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McGlll Unlverslty, 1970 

Supervlsor. Professor Hereward Senlor 

Lord PonsonQy was Brltlsh ambassador to Turkey between 

1833 - 1841 durlng a cruclal perlod ln relatlons between Great 

Brltaln and Russla. He arrlved 1n Constantlnople Just pr10r to 

the negotlatlons of the Treaty of Unklar Skelessl and at a tlme 

wh en Brltlsh lnfluence was weak. After some hesltat10n, he 

declded that lt was essentlal to support mllltary reform ln 

Turkey as a means of securlng the Sultan agalnst hls overmlghty 

subject, Mehemet All. Worklng closely wlth Lord Palmerston, 

Ponsonby bl degrees undermlned Russ1an lnfluence ln Constantlnople, 

and ln the course of dolng so was lnvolved ln the Churchlll 

Affalr, the "Vlxen" lncldent, and the much publlclzed quarrel 

w1th Dav1d Urquhart. Dur1ng the Mehemet All crlsls of 1839, he 

served Palmerston's lnterests by prev'ent1ng dlrect negotlatlons 

between the Sultan and Mehemet All. By the tlme PonsonQy left 

Constantlnople he had secured 1nfluence for Great Brlta1n w.hlch 

h1s successors were able to malnta1n throughout the century. 
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11. 

PREFACE 

The need of a study of Ponsonby's career at Constantlnople 

durlng the cruclal. years of 18)) - 1841 ls evldent. He was the 

prlnclpal agent of Brltlsh pollcy ln Turkey between the Treaty 

of Unklar Skelessl and the Four Power Treaty of JUly, 1840. 

Hls person and lnfluence are dlscussed ln nearly all works 

deallng wlth Anglo-Turklsh relatlons ln thls perlod, but the 

lnterpretatlons of hls conduct are contradlctory, and ln al.l 

of these works Ponsonby appears merely as Lord Pal.merston's 

agent, the man who quarreled wlth Urquhart or an ambassador 

among ambassadors. 

Thls thesls ls an effort to place Ponsonb,y ln the center 

of the stage and provlde an estlmate of hls personal lnfluence 

durlng these years of crls1s. The thesls should be of lnterest 

from three polnts of vlew. as provldlng a detal1ed study of the 

work of one of the archltects of Brltlsh pollcy ln Turkey, as 

a study of an aspect of Anglo-Turklsh and Anglo-Russlan 

relatlons, and for the 11ght lt throws upon the Turco-Egyptlen 

questlon and varlous lncldents such as the Urquhart-Ponsonb,y 

quarrel, the ·Vlxen" lncldent and the Churchll1 Affalr. 

The wrlter would 11ke to express hls gratltude to 

Professor H. Senlor under whose guldance thls thesls was wrltten, 

for hls patlence and valuable suggestlons. To Professor R. 

Vogel, Chalrman, Department of Hlstory, the author must express 

hls appreclatlon for the tlnanclal ald extended to aake posslble 

the completlon of the thesls. 
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The nature of thls thesls necessltated a perlod of research 

ln Great Brltaln. Materlal was consulted ln the Publlc Records 

Offlce, the Brltlsh Museum and the Brltlsh Museum Newspaper 

Llbrary, Collndale, the Hlstorlcal Manuscrlpts Commlsslon, 

Quallty House, London, Balllol College, Oxford Unlverslty, and 

the Unlvers1ty of Durham, Durham. The wrlter owes thanks to 

the l1brarlans of Balllol College and the Unlverslty of Durham 

and the staff of the Hlstorlcal Manuscrlpts Comm1ss1on for thelr 

asslstance. 

Lastly, l would llke to acknowledge my great debt to my 

wlfe, wlthout whose help and lnsplratlon thls thesls could not 

have been wrltten. 
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Capudan Pasha 
(Kapûdân Pal1a) 

Defterdar 

Divan 

Dragoman 

Firman 

Grand Vizier 
(Vezir) 

vi. 

GLOSSARY~ 

A diploma of title; berats were originally 
concerned with granting fiefs. Brevets 
iasued to Provincial governors were called 
berats. 

