of Grey's and a former
ambassador to Vienna, was a useful source of information in Paris and
assured Grey th;a.t the people were strongly- Bonapartist- in spite of the burdens
of a renewal of war which Napoleon's return might precipitate.'®

Even when Napoleon did re-appear and looked set to resume his
accustomed military activity, Grey continually urged restraint. Not least
altmongst his motives was the fear of Allied defeat. As he had shown while
Foreign Secretary in the 'Talents' ministry and was to show as Prime
Minister, his caution and pessimism over military matters amounted to an
obse;sion. In April 1815 he urged that the Allies should pause before
'hurrying in' against France: quite apart from the doubtful validity of a war
undertaken purely to remove the Emperor, he fear_ed that defeat was a very _

real possibility.!”

Luckily for Grey, Napoleon was defeated at Waterloo
before he could deliver another pacific speech® and he was thus saved from
a recurrence of the embarrassment he had suffered through His lukewarm
response to Wellington's victory at Talavera five years earlier,1?

Had the Whigs shown a more consistent attitude towards the prosecution



. of the war and the peace settlement. we would be able to accept Dr., Mitchell's
characterisation of their policy as 'Palmerstonian before Palmerston' in that
they 'urged the twin principies of national independence and national self-

determination.'29

Such a description dignifies the Whigs - as it does .
Palmerston - with a coherence they uever displayed. Just as it had been
impossible to combine Foxite teneis with a realistic strétegic attitude during
the war, so, equally, it was ingenuous to criticise the Vienna settlement
purely in terms of mgra!ity_ and abstraét principles. The desultory debates
in both Houses on the 1815 Treaties testify to the inability 'aﬁd disinclination
of the Whigs to mount an attack in ideological terms., The Foxite and Grenville
Whigs could not agree on the issue of legitimacy and self-determination, but
iﬁ any case the universally recognised need for retrenchment and guarantees
égainst renewed aggression blunted the radical attack.2l: The union of Belgium
with Holland, an cbject of mach ret1‘6spective criticism in 1830, was never
directly attacked.-- Mackintosh, the best informed- of Whig speakers on Foreign
policy in the Commons, delivered a series of tirades against the forced union
: qf Genoa with Piedmont without pointing the parallel of the Netherlands.Z
His in.dignatioﬁ was genuiﬁe enough:

To unite a people by force to a nation .against

whom they entertain a strong antipathy is the

most probable means to render the community

unhappy and make the people discontented and

the sovereign tyrannical . . 23 '
but it was never channelled into a coherent critique. The reason was clear:
in the Netherlands British strategic interests were directly involved, which
made national self-determination an impracticablé policy. Grey realised the

weakness of the Whig position all too ¢learly and characteristically declined

to make the four-day journey from Howick to London for the Vienna debate.



~He knew that his main objection to the settlement was weak in parliamentary |
terms, for he accépted the need for strategic guarantees, but deplored the
form they took. He regarded the measures taken against France as expensive
and ineffective, the standirig army and the restoration of the Bourbons being
positive incitements to internal disorder. In wider terms, by partitioning
Europe without reference to natural geographical divisions, the Allies, he
believed, had acted 'on a false and dangerous principle . . . inconsistent
with the ancient priaciple of the Balance of Power'.?2* Even after the
revolutions of 1830, his criticism of the settlement was still couched in the
same terms:

instead of acting on the principle of the Balance

of Europe which would protect the weak against

the strong, we have departed from that principle

and formed alliances upon principles of confis-

cation and division . . . these transiers have

never allowed to Europe an hour's security . . .

no man can regret more than I do the separation

of Flanders from Holland but I imagine they cannot

be united except by means the most vicious and

unjust.25
He went on to deny that this breach of the Treaty of Vienna was a legitimate
object for intervention, though for reasons of military prudence rather than
sympathy with the Belgian cause.?

In such cases, the advantages of justifying a prudent non-intervention
by reference to Foxite principles of international morality were clear, but
in general Grey recognised that such universal and binding principles could
not in practice be applied. In a most instructive correspondence with
Holland in the winter of 1816-17, he attempted to lay down guide lines for

Whig policy for the next session. Holland urged a categorical commitment

to non-intervention in France and everywhere else,27 but Grey recognised



that France's strategic importance made such a policy impossible. No
abstract principle could be laid down, and quite apart from the- possible
damage which such a declaration might do to British diplomacy, it would

28

antagonise the Grenvillites irreconcilably. Criticism of government foreign

policy would have to be centred on the expense of the standing army in France

t.29-

~ to avoid a spli Holland's reaction was typically forthright:

Bétter to part company than sail in a convoy that

has no determinate object. Retrenchment and

recovery arcec mighty good things, but they really

are too indefinite, not to 'say contemptible objects

to bind together a large body of men without any

stronger tie. Hopes of power and an intention of

exerting that power for some clear and definite

object of public policy are the principles- on which

a party must be kept together.3?
However, there was no alternative to Castlereagh's policy: even in 1820,
by which time the activitieas of the Holy Alliance invited Whig condemnatior,
and the final split with the Grenvillites had unmuzzled the followers of Fox,
Grey's advice to Holland (delivered as usual from the depths of
Northumberland) was 'to observe the old oppbsition maxim of doing
nothing.'3!

The dilemma that the Whigs faced was that Foxite traditions in foreign
policy could not be adapted coherently to the post-war situation. There was,
in the words of Professor Davis, 'the deeply rooted belief of a Foxite Whig
-that. strong language which is not supported, and cannot be subported, by
armed action is enough to intimidate a wary and sagacious opponent.'32 As
joint guardians of the memory and traditions of Fox, Grey and Holland were

the chief offenders in the adoption of this ingenuous approach to foreign

affairs. Thus, opposition speeches in Parliament attacking the Holy Alliance
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tended to deggrierate jato mere name-calling, prompting Canning on one
occasion to wonder whether such 'flowers of Billingsgate' served a'ny
useful _pu-rpose. Indeed it was unlikely that 'those oa whom they have beep
lavished have n.ot been utterly unsusceptible of feelings of irritation and
'resentment;'33. This was of coﬁrsé the intention, as most Whig s;peakers
made ii: clear that they did not advocate actual intervention and had to
s.ettle for vigorous protests. Non-intervention was still the éccepted principle,
justified 'by extensix;e quotations from Va.lttel_ or Bynkex-'shoek, then the
acknowledged authorities on international Lavs}, or by a ritual reference to
a speech by Fox. Whig épeakers did occasionally venture beyond the pale
to urge the government to tal-ce direct action to irustrate the designsl of the
ﬁoly Alliance and to offer assistance to European liberal movements.
Unfortunately, such a stance was even morc {raught with contradictions than
the Foxite approach, as it was not cdnsonént with thqse most fundamental
Whig principles of peace and retrenchment. Tierney, the nominal leader of
the Whigs in the House of Commons from 1817 to 1821, illustrated this
: p}'edicamenf perfectly in his reply to the Speech from the Throne at the
beginning of the 1521 session. He congratul-ated fhe government on its
'expressions of peace in view of the financial embarrassments of the
couﬁtry', but went on to afﬁrm that

ministers would not be doing their duty if they

E stood by in a neutral attitude and did not prevent

the great powers 'from exercising acts of

aggression.34 .
Whenever the opposition attempted to blur the lin-e betwéen neutrality and

intervention, government speakers unfailingly observed that the ouly alternative

to neutrality was a determined and expensive intervention. Csnning's riposte
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has’ already been quotled;l'in 1823, Pglmerston, in an unaccustomed role as
" a speaker in a féreigh'affairs debéte, emphﬁ'sised the hollowness of the
Foxite 'moralisf' approach. He deplored ‘the use of thr-eats without the
backing of armed force, and in an& casé
of what usé is it to dweﬂ upon abstra(;t
principles with those who are accused .of
measuring right by power and of ruling
their conduct by expediency and not by
justice? One must appiy one's arguments
to principles which they recognise.35

It was in the context of these ideological incolnsistencies that the Whigs
had t.o mount their attack upon the Holy Alliance and the government's
policy in the debates on Naples, Spain an(_i Port_ugal in the périod of vnrest
after 1820, To borrow Dr. Holbraad's-terminology, the Whigs implicitly
accepted territorial conservatism while Opbosillg the dynastic conservatism
that was its necessary counterpart.36' In his 'Letter to Lord Hollé_nd on
foreign politics' which géined congiderable currency during-'the 1820's, Lord
John Rus_sell attacked the 'comp-act of feudal lords' which had determined the
shape of ﬁurope. The worst aspect of the settlement in his view \vaé the
possibility of Britain being bound to go to war to 'support the Bourbons and
indeed to intervene in the internal concerns of every state in ‘Eur;)pe. He
deplored the passing of the balance of power system and the deprivation of

87 Even so, it was only after

tl.le.rights and s-ecurity of the weaker nations.
the revolutltions of 1830 that the Whigs reé.lly attacked the territorial settlement.
The Gover'nment's attitude of nou—,inter\-rention, support for the territorial
status quo and neutrality as between the contendiﬁg principles was more

consistent,

Castlereagh's association with the autocratic powers abroad and with
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repressive legislatioﬁ at home led to'a.series of attacks én his personality
and policy which did his critics little credit. The pioneering work of
Professors Temperley and Webster hés served to emphasise the underlying
continuity of policy between Castlereagh and Canning. In March 1821,
dastlereagh was bitterly attacked in both Ht-)uses for nhis inactivity in the
face of Austrian i'epression in Naples. Quite apart from the Freﬂch naval
threat that could result from the disruption of the Neapolitan status qa-to,
Castlereagh could just‘ify non-intervention on the grounds that Naples was
the domestic concern of Austria. Calnning s_tx:uck b-oldly in his defence by.
advocating strict neutrality on the dynastid issue and questioned the efficacy
of foreign example, let alone foreign arms, in fostering constitutional
governments. Perhaps the Whigs really wa-mted- war? - but here he was
drowned by shouts of 'no, no' from the benches Opposite.38 The Whigs, '
then, were for strong language but néthing more. Castlereagh's weakness
was not that his language was insufficiently strong, but that he was
disinclined to raise his tone in.the House of Common.s. Lord Salisbury
was to write of him:

If only he-had constructed a few brilliant

periods about nationality of freedom, or

given a little wordy sympathy to Greece

or Spain . . . the world would have heard

much less of the horrors of his policy.39
However, Castlereagh was not given to ;;ublic expression of his feelings.
His _condemnation of the Troppau Protocol was unequivocal?? and his
instructions for the Congress of Verona (which Canning passed on to
Wellington unaltered) show that he was coming tg realise that it would be

necessary to recognise the Spanish-American colonies and to allow for the
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possible emergence of an autonomous Greek'government.41 By their very
ﬁature, such communications made no parliamentary impaét; it was left
to Cahning to reap their political rewards.

Canning was immediately faced with the French invasion of Spain, the
logical outcome of the Verona Congress. The invasion was undoubtedly a
resounding diplomatic defeat for Canning and seemed to be an opportunity
for the Whigs to tax the government with a failure to take a stern moral
tone towards the Holy Alliance. Grey wrote to Holland in his most elevated
Foxite vein. A declaration should be made to the Holy Alliance:

"Your principle is unjust and subversive to the

independence of nations. Your attempt, if it

succeeds, must bring Spain under the influence

and power of France. We not only cannot

approve but must resist measures founded c¢n

such principles and leading to such consequences.

If you go to war therefore, you must expect to

find England not a member of the Confederacy

but the ally of Spain."42
'~ This attacking impetus was not translated into parliamentary reality. Grey-
himself declined to come to London to organise the attack at the beginning
of the session and it was clear that little support would be found for war.*3
Some Whigs were prepared to press for a bigger increase in the navy than
the government prdposed - in itself an unexpected turn of policy?* - but,
like the attempt to swell the Spanish rebel force by getting the Foreign
Enlistment Bill repealed, the initiative came to nothing. Individual speakers
did make bold attempts to offer an alternative to government policy; indeed
Grey, for the only time in this whole period, advocated force in the shape
of naval action to sweep French commerce off the seas and to deprive France

45

of her remaining island colonies. Significantly, on this one occasion when
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he deviated froin a non-i;xterveutionist stance, Grey's motives were
strategic rather than.ideological, based,  as Canning's_secretgry and
~ biographer was to point out, .cn an overestimate of the power of France
and the vulnerability of Britain's interests and institutions.%® Only Hobhouse,
the radical member for Westminister, was prepared to fix his colours to the
mést:

Englishimen would be happy to afford the utmost

support to a government bent on the preservation

of the institutions of freedom . . . in the event

of any war against the tyrant kings of Europe.?
There was no support for such a crusade in -either House. Lambton,
Grey's son-in-in-law, and Sif Robert'Wilson, the foremost Whig anthority
on military affairs, were full of fighting talk, but only to each other or
to their respective constituents.?® Russell commented on the disarray of
the Whigs: |

We do nothing but abuse one another - the

violent laugh at the moderate and the moderate

look grave at the violent. 49

Canning took full advanta_ge of the Whig confusion and his spéeches,

not for the first time, swept the grouna from under his opponents' feet.
Using the sort of language that alarmed European diplomats and frequently
embarrassed his colleagues, he attacked Louis XVIII.'s Speech from the
Throne and the suﬁsequent invasion of Spain. He 'earnestly hoped' that
Spain 'would come triumphantly out of the struggle.! However, he would
not deviate from neutrality purcly to support the democratic principle:
Britain's role was to assume 'the attitudes. and the attributes of justice,

holding high the balance and grasping but not unsheathing the s'word.'50
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By I;uling out i-nterventiori_ and appéaling to the priﬁcipie of neutx_'ality; he
_inviteci a resolute alternative from the Oppositidn which only Hobhouse was
prepéred to provide. Canning made it clear that there were only three
_Situations in which .he would consider intervention:. if t.he;_ French occupation
of Spain was permanent; if any attempt was made to help Sp-ain rec;)ver her
colonies, or if Ffance invaded Por‘cugal.51 It was never cleaf whether the
Whigs objected to Canning's refusal to intervene, or his acquiescence in
French intervention, aﬁd problems of definition bogged down most of the
speakers. Lord Folkestone's speech on the repeal of the Foreign Enlistmenf_;
Bill (é. motion which had been enlarged into a criticism of British neutrality
over Spain) was described By Canning as displaying 'all the various
cont_ortions of the Sybil without her inspiraﬁon.' Such a description was
-applicable to not a few opposition speec.hes- at this time. The .Tofy Annual
Register describe;d Whig attitudes still more pointedly:
‘It waé not easy to gather what was the precise
nature of the charge against the ministry. Their
voice was not for war, and yet it was not for
~ peace, War was to be avoided, but we had not
~ gone sufficiently near to it; peace was to be

maintained by us, but we had not sufficiently
endangered it,%2

Canning's success in the Commons over the Spanish issue was one of his

33 Indeed his superiority was such that he

‘greatest oratorical triumphs.
feafed too .much encouragement might have been given fo the Holy Alliance.
Brougham, Canning's only rival as a Commons c--srator,s4 withdrew an |
amendment critical of government rieutralit.y over Spain and praised the
Foreign Secretary for his condemnation of the Frénch action.%% Graﬁi‘ying
as this capitulation must have been, we are told that Canning 'actually

prevailed upon some of his Whig acquaintances, whom he saw quitting the
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House in disgust, to remain behind and vote a2gainst him'.% His description

r'®" was too plausible for the

of himself as 'a liberal, na:y a Radical ministe
comfort of most Whigs, By comparison, Castlereagh had been an easy
target. |

The debates on Spain in 1823 were the last attempts at a‘ frontal attack
on government foreign policy until the era of Wellington and Aberceen.
Between '18.‘_2,3 and 1§27 the Whigs lost their identity as an opp.ositiou.
Hobhouse tells of a meeting of the Whig Spanish Committee in June 1823, at
which Grey expreslsed the opinion that the cause was hopeless and he
discouraged others -from making sacrifices for its sake. He was in. despair
at the polifical situation at home and abroad and wished 'he never had to
put his foot in the House of Lordé again'. Hocbhouse aptly comments that
Grey was 'always desponding unless hé thinks he is riding tt;e winning -
horse.'”® There was no hope of his i)eil1g in that position \'vhile lCanning
was alive. As strategic considerations brought British policy more in line
with liberal sympgthies, Canning began to win new friends- on the opposition
side. His growing determination to prevent French intervention in Portugal
and.the Spanish American colonies, though proﬁounded still \\;ithin the
confines of neutralify between 'the contending principles', was expressed in
such a way as to s.uggest, but never overemphasise, his own liberal
sympathies. Lord Holland and Sir James Mackintc;sh, two of the most
influential voices on foreign policy, quickly warmed to him as Brougham
had; Wilson praised Canning for inaugur;ctting a ne\;/ era in British foreign
policy.59

There was some attempt to revive .the Spanish issue at the beginning of

the 1824 session in terms of criticism of the government's alleged failure

“to hold sufficiently strong language to the European powers. The debates
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seemed to lack any urgency. Lord John Russell Brought forward a motion
on the subject but admitted that the debate could only be of historical
value as the time for action had long passed. He horrowed a verse from
Addison to characterise his ideal of British foreign policy:

"Tis Britain's care to watch o'er Europe's fate,

To hold in balance each contending state,

To threaten bold, presumptuous kings with war,

And answer each afflicted nations's prayer,"®
He -admitted that the sense was better than the poetry, but the real short-
coming of his conception of Britain's role was that it.was toc; close to
Canning's own, In 1826 Canning characterised Britain as Aeolus, the
arbitrating God of Winds described by his beloved Virgil.61 On this
occasion he brushed aside Russell's criticisms with ease, making great-
play with the emptiness of the oppoéition benches, noting that this was
their normal state when such motions were debated. He reaffirme'd Britain's
neuiral stance and emphasised ?he impossibility of.an alternative, Certainly
it was no.t to be found in the confused énﬁ—govermnent motion of the
corpulent Lord Nugent, 52 whom Canningr described as 'an enormous breach
of neutrality.‘63 Unlike the Whigs, he was noltj prepared to make threats
without naval and mili_tary backing. He believed.that 'a menace r:ot intended
to be exzecuted is an engine that Great Britain could never condescend to

t65 and

employ'.6*4 He preferred to provide for war before threatening i
never. relied on unsupportable assertions.. The Monroe Docirine was an

excellent example of the Foxite moral statement, and as such was welcomed
by the \’Vhigs.66 However, they wex-'e to learn i.n. office' that, in the context

of European politics, an assertive foreign policy required expensive naval and

military support.
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 As Cannirig moved into the attack, first over the recognition of the
Lr;ttin American colonies and then over Portugal, Grey removed himself
completély ffom the debate dn foreign policy. From May 1823 to April
1827 he did not speak on the subject, confining his attentions to Ireland on
the rare occasions -when he visited the Lords. For the most part ﬁe 'remained.
at Howick, sometimes wintering in Plymouth for the sake of his wife's heﬁlth,
all the time nursing his implacable hatred of Canning. He had inherited
fr01_n Fox the notion that it was more important to maintain the purity of
party principle than to compete for office. .Canning'slcareer éeémed to
Grey to embody the very opposite philosophy, so that he could never
éountenance suppofting him as Foreign Secretary and was never. fully to
fofgive those of his colléagues who supported Canning's administration of
1827. Grey's; high principles, which had definite substance in other areas of
his political life, were in- this matter a cover for a hatred which was largely
based. on social snobbery. As far as the head of the rééently ennobled Grey
family wasléoncerned, the fact that Canniné;s mother was an actress in
itself constituted a disqualﬁication from the Premiership.“ Hovlvever,
Canning was bec.oming ;iifficz'u].t to attack. For example, Grey complained
to Holland that Canning lagged far behind Monroe in formulating an enlightened
policy with respect to the autonomy of the Spani's'h American colonies, but he
was reluctant to attack Canning -for fear of éncouraging the supporters of the

68

Holy Alliance. The Whigs drifted leaderless in Parliameﬁt, with Grey absent

and Lansdowne unsure as to his role and authority;69

in' the Commons there
was no successor to the discredited Tierney. In any case their growing

accord with the government over domestic as well as foreign policy

loosened habitual party ties. Tierney himseif set the seal on the new
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situation in 182'6, wheﬁ i{e declared that 'we are cerfainly to all intents
and purposes a branch of His Majesty's Government,' ™

INot the least of the factors in this acéord was Canning's preparedness
" to take more resolute action in response to the changing strategic situation
in Spain and Latin America mentioned earlier. He had hoped in 1823 tq
lea\./e the sword in the sheath, but when the interventionist methods and
despotic ideas that.had trinmphed in Spain threatened to envelop the New
World as well, it was time for Bvritain to change, in Canning's words
'from an umpire intc an adve,rém"y.ﬂ1 Thus,- in 1825 and after, his
influence was paramouﬂt in effecting the separation of Brazil from Portugal.
He encouraged the Portugese people to accept the constitutional charter
~ bequeathed by Dom Pedro on his abdication from the throne, thereby hoping
to forestall foreign intervention. The same motive had led him to extract
a self-denying ordinance from Frdnce over Portug;al."r2 When it was clear
in 1826 that Portugal's peace was threatened by ﬂle actions of supporters
of the usurping Dom Miguel on the Spanish border, he responded to the
calls f.or assistance on the basis of treaty obl.igations. It was time to
unsheathe the sword and 'fly to tll1e aid of Portugal." Canning's speech in
the Commons on 12 December 1826 was arguably his greatest parliamentary
triumph., He défused the intervention versus non-intervention debate by
dressing up a (_iecision based on strategic necessity’s and moral obligation
in crusading language which was bound to appeal to the Whigs. He chose
his words carefully however: he was acting in defence of Portugese
independence and not as the champion of the new: constii.tution. Furthermore,
he had 'called the New World in existence' as a direct diplomatic counter to

h'l4

possible French ambitions. The correct inferpretation of this speec was
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..to be keenly dfspufed in the context of Wellington's subsequent Portugese
policy, but at the time it found. approval in all parts of the House. Canning |
noted with satisfaction that the disposition of Parliament was now towards
'active ex_ertion' in contrast to the 'passive necutrality' of 182375

Canning's speech won acclaim from the Whigs in Parliament. Holland

_and Lansdowne expressed unqualified support for intervention, while in the
Commqns B.roughan"x talked of 'principles worthy of our best times expounded
by the Foreign Secretary with unprecedented energy, fervouf and efféét.'qs
There were a few dissenting voices: Hume, aiways a stern advocate of
retrenchment, doubted the existence of a trL'le casus foedevis a_nd his
amendment was supported by Henry Bright and Joha Wood for the same
reason,”’ From a distance, Grey also expressed his misgivings, though for
less clear-cut reasons. He expressed to Princess Lieven, the wife of the
Russian Ambassador and his chiel source qf political intelligence, his
-confusion as to thé exact function of the troops to be scnt to Portugal,
particularly in the event of the Constitutionalists being repulsed. | He harked
back to the error of acquiescence in the French invasion of Spain as the root
cause of Britain‘s equivocal position on the Iberian Peninsula.” Here once
again he.was displaying his caution together with a belief in the arbitrating
force of moral declarations.

. Little heed was paid tc these views. While Grey was content to remain
sulking in his tent af Howick, his opinions were received with understandable
irritation by his colleagues in London.™ The most influential Whigs were to
join Canning in open or tacit collaboratio'n in 1827 and whole-heartedly

approved his foreign poliéy. Shortly after Canning became Prime Minister,

Grey delivered a bitter attack on him in the Lords. Canning was deeply
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_wounc-ied';by it and ccensidered taking a pcerage to reply.80 It was a clever
but disingenuous speech, repeating previous criticisms oi Canning with
respect to the French invasion of 1823, his delayed rec;)gtl'ition of the
Latin Ameri-can colonies and his tardiness in givipg Portugal effective
diplomatic support.81 He was unable to resist recalling the boast about
callling the New World into existence and setting it élongside Canning's’
earlier statement that he had Idone nothing to promote Latin American
independence. This was a quibble: by 'calling into existence!', Canﬁing
had meant the act of diplomatic re-colgnition.82 Grey clarified his views on
Portugal in a moré penetrating speech a month later, in which he doubted

" the wisdom' of interference on the pretext stated, whilie showing himself

aware of the strategic issues involved:.

interference might be justified on the broader
grounds of policy which rendered it necessary
for us to take measures to prevent France from
obtaining . . . power and preponderance over the
Peninsula. 3 :

He also gave a timely warning, directed more at the radical elements than
the government, .of the dangers attending tco ready an assumption about the
aspirations of the pebple' of Portugal. The French had been similarly

embarrassed in Spain:

By some singular fatality it is found necessary

by the French to continue an army in Spain for
the support of the absolute monarchy to which
fallegedly] the people are so much attached;

while we are supposed to maintain an army in
Portugal under the apprehension that, if it were
withdrawn, the constitutional government of

which the people are so fond would be immediately
overthrown! 84
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In this speech Grey -diveéted himself sufficiently of his prej;xdices to give
‘a gliﬁpse of the moderation and intelligence with which he was to approach
foreign affairs as Prime Minister after 1830. |

For the time being, however-, he was isolated from the 'ﬁminstream of
political activify. He described himself in a letterto his son as being
'separat'ed from-almost all ms; old friends . . . I stand aloof from all parties,
acting upon my own pJﬁ'inciples'-.i'}5 His correspondence with Holland and
Lansdowne seems to have stopped completely until i830 and his friendship
with thém never fully recovered. He was dependent on Princess Lieven* for
informa_tion on foreignlaffairs. GI.'ey's weakness for female flattery, together
with Mme, Il_.ieve.n's reputation as a femme fétale and political intriguer in
‘the European courts, have focussed .the attention of amateur and profcssional
historians alike on their relationship and its effect on Grey's foreign policy

6 phrases from his letters to her, such as 'there

when Prime Ministefr.8
are objects, particularly one, for which I would risk everything - happiness,
reputations, even life itself', 87 Jed one commentator to cast Grey as Antony

_to Princess Lieven's Cleopatra.88

-The balance can easily be redressed by
an examination of their letters to ot1_1er correspondents - Grey to his son
.and the Princess to her brother - which show that they both moderated their
~true political feelings to maintain their friendship.

. At this time the Princess was a source of informatio-n for Grey on the
developiné situation in the Near East, The Whigs had long nurtured a
sympathy for the cause of Greek independence, together with a corresponding
antipathy to the Turkish wégime. In 1822 Grey had urged a benevolent

attitude towards Greece as one of the principles of British foreign policy.89

A year later the Greek Committee was formed by Hobhouse, who had been

*Prince Lieven was Russian Ambassador_' in London from 1812 to 1834.
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a cl§se fﬁend of Byron's, and- an influential grou;; of radical M,P.'s. By
the beginning of 1824 it numbered Brougham, Lord John Russeﬂ,, Lambto_n
and Mackir_xtosh among its 85 members.® The Committee attempted to
support the Greek cause unofficially by sending money and arms rather than
pressing for direct British intervention. It foundered badly in 1825 and 1826
after inept, and possibly corrupt administration of the loan that had been
ra-ised on behalf of the Greek rebels. This initiative was in essence non-
parliamentary, even non-party: Grey, Holiahd and Lansdowne were never
ass.ociated with it. Grey preferred to look at Greek Independence in its
wider European dimension, as a welcome con-sequence of the expulsion of
the Turks from Europe. Like Fox before him, he was prepared to countenancé

91

Russian expansion as the necessary cost of Turkish collapse. He wrote to

Holland in 1826:

It seems likely that a Turkish war will be
couried by Russia . . . in that case I shall
strictly adhere to the lesson learnt from your
uncle . . . the expulsion of the Turks from
Europe, guocunque modo, 1 shall think a great
good. I am much less afraid of the extension
of the Russian Empire on that side than towards
Germany . . . At all events, the establishment
of an independent Greece may aiford us a means

of providing a barrier towards the 1\'Ie.diterranean.92

Apart from wishing Britain to have a voice in any seitlement of Eastern
Europe consequent upon a Turkish defeat, 93 he wanted to see events taking
their course in the Near East without Bllitish intervention. Like most
English statesmen of the time, he was to change his attitude towards
Russia and Turkey, but at this stage his ideas c.oincided with government
policy, at least after Canning persuaded the Tsar to look more favourably

on the Greck cause in 1825,



However, -when Canﬁing moved to the offen'sive. agéinst the Turkg in
1826 and 1827, impelléd by strategic considerations and a measure of sympathy
towards the Greeks, Grey objected, just as .he had done 0\./er Portugal. He
(iid not accept that a departure from the principle of non-intervention was.
justified to enforce the Treaty of Londor_l vnon the Turks. He disliked this
Tr_eaty with its apparently unenforceable demaads: . gi;ren his dislike t(.)
opeﬂ—ended-diplomatic commitments, he would have been shocked by the
secret articles which, while not leading directly to the Battle of Navarino,
at least made arbitration by force a p(.)ssibil-ity.gé. Grey was not convinced
' that the ca;1se of Greek independence was best served by Anglo-Ru_ssian
intervent.ion -against Turkey, not least because he Was beginning to grow
suspicious of Russian aﬁ)bitions with. respect to Greece. One month beiore
Navarino he wrote to Princess Lieven that he was not satisfied as to the
e:_;pedien(':y of a combined naval operation and looked with jealousy upon

possible Greek dependence on_Russia.95

He was again isolated: most Whigs
applauded tﬁe joint action at Na\rari.tlo as the triumph of the highest ﬁrinciples
of British policy, as Holland and Brougham maintained. Admittedly, some
speakers, notably Lénsdowné and Althorp, whose caution over foreign affairs
rivélled Gréy's, were uneasy at- the apparently unauthorised action of the
allied admirals, but they did not equai Grey for sceptism., He endoréed
Wellington's description of the battle as 'an untoward e'venfc'96 and deplored
the use of arbitration by fofce. The Greek cause could be endaﬁgered
through Turkish reprisals. Actually, there was .'no alternative in practical
terms but for Britain to join with Russia in the Near East if the Greek
cause was to prosper aud European peace was to be maintained, but Grey

advocated a high moral tone in preference to 'preventive intervention', for
. H]
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fear of B‘ritain.being trabped in 'entagling alliances'.

To his credit, Grc_—:y was prepared to countenance decisive action once
_the fatervention hdd been undertakeu. This was his concern in the case of
Portugal and pre-eminently in the case of Greece, in connection with which
he scored an almost accidentai succe.ss in 1829. He had found some£hing '
to praise in Wellington's foreign policy, not ieast the Duke's apparent .
reversal of Canningite attitudes in favour of peace and withdrawal.
Wellington and Aberdeen were Turkish sympathisers and as such we're in.clined _
to dissipate the fruits of Navarino by inaction. This Grey was prepared to
accept.g'7 However, 'they wished to prevent the expansion of Russian
influence in Greece by limiting the frontiers of the new state to an extent
which would make it-s independence only nominal., Greece was to be coafined
to the Moreca and Athens left in Turkish hands. Although he believed the
main cause of the government's difficulties was Canning's undue encouragement
of the Rus*_sian ambitions through the Treaty of :London, Grey -feared that
Wellington's wavering would prdmpt the Turks to go back on their undertaking
to accept the Protceol of March 1829,.which had granted dependent status
to Greece.’® He wrote to Adair in Paris in September 1829 suggesting a
compromise between the Arta-Volo. boundaries laid down in the Protocol and
favoured by Austria, France and Russia, and Wellington's Morean boundary.99
Adair éransmitted this proﬁosal to Pozzo di Borgo, the Russian ambassador
in Paris, and it later became the basis of modifications agreed to in the
Protocol of February 1830, 100 Grey noted:

I little thought that living hecre at the bottom

of Northumberland I should be marking out the
frontiers of new kingdoms.lo1
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It was indded s-urprising,- but it revealed, for ali his idleness and
factiousness, a practical concern that was to serve him well a.s Prime
Min.ister.

It was to nced more than the government's mismanagement of Greek’
affairs to bring Grey back to full participation in politics. His inde;:ision
as to whether io oppose the Wellington ministry over foreign affairs -
generally had been noted in 1829, 102 and while he deplored the.conciliatory
attitude towards Dom Miguel's usurpation in Porfugal, 103 he was inclined to
forgive much on account of the previous- 'rhodomontade' policy of Canning.
His equivocal attitude was shared by his old associates, particularly as the
experience of office and the passage of Roman Catholic Emancipation had
softened antogonisms.1°4 Even Grey was irked by the apologetic tone of

105 and Wellington's vacillation seemed too

some of the opposition motions,
" often to go unchallenged. However, in the face of a growing fear of Russia,
it was difficult to attack the government's pro-Turkish line. As Grey
remarked to Holland in 1830:

To hate Turkish oppression is very well: but

to express that feeling in a way to create a

belief that you are comparatively indifferent

to the interests of your own-country or the

security and peace of Europe is another matter. 106

The most decisive opposition to the Wellington ministry was to be centred ic
its mishandling of Portugese affairs .and ‘was to come not from the Whigs,
but the Canningites. Huskisson and Palmerston had argued bitterly in
Cabinet with Wellington and Aberdeen over policy towards Portugal and- the
Near East, and the continuation of the struggle in Parliament after the split
of 1828 changed the \.zvhole complexion of the opposition to Wellingtonian

foreign policy.
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Palmerston's speech of 1 June 1829 on British policy towards Portugal
has been exhaustively described by his biographers, not least because it was
their subject's first important pronouncement on foreign affairs after

twenty years of unremarkable diligence at the War Office. "

However,
Palmerston's contribution has been studied at the expense of those of other
speakers in that debate, which, taken.as a .whole, displé.ys an array of
attitudes from which the foreign policy of the Grey minisfry was to emerge.m8
Mackintosh introduced. the motion on the government's attitude towards
Portugal as set down in thé king's specech, 'His was a classic statemexit .of
the Whig positior; in so far as it teetered between pon-interventiop and
sympathef:ic neutrality. His passion for peace inclined him against making
ar;y territorial guarantees, particularly in connection with the Ottoman
Empire, but he.felil: that Britain's alliance with Portugal demanded a more
resolﬁte stance. He denied that neuffality implied an ins-ensitivity to right
and wrong ?nd maintained that it was a line rather than a point, allowing
a governmer'lt to take up a vafiety of positions upon it while remaining true
to the principle. He accused the government of going too far in acquiescing
in thle- 'base, feeble despotism' of Dom Miguel at the expense of the i826
constitution, of which he wrongly- regarded the British as guarantors. Like
other speakers in this debate, he attacked the gévernment not for failing
to intervene, but for intervening on. 1;he wrong side,10? Brougham, whose
attitudes on foreign policy were formed by a combination of his hig;,rh
philosophical approach and Quaker pacificism, enlarged on this theme. He
asserted that non-intervention in the internal affairs of other statés was

'a sacred and inflexible principle of policy' from which the government had

departed in connection with the Miguellite tyranny. He concluded:
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I would couﬁsel strictly and vigorously non-
interference with reference even to Dom Miguel;
not that I hate his tyranny less but I love peacé
and the principles that lead to it more,!1?

The spéeches of Mackintosh and Brougham taken together provide a
fair summary of Whig attitudes throughout the 1820's. TIeel, whose
performances in the Commons in fofeign affairs debates always sufrered
through comparison with Canning's, ‘replied s.olidly. He maintained that
the princ.iple of non:-interference was distinctly recognised in sending a
force to Portugal in 1826, an action taken 'not only in confor-mity with the
. spirit of ancient treaties, '.but of wisdom and sound policy.! While deploring
Dom Miguel's 'lapses' he deni.ed both that.Britain was a guarantor of the
constitution and that there was any ground for a.dopt-ing a principle of
interferenc.e. He would not allow. British ports and ﬁrsenals to be used to
equip the forces support-ing Donna Maifia, the legitimate Queen, &nd her

111 Such a reply was sufficient to meet Whig

Regency of Terceira,
criticism, iiut less effective against the attaﬁks of Peel's former colleagues,_ -
who challenged his interpretation of Canning's Portugese policy. Huskisson's
speech was characteristically indecisive, but he did say that Dom Miguel's -
crimes demanded 'the highest disapprobation of the country and the
government.' It was not necessars; for him to say what Miguel deserved,
he added - thus leaving the House in the dark as to his real opinion.!!2
Palmerston was by contrast 'un'equivocal, in a speech that was a thinly
veiled bid for the Foreign Secretaryship 'in any future administration.
His inspiration was Canning, although as-his ideas developed he was to

diverge {rom the Canningite tradition in word and deed, 113 Certainly his

assertions that the moving power of political affairs was public opinion and
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. that 'those statésm'en who know how to avail themselves of the passions,
_of the interests and of the opinions of mankind are-able to gain an
asgendancy' were the essence of Cauningism. Palmerston believed that
in attacking the withdrawal of troops fro_rh Portugal and the government's
Tecognition of Dom Miguel, he Was reaséerting the true Canningite line
over Portugal. He may have had in mind Canning's remark in 1825 that
"Portugal has been and always mus! be English-so long as Eufope and the
world remain in anything iike their present sta_te.'114 However, in a
speech that showed nothing of the conciliatofy tone towards the administration
displayed by some Whigs, he rode roughshod over his master's careful
formulations of neutrality and non-intervention to establish an attitude
wholly his own:

Time was, and that but lately, when England

was regarded as the friend of liberty and

civilication, and therefore of happiness and

prosperity in every land; because it was thought

that the selfish interests and political influence

of England were best promoted by the extension

of liberty and civilisation,11?
This went far beyond anything Castlereagh, Canning or their opponents had
professed. In rebuking Peel for his interpretation of non-intervention with
respect to Portugal, he formulated a doctrine which assumed crucial
importance after 183G. After bestowing on the principle of non-intervention
its conventional adjective 'sacred', he continued:

If by interference is meant interference by

force of arms such interference, the govern-

ment is right in sayving, general principles

and our own practice forbid us to exert.

But if by "interference" is meant inter-

meddling, and intermeddling in every way
short of actual military force, then I must
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affifm that thére is nothing in such interference

which the law of nations may not in certain

cases permit.116
We only have to recall Canning's rebuke 'Away with the distinction between
war and armed neutrality!' t_o see how far Palmerston had strayed.

The baroque vigour of his denunciations of Dom Miguel attracted more
attention than his formulations of non-interventionist policy. .The speech,
copies of which Palmerston had printed and circulated to M.P's and '-che
newspapers, won him favour among radicals but showed him to be out on
a limb., In his assertions that Brlitain should not sfop at strong remonstrances
if they were ignor:ed, and that 'selfish interests were best promoted by the
extension of liberty', he was no Whig. He had gone further than they would
ever have da;red or the government dreamed. The distinction drawn between
in';erventiéri and intermeddling was both novel and crucial. The debates of
the 1820's had for the most part revolved around the accepted principles
of neutrality and non-intervention. The most radical of opposition spéakers
in the Commons were cont?ent- generally to blur the line of neutrality. without
proposing ‘intermeddling' as a principle. Moderate men were firmly cpposed
to it, as Melbourne confirmed in 1830 wheir he disapproved of the 'species
of intcrference which has been manifested by the people of this country on
behalf. of the revolutions on the Continent! as being liable to incite civil

disorder. 117

Palmerston's idea of promoting British interests together wich
liberty and civilisation through 'intermeddling' was liable to provoke the
sort of distrust in European courts that all but the most extreme elements

- wished to avoid. That Palmerston's doctrines, when applied in office,

tended to conflict with the treasured principles of peace and retrenchment is
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amply demonstrated by the reluctance of his colleagues to see him return

18

to the Foreign Office in Melbourne's 1835 ministry.1 Brougham wrote

9 During the

that he highly disapproved of Palmerston's foreign meddling.11
Grey ministry, Palmerston's conception of Britain's role led him into that
struggle between the contending principles which Canning had hoped Britain,

Aeolus-like, would avoid. In so doing, he was at on.-e with Whig sympathies

but at odds with Whig principles of peace, retrenchment and non-intervention.



CHAPTER TWO

THI CRISES OF 1830 AND THE NEW ADMINISTRATION

In retrospebt, events on the continent and in Britain in 1830 assume a
pattern that encourages sweeping explanaiions. The revolutions in France,
Belgium and Poland, which ended once and for all attempts to base a
permanent states system on the Vienna settlement, coincide neatly with
the collapse of the post-war political system in Britain through which a
succ_ession of Tory coalitions had neutralised agitation for refofm. Yet
however much events on the continent were interrelated, the emergence of .
a predominantly Whig administration at h(.‘.me was the culmi.nation of a
domestic prdcess whereby the obstacles barring the path to office were
finally rer;mved. Far from smoothing the way for Grey and his colieagues
in November 1830, the French and Belgi‘ans toéether posed the Iﬂost serious
threat to Eurcpean peace since 1815 and presented the Whigs with the
dilemma of intervention or non-intervention in a most dangerous form.

The union of Belgium with France was traditionally inimical to. Britain, yet
even in this case it will be seen that the Whigs. were x-'eluc,;tant to shed the
luxury of an impractical attitude.

It had been clear for some time that the atti-tude towards Belgium
expressed by French liberals could put tt_xeir British counterparts in a
quandary. The Wﬁigs were well informed of their views through their
extensive contacts in I;aris. Holland, Brougham and Russell were frequent
visitors there, while Grey enjoyed exteasive correspondence with Sir Robert
Adair and the Comtessé Flahault, the leading hostess in Parisian liberal

society, who, as Margaret Mercer Elphinstone, had been the confidante of
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Princess Charlotte. The Whig_s clearly recognised the character of the
Polignac administration, but they were alarmed hy the aggressive tone of
the opposition. Grey expressed this concern in a letter to Lord John Russell

in 1829;

My wishes must naturally ke in favour of liberal
principles and opinions.....[ and I hope ] the
present struggle will be favourable to the liberty
of France, and, 1 must add, the peace of the
world. Here I must confess is my great fear.
There appears to me from all I have read in
their.....papers and all I have heard from others
including Adair, to be so much violence on the
part of the liberals and a spirit of such hostility
Yo this country that I cannot help dreading the
result of their obtaining the power of the govern-.
ment,

For Grey, peace was still the most sacred principle of all:

I am a friend, in the words of the old Whig toast,
"to the cause of liberty all over the world", but
my first care must be for England, and if the
accession of the liberals is likely to be attended
with the renewal of all the evils of war, I must
wish for Polignac and even the devil himseif in

preference to them.'1

He dreaded the prospect of Britain being drawn into war for the sake of
Belgium. Russell was also worried about Freach ambitions. He copied the

following passage from Thiers' Histoire de la Révolution F’mnc;dise (1828)

into one of his notebooks:

Les Pays Bas étaient en effet une acquisition
importante pour notre patrie..... La Hollande
tombait suv l'influence iminédiate de la France

dés qu'elle n'en était plus séparée par les provin-
ces autrichiennes. Alors la ligne Francaise
s'élendait non pas seulement jusqu'a Anvers, mais
jusqu'd Jexel et les vivages de l'Anglelerrve étaient
énveloppé par une ceintuve de vivages ennemis, 2*

* Jtalics Russell's.
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Palmerston, w-hose ‘growing .reputétion. among Whigs at this time is

8 was less worried.

clear from his frequent appearances at Holland House,
He visited Paris twice in 1829 and made the acquaintance of the Flahaults
and the most important opposition figures - Casimir Périer, Scbastiani and
Guizot - together with Talleyrand, Pasquier and Benjamin Constant. He
-perceived the weakness of the Polignac government and hinted at the
possibility of an Orleanist coup?, but trusted in the power of the propertied
‘classes to ensure tﬁ-at any new 7€ginte would be rationally liberal ,® After
* one visit he travelled back to London with Hobhouse, who noted that ‘he
talked liberal just as well and as freely as if he had played the part all his
life.'S
French liberals were at pains to allay fears of a renewal of aggression,

and to judge by Grey's changing attitude in 1830, they had some success.
Grey confided to Princess Lieven in March that he had changed his mind
about the international repercussions of a liberal upsurge:

My fears of a revolution are not very great,

but if the war openly declared against the

chambers should lead to that calamity I do

not see why the other powers should suffer

by it .. .7
In June Comtesse Flahault wrote to reassure Grey of the good intentions of
the French liherals, particularly if the English government was to be
sympatheti(_: :

If you were to be at the head of a new

administration to-morrow, you would

immediately reap the fruits of your long-

established reputation for liberal principles

and turn the scale in favour cf England,

before you had even time by your acts to

manifest the conciliatory spirit which would
govern your commands.
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She attempted to put Grey's mind at rest over the threat of reunion with

Belgium:
The English alarmists have made a great bug bear
of the Netherlands which they imagine is the . . .
object of France to regain - so it might be if there
was a declaration of hostilities because it is well
known that the whole country would rise . . . it is
equally true that every Belgian wishes to be restored
to France and that every Dutchman to get rid of his
anti-nationalist neighbours . . . but be assured . . .
that nobody here thinks of war or wishes to make
new conquests.8

When the July Revolution did break out, there was no thought of the
threat to the Netherlands to lessen the enthusiasm which s.eenis to have
been very widely expressed in England. The parallels with the events of
1688 were obvious, while the absence of the excesses which had shocked
many into condemnation of the previous French revolution greatly impressed
observers.9 Grey recognised that violent resistance had been justified:

I lament every act of violence attended with loss
of life, But the unjustifiable and atrocious attempt
of Charles X and his ministers to extinguish . . .
the liberty of France . . . could only he resisted
by force and I must rejoice that the resistance has
so far been successful.?