Supreme Commander of all Ottoman Fle&ts; 
Lord H1gh Admiral. He was adm1tted by Suleiman 
the Magnificen~ to the Divan. His rank was 
d1rectly below that of the Grand V1zier. 

The off1cer responaible for the Sultan's 
f1nances; the Head of the Finance Department. 
~om the earliest times he was a man of im­
portance, diatinguished as the only offic1al 
who had the right to personally present 
petitions to the SUltan. His office was 
housed in a bu1lding separate from the 
Sublime Porte. 

More precisely the Divan-i humaYÜn. This 
term orig1nally was applied to pUblic aud1ences 
of the Sultan, in which just1ce was dispensed 
and audiences were given to ambassadors. Mahmed 
II gave the Grand Vizier the duties of judge, 
and secretly watched the proceedings of the 
Divan. Suleiman the Magnificent ceased this 
this practice, and sUbsequently the Divan 
carrled out the day to day policies of ~ühe 
Ottoman Empire. Before Suleiman the Magn1ficent, 
the number of mlnisters in the Divan was small, 
but it was expanded under Suleiman. 

This word is derived from 'tercuman,' meaning 
'translator.' In the embassies at Constan­
tinople, the dragoman was employed by ambass­
adors to conduct relations with the Porte 
as well as to translate communications. 

An Imperial Rescript. F1rmans concerned matters 
which the Sultans already had ruled upon in 
Hattisherifa, and therefore came to receive 
comparatively little respect. 

The title Vizier waa firat uaed by the Ottoman 
Turka as a military title. Mehmed II gave his 
highest ranking official the title of Grand 
Vizier. After Suleiman the Magnificent retired 
from personal cond~ct of the affaira of the 
Ottoman Empire, the Grand Vizier conducted 
affaira in the name of the Sultan. Thia office 
uaually was filled by slaves of the Sultan. 
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Hattisherlf 
(Hat~1 ~rif) 

Klahaya 
(Kiahya) 

Kiahaya Bey 
(Kiahya Bey) 

Pashallc 
(Pafalik) 

Reis Effendi 
(Re 'la Etendl) 

Seraskler Pasha 
(Serasker) 

SUblime Porte 

vii. 

An Imperial or Noble Rescript. As lt was 
the formulation of the SUl tan' s will!, 1 t 
was regarded as a partlcularly solemn 
document. It treated sUb~ects whlch were 
not defined by the Sherl a, the Holy Law 
of Islam. Orlglnally, it was granted only 
by the Sult~~, but after the time of 
Sulelman, was lssued by the Grand Vizler 
ln the Sultan's name. 

A secretary or assistant of a TUrklsh 
officlal. 

He orlglnally was a personal servant of the 
Grand Vizier and had no admlnlstrative 
functlons. With the lncrease in the vol­
ume of the Grand Vizler's work, the Klah­
aya Bey galned lmportance, and served as 
the Grand Vlzler'a general deputy, par­
ticularly ln home and ml1itary affairs. 
He was a member of the Divan. 

A tltle of rank. The rank of the Pasha 
was slgnlfled by the number of horse tails 
granted wlth hls title. Officlals wlth 
the tltle of Pasha governed Pashalics, 
and the term Pasha was generally used for 
governor. However, the governors of Pasha-
11cs are properly referred to as Vlziers, 
Pashas of three tails, and Beylerbeys, 
Pashas of two tal1s. 

A provlnce of the Turklsh màlpire. Pash~· 
alics were dlvlded into Eyalets, whlch 
in turn were dlvided into Sanjaks. 

Also referred to as the Reis Ül-Küttab, 
meaning "the chief of the man of the 
pen~ Originally, he was the Jrincipal 
Secretary of the Chancery of the Divan, 
who was charged with keeping the reoo~ds 
of the communications of the Grand l1zier 
to the Sultan. He later became Secretary 
of State or Min1ster of Foreign Affairs. 

Commander of the Turkish army. He was a 
member of the Divan, and was equal in rank 
lii th the Capudan Pasha. 

It was also referred to as the Porte. It 
was the adminlstrat1ve" center of Turk1sh 
government, and contained all the depart­
ments except the Finance Department. The 
Porte was used by Westerners to rafer to 
the Turkish government. 
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Ulema. 

vlll. 