Wellington, the days of whose administration could, according to
Palmerston, be measured ‘by algebra if not by arithmetic', 11 acted with
commendable restraint in the face of this direct violation of the Treaties of
Paris of 1814 and 1815. At the very least, the events in France justified
an international congress under the terms of the Quadruple Alliance of
20 November 1815.'2 However, the speed of events in France did not

allow for protracted discussions on the issue of intervention such as had

been a feature of the immediate post war period. "In addition, Wellington
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probably had n6 liking f(;i‘ congresses after his experience a;t .Verona ir;
.182213 and.still less .enthusiasm for a war in which he might have had

to take a ieading part.14 Fortunafe]fy for him, the idea of the Concert of
Europe was no longer an effective rallying call for the Four Powers._
Wellington's supposed patronage of Polignac as Prime Minister led the
opposition to underestimate his role .in preventing a conflict by his quick
recognition qf the Orleanist végime. He thereby cut the ground from under

the feet of the autocratic powers, among whom Russia in particular was

" tempted to mobilise in the face of expected border disturbances-in Spain

and the Netherlands.* In the event the three powers quickly agreed to refrain
from intervention although their diplomatic recogniti(.)n of.France followéd
only slowly. Wellington could argue ihat Charles X's ﬁolation of his
coronation oéths and his desertion of the throne absolved tt.xe Allies from.
theix; obligation to consult formally.1®

Wellington and_ his foreign coﬁnterparts wer.e in all [.)rébability prepared
to see the situation in France -stabilised, even at the cost of lggitimacy, in
order to conceﬁtrate the more fully on the revolution in Belgium, which
was a graver threat i:o the European balance, In the Treé.ty of Paris of
May 30 1814, the Allies made no secret of the fact that they sanctioned
the institution of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in the interests of the
Balance of Power.'® Thus as the disturbances in Brussels at the end of
August ripened gradually into the formation of a Belgian provisiorllal
government at the beginning of October, ;che Allies deplored not so much
the violieltion of legitimacy but the threat to European peace. In contrast

to the July ‘Revolution, the Belgian cause struck few chords of sympathy

*Grey later paid tribute to Wellington's role in preventing war: Hﬁ7zsard,
3rd series, XI, 311 (16 March 1832)



37

in England. Hobhouse arranged for a loan of 100 guiceas to be sent. to
the insurgents” and Cobbett offered some encouragement to the Belgians
amidst his praise for the French and denunciation of the English borough-
mongers, 18 hut in general, support for the radical cause in France did
not extend to Belgium., The Belgians had no strong national tradition of
the sort that had attracted English radicals to suppori the cause of Greece,
Poland or the Italian States. Fdrthermore, had not Napoleon, incongruously
the most efféctive patron of Belgian nationalism, talked of Antwerp as 'a
pistol aimed at the heart of England'? Where the Tories and the
‘beneficiaries of the Anglo-Dutch trading relationship were furious with the
Belgians, the Whigs at very least were embarrassed. Holland's attitude
was representative:
Joy in France I accept - hut I see nothing to
rejoice at or approve of in Belgium and I think
nothing could have occurred more calculated to
embarrass the well-meaning either in or out of
~ France or to furnish the ill disposed with
plausible reasons for engaging in negotiations
of remonstrances that may lead to war. 1 '
believe France does everything in her power
to prevent such a result and to prove her
sincerity in abstaining from interference. !

Holland, whose energetic and often indiscreet Francophilia was often
to be a cause of irritation to Grey and Palmerston, was concerned about
a possible revival of the 'spirit of 1792' in the face of unrest and radical’
agitation at home:

Meetings and public speeches are hazardous
" and uncontrollable and they may very unreasonably,
but not on that account less mischievously, raise

an alarm that would furnish the ill-disposed with a

handle to involve us in war and -arbitrary measures,2?
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The prospect of intervention and war was a major worry for both
government and opposition. Grey, still at this stage comg-)'laining that
he had no- political co'rrespondents';&:ave Holiand,m was anxious to discover
whether Britain had any obligation, as opposed to.a right, to in'.:ervt_ane.22
On receiving the re;le\;ant documents he was relieved to discover that there
was none.2® Both he and Holland were heartened by the King of the
Nethérlands' promise fo the rebels to consider the case for admiﬁistrative
' separation, and they expected the Prince of Orange to become Viceroy in
Brussels, thus 'preventing the threa‘_cened. intervention by the’ ;]?sar on behalf

4

of the King his son-in-law.24 But no one had much time for the 'Belgian

revolutionaries, certainly not Lord John Russel} in Paris:
It is a curious fact that the present [Francophile]

party in Belgium would have been ready to

prociaim Charles X and only object to join France

oa account of her Charters.2®

Holland called th-e Belgian insurrection 'foolish and unreasonable,'%®

.Such comments were rapidly being overtaken by events. King Wi.lliam-
‘of the Netherlands called for the assistance of the Allied Powers on
5 October, not becéuse he was incapable of crushing the revolt, but
fhrough the need to preserve a united front against France if force was
used. The request fox; help was parried by t-he Powers. Talleyrand,
newly inétalled as Ambassador in London, encoufaged Wellington to set up
a conference in' London to forestall an3-r unilateral action., The Five Powers
agreed to meet at the beginning of November. Grey had already been
cohsidering the problems <.>f intervention in thc light of a permanent
~ estrangement of Belgium and Holland, and it led him to some heretical

statements in view of Whig principles and the traditions of British foreign
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policy. Remerﬁbering wﬁat he had been told by Comtesse Flahault in
June, he was anxious that the 'spirit of suspicion-and jealo'usy in France!'

should not be aroused:

We should not be diverted from this even if a
civil war [in England] should break out as long
as we could hope to keep France quiet.g""

He returned to the charge in a letter to Holland three weeks later:

To speak plainly (but this to you only), being
convinced that Belgium will ultimately belong
to France, my policy would be to prevent the-
aggravation of that misfortune if it be one by
the expensive losses of a war undertaken to
prevent it, 2 8

His remarks were not 'to you only': hg repeated his tﬁoughts in a long
letter to Adezir the next day. After reaffirming his belief that there was
no obligation for Britain to iﬁtefvene even if Prussia or Russia st.;.ould
advance, 29 he went on to discuss the p_ossibility of French intervention in
Belgium, A wanton invasion would justify British intervention according to
the Vienna agreements, but if the Belgians pressed for ;1nion, this was

another matter:

The reestablishment of the sovereignty of the King

of the Netherlands appears io me to be impossible,

I therefore would be willing to accede to any
arrangement which would not give this country to
France. To the objection that it could not exist in

a state of nominal independence without being virtually
subject to the influence of France . .. my answer

is, better this than worse. Such an arrangement
would at least give us time with all its chances; if
we might acquiesce in it withoui dishonour the
consequence we apprehend might not foliow and if it
did it would be less dangerous than if we had exhausted
ourselves in a vain effort to prevent it.

*Italics mine,
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In conclusion, he placed-'the blame for the situation on Pitt's declaration
of war after the French invasion of the Scheldt in 1792, which he and Fox
had denied to be a true casus belli,3% and 'what was called the settlement
of Europe by Metternich, Castlereagh, Wellington and Co.'31

This letter has been quoted at length to pbim’: the contrast between
Grey'é cavalier attitude whilst in opposition and his practical concern for
maintenance of the Balance of Power when Prime Minister.  Fox's
observation that Grey.was 'artless, hasty and imprudent in a private room
.but discretion personified in public debate'®? is borne out by his private
l-etterS' at this time. Here he puts his concern for peace above Whig
respect for national self-determination and concern for the maintenance
of the independence of the Low Countries,. a principle unchallenged from
Marlborough's time, At least he was consistent in his disregard of the
importance of establishing Belgiau- independence as a first priority -
during his first monfhs of office he was prepared"tq suppori the -Prince of
Orange aé sovereign of the new state 38 - but he was to bring his policy
towards French domination of the L.ow‘ Countries more into line witﬁ
" tradition in backing Palmerston's uncompromising attitude towards thé
possible election of the Duc de Nemours to the Belgian throne.

Grey's days of idleness and political self-indulgence were numbered,
as opposition began to solidify against the Duke and the reform issue
ripened. Although he ﬁad described himself six zponths earlier as
'altogether u.nequal to the discharge of the duties of aﬁy laborious office', 34
and regarded his attendance at the beginning of the Session in Aprii aé an
u.nprofitable necessity, the death of the King had altered the situation

radically. Grey no longer had to contend with George IV's implacable
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opposition to his tékiug office®® and enjoyéd the attentions of William IV,
whose accession marked, according to Princess Lieven, 'a new dynas'ty'.36
So_on afterwards he declared ag:iinst the Duke,_ ending two years of
speculation as to whether he would join the government.‘?'7 He thereby
found himself at thé head of an informall'y linked opposition groupss.whicil
included the leading Canningites - Huskisson, Melbournt—_z, Palmerston and
the Granté - as well as the Foxite 'old opposition'.39 Wellington repeatedly
sounded out the Canningites during the summer on the possibility of their
jo'inling thle administration but they always insis_ted that Grey be brought in
also, .presumably in ofder to néutralise the 'ultra!' elemen£ in the government.
It was at this point tha't the General Elecfion and the Freﬁch
revolution had impinged upon the political situafion. It is now generally
agreed that the election was not directly inﬂuenc.:ed by events on the
continent.? Most of the confl;ests were decided beforé news of the French
outbreak reached England, and extensive study of public attitudes in time
'constituenciés which polled subsequently suggests that the debate about
reform was couched in domestic terms. As for events in France,"the
prevalent attifude was expressed by the Leeds Mercury: 'why, we had our
Glorious Revolution a hundred and forty years ago'.! However, some
members .of the opposition sought to make capital out of the July revolution
by attempting to establish that Wellington was thé power behind the
promotion of Polignac the previous year, - It was alleged that he was kept
inférfne;i of all the plans of the French government through unofficial
correspondence with Lord Stuart de Rothesay, the Ambassador in Paris,
who had pronounced 'ultra' leanings. Sir James Graham, who was quickly
acquiring a repﬁtatiou as a radical following his break with Canningism, was

anxious that Brougham should go to-Paris and make use of his political
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contacts to discover the truth.? Some of Graham's remarks - such as
'your pfesence in Paris wquld be most useful to us' - almost persuade us
to bélieve "chﬁt he wished. merely to remove the volatile Brougham from the
political scene at a delicate time., Certainly, since his triumph in the
Yorkshire el'ection,. Brougﬁam had displayed an uncompromising and. '
proprietorial attitude towards the Reform issue that boded ill for any Whig-
Canningite coalition. HoWever, as Graham was genuinely critical of the
gov'c_ernment's handlir;g of the French and Belgian crises we must presurﬁe that
hi.s desire to incriminate Wellington was real. He feared that the Belgian
cri;sis would precipitate a war if Aberdeen remained at the Foreign Office,
- whilst rejoicing at the prospect of revolutions-in half the courts of Europe,
sufficient 'to make the hand of our chronicler dizzy'.43

Graham's colleagues tended not to express such. enthusiasm, preferring
to press the Duke on domesti.c issues rather than inﬂamiﬁg feeling abroad.
Grey's political position had been. strengthened unwittingly by the deat;1 of
Huskisson, | for whom he had never much cared.** " The tragedy at Parkside
Station had, in Professor Aspinall"s words, 'lowered the value of Canningite
stock'#® and Palmerston and Melbourne began to respond to offers of a more
. formal junction with the Whigs as they moved towards an appreciation of
th(_a need for parliamentary reform as well as retrenchment.*® By the end
of October, agreement was réached on a réform‘ motion, and although
Brougham spoilt the initiative by arrogating to himself the responsibility
~of presénting it, his mistake was dwarfed by Wellington's declaration
against reform in the Lords on 2 November. _47 :

For our purposes however, the Duke's observations on the .perfection

of the British Constitution take second place to the discussion of the Belgian

situation. In the Kihg'_s Speech the Belgians were described as 'revolted
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subjects" and His Majesty's Government proﬁise_d that Allies would make
évery effort to restore them to the Dutch cr-own.48' In his reply ‘Grey
displayed the extent to which he moderated his views for public consumption.
As we have alréady seen, he deprecated the} revolt but opposed any attempt.
to reunite the two countries by force. He .pl_aced emphasis on his hopes for
Belgiaﬁ independence rather than on his willingnesé to see Belgium reunited
with France for the sake of peace. He warne_d the Government that Britain
would find herself in an awkward, indeed pote.ntially a dangerous position vis
&.vis France and a newly independent Belgium in view of the king's promise
to restore 'such tranquility as may be compatible with fhe welfare and gcod
government of the Netherlands'. He enlafged on the problem of relations with
France and the issue of intervention' with one eye lon_ tﬁe London Conference
that was to meet for the first time two days later:

I believe that if the Duke applies to France for

her co-operation in interference on the principles

implied in that part of the address, he will find

France soon falling off from negotiation and the

-measure leading to the result which it is his wish

to avoid.*®
Ne-edles_s to say he préssed for a declaration of non-inte.rvention and Hﬁm'e was
anxious that Bfitain's treatir obligations be laid on the taﬁle as a proof that
intervention \\'Ias un'justified.50 A week later Lansdowne urged Aberdeen to
" state categorically that Britain would not intervene;l éensibly enough, the
Foreign Secretary's reply was- non-committal, but he.promised that any
intervention would be 'amicable'.’! This was the only plausible attitude
the government couid take, as the reupion of Belgium with France, eitﬁer
voluntarily or by force, would almost certainly provoke a v;larlike response

from the Eastern Powers. Ir his last week of opposition Grey must have

realised this, as well as the fact that the Conference was a diplomatic
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necé_ssity rafhef than an .a_ttempt to revive;. the Holy Alliance, which was
irrelevantly att?.cked by almost every Whig speaker in parliament at this

- time, The Conference had met on only two oc-:casiops when the Wellington
government was brought down, appropriately enough, on a vote fo rgfer
inil Lisf expenditure to a select commit:te_e.52 The Duke resigned on

16 November and Grey became Prime Minisfe‘r at the age of sixfy—six.
;I‘he situation he faced in fo-reign affairs was especially difficult for a man
of high Whig prinéiples in that Ihe often had to justify the role- of the
Conferénce, whose status and terms of reference were far from clear, in
_dictating to the Belgians the for.m of their independence. The .terms of
reference for the intervention versus: nc;n-intervention debate had to change
now that the Vienna sett_lement had been tofn apart and the Whigs were in
office.

In man& respects Gfey, an agein-g, arrbgant and embittered man, was
ill-suited to the highest office at a time of profound unfest at home and
crisis a‘.broa-d. Above all, he lacked the will to go.vern resolutely. Thg
most cursory examination of hié papers reveals his diffidence:

I am quite determined never again to attempt
anything like a lead in politics. The motives
which have induced me to form this resolution

are chiefly personal but they have been confirmed
by my reflections of the political situation,

This passage dates not from the i820's but from 1802 and is addressed
to none other than Charles James I«.‘ox.53 By -this time he had overcome
his initial dismay at the prospect of living in Northumberland®* and was
increasingly loath to forsake the delights of family life in the country so
sympathetically described by Trevelya‘n.55 .The remotenéss of Howick and

Grey's reluctance to leave it were a chronic irritation to those who looked
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~ to him for a léad. Tierﬁey wrote to him in October 1809:

Which of your ancestors it was who purchased

or scized an estate in Northumberland I do not

know, but I wish with all my heart he had been

knocked on the head for choosing such an out of

the way spot for the residence of his descendants.

There are a thousand things which it would be

most desirable to talk over. No good can be doie

unless you come to town, %8
Grey's fund of excuses was inexhaustible, ranging from conventional
political explanations to domestic ones - such as his need to supervise

a new governess.®’

Thougll as Prime Minister he was necessarily bound
to Londoﬁ for most of the year, he generally managed to escape to H.owick
during- the long recess, where, to Pall;lersfon‘s irritation, he was |
effectively inaccesible in the event .of a sﬁdden diplomatic crisis.

Grey was the obvious choice as Prime Minister in 1830 bacause of
the res_pect that his long attachment to the cause of reform héd \v§11 him
amongst Whigs and the confidence that his aristocratic and conservative
mien engendered amongst the Canningifés and the Ultra Tories who would
’form an essential part of his government. However, he was ill-suited to
the role of leader. Sidney Smith had remarked on his 'lack of executive

s'®8 and this trait is revealed in his failure to éssert himself

coarsenes
sufficiently over his colleagues. He had little stomach for a fight and
threatened resignation 'so often that Winthrop Mackworfh Praed, the Tory
versifier, wrote a poem entitled "I"urn again Lordn Grey'.59 Brougham
talked of his 'low fit . . . once a month he was for resigning'.6% Grey
tended to rely on others to supply drive and am.h.ition, and his choice of

men leads us to one of the most enduring criticisms of hira - his nepotism.

Trevelyan characterises it as an endemic weakness of Whig governments, 61
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but it is significant that -Grey came in for criticism from his colleagues
as well as from hig Opponents.62 -Brougham was irritated.by Grey's
habit of considering

anything of no value that happéns never fo have

occurred to himself, to Lamhton, or to some

one of his own family or of the parish of

Howick.83
ferhaps the real reason for cfiticism (;f Grey a.mong Whigs was the fact -
that the disloyal behavio.ur of Lambton* his son in law, and Howick, his
son, in Cabinet _coﬁtriveﬁ t6 give Whig nepotism a bad name. Even Grey's
brother, who was translated to the Bishopric of Hereford with help from
the.Premier, made no secret of his distaste for the Irish Church Bill in
the Lords in 1833.54 Such reversals pained Grey and helped to give.the
impréssion that he wc;uld not brook criticism, so sensitive did he beccl)me.65
The Duchesse de Dilno, Talleyrand's cI:onstant companion and an acute observer
of the political scene,l noted:

It is really curious that a man in Lord Grey's

exalted position and of such noble nature as he

should be so sensitive to small matters and have

nerves so childishly susceptibl'e.66
Hobh.ouse complained that Grey was ‘'always thinking of himself and his
failures in life,'8” .

To sei against his failings, Grey brought to the conduct of British

affairs and foreign. policy in particular a wealth of patience and practical
concern, together with 2 moral integrity that was genuine, however

arrogantly displayed. Brougham and Holland praised him for his practical

sense and tolerance in the face of extreme opinion in his Cabinet, 88

- *Afterwards 1st Earl of Durham,
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King Leopold of the Belgians paid tribute to 'something so noble and-
genero.us' in his charécter, 69 while Palmerston, writing at the time of
Grey's resignation in 1834, describ.ed' him as the possessor.of

one of the most statesmanlike min.ds and one

of the noblest natures that have ever appeared

in any scene of public affairs,”°
He had an experience of office which so many of his colleagues lacked,
and indééd was Foreign Secretary from September 1806 to March 1807, thus
subsequently gaining respegt for his views on.foreign policy. 1In truth his
record at the Foréign Office was undistinguished, but he worked within
narrow limits in prose-cuting the war, '-The_ Ministry's cautious and half-
hearted atﬁtude accounted for his parsimonious supporf; for the Prussian
and Russian campaigns in Europe and he was not encouraged by the King's
preparedness to let Europe burn provided Hanover's safety was guaranteed.
His experience of foreign affairs, however dated, undcubiedly seems to
-.have assisted Palmerston as a newcomer to the conduct of foreign policy.
Palmerston was grateful to Grey as 'a guide whose direction was invaluable
aﬁd whose kindness was utlﬂimited'.q.1 Certaliniy Grey gave Palmerston solid
support at times of crisis and in relation to the issues of intervention that
particularly concern us, always took Palmerston's part. However, he was
very unwilling to overrule the opposition of his colleagues - as we shall
see in the episodes involving Portugal and the Near East. His Foreign
Secretary was unfettered by a Whig conécience in urging intervention even
to the detriment of the Naval Estimates.

Palmersten's tendency to upset the high priests of the Whig party as

d'72

well as his opposite numbers abroa goes far to explaiﬁ why he was never
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fully accepfed émong- Whlgs Significantly he.-was not .Grey's first choice -
for an office of such -prestige: ﬁolland and Lanédowne, the two most -
respected Whig peers after Grey, were alppro-ached first. Holiand declined,
much to his wife's sétisfaction, on thé grounds that he was physically and
temperamentally ill;éqﬁipped .to meet-the demsnds - of offic.:e.q3 Lansdowne
"refused for similar reasons and it was he who mentioned Palmerstcﬂ; in
c;onnection with. tﬁe post.“Grey adopted the .proposal as soon as he was sure
that -Lansld.owne cc.)uld not b¢ persuaded. Princess Lieven made extravagant
cl'aims to the effec-t that she had persuaded Grey to appoint Palmerston
rather tﬁan 'Lansdowne to the Fore.ign Office; 75 put although her intimacy
with both raen would have made her intervention possible, Palmerston's
appointment can be explained in more mundane terms. Grey had been
iinpre_:ssed with him for some time and described him as the pick.of the
opposition side in March 1830.76 As early as 1827 Palmerston. h‘.kened
himself to 'Caspar in the Freischiitz story . . . quite afraid that Lord Grey

"7 palmerston

should come with his long arm and claim me as his own,
was right in stating that Grt;y sent for him as soon as he was commissioned
by tHe King, 78 hut he was clearly not offeréd the Foreign Office first as

he ixpplies."g | '

The preoccupé.tioﬁs of Grey's ministry, firét with Parliamentary Reform,
and subsequently with Irélan&, tended to make foreign policy an object of
sboradié Cabinet discussion rather than constant attention. Initially the
Belgian Conference took up all Palmerstbn's t;me and its complexity waé
such that Grey, for all his interest in foreign affairs, was ﬁna‘ole to offer

much beyond general advice or suggesticns as to the wording of despatches.

.Too much has been made of Lord John Russell's exaggerated claim that
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Grey revised e'very despzitch that Palmerston wrote:®® Bell claims that

' 81 Foreign

Palmerston was 'the pupil of the cn‘cumspect Earl Grey'.
diplomats‘ soon discovered that Palmerston was the authority as far as
foreign pblicy was éoncerned: Grey tended to reveal shallowness of
knowledge in conversation and appears to have been glad to see a heavy

82 Though  inexperienced,

- burden borne successfully by his colleague.
Palmerstor; had been preparing for the post since 1828, and had already
establisﬁed his reputation as a hard worker and merciless taskmaster at
fhe War Office.®® His régime at the Foreign Office was harsher still.
His clerks had their working hours lengthened and their salaries cut and
‘were criticised for bad .grar;lmar a'md poor ha.nd\\rriting.s"r

: _Palmér_stonl was happy with his relationship with Grey -~ 'no two men
ever went on better together in office and very few half as well' he
" claimed®® - but he faced 'céhsiderablé oppocition and hostility in Cabinet.
His lack of Whig pedigreé and his lukewarm attachment to. thé cause of
parliamentary reform went down -badly both with his colleagues in the

Cabinet and government supporters in the House, 86

In the diplomatic sphere
" his determination to uphold British interests against .all comers by
'inter'meddling' and threats of intervention by- force if nécessary contrasted
sharply with Whig notions of a pacific foreign palicy, éympathetic to the
constitutional powers, conducted in a restrained manner. Even Holland, who
was alone amonst the leading members of the Cabinet in' supporting
Palmerston's return to the Foreign Office in 1835, admitted that

his determined stand against French éggrandisement

in Belgium coupled with his stand on the reform

issue gave rise to suspicions of his lukewarmness

- in the cause of the party and the m1n1stry to which
he belongs.®
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In We;bs'ter's .vi-ew, Palmérstoq had to suffer more criticism than  any
other nineteenth century Foreign Secretary with the possibie exqeption
of Canning.®® Given the traditional absence amongsi Whigs of 'habits of
business as ministers of first class!, in Bfougham's phrase,.ge_the
criticisms from his colleégues were éften unfair, They tended to
underestimate the day-to-day 'pressurg under which Palmerston worked and
imblied that.British iiterests could be left to assert themselves without
the advoqacy provided by a strong fleet or an intermeddling minister.
: Palmefstqn's colleaguescould not-complain that he kept them in the 'dark
over policy. He never failed to refer important matters to the Cabinet,
and was [;_.raised for the toleration and good humour he displayed while his
proposéls \\.rere subjected to rambling and ill-informed discussion.go Tllle
Cabinet often met at the Foreign Office and frequently suppiemented 'tileir
- daytime meeiings with sessions over dinner at Lord Holland's or Lansdowne
House..' A full attendance was very rare, and the absence of the Prime
Minister or important members of the Cabinet at vital meetings contrasts
strongly with modern practice. Any minister could summoh a meeting and
there seeﬁxs to have been no recognised system for informing ministers
of the surﬁmons or its pretext..91 One of Lord .}_Iollan-d's many apologies
for absence. higplights the slackness of Cabinet arrangements:

My lady says there is a Cabinel to-day but as I

have no summons I will spare myself this bad day.
Lansdowne replied to one of Palmerston's summons in equally cavalier
fashion: |

Were it not for our public county dinner . . .
I should be much tempted {o run up a.gain.92
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The collehgues witﬁ whom Palmerston had to work espoused between
them every shade of 'political opinion, from the Ultra Toryism of the Duke
of Richﬁond t.hrough Canningism and Whiggism to the radiecalism of Durham
and Lord John Russell. Their'commo'n bond existed in a belief in the rule

..-of the 'llandgd and aristocratic interests which they themselves embraced. .
The great weakness of Grey's Cabinet was its lack of executive rigour.93
This showed itself in the discussion of foreign policy, where mémbers often
seemed to display either diffidence or an ifnpraLcticable rigidity of approach.
Thga latter failing impressed Talleyrand, who complained that they wére
al‘ways comparing the px-'esent with the past and citing what Mr. Fo>.< said

. on such and such an occasion. -He went on to make a more generally
applicable criticism: 'ﬂs ont 1'air de Ae pas; savoir que la vie d'un homme
d'état est une transaction perpetuelle'.’® Home affairs dominated cabinet
discussions .and ministers had litile time and still less iuclination to consider
_individual aspects of Britain's international relations deeplj./. From thé
evidence that rem‘a.ins_95 it appears that Palmerston usually mana.ged to
obtain agreement on a general policy, although he often had to modify .his
own position to take account_ of the Cabinet's dislike fo‘r positive action,

As will Be shown, t-he.compromise's which he had to make are reflected in
t'he equivocal British attitude towards successive prqblems of intervention and
non-intervention, Cabinet .diffidence often hampered Palmerston during
periods of parliamentary recéés when he required prompt decisions. The

“reluctance of ministers to remain in town prompted Granville, the Ambassador

at Paris, to complain:

I am surprised lLow, zt a moment's notice, when
questions of vital importance may require immediate
solution, questions of war arising out of Portugese



affairs, or Dutch or Belgian, the majority of

the Cabinet can retire for months together into

the country at a great distance from London.?8
-Palmerston made genuine attempts to keep ministers abreast of developments
during recess by circulating digests of despatclies, 97 but accounts of cabinet
meetings do not suggest they were much studied. In spite of Palmerston's -
efforts. the traditional criticisms were made of the scarcity of i'_calevant

- information. 98

Cabinét attitudes towards successive issues involving pbssibie British
intervention abroad will .be.come clear as this sltudy proceeds, but the
‘tendency of members to assume fixed ppsitions,- whether out of diffidence
or prejudicé, allows us to make some -useful génefalisations. Lord Althorp
was pre-éminent among those who wished to avoid the expense and
complication of intervention. As Chancellor of the Exchequer ani Leader
of the House of Commons, he was an indifferent politician but a man kwhose
integrity made him a popular and important figure in the Grey adminisi:ratic?n.99
ﬁis naiveté in foreign a.ffairs was .e:xtraordinary. In wishing to cut out
all ex‘penditure which he considefed superfluous, he suggésted -to Palmerston
in 1831 that Britain's good relations with France rerdered a fleet and an

O fn the same year he expressed his willingness to

army unnecessary. :°
.allow France to annex Belgium if the evils of war could thereby be avoided, 10?1
His passive view often found support, though for differing reasons‘. - Richmond's
. views on foreign policy owéd more to Wellington than anyone and he deprecated.
any forcible attempt to assist con;titutiorial mévements or to frustrate the

102 Brougham had more sympathy for the

designs of the autocratic powers.
Liberal Movemeqt, particularly in Poland, hut his Quaker pacifism and his

belief in the need for retrenchment were stronger still. The learned
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articles on foreign policy that appear in his Collected Wovks stress the

103 Yis detestation

importance of nbn-inter\.zentilon as .a basic principle.
of war.was shared by Lord Melbourne. Although Melbourne was- largely
ignorant of foreign affairs, and close to Palmerston 04 personally,.he was
consistently critical of the Fofeign Secretary. Like Staniey, the other
leading Canningite in the Cabinet, he was strongly opposed ic intermeddling -

~ to further the interests of would-be constitutional states.%®

However, the
Canningites and even Richmond seem to have been more.sensible' of
strategic issues than tixeir_Whig colleggues and supported Palme-rston's
firm line against French bret.ensions in Belgium in 1831. Melbourne seems
- to have enjoyed cc;nsiderable prestige in the Cabinet: during the Cabinet
crisis over intervention in Portugal in 1834 Althorp described his ]udgment
as 'better than all the rest of us put together',108 Admntedxy, Althorp
wrote knowing that Melbourne would follow his non-interventionist line, but
the comment, coming from a Whig, is significant. The othér Canningites
made iess impression on their Whig .colleagues. Grant at the Board of
Trade made littie impact in cabinet; Goderich at the Colonial Office
applauded the resolute stand against France but his praise of Palmerston
was not reﬂecteci in any vocal support for his foreign policy.. 107

Grey and Lan.édowne occupied the middle ground on the issues
involving intervention. Both men dreaded the prospect of wair, and the
memory of what they considered as Britain's precipitant enfry into war in
1792 was in the forefront of their minds-. Such considerations, together
with .their consciousness of the goyernment's parliamentary weakness,

reinforced their natural caution. However, as the two imost experienced

observers of foreign affairs, they appreciated the need for a resolute



assertion of British interests even against France, as well as in favoﬁr

of the c‘onstitutional 'movements in Europe. We shall see Grey's

recognition of this need most clearly in his insistence on intervention in
Portugal, on pain of his resignation, in 1834,108 Previously he had shown
support for Palmerston's assertiveness but no desiré to .force his colleagues
to.accept such a line, Laﬂsdowne's personal view is more difficult to
discern: indeed if is remarkable what little impact he made in Cabinet.

He was undoubtedly the most respected Whig peer after érey and played

~ a substantial role, together with Holland, ‘in advising the Prime Minister

on Ministerial appointmenté.log\ G¥'ey clearly tried very hard to persuade
him to become Foreign Secretary, We.may assume that he offered the post
to Holland first out of deference to their long ffiendship, knowing that he
would refuse; it was generally expected that Lan.sdowr}e would take the post.
When Holland heard of his refusal he predicted that 'it willl, if persisted in,
annoy-v_ery many of our friends'.?’? "Even as Lord President Lansdowne
was expected to make a substantial contribution to foreign policy. Lord
John Russell anticipated that 'in foreign affairs a few very good things
‘ought to be hit c;ut by Lord Holland and Lords Grey and Lansdowne', 111

but the promise was not fulfilled. Although, like Holland, he received 2ll
important despatches before their circulation to the rest"of the Cabinet *12
and had a good grasp of French domestic politics, his voice was not heard
often. After one cabinet meeting Holland coramented: 'his opinions on foreign
affairs were, as usual, right but faint', 113 Clearly Lansdowne lacked the
ability to project his character and opini.bns. His caution was such that he
was described as havingbeen 'horn in 1780 at the -age of th.i.rt_v'.114 Twenty-
five years ago Sir Charles Wehster described him as 'a somewhat enigmatic

figure''’® and he is likely to remain so while his papers are closed to

historians.
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Lord Holland's character was anything but enigmatic. He shared the
Foxite background of his colleagues, but his identification with liberal causes
in Portugal and elsewhere led him to adopt a more trenchant attitude towards
the Eastern Powers and to display a greater preparedness fo intervene. As
he commented to Brougham:

I may be a little less Quakerish and non-inlerfering

than you, from a persuasion that seasonable =

interferetice and even the attitude of war is

sometimes the best means of preventing it. I

do not believe that the expression of Quakerism -

in the English Cabinet just now is half so likely

to avert . ., . war as a persuasion that England

. « » is determined to side with France and

Liberalism . . 116
Such sentiments were not far removed from Palmerston's, but his views
were not consistent. He bombarded Gi‘ey and Palmerston with memoranda
. advocating armed intervention agiinst. Dom Miguel's Portuguese r&gime but
showed little understanding of the need for Britain to assert her- straf:egic
interests’ iri'Belgium or the Near East, His indiscreet promotion of French
interests made him a difficult colleague. Palmerston commands admiration
for restraining himself until 1840 before remarking:

Individual members ought not, as Lord Holland

does every day of the week, to speak openly to

all who come near them about the policy and

measures which the Cabinet . . . is embarked

in, just as a member of the Opposition would

speak of the policy of an administration which

he was labouring to turn out. 1"
Holland's sa\./ing graces were his good humour and a willingness to defer
to the superior judgment of Grey and Palmerston on crucial issues of
policy. However, he gave Palmerston some difficult moments, not least

because of the prestige that his garrulous wife enjoyed in Whig society.118



The radical elélnent in the Cabinet might have been expected to
welcome Palmerston's vigorous suppori of the Liberal Movement after
1832. However his pragmatic approach and his intermeddling methods,
not to mention his wavering attitude towards Reform, had lost him radical
support. His firm stand against France and his initial refusal to counfront
the Eastern Powers over the suppression of the Polish revoit branded him
as a reactionary in radical eyes. Russell supported Palmerston over -
intervention in Port'ugal throughout 1833*, but ;;ersonal facf.ors prevented
Palmerston irom commanding full-hearted support from radical opiuion in
the crusade.against the Ea;stern Powers, -He was viewed with suspici.on in
that he had served his apprel'lticeship in the Liverpool administration and
his attitude towards foreign affairs owed nothing to the moral and almost
philosophfcal approach favoured by the Whigs in their years of_' opposition,
There was jealousy too: both Durhani and Russell seem to have nursed
ambitions of occupying the queign O_f.fice.119

Palmerston's strongest source of support for intervention came from
Graham at the Admiralty., This was part_icularly noticeable after 1832,
‘when. the partial settlement of the Belgian questiorn freed the Royal Navy
for duties in Portugal' and fhe Near East. He succeeded brilliantly in
reducing Naval expenditure while placing at Palmerston's disposal the
strong fleet that was the essential adjunct to an assertive foreign policy.120
He shared with Palmerston an executive flair not possessed by their
colleagues, together with a firm grasp of the strategic considerations that
lay at the heart of Palmerston's foi‘eign-policy. ‘He was a great admirer
of Palmerston and a constant source of moral support.in the Cabinet, 1!

Among those outside the government, Palmerston found strong

*Durhafn had resigned from the Cabinet in March 1833.
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supi)oft for intervention from Sir George Shee, his private secretary and
a contemporary at Cambridge, 122 Although the Foreign 6ffice was not
yef structured _to allow'the two under-secretaries any voice in policy
making, 123 ghee's personal.frier-.dship with Palinerston and his special
role of inté1~mediary between the Foreigi Office and the Press'?* made.
him more prominent than Backhouse, his superior. Shee seems fo have
been an enthusiastic interventionist. In August 1831, he urged Palmerston
not to be swayed from holding strong language towards France by Grey's |
misgivings, 12° while over the Portuguese question he was reported by'
Brougham to be competing with Holland in the velleﬁence with. which he
advocated intervention.'?® The same could not be said of the King, whose
acquiescence in the ﬁeform Act should not blind us to his essential
conservatism. He entertained a decp suspicion of the French, which was
strengthened by the events of 1831 and led h'im to support Palmerston's
firm line and to award hi%n £he Order of the Bath iﬁ June 1832.. However,
as the gap between Britain and France and the Eastern Powers became
“apparent, William was most .reluctant to (:mdors?, joint action.in suppo_rf of
dubious constitutional causes. He had been prepared to see his beloved
Royal Navy used to threaten France, but disliked its being brought in to
assist France in coercing Holland or advancing the legitimist causes in
Portugal and Spain. |

Similarly, Palmerston did not enjoy consistent support in Paliament.
His dry oratorical style and his High Tory pedigree did not appc-;al to the
Radical element whiclll might bave been expected to approve of intermeddling. |
During his first eighteen months in the Foréign Office, Palmerston's
coldness towards Reform seemed to complément his toughness towards

France, his reliance upon a resurrection of the Concert of Europe (though
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it had been iniﬁated undér A.b.erdeen) and, pre—eminentlly, his neglect of the
Poles. In spite of Palmerston's identification \v-ith the Lib'eral Movement

in Europe after 1832, his defence of the Tsar against persgnal attacks

é.r;d his failure to forestall .Russian i.nter\.rention in Pol.ar-lld and Turkey
outweighed his encouragement of constitutionalism in Germany and Portugal.
The Radicals were no cléarer than their counterparts of the 1820's about
the alternative to.non-intervention in such cases; William IV justl:,; remarked
that thosé who were making the- loudest outcry about Poland would have

refused to grant the supplies necessary to support their causc. 127

However
it was the manner, rather th.an the pblicy adopted towards powefs such

as Russia, Wf.l.iCh was important to the -Radic.:a'lls, and Palmerston seemed to
let them down., The pressure of work at the Foreign Office pre\}ented him
frorﬁ attending Commons debates regularly, Government policy sometimes
had to be expounded by Althorp, the Leader of the House. We have already

_ seen the extent to which his naiveté over foreign affairs contrasted with
Palmerston's shréwd approach, and his stgtements on mat-ters of policy
were generally brief and ra_rély informa’tﬁe. Unsympathetic critics |
attributed Palmerston's frequent absences to his social activities, 128 ynaware
of the crushing burdens he carried as Chairman of the London Conférence
and the conscientious head of an overworked and ill-;organised department.
Ad_mittedly, Palmérston'_s diémissive attitude towafds the Houée did not

help. He wrote in 1833 that the House of Commons did not 'care a straw
for foreign affairs' and that the Governxﬁent could do as it liked.'2? Such

a statement was not wholly justified, for although within the context of
intervention or non-intervention parliamentary debates were often ill-informed

and retrospective, the strength of feeling that was occasionally displayed -
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for instance over the Governmellt's failure to restrai'n Russia in Poland -~
brought home to ministers the fact that the views of members could not

130 palmerston could

be ignored, however belatedly they were e'xpfesse_d.
expect éven less co—oberation from thé Lords, where the Tory majority
was a constant threat to the Government. Grey and his colleagues 'g.vere
pei‘petually on the defen_sive against charges of interven'tfon' or a breach of
neutrality with regard to Belgium and Holland or Portugal. Aberdeen and
1-:he. Marqﬁis of Londondérry were the most insistent critics, but the
trump card for thé opposition whenever French aggrandisement, \;vh.ether
in Belgium or Portugal, was debated was the presence of the Duke of
Wellingtén, that bulwark against thé ambi‘rioﬁs of the French in the Low
Countries and on the Peninsula, Fortunately for tﬁe dovernment, debates -
on fopeign policy were poorly attended, as they were in the Commons, and
divisions were rare. However Wellirig“ton did score a major personal
triumph in June 1833 by carryin;; against the Government a motion alleging
. a depafture from the principle of neutrality i.n the contest fo.r the Portuguese
throne, *31 |
- Thus Palmerston could never count on widespread support for his

personal view of foreign affairs. He was nct primarily a man of princ%i.ple
and system as Castlereagh and even Canning had beenl3% His opportunism
and intermeddling were at _variance with the rigid traditions of the Whigs.
Viscount Howick, briefly a member of his father's Cabinet and one of
Palmerston's severest critics, wrote in 1865:

Palmerston was never an advocate of non-intcrvention

in the sense now put upon the words . ., I do not

blame him for this . . . But Palmerston was not

satisfied with exercising the power of this country in
supporting right and .justice . . . but was an
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incorrigible meddler . . . and his meddiing would
not have been confined to words if he had had his
own way. He all but broke up my father's govern-

ment by insisting on sending a force to Portugal . . 133

Howick's view, full of factual .errors., reﬁects his very strong prejudices -
he regarded Palmerston as having been 'little more than Heaﬁ Clerk to

my father' on the Belgian Question - but it ‘was widely supported. Grey's
brother-in-law, 'Bear' Ellice, someﬁmel Secrétary at War, led the
unsuccessful campaign against Pal_;neréton's re~-appointment in.1835. Their
quarrel was with his methods rather than his achievements, but style was
as imp(;rtant as content for the Whigs. Despite the crisis situation in
November 1830, membérs of the Cabi_net were not pre_pa?éd for Palmerston's
persorial brand of what we .m.ight now call 'br.inkmz;nship'. -'The -'.tentative
attitudes of his colleagues which had already been displayed in oppositibn
were amplified in government owing fo their domestic preoccupatidns and

an over-awareness of parliamen‘_cary weakness. Prince Czartoryski, tﬁe
Polish statesman and President' of the Provisional Government of 1830-1831,
commented on how the r_ninistry did not- seem 'to feel strong or to be
conscious that it stands at_ the head of a great nation capétble of exercising
a powerful influence on the destinies of Europe'.!3* If Palmerston's attitude
was active, t};eirs was passive, particularl& in regard to the promotion of
Britain's strategic interests. The Belgian Question fhreatened to entail
British intervention both on strategic and ideological grounds. On their

past record, the Whigs did not seem likely to afford unequivocal support

on cither count.
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CHAPTER THREE

PROBLEMS OF INTERVENTION: THE INDEFPENDENCE OF BELGIUM 1830-18321

Successive attempts to dominate the European continent, from the
times of Louis XTIV to the Kaiser, have proved that there has been no more
enduring British diplomatic principle than the maintenance of the independence
of the Low Countries. In his authoritative State Papef, Castlereagh had
restated that principle within the framewcrk of his non-interventionist foreign
"policy:

The importance of preventin;;r the Low Countries,
the military barrier of Europe, from being melted
down into the general mass of French power . . .
might enable the British Government to act more
promptiy upon this than perhaps any other case of
an internal character.?

It is particularly appropriate to invoke Castlereagh's opinion as a
preface to a discussion of Palmerston's policy over Belgium in the crisis
years of 1830 and 1831. Though the most prominent Canningite in Grey's
‘Cabinet, his insistence on the primacy of strategic interests over the
conciliation of the French, and his belief in a resurrected five power
.concert as a means to maintain the Balance -of Power, are in the best
traditions of Castlereagh's diplomacy. Thus Palmerston would never
countenance the payment of 'Danegeld’ to France:

There is no security for Euvope but by slanding
upon a strict observance of treaties and a slrict
abunegation of all inlciyested vicws of aggyrandisement.

The moment we give France a cabbage garden or
~ a vineyard we lose all our vantage ground of principle.3*

¥ Jtalics Palmerston's,
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As indicated above, his position entailed explicit approval of the 181.4-15
settlement. He wrote to Holland in April 1831 that the Treaty of Vienna,
_ However objectionable in some of the details of
its arrangements is yet with its accessories of
Paris and Aix-la--Chapelle the best security of
Europe against the inveterately enervating spirit
of France.*

Such a philosophy accorded ill with the Whig traditions of Francophilia
and indifference towards strategic considerations. Grey's irresponsible
attitude towards the Belgian crisis while in opposit_ion'has already heen
described, and while he moderated his views in office in'_ supporting
Palmerston, his colleagues showed themselves to be less flexible, Lord
Holland in particular urged that a more sympathetic attitude be shown
towards French aspirations. Holland was foremost among those who seemed
prepared to let nature run its course with regard to Belgium dezpite the
concomitant defeat for British principles and the cause of self-determination;

Those damned Belgians are the origin of all

mischief, I honestly wish they had been well

dismembered and partitioned between France,

Holland, Prussia and England sixteen years

ago - and when the time comes, as it inevitably

will, if I am alive I shall rejoice at it.°
Thus it can be appi'eciated that radical differences of approach and belief
lay behind the apparent unity of the Cabinet in resisting successive French-
inspired threats to the peace - the election of the Duc de Nemours, Louis
Philippe's son, to the Belgian throne, the slow French withdrawal from
Belgium in August 1831, and the question of the Belgian barrier fortresses.

Various factors conspired to ensure that the crises of 1830-31 did uot

constitute a manifestation of the Netherlands problem in the classic form,



such as was px;ecipitated_-by Napoleon or envisaged by Castlereagh in his
State Paper, though it has often been thus described. The question arose
in peacetime and the balance of power was upset sot by war, but by
revolution. The Powers were faced with the necessity of reintegrating
the Netherlands into the States system, both on a strategic aqd a political
level. Thus thére was the possibility of intervention on two planes -
dipl.omaf;ic intervention. to settle the arrangements for the new Belgian
State, and intervention by force to prevent its being absorbed into f‘rance.
Palmerston had to endure criticism in both areas. The ill-defined role of
~ the London Conference - not 'intervenante, mediatrice ou arbitre' as
Metternich appreciated® - brought forth charges of intervention in the

internal affairs of other states.’

On the strategic level, the principle of
intervening to prevent the French acquiring Belgium was weakened by the
possibility of an unforced union .of the two countries taking place at th.e
insistence of the Belgians, Given their support for French liberalism as
opposed to Belgian nationalism, Palmerston's Whig colleagues needed much
persuading that it was worth threatening France with an expensive and
debilit_ating war to prevent such. a union. Palmerston was therefore
especially concerned to prevent a direct confrontation with France, and
he sought to achieve this by outmanoeuvring her' diplomatically, both at the
Conference and in Brussels. Tixus for example he was prepared to sanction
'intermeddling' in the election of a sovereign in an attempt to prevent the
Duc de Nemours assuming the throne and thereby pfecipitating war.