A oorps of Jurlst-th$ologlans. !he Ulemas 
lnterpreted the Sherl'a, the Holy law 
ot Islam. 



lx • 

ABBRE VIATI ONS 

B.P. The Broadlands Papersl the private papers of Lord 
Palmerston 

G.P. The private papers of the Second Earl Grey 

U.P. The private papers of David Urquhart 

F.O. 7 Foreign Office, Austria 

F.O. 27 Foreign Office, France 

F.O. 65 Foreign Office, Russia 

F.O. 78 Foreign Office, Turkey 

F.O. 195 The records of the British embassy in Turkey 

F.O. 352 The private papers ot Sir Stratford canning 

Ad. The Admiralty Papers 



CHAPrER l, Il'rrRODU c'r ION 

A. Lord Ponsonby's Background 

The problem of a foreign diplomat at Constantinople was not 

so much to understand the 'rurks as to command their respect, and 

few ambassadors have been more successful in achieving this than 

Ponsonby. In the reign of Mahmoud II the 'rurks, who regarded 

themselves as a conquering people, were inclined to be contemp­

tuous of career diplomats and were most easily impressed by 

ambassadors who appeared to be drawn from the higher circles of 

their own societies. In this respect Ponsonby was eminently 

suited by both background and temperament to play the role of 

British ambassador torurkey. 

There is some uncertainty about the date and circumstances 

of Ponsonby's birth, but the Dictionary of National Biography 

states that he probably was born around 1770, the eldest son of 

William Brabazon Ponsonby, First Baron Ponsonby.1 Following the 

family tradition, he entered the Irish Parliament, but preferred 

to make his way in high society rather th an in politics. In this 

sphere his personal charm and good looks gave him access to the 

highest circles, providing a useful preliminary to his diplomatic 

career. Some indication of his prominence in court circles is 

suggested by a rumour that his first diplomatic appointment was 

1 John Ponsonby's line ended in the eighteen-thirties, and the 
estates were inherited by the Talbot family, afterwards the 
rral bot-Ponsonby family. 'rhe present Lord Ponsonby has informed 
the Historical Manuscript Commission, Quality House, London, 
that he is not aware of John Ponsonby's existence. For the 
known details of Ponsonby's background vide The Dictionary of 
National Biography, Vol. XLVI, ~ew York, 1896. p. 86. 
Sir J. Ponsonby, The Ponsonby Family, London, 1921, pp. 75-80. 



the result of the desire of George IV to remove a possible rival 

for the affections of Lady Conyngham. 

His diplomatie career began in 1826 with ,an appointment to 

Buenos Aires, and he was subsequently sent to Rio de Janeiro. 

In December, 18)0, Ponsonby received his first' European appoint­

ment, being sent on a Special Mission to Belgium concerning the 

candidature of Leopold of Saxe-Coburg for the Belgian throne. 

'rhis was follol'led, on June 8, 18)2, by an appointment as envoy to 

the Neapolitan government, and on November 9, 18)2, he was 

appointed amœssador to Turkey. Ponsonby's assignment to this 

most important post is most easily explained by his Whig family 

background and the fact that he was Lord Grey's brother-in-Iaw, 

although considerable weight must be given to the compete,nce which 

he had demonstrated during his s1x years of service. Sir Robert 

Gordon, his predecessor, was Lord Aberdeen's brother, while 

Stratford Canning had been sent out by his cousin George Canning. 

'rhis tradition of nepotism among the ambassadors to 'rurkey seems 

to have provided able men, and Ponsonby was no exception. 