Such complexities were not anticipated when the Whigs came into
office. Molé, briefly the French Foreign Minister in 1830, made an apbeai

to the Powers to maintain a strict recognition of the principle of non-



64

intérvention in .Belgium, .which_ Talleyrand reiterated.in his first interview
with William I1v, 8 .In truth this appeal, which the French claimled was
based on the principles of Casilereagh and Canning, was a calculated att-
empt to forestall any unilateral-a'ction by the Eastern Powers and to allow
the pro~French element in Belgium full rein, However, Molé's appeal was
echoed by Whig speakers in Parliament® and probably encouraged the
incoming ministers to -bglieve that the Belgian que'stion could be resolved
if Britain and France were to act together to prevent intervention.
Palmerston first chaired the London Conference on 30 Nolvember
1830 and he was quickly to discover that the issues of intervention and
non-intervention could not be so sharply defined as the Whigs had hoped.
Although the very existence of the Conference was a guarantee agaiﬁst
unilateral action, the means of c-ansuring that the Netherlands could continue
to perform their traditional barrier function remained to be found. This
- was a matter in which strategic considerations loomed larger than questions
of national self-determination, to the extent that any new political arrange-
ments would have to be approved, if not actuaﬁy prescribed by the Powers.
Palmerston made it clear that recognition of the independence of Belgium,
which was agreed by the plenipoteptiaries on 20 December, was directed
solely towards the restox;ation of tranquillity in the Netherlands and of the
balance of power in Europe as a whole. - His colledgues in the Cabinet
appreciated that it was necessary for the Powérs to mediate between the
two parties in the dispute and they shared Palmerston's estimate of the insig-
nificance of Belgian independence pe';"se. However, there was some disag-
reement among cabinet meinbers as to whether it would be legitimate to

take this form of diplomatic intervention further in choosing a sovereign for

the new Belgian state, The dilemma over intervention or non-intervention,
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which was continually to face the Gi'ey ministry, overhung Cabinet discussions
at_ least until the beginning of Februavy, wimen thp crisis over the pos‘_sible
election of the Duc de Nemours was resolved. |

Palmersion and Grey had been anxious from the outset that the
choice of a Belgian sovereign should no£ reflect any national bias. It had been
assumed that the Prince oi"f Orange would become King or Viceroy of Delgium,
_' as this seemed the best way of px.'eserving peace _an:ci avoiding military inter-
vention: i,ord John .Russell expressed just such hopes to Laa.y Holland on his
first day in office. 1 -‘However, the Belgian Provisional Government defied
the Conferénce by passing a vote excluding the Housé of Orange—Nassau from
power in perpetuity. Fortunat'ely for the Belgians, the response which might
have been expected from Tsar Nicholas to this insult to his brother-in-law
the King of the Netherlands was muted by the outbreak of the Polish revolt
at the end of November. Even so, it was clear that the Powers would not
allow the Provisional Government to choose a sovereig-n freely.

Palmerston and Grey cast around widely for suitable candidates
shquld an Orange restoration prove_im[.)ossible. Their first suggestion was
Archduke Charles of Austria, but Talleyrand thought that such a choice
smacked too much of a royalist restoration and in any case Metternich made
it clear that he would not support the.candidacy. 12 Then they abproached
Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, an obvious candidate from the British point of
Vview and always regarded as a British nominee, although Talleyrand claimed

t.13 On the same day that the Conference agreed

to have adopted him firs
on the iﬂdependent status of Belgium,. Grey told Palmerston in confidence
.that Leopold was prepared to accept the Belgian throne, following the visit
of.the two to Claremont the previous week, 14 However, Leopold's candidacy

was not seriously considered at this stage, particularly as the Orange party
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in Belgium was beginning to appear strong. The reports of Ponsonby, ohe
of the Conference Commissioners in Brussels and Grey's brother-in-law,
appeared to reopen ihe possibility of placing the Prince of Orange on the
throne notwithstanding the exclusion vote. Grey was not convinced: in
the letter telling of Leopold's willingness to accept the crown, he told
Palmerston of his belief that

any attempt to replace the Prince of Orange [at the

head of the Belgian people] would produce a civil war

and farewell to all hope that the French Government

would be able to restrain the party, which is even

now almost too strong for them, urging measures that

would lead to the annexation of Belgium to France.
Grey's change of tone towards France is apparent here and was noted soon
" afterwards by Princess Lieven, who was pleased to see that he viewed the
July Revolution in a different light.15 Palmerston shared his scepticism
about the Orange candidacy, particularly in view of the Prince's uhpOpularit)r
in Brussels after his abortive attempt to occupy the city in September.16
However, by allowing the Prince's claims consideration, Palmerston could
be assured of the goodwill of Russia in the continuing deliberations about
arrangements for an armistice and the proper political and territorial

17 Furthermore, Ponsonby was convinced that the

complexion of Belgium.
tenuous basis of Orange support would be strel-lgthened by the possibility
that_the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg, the possession of the King of Holland
occupied illegally by the Belgiéns, might be included in the new Kingdom of
Belgium in the event of the Prince becoming King.18 By the first week in
January, Grey and Palmerston .seem to have been satisfied that the Orange

cause was worth encouragement. Characteristically, Grey set himself against

any direct interference, though not ruling out undercover support on
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Palmerston's sixgg_restion.i9 He wrote to Palmerston on 10 January:

I think the reasons against the open interference

of Ponsonby and Bresson [the French Conference

‘Commissioner in Brussels] obvious. But I wish

it could have managed to have a sort of invitation
sent from his partisans to the Prince of Orange.

A communication made by him, if not very

carefully. looked after, may spoil everything.2?

In the event the Conference plenipotentiaries drafted a letter on the Prince's
behalf, soliciting support in Belgium, which Grey revised per_sonally.21 At
this stage Palmerston shared the con\(iction of the Plenipotentiaries of the
Eastern Powers, that peace could be gssured only ‘by the election of the
Prince.?22
The complexities surrounding tile choice of a moﬁarch and the definition

of the Belgian state were little realised and still less understood by the
rest of the Cabinet. On the questién of the choice of sovereign, Whig
opinions as expressed by Holland, Grant and Russell reveal a concern to _
be done with the Belgian problem with a minimuh of interference or offence
to France. Suggestions as to suitable candidates were thrown around with
abandon., Holland's comments to Grey at the beginning of January givé' a
good indication as to the tone of the debate:

My general view is to attach little iﬁportance

either to the Prince or to the form of the new

Belgian State . . . as either from inclination

or weakness it must be virtuaily French , , 23

*In his new role of statesman, Grey could not agree:

There seems no case but for strong language
[towards Francel . . . I wished and hoped for
better things but whether from insecurity or

weakness, things are taking a course in which
we cannot acquiesce.24 '



68

However, thex_'é was su.ppbrt for Holland's z_ipproach from an unexpected
source. As President of the Board of Conlti'oi, Charles Grant had no

grth insi;ght ipto .foreign affairs and the paper on Belgium which he
submit!:ed to Grey oan 26 January 183i* admitted aé much. However, his
highly indiv.idual approach towards the problem of choosing 2 sovereigh is

a valuable guide to a strain of lay opinion in the government. He shared
with Holland an impatience for a quick conclusion to the negotiations, which
érose from an impe.rfec_:t grasp of their complexities. There was more to
the wqu of the Conferencg than the calling ot: an armi‘stic‘é, the- proclamation
of Belgian independence, and the exclusion of -obviously unsuitable candidates
for the Belgian throne. The election could not be too soon for érant, who
rather unfairly blamed the Belgians for the delay. The most fascinating
aspect of the paper - and one which. may have prompted a rueful smile
from Grey - is Grant's opinion as to a suitable monarch. His personal
preference for a Boﬁrbon hardly merits serious consideration, but he was not
élone in acquiescing in the possible choice of Otto of Bavaria, Otto waé
unacceptable to Grey and Palmerston in that he was Louis Philippe's
nephew ;md under the tutelage of the Comtelde Meérode, the figuréhead of
the cause of Franco-Belgian union. Grant brushes aside objections to his
election, even under Mérode's regency, in terms reminiscent; of Holland by
maintaining that voluntary union would not justify British interference.
Unlike Holland, who always feared the strength of reactionary Francophobe
opinion, he did not believe that support for a war over Bé].gium would be
forthcoming in such a situation. His assertion that whoever was chosen

could be relied upon to put Belgian interests first can have done little to

*For a full transcript see Appendix I.
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éllay the fears of Fréneh‘ aggrandisement which Palmerston constantly
‘expressed and Grey increasingly came to share.

Grani's opinions are indicative of the state of ignorance among
' lﬁembers of thé gov.ernment as the Belgian election approached, the first
of the crises' involving p.ossible British intervention abread. Palmerston
was normally at pains fo kleep his Cabinet inférmed., but at this time the
bressure of work relating to the Conference seems to have allowedllittle.
tinlxe for-exposition.' The crucial protocol of 20 January 1831, guaranteeing
" Belgian neutrali’cy,25 took even Grey by su.Jc'prise.zt_5 The Prime Minister |
_ and his .cabin_et were predi.ctabiy enthusiastic about the protocol, particularly.
. the pledge of non-in’terferencé contained in'Ar'ticle VI. In view of the
Cabinet's'. lack of prior knowledge, the evidence of Lord John Russell's
contribution to the idea of Belgian neutrality; contained in- his Early

27 and apparently overlooked by historians, is of especial

Cowespouddce
ihteres_t. In an undated letter Holland refers to 'the protocol . . . you
begot in a corner‘;28 that the protocol of 20 January is referred to here
is confirmed by another letter from Holland of 27 Jan'uary, urging Russell
to use his influence with Grey to moderate the British' attitude towards
France:

You beéot the neutrality of Belgium, beget the

peace of the world.2? '
Thus it seems very likely that Russell was consulted even though
Palmerston, normally cited with Biilow, the Austrian plenipotentiary, as

30 was not close io Russell.

the chief architect of Belgian independence,
Certainly Russell's correspondence with Holland during the month of

January demonstrates his concern that Belgium should enjoy adequate
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profection from.-attack.:”. Furthermore, ﬁplland would hardly have written
in terms of 'bege!:ting profocols' bhad the similarity between the views of
Ruseell an-d Palmersion been.coinc':ideutal and only retrospec;tively appareni;.
For. all his presumed prior knowledge of the neutrality pro.posal.to
the Conference, Russell was as slow as the men.lbe.rs of the Cabinet* to
appreciate the gravity of the situation as two of the unacceptable -candidates,
the Duc de Nemours and the Bonapartist Duc de Leuchtenberg, came to
the fore. The French seemed to be increasingly uncooperative.- Talleyrand
had already dropped dark hints about the possibility of France acquiring

Luxemburg and of the Belgians electing Otto of Bavaria, 32

In the Conference
he had 'fought 'like a lion' to have Luxemburg, properly a part of the German
Confederation, made neutrail, undoubtedly so as to facilitate a possible

Fr_ench annexation of Belgium.33 Palmerston's success at the Cénfergnce ilad
been ncutfralised by events in Belgium. By the last week in January it became
clear that the Prince of Orange's candidacy was doomed, as, quite apart

from France's equivocation, 34 Ponsonby had misled Grey and Palmarston
about the size of thQ Orange party in Belgium. As a commissioner of

the Conference he had compromised his country by his overt championship

5

of the Orange cause.®®> However, Ponsonbj was justifiably incensed at

French criticism of his Orangism, 36

as his colleague Bresson was busy
canvassing support for the Duc de Nemours (on the orders of Sebastani,
the French foreign minister) to prevent the election of the Bonapartist

Duc de Leuchtenberg, Grey quickly concluded that there was no virtue

in supporting the Prince further, 87 although Palmerston, while agreeing

*Russell did not join the Cabinet until June 1831,
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that there shoulq b-e no intervention in the election, stood by_the Orange
cause throughou't-so as not to offend the Eastern Powe'rs_.38 Palmerston
' may also have had in mind the necessity of re'tai.r;ing the confidence of the
King at a time of domestic and interna_tion-al crisis, William IV's suspicion
of French motives had led hizﬁ to doubt the effectiveness of the neutrality
protocol as a safeguard against aggx-'ession.39 Palmerston adopted this
position partly for the sake of form: he realised better than anybody that
British action,. in -the shape of inter‘./ention or non-intervention, was wholly
to t;e determined by the French Government's attitude towards the election of
Nemours or Leuchtenberg.4®
Naturally the Francobhiles in the Cabinet, of whom Grant and Holland
" -seem to have been most prominent at this time, put the preservation of
- peace above the mainte;nance of the Low Countries barrier. Unfortunately
for _them, Talleyrand .re-open.ed the question of territorial 'rectifications'
and the possibilillry of nfaking Antwerp either ;a free or a Hanseatic-tyi)e
port.41 Su;:h a proposal was obviously unacceptable to Britain if the Low
Countries were to remain a strategic barrier.*? Palmerston managed to
-obtain the. Cabinet's agreement to a firm line towards France on this and
* the Nemours issue.on January 25, but there was much uneasiness. In
reply to Holland's report of the Cabinet decision, Russell wished for a
-Ihc->re conciliatory approach towards France:
The French proposals are i11-.timed and unreasonable
but can't we leave the protest to Austria and Prussia
. « . unless we do something to please them [the
French] they will do as the Poles do in their marriages,

make a flaw in the contract so that they can afterwards
~ break it, 43 '
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Though Grey wés looking' to any source to prevent'intervention and war,

he was not so favourably inclined to France. ‘'Their conduct in bringing
forward this claim for the restoration of the old froatier is very suspicious'
he wrote to Palmerston on the 26th.*? With the Prince of Orange out of
the running -in the election, Grey showed a willingness to consider

. Leuchtenberg's candidacy, which he had earlier dismissed iﬁ favour of the

45

Prince of Orange and out of deference to France. Holland was horrified

at the thought. He wfote to Russell:

There seems a malicious sort of pleasure in the
prospect of Leuchtenberg's election to the crown -
of Belgium because it would offend and disappoint
the French government! As if it would not be a
triumph for the warlike party in France and lead
to changes in ministry and dynasty that would
indulge them in war.

He urged Russell to use his influence with Grey:

Your word would I know have weight - and I am
sure you agree with me in thinking that . . .
nothing but direct aggression or positive insult

from France should justify us breaking with her,46

Russell did write to Grey in these terms_,“ but his view was soon overtaken
by events. The Ffench signature of the 12th Protocol, which set out the
financial arrangements to be made between the Low Countries, *8 had been

well received in Cabinet as an indication_ of French goodwill,"g but Talleyrand's
independent action in this matter did not reflect the attitude of his government.
Palmerstoﬁ learned from Granville's despatch of 31 January that the French
had disavowed the 12th Protocol and the Bases de Séparalion that were

annexed to it, on the grounds that the matters involved were outside

50

Conference jurisdiction. The previous day Talleyrand had asked
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Palmerston aboﬁt the poséibility ‘'of Nemours becoming King of B(—:lgiu_m.51

Palmerston made his famous reply that Britain would nevér agree to this
un'ion _(.)f Belgium and France and that he expécted a generai war to ensue
in' that event. He summoned an emergency Cabinet meeting for 2 February.
The Conference put cut a pretocol at Palﬁerston’s insfi-gation renouncing
. any offer of the Belgian crown to princes of their reéspective couniries.®?
Naturally Talleyrénd refused to sign such an overt anti-French stetzment,
Unfortunately we have no record of the 01:ucial Cabinet faeeting of
2 February, beyond Palm.e:rston's .report to Granville <.)f the decision to
require French fulfilme.nt of the undertaking to refuse the offer of the crown
to Nemours.ss It is clear that Holland: and the others  deferred to Grey's
and Palmerston's superior knowledge of the .situation iﬁ agreeing to confirm
that Belgium should be -really and not l'iominally independent. Very probably
I;’almerston had the support of 1;he Canningites -~ Melbourne and Graham -
in this strong line, together with Stanley and Richl-nond. If Lansdowne showed
his hand, it is no longer visible to us. The statement in Palmerston's
letter that 'we are reluctant even to think of war' provides the. best clue
as to why Francophile opinion in'the Cabinet was overruled on this occasion.
Fortunately for the waverers, on .this occasio-n, as during all the international
crises since 1815, 'they were never driven t6 declare thémselves either
way. Palmerston's mention 'of the possibility of Prince Charles of Naples'
election - the first time he had seriously considered it - suggests that the
Cabinet was prepared to go to great leng.;l‘ths to avoid having to threaten
France with war,

With the clection due on 3 February, such suggestions were too late,

The previous week had seen frantic activity in Brussels, with Ponsonby
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continuing his efforté to 'foil the pro-French element, justifyihg his conduct
in hast_i_ly composed letters to Grey and Palmerston, aptly compared in a
subsequent parliamentary debate to 2 boarding school girl's letters home?*
Ponsonby was accused of canvassing for Leuchtenberg so aé to foil Nemours,
and was also implicat.ed in the Orange plot to obtain the crown by a coup
d'état, whose failure greatly embarrassed Grey. In a letter to Princess
_Lieven who, unlike Ponsonby, was directly involved in the plot,.55 Grey

56 Meanwhile Bresson,

regretted ever having espoused the Orange cause,
.whose partisan behaviour eventually convinced even Sebastiani of- the need
to recéll him, had been joined in ﬁrussels by Colonel Lawoestine, a
soldier from the Napoleonic .era,- who 'burned to enter Belgium at the head
:of his regiment'.®” Theii‘ enthusiastic reports togethef with pressure
exerted in Paris by De Celles, the Belgian envoy, and Sebastiani, help to
explain Louis Phiiippe's equivceai answers to British requests to renounée
the throne on Nemours' behalf, In the .event Nemours was elected with
an oyerall majority of one vote.- His cause had triumphed because of
Sebastiani's instructions to Bresson not to communicate the neutrality |
protocol to the Belgian Congress. France's adherence to the decision to
1eave Luxemburg in Dutch hands, if l_mown, would have lost Nemours the
20 votes of the Luxemburg contingent.

Ponsonby's reaction to the vote was predictable: 'The bubble has burst!
he told Grey; 'France is mistress of Belgium for as lorllg as her arms are |
ablé to keep it'.% Palmerston reflected rucfully on differing French and

British constructions of non-infervention, in the light of Sebastiani's

various proclamations to the Belgian congress:
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It is rather too good for the French government

to be objecting to our protocols on intervention

when they officially dictate to the Congress as to

the choice of a sovereign and declare that in a

given contingency they will march in to unking

the new monarch,%?
Although Sebastiani made an 0£'Eicia1. statement on 5 February that France
would not support Nemours, the promise was not immediately fulfilled and
the delay aggravated the situation. In truth the French government ‘was in
a parlous condition. Talleyrand, increasingly conscious of the danger of .
war, was acting independently of Sebastiani's instructions. The French
government was under severe pressure from extremists not fo desert the
Belgians, who in the interim had appointed Surlet Chokier as regent,
He looked to France to support them in their rejection of the Bases de
Séparation. While the Cabinet waited anxiously for confirmation of the
French attitude, Palmerston became convinced that it was 'blowing up for

1 60

war', At the same time Grey wrote to Flahault urging the French to

act honestly towards the Conference, and expressing a willingness to

consider any suggestion as to an alternative monarch - even the Neapolitan

61

prince, However, subsequent events showed that Grey and the Cabinet

were less prepared to bind France to definite undertakings once the refusal
of the Crown for Nemours had been confirmed on 17 February.®? The
19th Protocol of 19 February, 63  of which Palmerston and the disobedient

64

Talleyrand®* were the principal authors, in essence reasserted the demand

of the Conference that both Belgium and France accept the Bases de
Séparation. This remarkable document, which appears in full in Bulwer

5

and Ashley's official life of Palmerston, 6° contains a lengthy preamble

about the sanctity of the treaties concluded in 1814 and 1815 with respect to
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Belgium, before going on to reassert the inviolability of the Bases de
Séparation against all protests from the Belgian Congress and, by implic-
ation, the French government. Parts of the preamble were controversial in

view of traditional Whig attitudes towards the Vienna settlement:

D'aprés ce principe din ordre supérieur (le grand
principe du droit public) les Traités ne perdent pas
leur puissance, quels que soient les changements
qui interviennent dans l'organisation intérieure des
Peuples. Pour juger l'application que les 5 Cours
ont faite de ce méme principe, pour apprécier les
déterminations qu'elles ont prises relativement a
la Belgique, il suffit de se reporter i 1'époque de
1'Année 1814, 66

Such sentiments did not accord with Grey's opinion of the treaty arrange-

ments, as expressed three months previously:

[The Powers]....havirg succeeded in destroying
that mighty power by the energies of the people
" +e.s.they set about a new division of Europe in
which the weak were unceremoniously sacrificed
to the strong....and engaged to uphold the new
order of things thus established by a forcible supp-
ression of all public opinion. 67

Grey made strenuous efforts to secure a revision of the protocol, but
he found himself at odds with Palmerston for the first time on a major issue.

He confessed to .Holland.:

1 really do not know what I can do more.....the
conference adheres to the original form of the Proto-
col after submission of my corrections*,gone over
with Palmerston. I cannot agree with it in this form
as Palmerston well knows - what more can I do? .
It will be a good thing to bind France if we can, but
consider, what would be the effect if the War Party
came in after we had signed s protocol they might
object to on pepular grounds? 68

* Not found among either Grey's or Palmerston's papers.
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" Holland shared'Grey's ankiety although, significantly, he accepted the main

body of the document:

. Perhaps Palmerston could be peréua.ded BY coeee

Talleyrand, you or me to cut out the first .....

part of the preamble, to curtail the commendations

of the 1814~15 treaties with which you and I cannot

agree., Then I would press for a speedy signature,

Let Palmerston know what you think, for he is,

poor fellow, in a great stew.5°
Palmerston responded to Grey's entreaties but was unabie to persuade his
fellow pknipotedtiar,ies to adopt the Prime Minister's revisions.’® There
had been deadlock on the 22 February but the signatures of all five
plenipotentiaries were obtained the next day to the Protocol in its original

71 Grey must have been anxious as to the French government's

form,
-response and with good reason. On March 3, Louis Philippe rescinded

his previous acceptance of the 19th Protoccl, hgving already protested

once again about the protocol of 20 January. Shoftly afterwards however,
the King seems to have had a change of heart, for he took a firm stand

'- against the violent element .in‘ France by making the judicious Casimir
Périer P'rime Minister on 14 March. At the éame time Le Beau, a
sensible and moderate mén, became T'oreign Minister in a reformed
Belgian gévernment. In retrospec£ these appointments mark a clear end

to the first phase of tbe Beig'ian negotiations. The February crisis had
passed with the British government apparently behaving in traditional style
with regard to Belgium, 12 though, as we have seen, prominent-members of
the Cabinet held heretical views on the subject. .The question posed by

- the Annual Register over Whig policj/ towards the French invasion of Spain

in 1823 immedié.tely juinps to mind - would the Whigs have gone to war?
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It is unfortunate that so little information on Cabinef viewg of the crisis
~can be gleaned.from private papers. However, the attitude of Grey.t'owards
the 19th protocol, which serves as a pendant to the Nemours episode, simws

a reluctance even on.hi.s part to face directly the issues raised by the
breach of the Vienna Settlement and possible French domination of Belgium.,
‘'The equivocations of the Whigs in opposition over intervention, whether
strategic or ideological in motive, and over the status of the post-war
settler;lent were beginning to be apparent in office.

The crisis arising from the Dutc.h and French invasions of Belgium in
August 1831, to which we musti turn next, produced a similarly eéuivocal
response from the Cabinet which, h.appily,- is better documented. It centred
around the tardiness of the French afmy in withdrawing from Belgian
territory after the retreat of the Dutch, and appeared to call for an even
stronger threat of British intervention than had been required iﬁ February.
However, Franco—Britiéh felations had markedly improved in the interim.
Furthermore, a con.frontétion with France would be prejudicial to the Belgian

cause-in that the success of the Eighteen Articles, 73

a revision Qf the
Bases de Séparation in favour of Belgium, depended upon close Franco-
British co-operation in breaking down the ob.structive tactics of the Dutch.,
Palmerston and ;I‘alleyrand had worked closely together in securing the
election of Leopold of Saxe-Coburg on terms acceptable to the Conference,
the Belgian Congress and the Prince himself,”* The question of the
barrier fortresses \.vas the only major source of friction between the
gbvernments, as the August crisis was to show, althoug_h French notions
about the advantages of a partition of Belgium occasionally came to the

surface.’®
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In public the government was keen to present a common front over
Belgium wﬁh France -and thé Eastern fowers. Grey repli;ed_ to Aberdeen's
criticisms of British policy, as expressed in the debate on the King's
Spéech of June 1831, by emphasising the concerted nature of Coﬁference
decisions.”® Aberdeen had attached the government for dep.arting' from the
principle of nop—interférence that the King's Speech acknowledged.w He
cited the exclﬁsion of certain candidates from the Belgian tﬁrone as instances.
This action,

If it was not in fact intervention, it was what our

neighbours the French, who were very fond of new

words, might very fairly call 'quasi-intervention'.”8

.Radicals-cx;iticised the gbvernment in similar terms,'79 but their ﬁotive was
ideological; the Tories aimed to strengfhen the Dutch government, with whom
. they were in close touch through Falék_, the popular Dutch Ambassador,
There \.)vas__alway's the _possibﬂity that the Reform offensive would fail and
bring Aberdeen back to the Foreign Office. Aberdeen criticised the arbitrary
manner in \;vhich the ‘inviolable' Bases had been superseded by the Eighteen.
Articies and said a few uncomplimentary words about the choice of Leopold
aé_ Belgia.n King. In his reply, Grey denied that the principle of non-
interveption had beén breached, as certain candidates for the Belgian
throne were generally agreed to be unsuitable. Hé put foﬁard the choice
- of Leopold as an example of the corporate nature of Conference decisions.??
Unfortunately, Leopold was not popular in Francé, where he waé seen as

a British agent. At the end of July Louis Philipi)e made an inflammatory

" speech announcing that the barrier fortresses would be destroyed, and that

Belgium would not be a member of the German Confederation if she were
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to acquire Luxemburg.®! The speech, which greatly embarrassed the British
government in that it dealt with matters in which France was not to be
consulted, drew angry protests in the Lords from Wellington, who throughout
the Belgian crisis regarded the barrier fortresses almost as his personal
property.82 Grey'é reply was halting and non-committal®3

Any difference hetween the French and British governments on these
issues was dwarfed by the action of the King of the Netherlands.On 2 August,
without prior warning, Dutch troops invaded Belgium - the final answer to
repeated Conference requests to adhere to the Eighteen Articles. At mid-day
on 3 August® Palmerston, as Chairman of the Conference, received a letiter
from the Dutch government replying. to the request of 25 July to send

‘plenipotentiaries to negotiate a final settlement with Belgium.85 The letter,
which Palmerston opened at the Conference session next day, contained a hint,
but not a definite statement, about the imminent resumption of hostilities.
It reminded the Conference of its undertaking to iraplement the Bases and
went on:
. « « si celte supposition était démentie par
 1'evénément, il ne resterait au Roi d'autre
alternative, que celle de recourir a ses
_propres moyens et de mettre un terme 4 des
condescences . . . La démarche méme ci-
dessus mentionée des Représantes des 5 Cours
-4 la Haye prouve évidemment combien a cette
époque la Conférence de Londres était convaincue
des Droits du Roi de recommencer les hostilités, 38
" This passage is particulaﬂy important in view of subsequent Opposition
claims in Parliament that the Dutch had given warning of the resumption of
hostilities. In fact the Dutch army was already on the move when the letter

was sent, and the British government learned of it iﬁdependcntly on the

afternoon of 3 August.8”
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This firsf phase of -the crisis ;.v-zts characterised by an unusually
~ rapid and unanimous .response from the Cabinet. Palmerston was determined
to protect Belgium and her new King, even if no other Power would |
intervene, 88 and he received strbng support. Grey was able 'to tell him
fhat those members of the Cesbinet who we-re present at the accustomeci
weekly meeting over dinner at Lansdowne House on 3 August were unanimously
agreed that Codrington's squadron should be dispatched to the Dowas, %9
Graham was to send appropriate instructions immediately, although.
Codi‘ington (pace Navarino?) was not to Be told of fheir object., It could
be argued that the speed of the Whig response in this instance was due ‘to
the cor;sideration that the dispatch of the squadron was a precautionary
measure rather than ém act of intervention - and also that the mere
movgment of ships did not aifect -t‘he Naval Estimates. However, there
must have been other thoughts in the minds of the ministers to accouﬁt
for theil_" rgsolve. There was the threat to 'the cause of liberty all over
the world' ;:;osed by the Dutch invasion: also, in view cof the rapidity with
which parliamentary questions were tabled, there was the threat of a
Tory attempt to stop the Reform Bill by Icompromising the government
over Holland.%°

Almost immediately the Cabinet was presented with the yet more
challenging situation arising from the French advance into Beléium. The
first hours of the campaign had displayed the superiority of the Dutch
: armj, commanded by the  Prince of Orange, ox}'er the Belgians ar_md their
plight was desperate. Leopold had written to both the French and British

' governments91 requesting armed assistance and the French replied

immediately, mobilising with ominous haste in the view of those who
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believed that they wished for partition.g2 The next week saw the most
frenzied activity on both the diplomatic and political fronts, Uniqﬁely
during the term of Grey's ministry, the Opposition were able to bring
pressure on the government during a diplomatic crisis rather than'offeririg
. retrospective criticisms, The movements of the opposing armies could
not be concealed as could disagreements in conference. The question of
possible intervention in Belgium had re-emerged with a vengeance, and
Tories were quick to poini the pal‘allél with Napoleon's entry into Belgium
in 1815,. In response, the Cabinet had to adopt a positive attitude to
coincide with that of the Conference while not jeopardising the ripening
r-elationship with France. The auguries were not promising. Brougham,
writing before news of the French advance had reached London, was in a
non-interventionist mood and seemed to fear the French more than the
Dutch:

I cannot help feeling most anxious about France and

a little about Prussia. One thing is clear - if we

move one inch we give both a pretext to enter

Belgium or Holland . . . Surely we could put it to

Prussia that her best policy is to be firm and make

France abstain from entering Belgium - for if once

on any prelext she gets possession no French

government is strong enough to withdraw,

But as to France - I must say I feel most strongly

the necessity of sending a most powerful and

important special ambassador to let the King 2nd

ministers know our feeling and that of the country

against war - you [Grey] would do it with most

cffect but I fear you could not be spared. - Then

Lansdowne seems the next best . . .93
Brougham's letter has been quoted at length to bring out its full Foxite

flavour - scasoned as if is with his Quaker pacifism. However, events

had already overtaken it when it reached Grey who learned (from the
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newspapers!) on 6 Augusf; of the French advance.’® The Conference and
the British Cabinet were embarrassed both by the French action and the
secrecy which had surrounded it. Palmerston was clearly angry:

The French having taken a wrong step by moving

their troops without our concurrence we might

remonstrate and pick a quarrel with them about

it, but . . . the wiser course is to try to obtain

~a hold over the future proceedings of the French

troops and this I think the proposed protocol

effects,®d '
The protocol in question, °® which accepted the French Jait accompli while
binding the army to the decisions of the Conference, had been pushed through
with difficulty in face of the pro-Dutch sympathies of the Eastern Powers,®?
-Palmerston duiifully witheld his signature to allow the Cabinet, which he
had summoned to an emergency session on Saiturday, 6 August, to voice iils
opinion. The Cabinet agreed that the French army should be asked to
withdraw as soon as the armistice was re-established. However, the meeting
was unsatisfactory, and as such throws light on the nature of decision making
in Grey's Cabinet. ln the first place, Grey, together with Melbourne and
Russell, was not there as he had left London cn the Friday for a weekend
audience with the King at Brighton. Durham gave him a report of the
meeting:

I am very sorry you did not come up -~ for we

have lost 2 good hours . . . Misfortune was that

being there, every member of the Cabinet, old

and young, able and decrepit, thought himself

at liberty to discuss the whole state of Europe

. « » They all particularly request that you excuse

yourself from the King to attend Cabinet to-morrow -
truly nothing could be more necessary.”8

This letter speaks volumes for Palmerston's patience, which Graham and
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99 jn allowing rambling and ill-informed

Brougham were to admire,
di‘scussions of foreign affairs to go on in Cabinet. There is also the strong
impression that ministers,including Palmersto.n on cccasions, looked to

Grey for ahlead on forei_gn policy. In hié joﬁrnal Lord Holland gives a
more defailed account of .the confusior; that irritated Durham.mo. Mo.st of
the discussion ceﬁtred-around the good fﬁith of the French action. The Tory
element in the .Cabinet, notably Goderich and Richmond, . i)elie\?ed, as did
Bagot,thé B'ritish a;nbassador at the Hague, that the French had 5umped the
gun in intervening as the result of a deal with Leopold over the barriér
fortresses and Luxembu'x_'g. Richmond suggested that the Conference should
be dissolved and the Dutch an(.i Belgians. left to confront each other - not a
pract.ical suggestion but one which was later fo occur even to Grey as the

101 palmerston was able to reassure

négotiations grew yet more tireéome.
his colleagues- that Biilow and Wessenberg, the Austrian and Prussian _
plenipotentiaries, had confirmed that it was essential to reach amicable
agregment with France over the movements of her troops if peace was to
be maintained. This news was apparently a great relief to Holland,
Lansdowne and Brougham, Conseque‘ntly, agreement was reached on fhe |
attitude towards France, though out of def_ere.nce to Grey and the other
absentees, final judgement was deferred. There was somé debaté as to
whether the Ehglish fleet should be placed at the disposal of the Conference
as the Protocol stated. However, as- Du.rham'pointed out in his letter to
Grey, the French army was on a similar footing, having been reprimanded
for apting independently. |

Grey's reaction to the events of the weekend was surprising.. He

showed an unexpectedly tough attitude towards France and wished to reserve

the right for Britain fo act independently., He was dissatisfied with the
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protocol of 6 August:

If- we concede this [the subordination of the Royal

Navy to the Conference] as an equivalent to a

similar engagement on the part of the French army,

it must be remembered that it is only an engagement

- on the part of Talleyrand and may be disavowed—in

that case we would be very inconveniently bound to

the Conference, on the majority of which we cannot

depend, 1%
Grey's amendment was adopted in the final text, but Palmerston was still
successful in his attempt to 'let off the French government as easily and
as handsomely as we could'. The protocol in its final form was a master-
piece of ing'enuity in view of the French breach of accepted diplomatic
‘practice. However, it was a short term expedient. Questions were being
asked in Parliament about the exact status of the French troops, which the
government could not ignore. Palmerston was questioned closely in the-
Commons about the extent of British foreknowledze of the French édvance
and the apparent violation of the engagements of 1814-1815. His answers,
based on the premise that 'there could be no previous agreement for an.
event which was not foreseen', failed to satisfy his critics, like his subsequent
attempts to explain why the Dutch letter of 1 August remained unopened in
his pocket for so long.lo3 Londonderry and Aberdeen led the assult in the
Lords, supporting King William of the Netherlands against any allegations
of bad faith and cr.iticising the government's acquiescence in French excesses. 104
Alarmed by the strength of feeling and by Sebastiani's hint that the French might
remain in Belgium until the fortress question was settled- to their satisfaction,
Palmerston told Granville:

I have been assailed with questions and notices
of motions on the subject, all of which have for
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their object to express the strong expectation felt

that now that the Dutch troops are retiring from

Belgium that French troops will also return to’

their own territory. This was the assurance

given verbally by the French ministers to the

Plenipotentiaries of the four Powers; and it was

on the faith of this assuvance that the Conference

adopted the march of ihe I'rvench as a measuvre

of thé alliance. 195
Worse was to follow, for on the next day Talleyrand suggested privately to
Biilow that perhaps a partition of Belgium might be the hest solution to the
problem.lo6 Palmerston insisted to Granville that the French army had to
leave Belgium - in view of ‘Talleyrand's attitudes this had become 'a question
of war or peace'.1°7 As Palmerston said, Grey was 'peremptory on this

point' in his own letter to Granville:

The French must not remain in Belgiufn on any

pretext whatever . . . Public opinion in England

is already excited and any appearance of bad

faith on the part of France would kindle a flame

which would make war inevitable,!?®
Grey was particularly annoyed at the equivocal attitude of the French towards
withdrawal. The Cabinet, meeting the previous day, had gratefully sanctioned
Codrington's return to Portsmouth following the official order to the Prince of
Orange to call off the advance to Brussels and retire behind the Dutch
frontier. 1°° There was another meeting on the 13th and ministers approved
the language Palmerston had used in his despatch to Granville. According

to Holland, 110 palmerston's opinion that partition was a very real threat

carried much weight with his colleagues. Goderich, for example, was keen
that’ Britain should show over Belgium the same firmness displayed by
Stanley towards Ireland. Holland was more concerned abcut the Prince of

Orange's delay both in executing-his withdrawal orders and apologising for

*Italics Palmerston's, '
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the insults which Adair and Lord William Russell, the British mediators
in the field, had suffered at his hands. However, he, togéther with
Althorp, Brougham and Russell was persuaded to agree fo Britain's
stance. Judging from Althorp's subsequent attitude, the decision was not
understocd as a commitment to war without further warning.
. The unsatisfactory French response to the British representations of
which Palmerston learned on 16 August brought a commitment to war nearer.
. On that day he wrote to Granville using the oft quoted words:
One thing is ceviain - the French must go
out of Belgium or we have a geneval war,
and wayr in a given number of days. 113
" Palmerston spoke without Cabinet backing - a meeting was to be delayed to
- await official F'rench replies to the represeutations in the letters to Granville
of the 13th. It is unlikely that a Cabinet response would have beeun pitched
so highly as this, Palmerston's most unequivocal threat to the Freach of
British intervention over Belgium. The non-interventionist element in the
Cabinet was strong, among whom Althorp was the most outspoken. He wrote
to Brougham expressing even. more heretical views on Belgium than those
of Grey a year earlier:
Grey talks of a Cabinet on Belgium and of holding
strong language about the French army there.
The case I admit to be very difficult but war can
do no good, and must be ruinous . . . I had
rather they kept Belgium permanently than that
- we should go to war., I am sure it would be the
least of two evils for this country. The middle
course would be hest. The French wish to stay
until something is settled: the Conference might
insist with France on preliminary negotiations
[between Holland and Belgium] . . . You must be

at Cabinet whenever it is summoned, 112

*Italics Palmerston's,
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The Cabinet met on 18 August prior to a session of the Conference and
it is not difficult to deduce from Palmerston's report to Granville!!? that
his colleagues persuaded him to tone down his language. Certainly the
protocol of that day was conciliatory in that it set no time limit on the
required French evacuation., The pretext was that official news of the
Dutch withdrawal had not been communicated to. the Conference,!14 Judging
by Holland's description of the Cabinet meeting, Grey's anger had cooled
too, though almost certainly not for the reasons for former gives:

He is so reasonable in council and so unaffectedly

desirous of peace . . . that I am half inclined to

suspect that when he assumes so high a tone, as

he does occasionally with France, that his vicinity

to Richmond gives his first suppositions a tincture

of Princess Lieven's politics.115
Although both Grey and Palmerston were still determined that the decision
as to the demolition of certain barrier fortresses was to be left to the
Four Powers, they stepped back from the brink further as news came in
of the delay of the Dutch retreat and the deliberate inundation of Belgian
land through dyke breaking.116 By'26 August Palmerston seems to have

been satisfied by French promises to withdraw, 117

However, he was still
concerned at the possibility of a Franco-Belgian deal involving the
demolition of certain fortresses in return for a portion of the French
troops remaining behind to stiffen the Bglgian Army. The French govern-
: ment had sent La Téur Marbourg to Belgium \\;ith a list of fortresses to
be demolished. Palmerston sympathised with Leopold's plight, but could
not allow a substantial Fre.nch i)l‘eée11ce in Belgium, Thc Protocol of

15 September officially closed the August episode - the Dutch already

having agreed to a six week's armistice - by announcing the complete
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voiuntary withdrawal of tﬁose French troops remaining at the express
wish of Leopold.”i

The length of time which elapsed between Palmerston's 'war ian a
.number of days' outburst and thé protocol about French withdrawal testifies
to the way French diplomacy steadied and particularly to the moderating
non-interventionist tone of the Cabinet. We have already seen how Grey

softened towards France, and to judge by Holland's remark about 'Lansdowne's

opinions on foreign affairs [being] 'as usual right but rather faint', 1% we

can assume that the Foxites won the day. . Holland had suggested privately
to Grey that the request to withdraw be delayed to make it look less

peremptory.mo Palmerston took the opposite view:

I hardly know upon what grounds we could justify,
when the papers come before Parliament, having
abstained from telling France that, the objects for
which she entered Belgium being fully accomplished,
it is time that her troops should retire,!2?!

He wrote in similar terms to Granville, 122 put received on the same day a

long and important letter from Grey, reflecting Holland's view:

That we have a right to insist on the immediate
evacuation of Belgium by the French is undeniable.
The question is whether it is advisable to rest
immediately upon the right, or to wait, without
showing timidity or altering our tone . . . to see
what France will do upon the very clear and
distinct intimation which has been given to her

« « o I must add that I have a great distrust of
‘the ministers .of the three Powers. Some of them
would not be sorry to see a war break out . . .
and more than one of them I suspect is in
communication with the Duke of Wellington and
Aberdeen. I hope you will take care to let them
know that if a war takes place, they must be
prepared to carry it on with their own resources,
that we can act only by sea .and that they must
expect neither subsidies nor pecuniary assistance
of any kind from this country,123
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In Cabinet the next day Grey's view was accepted -~ not surprisingly, given
its appeal to the 'peace and retrenchment' lobby. Furthermore, Russian
military strength could soon be brought to bear on Belgium in view of the
'imminént surrender of the Poles at Warsaw, The fear that the Tsar,
"flushed after iis frightful success over the Poles', might offer military
help to his brother-in-law was uppermost in the minds of ministers, 124
Palmerston had the unenviable task of convéying the Cabinet decision to
his Conference colleagues and wrote somewhat ‘irritably to Grey of his
‘rough reception:

I had grecat diffic-ulty in persuading the three Allies

to do what you wished. Prussia was the most

unmanageable and would hear of nothing but a

summary protocol this day; Austria had instructions

to do whatever Prussia did: Russia was the most

anxious to acquiesce in our wishes.

After much battling I prevailed upon them to give up

their protocol, though they all said they did it with

_regret. 125 '

With the immediate crisis past, the issues of a final settlement
between Belgium-and Holland and the fate of the barrier fortresses remained.
It was clear that the Dutch would not accept the Eighteen Articles and that
Belgium could not defend herself unaided. Negotiations were resumed,
resulting in the Twenty-four Articles of 14 October and the definitive

Treaty of 15 November, 126

From the point of view of possible British
intervention the fortresses were of great importance, and the discussion
about their possible demolition acts as a pendam; to Cabinet debate on the
proper rcsponse to the military events of August. The barrier fortresses

had been refurbished after 1815, at Allied expense and under Wellington's

supervision, to forestall a renewed French advance into Belgium, These
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thorns in the freﬁch sidé had always. been of dubious value, and the close
ties between France and Beigium that were apparent after'their feépective
revolutions seemed io render t_hexﬁ unnecessary. At least, so _tﬁe .f‘rench
thought: Talleyrandl.was irked to be excluded officially from the Conference's
of 17 April, although he appears to have helped in drafting it.128 It was
agreed that in view of the general strategic situation and Belgium's reduced
means, some of the fortresses would be demolished a_fter further discussibns

129 During the summer of 1831,_ Britain and

bgtwéen the Four Powers.
France were preoccupied with the negotiation of the Eighteen Artiéles and

~ the terms for Leopold's acceptance of the Belgian Crown, but Louis
Philippe's pronouncement on 23 July that all the barrier fortresses were

to be destroyed!3? brouéht the problem to the fore once again. The Dutch
invasion was most unfortunately timed in this respect, for the French
presence in Belgium was an excelleni.:.bargaining counter in discussions over
the foril:res__ses with the Powers and with Leopold. in particular. We héye
already seen the vehemence of the opposition'é reaction to Louis Philippe's .
speech, and during Augﬁst Wellington made strong representations tb Grey,
in conversations and lengthy memoranda, about the military necessity of

131 palmerston was able to

retaining at least half of the fortresses.
command support ih Cabinet for fhe principle of rejecting any bargain

between Leopold and the French. .He told Gr.anville that 'I have seldom .
seen a stronger feeling than that of the Cabinet about this question of the

1132 However, he promised to treat the question of demolition

fortresses.
realistically (as Wellington had not) in the light of Belgium's military

weakness. Palmerston may have exaggerated the strength of feeling. '

Holland reports that Grey seemed reluctant to force the issue, as the



fortresses were to be demolished anyvvay.133 Russell hoped to see
French wishes accommodated, although he recognised Britain's right of
property.m4 However, the Cabinet agreed that the Four Powers alone

85 and the French eventually showed their

should decide the question, !
acquiesceince by formally renouncing Leopold's unofficial offer to demolish
all the fortresses if France guaranteed the Eighteen Articles,}36

-Thus far, Palmerston and the Cabinet had seen eye to eye on the
foriresses issue. However, during the final phase, after the publication
of the prot0061 respecting demolition, the spectre of inter\-rention and war
reappeared, bringing out th.e customary differences of opinion. Negotiations
oﬁ the fortresses had been continued.a].ongside those on new terms for
Holland and Belgium, with the difference that France \\-/as excluded. The
fortresses were not in themselves important but Palmerston regarded thera,
in Webster's words, as 'thé symbol of the resolution of the Powers to
preserve the independence of Belgiurp from attack by France'. Leopold
sent General Goblet to London early in October to negotiate a treaty137
and a list of fortresses to he demolished was agreed in a secret protoéol
- on 15 November.'3% The list differed from that which La Tour Marbourg
had put- before Leopold in August139 in that Charleroi and Tournai, on the
western box"der with FI-'ance., were to be maintained on Wellington's advice.
Pﬁilippeville and Marienburg, the two fortresses nearest the French border,
were to be demolished.® The protocol secretly communicated to Leopold
was the basis of the secret convention which the Four .Powers signed with

Belgium on December 14,141

2

The Cabinet approved the convention on the same day and Palmerston,

to his subsequent chagrin, forgot to emphasise the need for complete

2

secrecy.14 In the event Holland's indiscretion precipitated a major crisic.



93

Talieyrand clearly had wind of the Convention - Holland later told
Palmerston that he only heard that Tournai was a point at issue through
4,143

Talleyran Talleyrand pressed Holland about the status of Tournai.

Holland wroté ‘to Grey:

What a - taking [sic) Talleyrand is in about Tournai:

it would be provoking that Casimir Périer's ministry

should be endangered or any coolness between us

arise from a matter which in reality does not signify

3 brass farthings . . S
It is not clear whether Holland had revealed all at the time he wrote this
letter; however let us enjoy the account of the whole incident which he
entered with engaging naiveté into his Jjournal:

Fortress protocol signed - Mons, Ath, Menin,

Philippeville and Marienburg are to be demolished,

I told Talleyrand of it and he wants to know if

Tournai is on the list. I sent to Palmerston to -

ask. His reply made me conscious of my own

indiscretion in telling Talleyrand anything about

it, but it was too late to recall,14® -

" Palmerston was justifiably angry with Holland. He had hoped to receive the
Belgium ratification before presenting the Convention to France as a fait
accompli. The French reaction to news of the Convention was extreme.
They had expected Tournai to be democlished in accordance with a pledge

. given by Leopold on 8 September, 146 and retaliated by threatening to
withdraw their sanction from the Treéty of 15 November. That Philippeville
and Marienburg, two fortresses ceded by France in 18i5, were to be
demolished, - was an additional insult, 147 Leopold: was placed in an awkward

position with regard both to France and the other Powers, and urged

Palmerston to agree to a suspension of their demolition.*#® Durham added
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his weight to Leopold's entreaties.’*® He was a close friend of the King

-

and had recenfly retu-rned from a special mission to Brussels, underfaken
principally to distract his mind from a succession of family bereavéz_nents
and some bitter disputes with .Grey' about his status iﬁ the Cabinet,1%0 -
Holland also struck a concili'atory note in his letter of apology to Palmgrs_ton,-
| though he agreed that the compléint_ about the demolition of Philipf)eville and
' Mgrienburg was spspicious. Their demolitioﬁ was only injurious to France

if she had designs cf recovering them., But he warned Palmerston:

You miscalculate if you imagine that we, that
our friends, or what is more material, the
House of Commons or the Couniry are prepared
to go to war or to spend one sixpence for the
demolition or preservation of any or all of the
fortresses in Belgium - still less for preserving
. « o the right . . . of dictating what places
shall remain fortified in a neutral territory.

However, with customary modesty, Holland emphasised that this was -
his view alone and that he would not press it in.Cabinet the next day if

Grey and Palmerston thought differem-:ly.151

In fact the meeting of the next day showed a marked difference of

52

opinion between. Grey and Palmerston. ? Grey regretted that the choice

of fortresses had offended France although Palmerston maintained with

some truth that the opposition to the demolition of two of them was

suspicious. The French Cabinet was understandé.bly worried about the -
7 reaction at home if France was seen to acquiésce in the Convention., Holland

countered strikingly in his journal:

. « o A similar dread of Wellington is in truth

our motive for making the selection we have

made -~ for the point in dispute is three blue

beans in one blue bladder - of no intrinsic value
‘but suitable to make a clatter and call attention.153
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Palmerston's stubborn a’%titgde towards France together with his .'waverit;xg'
attitude towards the R.eform Bil11%4 gave rise, according to Holland, to
'suspicions 6f lukewarmiess in the cause of the party and ministry to

.which he belongs.! Grey continued to urge Palmerston to consider the
posifion of Philippeville xnd Marienburg, but tl;e Foreign Secretary'é

resolve was strengthened by the receipt of despatches from Paris, which
shox;/ed that Sebastiani was spoiling for a fight. He had shifted the grounds
of French protest in objecting to the manner in which the Convention had
been negotiated, comparing' i‘c. with the behaviour of the Quadruple Alliance,%3
Grey was therebs/ foréed to reconsider his own position and emphasise that thé
fortresses were a matter between the Four Powers and Belgium. However,
he. insisted to Palmerston that Cabinet sanétion was necessary before the
Convention could be signéd, no douht exp_ecting-support for his moderate .

stance from some ministers.156

Palmerston's reply of 24 December was
uncompromising - he could not believe any Cabiret minister would propose
a delay in ratification and expected many of his colleagues to oppose such

57

a suggestion.1 He was aware of the negotiations going on in Brussels

between Leopold and Sebastiani's brother, 15

8 and was concerned lest further
‘delay should give more time for French intrigues to bear' fruit, .- Goblet

had already announced that Belgian ratification had been delayed. Clearly
.relations between P.almerston and his more moderate colleagges were
becoming strained. Holland claimed that Palmerston had written to Grey
exprgssing a 'tartly hinted' determilllation on the part of himself and sorlne
of his 'colleagues to reject anything fhat 'could be. construed .as'toadying' to

France, and warned Grey of the consequences to his ministry of such an

approach.159 It is not clear whether Holland is merely exaggerating the



96

contents of thelletter of 24 December or referring to a pungent document

since lost or destroyed. However, the language is plausible and Palmerstonian,
and Melbourne, Staniey, Richmond and Goderich would be among those he

had in mind as resolute opponents to concessions.

Over the Christmas period the crisis reached its peak as the possibility
of war seemed to present itself. On 25 December Grey reasserted his view
that the difficulty over the fortresses was 'ridiculous' but agreed,. 'subject
to Cabinet approval, that Britain could not retract. As to war, he thought
that the people would not support it, adding, with perhaps feigned
disappointment, 'I cannot conceal it from mys_elf'.160 In Cabinet the next
day Palmerston repeated his strictures on Holland for his indiscretion,
and his attacks on France's hostile attitude. It seems however that no firm
decisions on ratification were taken, for that day Grey wrote to Palmerston:

I am even more anxious that the matter which

has never been distinctly brought before the

Cabinet should now be submitted to their con-

sideration, 16!
In the meantime Holland was rallying the moderate element. Durham had
already expressed a hope that all the fortresses would be destroyed, 162
Brougham was ill and unable to attend Cabinet meetings at this time, but -
Holland kept him informed, playing on his Quaker pacificism:

Would it not be madness to quarrel and is it

not dangerous to get out of humour about the

fortresses in the weak and neutral country of

Belgium? . . . The notion of 2 treaty conducted

in secret with four of the Powers to keep them

up as a security against French perfidy and

aggression is in my judgement preposterous in

the extreme ., . . Palmerston says that if we

hold tough language, the French will yield, for
their present anger is all bluster . . . but at



‘the same time I must say our high language as
far as I am a party to it, .would be bluster too
« « « I wish you were here . . . when you come,
be peaceable and let them feel how utterly
untenable a warlike system would be. 162

We must presume that Holland deferred to his superiors in the Cabinet of

27 December which approved an immediate ratification of the Fortresses

Convention, However, Holland's report to Brougham sugests that the

extent and degree of 'bluster' to be held towards France was in dispute:

I hardly think our Cabinet . . . would spend one
shilling to keep the fortresses .. . a war, a war}
for such an object would be scouted at from Johnny
Grott's House to Land's End.16%

The invalid Brougham had no need of Holland's -cautionary doses on this

subject, as his reply shows:

. . . I agree with you more. than entirely - that
is 1 doubt whether you don't go too far with the
.warriors, stout as your joining them is. But
that we must speak daggers and use none 1 hold
to be quite clear . . . my creed, as you know,
is yours - and even more bigoted and intolerant.
I am 'cne of the people called Qualkers' and
therefore I do affirm that I cannot belong to .a
government making war,

Brougham qualified this statement in memorable terms:

Of course I speak of offensive war - that is in
our portion - inlerfervence war. If we did not go
to war for Portugal and Poland we never can for
any other thing that does not bear immediately
or directly on our own self defence - Fortresses
in Belgium indeed!! P000000000hhh 1183

Holland's reply shows how Grey and Palmersion had influenced him over

the advantages of bluster:
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I may be a little less Quakerish and mon-
interfering than you, from a persuasion that
seasonable interference and even the attitude of
war is sometimes the best means of preventing

it. 166 .
Thus by the New Year, British Policy had been ciarified, and further
French and Belgian attempts to obtain a revision of the Convention terms
failed.le"‘ Against a background of continuous French protests, the matter
was closed by the face-sairing declaration of the Powveré, framed by the

168

Belgian plenipotentiary Van de Weyer, that the fortress arrangements

were consistent with the eﬁ;isting guaraﬁtees to Belgium, and that the -
Five Powers all stood on an ‘equal footing with her,2%9 .

The settlement of the fortress question raarked a new phase in Franco-

British relations, The increasingly uncooperative attitude of the Eastern

Powers, as shown by the Tsar's refusal fo ratify the Treaty of 15 November,

.induced_ Palmerston to look more towards the French for support in
-implementing thé Treaty arrangements, rather than adopting the Concert _
apprdach that he had maintained thfoughout 1831 at the expense of relations.
with France. In the three crises of that year his differences with the
Cabinet centred on the strength of protést to be made to France in each
cas_’e.‘ Palmerston was apparently prepared to go to war on all three ..
occasions, though recognising that the fortress issue was hardly \;vorthy

of it. 171 Almost certainly the Cabinet would not have been with him. We .

have seen the attitudes of Althorp and Brougham towards the French invasion '

and the fortresses and their opinions undoubtedly carried weight. Althorp's
universally recognised integrity and Brougham's trenchant radicalism were
essential piliars of the ministry in the two Houses. On the other hand there

.'was the possibility that a cenciliatory attitude towards France would expose

70
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the.government. to the chérge that European security was being threatened
_.thereby. Holland summed up the dilemma neatly:

. « « I do not think Palmerston differs very

essentially from us in the persuasion that a

strict union with France . . . even with the

risk of some liftle separation from the other

three powers . . , is indispensable . . . he

is perhaps a little too ready to listen to

iinsinuations . . ., about French intrigue and

perhaps vet more apprehensive of incurring

the reproach-of entirely subverting the con-

federacy for the protection of Europe which

Wellington and his party would say was the

point of our victories . . JA72
If events had resolved themselves into a question of war or peace - which
Palmerston's skill and bluster had prevented in 1831 - it is probable that
Britain's strategic interests would have lain less heavily in the scales than
the Cabinet's predilections fowards peace, retrenchment and the survival of
the Orleans Monarchy.

The year 1832 saw a basic change in formation as Britain and France
united to secure a secttlement for Belgium in the face cf the obstruction of
Holland and the Eastern Powers. Thus, when the time came, intervention
in the Netherlands was contemplated with a view to foiling Holland rather

than obstructing the ambitions of France. As Palmerston wrote to Granville

on 19 February:

We [the Cabinet] wish to stave off for the present
every question upon which Great Britain and France
may have divergent interests,!’3
It is not nccessary here io follow the interminahle negotiztious over the

problems of the Navigation of the Scheldi and the division of the Netherlands

National Debt which continued throughout this year, and resulted in a
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preliminary convention iﬁ .Ma;y 1833,174 However, it is peftinent to note
in this context Palmerston's increasing interést in the consfitutional
movements in Germany and Portugal during 1l832,. as compared with his
p.ragmatic atlitude towards the aspirations of the Poles and the Italians
in the previous yeai‘. His gradual recognition of th_é need.to. enforce the
. Tréaty_ rights of Belgium was paralleled by his outspoken support.-for the
liberal movement in Europe in his Parliamentary speeches during the summér.
of 1832.

Grey and Paimerston both seem to have_ become conscious of the
~ possible need for joint coercion of the.Dutch during the summer of 1832,
Although the Eastérn Powers had ratified the Tréaty in April and Méy, their
acceptance was hedged about with reservations, particulai‘ly with regard to
the navigation of the Scheldt and the division of th;s National Debt between |
the two countries.l’® The conference called ‘upon Holland and Belgium to
open negotiations for a Definitive Treaty, but neither side would cons;ant
until Antwe;'p and _i_Juxemburg were evacuated Ey the Dutch a_.nd the Belgians
respectively. On 1 June, by which time the triumph of the cause of
Parliamentary R.eform-\vas apparent and the Eastern Powers could therefore
be _con_fro_nted more comfortably, Grey suggested to Palmerston that a

176 The goverhment had acted

squadron be sent to cruise off the Downs.
along similar, though more modest lines the previcus October, when three
ships and soﬁe smaller craft had been sent to cc;nvince the Dutch that a

renewal of hostilities would prompt an immediate British reaction._”" |

Leopold encouraged Grey to adopt a resolute aﬁ:itude. In a typicaily

emphatic letter he gave his opinion:

- I feel convincedthat as long as you do not
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forcé the Kiné of Holland io evacuate Antwerp,
he will not negotiate on fair terms. "8 d

Leopqld, like Queen Victoria, seemecd to think and write in italics for
much of the time. In this maiter at least, his agitation was justified.
" The citadel at Antwerp had been occupied by the Dutch since éhe revolt,
and while initially the British had been hall)py to see it in their hands and
not contr_olled by France, 179 # had become by 18.32. a symbol of Dutch
intrausigence. Palmerston.was beginning to think in terms of direct
intefvention, particularly after the Dutch rejected the unanimous offer of
thle I'ive Powers of concessions on the distribution of the Debt in return for
the evacuation of the citadel and a commitmelllt to begin serious negotiations.180 '
Grey in his turn was aware that 'we may at last come to mesures d'exécution
in Holland', although he was concerned about the possible effects on Anglo-
Dutch trade,!8?

Palmerston had written to Granville. on June 22, before the Dutch
had finally refused to negotiate; asking him to sound out the French on
the possibility of a jeint naval blockade of the Dutch éoast.ls'é The I:‘J.:ench
reply was hesitant, not least because there was a continuing- political
interregnum in France following the death of Casimir Périer in May.
However, the French joined with Britain in a counter statement to the
Dutch refusal, info_rming the other powers that the two countries would
proceed to implement the Treaty if no progress was made by 30 August.183
Palmerston prepared for such an eventuality by obtaining reports on the
condition of the Dutch and Russian navies from his ambassadors at The

4

Hague and St. Petersburg.ls" The King was consulted about the best means

of implementing the Treaty, but he was resolutely opposed to a joint



102

185

project for fear of antagonising the Eastern Powers.'8° Grey was also |

apprehensive, though for different reasons:

The whole procedure is very risky, for the Freﬁch :

government is very weak and I fear that the Eastern

Powers may intervene. 186

He added that full consultation with the Cabinet was essential.

Palmerston had not rejected a negotiated scttlement completely, for
he was working on a project, later to be known as his Théme, which
displayed a genuine desire to come to grips with the complex:it_i'es of the
problems of the Scheldt and the Debt.187. However, Leopold was insistir;g,
with some justification, on the need: for the British and French governments
to make practical efforts to implement the Treaty and thereby stabilise
the domestic situation in Belgiu‘m.' He called for a joint operation involvihg

8

the Royal Navy and the French Army,!8 Grey was clearly imbreséed by

these arguments in view of the continuing deadlock in the Conference:
. . . for God's sake let us escape from the

ridicule of these continued conferences and

come to a conclusion one way or the other,189

At this point Grey took himself off to Howick for the first time for two

years,190

He left Palmerston to face the reaction of his colleagues to the
prospect of renewed m-ilitary activity over Belgiurﬁ, now increasingly
likely in view of the Dutch rejection of his mpdifications to the -November_
Treaty with 'respect to the Navigation of the Scheldt, .Althorp and his
friends were anxious to restrain Palmerston:

Richmond and Graham are here and alarmed

at the prospect of troops in Belgium. This would
. mean war, A squadron in the Downs is the
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furfhest we should go.
_ If you can get France to be quiet, it would
- be the best thing to let Leopold try his strength

. +» « But for God's sake do not let us enter into

war, 191

Althorp stressed that the letter expressed a joint opirion, in which -case
Graham's concurrence is surprising. However, Graham showed willingness
to support a purely naval action three days later:

I can promise a formidable number of ships ready

for any service, bhut do not too hastily take up

Transports or move troops - this is war.

A naval demonstration is harmless: a military
.. movement is a step of more fearful consequences.
Leopold must try to hold his own in the first

instance: and if he fails France, always too willing

to move, will be ready at hand to assist.!92
. Palmerston was in a position to appreciate that the moderation practised
by his colleagues and in particular by the King did not take.sufficient
account of the stubbornfxess he was encounteriné from all sides in the
Conference, His Théme had been officially rejected on 16 September and
: Gre& was quick to realise that joint action was now inevitable. Still at
.waick, Grey wrote to Palmerston of his attempts to persuade his week-
end visitors, Brougham and Althorp, of the moral necessity of fulfilling
treaty obligations in spite of the risk of war. The Cabinet was divided on
the subject of coercion. Brougham and Althorp seemed disposed to let France
act alone, a view which neatly incorporaied Francophilié and non-intervention.
Grey rejected both these attitudes, which displayed irresponsibility and a weak
strategic grasp. On this occasion Grey belied his Foxite pedigree, for in the

same letter to Palmerston he advocated for the first time complementary

naval and military operations with France. He hesitated slightly in coming



. 104

to tﬁis conclusidn, but beéause of the insté.bility of the Franch government
rather than through:a reluctance to embrace joint intervention, 193

Some min.isters had been worried that Palmerston would act \}-Jithout
Cabinet consultation, 194 put in fact no move was made until 1 October. .
On that day the final Conference protucol was issued, making the split
between the Eastern and Western Powers ma.nifest. Wessenberg and Biilow
had misled Palmerston about their readiness to join in putting pressure on the '
‘King of Hélland. The.British and Irench plenipotentiaries alone endorsed the
final demand that Holland .should come to a settlement on pain of 'voles
.S,.195 | -

coercive Palmerston was determined to press on alone. He wrote to

Granville next day:

We will act alone. It. is much better that it

- should be so than that we and France should

continue to be clegged and hampered Ly the

hree heavy sailors of the convoy.!%6
It still remained to convince King and Cabinet of the wisdom of coercive
measures., One of thé probleins ‘which Palmerston foresaw when he first
suggested a joint operation was the pos.‘sibility of having to recall a hostile
parliament.lgr' Both Althorp and Holland were concerned aﬁout this: Althorp
feared that the government mighf be forced out of office, although he accepted
that firm action against the Dutéh was essential.!®® The King had come
round to the point of vie;v after the Eastern Powers };ad dashed his heves
of a concerted approac-h.199 Lansdowne seemed in favour of coercive
measures without the recal'.' of parliament. He argued that a new post-
Reform Act Parliament 'would be a suitable tribu_r.ml to try us on the

charge of not having called the old one'.?’? Palmerston had already made

up his mind. He wrote to Holland that if the Dufch continued to be
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the Combined Squadrons should blockade their
ports and the French troops advance to besiege
and take the citadel [Antwerp).?0?

Grey returned to London on 8 October, three days before the crucial
Cabinet on the coercion issue was due to take place., He was probably not
finally convinced of the necessity of force, but Durham's decided stance on
the issue may have swayed both him and the doubters in the Cabinet. Durham
had just returned from his mission to Russia by way of Brussels, and

presented a well-argued memorandum? %2

" recommending joint Anglo-French
action by sea and land. As we have seen from the correspondence of G-rey-
and Palmerston, Durham was not. the first to advocate this course, as his.
biographers would have us believe, 2% but his arguments may have been
decisive in obtaining Cabinet support. 'Any discussion of this point must be
hedged about with qualifications as Durllgm's memorandum is not dated. It
may not have been present_ed at the meeting on 11 October at all, but
prepared subsequently as aln answer to the King's grave misgivings about
any Anglo-French military agreement.2°4 However, such a resolute stand
on interference is remarkable coming from any member of the Cabinet except
Palmerston, and we can well understand that the idea startled some of
Durham's collc—:agues.‘zo5 |

. The Cabinet reached final agx;eement on 16 October and its unanimity
was sufficient to persuade the King to withdraw his opposition to a Convention.
With the French government stabilis;ed by the appointment of the Duc de ﬁruglie

as Prime Minister, the terms of the Anglo~-French Convention were agreed

upon’ within a week, 206 Although the joint intervention was decisive, the
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British -share in the operafion reflects the .caution of the Cabinet. A naval
blockade would not of itself achieve anything immediate beyémd antagonising o
thé commercial lobby at home, 207 put the Cabinét would not coutemplate a
Briﬁsh land operation. We have already seen that Althorp and Brougham
would have ﬁreferréd to leave the coercion entirely to the Freuch. Althorp's
.opinion seems to have carried incfeasing weight as the Grey miniétry began
to fragment, Iand on this occasion he was prepared to sanction a British -
bl_ockade l;ecause it would add nothing to the naval estimates. .He also
conceded that decisive action at this time ga{re the best hope of peace in

the future,2°® |

Thus, after nearly two years of negotiation over Belgium, the Cabinet
was at last prepared to sanction an unequivocal threat of interven.t-ion. The
threat became a reality in November, when th;e French advanced towards
Antwerp while the .Roya'l Navy blockaded the Dutch ports. After a protracted
. struggle, hampered by Franco—ﬁelgian disagreements over froop movements‘
in Antwerp, .1-:he citadel was taken on 24 Deéember. For the- Cabinet, . though
certainly not for Palmerston, the Belgian affair was closed.

Although Palmerston's contribution to the peaceful creation of an
independeht Belgium has ‘been reéognised and admired, the strength of the
opposition which t‘.xe faced in the Cabinet has not been fully appreciated. His
Whig colleagues did not easil& shed opinions formed during a lifetime of
opposition, even when the most ruthless pragmatism was required. Grey
set a good exampie in this respect, but Palmerston found it difficult to l;reak
do@n the prejudices of his Foxite colleagucs. Throughout 1831 Cabinet
sympathy for France and a concurrent dislike of intervention in any form

had militatéd against Palmerston's attempts to keep the peace. The years
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of opposition seén'a to havé bred in several members of thé Grey ministry
~an iﬁfinite capacity for self-deception. The opinions-of Althorp, Grant and .
Holland offer striki.ng examples of this: their various prejudices against':
' strategic intervention over Belgituim, or any action that smacked of a
renewal of the Quadi‘uple A‘.-liancé against France, could havé c.:.rippled
British policy. In Gctober 1831 Holl.'and congratulated himself and his colleagues
achievement over Belgium: 'none but a reforming ministry qould have kept
the peace' he boasted to Brougham., He talked of 'the good faith of France.
and especially the manly and straightforwarc_i conduct of Talleyrand' as being
instrumental in the result,2?9 |

One can imagine Palmerston's reaction to pfai_se :61" Fr_énch good faith 01;
the wi-sdom of the Cabinet. Fe had spent most of his political life in office,
:__a.nd drew his inspiration frofn the practic;ai example;'of Castlereagh and
Canning, rather than. the obsolete traditions either of the belief in a proper
‘moral tone ip foreign policy, or the need for a reduction in governmel;t
- expenditure Lt'hat were handed down by Fox., Palmerston employed Castlereagh's
Concert framework toéether with Canning's methods of 'intervening to pfevent
intervention'_ to gain his ends in the Netherlands;21°. The history of the
negotiations shows that the Whig fraditions of non-intervention were no more

relevant in the days of the Liberal Movement than they had been in the

days of the Holy Alliance.
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:CHAPTER FOUR

NON-INTERVENTION AND RUSSIAN AGGRANDISEMENT, 1830-1833

The Belgiaﬁ question dominated international felations for two years.

The emphasis placed on a collective approach to 'the matter, as the only
means of preserving European peace, coloured Bfitisﬁ reaction to events
-elsewhere, Although Palmerston made up for his initial silence with his
championship of constitutional movements in Europe after 1832, some of
the damage had already been done. The cost of obtaining Russia's grudging
co-operation in the Belgian negotiations was discérnibie both in ideological
and strategic terms. Russia was allowed tp violate the Vienna agreements
over Polish' institutions lest British intervention should endanger the Five
Power Concert. Turkey's request for British naval help against Meheme‘t
Ali was parried by the Cébinet, who were unwilling to add to the Royal
Navy_'s commitments while the Dutch coast was under blockade. As a result,
the Polish revolt was crushed, while Turkey temporarily became a virtual
ﬁussian protectorate. |

" The outbreak of the P-olish revolt on 29 Novelﬁber 1830 made little
impact in Britain. The Cabinet discussed it briefly and dismissively in
late December, and the plight of the Poles was not raised in Parliament
untii August'1831.1 In this instance, Whigs and Radicals were slow tc
support a cause with which they had been traditionally sympathetic. A
Polish mission, led by Count Biernacki and Prinpe Czartoryski, had found
considerable support for the cause of Polish independence in 1814.° Brougham
-wrote an enthusiastic article on the subject in the Edinburgh Review,®

while Grey and Mackintosh brought the aspirations of the Poles to the
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. notice of parliament in fhéir critiques of foreign policy.4 The architects
of the Vienna settlement paid little heed tc the representations of the Poles.
Metternich aﬁd Castlercagh were anxious that Poland should be partitioned
so as to make Prussia a stronger bulwark against France,
The Poles had Tsar Alexander to thank for any separate status ét all,®

At his insistence a Kingdom of Poland was set up, united to the Russian
Empire by its constitution. In territorial terms the Kingdom was a shadow
of its historical self, although the Poles were granted their own Diet.®
.Admittedly, there had been no concerted Whig campaign for Polish independence
between 1813 and 1815,7 but the silence of 1830 and 1831 is surprising.
Neither Grey or Brougham were inclined to give the Poles unconditional and
open support in their revolt against the Tsar. Grey was conscious of his
change of attitude, particularly after the Morning Chronicle printed a letter
of his dating from 1814, in which he had strongly advocated the creation of
an independent Polish kingdom. Times had changed since then, he argued:

. . . it is one thing to state certain political

opinions with a view to arrangements which

are not completed and another to urge the same

views in order to set aside these arrangements

after they have been sanctioned by treaties. -

The opinions I then entertained I see no reason

to retract; and if the independence of Poland

had been established on those principles which

might best have secured the permanent settle--

ment of Europe at the general peace, most of

the difficulties and dangers which have since

occurred and which still embarrass us might

have been prevented.8
Brougham must have reasoned-along similar lines, for although he subsequently

remarked that 'if we did not go to war for . . . Poland, we never can for

any other thing', % he made no attempt to galvanise opinion in Parliament,
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as he had done in 1814.1°
In so far as they considered the Polish question at all, ministers
regarded it as 2 local difficulty for the Tsar. It should be stressed that
until he- moved to destroy the Diet, the Tsar was acting within his
treaty rights in the suppression of the revolt. On 18. December, Carliéle
judged that the revolt 'must occupy the partitioning powers very seriously' 1
without caring to pass a British opinion. His more liberal colleagues were
hardly more inclined to do so, for the French suggestion, first broached
by Talleyrand on 26 December, 12 that Britain and France should mediate
jointly between Russia and Poland, was coolly received. Grey had no wish
" to intervene and was at pains to establish that Belgium constituted a special
case, in that a threat to Eﬁropean peace was involved and 'the amicable
interference of mediators' was jus1:ified.13 Palmerston echoed this view,
with Cabinet sanction, in a private letter to Heytesbury, the British
Ambassador at St. Petersburg :
. « . France has proposed to offer mediation between
the Emperor and the Poles. We have, of course,
declined such a step upon the serious grounds that
to offer such interposition between a sovereign and
" his revolted subjects in the outset of the quarrel and
before anyone can tell what may be its issue would
give just offence and set an inconvenient example.
Should the contest go on and assume the character of
the Greek or Belgian affair so that there should appear
little prospect that the sovereign could reconquer his
. former subjects the case might be different; but the
matter is not ripe for such a course at present:.14
‘This is hardly the voice of the Foreign Secretary of a reforming ministry
and yet even Lord Holland deplored attempts by the French to stir up

H

*Italics mine.
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liberal opinion in Europe:

. . . I wish Poland could be pacified and arranged
without great military movements, although I do
wish Lafayette had refrained from talking azbout it,
which can do no good.15

The Cabinet determined to meet with silence the representations of
the Polish mission in January 1831. Palmerston wrote to Granville about
a private and unofficial meeting he had had with the Polish deputy
Wielopolski:

He told me their case, but asked for the good

offices of England: I said that my ears were

open but my mouth was shuf . . . that I was

glad to hear any authentic accounts of transac-

tions of so much interest but that I received

him in my private character and in my official

character could say nothing to him whatever, 8
This is not to say that some members of the Cabinet were not sympathetic
to the Polish cause, 7 but the Belgian Conference, and even the revived
Concert of Europe, in so far as it helped to preserve peace, overshadowed
all other considerations, If was not as if the Irench had proposed anything
approaching direct intervention, or even independent mediation, 18 put the
Cabinet were disinclined to invite even the suspicion of intermeddling at
this stage. Grey recognised that Britain's hands were not completely clean:

Can we take the insurgents under our protection,

for such would be the fact, without incurring the

imputation of holding out encouragements to revolt, -

wherever it might take place, setting a precedent

of interference between the sovereign and the

subject which might not improbably (the case of Ireland
for instance) become inconvenient to ourselves ? 1?

His apprehension was justified, for even over the Belgian question, Irish
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radicals were dﬁick-t_o céntrast Britain's proprietqrial attitude towards
Ireland with the collective approach towards the organisaticn. of the Belgian
‘state.2° It ;;vas best to leave Poiand and Russia to fight it out at Grochow,
outside Warsaw, particulgrly as the Pole_s had lwilfully deposed' the Tsar on
25 January and ele;:ted Czartoryéki President of the Provisional Gc-n‘/ermrnenf:,21
Furthermore, as Palmerston pointed out to Holland in March 1831, there
were other prioriti_es: |

If we did not want the Russians to keep Soult

[the French minister of war] in order, we

should wish the Poles hearty success.??
Incid-entally, the same doctrine held good in italy, where Palmerston witheld
support from the rebels in Piedmont and the Papal States, for fear of
enc.ouraging French ambitions in the Mediterranean at the expense of
Austria 23

-The news which Heytesbury communicated to Palmerston in his

despatch of -25 February called for a fundamental change in the government's
attitude. The Tsar had announced the appointment of Marshall Diebitsch '
'as military gt;vernor of Poland and Engel as head of the brovisional
civil government which was to be established at Warsaw after the entry
‘of the Russian army. Heytesbury commented that the appointmen-ts
'announce a material change of system with respect to the future government
of Poland'.24 Palmerston, who received the despatc_h in xﬁid-March, did not
need reminding of the implications of the éppointmgnts. They- constitutéd
a direct breach of the Treaty of Vienna, which prescribed a distinct
25

administration for the Kingdom of Poland within the Russian Empire.

 In strategic terms the Russian deéision was equally momentous, as the



113

prosp=act of perﬁanent mill_itary occupation of Poland could disturb the
balance of power ih thé West., After consultation with the King a_md the
Cab_inet, -Pallmerston replied promptly to Heytesbury deploring the apparent
breach and adding that the signatories of the Vienna Treaty had a special

interest in Poland:

. « . In an ordinary case of civil war between a
sovereign and his subjects, foreign states can
‘have no grounds for intervention, even of advice
or remonstrance. But there are circumstances
peculiar to the Kingdom of Holland which make

it in this respect an exception. The treaty . . .
to which most of the States of Europe were parties
[provided that Polandl . . . should be attached to
Russia by its constitution and should enjoy a
-distinct administvalion . . .

The Government did not believe that the revolt gave the Russian government

26

‘any grounds for departing from the stipulations of the Treaty of \ﬁenna.
Despite the theoi‘etical justification, the Cabinet shied away from a direct
protest to Russia or any encouragement of the Poles. Palmerston asked
Heytesbury to collect the opinions of his fellow-ambassadors in St. Petersburg
on the prospect of perxﬁanent military oécupatibn of Poland, in an attempt

7

to produce a consensus among the Four Powers.”’ There was no thought

of unilateral mediation or intervention. Palmerston's comment to Granville
could have been written by Castlereagh:

We must stand upon our treaties . . . We should

remonstrate if Russia departs from the Treaty of

Vienna, on the other hand we could not do so

ourselves by trying to make Poland entirely
independent, 28 '

Grey echoed this view:
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. « . Whatever we may feel, I do not see in
whatever way, or on what ground we could
interfere, except by an early intimation that
has been giveu that we shall expect Russia '
to adhere to the Treaty cf Vienna arrangements.29

Palmerston's initiative failed: Heytesbury had to inform him at the end of

April that his observations were not received 'with any great cordiality'

30

by his fellow ambassadors. Indeed, Metternich favoured Prussian

intervention to save Russia from possible defeat, Defeat was urili'kely,
but the Poles remained in control of Warsaw in spite of their reversal -
at Gruchow. Palmerston warned Metternich through Cowley, his ambassador

in Vienna, that Britain would remain neutral should France counter a

31

Prussian offensive by invading the Rhenish provinces. However, he

took note of the rebuff he had received- from the Eastern Powers, and.wﬁs
not preparea to sacriﬁce the concér"t over Belgium for Ithe sake of the
Poles. . A private letter to Heytesbury at the beginning of May revéals the
relative importance of the Belgian negotiations, and the incessant Trench

pressure for joint mediation over Poland:

The course of the Belgian discussions . . . has
indeed been calculated necessarily to throw England
into intimate union with Russia, Austria and
Prussia and to place these four powers in a state
of separation from France . . . Pray therefore assure
Count Nesselrode that we know and undsrstand the
honesty and good faith of the Russian Cabinet and
that we do not set less value upon those qualities
after our own experience of some months of the
kinds of qualities unfortunately displayed by the
government of France . . 32

He stressed the theme in a private letter to Granville ten days later:

But we are still desirous of keeping fair with
Russia and we are not less likely to have influence
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~over her by letting her have no reason to
suppose that we are making common cause
with France against her.33

In view of the pro-French sympathies of some members of the Cabinet
and the frequent representations made by Talleyrand on behalf of the Poles,
the Government's attitude towards the revolt might have.been expected to
be more sympathetic, - Britain'é reluctance to act cannot be expléined wholly in
terms of tra&itional Whig failings or the importance of preserving peace
in qthe Low Countries. In the Spring and Summer of 1831, the Reform issue
ow}ershadoxved everything else. Talleyrand had noted in March that ministers

could not concentrate on other matters. Hé admitted to Sebastiani:

Je me viens a regret obligé de retarder les
communications que les dépéches me mettront
dans le cas de faire au ministére anglais. La
discussion de la réforme parliamentaire, qui

se prolonge a la Chambre des Communes, absorbe
tellement les ministres, la nuit et la jour, qu'il
est impossible de les entretenir d'autres affaires
.sérieuses en ce moment.3* ' '

- However, the excuse of domestic pressures was insufficient. As Talleyrand
rerharked to Sebastiani two months later, any initiative in favour of the

Poles would have to come from the force of public opinion:

Les affaires de Pologne sout pour moi un objet
constant- d'attention et de combinaisons: je ne -
doute pas que le Gouvernement anglais n'y porte
aussi beaucoup d'intérét et n'ait, sur ce point,
des dispositions analogues aux nétres; mais pour
que le Cabinet de Londres intervint en faveur des
Polonais, il faudrait que 1'opinion publique lui
en fit, pour ainsi dire une obligation; et ce
n'est qu'un événement marquant qui peut produire
cet effet. Je pense au surplus que, dans ce

" moment ou il y a de la langeur dans les affaires
de Pologne, le Gouvernement du Rol miirait moins
d'avantage a s'occuper de cette question et que
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des délais attenderaient beaucoup d'effet de ses

démarches; mais si un succes important venait a

avoir lieu, ce serait alors . . . que nous pourrions

agir immédiatement . . . 3°
"Thus the Poles could expect little active encouragement from Britain as
they prepared to move against Diebitsch's forces at Ostroleka.

The King's speech of June 1831 reflected the Government's lack of
urgency. In it, hopes were expressed that the 'contest in Poland' could
peaceably be resol_ved.36- Here, for the only time throughout Grey‘é
ministry, Princess Lieven's influence is undeniably apparent. She had
written to Grey asking him to substitute 'contest' for 'war' in the original
" draft of the speech, as the latter term implied equal status between the '

37 The King also took exception to the term ‘war' but did noct

two belligerents.
not suggest an alternative expressic;n.38 The Princess clearly he.td her

way but this seems to have been a unique episode. Grey was prepared'to
qua 'fel with Princess Lieven (;ver other matters, so we must assume that

he did not consider the phrase used to describe the Polish revolt importa.nt.39

The Grey-Lieven correspondence is much léss full during Grey's years of

office. When we read in Czarloryski's Meinoirs that 'every morning before

1 40

Le got out of bed he used to write her a no:;é on paper scented with inusk’,
it must be remembered that the cold reception accorded to Polish
representations in London would colour the Prince's attitude. The mention
of Poland in the King's Speech passed almost without comment in both
Houses. '6rat0r' Hunt alone made reference to Poland, deploring reports
that arms exported from Birmingham were being used by the Russian army
in the struggle, but making no mention of the sufferings of the rebels.*!

The French meanwhile continued to press for a joint diplomatic initiative,

particularly during July as news of the collapse of the Poles' eastern
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rising at Ostroleka reached. Paris and inflamed opinion there, For
the sake of the stability of his government Casimir Périér urged
Talleyrand to make repewed representations to the Cabinet in view of
the feélings expressed by the press émdl public opinion in Frarice;42
Talleyrand found the British attitude unchanged. Palmerston reacted
sharply to suggestions of Franco-British arbitration or of sending a naval
detachment to the Baltic or the Black Sea. He wrote privately to Granville:

... There is no pretext for interfering in any

way than by a simple offer of mediation because

it is a clear case of civil war between subjects

- and sovereign . . . in which the usual observances

of modern. times would forbid at least friendly

powers from intermeddling by force . . .

Talleyrand's proposal to send a fleet to the Baltic

and Black Sea could not, at present at least, be

- thought of . . A3
Palmerston's draft reply to Talleyraﬂd’s suggestion was discussed and
endorsed by the peers of the Cabinet on 20 July. There were few
outspoken supporters of the Polish cause in the Cabinet at this time.
According to Princess Lieven, Durham, for one, was 'a Pole enragé!
who had on three occasions- in Cabinet pressed the cause of recognition
for Poland.“ Less dramatically, Holland had already expressed support

45 However, as. he

_ for a joint mediation if it was practicable and safe.
himself noted in his Journal, there was little support: 'Coderich, Richmond
“and ab.ove all the Qhancel_lor were vehement in urging objections to our
concurrence in any such offer.' Broughz;Lm's atti.tude was particularly
sﬁrprising, as Holland did not fail to point out:

It was passing strange that Lord Brougham should

take this line - and not the less so that the Poles
(especially Count Walecki), 'who have had intercourse
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.w_ith ué, are lou& in their complaints of the coldness

of our Cabinet, with the exception of Lord Brougham,

from whom alone they profess to have received warm

and. cordial assurances of zeal and good offices in

their cause . . .*8
Grey, Lansdowne and Melbourne 'urged the same objections as Brougham,
but w.ith. less pas_si_on'. Hollangi and Carlisle were alone in favouring the
French proposal. Holland dées not elaborate on tﬁeir arguments that
Brougham and otheré used. However, a full .meeting of the Cabinet the
next day produced a similar conclusion, and bresumably the arguments
‘used at this meeting were .those of the previous day. 'Inforl.rned opinion'
-in Holland's phrase, held that the French government was too _u,nst.able tc
be trustéd. With the Chambers due to meet on 23 July, the Cabinet
rightly susbécted that Casimir Périer wished to entice Britain into an
agreeme_nt beyond mere mediation to_satisfy the Depu;cie_g. Gi'ant and
_ Carlise agreed with Holland that the French Government shouid n(;t bhe
rebuffed while Althorp and Russell 'neé.rly' agreed. However, the Cabinet
was not prepared io commit itself even to friendly mediation.*” 1t is
instructive that the division in the Cabinet involved ifs attitude towards
the French rather than-its attitude towards thé Poles. The French
government attempted to mask the failure of its joint mediation ipitiative
through the aggreséion’ of the Speech from thg Throne on 23 July, whose
bearing on the Belgian issue has alre.ady. been noted. The French Deputies
_ were indigﬂarit at the lack of response shown to the plight of the Poles
foliowing their defeat at Ost1.'oleka and the Russian advance across the
Vistula  towards Warsaw., Casimir Périer was'ready to resign in the
absence of an undertaking to assist the Poles. The issue was immediately

- overshadowed by the Dutch invasion of Belgium, but had it not been for
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the Dutch a.ctio'n, the French Govérnmeut would have collapsed as Hoiland,
Grant and Carlisle had. feared.

It \.va's é'uring August, when evénts in Bel.gium: ensuer th_af Britain
would not wilfully break up the European Concert for the sake of Poland,
that the plight of the Poles was first raiéed .seri'ously'in Parliament.
Palmerston had refused to accepf; a petition ffom the Westminéter Political
. Union on behalf of the Poles, which prompted Henry Hunt to call for his
_ t:llismissa..l.48 .Theré were several other petitions prelsente'd at this time,
from groups includi.ng the .'Friendé of Humanity  and Justice', the National
Reform Associa-tion. and.one 'on behalf of Britiéh Youth'. All called for
- mediation to brofecf the_Pole.s; some a;dvoc'ated fleet action. At a time
when the movement of French trO(.)ps was causing grave concern, there
was little response either .from. Parliament or the Government. At the end
of Aﬁgust the Cabinet dealt the Poles a further blow by refusing to- forward
to the King a request from Czartoryski to receive an official deleg‘ation.-

It was a tx.-'i'ﬂing matter in itself, ‘L')u.t.the decision was,importarit in that it .
expre.ssed the Cabinet's official attitude t(.)wards the Provisional Government
in Poland. Fortunately, the minute which the King received e@ressing

t-ﬁe personal views of Cabinet members has survived, ana this ‘unhappily
unique docu¥nent affords an 'insiéht into the debate on British i)olicy, 30
Grey and Palmerston had already agreed that the King could not receive

a leﬁfer from the head of an unrecognised government, and their opinion
was shared by Graham, Goderich, Melbourne, Stanley and Russell.
Throughout the period the government céuld alwaysl excuse it;.s .inac.tion

in the face of Russian violation of the Tre_éty of Vienna by pointing to the
illegality of .the Czartoryski régime. At this juhcture ministérs thought it -

unwise to antagonise Russia by making rash promises to the Poles. Russell
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was aﬁxious to'reassure-C_zartoryéki of B.ritiéh sympathy for the folish
" cause, but by informal mean_s. ‘Lansdowne, Grant, Carlisle and Holland
- dissented from the majority view. Both Lansdowne and Grant doubted
whether any harrh would be done if the King were to accept the letter.
Carlisle, who emefges from the s_hadows on this'occasic;n alone to state
. his personal view, agreed with fhe.m. He also believed that the refuéal
.cﬁrried-Brit_ish neutrality too far, -in view of the Russian advance towards
Warsaw and the possible destruction of the Polish army. It would be
'treading in the steps of-the_ King of Prussia' to snub Czartoryski.
Holland replied to Palmerston's request for alm opinion in trenchant style.
. He accepted that the King could not-receivé the letter while Poland was
unrecognised, but urged the Cabinet to consider the possibility of recognising
the Provisional Government. Holland's ideas were not followed up and
‘Palmerston continued his attempts t.0' influence Russia through a concerted
8 approach. After the fall of Warsaw he expected Austria and Prussia\to
-remonstraéé with Russia; for the 'military occupation which followed showed

" blatant disrespect for the settlement of 1815. Once the re.volt was crﬁshed,
Palmerston did not regard the Russians as empowered to destroy Polish
institutions. He wrote to- Heytesbury:

The time is now con_ie when tﬁe-Powers who were

parties to the Treaty of Vienna may interfere in

Polish affairs . . . I think Prussia and Austria will

also demand adherence to the Treaty of Vienna . . St
Palmeréton was to be.proved wrong. In April Metternich had already
sh(.)\.vn where his sympathies lay by impounding t.he arms of a Polish corps
which had accidentally retreated into Austrian territory.52 _Héytesbury

summed up the situation astutely in October:
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I have some reason to suspect that a perfect
understanding exists between thc courts of

St. Petersburg, Vienna and Berlin with respect
to the modifications about to be introduced into
the Polish Constitution . . . This would be a
notable change in the political condition of
Poland, but it would still leave a Constitution
and a Representation according to the letter of
the Treaty of Vienna . . .°3

By the beginning of November Palmerston seehs to have decided to harden
his heart against Russia and to deliver a formal protest without consulting
the other Powers; Grey was slow to approve Palmerston's change of
course, He .was uneasy about a forthright statement to Russia, particularly
as the Polish cause was now hopeless:

. « . after having suffered the Poles to be subdued

without any interference, we should not carry public

opinion with us if we were to get into a quarrel about

the intended modification of the constitution. Experience

~has shown that the constitution has not been much
respected, not is it probable that it would be more so,

~even if we could get it formally re-~acknowledged and
e°tab11shed .0

These opinions prove tliat the assertion that Grey was more sympathetic'

to the Poles than Palmerston®5 is based on Grey's impotent protestations

well after the damage had been done. Even after G1 ey received confirmation

from Lieven of Russia's implacable attitude, he would not commit himself

54

to being 'unenforcibly in the right' without Cabinet c-or;sultation. However,

the Cabinet, even.in the absence of Durbam and Grant, agreed that the

Provincial Assemblies proposed by the Tsar were no substitute for the

51

National Diet sanctioned by the Treaty of Vienna, The arrival of some

harrowing despatches from Chad at Berlin may have influenced the decision.”®

As a result, Palmerston sent Heytesbury instruciions to convey to the Russian

government an official protest at their violation of the Treaty of Vienna in
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abrdgating the éonstitut_io.ti of the Duchy of Warsaw.’? This laborioué
"decision did little to affect Russian policyland still less to alleviate the
sufferings of the Polzs.. If it was intended as a new depaﬁuré, its
impetus was exhausted by the ﬁecessity of obtaining Five Polwer agreement
over a ‘Belgian Treéty. Thus while the Government made gréat efforts to
induce the Tsar to ratify the Treaty of 15 Nc\;ember, no serious attempt
was made to follow up the protest about Poland. Pal;xlerston reaffirmed
the Bﬁtish position in March 183.2, 60 hut by then the matter was
diplomatically supine. During the crucial summer months of 1831, th;
Government had beeﬁ unwilling to consider Anglo-French mediation, let
alone irit_ervéntion,- and it was ‘ironic that the eventual protest was based
on the hated Treaty of Vienna rather than suppolrt for the 'cause of

" liberty. all over the world', Admi&edly it w;';ls difficult to conceive how
Britain could have intervened directly and effectively, but Czartoryski and
his colleagues were justified in feeling neglected.

- Czarto-r.yski himself arrived in London in December and succe.eded at
least in awakening the co.nscience of ministers. Grey cpnfided to
Brougham:

It is really heartbreaking_ té. see him [Czartofyski]

and now these d~ - d Russians are doing all they

can to throw the Belgian affair into confusion. It

is to be regretted that we had no power of sending:

a fleet into the Baltic last summer to settle the

matter of Poland.®?
However, Grey would not a;lter his official attitude. He seemed to
Czartoryski to b('a éxcessive’ly concerned that hé .should not speak out
of turn, 'as if he feared to say anything that might not be in accordance

with Palmerston's views'. 52 Czartoryski found Palmerston himself cold
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and' dogmatic in his quibi)ling about the exact meaning of the Vienna
terms in relation to Poland. In the Prince's account he appeared

embarrassed over his goverament's policy, retreating rather ingenuously into

declarations of non-intervention in the internal affairs of other states. 83

‘Brougham also.had some awkward shuffling to do: he explained to

Czartoryski that nc joint representation was made because:

Such a step would have been of doubtful efficacy . . .
The fate of Poland will aiways interest us, but
unfortunately the Polish cause is opposed to the
wishes of all the other powers. They all want
peace, while to take up the cause of Poland means
war, 64 -

Czartoryski shrewdly characterises British attitudes with his comment:

The ministry does not seem to feel strong or to
be conscious that it stands at the head of a great
nation capable of exercising a powerful influence
on the destinies of Europe. All this leaves a
free field to our enemies in the North,®°

If Cabinet sympathy was belatedly expressed, parliamentary support
for the Poles was equally mistimed, It was ouly when Russian intransigence

in other areas was apparent that the Polish cause became, in Mr. Taylor's

- expression, 'the symbol of Radical foreign policy'.66 The Radicals were

little troubled by the war during 1831 and The Times' call for British

~ .

intervention in July of that year had not bee.n taken pp.m

However, the
members of the reformed parliament were more prepared to spéak out
against Russia than their predecessors haci been., There were debates
in the Commons in April and June 1832 and in J.uly 1833. Although the

Tsar came in for bitter and colourful criticism, equivocal radical attitudes

towards intervention recalled the debates on foreign policy of the previous
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decgde. As Will;‘am v éommented, those who made the loudest outery
" about Poland would have refuse& to grant the 'supplie.s necessary to support
their cause'.é8 The debates of 1832 and 1833 were fiery but rarely
" .constructive. Thomas Attwood was among the fiew who were prepared to
go beyond mere abuse of Russia. He offered his four sons, and forty
million péunds of public money, in the cause of war to liberate Poland
(to falmerston's great émusement) but he waited until July i833.69 By
.that time his radical éolleagues were more concerned with assisting Polish
refugees through the Polish Societies which had formed in London and the
.lprovinces.qo | | o

For.the government, the matter was closed. One last attempt to move
the Russians, over Poland haq been made in the Summer of 1832 when Durham
was sent on-a mission to St. Petershurg. érey had suggested that Durharﬁ
be sent on a trip abroad to help him overcome his depression ;md nérvous'
instability, Durham was given'rio_ spécific brief to plead the Polish cause
but it was hoped that he would be able to mention at least the plight of

Polish refugees. 71

The Russian Government was initially alarmed at the
prospect of a 'Pole enrage' coming to St. Petersburg, arriving as he did
when news .came through. of the Commons debate in June during which the
Tsar had been roundly abused.”? Palmerston‘s'eloquent silence'-during the
debaf.é was and };as been much discussed’® in terms of his increasing

. suppo.rt for the Liberal Movement in Europe, but it is significant that he
éave the Poles no encouragement at this time, and subsequently defended
the Tsar against similar personal attacks. If the Russians had little to
fear from Palmerston, they were soon fto discover that Durham was even

less trouble during his stay. One of Durham's weaknesses was his

inordinate vanity and love of honours. Lord Tankerville had said of him
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'Gad sir, he c.aus on yoﬁ and thinks it gives him a righi; to quarter your
.‘ arms'.”® The Russiéns iqdulged ln'mlto the full and were able to biind
‘ ﬁim to tile ineffectiveness of hLis miission, He could not bring himself to
mention the Polish question to the Tsar himself, Brougham told Czartoryski
that Durham did not Wlhh thereby to jeopardise his chances of gaining the
3ibbon of St. Andrew."5 Durham mentioned the matter to Nesselrode, the
R‘ussian Foreign Min.istér, ét the very end of his mission and was fobbed
off with a promise that the Tsar would issue. a Ir-xerciful ukase to the Poles."® |
'_ Holl.and later commeﬁted that Durbam's judgment had been wafped by
'Russian cajolery':

[Whol if he can éay 'boo to.a goose"haé not the

presence of mind to say 'phoo to a bear' but allows

himself to be hugged by him,"”
Durham wag encourageci by the intrighes of Neéselrode and Princess Liever.l-
to think of himself as a possible su_cce‘ssor to Paln-lerston.78 Thus the
fruits-of his mission were wholly unconnected with the fate of the Poles.

The government had allowed 'Russia to crush the Polish revolt without

effective protest, Pélmerston gave a higher priority to the necessity of the
concerted approach towards the Belgian problem while his colleagueé, as
Brougham admitted fo Czartoryski, gave their concern for peace at all
costs an equal emphasis, They shared the general concern for the fate
of Polish refugees, "9 but their earlier failure to act in diplomatic
recognition of the sufferings of the Poles and the true intentions of
Russia was quickly shown up by events. The Ruséiané did not co-operate
in ratifying or helping implemest the 15 November Treaty; indeed they

were the strongest source of support for the Dutch in their intransigeﬁce.

As a result the Poles suffered even more than the Belgians. Palmerston
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was never ab_lé to livé. down his abplication'of'doﬁble standafds to the
aspirations of the Belgians and thé Poles after Russian ddplicity had .made
a_-nonsense'of the stategic justificati5:1 ‘for favour;ing the Belgians.80 The.
historic cause of Polish independence had been neglected, to the extent
even of resisting French .proposals for joint mediation before the final
collapse of the revolt in September 1831.'_ Obviously it would have been
" too much to expect th.e Royal -Nlavy to. be sent to the Baltic, given t'he.
péssive étate of pu};lic opinion, but Palmerston's meek attitude towards
| ﬁussia angered the-béck b.enches. After a fierce Commons.debate in
< July -1833 in which .he-had_ stood l.lp for.'the .Tsar against the radical
attacks, Palmerston confessed his misgivings to Biigh, Hey;c'esbury's
successor at St. -Petersburg:- | |
It is indeed impossible for any h'onelst man to spéak
of the conduct of Russia towards the Polish nation
without feeling that she has a large and fateful account
" to render providence . . . [but] I coul_d not hold in
Parliament different language-as to the violation of the -
treaties from that which I have held as Secretary of
State in my despatches . . .%! . : o
Tﬁe fact that the Treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi was signed three days before
Palmerston spcke on behalf of the Tsar in the Commons adds extra irony
“to his pdsition. The government's timidity in 1831 had placed it in an
uncomfortable position., As Grey admitted to Czartoryski, he and his
_ colleaﬂg.ues had "not been sufficiently conscious of the means at their
disposal'.82 They had been content to. base their pfotest on thé ‘.riolati.on
of the same .treaty that the Belgians and the French had successfully
defied in 1830, rather than embracing the cause of the Poles (who had

themsclves violated the Treaty of Vienna by dethroning the Tsar) for

its own sake. When the Poles rose again in 1861, Palmerston recalled
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the government's action of thirty years previously, reminding a (?ommons

. questioner that .Blji'tai,n'_'inter\.reneq .ohly in_propo_rtion-to ho“_r,.much she could

_ peacefully achieve.* It was a lame but fitting epitdph to the events of 1830

. 1831. The government had not even managed the Féxite moral condemnation
of Russia. that might have been expected in the absence of any thre;it of

intervention.

¥ k ok ok ok %k %k %k *k ¥

If the.gover'nment's failure to give support to Poland damaged its
réputation rather than its strategic interests, the rebuttal of the Sultan's
request for naval help against Mehemet Ali in 1832 constituted a serious
miscalculation. The danger to Britain's Mediterranean interests if Turkey
sh.ould be dismembered o'r become a Russian protectorat-e was ighored for
the sake of low Naval Estimates, anti-Turkish prejudice and shért-térm
peace, One of the main canequences was. the Treaty of Unkiar-Skeleési,
which took-'.Palmerston eight years to unscramble. He never forgot the

Cabinet's equivccations in 1832:

It is true that Russia alone prevented the occupation

of Constantinople by Ibrahim or at least some general

. break up in consequence of his advance: and I humbly
venture to think (and in that opinion I have been more
and more confirmed by everything that has passed
since) that no British Cabinet at any period of the
history of England ever made so great a mistake in
refusing to the Sultan the assistance and protection
which the Sultan then sent Mavrojeni and Namick Pasha
to solicit. Our refusal at that time has been the cause
of more danger to the balance of power and to the
interest of England than perhaps any one determination
ever before produccd.83

Palmerston himself was not entirely blameless. He was preoccupied

* Hansard, 3rd. Series, CLXIV, 233 (2 July 1861).
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.wit}i the forcible resoluti'(_)n .of the Belgian question and, in commoﬂ With
most of his contempofaries, he wés slow to appreciate the importance of
the maintenance of Turkish territorial integrity for the Eurcpean balance of
- power.  We have already noted the Foxite.éttiﬁude that 'the expulsion of

' the Turks from Europe, guocunque miodo would be a great good even if

t,84 Initially, 'Pal.m.erston had shared the Whig

Russia should gain from i
'anti—Turkish'qgtlook. He had condoned Wellington's non-intervention in

the final Russo-Turkish War over the- Greek boundaries in 1829.%° Aberdeen's
comment, that the 'hour long since predicted' \.vas imminent when Turkey

1,86 ig

would ‘crumble to pieces frqm its own inherent causes of decay
probably an accurate indication of the British atfitude at the time of tl_“e
Treaty of Adrianoplle. It was nc;t sufficiently appreciated tha.t the.harsh
terms of the Treatysq leﬂ: the Sui.t“an' unprotected against the deﬁands of
Mehemet Ali, who was already in possession of Egypt and. Crete. In 1832,
while Palmerston and Grey- were preoccupied with Belgiur;rl and the Reform
question, Mechemet sent Ibrahim Pésha int(; Syria8® to obtain redress for
‘his supp(;séd grievances against the Sultan.

-Acre fell to Ibrahim on 27 May 1832, but the news had little effect in
Britain, in spite of the exblicit threat tq'the Sultan's throne. Palmerston
rejected the idea of mediation between the Sultan and the Pasha. Grey
endorsed this decision upon which the Cabinet does not seem to have been
- consuited. He thc;ught Mehemet a gentleman worth cultivating should Turkey
collapse:

With respect to Pasha of Egypt, it appe.ars to me
uncoubtedly to be our interest to be on good terms
with him, and if he should succeed in extending his
power over the Sultan, there seems to be a good

deal of truth in the remark that the establishment of '
such a dominion may be of real advantage to our :



interests. The dissolution of the Turkish Empire

seems to be inevitable and though it may be '

right to do all we can to avert or allay the crisis

which this must occasion, it is necessary that we

should look fo the means which may exist of

producing such a state of things as may attend

us some security against the danger, which may

arise from it, to our Eastern Empire.89

Palmerston's approach to the problem was somewhat more far-sighted

than Grey's as he showed through his attitude to further Turkish requests
for help. Stratfnrd Canning had been in Turkey in connection with the
settlement of Greek boundaries, and was under pressure to give the Sultan
at least his moral support against the threats of Mehemet to prove British

good will, as his despatches to Palmerston show. ¢

Palmerston appreciated
the importance of the Sultan as an ally in view of the recent Greek
settlement. Furthermore if the Sultan was overthrown there waé the danger
that the French, already entrenched in‘:Algeria, might move into Egypt

and cut off British trade routes to the East. He surmised that the Sultan
was a more iraportant ally than Mehemet cnuld be, but suggested tn Grey
that Cabinet dispersal could be used as an excucse for the lack of a fully
aﬂ:iculated policy.91 It is surprising to find Palrnerston using an excuse of
this sort. His awakening to the possible dangers of Turkish dissolution

had not yet persuaded' him that resolute and immediate action -was

required. Grey certainly saw no need for urgency. .He replied from .
Howick in a non-committal tone, wishing to wait for.Stratford Canning's
opinion.gz. Their colleagues; in so far as they thought about foreign

. affairs during the recess, were more concerned about possible Anglo-French
coercion of the Dutch.

Stratford Canning returned to London on 17 September, an_d sent a

memorandum to Palmerstor a month later, urging the adoption of a resoluie
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- policy to keep -the Sultan. free from-Russian domination.’® In the meantime
Mavrojeni, the Turkish cha’rgé d'affaives at Vienna,was on 'his way to
Lon.don fo ask for nuval assistance for the Sultan bearing an inti'oductory
letter addressed to the 'drand Vizir Earl Grey'.94 Such an 2pproach was

not calculated to impress the Prime Minister as to the gravity of the

situation when. Anglo-French action in Holland was the main preoccupation.95

Palmerston seems to have been amus.ed by the Turks. Afier reperting to
Grey their request for a naval squadron to be despatched to Constantinople

in return for commercial benefits to Britain, he added:

Mavrojeni wishes to see you. He is a respectable
man, talks French and looks like a half-shaved old

clothes man.“_’6 _

It is not clear when the Cabinet discussed the issue of naval aid to Turkey,
but Palmerston wrote of the decision' to Mandeville, the British charge at

Constahtinqple*,' on 5 December:

(Mavrojeni) has most zealously and ably pleaded the
" cause of his master the Sultan and it is not his

fault that this letter is not delivered to you by an -
admiral of a fleet of 13 ships of war. But we have
a good deal on our minds just now - we have our
fleet blockading the Dutch and another keeping Dom

- Miguel in order and we are stinted to our peace .
establishment . . . if we had quite made up our minds
to comply with the Sultan's wishes we have not exactly
the disposable means to allow ourselves to do so - you
may say that we feel strongly the importance of
upholding the Turkish Empire such as it is, and
keeping it free from dismemberment. . 7

This letter is an ideal text for any discussion of the foreign policy of

the Grey ministry. The emphasis on tiie limitations of the naval budget

*There was no British ambassador at Constantinople’ during the crucial
period between August 1832 and May 1833.
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is typical, and in this instance serves in an additional capacity as a cleak

for the Cabinet's habitual indecision. How often was Palmerston forced to-
report to British and foreign ambassadors that 'we had not made up our
minds'! Naturally, in spite of the rejection of the Sultan's request, the
Cabinet concludes with an expression of policy that is Foxite in its belief .
‘in the power of moral declarations without any threat. One senses that
Palmerston had to work hard even to wring a moral declaration from his
colleagues. He mezintained later that he had tried to persuade ministers to
sanction intervention:

« « « But Althorp and Brougham and others,some

from ignorance of the bearing of foreign affairs,

some for one foolish reason, some for another,

would not agree. -Grey, who was with me on the

point, was weak and gave way, and so nothing was

done in a crisis of the utmost importance to all EurOpe.98
Although, as we shall see, Palmerston exaggerated the strength of his
own resolve at the time, he is almost certainly correct in identifying
Althorp and Brougham, the apostles of peace and retrenchment, as the
leaders of the opposition to intervention. Althorp, in one of his indiscreet
letters to his father, Earl Spencer, showed no alarm at the prospect of
Russian 'protection' of the Sultan:

. Some of my colleagues are a good deal alarmed

at this; I am not , , . it concerns Austria much

more than it does us and it very probably will

induce Austria to be a little more jealous of

Russia . . . which will be a very good thing.99

He would not have had to use such naive arguments in Cabinet - the
commitment to retrenchment was strong' enough to carry the day. As

Dr, Bartlett has pointed out, 100 when discussions of foreign policy turned .
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to cost, Pé.lme-rs_t‘(;n for_ﬁnce could not overwhelm his critics with
superior knowledge, It was difficull enough to fulfill the pledge to

_ réduce the ﬁaval Estimates for 1833 with squadrons in action off Hoiland
and Portugal; a furthér burden would have been intolerable., Grey later

explained the difficulties that could have beén expected in Parliament:

. . . it was not in our power already engaged in
the affairs of Belgium, and Portugal, to enter
‘into a third business of the same nature, We had
no force for such a [passage] . . . and I am quite
sure Parliament would not have granted us one, 0!

It was on these grounds that Palmerston subsequently made his awkward

explanation of British inactivity to the Commons:

. « » We were embarking on naval operatioas in

the North Sea and off the coast of Holland and were
“under the necessity of keeping up another naval
force off the coast of Portugal, it would have been
impossible to have sent to the Mediterranean such
a squadron as would have suited the purposes of the
Porte and at the same time have compounded with
the naval dignity of this cou_n’cry.m2

Graham, who was more involved than anyone in the struggle to bring
down the Estimates, showed a commendable grasp of the importance of
the problem, He qlearly regrei&t_ed having to turn down Mavrojeni's
request: something more than the principle of fetrenchment was involved,

as he appreciated:

The Turkish affair is a real evil, . . . very
embarrassing to us. It will be hard to persuade
the People of England that they have any direct

or deep interest in the fate of the Ottoman Empire
yet its sudden overthrow . . . will be a severe
shock to our power in the East, and timid
acquiescence will only aggravate the ultimate
danger. No supplies however irom a 7veformed
House will ever be granted for a crusade and
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" our place among nations must depend on the

magnanimity of Joseph Hume. Gibbon I think

says ''the nose of an Arab might have changed

the destiny of the world"; ia revenge [sicl the

vote of a tailor may now cause the fall of the

throne of Mahomet,*?3
By his s_trategic insight (as well as by his literary iuisattribution) Graham
shows himself anything but Foxite., The Foxites in the Cabinet could not
bring themselves to bolster up Turkey, even if British interests would
benefit thereby. Grey, to his credit, seems to have realised that something
ought to be doné, but he would not overrule his colleagues. Among them
Holland was the most prominent of those who objected to intervention on
_ideological as well as financial grounds. He denied that the maintenance
of the Gttoman Empire was necessarily in Britain's interest. His views
ate clearly reflected in his marginal comments* on Straiford Canning's

2,104 stratford Canning argued

memorandum on Turkey of 19 December 183
in favour of the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire rather than allowing it
to be partitioned between thé Sultan and Mehemet and left a prey for the
first invader. He believed that the Sultan could easily re-establish his
aﬁthority in Egvpt and Syria with British naval assistance and that the
danger of Russia swallowing Turkey would be sufficient to justify British
intervention. He rejected mediation between thé protagonists, arguing that'
economic sanctions against Egypt and Syria, together with British

’ prepa.redness to support Turkey with force if necessary, would be required
to meet the Sultan's needs. He thought all this would be bei;ter coming
from Britain than from the French whon.1. the Sultan disirusted, although

he appreci?.ted that a joint intervention would be preferable from the

British point of view.

*These notes were long attributed to Palmerston. For a full discussion
of their authorship, see Appendix II. '
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On his own admission, Holland's criticisms did not constitute an -

alternative policy. 105

He illustrated the Whig i_nability to come to terms with
the true situation in the Near East, a failing which Cabinet decisions on the
_ mattér reflect. His conviction that. the Ottoman Empire cc-)uld not be reformed
- or supported conditioned his comments. Thus he regarded the unwi_eldy extent
of _th.e Empire as the great check to its ilﬁprovement and the great cause of
its weakne;s. He doubted whether a British squadron could achieve the task
Canning set it, and in any case made no distinction between the basis of the
power of the.' Suitan and':Pasha respectively - both were 'usurpers of minor
authori_ties'.. He disapproved of .the idea of economic sanctions against Egypt
a-nd Syria as beir-1g injurious to British trading interests in the area. He was
'-clearly alarmed at the prospect of unilateral British intervention - if any
country was j'ustifi-ed in intervening‘ alone i.t was surely France, through her
geographical position and her acfual connections with Turkey.

The views of both men were outdistanced by events. Two days after

Canning (by- then en route to Madrid) 106

presented his memdranaum .and long
before Holland commented upon it, Ibrahim routed the 'I;urks at Konya..

With Constantinople now directly threatened, the Sultan was obliged to turn
to Russia for assistance. The request was answered with suspicious prompiness

and the Sultan held back, suspecting a trap. 107

Meanwhile, Namick Pasha,
his personal representative, had arrived in London to renew the appeul
for British assistance. Namick had come arrﬁed with a-dvice from
Metternich, who was anxious that. Britain rather than Austria should have

the task of confronting Mehemet. 108

The Cabinet, as yet ignorant of the
events at Konya, again refused the request. Both Palmerston and the King

were upset by the decision. William believed that Britain had to respond to

the call immediately; if there wds delay the decision would only have to
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be taken later 'under much more disadvantageous circumstances', 197

Palmerston does not seem to have been quite so concerned: 'his own
conviction was not sufficiently strong’ in Webster's careful words, 119
but he had wished for a firm statement of policy at the very least. In
August 1833 he explained Lis position in a private letter to Ponsonby at
St. Pefersburg: .

My own opinion at the time was that without any

naval means immediately disposable, we ought to

have held strong language to Mehemet and to have bid

him stop ancd I am sure he would have done so

. « » others thought differently and a postponed

decision meant virtually a negative.111
‘This description rings truer than some of'Palmerstén‘s later accounts of
this episode. He was not immediately aware of the consequences of
refusing naval support. However, he was prepared to resort to a Foxite
moral condemnation of Mehemet Ali in the absence of anything else, :!2
and cven this failed. The Cabinet's Jack of interest in the whole affair is
.displayed by the delay in the dispatch of an official answer to the Tui‘kish

fequest. It was not sent until 7 March!?2® and by the time it arrived Turkey
.had already signed the Con\rénti;)ﬁ of Kutaya with Ibrahim. |
British policy towards Turkey took a long time to recover from the
misjudgement and diffidence that had been displayed ov.er the naval
intervention issue - indeeé it needed rumours of a I‘{usso-Turkish treaty
to producé Palmerston's definitive statement on_.the necessity of maintaining
the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, for the; sake of '.tranquillity and the liberty
and the balance of power of the rest of Europe’. 114 Un.til then Cabinet

attitudes ensured that British policy follewed events rather than anticipating

them. News 6f the battle at ‘Konya was not sufficient to persuade Holland
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for examplle -1:o‘ldepart from a policy of -non—inte_rv-e_r_ltion. All he coula :
: advoéate was the closest possible cooperaticn with France and a self-
'.denyir_xg ordinancé o.n the part of the Powers. Beycrd this he could n.ot.
'see his way one inch' although he appreciated the gravity of tﬂe plloblem.115
Grey '&as not much 'Iﬁore decisive though he was worried about the possible
- subjugg.tion of Turkey by Russia. He hoped for Anglo~French cooperation
but doubted that a convention would please Parliament:

. Would either Parliament or the people éupport us

in a war which would be generally felt to arise

for the sake of a remote and problematical interest? 116
For Hollj;a_.'nd and_lthe majority of his colleagues there_\vas only one answer
to Grey's question, |

Palmerston, who seemed unsure as to how ].3Iritish interests could best

be prot;acte_d, attempted to launch a _j'oint initiative to forestall the do.minati'on
of Turkey_by Russian arms, In view pf fhe .continuing attempts by the
Erench to interpose .themseives bet\.veen the Sultan and the Russians, 117
and Metternich's disinclination to break vﬁth Russ.ia., 118 the attempt was
do.omed to‘failure. The French were talking in terms of joint mediation,
but only as a means to secure the dismemberment of Tu;rkey and the
- possible establishment of Mehemet as Sultan.”‘9 Britainl nursed a
traditional suspicipn of French aesigns in Egypt which the recent occupaﬁon
of Aléiers reinforced, Furthermore, Mehemet had a Napolecnic dash about

h.120  For such reasons Palmerston was

him which appealed to the Frenc
beginning to consider the maintenance of Turkish territorial integrity a

necessary principle. He expressed his feelings to Granville in a private

letter at the end of January:
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. . . it is impossible for Mehemet to become

Caliph or Sultan and therefore he cannot succeed

to the unbroken empire and can only dismember 1t

. . « And surely, the injury which would thus be

done to the great interest of Europe, by placing

the ruler of Turkey directly in the hands of

Russia would far more than counterbalance the

advantage we should derive. from the establishment

of Ecoles pirimaives and schools of anatomical

dissection in Syria and Mesopotamla 121
It should be noted that Palmerston was still undecided as tc whether the
Royal Navy should intervene. Throughout the spring of 1833 he was
involved in a fruitless wrangle with Metternich over the content and
location of a European conference on the subject.]22 Meanwhile at
Constanticople Britain was represented. only by Mandeville, the charge
d'affaives, who played no significant part in events there. The French
attempt through Admiral Roussin to mediate between the Sultan and the
Pasha ahead of Russia had failed. Thus the Western Powsrs could only
watch as the Russians camped outside Constantinople at the end of March
to protect the Sultan from the renewed attack that Ibrahim had threatened
after his rejection of the French terms, 123

At the beginning of April Palmerston, not yet aware of Roussin's

failure, came to the conclusion that a British naval presence in the
Eastern Mediterranean would help to encourage Mehemet to treat with
the Sultan., He was not necessarily concerned with the maintenance ‘of the
Ottoman Empire. As Professor Temperley has pointed out, it was not
a question of abstract principles but of whether ‘Britain would fight to
maintain Turkey or not. Temperley concludes that at this stage Palmerston
would only have fought had the British road to India been blocked.'?* 1In

the present instance, Admiral Hothﬁm was ordered to take his small

detachment from Greece to Alexandria to sirengthen the British consular
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representations- to Mehemet in favour of negotiation with the Porte,!2°

'Perha.ps becéuse of Palmerston's indisposition during thé first week in
April, the Cabinet was not ccnsulted on the matter. Althorp vas furious,
- perhaps suspeéting covert British intervention and inflation of the Naval
- Estimates. IGrey ﬁpologised profusely:

It was :;m improper omissioh . « « the case was

one on which the opinion of the Cabinet should

have been taken. The truth is that I attached too
little importance to it and thought it too clear.

He emphasised that an early settlemeﬁt between Mehemet and the Sultan
was the oniy means of preventing a. colli.sion betweén France and Ru_ssia.
It was. also important, in his view, to make the {wo Powers realise that
their" naval stfength in the Mediterranef;m had not passed unnoticed.'2® 1t
is fascinating to speculate on possiblg cabinet attitudes towards qaval action
at this point. Only Graham emerges as having definite opinions oﬁ the
necessity of. confronting Russia:
_ Having settled.Belgium, we shall I hope, arrange
Portugal and then we shall be in a strong position
" to talk strongly to Russia, 12’
Talleyrand compl.ained that the Cabinet showed little inte_rest in the matter, 128
although ministers supported his idea of a self-denying ordinance with
respect to Turkey on the part of the Four Powers ir'lvolv‘ed.129
Apar.t from the fact that the worsening of Anglo-French relations with
the Eastern Powers made a concert approach very unlikely, 180 the
Conveutio.n of Kutaya made such prOposais redun;iant. Palmerston was
perz_nitted e.arlly in May to secnd . a squadron commanded by Admiral

Malcolm to cruise off the Dardanelles, most probabljr to encourage Russia
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to withdraw as.-the negoti'atiolns between the Porte and the Pasha-were
reaching a conclusion.“ ’I‘-he Cabinet's acguiescence in this step is
perhaps best explained in terms of the new availability of ships for
strategfc purposes, with the lifting of the Dut.c,ﬂ blockade, rather than as

! The squadron was

heralding a turn towards an interven:'cionist policy.13
strictly under orders from London and was not to enter the Dardanelles
except under very excepi:ional and unlikely circumstances. In.a_l letter to
Grey, Palmersqn .adnr.litted that in tk_le existing situation i_t was unlikely
that Tbrahim would renew' his rebellion.or the-Sultan invoke Britis-;h aid.
In all cases Malcolm 'was better out of the wa.y.'.132 Ol;xe suspects that
Pélﬁlerston gained Cabinet a[;proval by stressing the ur_11ike1ihood' of
British action in the Dardanelles. He could justify the despatch of the
squadroq in terms of the possible diplomatic effect in encouraging the
Russians to withdraw from Constantinople as Ibrahim's bluff had been
,. called. He knew perfectly well that the Dardaneiles could not be forced
by ships aloqe. The dec_i.sio;l was far from a commitment to intervene to
preserve the -terriforial integrity of Turkey.

The-Tl'réaty of Unki-ar—'Skelessi, Russia's prize for her intercession
on the Sultan's behalf, did mgch to convince Palmerston that a more
resolute response was required. Ironic-ally, Malcolm's squadron may have
helped to convince the Sultan of the necessity of an agreement witﬁ Russia,
for he misconstrued Britain's motives in' sending out a naval detachment, %3
- The proper conétruction of the Treaty, particularly its secret clause
concerning the passage through the Straits, was long a matter of contention.
1t now seeras g_c—:nerally agreed that the Russians did not gain any new

concessions .in this area. The ancient rule excluding foreign warships

from the Straits was reaffirmed. Such a ruling benefitted Russia; in that
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her.Black Sea coast would be free from attack in th-e fvent of a war with
Britain and F,ranée, but it did not amount to the Turkish surrender of
sovereignty in the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles which was widely
assumed in Britain. Palmerston had a shrewd idea of what the Treats;
co_nfained and what it did not, and he was inclined to give Russia and
Turkey the benefit of the doubt over the Straits question. How_ever, ke
was incensed at the Treaty, nét so much be.ca'us.e of the equivocal secret
clause, but because of

the n;lutual agreement between the-two'powers to

consult each other confidentially upon all their

respective interests and by which the Russian

Ambassador becomeé_ chief Minister of the Sulltan.l:34
In public Palmerston maintained his defence of the Tsar against personal
attacks and asserted his belief in Russian good faith over Turl\:ey.135
Nevertheless, his conviction that Turi{ey must remain independent was
_hardening. Three dayé after tile Treaty of Unkiar—Skellessi had been signed

he told the Commons that_:

It is of the utmost importance for the interest of
England and for the maintenance of the peace of
Europe, that the territories and provinces forming
the Ottoman Empire should be an independent -
state . . .. undoubtedly the Government would feel
it to be their duty to resist to the utmost any
attempt on the part of Russia to partition the

" Turkish Empire and, if it had been necessary,
we should equally have felt it our duty to interfere
and prevent the Pasha of Egypt from dismembering
any portion of the dominions of-the Sultan, 136

Commentators have seized upon this speech as marking a new departure in
British policy towards the Near East: in reality the Government's conversion

to the Turkish cause was gradual and only partial during the last year of
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the Grey minisfry. Six months \\;ere' to pass before the Cabinet ggreed

to the issue of the 'discretionary orderé' to the force off the Dardanelles,

, \;vhich were the pr_actical coﬁntefpart to Palmerston's newly stated principle.
At first Palmefston protested about the Treaty through the normal diplomatic
channels., He. resist'ed the appeals of Ponsonby, at last instalied as An‘x"ba.ss-ador :
to the borte, to allow Malcolm!'s sq-uadron to proceed to Constantinoﬁle to forestall
any future Russian attack. He explained that such. a decis.ion would. require

Cabinet sanction and that ministers were scattering for the summer recess, 137

- Ponsonby had to wait until December for a formal reply to his request. 138
Palmerston could not éxpect a prompt or informed-Cabin'et. opinion
on intervention in Turkey, pa.lrticularly.as he himself was still feeling his
way. During the summer the main preoccupation was witI; the struggle
ox.rer Irish Church Legislation which é;nphasised the government's weakness
in the Lords. Its popularity in the Commons had not Been increased by
in’cerna‘_l.divisions over Ireland and the Slave Trade andlthe indi_fferen;:
.parliament;ry performances of Cab_inet Imembers.139 Those who were
inclined to ‘support British intervention abroad such as Graham, Holland
and Russell were, as we shall see, more interested in thé Portugese
qﬁesti_on at this time, not least because there was a strong ideol_ogical
element involved. The same could not be said of Turkey, where
Palmerston's frequent entreaties to the Sultan that he should reform his
administration were not well received.4? The. members of the Cabinet,
in their usual equivocal mood, hesita_ted' as they had done over the |
coercion of Holland the previous year. .There was a world of difference
between sending a fleet to cruise off the Dardanelles subje(_:t to orders from

London and allowing the Ambassador at the Porte to order the ships into

the Straits when he deemed it necessary. Russell appreciated that the
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Turkish situation was critical, but he was none the more determined for
that:

When the Sultan goes in to Constantinople and - - Ce

virtually assumesthe protectorate of Turkey I

think we ought to make up our minds how we

are to act in such a state of things . . . I am

quite undecided. 141
Writing from Howick, Grey was inclinad t_o' let Ponsonby have the extra .
ships and the discretionary powers he wanted but was aware of the
difficulties of deciding under what circumstances the fleet should proceed
up the Dardanelles. He was worried at the possibility of war .(one suspects
.he was in a 'resigning fit' at this time) and was cven prepared to consider

using Mehemet Ali against the Russians, 142

Surprisingly, Stanley made
a contribution tc the debate in so far as he agreed with Palinerston that
‘Malcolm's forces should be stréngthed, and that the Russians should not
be allowed to suppress a renewed revolt against the Sultan on their own,'43
Holland was not apparently.wqrried or interested:

I am never very anxious about Turkey, but if we

have taken a step that implies others I agree with

Palinerston that Russia is not in a temper to make

it prudent for us to shrink in the least degree from

the consequences of our actions, 144

The matter would not be discussed until the beginning of the séssion

in November. The events of the autumn had helped to disfract attention
from the issue. Grey and Palmerston had quarrelled over the question.as

'to whether a formal protest should be sent to St. Petersburg.145

Grey
was pained when Palmerston thought that his reluctance to agree to the

protest was due to Princess Lieven's influence.*® In truth Grey wished

to avoid a further aggravation of Anglo~-Russian relations following the Tsar's
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rejection of Palmerston's nomination of Stratford Canning as Ambassador

to St. Petersburg. 147

The Treaty of Miinchengratz deflected some of
Palmers,ton"s ire towards Metternich, fo.r-he be'l-ieved that it contained

a secret agreement to dismember -Turkey.148 However, the Cabinet
appears to have dfscussed Ponsonby's request at the end of November and
turned it down, principally because there was now nd useful purpose that
the Royal Navy could serve alone. After Mﬁnchengr’a’.tz- the Austrains
~could not be expecfced to afford any support; Palmerston stressed tc;
Por;sonby that the Sultan's best defén;:e against Mehemet was n.ot' Russiaﬁ-

149

arms but internal reform, The despatch hints at the reluctance of the

Cabiret to take decisive steps as well as revealing Palmerston's own
- hesitation as to the best counter to further Russian a,«g‘gression.150
The Cabinet did not see its way clear to place the Dardanelles force

under the orders of Ponsonby until January 1834. It is not clear why the
decision was taken then rather than in December, 151 although the
availability of ships may have been a factor. Grlaham wrote in December
1833:

We are quietly preparing more ships of the line

and it will depend on the explanations of Russia

with regard to her armaments both in the Black

Sea and the Baltic whether in the spring we

shall be able to maintain the general peace. 152
Presumably the significance of Unkiar-Skelessi and Munchengratz had sunk
in and ministers had appreciated by January 1834 the need to back up its
- diplomatic attempts to coax the Sultan away from Russia and to show
Russia that she would not be allowed to impose her will on the Sultan

53

by force.! On 10 March Ponsonby was authorised to summon the fleet
y

into the Dardanelles to counter any Russian move, if the Porte asked for
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assistance. So the 'discretionary orders’ were very limited in extent,
élthough they have been considered by some to have been instrumental in
.re_stréin_ing Russia and regaining some of the ground lost by Britain m
| 1833,1%4

The Grey Ministfy left the problem of intervention in Turkey Hanging
in mid-air. Palmerston later admitted that the Eastern question,alone
among the affairs with which he had to deal during Grey's ministry, was
"in an 'unsatisfactbry state'. He blamed the Cabinef for withholding their

moral support for the Sultan in the autumn of 1832,15°

He was probably
wrong in thinking moral support sufficiént at that stage when he himself

was reluctant to countengnce intervention. ‘As in the case of the Polish
.revolution, he and the rest of the Cabinet were preoccupied at the crucial
time. There was another factor as well: the Whigs did not find it easy tc
caange their tune over Turkey, particularly if a commitmen:t to intervention
and war migklxt be involved. Those who had beer_: prepared to counter'l‘ance.the.
French occ;ﬁ.pation of Beigium would hardly jib at R-u_ssia's occupation of
Constantinople. W¢ have al.t"eady noted Grey's desc.ription of Turkey as

'a remote and problematical interest' for Parliament and the country.
Ministers \-vere-later to regret their inaction and their prejudices. Broughaﬁ
admitted in 1838 that his eariier belief that th_e'exc.}usion of Turkey from
Europe would be a great benefit was a 'refinement too absurd to require
serious refutation'.}®® He ought to have added in his own defence that this
'_refinement' was shared by the majority of_his countrymen until the daﬁgers
of Russian aggrandisement and Turkish weakness were fully appreciated.

In retrospect it is the neglect of the Poles that is ‘more surprising in view

of traditional Whig attitudes.
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CHAPTER FIVE

NON-INTERVENTION IN PORTUGAL AND THE CABINET CRISIS

The c;ivil war in Portugal illustrates. perfectly the dilemma over
intervenfion-and 'nlon—-intervention v_vhich.'ekercised thé Grey administration.
The legitimist cause on the Peninsula was a rallying boint for Whigs and
Canningites alike, and after November .1830 British policy t'owards the -
-abs.oi-utist régime 6f Dom Migﬁel could have been expected_'tlb reflect the
fact...' So it proved; for three years the government maintained a n-eutral
and non-interventionist attitu(ie but acquiesced in the e;\;ertions of private
_citizen:_s in the rebel cause. This stance was in the Whig tra:dition of scant
regafd for the letter and spirit of the Foreign Enlistment Act and -a
cavalier interpretation of the principle qf neutrality, short of formai
.Briti.sh intervention. When, ‘at the end of 1833, circumstances seemed
to demand such intervention, the eqﬁilibrium-of opinion w'as.'upset, precipitating
the only major cabinet division over foreign affairs during Grey's premiershi .
We have seen how previous disagreements about ,th-e wisdom of assertive
| _. diplomacy were résolved by refinements of official language, the skiliul
deployment .of naval resources or even by the avoidance of the issue. On
this occasion however, there was a direct conflict of opinion between those -
' .who supported intervention, wh_ether for strategic or ideolqgical reasons,
and those favouring peace and non-intervention. For Grey, it was &n issue
of principle and therefore a resigning matter, After a minority in the
Cabinet had rejected intervention, it was only with the greatest .reluctance that
he consented to remain at the head of the gov'ernment.

It will be remembered that Palmerston's criticism of government
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" policy towardé 'Portugai had been instrumental ‘in bringing hiﬁ into -
prominence as a.pQSSibl.e 'F01.'eign:Secretary in a reformed adrﬁiniétration. )
- He déplored the manner in which ‘.-Vell_ing‘ton and Aberdeen had apparently
squandered Canning-'s in;itiat'ive of 1826 by recalling the Bx;'i.tisli force-from
Lisbon and accor&ing Dom Miguel tacit recognition. Now in Office, he had
'the-opportunit'y of aséisting the cause of bonna Mariz and her Regent,. bom
Pedro, - by combining an offi'cial policy of neutrality with the 'intermeddling'
he regarded as jusi'fiable in certain Icircumstances. He had told the Commons
in 1829 that
. « . if by interference is meant inte-rm.eddli_ng. and
intermeddling in every way short of actual military
force, I must affirm that there is nothing in such
interference that the Law of Nations may not in .
certain cases permit.! ' -
Palmerston was as good as his word. Indeed, it was his 'non-intervention'
in the affairs of Portugal that occasioned Talleyrand's cynical comment
‘quoted at the beginning of this study. He went further than sdme of hi-s'
colleagues would have wished in support of the legitimist cause, but, at
least until the matter- came to a head in January 1834, the differences in
interpretation and emphasis rarely excited the attention of the full Cabinet.
Only Lord Holland showed both a coanstant interest in P-ortuguese affairs
and a desife to help Dorﬁ Pedro in every possible way. -ﬁe had long
standiﬁg political and financial connections with .Portugal and his sympathy -
with the legitimist cause, together with his wish to see the inte;rest of
British subjects there protected, were s.ufficient to outweigh his natural
leaning towards peace and noa-intervention. Throughout the period he
' bombafded Palmerston, Grey and their less sympathetié colleagues with

memoranda urging stronger measures to ensure the success of Dom Pedro's
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“In 1831, the imxﬁediate prospects were not e'ncouraging. Peciro,
c.iisplaced as Emperor of Brazil, ‘had brought Donna Maria to Europe
with a view to laun(;hing an attack against Dom Miguei from the lggitimist
- stronghold of the Island of Terceira.. Despite his barbarbarous metth,
Dom Miguel seemed \;/ell established in Portugal, while Dom Pedro had
to live down his reputation as an .incompete_nt Emperor of Brazil and
‘as the architect of the ill-fated Constitution which he had intrbduced_ prior
to his abdication from the Portuguese throne iq 182.6. In Britain, only
Holland believed that Pedro's reputation was ill-deserved. P_almerston,
an enemy of Miguel rather than a champion of Pedro, was under no
ill-usions as to his failings and .concerned himself initially with the protectiou
of British subjects against Miguellite outrages. It was also necéssary .fo
‘restrain the French from 'taking drastic action to safeguar.d their 'i'nterests,
‘both in Portugal and in Spain, where an aftempt to encourage the opponents
of the 7égime of Ferdinand VII might provoke a reaction ,fro‘m the Eastern
Powers, Thus Palmerston wé.s in a defensive mood whén St. Amaro, the
Brazilian Minister in London, approached him éariy in 1.831 about the
possibility of British support for an expedition from Terceira, With the
Belgian negotiations in the forefront of his mind, he contented himself on
this occasion with a declaration -to the effect that Britain's treaty obligations
to Poﬂ:ugal did not involvé support for the illegal »égime against its internal
enemies. It was hardly necessary for Grey to have.to remind Palmerston
that aﬁy further statement of policy would require Cabinet approval. Grey
himself was anxious that the government should do nothing to compromise

its neutrality over Portugal, but made it clear where his personal sympathies

lay.2 Palmnerston had suggested to him that a naval detachment should be
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stat.:ioned off tﬁe_Tagus- t;) protect British subjects, but Grey was
.disinclined to issue -ais'cretionary' orders to 'seamen who are apt .to be
a liitle too prompi' and would have preferred to channel complaint-s through-
-the Consul General at Lisbon.® - Palmerston purported to agree,4 but within
a week Grey deferred to his arguments in Ifa.VOU.I‘ of a-display of force. off
the coast, Early in April, 'a few sea éaptains paid Dom Miguel a visit',®
The evidence that survi\.res sugges®s that this 'was a Cabinet decision;
presumably Palmerston pointed out -that the expedition would not éontravene
Portuéuese sovereignty.6 The British preéence had the desired effect in
settling outstanding grievances but Palmerston was warming to the rebel
cause and reg'rettled that the Navy was limited to a deterrent role,” Grey
wag concerned that it should stay as such. He told Palmerston that
although Dom Miguél was indeed 'a wild beast', his behaviour did not
justify British intervention.®

The possibility of French intervention‘ in Portugal héd worried successive
governments as it would challenge Britain'-s -traditional .preponderance %here
as well as being a threat to European peace. Thus when in June Palmerston's
hatre_d for Miéuel led him to encourage the French to seek redress in the

British manner, Grey was alarmed and the Opposition were furious.®

The
Duke of Wellington regardéd the protectioﬂ of Portugal and British interests
there almost as his personal responsibility after the' liberation of the
Peninsula f.rom Frencl.l domination. His indignation at the possibility of
renewed French aggrandisement was reinforced by the commercial lobby,
who wished for the maintenance of the slafus quo in Portugal, and ju'stified

their siand by reference to Britain's long-standing commitments to deiend -

Portugal against foreign attack. 10 Fortunately for Palmerston and for the

government, the French showed exemplary restraint in obtaining redress
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and the governin_ent was not compromised by its refusal to respond to

11 In

Miguel's calls for assistance on thé basis of treaty obligations.
trut.h, Britain's treaiies with Portugal, dating back to the days of Joim
of Gaunt, had long been regarded as constituting a pretext rather than an '
obligation to intervene, Canning had considered Britain bound to defend
Portugal -sollely in the event of her being attacked by a foreign power. He

would not protect her from internal enemies. 1%’

The government's -refusal
to protect Miguel against the French reflects Canning's view. Howéver,
-even dedicated opponenfs of the Port:uguese 'régz'me did not wish to see it
topple at- Frer_lch.hands.. Holland had thought the French justified ‘in
obtaining- satisfaction from Dom Miguel by-t'hreats, but he was anxioﬁs
that the Terceira Regency should triumph through the good offices of
Britain rather than France.l®

Meanwhile, Dom Pedrc and Donna Maria had arrived in Englénd, hoping
to attract support for the intended expédition. Talleyrand had already
sounded Palm_erstbn about the possibility of joint Anglo-French action, but
Palmerston parried the request by stating that Britain's treaty obligati;)ns
necessitated independent action, 14 In'-th_is respect at least, the Portuguese
treaties were a convenient excuse for waiting on events. Sebastiani
raised the matter again on 15 July but his enquiry coul& not have been
more badly timed in view of Louis Philippe's speech to the Chambers on
oﬁ 23 July.ls'The French King had confirmed Tory suspicions of French
ambitions in Portugal by boasting that 'the tricoleur was fluttering unde.r
the walls of Lisbon',® Although the French retired from Portuguese
watérs soon afterwards. it was unthinkable to encourage Sebhastiani at: this

stage. Palmerston was thinking in terms of independent and covert support

for Dom Pedro's expedition. He wrote privately to Granville that although.
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warships could not be supplied directly, Britain might sell them to Pedro -
at a pominal price. He went on:

Really, when one reads what is going on in

Portugal, one feels tempted to throw the principle

of non-interference overhoard and to send Pedro

straight to Queluz. But nevertheless the thing

ought to be done in a decent manner, but done it

should. be, 17 -
. Holland was equally impatient with the policy of neutrality: indeed he
criticised both Graham and Palmerston for avoiding the issue by blaming
the King for the neglect of Dom Pedro,1® Cértainly the King did not warm
to the legitimist cause - he received the-Queen and her father with the

greatest reluctance!

9 - but the gove-rnment's equivocal sta_nce cannot be
blamed on the King and still less on the attifude of Palmerston o¥' Graham,
interveners both; Th(; fault lay with their colleagues. The Cabinet's

patural aversion to the use of Iforée \.vas strengthened .by doubts -ébout '

Dom Pedro's competence to lead a national movement. Furthermore,
P._ortuguese affairs were overshé,dowed in tﬁe summer of 1831-i)y events in

' Belgium; 'i‘he possibility of as_sisting the Terceira Regency formally was

not discussed by the Cabinet until late September,- when the extent of the
opposiﬁon to dramatic gestures was revealed. Holland. had already .expreséed
- the opinion that Britain would be acquiescing'.in French- or Spanish
domination of fortugal by adhering to a policy of nor'l-ini:ervention.20 Such
sentiments had a cool reception in Cabinet, Goderich and Richmond questioned
both the justice and the exp'ediency of an expédition against Dom Miguel

and pr-otested at the hospitality afforded to the P.ortugﬁese royal couple.

Palmerston joined Holland in emphasising t_he dangers of leaving the

contest for other pbwers to decide. According to Holland, 'Grey, Stanley,
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Lord John Russell and even Althorp' inclined towards his view, but
obviously they.did not incline far enoug‘n.21 Thus for the time being
the government remmcined committed to a policy of neutrality in which
Palmerston and Holland had to acquiesce. Despite the impression, Holland
gives in his 'Jour_nal, Grey for one had grave misgivings about any departure
from such a pblicy, as he confessed to. Palmerstoﬁ a week later:

I find it very difficult to make up my mind to take

a decided measure to overthrow a governmeni

established de facto and which is submitted to by

the people. It is a most embarrassing question

and one on which it would not be prudent to take

any decided step till we see whether we are to

retain the power of conducting to a conclusion the

measures which we may think it right to adopt.22
Grey was intermittently aware of the necessity for the Gevernment to
formulate a more definite 'policy towards Portugal in view of the imminence
.of Dom Pedro's expedition from Terceira and the intensifying strﬁggle
for the succession in Spain between the Apostolicals and the leg'itimis’cs.23
He was prompted by a local diffculty in Lisbon in October concerning the
use of British ships in the Pedroite cause to write both to Palmerston and
Holland for their recommendations with regard to possible Brifish intervention
in the approaching contest. He told Palmerston that he remained uncouvinced
as to the propriety of opposing an established 7égiine, but he could not
countenance direct action in its defence. Ke was unsure of the proper
course -of action:

I wish I could sec a clear course out of these

difficulties. Supposing there was none, except

jolaing with France to estaklish Donna Maria,

in what way would you set akbout it: or what

ground would you take for interfering? The

statement of a project for this purpose would
greatly assist our deliberations,2*
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Palmerst.on responded _promptly with the opir;,ion .that the Portuguese
question 'could not be set straight without some sort of intérference'.
He had no ciear answer for Grey however; he merely stated that a
definite policsr would have to be agreed upon by the spring, when P-cdro
was expected to mount his attack and British policy would come under

26 in more

Parliamentary scrutiny.25 Holland replied to Grey's reques
trenchant terms, He recommended full copsultation with the French prior
to the recognition of Donna Maria. and the conclusion of a triple alliance.
_ He-justified such action in terms of the crimes of. Dom Miguel and his
failure to_ respond to repeated British calls for an amnesty for political
.prisoners. Holland also recommended that the Govex:'nment should make
diplomatic rgapreséntations on Pedro's behalf bdth to the London Coﬂference
and the various -courts of Europe.27

Palmerston and Holland were both restrﬁined in their advice, presumably
with the full Cabinet in mind. Privately, Palmerston wished to g6 beyond
diplomatic_representations, as he confessed to Esterhazy, the Austrie.m

n
[+

plenipoteﬁtiary, 28 and I-l_ollana was certainly with him, However, some of
their colleagues were, as we have seen, reluciant even to endorse a policy
of amicable neutrality towards the Terceira Regency, aﬁa Melbourne re-
emphasised his fears of the effects of British ihterv;antion at this time.2°
Lanédowne was also uneasy, as one of his rare letters to Palmerston
sho&s. He excused himself from a Cabinet meeting on Portugal- early

in December, admitting that he had no clear opinion on the subject. He
hoped that a peaceful solution could be found by appealing to the Powers to
recognise Donna Maria in lthe interests of stability as well as legitimacy.

As to intervention, Lansdowne was concernad lest Britain should be

involved in a protracted struggle:
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To raise the standard of civil war by foreign

interference in Portugal without reasonable certainty

cf an immediate as well as a successful result

would be . . . impolitic and unjust.30
The Cabinet which met in Lansdowne's absence was reluctant to include
any reference to Pbrtugal in the forthcoming King's Speech. Holland
insisted. that a reference was made, albeit of a neutral cha'racter= to the

- imminent struggle. He lamernted the attitude of his colleagues. Grey he

found lacking the energy required to formulate a definite policy, while

Palmerston was 'eithe_r cons'titutiona_lly or s_ystem.atically cold and dilatory'.a'1

This was unfair: Palmerston was in fact attempting to obtain international
agreement to a plan to induc;e Dom Miguel to retir"e_ in favour of Donna
Maria on condition that the unpopula'r Constitdtion of 1826 was not .revived.
He wés prepared to pledge .Britain to a policy of non-intervention if- Spain
and the Easfern Powers- reciprocated. Naturally,. 'non-intervention' meant
acquiescence in the private supply of ships, arms and volunteers for‘the
rebel caus;a'.32

No one could _doubt where Palmerston'é sympathies' lay, but the
goveﬁment‘s‘ preoccupation with the Reform-Bill and the Belgian issue
.prevented him from acting upon them. He narrowed his horizons in the
spring of 1832 and’ concernéd himself with the protection of British subjects
in the event of a civil war. He wished to retain a naval presence off
Lisbon for the purpose as Wéll as to serve as a detefrent to any Spanish
attempts to cross the border to assist Dom Miguel.33 Graham fully
supported him, 34 but Holland could npt .accept a passive role for Britain

and urged Palmerston to renew his efforts to win internatioral recognition

35  palmerston had to remind him that it was essential

for Donna Maria.

to stand by the Cabinet line of 'moral nentrality', at least in public, to
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avoid embarrassment in view of the delicate domestic situation that the .

4,36 Unfortunately, Grey's concern to clarify

Reform issue ha& create
Brifish polic;y towards Portugal had not been sustail-led. He was opi)osed

fo any grand diplomatic gestures. He feared that the King would not |
a;;prove of any move which might be construed as a threat to 'Spain and

wés anxious not to antagonise William at a time when his confidence was

most nee.:ded.s'7 Holland countered with the view that 'a little maritime -
bullying before Lisbon . - - would not at all displease King William thé
Tér'.38 This may have been true, but Grey lacked the will té prove it.

IIn- the event, Admiral Parker was ordered to retire from the Tagus and
remain outside the three mile limit to await further instructions.3_9- At

the same time, Lord William Russell, brother of Lord John, was sent on

a special mission to Portugal with a view to strengthening British
representations in Lisbon., Palmerston made no secret of his persdnal

desire to see Britain take Donna Maria 'decidedly by the hand', but
emphasised to Russell that he should maint;«_'.in the strictest. neqtrality.'*o

"As he had admiited on a previous occasior.x, 'Pe;'ll'o must win his spurs for
himself: Terceira is neither a separate state or the Portuguese monarchy'.41 |
One. senses the invisible 1‘estraining. hand of the Cﬁbinet acting‘ upon Palmerston
throughout the spring and summer of 1832.. He'must have found this
frustrating in view of his growing resolve to support the liberal 'cau.se
throughout Europe. This new departure was to be most clea.lfly demonstrated
in Auéust during the Commons debate on the imposition of the repressive
Six Resolutions on the G_erman Confederatioﬁ. Palmerston made a powerful
speech, which- was printed and circulated throughout Germany, declariig

consitutional states to be the natural ailies of Britain,*?
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Dom Pedro prqved to be ah uninst)iring fig-hter-for the cause of
cdnstitutional gov.ernment of which Palmerstoln was cpming to be regarded
as the patro-n. The Terceira force, supported navally l_)y the English
admiral Sartprius, had landed at Oporto in July 1532, only to find itself -
besieged almoét imn.led'iately. The British-Governr_nent watéhe;i anxiousiy,
if Brougham's secretai‘y, Le- Marchant, is to be believed:

French politics are now forgotten in our anxiety
about Portugal. Every day has some fresh report

Dom Pedro's victory or defeat and proportional

speculations are of course afloat respecting him.*3"

It was soon cléar that Pedro's cause was hopeless .w.ithout foreign assistance,
Palmerston and Holland were hamstrung, for they realised that the permission
and supplies. necessary for British intervention would not be-forthc_oming.‘“‘
‘In any case, Grey was showing his habittial caution over military affairs and
while he appréciated Pedro's p.light, -h.e was unwilling t.o expose British
forces to the possibility of a long engagement and eventﬁal defeat.?® The
Cabinet as a whole seemed less concerned aboui the ;)utcome of the struggle
than Le’ Marchaﬁt impllied. .Holiand complained to Brougham:

I owe you all a grudge for not having gfven him

[Pedr(_)] more moral support when it_would have

been of service. A minister to Terceira or even

to Oporto on his taking it (quite compatible with

neutraliﬁy) would have made all the difference,*®
It seemed too late to hele Dom Pedro. Althorp was aiready communicating
his thoughts tc; Palmerston on the proper fate of the Iéland of Terceira
féllowing the expected recognition of Dom Miguell.“ Graham still heped
to see British intervention, but showed himself well aware of the probable

outcome of the contest:
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. . . if he [Pedro] cannot make head [sicl

"against Dom Miguel, we should negotiate for

his retreat on the condition that he retires

absolutely from the contest and that the

government of Dom Miguel is to be recognised

by us.*8
Graham emphasised his lack of confidence in Pedro in a letter to
Palmerston a month later, which Melbourne fully endorsed.*?

In fact the struggle in Portugal did not develop in the way the
government expected. Though outnumbered by ten f{o one, Dom Pedr_o
managed to hold off the Miguecllite forces and remained in brecarious
- occupation of Oporto. Both Lord William Russell .and Hoppner; the Consul
General in Lisbon, urged Palmerston to intervene, but he was still bound
by the Cabinet to a policy of neutrality, as well as being aware of the
disappointing response of the Portuguese people to Dom Pedro's requests

t50

for suppor Grey was never impressed by Pedro and he was disinclined

to cultivate him. He wrote to Palmerston on 15 November:

Dom Pedro does not seem to have prospect of much
support even from his partisans in Oporto - we must
"not be too nice to him,°!?

In spite of his low regard for Pedro, Grey again became conscious of
the need for Britain's position to be made clearer, as he admitted to
. Graham a week later.’? Graham himself was determined withoﬁt being

specific:

I think a direct course would be found to be more

safe and easy than any indirect proceeding, and the
vice of our policy in Portugal has been the want of
sufficient decision, for we have pursued the substance
-of neutrality with all its inherent weakness and incurred
all the risks and odium of hostilities without the
efficacious advantages of war, 8
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This was an admirable éumméry of the situation, but Grey's partiéu].ar
outlook led Him to support Lord ‘v;Villi_am-Russell's aftempi:s .to peréuade
- Pedro and Migue! io retire from_tbe contest prior to.t_he establishment
of a regency for Donna Maria, the grant of an amnesty and the burial of

the 1826 Constitution.’* Those of his colleagues who were cn hand in late

55 However, it stood little chance

November endorsed Russell's initiative.
of success, not least because of the turn of events in Spain. The ailing
King Ferdinand had unexpectedly transférred_ his political support to the

legitimist party of Queen Christin-a.56

With the partisans of the Apostolical
Don Carlos in retreat, it was hardly likely that the Eastern Powers, with
tl;neir deep suspicion of const.itutional movement_s, would agree to the
sfmultaneous dispatcb of Dbm Miguel, Stratford Canning was sent on a‘
séeciél mission to Madrid in December to press the legitimist cause in
both couﬁtries and to repair the damage caused_ by Addington, the neér-

7 This intensive diplomatic activity did little

-Carlist British J.fxmb_assador.5
to help Do.rﬁ Pedro :directly and Hoppner sent Palmerston a memorandum
in December re-embhasirig the view that pfolc;nged resistance to Dom
Miguel was impossible withoixt foreign assis’car_lce.58 There was as little
hope of British intervention at this .time as there was of Stratford Canniﬂg
negotiating an armistice ar-1d the withdrawal of Miguel. The Cabinet did
‘not wish to be troubled, bafticularly as the delicate state of Anglo-French
relations following the surrender of Antwerp dominated foreign policy
discussions over the New Year. Adn_lirél Parker's force, insufficient i'n
itself to influence the struggle, remained offIOporto to protect British
subjects if they were threatened.

The continuation of Pedro's dogged resistance meant that affairs on

the Peninsula remained static during the opening months of 1833. Stratford
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' Canning's m"-.sﬁon to Ma&ri‘d ‘was a complete failure, for Ferdinand had.
reverted to his earlier patfonage of the Carlists, making .Zea Bermudez, a
former ambassador to Britain, his Prime Minister. Bermudez, Palmerston's
béte noire, frustratéd'all Canning's efforts.sgl The situation seemed to
have reached sfalemate. Dom Pedro was still contriving to hold on at

. Oporto, but his situation was desperate, as Palmerston reccgnised.60 'In
Lisbon Bussell, wh_o had fallen too much under the influence of the Spanish
Ambassador Cordova, came to the conclusion that there was nothing to
‘choose between Pedro a:nd. Miguel.61 The Frenqh seemed to share this
view, having quite lost their. earlier appetite for a joint inifiative ;\}ith
Britain, .Broglie the Prime Minister had been far from enthusiastic about

Canning's mission. ‘," 2

Given these circumstances, Wellington's motion deploring
the Government's departure from the'princi.ple of neutrality over Portugal
as proclaimed in the King's Speech, could not have been better timned to

3

embarrass the ministry.63 The government was defeated in the Portuguese

64 The attack on’ British

debate and Grey was strongly tempted to resign.
intermeddling and the government's reply mirrored the debates on foreign
policy in the 1820's, the roles of government and opposition being reversed.

In the previous year, Peel had attacked Palmerston's policy in Canningiie

terms, deploring his hypocrisy in demanding that Spain should remain

neutral while he displayed an obvious bartiality towards Dom Pedro,%°

Now
the opposition could attack 1;he administration on still stronger grounds in
view of the repleated violations of the F;_)reign Enlistment Act, as witnessed
by British acquiesceﬁce in the troop-raising activities of Mendizabel, a
Jewish entrepreneur operating in England, and the appoiniment of Sir

Charles Napier as commander of Dom Pedro's navy. Lord Aberdeen

produced a list of expeditions to Portugal mounted from Britain which was
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so llong that Hénsard‘s 1;-e.porter confessed himself defeated, 86 Lord Wynford
fulminated .against Mendizabel, refl.ts-ing to believe that

Gréat Britain . . . was éo degraded as to endure

that the Governmeni should permit a Jew to hire

'crimps to kidnap its subjects, or parish officers

to relieve the burden of their parishes by sending

them to be murdered in a foreign country and in a

cause with which they bad no councern.b’
Canning's warnings about the dangers of falling between the two stools of
strict neutrality and intervention were especially relevant in this éontext.
"Palmerston had npt heeded his _mentor's advice 'away with t1_1e distinction
between intervention and armed neutrélity!'es and the government was
reaping the fruits of his speecii of June 1829, in which he gone beyond
the Whigs' elastic conception of neutrality to justify- intermeddling by any
means short of actual force.

It fell to Grev to defend a policy which reflected Palmerstox;.'s
philosdphy 1'a;ther than his own. He was on weak 'grouﬁd anyway, in-view
of his previous promises to uphold the Foreign Funlistment Act.5% 1t was
-diffiéult for him to e).;p.lain why the un..sucjcessful Sartorius had been
reprimanded for his breach of the law while Napier, under the ﬁame of
" Carlo Ponza, was allowed to set out for Portugal unhindered. Broﬁgham
and Lansdowne couid add little to Grey's halting reply anci the debate
was becélmed amidst varying interpretationé of inté;natibnal law, In
the division, the governmént was défeated by ten votes. Next day, the
Cabinet met to draw up two letters to the King, one tendering resigna.tion,
the otﬁer requesting an answer to the address pf.xssed by the Lords., Althorp
and Grey were both nursing thoughts of retirement and were strongly

tempted to send the first letter immediately. The proposals concerning

the abolition of slavery and the redistcibution of Irish Church Temporalities
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were having a -rough paséage even in the reformed Commons and the
government feared subsequent defeats in ine Lords. Grej in particular
had lost- any relish for a struggle, and his Cabinet, never .a homogeneous
body, had been plagued by jnternal differences after' the passage of the R,efofm.
Act deprived:- ministers of a common purpose. However, he éventuaily agreed
that the Commons should be given the opportunity to pass an opinion on
the recent events in the Upper House. ‘A question was to be set up for
'Pallmerston to give him a chance to deplore the Lords' verdict and the
Cabinet would take its cue from the reaction of the Commons and send
the King the appropriate l.etter.']o

The letter of resignation was nevexL needed, for the response to
_Palmlerston's, statement of 5 June was favourable and there was an
overwhelming majority in favour of Coloﬁel Evans' motion the next day
approving the government's Portuguese polic.y..'71 Ministers had feared that
the radicals would combine with the Irish contingent to embarrass the
_ governmept; but both groups fully supported British policy."2 Pro-government
speakers stressed the wickedness of Dom Miguel's végime in justifying
partisan action, together with the ominous strength and ambitions of the
Eastern Powers, In the more sympathetic atmosphere of the Commons it
was comparatively easy for the government to sidestep accusations of
covert intervention and defiance of the Foreign Enlistment Act- - which was
certainly Lord John Russell's approach in a speech described by Lord
Ellenborough as 'wicked'.”? Peel faunted the government.with quotatior;s
from Canning and Fox proclaiming the advantage.s of a strict neutrality,
and he repeated his accusations of moral hypocrisy against Palmerstoa,’4

Palmerston's reply was uninspired but acceptable to the House. He defended

the government's determination to see that Spain did not-intervene in Portugal
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in terms of the éause of peace and the maintenance q.f the balance of
power in Europe. He also emphasised the difﬁculty of enforcing the
Foreign Enliétment Act against individuals, even if such a procedure was
just or desirable. He left the Coinmons in no doubt as to hié personal
view:

. « o the principlé of.embarking in the contests

of other countries had prevailed and had been

acted upon in the brightest period of our his’cory.‘q5
Such a statement did not bear close examination, but it satisfied the House,
-whqse members were becoming more impatient with the Eastern Powers.
Their growing antipathy was displayed in the Vioient debate on Russiﬁn
~policy in Poland a month later, |
] In the midst of this domestic excitement, the siutation in Portugal was
transformed both militarily and diplomatically by 'Carlo Ponza', who
destroyed_ Miguel's fleet off Cape St. Vincent, thus opening up the ro;d to
Li;sbon for-' -Dom Pedro., The Cabinet was encouraéed to act more postively
_ by this unexpected boost to the legitimist céuse. Even Brougham, whc; had
never cared for Pedro, wrote 'with feelings of the strictest n'e.utrality I

76 Holland immediately

excessively rejoice'. .Lansdow.ne_ shared his opinion.
pr()duc;ed a project involving the recognition of Donna Maria. _He appreciated
that it was important to maintain the momentum of Predro's success, for
the royal couple, recently reunited in Lisbon, were beir;g harried by the
Miguellite rump under the command of the Frenchman Marshall Bourmont.””
For once, Holland's colléagues were not far behind him. Surprisingly,

Stamley was delighted at the news of Napier's success and looked forward

to a British response:
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I'sincerely rejoice at the Portuguese news; and
I am inclined to think that a little more success
might justify our taking a step in advance. But
matters are hardly ripe yet . . 8

Grey acknowledged that

Nobody adheres more scrupulously than 1 do to

the principle of not interfering. But this, like

other principles, must have its limits,”®
The Cabinet met early in August to discuss the fecogniticﬁ of Donnz Maria,
Ministers decided to send discretionary instructions to Russell empowering
him to recognise the young Queen if the Terceira forces remained in
control in Lisbon. More significantly, -the Cabinet agreed to warn Spain
that Britain might intervene if any attempt was made to assist Dom Miguel

0

from over the horder.®? Palmerston and Lord John Russell were disappointed

that fu_rther action had not been agreed, such as the reinforcement of the
naval fc.)rce off Lisbon to cover any determined Spanish action,8?

In the event, the government was to be brought to the brink of
intervention in Portugél by the developing situation in 'Spa.in. It was obvious
by late August that the ailing King Ferdinand could not survive much longer
and the British dovernment feared that Dom Miguel would be encouraged
in .his efforts in Portugal if Don Carlcs, his political cousin, were to be’

82 The fortunes of the two pretenders ‘were inextricably

proclaimed in Spain,
linked, as were those of their rivals, the Infanta Isabella and Donna Maria.
Grey conceded on 8 September that 'hurﬁanity, peace and our interests may

compel us to intervene'.®® A week earlier, Princess Lieven had noted
p

that

His patience was exhausted, which means Migue!
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and. Bourinonf are. still worrying him and that .

he threatens to intervene in the matter,®?
While he was taking his ease.at Howick-during September, Grey.became
increasingly convinced that British intervention in Portugal would be
neco:-éssar-y.a5 He was reluctant to depart froﬁ a neutral stance, especially
as his opinion of Dom Pedro as a statesinan and a soldier had not c-hanged

and was indeed shared by the majority of his colle::-.gues.86

The intérventionists
in the Cabinet, of whom Russell was becoming the most. voluble, were
conscious of thé difficult&._of persuading their colleagues to back Dom Pedro,
As Russell wrote to. Holland,. past form was not élicouraging:

When the Russians saw their interests in the East

threatened, they went in, leaving us to-lump if.

I fear we have not the necessary spirit.
He urged Holland tolwork on Grey to persuade him to sound out the members
of the Cabinet individually on the prospect of intervention, thereby avc.Jiding'
the necessity of a formal meeting.sr7 Nothing could more eloquently
_demonstrate Russell's lack of confidence in the Csbinet as a body. . This
initiative was unsﬁccessful and British policy assumed the becalmed. siate
customary during the long recess. ' The government was .still officially
neutrai in the Por_fuguese contest, just as Palmerston was still acting as

intermediary and broker in the business of sending out volunteer troops to

join Dom Pedro. His letter to. Lord William Russell of 24 September is

typical:

I am pressing Funchal [Pedro's agent in London]
daily to send out troops. le may have trained
and disciplined Belgians by thousands and entire
battalions of Scotch and Irish are to be had as
plentiful as blackberries.?®
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‘Palmerston's -o'nly success during the early autumn was to obtain Grey's
blessing for the dispatch of a force to Cork in readiness for possible
action in Portugal.89

- By Octc;ber the s_itl.'xation had apparently eased, due to the proclamation
of the Infanta follo;aving the death of Ferdinand and Bou'rmonf's withdrawal
from Lisbon after a dispute with Dom Miguel. Even Palmerston had to
admit that the ﬁeéessity_ for Britain to intervene had decreased and that
intervent;ion in the .exi-sting circumstances would be hard to justify to

t,90 Stanley, who was retreating from his earlier position; wrote

Pariiamen
.to Palmerston in October to warn him of the strain on military resources
that would be involved if a sub_stantiai force was sent.?! However, the fear
that other Powers might intervene if Britain .stood aside, thereby usurping
her trad.itional p_redominance on the Peninsula, was strong eﬁough to maintain
an enduring case for intervention. There was a danger that France might -
follow her immediate recognition of the.Infanta (under the Regency oi:

Queen Chrfiétina) by interveniﬁg on he-r behalf, thus inviting a response from

the Eastern ‘Powers.92

Britain and France had accepted each other's
predominance iq Portugai and Spain respectively,93 but in the contemporary
situation close co-operation would be essential if the interests both of the
two countries and the two young queens were to be safeguarded. The
legitimist cause in both countries was precariously based and Broglie
had.reversed his previous policy with regard to British intervelntion in
maintaining that it was essential for the tranquillity of both countries that
Dom Miguel should be promptly expelled.94 Grey was quick to appreciate

the interrelaticn between British and French interests and revealed the

direction in which he was moving in an important letter to Palmerston
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You know my aversion to war . . . you are equally
aware of how much I deprecate all interference in

the affairs of other countries. But this principle

must be regulated by a just attention to cur own
~safety, and looking forward to the possibility, I

would not willingly say the probability of interference,
I feel strongly the necessity of concerting with France,
when the proper time shall arrive, the measures which
be required to bring the contest which may ensue to a
satisfactory, and which is scarcely less essential, to a
speedy termination.®® '

If Grey was joining Palmerston, Graham and Russell in fa\}ouring'intervéntion,
his cﬁange of attitude was counterbalanced by that of Broug‘ném, who was
_hérdening in support of strict non—interventidn. He had hoped tflat Bourmont's
withdyawal would cool the ardour of tlie inter\'/eners.in Britain, 9% put he

was worried at the prospect of the French marching into Spain to enforce |

9 He wrote two imbassioned letters to Broglie

the claims of the Infanta,
in October setting out at length his own philoscphy of non-intervention and
urging the French Premier to adopt it. His attitude towards intervention in
- Portugal was uncompromising:

On no account could I have approved of any measures

adopted by the English government for assisting the

Queen's party in the contest because the same motives

. . » which had led us to interfere in favour of- liberty

and good government might have been put forwarcd by

the Holy Alliance in 1821 to suppress the spirit of

improvement and re-establish a despotic government in

taly and elsewhere,

This is the statement of a philosopher rather than a statesman or a
~politician, for at the same timne that Drougham was writing, the Eastern

Powers were meeting at Munchengratz to determine a rationale for

intervention in the internal affairs of other states, thus necessitating an
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adjustment in fhe approaéh of Western governments, Brougham was
anxious for Britaiu and France to make a stand in favour of the highest
principles. France should abstain from interference in Spzin to match
Britain's stance in Portugal:

Whether speaking ac a- French or as an English

statesman, I should consider myself precluded from

adopting any measures to assist the Regent and

the Infanta against Don Carlos, because I see no

reason that could be given for such an interference

~ that would not justify the German and Northern
Powers . . .

He called for a joint initiative:

While France and England are united and while they

abstain from meddling in the internal affairs of their

neighbours, what possible risk can happen to either

from any combination that could be formed, even of

all the other powers 998
Brougham claimed to ‘speak for his colleagues and 'all his country' in this,
but in truth the Cabinet, dispersed.for the recess period, differed widely
on the Portuguese question. In complete antipaiby to Brougham, Lord John
Russell urged Palmerston and Holland 'not to give in to the non-interveners,
working directly or indirectly' and he believed that 'five thousand Britons
at Lisbon and three thousand Frenchmen at the Pyrenees would solve the
problems of the Peninsula',®® Grey held a middle wview, at least to
Brougham, for he assured him that he would deprecate Anglo-French
intervention - unless Don Carlos received outside assistance, !0

There was no immediate Cabinet decision on intefvention when

ministers rzassembled. The political situation on the Peninsula remained

finely balanced, with both Regencies expecﬁng onslaughts from their
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resbective enenéties, who-had joined forces on the Portuguese border. 19!
The lac'k of positive ?esponse from the Cabinet, for all its constitutional
ineriia, is puzzling. Admittedly the King was goinglgr through a Francophobe
pericd at this time and was coasecquently s-usp-icious of any atiempt to
streng‘l;hen Queen Christina's Regency, 1(__’2 but his attitude cannot exblain
why the matter dges not appcar even to have been discussed by the Cabinet
u_ntil January 1834. In the absencz of any relevant private céfrespondence
“or evidence of policy discussions, we must assume that thé non—intervéntionist
lobby in the Cabinet were able to scotch any attempt to raise the question
of intervention or a joint initiative with f‘rance. Thus P.almerston could
give no answer to Villiers, Addington's permanent replacement in Lisboa,
as to whether or when PBritain mighf come to the rescue. Indeed, he sent
his ambassador no communications of any kind between November and
'February.1®?®
If the autumn of 1833 was a discouraging time for the British

supporters of constitutional rule on the Peninsula, they could take com.fort
from G;rey's growing resolve to intervene to preserve European peace. He
.feared that a prolonged war might hasten Don Carlos' expected return to

. Spain and concluded that only British intervention could prevent such a
catastrophe. By late December Villiers' r-eports had persuaded him that
the situation in both countries made the time ripe. for a Bri‘cisﬁ initiative.
The legitimist cause in Portugal Ihad made little headway outside Lisbo_n and
Oporto, while the recent failure to corner Don Carlos on the Portuguese
border made a fuli-sca.l'e confiict in Spain virtually certain. Grey was
naturaliy reluctant to depart from the principle of non-intervention, but

he was nounctheless determined:



168

I no longer know how to resist the arguments
for taking measures to put an end to the war
which by its continuance must produce so much
distress and danger not only to Portugal but to
to the whole Peninsula. The case has certainly
assumed a totally new aspect from the recent
occurrences inSpain . . . the necessity of
maintaining peace and order could justify our

s - s . 1
interference jointly with the Spanish government.‘04

He proposed that British and Sﬁanish forces should be stationed off I.isbon
land on the Portuguese border respectively, In return, Dom Pedro, who
still lacked the confidence of ‘British observers, was to be told to refashion
his administration to make it acceptable to the Cortes and to .g'rant a
general amnesty and an act of oblivion. If he agreed, Britain \\;ould ask
Spain for help in expelling Dom Miguel. In view of Talleyrand's imminent
attempt to it.1terest Grey and Palmerston in a Franco-Britiéh alliance, it
is significant that France did not figure in Grey's ideas. This serves to
emphasise that Grey's motives were strategic rather than ideological.
Palmerston welcomed Grey's propsals, agreeing that no time silc;uld
be lost in bringing them before th.e Cabinet. Although he had 'less trouble
~ with his conscience than Grey in such matters, he suggested that it would
be best to depart from non-intervention obligquely, by allowing Spain to
defend herself from possible Carlist incursions while British forces stood

5

by in readiness to assist either country.10 Graham favoured a more

forthright approach, He was delighted at Grey's conversion, but was
pessimistic about obtaining a swift or sympathetic response from his

colleagues:

. . « the first week in January . . . that awful
period to which everything is postponed and in
which nothing will be done, will be late for a
decision which presses more and more every
hour, 106



169

In tﬁe evént, the fifst week in January came and went without
any 'discussion of Portuggese policy, but in that time Paln.'lerston kad
' I;eceived two requeéts which ensured that the Cabinet would have tc consider
Peninsular affai'r_s. Talleyrand had received permission from both Louis
Philippe and Broglie to advance his favodife scheme for an Anglo-French
defensive allianég in the event of a conflict with the Eastera Powers,
Ir_1‘tr.uth,_ the projec"t was designéd to gair; for the two Powers the same
primacy in Peninsular affairs that Russia.enjoyed in Turkey.'®? British
governments were never atfracted to fhe idea of defensive alliances; in
this instance Palmerston's d(_asire to restrict French influence in Spain,
as later cxémplified by his exclusion of Talleyrand from the Quadruple
Alliance negotiations, put the proposal out of court. Grey supported this
line, for he was anxious not to offend the Eastern Powe.rs 'unece.;ssarily.los
He and Palmerston were more interésted in the simultaneous request from
Dom Pedro for British troops to occupy Lisbon whilé his forces dealt with
Miguellite resistance in the interior. In sloliciting; this assistance, Sarmento,
the Portuguese Ambassador in London, stressed that Pedro was prepared to
hold élections, summon the Cortes and callé general amnesty.109 Although
the .plan differed from that whlich- Grey and Palmerston had agreed, in that
it involved co—olnefation with Portugal rather than with Spain, both were
enthusiastic 'about it. Grey-immediately drew up a memorandum fof the
King explaining his proposal.Tn this document, which has fortunately
survived among his papers, Grey arguea for intervention on strategic
grounds but did not neglect the political aspect:

. . . It is therefore humbly subm.itted to Your

Majesty that immediate measures should be taken
for the collection of a force of not less than G0CO
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men for the purpose of taking. up a position

at Lisbon  which may encourage the people of

Portugal to unite under Queen Donna Maria in

establishing a government suited to the wants

and wishes of the Portuguese nation.
He stressed that the strongest representations wonld be made to Dom
Pedro to ensure thal his domestic policies satisfied Western opinion.
In conclusion, he justified the project on the ground that the concentration
of Carlist troops on the Portuguese border forced the British Government

to take active measures to defend her ancient ally.110

It was probably
"this last point, together with his desire to see French designs on the
Peninsula forestalled, that persuaded the King to give Grey his provisional
approval to the plan. Grey brought the matter before the Cabinet on
14 January. 1!

The Cabinet meeting and its aftermath serve as a climax to the
study of Whig attitudes tovx_rards intervention during Grey's premiership;
The accounts which survive enéble us to trace the events of'1-4—lé January
in some detail,!!? At the meeting, Grey .pr'esentai a pa.pér which was
essentially the same as that \-vhich he.had put before the King. His
proposal to dispatch troops was su{;ported by Palmersto-n, Holland, Russell,
Lansdowne, Graham, Ripon and iz abseniia by Brougham and Carlisle.
Althorp led the opposition to inter\_rent.ion, supported"by Melboufne, Richmond,

Grant and Stanley. 113

The split thus cut across traditional Whig~Canningite
division. Grey urged British actioﬁ for the sake of long-term peace and
claimed that the presence of Carlist troops in Portugal constituted a

casus focderis for Britain,'’? He was sure that the mere presence of
British troﬁps would be sufficient to arrest the civil war and prevent a

Carlist-Miguellite alliance. HEe also argued that Britain should act so as
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to forestall a f‘rench inv-asion of Spain, Aﬁy French move in this

direction would threaten Britain's position on the Peninsula, as ‘well as
perhaps encouraging the Eastern Powers to renew their effors to crush

the_ independence of the smaller German states,1'® . Palmerston and Graham,
who Holland descril.)es as 'earnest for interference', added their weight

to Grey's arguments. Althorp objected on grounds of principle as well

as for the practical reason that parliament would be unlikely to sanction

a war, Grant and Stanley .were also anxious to avoid a collision with

the Commons. . Stanley ilad warned Paimefston the previous 'cliutumn of the
difficuities he might have in obtaining the supplies necessaryl .to mount a

16 Portugal was by no means a

" substantial expedition to fhe Peninsula.?!
ca.use close to the hearts of the Radicals as was Poland and Ellice
warned Grey that 'the country does not care a sitraw about either Pedro
or 1\/Ii,<;"ae1'.11'7 Palmer-ston.l_ater reported to Lord William Russell that |
some rxiinisters had denounced D;)m Pedro in the meetin;g, asserting that

We really could not send an expedition. to enable

his ministers to extend over the whole of Portugal

the system of confiscation and proscription.118
If Grant and Stanley based their objections on purely practical and specific
grounds, Melbourne and Richmond shared Althorp's opposition to the very
principle of intervention. Melbourne had always disapproved of intermeddling
or intervention in whatever guise, while Richmond could never be counvinced
that the cause of constitutional government in Europe either deserved or
required support. He was intolerant of Holland's predilection for 'foreigners
in general and Portuguese in particular'.119 Althorp himself had consistently

deprecated Palmerston's aggressive style in foreign affairs, from the time ‘
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of the crisis olver the eléction of the Duc de Nemours onwards, just. as
‘he had consistently campaigncd for a reduction in military' and naval
expenditure. Non-intervention and retrenchment were for him indisspluble
and universal principl'es. |
Grey was in Althorp's words, 'very shaken'12% by t‘he strength of.the
opposition to his proposals, and consequently reluctant to resolve the
_issué in__terms of a majori_ty vote. There was a pcssibility _that M.-:-:lbourne'
.and Stanley could be swayed towards intervention, or sc waick thoug;ht,121
while the resignaﬁoﬂs of Richx_nond and Grant would not ha.ve been fatal to
the administration, It 'was Althorp's position that made comproizise
impossible. His prestige both in .the Cabinet and in the Commons was
such that his support was essential to the success. of the proposgl. Once
it was cléar that Althorp would not ché.nge his attitude, Grey decided to |
resign. Howick explained ir_l his Joufné.l the main re'aéon for his father's
. decisidn: |
~ He thinks himself'compelled to abandon this
. policy,- but he felt himself unable to retain

this present situation and to deiend the foreign

policy of the government in the Lords when

debarred from pursuing the only conrse which

appeared to him safe and. honourable_z.m?‘
There were o.ther factors involved. Grey was weary of officg and of the
ext;'a burd:en imposed upon him by virtue of the divisions in his Cabinet
over Ireland and the slavery question. -There had been widespread rumours
the pr_evious August that-he was on the point of 'resigning and had nominated

Althorp as his successor, 128

With his thoughts turning towards retirement,
Grey would have been reluctant to precipitate the resignation of his heir

apparent. In view of Grey's undisguised distaste for office, it is tempting
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to explain his decision t6 resign substantially in these terms, but in
fairness to him, his private correspondence. reveals that t:,he need to put
- an-end to fhe Portuguese civil war was uppermost in his mind. He raust
have been prepared to argue the case in Parliament, for he was aware
that the size of the expeditionafy forcé he proposed would require a vote
of supplies.124 He seemed.determined on this occasicn to put aside his
objections to intérvention apd 'fly to the aid of Port-.iga].' in the manner of
the desp-ised Cannir;g. Althorp was equally determined to oppese nim and
the deadlock of the second week of January serves as 2 't.elling reminder
of the contradic£ions o_f Whig foreign policy throughout the post-war period.
Brougham immediately sought to make amends for his absence at
.the Cabinet meeting by trying to break the d'eadlock. Hisl owit stance
during this episode was -surprising, for despite his lectures to Broglie in
the autumn, he had announced to Grey in December that he would be
prepared to countenance intervention in favour of Dom Pc—;dro, subject to
guarantees as to his future behaviour. We mixst presume that Brougham
was. persuaded fo change hfs outlook by the deteriorating situation on the
Portuguese border, but his volte-face is none the less extraordinary.
-_ On the eve qf the Cabinet meeting he had written to Grey ‘hoping and
trusting that Britain would intervene',12° _Brougham .had always entertained
the hi;ghest respect for Grey's opinions' on foreign policy and his c-harige of
mind may be indicative of strength of Grey's resolve. Howe_ver, once
Brougham learned that the future of the administration was at risk over
the issue-, he was quick to revert to his customary position. Holland
télls us that Brougham insisted 'with all his customary vekemcnce and

exaggeration' that the questio'n of intervention in Portugal was 'as nothing'
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in éomparison .witb. the brospéct of Grey resigning.126 At his instigation,
the members of the Cabinet sent Grey a round robin on the evening of
14 Jar;uary urging him to reconsider nis decision to resign. The letter
did not touch upon the point at issue, but Brougham and his colleagues
impressed upon Grey their belief that be must remain in office, nct
merely because of the high esteem in which they held him, but out of a

. . . deep and seitled conviction of the fatal

consequences, which must ensue from your

resigning, to the best interests of the country, 127

Several ministers sent Grey personal letters in addition, Brougham himself
warned Grey that 'the whole interests of the country’, togetﬁer with 'these
foreign concerns which are immediately in ques;uion' would be in jeopardy

if he ;vas to resign.128 Lansdowne appreciated Grey's dilemma perhaps -
better than anyone and he wrote to him 'after a sleepless night' to urge
him to reconsider his position. Lansdowne revealed his own tentative
attitude tow.ards the intervention issue by stressing that his approval of
Grey's project was conditional upon the full. support of the Cabinet and of
Parliament. More pointedly, he warned Grey that if the Cabinet were to
be broken up over the question of intervention, 'our enemies' might conclude
that Britain would not intervene in the internal affairs of foreign states,
whatever the pr-etext.129 Holland also wrote to Grey, offering him three
choices: to capituléte to the non-interveners, at the cost of a civil war

in Spain, to resign, or to accept the 'the ir'repa'rab.le loss' of Althorb t"rom_
the Cabinet. Alone of all the members of thé Cabinet, Holland put the
cause of Spain ari1d Portugal before the unity of the administration and he

advised Grey to take the last course, even though it was almost as ‘painful
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30 No letter from Palmerstor has’

and unsatisfactory' as the other two, !
survived, but in terms-of ihe continuity of British policy towards Portugal,
he had more reason than anyone to urge Grey to remain at the head of
the Cabinet.'3! The King, whom Grey was to meet at Brightcn the next
day (16 January), wrote him a letter in similar terms to those of his
- ministers'. 132
Grey's anguish was doubtless increased by thc warmth of the letters
from his colleagues. On the evening of 15 January he sought the advice of
his son Howick and his brother-in-law Edward Ellice. Howick urged him to
stay on while Ellice advised resignation, and it is likely that Grey left for
Brighton next morning undecided,’®® He could be sure on one point: Althorp
would not retract one inch from his position. Holland and Brougham had
tried independently to obtain his agreement to alternative plans which placed
the emphasis on mediation while keef;ing‘ the option of intervention open.134
Brougliam had been confident of success, believing that Althorp and his
followers would 'go as far as we can take them, short of troops'.135 Althoip
would not be drawn however, and he was fully supported in this by the
others. He told Palmerston of the decision on 15 January.
I of course consulted Melbourne and Grant as
well as Richmond and Stanley, the first because
I consider his judgement better than that of all
the rest of us put together, and the second
because I knew he went as far as any of us in
his opinion,
Upon this consideration they all agreed that
it was better that I should not make the proposal
of a middle course to Earl Grey . . . I put my
confidence in my own judgement and indeed I

must say that I was satisfied with the correcincss
of these views.'3®

Althorp shows remarkable self-confidence in this letter, which was partly
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sustained by his conviction that Grey would not résign. This was by. no

means a universal view: Graham for one was sure that Grey would go,

believing that he could not be induced to change ‘a decision which his own

judgement has pre-determined for the last six monthe'. '3

Although Graham's analysis was accurate, Althorp's intuitive opinion
was to be proved right. Grey finally succumbed to the; pressure which his
'collea.gues and the King had exerted upon him and he agreed to remain as
Prime Minister on 16 January. He seems to have come to the decision during
his audience with the.King that afternoon. He did not attem.bt to disguise
his reluctance and the letter he wrote to Lady Grey that evening reveals

his unhappiness:

Against my judgement, against my feeling
and with the conviction that I expose myself to
the greatest risk, if not the certainty of failure
under circumstances no less emparrassing to the
country and infinitely more dangerous to my
character and my future peace of mind, I have

‘consented to remain. All my feelings of the
difficulties of my situation and of the false position
in which I place myself are undiminished, but I
found it impossible to take upon myself the

- responsibility of breaking up the government, under
all the circumstances of the moment, in opposition
to the expressed opinion of all my colleagues and
the King.

. « . the King's manner was kind and affectionate
beyond what I can express - it was indeed impossible
to resist it . . . [but] I am very unhappy. For the
first time I am placed in a situation of supporting
what I think wrong . . . If I fail, I shall not, as
hereltggore, have an undisturbed conscience to support
me,.

Grey's principal failing was his moral arrogance and it is nowhere better
displayed than here. Even so, there is conviction behind his reverent

addresses to his own conscience. His commitment to intervention in
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Portugal, for the sake of long term peace there, is a measure of how
he had matured as a stafesman from the years when he e:kpoundgd self-
indulgent attitudes to foreign policy from the opposition benches. He

had observed at first hand the consequences of British inaction over
Poland and the 'rexﬁote and problematical' events in the Near East. The
endurihg strength of the opposition tp intervention suggesﬁs that others of
the 'bld Opposition' had not been similarly enlightened. .A.lthorp thought
" the .princ.:iples o.f nc;n-intervention and retrenchment more importaat than
a p_ossible early end to the conflicts .c'm the Peninsula, while Lansdowne
seemed still incapable of coming to a firm decisicn on intervention, for
all his.sympathy for Grey. .Melbourne!s views on foreign policy had been
ever trenchant but uninformed and Cabinet office had done little to alter
them, *39 Whiie Holland and Russell were _consistent in their support of
intervention in Portugal, their views -bn foreign affairs generally were no
more coherent in office than they had been in opposition, ‘

It iszf'ascinating to compare _G.rey's experien'ce in 1834 with that of
Canning little more thar_l seven years earliex_‘. Both men had slowly
become convinced that tt;e situation in Portugal demanded aﬁd justified
Brifish intervention.' Canning had been finally persuaded to intervene
by the news of Spanish incursions into Portugal. Britain was bound by

0

- her treaties to cast aside non-intervention to defend her ally.14 Canning's

appeal to the Commons:

The object of the address which I propose to you
is not war;its object isto take the last chance for
peace. If you do not go forth cn this occasicn to
aid Portugal, Portugal will be trampled down to

your irretrievable disgrace:- and then will come

war, in the train of national degradation.l"'1
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was in essencé the samé as that of Grey to his Cabinet in 1834, Canning
had received warm support from both Housds, despite Hume's appeals to
the principle of re_tr(—:nchmeni:.142 Grey, who had, ironizally, oppcsed
Canning's decision, found himself defeated by the arguments which Hume
had been almost alone in adopting in 1826. On the surface, the decision
not to intervene was a victory for Althorp and his followers; in political
terms, it was an- admission of the weakness of the Grey administration.

. Admitted-ly the Hou.se of Commons of 1834 was a vastly different body
from that which had cheexfed Canning in 18286, .but'it is likely that Whig
and Radical members woula have responded to a united front bench appeal
to foil Dom Miguel and Don -Carlos and thus out-manoeuvre the Eastern
Powers., The Cabinet's fear of possihle barliamentary criticism was revealed
in successive epi;odes fn international affairs, It had helped fo excuse the
policy of non-intervention in Poland and Turkey; in the Portuguese affair,
.where.: the conflict of opinion was irreconcilable, it waé the principal
réason for uon-intervention. Lord Holland was so ashamed at the decision

143 It must

that he wished it to be kept secret - at least from the French.
have been galling for Palmerston to have to inform an astonished Sarmento

that the British government remained committed to the policy of non-

‘intervention in Portugal, 144
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CHAPTER VI .

CONCLUSION

Palmerston refused to accept defeat on the question of intervention in
Portugal. In February 1834 he resumed his correspundence with Villiers in
Madrid, reminding him of the government's conticuing neutral stance, but
leaving the Ambassador in no doubt as to his person cenviction of the need
for Britain to show her sympathies:

The great object of our policy ought now to be to

form a Western confederacy of free states as a

counterpoise to the Eastern league of the arbitrary

governments, England, France, Spain and Portugal, .

united as they now must be, will form a political

and moral power in Europe which must hold Metiernich

and Nicholas in check. We shall be cn the advance,

they on the decline; and all the smaller planets of

Eurcpe will have a natural tendency to gravitate towards

our system.1 ‘ '
Palmerston here expresses himself in the sort of terms which might reasonably
have been expected to appeal to his Whig Colleagues, although as we shall see,
his stock reinained low. He had long cherished.hopes of a Western liberal
alliance and despite the setback of January, events on the Peninsula developed
in such a way as to allow him to achieve his ambition in the spring of 1834,
In January Zea Bermudez had been succeeded as Spanish Prime Minister
by Martinez de la Rosa, who enjoyed the reputation of being a liberal and
was anxious to scotch the ambitions of Don Carlos, then lurking on the
Portuguese border with Dom Miguel.2 The mutual distrust between Spain
and Portugal was such as to encourage the Spanish government to seek

British support. An expedition was being prepared in Spain and Miraflores,

the Ambassador in London, approached Palmerston in March with a view to
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forminé an alli-ance with -Britain to. defeat Carlos and Miguel - and to ensuze
that Dom Pedro did-ﬁot persecute his former apponents. Palmerston was
enthusiastic about the idea of an aliiance, but he recognised that the
Portuguese should be involved in view of Dom Pedro's short-term importance.
"He had no thought of including Francs directly in the negotiations at this
stage. |

It was clear that an undertaking of this naturg would require full
Cabinet consultaticn and approval. After his own experience in January.
Grey was'doub-tful_ as to whether such co-operation would be forthcoming,
but he was concerned that the British force should be as large as was
necessary, notwithstanding the oppqsition of the r;-)trenchment brigadc—:.3
Early in April Miraflores indicated that his government would be willing
‘to agree to a tripartite treaty and- Palmerston immediately drew up a
convention in which Eritain undertcok to blockade the Portuguese coast
wl'lile Portuguese and Spanish troops subdued the Pretenders' forces in the
interior. Palmerston hoped to forestall unilateral action on the Peninsula
by the Spanish and also by the French, whom both he and the Cabinet
recognised as important, if secondary parties fo any agreement. Palmersfon's
repgrt to the King of the Cabinet meetiﬁg of 12 April places great emphasis
on the need to involve France in such a project in order to discourage her
from crossing the Pyrenees without consulting Britain.? It is unfortunate
that wé have no informal account of the Cabinet's discussion of Palmerston's
proposals, 5 for it would be instructive to know how he persuaded his
colleagues to commit Britain, albeit only navally, to a definite role in the
civil wars on the Peninsula. To judge by Palmerston's jubilation after the.
signing of Treaty, it was a personal triuméh which the experience of the

previous three and a half ysars had not led him to expect. However, there
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were important facters in his favour, nctably the possibility that a show of
British indifference. at this stage could have led to unilateral aétion and a
subsequent general conflict. If it flatters Grey's Cabinet to ascribe to its
members such diplomatic prescience, then the facf that the naval blockade
of the Portuguese coast would add nothing to the Estimates would have
-weighed heavily with ministers; after all, the crisis in January had centred
around the extra vote of supplies which Grey's project might have entailed,®

.Palmerston's triumph was delayed by Talleyrand, who was warned of
what Miraflores and the Foreign Secreiary were hatching. As a result,
Palmerston was unable to present France with a treaty already signed and
sealed by the three other Powers as he had intended. Talleyrand pressed
for a Franco-British alliance alone and when this plan was rejected, he hoped
to salvage French pride by obtaining an explicit recognition by the other
Powers of the special position of Fra;lce in Spain, On this occasion however,
Palmerston outsmarted '0Old Talley' during the deliberations as to the form
of the Treaty preamble. The Quadruple Alliance, which was signed on
22 April, contained a recognition of Britain's special relationship with
Portugal yet accorded France neither a preventive role nor a vested
interest in the civil war in Spain. The actual terms of the Treaty'7 did
not differ from those first agreed by Palmerstoﬁ and Miraﬂores ten days
earlier and Palmerston had managed to obtain Cabinet approval of the final
arrangements after a virtuoso performan;:e, if hi's famous letter to his .
brother is to be believed:

1 carried it through the Cabinet by a conp de main

taking them by surprise and not leaving them time
to make objections.8
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In his excitemeht, Palmefston may have overestimat:ed the irriportance of
the Treaty and the nature of his achievement in ol;;taining Cabinet sanction,
'I;he Quadruplé Alliance wag important as a symbol of the Western Powers'
opposition to the philosophy behind Metternich's Munchengriatz agreement of
the previous year, but in real terms it amounted i'-o -].itt].e. ﬁmre than a
British undertaking to honour long-standing obligations towards Portugal.

It is of interest tha.t Holland, writing in his Journal three months later,
praised Miraflores rather than Palwerston for providing the impetus which
made the Quadruple Alliance a réality and hastened the end of the civil wars

in Portugal and Spain.9

How.ever, the threat of British action did help to
decide the conflict in Portugal in Dom ‘Pedro's favour., Miguel's army was
defeated by the.Spanish force which. had mobilised in March and both the
pretenders had surrendered by June,

The conclusion of the Quadruple Alliance was Palmerston's last diplomatic
achievement during his first term at the Foreign Office, It had been
universally recognised, at lea;st by the summer of 1833, that the ministry
was too fragile to survive long once the resolution of the Reform issue had
deprived it of its vaison d'éire.'® Wearied by the deep division in his
Cabinet, Grey's thoughts turned increasingly towards retirement. The
position of the Irish Church was generally the symptom, if not the cause
of conflict between the radic.al element - Brougham, Durham, Russell
and Ellice - and a conservatively inclined group including Althorp, Stanley,
Melbourne and Richmond. Once Durhafn had left the Cabinet, minister.ial
conflicts tended fo centre around Althorp, the. diffident heir apparent, and
Brougham, whose pupularity amongst radicals encouraged him to entertain

hopes of succeeding Grey. During 1833, the wrangles both in Cabinet and

in Parliament about the Slave Trade Legislation and the redistribution of
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Irish Church Temporalitieé had i)rought both Grey and Althorp to the brink
‘of resignation. As we have seen, Grey was reluctant to resolve the Cabi-
- net differences over intervention in Portugal while Althorp was disinclined
to prolong the life of the ministry. Howick noted in his Journal at the end
of January 1834 tﬁat

.. Althorp. is in despair at the impossibility of

getting the Cabinet to agree to anything and his

. hoping every day to provide an excuse for breaking

up the government, '
Howick's sourcé waé the'contentiéus 'Bear! E.llice, who was undoubtedly
prejudiced against Althorp, -but in' truth the manner in which the radical
element in the Cabinet had persisted -in provoking divisions over the use
and apportionment of the Irish revenues had infuriated Althorp and his -
colleagues to the point where they be;gan to wish for an end to it all.
The final collapse of the minisiry began in ‘May 1834, when Ruséell-
'-upset the _coacil' through a precipitant declaration about the secular use
of Irish Church Titheé. Graham, Stanley and Richmond resigned in protest:
Graharﬁ, for all his resolut;‘on in the face .of reactionary foreign governments,
would not tc;lerate an attack on the hegemony of the Established Church in
Britain.lz. Six weeks later the ministry disintegrated after a disagreement
over the application of the Irish Coercion Bill to public meetings in
Ireland. Althorp resigned immediately, but he was soon followed by Grey,
who had lost the energy and .patience required to prolong the life of his
ministry further. The differences within the Cabinet were clearly
irreconcilable. Althorp admitted that his initiat..ive had occasioned the

collapse of the ministry, but he identified Brougham, 'whe threatened to

embrace furious causes' as the chief culprit.13
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The summer of 1834" saw little activity on the diplc;matic front. As
Grey's ministry m.ovéd.towérds its end, Palmerston was occupied with
problems arising from the. execution of the Quadruple Alliance and a
TFrench attempt to reopen the Belgian question following rumours that
King I.eopold wished to ahdic?.te.“ The Foreign Secretary played no part
in the events which led to the brea.k~up.of the administration, but it was
clear that Grey's departure was a personal setback for him. Palmerston'
ciid not expect to survive a change of Prime Minister and he had confided
to Minto in Berlin that he believed that Durham would succeed him at

15 Grey had been generally sympathetic towards

the Foreign Office.
Palmerston's view of foreign affairs despite his Foxite pedigree and the
two men had rarely differed on matters of pelicy. The day-to-day problems
of international relations had educated Grey to the extent that he had
outgrown those rooted attitudes which he had adopted in opposition and
which some of his colleagues still espoused. Palmerston was acutely
aware of Gfey's contribution, as he emphasised in a leiter on the latter's
resignaticn;

. . . The country has sustained a loss of the heaviest

sort and I individually have been deprived of a guide

whose direction was invaluable and whose kindness

was unlimited.

A daily and confidential intercourse of three years

and 2 half has made me intimately acquainted with one

of the most statesmanlike minds and noblest natures

that have ever yet appeared in any country on the scene

of public affairs.!®

Grey thrived on compliments such as 'this, but his reply was studied and

reserved:

. « o It cannot, T hope, be necessary for me to assure



you how deeply sensible I am of all its kindness.

Such a proof of confidence and friendship, at the

inoment when our official ccnnection is ending, is

most valuable and I more than meet the desire you

express that an intimacy which has been at once so

useful and so satisfying to me should be preserved, 11
Grey was always cool towards all but his closest political associates, but
it is nonetheless surprising that he made no mention in his reply of
Palmerston's very considerable achievements during his term at the Foreign
Office, Palmerston could argue,' as indeed he did when his return to the
"~ Foreign Office was opposed in 1835, that his record was second to none:

All the important questions connected with Greece,

DPortugal, Belgium and Spain which essentially affected

‘the interests of England I left either v1rtually settled

or in a satisfactory train of adJastmult
Only the Near Eastern Question remained unresolved, but that vas as much
the fault of the Cabinet as of Palmerston himself, King Leopold was to
write to him in December 1834 after the collapse of Melbourne's first
administration to congratulate him on his achievement:

. « . It must be a great satisfaction to - you to think

that without spending a farthing of public money you

have managed since 1830 to maintain the peace of

Europe.19
So it must have been; but Palmerston's labours had clearly failed to win
Grey's full support, as we shall see when Melbourne began to form his
second ministry in April 1835, Grey was conscious then, as he probably
was at the time of his resignation, that Palmerston's unpopularity amongst

" Whigs was a threat to the cohesion of any future administraticn. Palmerston

was certainly justified in doubting whether he would survive the change 6f
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Prime Minister if we are to helieve the Duchesse de Dino, an acute
observ.er:

Lord Palmeréton is the least secure of a,lll; his

colleagites think little of him, Lord Grey does

not deny that his speeches in the House of Commons

are bad, The Corvps Diplomatique detest his

arrogance., The English think him ill-bred. His

one merit ., . . seems to consist in his remarkable

facility in speaking and writing French,2?
Oof cours.e Palmerst.on surv.ived the reshuffle and remained at the Foreign
Office until the fall of Melbourne's ministry in November, but he was to
encounter stern opposition; much éf it based on the shallow pretexts
mentioned by the Duchesse, i:o his return to the Foreign Office following
the end of Peel's '"Hundred Days' ministry. The episode throws a greaf,
deal of light on Whig attitudes to Foreigh policy and the extent to wl'1ich
Palmerston's approach confiicted with those attitudes.

. Following Peel's resignation, William IV turned again to Grey in‘_
April 1835. in the hope of persuading him to return to public life as
Prime Minister., Grey was flattered, but he was not prepared to forsake
the pleasures of retirement at Howick and Richmond. He suggested to the
King ithat he should approach Lord Melbourne to form another ministry if
Lansdowne could not be persuaded to assume the Premiefship. However,
William was reluctaqt to approve a ministry which included neither Grey
nor Althorp - who had gone up to the Lofds and into retirement five
months previously - and it was partly as a consequence of this royal
reluctance that Melbourne and five of his colleagues wrote to Grey urging
him to reconside;' his decision and to accent the Foreign Office even if

21

he felt himself unable to head another administration. Palmerston was

among the signatories. It seems plausible to assume with Webster that
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22 g0 iﬁdeed he did, forcing the King to ask

he expected Gfey to refﬁse.
Melbourne, the only -suitable alternative, to form his second administration.
The problein of Palmerston anud the TForeign Secretaryship was uppermost
in Melbourne's mind and he sought Grey's advice freely. Both men were
acutely aware of the hostility which existed towards Palmerston, whose
position had been \xreékened by his election defeat in South Hampshire. In

- his reply to Melbourne's request for guidance, Grey stated frankly that

it would be inadvisable to reappoint Palmerston, because of 'the objection
to him which_ is so genrally felt', nbtwithstanding his sincere regard for
the former Foreign Secretary. He expressed the same opinion to Princess

‘Lieven the next day.23.

Melbourne passed Grey's letter straight on to
Palmerston, intimating that he agreed with it.2* Palmerston was justifiably
hurt and surprised at Grey's attitixfde, which amounted to a subordination of_.
British interests to the exigencies of cabinet unity and unruffled diplomatic
relationships. Palmerston was of C(;urse prepared to offend any man and
any country in the pursuit of the i-nterests of England. He wrote Melbourne
an angry letter in which he did not deny that the courts of Vienna,
St. Petersburg, Berlin and the Hague objected to him as Forecign Secretary,
but he reminded Melbourne that his policies towards Belginm, France,
Portugal and Spain had been approved by his Cabinet colleagues as
consiste.nt with the best interest of Britain. The peroration of Palmerston's
letter is worth quoting in full:
It is always disagreeable to speak of oneself, but

upon this cccasion I must be permitted to say I consider

myself to have conducted our foreign relations with great

success during four ycars of excessive labour ancd through

_extreme difficulties arising not only from the complicated

nature of the questiocns to be dealt with, but also from
the resistance opposed to me by a combination of domestic
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with foreign opponents.

- All the important questions connected with
Greece, Belgium, Portugal and Spain which
essentially affected the interests of England, I
‘left either virtually settied or in a satisfactory
train of adjustment.

There was but one important matter which
when we went out in November lasi, remained
in an unsatisfactory state; and that was the
condition of Turkey, with relation to Russia on
the one hand and to England on the other.

But with respect to that matter, the blame
does not lie at my door; for if my advice had been
taken by the Cabinet in the Autumn of 1832, and if
we had given to the Sultan our moral support
against Mehemet Ali, the subsequent Treaty of
Constantinople [i.e. Unkiar-Skelessil would never
have been signed.25

Palmerston's case was unanswerable, bui hostility towards hin.w. remained
widespread. . As he had sus_pected, Bulow and Pozzo di Borgo, the Prussian
and Russian ambassadors,were working to prevent His return, but such
intx;igues served if anything to strengfhen his domestic position.?® However,
the. opposition of his erstwhile colleagues was much stronger than he had
imagined. He assumed that only 'a knot of intriguers headed by Edd.
Ellice'?” was involved. In fact, a number of senior figures had misgivings
about Palmerston. Russell, who had cut short'his hones.lmoon because of |
the uncertainty surrounding the formation cof the ministry, wrote to Grey

to add his might to the entreaties of his colleag'ues that the latter should
take the Foreign Office 'to save us from an embarrassment which I need
not name',2® Only Holland appeared to give Palmerston his whole-hearted
support. Once it was clear that Grey would not return, Holland 'hoped and
expected! Palmerston to return to the Foreign Office.?? After twenty four

hours of hectic negotiation, Melbourne found himself virtually with no

alternative but to reappoint Palmerston, despite the problems which his -

presence in the Cabinet might precipitate. Unfortunately the discussions
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which preceeded Palmerston's reappointment are not well documented, so
that it is difficult to give Melbourne's reasons for so deci'ding with any
certainty. However he was probably impressed with the argument that

" Palmerston's exclusion would be seen as a triumph for his enemies
abroad., Bulow, Esterhazy ;md Pozzo di Borgo had made their intentions
too clear, so that if Palmerston was preventgd from returning, it would
appear that Melbourneand his colleagues were pandering to the wish.es of

. the Eastern Courts.3°

Palmerston's spirited defence of his record at the
Foreigu Office musf also have impressed Melbourne. In the absence of
full written evidence, we may assume that the principal reasons for the
groundswell of opinion against Palﬁeréton were those which the Duchesse de
Dino had mentioned nine months earlier - his rudeness, his single-mindedness
and his concern with the substance of international relations at the expen.ée
of the manner in which they were co.nducted.

Béfore we go on to examine more fully the differences of attitude
within. Grey's Cabinet over the proper style and content of foreign polfcy,
it is appropriate to mention at his point a successful attempt to exclude
Palmerston from the Foreign Office. Howick, by then the third Earl
Grey, together with Palmerston's perennial enemy Elli.ce,combined to
prevent Lord John. Russeil from forming a Whig administration in December
1845 on the grounds that they could not accept Palmerston as Foreign
Secretary. There is no need for us to follow the negotiations and
misunderstandings which surrounded the. abortive attempt to form a ministry

31 put Howick's reasons for not wishing to serve in the

on this occasicn,
administration with Palmerston as Ioreign Secretary are fascinating as a

pendant to the episode of April 1835 and to his entire career at the Foreign
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Office up to that time:

When he formerly held the office, events occurred w.hich
have created feelings of alienation between him and some .
of the chief statesmen and diplomats of foreign ccuntries -
more especially of France . . . I could not-believe that
the appointment to which I objected might very materially
increase the danger of the couniry's bheing involved in all
the calamities of war ., . .%%

We have seen from our initiai survey of Whig attitudes towards foreign
policy whilst in opposition how moderate and radical members alike tended to
concentrate on the form of diplomatic relations at the expense of their
substance. By way of conirast, Palmerston had pursued a realistic rather
than an idealistic foreign policy and had helped to preserve European
peace by showing himself prepared to coutenunce war. Furthermore, as
King Leopold remarked, his succéss had not placed any exi;ra burden on the
Exchequer. He had been faithful to tile princ_:iples of peace and retrenchment,
but his colleagues in the government and parliament generally preferred
to see him adopt a loftier and less pragmatic stance, We have seen how
reluctant some ministers were to sanction Paimerston's uncompromising
attitude towards France during the crucial stages of the Beligian question
inin 1831. The fact that Palmerston was thereby championing the cause
of self-determination (albeit for strategic endé) was seéondary to the
Whig concern to avoid war at all costs and to maintain a gentlemanly
relationship with the liberal »égime in France. Thus Holland, with his
Francophile outlook, and Althorp and Broughaxh, with their distaste for any
form of military activity, were disturbed by Pafmerston‘s threats of

war over Belgium. They were reluctant to see Britain intervene, and were

apparently prepared to see France capitalise on the weakness of the Belgian
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state because of their desire to cultivate good relations with the much admired
Orleanist government. Yet when the Poles needed support from the
constitutional states of the West, no one in the cabinet was prepared to
remonstrate with the Russians; non-intervention in this instance was the
product of timidity rather a moral decision. Holland's son Heary Fox
comnmented treuchantly in August 1831 on the- way in which the principle
of non-intervention was applied to foreign policy:

I admire extremely the system of non-intervention.

Holland and Belgium are not to have a word to

say in the settlement of their own quarrels. Five

powerful neighbours take it out of their hands -

on the principle of non-intevvention. There is a

question of vital importance to oae of the five

powers [ i.e. the problems surrounding the demolition

of certain Belgian fortresses}in which she is not to

have a voice - on the principle of non-intervention

and yet these are the Cabinets of London and Paris

who could act with great consistency on lhe principle

of non-intervention when ounly Poles and Italians were

‘concerned . . .33
Tox's criticism is itself unsatisfactory in that it ignores considerations of
strategy and vealpolitik but this very deficiency makes his statement worthy
of his great-uncle Charles James. The thread -of Whig philosophy on foreign
policy can easily be discerned in the way the Grey administration approached
crises in foreign relations but the action (or inéction) which resulted bore
the signs of a heterogeneous body of ministers offset by a determined
.Foreign Secretary, who was prepared to further his country's interests
by ‘intermeddling'. In a subsequent onslaught against goverument foreign

policy, ¥ox singled out the element in the Cabinet whose pedigree was

suspect:

Whatever I have said that may appear a criticism
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of your Cabin et arises from a strong interest I

feel that Whigs should act Whggishly . . . you

know that I have always thowught that some of

these who joined your Whig Cabinet are hollow

friends. They do not feel activated by the same

principles nor do they look for the same results.

They have however exactly the merits you Whigs

are deficient in -~ long official habits and ranidity

and precision in getting through the drudgery of

office, When you swerve from the juste milieu

towards the Holy Alliance, I feel you could do

‘without the hacks of Lords Liverpool and Castlereagh

. . . their coldness on reform and the language of

their enloirage male and female convinces me that

they look beyond the grove {?] of Lord Grey's

administration, 3%
For all Fox's strictures, the foreign policy of Grey's administration generally
‘reflected the Whiggishness of its members. However traditionally British
Palmerston's policy towards Belgium may have appeared, we know after an
examination of the Cabinet's discussions that he would probably not have
received permission actually to embark upon war. The Cabinet's failure
"to advance the Polish cause by naval or diplomatic means shows not so
much untypical acquiescence in the designs of Russia as a customary
disinclination to be involved in potentially explosive situation, even to the
extent of avoiding moral censure of the Tsar. 'The same could be said
of the Whig attitude towards Turkey, where the presence of two autocratic
powers in conflict reinforced the ministers' inclinations towards non-
interference in matters involving Britain's strategic interests. The
prolonged debate over intervention or non-intervention in Portugal displayed
- all the traditional characteristics of the Whig approach - on the one hand

the hot-headed subport of the rebel cause shown by Holland, and on the

other the attempts to blur the distinction between neutrality and armed

*Jtalics Fox's.



193

intéi‘vention whﬁst shyinéla\\ray from any open profession of military
support for Dom Ped.ro for fear of increasing military exp_enditure_or
disturbing the dipiomatic. calm,

It is perhap‘s difficult to eredit how a coherent foreign policy emerged
from the muddled reasoning zand discussio.n which has been described in
this study. Yet Britis-h policy as seen by the world appeared to be both
resolute and largely traditional, although an elément of liberalism, seemingly
due to the reforming character of the ministry, was apparent. In spite _6f
the criticism from the Tory side, Palmerston can clearly be seen as acting
according to tradition in safeguarding'Britain's strategic interests in the
-Low Cogntries and aftempting to do the same in Turkey. Similariy, in ,sl-)ite
of radical criticism,- his record in assisting the cause of national independence
and constifuticnal rule in Europe,.with the notable exception of Poland, was
impres.s.ive, particularly after 1832, -As his speeches of 1829 had promised,.
his attitude towards foreign affairs and in particular the perennial problem
of what constituted intervention in the internal affairs of other states,
owed much to Canning, but weﬁt beyond Canningism in a willingneés to
favour constitutional causes, such as the Terceira regency, by stretching
the conception of arﬁicable neutrality to the limit of its credibility. By
such means he helped to make the fore£gn policy of the Grey ministry
appear complementary to the reforming impetus at home. As we have
seen, this was achieved despite. rather than because of the efforts of
some of his colleagues and his parliamentary critics, who doubted the
strength of his attachment to the liberal cause.

Grey deserves a measure of credit for this achievement and it is

appropriate in the context of a discussion of the interpretation of the
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meaning of 'no.n-interveni.:ion' to quote from an article which Lord John
Russell \.avrote in the Edinbuvgh Review after Gréy and Althorp had died.

In paying tribute to Grey, Russell, whose .own views on foreign policy
developed considerably from an original Foxite stance, praised the Premier's
conception of non—interven.tion vir_‘tually in-Canningite terms, whilst still

paying lip-service to Fox:

It has been absurdly supposed . . . that in seeking for
peace Lord Grey meant to preserve that blessing . . .
called non-interference or non-intervention - that is to

say, totally abstaining from interference with.the affairs

of other countries. Lord Grey has too long been a

follower of Mr. Fox to countenance so senseless a doctrine,
We are convinced, as the great statesman had . . . taught,
it is only by a vigilant attention to the affairs of the
Continent that this nation can hope to secure the continuance
of peace; that it is the interest of Great Britain to maintain
the independence of the various states of Eurcpe and
connection and alliance are the necessary means to that -
end; that the internal government of these states is frequently
conuected with their external relations; that the independence
of a couniry, or in other words its existence as a separate
state, may be wounded as mortally by the support of its
internal factions as by an attack on its external frontier;
that if it is lawful for one power to intervene for the sake
of establishing a foreign dependency, it is lawful for another

to interpose for the sake of strengthening a national government.ss.

If this excellent summary of what Russell believed should be meant and
embraced by the doctrine of non-intervention is.too 1‘ati6nal to serve as
a description of the foreign policy of Grey and Palmerston, it is at least
" an invalﬁable key to understanding that policy. It helps to explain the
resolute treatment of French a.mbitior.1s on the one .hand and the brazen’
breaches of neutrality with regard to Portugal on the other. It was a
policy which owed much to Canning, however loath Grey would have been
to admit the fact, but which also reﬂected Palme_rlston’s hectic brand of

'diplomacy, tempered by Grey's caution,
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The experi.ence of th.e highest office had pu'rgerll Grey cf the more
impractical of F;)x's 'precepts and it is ironical that Russell should ascribe
.to Fox the credit for inspiring Grey to adopt the policies which were
~ followed between 1830 and 1834, Some of his colleagues showed themselves:
to be.truer Foxites in their attitu_des towards the possibility of war with
France over Belgium - it was Althorp, Brougha:ﬁ, Holland and the rest who
found ‘most difficulty. with the _doctrine of non-intervention and its proper
application where the interests of Britain and of the liberal cause in Europe
were involved. Whig traditions bore witness to prolonged periods of opposition
and they were difficult to apply to the intricate and ever-changing situations
which faced the TForeign Secretary. TForeign policy is the least suscentible
.of all the areas of government to cl-langes o-f ministry; the qua.litiés required
of a Foreign Secretary in a reforining administration are a combination of
consef\ratism with regard to the traditional interests of the state and a
degree of radicalism in pursuing these interests with an eye on the fortunes
of other constitutional states. Palmerston achieved this balance, but some
of his colleagues failed to come to terms eitherr with the probiems or
his solutions to them because of their confusion as to how the interests of
Britain and 'the cause of liberty all over the world' could be served within
a framework of peace, retrenchment and non-intervention. Non-intervention,
like disarmament', is a policy which works only when all the powers agree
to adopt it; when it breaks down, it is up to the individual powers to
improvise an alternative policy. Palmerston appreciated this, as Castlereagh
and Canning had before him. With their lack of 'habits of business', some
of Palinerson's colieagues were slow in grasping this need and even slower

to shed their prejudices.
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APPENDIX I

GRANT'S PAPER ON BELGIUM, 20 JANUARY 1831%*

The conversation of last night has given birth to the following thoughts.

Having been much engaged in my own office I have known the course of
our foreign proceedings only from the papers in circulation and the discussions
in Cabinet. I have not conversed with any of the Foreign Ministers and have
seen Van de Weyer [the Belgian accredited to the London Conference Ibut once,
last Tuesday, since the change of this government. I have not been mixed up
with the current of foreign affairs and may be considered with regard to them
almost as a bystander. My impressions therefore may probably be those of the
geunerality of the people. ' ' :

The congress [sicl has held conferences for two months-up to a point
with obvious utility and efficiency- ' ,

Hostilities arrested- armistice obtained- the five powers coincident as .
to non-intervention beyond the exclusion of certain specified persons- No Bourbons
No Napoleons- Leopold also out of the question-

After these agreements why the delay? The Belgian Commissioners have
-been here 3 weeks., What are they doing? What is the congress now doing?
What is the cause of the delay in the final settlement? Why does not Belgium
choose a King? If all the five powers honestly abstain from interference why
should not the clection be left to the. Belgians- subject to the above exclusions?
Why should not the commrs, be told that-the congress requires an immediaie
election? '

The present state of things ought not to continue.

It is dangerous- in as much as delay tends to breed mutual suspicions
among the five powers and perhaps even to occasion conduct justifying such
suspicions and in as much as the longer Belgium continues unsettled, the more
do the chances of war in Europe multiply-

It is discreditable-to all powers-most of all to G.B,

Why should not the congress hold fo the Belgians this language?

The immediate choice of a scvereign is indispeasable.

Exclude the above and choose whom you will-

The five powers in good faith should keep aloof. Objection: This is
throwing them into the arms of France.

' Answer: so is the further protraction of the conferences. Let them
choose Otto, evenwith Mérode Regent.

Objection: This is France

Answer: The placing on the throne of Belgium of a prince connected with
France or supposed to be under her influence may be considered in two views-

1. In itself,

2, In its impression on the people of this .country. _

1. In itself. I am apt to think we rather overrate the dangerous conseguences
of such an event. All history from Charles 5th, to Louis Buonaparte shows that
these family ties and. influences have really little effect on the policy of states.

The policy of the Belgian King, be he French of Dutch, will be Belgian-
It is true that being Belgian it does not follow that it should not be French- but
this would only be on the supposition that Belgium itself is French in heart and

*Grey MSS., Box 15, File 14.
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feeling. It would be Frénch by virtue of being Belgian. The natural policy and
national feeling of Belgium will determine the balance one way or the other-

In this respect 1 should think Belgium would be in fact more certain of
. remaining a separate and substantive power and of not being absorbed inte France
if she were under a Bourbon than under any.other sovereign. In so far as the
peace of Europe, the independence of Belgium and the safety of Holland are
concerned, a Bourbon I am inclined to think would be best choice. At all
events, (the Bourbons and Napoleons being out of the question) these objécts
are equelly attainable under any sovereign. The new King will be or become
Belgian just as Louis Buonaparte became Dutch.

2, This is a difficulty. There still exists an old English feeling ahout the
Dutch barrier- Marlborough's War- William 3rd. and Louis 14th. This will be
assiduously excited by the opponents of the administration., Yet peace is our
first and last policy- and I believe the majority of the people would be opposed
to a war about the Belgian throne. I cannot but think that the people would
support a ministry that refused war on such an account, except in the single
cagse of France manifestly moving against Belgium with a view to destroying
her independence.
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"~ - APPENDIX II

STRATFORD CANNING'S TURKISH MEMORANDUM, 19 DECEMBER 1832*

Stratford Canning's memorandum of 19 December 18321 on the necessity

. of British naval aid for the Sultan in the face of the threat of Mehemet Ali

has long been recognised as the classic statenment of the interventiouist

viewpoint during the Near Eastern crisis of 1832-1833, Both Temperley and
Crawley laid great stress on the document in their pioneering studies of British
policy in the Eastern Mediterranean during this period2 and successive scholars
have reinforced their judgement. Unfortunately these two authors lent their
authority to the perpectuation of an error first made by W. A. Phillips in 1507 3
whereby the pencilled marginal comments on Stratford Canning's ideas were
attributed to Palmerston. This mistake forced historians to employ considerable
ingenuity to reconcile the hostiie attitude towards the Sultan and the principle of
Turkish territorial integrity which is expressed in the marginal comments with
Palmerston's growing conviction that the strategic consequences of the dissolution
of the Ottoman Empire would be disastrous to British interests.. He had written
in November 1832: . '

. « . I think it in the general interest of all except Russia
" to uphold the Suitan's power against the Pasha . . . The
Turk is a better reformer than the Egyptian because the
first reforms from princ:ple and conviction . . . the second
-merely from a mercantile calculaﬂ_:ion.4 '

This opinion hardly coincides with that expressed in the margin of the
memorandumi that the success of Mehemet Ali would be as advantageous to
Britain as the maintenance of the Ottoman Empire under the Sultan.

M. Vereté was the first to point out that for a variety of reasons, the.
comments were not Palmerston's,’ Sir Charles Webster confirmed this opinion
in The Foveign Policy of Palmevston.® The most cursory comparison of the
hand in which the comments were written (see Plate 1) with Palmerston's
distinctive copperplate (see Plate 3) deronstrates the truth of Vereté's contention,
quite apart from the un-Palmerstonian attitudes which the comments express.
Vereté made the additional point that Palmerston invariably initialled comments
on official documents while those on Canning's memorandum are unsigned. In
concluding his article, Vereté suggested that Lord Holland was the author of the
Comments and promised to expound this hypothesis in a subsequent article. This
seems never to have appeared, but all the available evidence points to the
correctness of this view. The similarity between Holland's writing as typified
by his letter to Grey reproduced below (Plate 2) and that in the margin of the
memorandum is striking. There is impressive additional evidence contained in the
same letter to Grey, for Holland actually refers to the Stratford Canning
memorandum and his comments upon it.” He writes to Grey of 'my paper which
only contained loose-and undigested thoughts on Sir Stratford Canning's paper’

*See above, Chapter IV, pp. 133-134.
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and whether or not his 'paper' was the actual memorandum as amended,
(Canning wrote no other memorandum on the subject at this time), it is clear
that he saw Canning's document and commented upon it. If we add to these
facts our knowledge of Holland's views on Turkey, as expressed over a period
of years, 8 the case for atiributing the marginal comments to him becomes
overwhelming. In his letter to Grey of January 1833 already referred to, he
writes that he cannot bring himself

. « « to relish anything like an engagement to sustain
the Ottoman Porte against external, much less internal
destruction . . . She is destined to crumble to pieces
and that soon,® '

The comments on the memorandum complement this attitude, for the1r writer
constantly expressed doubt as to whether the Ottoman Empire deserved to survive
“and deplored any unilateral British attempt to protect it. Holland ~ for it must
be he - regarded the Sultan and Mehemet alike as 'usurpers of minor authorities', 9
Palmerston in contrast was developing his ideas on the strategic importance of
Turkey away from the stereo-typed attitudes towards the Sultan's régime that
he had previously shared with Holland and the rest. Holland's cavalier attitude
‘'was a luxury that Palmerston could not afford in view of the advance both of
Ibrahim Pasha and the Russian army towards Coastantinople.
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Quarterly Review, vol. XLIV (January 1831), p. 316, and the 'HB' cartoon,

. "Drawing for Twelfth Cake, a Hint to Cabinet Makers', ‘reproduced in

Butler, Reform Bill, p. 150.
Webster, Fo'rezgn Policy of Palinerston, I, p. 41.

One of the pfoblems involved in reconstructing Cabinet policy at this time

is' that William IV's pépers have been destroyed (see The Taylor Papevrs

(ed. E.Taylor, London, 1913), p. 1). Thus we are. dependent on private
archives for any royal correspondence or minutes recording Cabinet dec-
isions and disagreements. The Broadlands Papers include a number of

_ letters to and from the King, which, at least in the realm of foreign 'policy,

go a long way to remedy the deficiency. The 3rd. Earl Grey .published a
selection of the correspondence between his father and the King on the
subject of Reform, which throws some light on foreign pclicy and includes
a few Cabinet minutes [ Correspondence of King William IV and Earl Grey,
(ed. Henry, 3rd. Earl Grey, 2 vols., London, 1867).

Granville to Palmerston, 20 August 1832: Webster, Foreign Policy of Palm-
erston, 1, p. 41.

This practice is mentioned approvingly by Hobhouse (Recollections, V, p. 15),
and. Graham (letter to Palmerston, 25 August 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR,
21). It seems to have died out due to the pressure of work on Foreign Office
clerks. See Webster, 'Lord Palmerston at Work 1830-1841' in Polilica,

vol, I, (August 1934), pp. 130-147.

Grey stressed the accessibility of documents in response to Durham's
complaint about the lack of information which was available to Cabinet
ministers, Grey to Durham, 28 August 1831: Grey MSS., box 12, file 1.

For Grey, Althorp's presence in the Cabinet was a sine qua norn for the
success of the ministry (see Sir D.Le Marchant, Memoir of John Charles
Viscount Althorp, Thivd Earl Spencer (London, 1876), p. 259). Melbourne's
first administration was dismissed by- the King in December 1834 as a
direct result of Althorp's elevation to the Lords on the death of his father,

Webster, Fo‘reign.Policy of Palmerston, 1, p. '38. Unfortunately, no source

“is ‘given for this remarkable statement.

Althorp to Palmerston, letter endorsed '1831' (almost certainly August):
Spencer MSS., box 7.

Holland Journal, entry covering September 1833: Holland MSS., Add. Mss,
51870 (f. 700).

Collected Works (11 vols., Edinburgh, 1872), vol. VIII, passim.
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Webster, Foreign Polzcy of Palmerston, I, pp. 35-36. Melbourne's sister,
Lady Cowper, was Palmerston's mistress. They marmbgd in 183%.
See above, chapter I, p. 30.
Althofp to Palmerston, 15 January 1834: Broadlands MSS., GC/SP/11.
Goderich to Palmerston, 3 June 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/GO/26
See below, chapter V, pp. 170- 178 _
Greville, Memoirs, 1I, pp. 66~67 (19 November 1830).
Ho_lland to Grey, 18 November 1830: Grey MSS., box 34, file 2,

Russell to Lady Holland, 'Sunday' (21 November 1830?) : Holland MSS.,
Add, Mss. 51680, ‘

Webster, Forezgn Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 40,
Holland Journal, 20 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867,

Prince Adam Czartorysk1, Memoirs (ed. A Glelgud 2 vols., London, 1888),
vol, I, p. 259.

Webster, Foveign Policy of Palme'rstén, I,- p. 40n,

- Holland to Brougham, 31 December 1831: Brougham, Life and Times, III,

pp. 451-452, ) ) .
L.J.Sanders, The Holland House Civcle (London, 1908), p. 54.

Canning protested in 1827 that he could nol be Prime Minister with Lady
Holland in the Cabinet (The Melbourne Papers, (ed. L.J.Sanders, London,
1889), p. 479)

Russell had hoped for the Under-Secretaryship (Tavistock to Russell, 17
Novembker 1830: Russell MSS,, PRO 30/22 1A) and was subsequently
appalled by Palmerston's bullying methods. Durham, in an embittered
letter to Grey (25 August 1831: Grey MSS., Durham-Grey Letters, vol.
B6), hinted that he had hoped to be oifered the Foreign Office. Following
his mission to St. Petersburg in 1832, Durham, 'Radical Jack', was
suspected by Palmerston of using his support among radicals in the
Cemmons and his new found friends abroad to mount a coup to replace
him at the Foreign Office. See Ridley, Palmersiton, p. 159.

He succeeded in reducing the Vote of Supplies for three years in succ-
e¢ssion between 1832 and 1834. See the table in Bartlett, Great Brilain
and Sea Power, Appendix I, p. 339.

'T have found you the best of colleagues, and . . . . look back on our

friendship with the most heartfelt satisfaction': Graham to Palmerston,
3 June 1834: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/60. '

See Felicity Ranger, 'Sir George Shee' in The Royal Commission on
Historical Manuscripts' Report of lhe Secretary to the Commissioners
1970-1971 (HMSO, London, 1971), pp. 33-43; C.Middleton, 'John Back-
house and the Origins of the Under-Secretaryship for Foreign Affairs
1822-1842' in Journal of Brilish Studies, vol. XIII, no, 2 (May 1974),
pp. 36-39.

See E.Jones Parry, 'Under Secretaries of State for Foreign Affairs

2
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1782-1855' in English Hislorical Review, vol., XLIL (1934), pp. 308-318;
Middleton, 'Backhouse', pp. 24-25. R.Jones' recent study, The Nineteenth
Century Foreign Office (London, 1971), .is disappointingly thin cn the period
before 1860, -

A.Aspinall, Politics and the Press c. 1750-1850 (Loadon, 1949), pp. 244,:
255; Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, I, p. 65.

Shee to Palmerston, 14 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/SH/98. Webster

_' (Foveign Policy of Palmerston, 1, p. 34n.) wrongly attributes this letter to
Backhouse. '

Brougham to Holland, letter endorsed '1833': Holland MSS., Add. Mss.
51564, .

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 183.
See, for example, Greviile, Memoirs II, pp. 58-59 (15 February 1834).
Palmerston to Minto (British Ambassador at Berlin), 19 February 1833:

. Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 43.

Hansard, 3rd. Series, XIX, 394-465 (9 July 1833). For the government's
fears of defeat, see Le Marchant's Diary, 9 July 1833: Three Eavrly Nine-
teenth Cenlury Diaries (ed. A,Aspinall, London, 1952), pp. 334-335; Palm-
erston to Granville, 9 July 1833: Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/414,

Hansard, 3rd. Series, XVIII, 238-299 (3 June 1833). The Commons over-
whelmingly reversed the Lords' vote threc days later: Ibid., 391-444,

Professor Temperley makes nice distinctions between the principles of
Castlereagh, Canning and Palmerston in England and the Neav East: The
Crimea (London, 1936), pp. 59-60,

Howick (by that time 3rd. Earl Grey) to his brother, Charles Gr rey, 21
October 1865: Grey MSS., box 95, file 4.

Czari:oryski., Memoirs, IT, p. 326,

CHAPTER THREE

It is not my intention to discuss in detail the diplomatic history of the
Belgian State, but rather to examine British Cabinet attitudes at certain
crucial stages when British intervention was contemplated. For a full
full description of the complex negotiations surrounding the Belgian
question, see Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, 1, pp. 194-276,
I, pp. 515-521; F. de Lannoy, Les Ovigines Diplomatiques de L'Indepen-
dance Belge: la Conférence de Londres 1830-1831 (Louvain, 1903); S T,
Bindoff, The Scheldt Question to 1839 (London, 1945),

State Paperof 5 May 1820: Cambridge History of British Foreign Policv,
II, p. 632,

Palmerston to Granville (British Ambassador in Paris), 25 March 1831:
Bulwer and Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 57-60 (italics Palmerston's).
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Palmerston to Hollénd, 9.April 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51599,
Holland to Grey, 7 April 1831: Grey MSS., box 34, file 2,
Webster, Foreign Polvfcy of Palmevston,. I, p. 107.

See Hume's speech in the House of Commons, 18 February 1831: Hansard,
3rd. Series, II, 693-699. : : :

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 98; G.Pallain (ed.), Ambass-
ade de Talleyrand a Londres 1830-1834 (Paris, 1891), p. 1Tn,

See Grey's speech of 2 November 1830: Hansard, 3rd. Series, I, 43-44,
and also the contributions of Lansdowne (Ibid., 245-247) and Hume (Ibid.,
208). ' o

Palmerston to Cowley (British Ambassador in Vienna), 26 December 1830:
Foreign Office Records, Public Record Office, FO 7/220 no. 33.

Russell to Lady Holland, letter endorsed 'Sunday' (almost certainzly 21
November 1830): Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51680, Holland had written in
similar vein to his son on 9 August: Ibid., Add. Mss. 51751,

J.Hall, England and the Orleans Monarchy (London, 1912), p. 49.

Webster (Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 123) doubts Talleyrand's
claim, although Palmeiston supports him in a letter to Granville of 22
July 1831: Bulwer and Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 91-92,

Grey to Palmerston, 20 December 1830: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1943;
Talleyrand to Madame Adelaide, 13 December 1830: Memoirs of the Prince
de Talleyrand (ed. Duc de Broglie, trans. Mrs. A Hall, 5 vols., London,
1891), vol, III, p. 222.

'She says that our ministers are greatly changed since they came into
office and that they are all much alarmed, especially Earl Grey, who,

she thinks, views the Fr. Revolution in a very different light': Aberdeen
to Wellington, 30 December 1830: Despaiches, Correspondence and Memo-
randa, VII, p. 386. .

See Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, pp. 121-122 for Palmers-
ton's objections to the Prince's candidacy.

Heytesbury, the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, informed Palmers-
ton that Russia's assent to the independence of Belgium was given on the
understanding that it left open the possibility of the Prince assuming the
throne (30 January 1831: PRO FO 65/191 no. 20).

Webster,. Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. i22.

Palmerston to Grey, 10 January 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.

Grey to Palmerston, 10 January 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1.950.
Webster, Foreign Policy of Palme'rstbn, I, p. 123.

Palmerston to Granville, 14 January 1831: Granville MSS., PRO 30/29 /1041,
Holland to Grey, 7 January 1831: Grey MSS., box 35, file 2.

Grey to Holland, 7 January 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51555,
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Protocol no, 11 of the London Conference: BFSP, XVIII, pp. 759-761.
Most historians refer to.this source when citing the protocols. They were
first published in 1823, in Parliamentary Papers, vel, XLII, pp. 275-543,

" and can also be found in the Journals of the House of Commons for the

same year (vol. CLXXXVIII, pp. 1042-1139).
Grey to Palmerston, 21 January 1831: Broadlands MSS.. GC/GR/1956.

The Early Correspondence of Lovd John Russell (ed. Rollo Russell, 2 vols.,
London, 1913).

Holland to Russell, letter endorsed 'Tuesday, 1831'[{]: Ipid., vol, II,

pp. 10-11, The editor places this letter direcily before that of 27 January.
The most plausible date of this letter, in view of Holland's remarks.about
fresh territorial demands by the French and the selection of Lamb rather

. than Adair for the Vienna Embassy, would scem to be 25 January. As the

neutrality protocol of 20 January took Holland by surprise, ihe letter eould
not have been written on the previous Tuesday (18 January).

Holland to Russell, 27 January 1831: Ibid., pp. 11-13.

The leading authorities (W.E.Lingelbach, 'Belgian Neutrality: its Origins
and Interpretation' in American Historical Review, vol, XXXIX (1933-1934),
pp. 48-60 and Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, pp. 125-126) do
not mention Russell's apparent contribution. His principal biographers,
Spencer Walpole and J.Prest (London, 1973) are also silent.

For example, in a letter to Holland, endorsed 'January 1831' (Holland MSS.,
Add. Mss, 51677), Russell suggests, infer alia, that Belgium should be
neutral and her boundaries guaranteed by the Powers.

Palmerston to Granville, 7 January 1831: Bulwer and Ashley, Palmersion,
o, pp. 27-29; Talleyrand to Secbastiani, 16 January 1831: Pallain, Ambass-
ade de Taileyvand, p. 167.

Lingelbach demonstrates convincingly that this was France's ambition at
this stage: 'Belgian Neutrality', pp. 58-60. Talleyrand frequently revived
his partiticn plans during the two years of negotiations.

Deplored both by Grey and Palmerston in letters to Granville on 21 January:
Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/404. The previous day Grey had written to the
Comte de Flahault, who was on his way to London on a ‘special and unex-
plained mission, urging the French Government to reconsider the candidacy
of the Prince of Orange as the best means of preserving Europesan peace
(Grey MSS., box 15, file 1).

Grey was much disturbed by the partisan activity of both Conference Comm-
issioners and renewed his calls for them to abstain from interference in a
letter to Palmerston on 22 January Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston,
I, Appendix B, p. 822. : '

Mentioned by Grey to Palmerston, 26 January 1831: Broadlands MSS.,
GC/GR/1956,

Grey to Palmerston, 22 January 1831: Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmer-
ston, II, p. 822,

In view of Heytesbury's despatch of 31 January - see above, note 17.

William IV to Palmerston, 23 January 1831: Broadlands MSS., RC/A/18.
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Britain and France could find no common ground on alternative candidates.
Palmerston made it clear that Otto of Bavaria was unacceptable, while
Louis Philippe ‘refused to consider Charles, Archduke of Austria. The
French suggestion of the Neapolitan Prince Charles, nephew of the French
Queen Marie Amélie, never found favour. Granville discussed these
matters most pointedly in a letter to Grey of 24 January 1831: Grey MSS.,
box 18, file 7.

Talleyrand to Sebastiani, 16, 25 January 1831: Pallain, Ambassade de
Talleyrand, pp. 172-174, 185-188; Bindoff, Scheldt Questwn, pp. 159-160;

'+ Lingelbach, 'Belgian Neutrality', pp. 59-60.

The protocol of 27 January fixed the status of Antwerp as a commercial
belonging to Belgium: BFSP, XVIII, p. 765 (Article XI).

Referred to by Russell in-aletter to Holland of 26 January 1831: Russell
MSS., PRO 39/22 1B,

Grey to Palmerston, 28 January 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1961,

'I think there is a great deal in favour of Le Beau's arguments in favour
of the Duc de Leuchtenberg' (_Ibid.). Le Beau was a member of the Belgian
mission which came to London to discuss the choice of a sovereign.

Holland to Russell, 27 January 1831: Early Correspondence, 1I, pp. 11-13,
Russell to Grey, 28 January 1831: Grey MSS,, box 50A, file 6.
BFSP, XVIII, pp. 761-765.

Grey was quick to see that this protocol was hastily drafted and unsuited

to the task of providing a financial settlement for . Belgium and Holland. He
was less surprised than Palmerston at the French Government's disavowal
of it: to Palmerston, 28 January (terms. of protocol), 31 January (d1°avowal)
Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1963, 1965,

Granville to Palmerston, 31 January 1831: Graaville MSS., PRO .30/22/404,

Palmerston to Grey, 1 February 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1966. A
shortened version of this letter is reprinted by Webster, Foveign Policy
of P_alme'rston, II, Appendix B, pp. 816-817.

Protocol 1o. 14, 1 February 1831: BFSP, XVIII, p. 774.

Palmerston to Granville, 2 February 1831 Bulwer aud Ashley, Palmerston,
II, pp. 36-37.

See Londonderry's speech of 5 March 1832 Hansa'rd 3rd, Series, X,
1104-1107.

Temperley, Political Sketches of Princess Lieven, pp. 174;178.

Grey to Princess Lieven, 1 February 1831: Lieven-Grey Correspondence,
II, p. 153.

Palmerston to Grey, 1 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.
Ponsonby to Grey, 4 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 48, file 3.
Palmerston to Grey, 6 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.
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Palmerston to Granville, 15 February 1831: Granville MSS., PRO
30/29/404. The paragraph from which this phrase is taken is omitted
by Bulwer and Ashley (Palmerston, II, pp. 40-42).

He also deplored Sebastiani's public disavowal of the protocol of 27

January and detended Ponsonby against French accusations of meddling
in the election: Grey to Flahault, 17 February 1831 Grey MSS., box 15,
file 1.

Louis Philippe told a Belgian deputation that both Belgium and France

. would be plunged into war if the Duc de Nemours were to accept the

:throne, Seé Cambridge History of Brilish Foreign Policy, II, p. 136,
.BFSP, XVIN, pp. 779-785.

According to Palmerston, Talleyrand actually presented one. of the drafts,
'to strengthen the hands of his government against the violent party':
Granville, 23 February 1831: Bulwer and Ashley, Palmevrston, II, p. 45

‘to Grey, 22 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, f11e 3.

Bulwer and Ashley, Palmevrston, U, pp. 387-395.
BFSP, XVIII, p. 780.

Rough notes by Grey, in Grey MSS., box 42, file 4; these are undated, but
they are almost certainly a draft of his speech in the Lords on 2 November
1830 (Hamnsard, 3rd. Series, I, . 39-44).

Gréy to Holland, 'Monday night' (probably 21 February 1831): Grey MSS,,
box 35, file 3.

Holland to Grey, 22 February 1831: Crey MSS., box 34, file 2.

He feared that the delay thus caused would induce Talleyrand to withhold his
signature from the protocol, particularly as Talleyrand was unwilling to
endorse the confirmation of Belgian independence. In the event, Talleyrand
signed the protocol on 23 February, in defiance of his instructions (Palmer-
ston to Grey, 22 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.).

From 30 November onwards, Falck, the Dutch plenipotentiary, had bheen
excluded from conference discussions and relegated to the same status as
Van der Weyer, the Belgian envoy.

Hume's motion to the House of Commons of 18 February was masterfully
answered by Palmerston. He defended the Government's apparent inter-
vention in Belgium on the grounds of diplomatic necessity and the lack of
any a priori Belgian national rights. Althorp and Graham defended British
intervention on similar grounds. Robert Grant, the brother of Charles, the
President of the Board of Trade, made an equivocal speech about intervent-
ionwhich worried Palmerston, See Hansard, 3rd. Series, II, 693-715;
Palmerston to Grey, 22 February 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.

Annexed to.protocol no, 26 (26 June 1831):-BFSP, XVIIO, pp. 803-805.

It had been clear by April 1831 that Leopold was the onlly candidate for

the throne in view of the lack of support for the Princes of Naples and
Orange. Following the visit of a Belgian deputation to London, terms were
agreed with Leopold and he was elected King by the Belgian Congress on
on 4 June, He insisted as a precondition of his acceptance that the Belgians
should accept the Eighteen Articles. The Congress finally did so on 9 July,
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one -month after the deadline set by the London Conference, and only
then.because delegates were misled as to the terms governing the Dutch
possession of Luxemburg. See Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston,
I, pp. 135, 137n. . )

. First broached by Talle'yrand in January 1831 and continually revived.

Baron Stockmar, Leopold's closest associate, believed partition to have
been Talleyrand's aim throu_gho_ut. See Baron von Stockmar, Memoirs,
(ed. F.Max Miiller, 2 vols., London, 1872), vol. I, pp. 258-259.

Hansard, 3rd. Series, IV, 296-314 (24 June 1831).
For the King's Speech, see Ibid., 84-87, esp. 85 (21 June 1831),
Ibid. , 299,

See Henry Fox's letter to his father 30 Aag'ust 1831: Holland MSS,,
Add. Mss, 51731.

Hansard, 3td. Series, IV, 305-316, esp. 310,
Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 138.

Hansavd, 3rd. Series, V, 311-325 (26 July 1831), Louis Philippe had
further enraged the Tories by talking of 'the tricoleur fluttering under
the walls of Lisbon' (to obtain redress for injuries suffered by French
citizens), where Britain had always been assumed to have had a domin-
ant diplomatic interest. See below, chapter V, pp. 149-150.

Palmerston answered similarly in the Commons next day: Hansard, 3rd.
Series, V, 396-404. Privately he described the speech as 'boastful and
arrogant' and 'too full of pretence': Palmerston to Granville, 25 July 1831:

Bulwer and Ashley, Palmerston, 11, pp. 92-94,

Zuylen, the Dutch plenipotentiary, handed the letter to Palmerston without
giving any indication of its contents or of the imminence of the Dutch invas-
ion: Palmerston to Grey, 3 August 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.

Annex to protocol no. 28 (25 July 1831): BFSP, XVIII, pp. 807-808.
Annex to protocol no. 29, (4 August 1831): Ibid., pp. 818-820.
Palmerston to Grey, 3 August 1831: Grey 'MSS., box 44, file 3.

Palmerston to Sir Charles Bagot (British Ambassador to The Hague),
August 1831: Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 139,

Grey to Palmerston, 3 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2012,
Holland mentions the meeting in his Journal (3 August 1831: Holland MSS,,
Add. Mss. 51867).

Mentioned by Palmerston in his letter to Granville of 11 August'1831:

- Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmevston, I, p. 139. Bulwer and Ashley

(Palmerston, II, p. 98) omit the relevant passage.

Leopold wrote to Grey on 2 August requesting naval assistance (Grey MSS
hox 40, file 4). In fact the Cabinct acted before the ietter was received,

Webster, -Fo'rez'gn Policy of Palmerston, I, p, 138n.

Brougham to Grey, 5 August 1831: Brougham MSS, A sévagely doctored
version of this letter appears in his Life and Times, III, pp. 123-124.
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Grey to-Palmerston, 6 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2014.

Palnierston to Grey, 'late evening', 6 August 1831: Grey MSS., '
box 44, file 4.

Protocol no. 31, 6 August 1831: BFSP, XVIII pp 824-825,

" Palmerston to Grey, 5 August 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 4.

Even Talleyrand, who was soon to revive his favourite partition
scheme, was slow to appreciate the need for a quick decision.

The protocol of 5 August (BFSP, XVIII, pp. 822-824) had involved

a whole day's discussion; the moderate Grey thought it too conciliatory
(to Palmerston, 6 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2014),

Durham to Grey, 6 August 1831: Grey MSS., Grey-Durham
Correspondence,vol. B6.

'You are the most amiable of colleagues on account of the good humour
with which you tolerate the utmost freedom of discussion on every
paper and every plan which you propose': Graham to Palmerston,

4 December 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/28. Cf. Brougham,

Life and Times, 1II p. 468.°

‘Holland Journal, 6 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867.

Most unfortunately, half of the relevant page (f. 68r.)has been tora
out.

'What is fo be done with these damned Dutch and Belgians . . . I
believe the best way would be to draw a cordon round Holland and
Belgium by sea and land and leave them to fight it out': Grey to
Holland, 29 August, 3 September 1832: Cambridge History of British
Foreign Policy, I, pp. 151-152, .

Grey to Palmerston, 9 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2016,
For the text of the Protocol of 6 August, see BFSP, XVII, pp. 824-825.

Hansard, 3rd. Series, V, 886-892 (6 August), 933-935 (8 August),
1270-1316 (12 August).

Ibid., 968-1033 (9 August 1831).

Palmerston to Granville, 11 August 1831: Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmerston, II, pp. 98-100,

Bulow immediately reported this to Palmerston (Palmerston to Grey,

12 August 1831: Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston, I, Appendix B,
pp. 817-818). Grey, who had heard of the development from Graham,
thought that Bulow must have misunderstood Talleyrand: Grey to
Palmerston, 12 August 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2017.

Palmerston to Granville, 13 August 1831: Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmerston, I, pp. 103-105. Again he mentions the strength of
parha*nentary opinion as an 1mportant factor.

Grey to Granvﬂle, 13 August 1831: Grey MSS., box 18, file 7.

Grey to Sir Herbert Taylor (William IV's secretary), 12 August 1831:
‘William IV-Grey Correspondence, vol. 1, pp. 326-328.

Holland Journal, 14 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867.
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Palmerston to Granville, 16 August 1831: Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmevson, pp. 108-110. As Dr. Kenneth Bourne has shown (Tke
Foreign Policy of Victorian England 1830-1902 (Oxford, 1970),

p. 218), Bulwer and Ashley misdate the letter 17 August,

Althorp to Brougham, letter endorsed 'Wednesday 1831': Spencer
MSS., box 7. The subject matter of this letter dates it fairiy
certainly at 17 August: 10 August is the only plausible alternative.
The doubt- as to the exact date of the letter in no way diminishes
its importance.

Palmerston to Granville, 18 August '1831; Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmerston, Ii, pp. 111-113.

Protocol no. 33 (18 August 1831): BFSP, XVIII, P. 830.
Holland Journal, 19 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867.

The destruction of the dykes and the insults suffered by Adair and
Lord William Russell are described in Palmerston's letters to Bagot,
20, 23 August 1831: Palmerston Letter Bcoks, British Museum
Additional Manuscripts 48466. See also Grey to William IV, 22 August
1831: William IV—G'rey Cowespbndence,. I, pp. 336-339., .

Palmerston to Granville, 26 August 1831 Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmerston, II, pp. 119-—123

Protocol no. 41 BFSP, XVIII, pp. 846-8417,

Holland Journal, 19 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867.
Ibid., 2 September 1831. -

Palmerston to Grey, 3 September 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 4,

‘Palmerston to Granville, 3 September 1831: Bulwer and Ashley,

Palmerston, I, p. 126.

Grey to Palmerston, 3 September 1831: Webster, Foreign Policy of
Palmevrston, I, Appendix B, pp. 823-824. Webster, like other:
commentators, does not'discuss the difference of opinion,

Holland Journal, 4 September 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51867.
Palmerston to Grey, 5 September 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 4,

The new terms were an implied recognition of Holland's superior
strength, but still proved unacceptable to the Dutch: BFSP, XVIII,
pp. 893-901. For the Treaty itself, see Ibid,, pp. 645-664.

French pretensions received support from both Lord Holland and
Granville. Palmerston had always been adamant that no concession
should be ‘made: see, for example, his letter to Granville, 13 April
1831: Bulwer and Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 65&n., 66.

'T don't understand Talleyrand's letter . . . he seems dissatisfied
with the protocol in spite of the fact that he helped to prepare it':
Palmerston to Grey, 19 April 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3.
Talleyrand and Grey had exchanged letters on the subject (Grey MSS.,
box 54, file 2) on 17 April which showed the former's unease at the

-terms,
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BFSP, XVIIi p. 921. The protocol was officially communicated to
France on July 14 (Ibid., p. 921, no. 2.). )

. . . "Les Places €levées pour menacer la France ‘et non pour
proteger les Belges seront démolies. Une neutralité reconnu par
I'Europe et l'amitié de France assurent 4 nus voisins une independance
dont nous avons été le premier appui.' ‘The speech is printed in
BFSP, XVIII, pp. 638-641,

Referred to in Grey's letter to Princess Lieven, 25 August 1831
Lieven-Grey Covrespondence, I, P, 269. Wellingion's meniorandums,
together with a-judicious Foreign Office summary of the problem, are
in the Grey MSS., box 7, file 2.

Palmerston to Granville, 18 August 1831: Bulwer and Ashley,
Palmerston, 1I, pp. 111-113. The strength of feeling was a
consolation in view of the moderate tone of the Cahinet towards the
continuing French military presence.

Holland Journal, 23 August 1831: Holland MSS, Add. Mss. 51867.
Russell to Holland, letter endorsed '1831': Ibid., 51677. '

Palmerston to Granville, 23 August 1831: Buiwer and Ashley,
Pclmerston, I, pp. 113-116.

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palme'rston, I, p. 146,

Mentioned in Talleyrand's letter to the Princesse de Vaudemont,

3 October 1831: Talleyrand, Memoirs, IV, pp. 215-216. Talleyrand
expected all the fortesses specified by La Tour Marboureg durmg his
visit to Brussels in August to be destroyed.

- Not printed in any official publication, but extensively referred to by

Palmersl.on in his letters at this time,.

Talleyrand, Memoirs, IV, pp. 184-188; Hall, England and the Ovleans
Monarchy, p. 95.

Palmerston to Adair, 16 November 1831; Palmerston Letter Books,
Add, Mss. 48446.

BFSP, XVII, pp. 664-669,

Palmerston to Granville, 15 December 1831: Webstel, Foveign Policy
of Palmerston, I, p. 146.

Holland to Palmerston, letter endorsed '1831': Hollﬁnd MSS., Add.
Mss, 51599.

Holland to Grey, 14 December 1831: -Grey MSS., box 34, file 2.
Holland Journal, 14 December 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51868.
Talleyrand, Memoirs, IV, p. 236n.

Louis Philippe to Talleyrand,16 December 1831: Ibid., pp. 240-243.
Leopold to Palmerstou, 18 December 1831: Bi‘oadlands MSS., RC/M/41.

Durham to Grey, letter endorsed 'December 1831': Grey MSS., Grey-
Durham Correspondence, vol. B6.



150

151

152 -

153
154

_ 155
156
157
158

159

160 .

161
162

163

164
165

166

167

168 -

Notes to pages 94-98 - ' ' 224

Durham had attacked Grey bilterly in a series of letters about his
low Cabinet status after his work on the drafting of the Reform -

Bill was completed. He sought an earldom and a greater share in
the formation of government policy, complaining that he saw no
Foreign Office documents. Grey was greatly paired by the outbursts
of his son-in-law, whose natural vanity and egotism combined with his
personal griefs to unbalance his mind at this time (Durham to Grey,
Grey to Durham, 25 August 1831: Grey MSS., Ibid., and box 12,

file 1). See the comments of Trevelyan (Grey, pp. 304-306). and
Chester New (Lovd Duvham, (Oxford, 1929), p. 149). There were
some very embarrassingscenes in full Cabinet between Grey and Durham,
such as that of 5 December 1831, described with malicious glee by
Greville: Memoivs, II, pp. 231-232.

Holland to Palmerston, letter endorsed '1831' (most probably
19 December 1831): Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51599,

Holland Journal, 20 December 1831, contains a full and valuable
account: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51868.

Holland wrote in exactly the same terms to Brouuham on 24 December:
Brougham MSS.

See Palmerston's letters to Grey, 27, 29 November, 8,9,10 Decembel
1831: Grey Mss., box 44, file 5.

Granville to Palmerston, 21 December 1831: PRO F.O, 27/432 no. 520;
Grey to Palmerston, 23 December 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 1,
Palmerston to Grey, 24 December 1831: Grey MSS., box 45, file 1.

Hall, England and the Orleans Monavchy, pp. 100-101., The French
threatened Leopold with a withdrawal of support in the event of a
renewed Dutch attack.

Holland Journal, 21-24 December 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51868.

Grey tc Palmerston, 25 December 1831: Grey MSS., box 44, file 1.
Reprinted in Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, Ii, pp. 826-827,

Grey to Palmerston, 27 December 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2070.
Iolland Journal, 21-24 December 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51868.

‘Holland to Brougharm, 26 December 1831: ' Brougham MSS. A savagely

edited form of this letter appears in Brougham's sze and Times, NI,
pp. 447-449,

Holland to Brougham, 27 December 1831: Brougham MSS.

Brougham to Holland, 29 December 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss.
51563.

Holland to Brougham, 31 December 1831: Brougham, Life and Times,
OI, pp. 451-452, -

As late as December 29, Leopold urged Stockmar, then in London,to
press for better terms for France: Leopold to Palmerston, 29 December
1831: Broadlands MSS., RC/M/46; Stockmar, Memoirs, 1, pp. 213-230,

Ivid., p. 233.
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169  On 23 January. See Cambridge History of British Foveign Policy,
o, p. 149. . ' . :

170 Palmerston first heard of the Russian resolve on 26 December (td
Granville, Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/404). Prussia and Austria also
delayed their ratifications at the Tsar's instigation. '

171 '"This childish quarrel is not worthy of war and occurs at a time when
all the moral influence of the other four powers may be required to -
prevent Russia from detaching herself from the Alliancc': Palmerston
to Granville, 26 December 1831: Granville MSS., PRC 30/29,/404.

172 Holland to Granville, 19 January 1832: Granville MSS., PRO 36/29/409,

173 Paimerston to Granville,. 19 February 1832: Granville MSS., PRO
30/29/413. '

174 See Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmevston, 1, pb. 148-176 and
especially Bindoff, The Scheldi Questions, pp. 18§3-219. The peripheral
aspects of the Belgian negotiations are beginning to interest historians:
see J. M. Stengers, 'Leopold I et les chemins de fer 1830-1832' in
Mélanges Offertes a G. Jacquemyns (Brussels, 1968).

175 - The Eastern Powers were undoubtedly hoping that the Reform issue
would topple the Grey ministry .and bring Aberdeen, a champion of
the Dutch, back to the Foreign Office. After Wellington's abortive
attempt to form a ministry between 9 and 15 May 1832, the Powers

~ could delay, but not prevent a final settlement.

176 Grey to Palmerston, 1 June 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2111.

177 Palmerston to Grey, Grey to Palmerston, 24 Cctober 1831: Grey
MSS., box 44, file 5, Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2049; Bartlett,
" Great Brilain and Sea Power, p. 86.

178 Leopold to Grey, 3 June 1832: Grey MSS., box 40, file 4, A

' selection of the correspondence between these two during the Belgian
negotiations appears in J. Gallant, 'De Briefwisseling van Konig
‘Leopold met Lord Grey in de Howick Papers te Durham' in De Brug,
2/3 (1973).

179 Bindoff, The Scheldt Question, p. 159,
180 Anpnex to protocol no., 67: BFSP, XVIIi, pp. 125-131,
181 Grey to Palmerston, 21 June 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2118.

182 Palmerston to Granville, 22 June 1832: Granville MSS., PRO
' 30/29/413.

183 Bindoff, The Scheldt Question, p. 190.

184 Palmerston to Bligh, 6 July 1832: Bligh MSS., British Museum Additional
Manuscripts 41284; Heytesbury to Palmerston, 11 August 1832: Broadlands
MSS., GC/HE/1486.

185 = William IV to Palmerston, 20, 22 July 1832: Broadlands MSS.,
RC/A/73-74. The King's inveterate hostility towards France prohably
furned him against the project.

186 Grey to. Palmerston, 30 July 1832: Broédlénds 'MSS., GC/GR/2099.
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For the hackground to the Theme see Bindoff, The Scheldt Question, .
pp. 190-193. .
Leopold to Grey, 16 August 1832: Grey MSS., box, 40, file 4.
Grey to Palmerston, 23 August 1832: Grey MSS., box, 44, file 1.

Grey's absence raised several eyebrows, including those of Lady
Holland: Letters of Harviet, Countess Granville (ed. F. Leveson-
Gower, 2 vols., London 1894), vol, O, p. 130,

Althorp to Palmerston, 15 September 1832: Broadlands MSS.,
GC/SP/9.

Graham to Palmerston, letter endorsed '18 Scptember 1832":

'Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/25.

Grey to Palmersion, 18 September 1832: Grey MSS., box 44, file 1.

Grey described the various views to Palmerston on 26 September :
Ibid.

Protocol no. 70: BFSP, XVII, pp. 184-190.

Palmerston to Granville, 2 October 1832: Granville MSS., PRO
30/29/404,

Palmerston to Grey, 27 September 1832: Grey MSS., box 45, file 2,

Althorp to Earl Spencer, 6 October 1832: Spencer MSS., Althorp-
Spencer Letters voi, II; Holland Journal, '1832' (Holland had at

this time discontinued daily entries, so folio numbers will be cited):
Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51869, ff. 567-568.

Webster, Fereign Folicy of Palmevsion, 1, pp. 168-169,
Holland Journal, '1832': Holiand MSS,, Add. Mss. 51869 ff. 567-568,

Palmerston to Holland, 6 October 1832: Holland MSS., Add. Mss.
51599,

Reprinted in New, Durham, pp. 218~220,

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, 1, pp. 170&n., 171. New
(Durham, pp. 216-221) bases his case on Palmerston's letter to
Durham of 5 October 1832 in which two courses are put forward;

he argues from this that Palmerston had not yet made up his mind,.
It is more likely that Palmerston wished Durham to come tc his own
decision, Cf. his letter to Hoiland of 6 October (note 201).

New's enthusiastic view of Durham's achievement - 'single~handed,

by sheer force of keen analysis and lucid argument, Durham carried
all before him' (Durham, p. 220) - reflects the tendency towards hero-
worship that Durham's biographers seem unable to aveid. See
S.J.Reid, Life and Letters of the First Eavl Durham (2 vols.,
London,1906), vol. I, pp. 229-233; L. Cooper, Radical Jack (London,
1956), pp. 105-107.

Duriam to Leopold, 26 October 1832: New, Durham, p. 221,
On 22 October: BF FSP, XVIII, pp. 258-263.

The blockade was very unpopular with British merchants but the

Tories were unsble to turn the resentment to parliamentary advantage.
Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, 1, p. 173,
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Bartlett, Great Britain and Sea Power, p. 87. Dr, Bartlett makes use
of the Letters of Viscount Althorp 1793-1833 (private edition published
by his nephew, Viscount Althorp, 1881), which I was unable to consult,
There is no copy of this worl: at Althorp House but there is a copy in
the Naticnal Library of Scotland. I am most grateful to Dr. Bartlett
and the Earl Spencer for their help in attempting to trace this book.

Holland to Brougham, 27 October 1832: Brougham MSS.

Palmerston's defence of British intervention in the Commons in
December 1831 was in the best Canningite tradition: Hansard,

3rd. Series, IX, 105; quoted in H.W.V, Temperley and L.M. Penson,
Foundations of British Foreign Policy 1792-1902 (London, 1938), p. 94,

NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

Grey to Palmerston, 26 December 1830: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1947;
Hansard, 3rd, Series, V, 930 (8 August 1831). The Polish revolt had
been mentioned in the King's Speech of 21 June 1831 (lbid., IV, 84),
but had provoked only one passing response (from Hunt: Ibid., 204).
For full discussions of the revolt itself, see R.F. Leslie, Pclish
Pclitics and the Revolution of November 1830 (London 1956); E. Kukiel,
Czartoryski and Euvopean Unity, 1790-1861 (Princeton, 1955), pp. 171-
209, Also valuable is J.H. Gleason, The Genesis of Russophobia in
Great Britain: A Study of ihe Inte'mctzon of Policy and Opinion (Harvard,
1950), pp. 107-134,

'Czar_toryski, Mewmoirs, I,pp. 257-261.

'An Appeal to the Allies and the English Nafion on Behalf of the Poles’,

in Edinburgh Review, vol. XLIV (January 1814).

For example, Grey's speech in the Lords, 21 April 1814: Hansard,
1st., Series, XXVIII, 455; Mackintosh's speech in the Commons,

20 April 1815: Ibid., XXX, T44. Admittedly, Whig speakers were more
vociferous about the plight of Naples, Genca and Sardinia.

Kukiel, Czartoryski and Eurvopean Unity, pp. 119-135: Webster,
Foreign Policy of Palmevsion,. 1 pp. 342-361.

Poles living in other countries were guaranteed separate national

“institutions: see Article I of the Treaty of Vienna in BFSP, IV, p. 11.

Lamented by Czartoryski in his Memoivs, II, pp. 259-261.

Grey to Sir Herbert Taylor, 6 April 1831: William IV-Grey
Correspondence, 1, pp. 209-210.

Brougham to Holland, 29 December 1832: Brougham MSS.

Czartoryski, Memoirs, II,pp. 258-259. Brougham was not a Member
of Parliament in 1814. :

Carlisle to Holland, 18 December 1830: Holland MSS., Add. Mss,
51578,

Sebastiani to Talleyrand, 25 December 1830: Pallain, Ambassade de
Talleyvand, pp. 152-153nn,
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Grey to Palmerston, 26 December 1830: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1947.

Palmerston to Heytesbury, 31 December 1830: Broadlands MSS.,
GC/HE/146. : .

Holland to Grey, 20 December 1830: Grey MSS., box 34, file 2. At a
National Guard dinner, Lafayette had proposed a toast 'aux canoniers
Frangais, Belges et Polonais'.

Palmerston to Granville, 14 January 1831: Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/404.

Crey's letters tp Princess Lieven throughout this period reveal his
sympathies clearly. See, for example, his letter of 27 January 1531:
Lieven-Grey Correspondence, II, p. 147,

Granville to Palmerston, 7 January 1831: PRO FO 27/426 no. 1.
Grey to Palmerston, 26 December 1830: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/1946.

See the Commons debate of 18 March 1831, with the interjections by
O'Connell and O'Gorman Mahon: Hansavd, 3rd. Series, II, 693-727.

For a description of the break with Russia and the beginning of the
campaign, see Leslie, Polishk Politics and the Revolution of 1830, pp.
134-171.

Pelmerston to Holland, 20 March 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51599,

Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston, 1, pp. 200-221, Palmerston's
nearest approach to actual interveantion in Italy wae his idea to guarantee

- Piedmont against French invasion. It was never discussed by the Cabinet,

as Franco-Austrian tension quickly eased.

Heytesbury to Palmerston, 25 February 1831: PRO FO 65/190 no. 39:
Leslie, Polish Politics and the Revolution of 1830, p. 163.

‘Article I: BFSP, IV, p. 11.

Palmerston to Heytesbury, 22 March 1831: PRO FO 65/190 no, 11, The
jacket of this despatch is marked 'Highly approved of, W.R.' '

Palmerston to Heytesbury, 22 March 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/HE,/147.

Palmerston to Granville, 29 March 1831: Bulwer and Ashley, Palmerston,.
II, pp. 60-61.

Grey to Holland, 1 April 1831: Grey MSS., box 35, file 3.

Heytesbury to Palmerston, 30 April 1831: PRO FO 65/191 (separate and
secret).

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, 1, pp. 187-188,
Palmerston to Heytesbury, 3 May 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/HE/149.

Palmerston to Granville, 13 May 1831: Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/404.
This paragraph has been omitted by Bulwer and Ashley: Palmerston, 1,
pp. 77-79.

Talleyrand to Sebastiani, 5 March 1831: Pallain, Awxibassade de Talley-
rand, pp. 256~-258,

Talleyrand to Sebastiani, 14 May 1831: Ibid., pp. 338-343.
Hansard, 3rd. Series, IV, 84-87 (21 June 1831). '
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Princess Lieven to Grey, 17 June 1831: Lieven-Grey Correspondence,
I, pp. 243-245.

William IV to Grey 18 June 1831: William IV-Grvey Co'r'respbndence, I,
p. 300, The King suggested that the mention of the war be included in
'the general catalogue of civil commotions which disturb Europe’.

The episode had an ironical postscript, for Grey reported to Princess
Lieven that Matuscewitz, the Russian plenipotentiary at the Conference,
had objected to the term 'contest' and would have preferred 'revolt':
Liecven-Grey Correspondence, 11, p. 247 (27 June 1831). '

Czartoryski, Memoirs, I, p. 320. _
Hansavd, 3rd, Series, IV, 204 (21 June 1831).

Casimir Périer to Talleyrand 7 July 1831 Talleyrand, Memoirs, IV,
pp. 162-164.

Palmerston to Granville,' 12 July 18-31: Granville MSS., PRO 30/29/404.

Princess Lieven to Benckendorff, 24 July 1831: Leiters of Princess
Lieven, pp. 303-307. Durham may have thought at this stage that the
possible disappearance of Palmerston's parliamentary seat at Bletchingly
as a result of the Reform Bill would increase his chances of becoming
Foreign Secretary.

Holland to Grey, 10 July 1831: Grey MSS., box 34, file 2.
Holland Journal, 20 July 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51867.

Ibid., 21 July 1831.

Journal of the House of Commons, vol, CLXXXVI (1831), part‘z, p. 737;
W.Wilks, Lovd Palmevston in Thvee Epochs (London, 1854), p. 16;

Hansavd, 3rd. Series, V, 930 (8 August 1831).

‘Journal of the House of Commons, vol. CLXXXVI (1831), part 2, pp. 753

797, 830, 847.

Broadlands MSS., CAB/A/2-12. The question was discussed between 21
August and 6 September 1831.

Palmerston to Heytesbury, 21 September 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/HE/

151,

Palmerston was furicus at this breach of international law, but he did
not alter his policy as a result. He ordered Cowley to protest to the
Austrian Government, armed with quotations from Vattel's treatises.
Palmerston to Cowley, 19 June 1831: PRO FO 7/220 no. 16; Webster,
Foreign Policy of Palmevslon, I, p. 188.

Heytesbury to Palmerston, 10 October 1831_; PRO FO 65/193 no. 196.
Grey to Palmerston, 8 November 1831: Bxfoadlands MSS., GC/GR/2061,

Made for instance by Southgate (Most English Minister. pp . 88-89),
Palmerston commented to Russell in 1863 that Grey had been more
anxious to avoid any quarrel with Russia: Palmerston to Russell, 26
February 1863: Bell, Palmerston, 1, p. 165.

Gr ey to Palmerston, 12 November 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2062
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Holland Journal, 17 November 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss 51868,

'But the poor Poles - Chad's despatchés went right to my heart': Grey
to Palmerston, 16 November 1831: Broadlands MSS., GC/GR/2063.

Palmerston to Heytesbury, 23 November i831: PRO FO 85/190 no. 52,
This despatch, together with other relevant correspondence, appears in
Parliamentery Papers, vol, LXXV (1863) and BFSP,XXXVII, pp. 1413-1444,
Palmerston to Heytesbury, 12 March 1832: PRC FO 65/198 no. 35.

Grey to Brougham, 1 January 1832: Brougham, Life and Times, I, p. 185
Czartoryski, Memoirs, II, p. 33l. Grey was prepared to entertain
Czartoryski in a private capacity, exciting Princess Lieven's wrath

- thereby: Grey to Princess Lieven, 1 January, Princess Licven to Grey,

3 January 1832: Lieven-Grev Correspondence, I, pp. 310-311, 318.
Czartoryski, Memoirs, II, pp. 323-325.

Ibid. , pp. 327-328,

Jbid., p. 326.

Taylor, T'roul;le Makers, pp. 42-43.

Gleason, Genesis of Russophobia in Gveat Britain, p. II5.

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, 1, p. 183 Taylor, Trouble

Makers, pp. 42-43.

Ridley, Palmerston, p. 161; Hansa'rd, 3rd. Series, XIX, 416-423 (9
August 1833). '

. Gleason, Genesis of Russophobia in Greal 3vitain, pp. 129, 125-130,

Palmerston to Durham, 3 July .1832 (instructions): PRO FO 65/200 no.2;
Palmerston to Lamb, 30 June 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/BE/419
Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, I, p. 191.

For the Commons debate of 28 June 1832, see Hansard, 3rd. Series,
XTI, 1115-1152, For Princess Lieven's reaction, .see her lefter to Grey,
29 June 1832: Lieven-Grey Correspondence, II, p. 359.

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 191. Both the King and
the Tsar protested at the language used in the debate.

I have been unable to rediscover the source of this quotation, but I am
convinced that it is genuine.

Czartoryski, Memoirs, I, p. 338.

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, pp., 191-195. For the over-
sympathetic view of Durham's biographers, see New, Duvham, pp. 211-
212, Durham's lack of influence at St. Petersburg is reminiscent of his
visit to Brussels the previous November. Adair, the British Ambassador,
had written to Holland that Durham did not perform & major role: 'Invar-
iably I sead him my dcspatches to read, after liiey ave signed, before

I send them off' (8 November 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 57610),

Holland to Fox, 15 July 1834: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51753,
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Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, pp. 195-199,

Parliament voted the Polish refugees £10,000 per annum from 1834 to
1852.

.See Wilks! shrewd polemic: Loyd Palme'rston in Thvee Epochs, pp. 15-21,

Palmerston to Bligh, 16 July 1833: Bligh Papers, British Museum Addit-

.- ional Manuscripts 41285, For the debate of 9 July 1833, see Hansavd,

3rd. Series, XIX, 394-465, The government was very anxious as to the
the outcome: Littleton Diary, 9 July 1833: Thvee Early Nineteenth Cent-
ury Diavies, pP. 344-345.

Czartoryski, Memoirs, II, p. 326.

Palmerston's 'Memorandum in reply to Lord Holland'; 8 March 1840:
Broadlands MSS., GC/HO/139;Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston,
I, p. 284,

Grey to Holland, 10 February 1826: Holland MSS., Add. Mss, 51554;

~ above, chapter I, pp. 25-26.

Temperley, England and the Near East: The Crimea, p. 59.

Aberdeen to Gordon, 21 November 1829: F.SRodkey, 'Lord Palmerston
and the Re]uvenatmn of Turkey, 1830-1830' in Journal of Modern History,
vol. I (1929), p. 570.

Russian territorial ambitions in Turkey were thereby settled once and
for all: Temperley, England ard the Neav East: The Cvimea, p. 57.

See F.E.Bailey, British Policy and the Turkish Refovin Movement. A
Study in Anglo-Tuvkish Relations 1826-1853 (Harvard, 1942), p. 46
for Mehemet's reasons for turning towards Syria.

Grey to Palmerston, 19 June 1832: Brdadlahds MSS., GC/GR/2117. The
letter of Palmerston's to which this is a reply has not survived.

S. Lane Poole, The Life of the Right Honouvable Stvalford Canning,
Viscount Stvatford de Redcliffe (2 vols., London, 1888), vol.I, p. 512;
Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston, I, pp. 279-281.

Palmerston to Grey, 6 Septemi)er 1832: Grey MSS., box 45, file 2, See
also M.Vereté, 'Palmerston and the Levant Crisis 1832' in Journal of
Modern History, vol, XXIV (1952), pp. 1%:5-146..

Grey to Palmerston, 9 September 1832: Grey MSS., box 44, file 1.
Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 200,

Ahmet Houlousi to Grey, 24 September 1832: Grey MSS., box 56, file 5.
The letter was delivered on 4 November,

Grey delayed his reply' for a month.
Palmerston to Grey, 5 November 1832: Grey MSS., box 44, file 3,

Palmerston to Mandeville, 5 December 1832: Broadlands MSS., GC/MA/
274,

Palmerston to Lamb, 22 May 1838: Broadlands MSS., GC/BE/503;
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Holland Journal!, entry covering September 1833 - July 1834: Holland
MSS., Add. Mss. 51870 (ff, 712-713).

Aspinall, Lovd Brougham and the Whig Party, p. 194, gives-a
comprehensive survey of the various occasions when the fui;ure of
the ministry was in doubt,

Howick Journal, 29 January 1834: Grey MSS.
J.T. Ward, Sir Janies Graham (London, 1967), pp. 131-140,

Holland Journal, entry covering September 1833-July 1834: Holland
MSS., Add. Mss. 51870 (ff. 720-721).

Palmerston to Grey, 25 April 1834 (Quadruple Alliance), 1 June 1834
(Belgium): Grey MSS., box 45, file 5.

Palmerston to Minto, 15 July 1834: Webster Foreign Polzc v of
Palmerston, 1, p. 42a.

Palmerston to Grey, 15 July 1834: Grey MSS., box 45, file 5.
Grey ‘to Palmerston, 16 July 1834: Grey MSS., box 44, file 2,
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Palmerston to Melbourne, 14 April 1835; Broadlands MSS., GC/ME/26/3-4;
reprinted in Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevrston, 1, -Appendix C,
pp. 839-849. ) ,

King Leopold to Pal*n\,rston 21 November 1834: Broadlands MSS.,

. RG/M/113.

Duchesse de Dino, Memoirs 1831-1835 (ed. Princess Radziwill,
London, 1909), p. 94 (19 June 1834).

Melbourne to Grey, 11 April 1835: The Melbourne Papers (ed,

L.C. Sanders, London, 1889), p. 267. Lansdowne seems to have been
the prime mover according to Lord Holland (Journal, 10 April 1835:
Holland MSS., Add. Mss., 51870. Holland had briefly resumed daily
entries at this time but most unfortunately there is a gap during the
crucial period 10-15 April).

Webster Forezg'n Policy of Palme'rston, I, p. 419.

Ibid. , p. 420; Grey to Melbourne, 14 April 1835: Broadlands MSS.,
GC/ME/26/2; Grey to Princess Lieven, 15 April 1835: Lieven-Grey
Correspondence, III, p. 100.

Melbourne to Palmerston, 14 April 1835: Broadlands MSS., GC/ME/26/2
(minute); reprinted in Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmerston, T
Appendix C, p. 839. '

Palmerston to Melbourne,. 14 April 1835: Broadlands MSS., GC/ME/26/3~4;
similarly reprinted by Webster.

Webster, Foreign Policy of Palmevston, 1, pp. 417-418,
Ibid., p. 420n,

" Russell to Grey, 12 April 1835: Grey MSS., box 50A, file 5.

Holland to Fox, 17 April 1835: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51754. This
letter contradicts the assertion of W.M. Torrens (Memoir of William
Lamb, Second Viscount Melbourne (2 vols., London, 1878), vol, I,

p. 369) that Holland was anxious to see Palmerston excluded from the
Foreign Office. Palmerston was Holland's choice if Grey could not
be persuaded.

Bell, Palmerston, 1., pp. 263-204; Webster, Foreign Policy of
Palme'iston, I, p. 420, ' .

See 'A' (J. R. Thursfield), 'Notes on the Crevﬂle Memoirs' ia
English Historical Review, vol. I (1884), pp. 116-132; F.A. Dreyer,
'"The Whigs and the Political Crisis of 1845' in Ibid. , vol. LXXX (1965),
pp. 514~537.

Howick to Russell, 14 December 1845: Grey MSS., miscellaneous, box 219.
Henry Fox to Holland, 30 August 1831: Holland MSS., Add. Mss. 51751,

Henry Fox to Holland, 13(6?) January 1832: Holland MSS., Add. Mss.
51751.

'Earls Grey and Spencer' in Edinburgh Remew, vol, CLXVII (January.
1846), p. 14. .
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APPENDIX II

Enclosed in a letter to Palmerston, 23 December 1832: PRO FO 78/211.
Crawley, G';feek Independence, p. 212 (the memorandum, together with
the marginal comments is reprinted on pp. 237-245); Temperley,
England and the Near East: The Crimea, p. 63.

M. Vereté, 'Palmerston and the Levant Crisis', p. 142.

Palmerston to Granville, 5 November 1832: Webster, Foreign Policy
of Palmevrston, 1, p. 284 &n.

Webster, Foveign Policy of Palmerston, I, p. 184.
Holland to Grey, 25 January 1833: Grey MSS., box 34, file 4,
See above, Chapter 1, pp. 23-26.

Corament on the Canning memorandum: Crawley, Grveek Independence,
p. 241, ' :
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