B. The Awakening of British Interest in the Levant 

Great Britain, until the latter half of the eighteenth cen­

tury, took little interest in Turkey, and amœssadors to l'urkey, 

chosen by the Levant Company, were generally men without excep­

tional ability. These men concentrated more upon Levant Company 

business than diplomatie affairs, and were judged by the 'rurks 

more for their manners and tastes than their energy. William Pitt 

was the first British statesman to take an active interest in the 

Turkish question, but his stand during the Oczakov affair in 1790 

was prompted b.Y pressure from Prussia, Great Britain's partner in 
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the Tr1ple All1ance, to force Russ1a 1mmed1ately to conclude peace, 

lim1ting her acquisition to only one city, Oczakov. However, 

P1tt's ult1matum was d1sregarded by Czarina Catherine, and as the 

cabinet d1d not consider the Turk1sh quest10n sUfficiently import-

ant to warrant a war with Russ1a, Pitt could not enforce the 

ult1matum. l 'ro Pitt, 'furkey was part of the larger question of 

Eastern Europe, as is indicated by his plans for a territor1al 

settlement in Eastern Europe in 1791, which provided that Prussia 

should 0 bta1n Danzig and Thorn, Austria some 'rurkish terri tory, 

and Poland should obtain access by way of the Bug River to the 

Black Sea. 2 While Pitt recognized the significance of 'furkey in 

the balance of power, the British public, knowing little about 

Turkey, remained indifferent. 

Th1s public indifference ,W8.e ~nd'ed during the Napoleonic 

Wars, as the expansion of Great Britain's traditional enemy in 

the Eastern Mediterranean, commencing with Egypt, aroused fears 

that France desired to use Egypt as a base for an attack upon 

India and partition the ottoman Empire. Great Britain's alliance 

with Russia in the Third Coalition brought the British into war 

against the Turks in support of Russia, and for a time after the 

conclusion of the Tilsit agreement, the British waged war alone 

against the sultan. 3 In 1812, Stratford Canning played a major 

role in the negotiations which led to the 'rreaty of Bucharest 

between Turkey and Russ1a. Turkey, largely a mystery to British 

statesmen during the Oczakov affair, had become a vital part of 
1 D.G. Barnes, George III and W1lliam Pitt, 1783-1806, Stanford 

University, 1939. p.228-229, A. Ward and G.O. Gooch, (ed.). 
The cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 1783-1815, 
Vol. 1, cambridge, 1939. p. 207. 

2 J.H. Gleason, 'rhe Genesis of Russophobia in Great Britain, 
Cambridge, 1950. p. 11. 

3 A.C. Wood, 'rhe H1story of the Levant Company, London, 1935. 
pp. 190-191. 
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the balance of power in Europe. British ambas3adors to the Porte 

after 1804 dealt exclusively with diplomatie affairs, while 

consuls-general were appointed to conduct the commercial business 

of the Levant company.l Moreover, the importance of the embassy 

was enhanced by the practice of appointing men' related to import­

ant ministers in the cabinet. 

After the Napoleonic Wars, British fears for Turkey's secur-

ity subsided, and the Greek Revolution aroused public opinion 

against the 'rur}:s. Despite this anti-'rurkish feeling in Great 

Britain, neither Canning nor Wellington lost sight of the fact 

tha t the 'rurkish Empire had to be saved, or if mori bund, replaced 

by a strong Greek Kingdom. Canning recognized that if Greece 

were not given independence b.Y diplomatie means, military interven­

tion by Russia eventually would be necessary. Renee, canning 

entered into negotiations for a treaty securing Greek independence 

with the Russian ambassador to the Court of st. James, Prince 

Lieven, without telling any minister but Wellington, who stren­

uously objected to the projected treaty.2 Before he could solve 

the Greek question by diplomacy, Canning died, succeeded b.Y Lord 

Goderich in August, 1827, who in turn was succeeded in January, 

1828, by Wellington. On October 10, 1827, the Turco-Egyptian 

fleet was destroyed at Navarino, but the 'rurks still refused to 

yield on the Greek question. Wellington, who was reluctant to 

agree to unconditional Greek independence, could not restrain Russia 

from intervening in the Greek struggle for independence, and on 

1 ~., p. 185. 

2 C. W. Crawley, 'fhe Question of Greek Independence, a study of 
British Foreign Policy, 1821-1833, Cambridge, 1930. p. 70. 
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Aprll 26, 1828, Russla declared war on Turkey. On JUly 19, the 

Powers slgned a protocol authorlslng France to send troops to 

the Morea. 1 

Turkey's defeat ln her two year struggle wlth Russla and 

the unsuccesstul revolutlon ln Pol and ln 1830 generated wlde­

spread Russophobe feellngs ln Great Brltaln. Publlclsts llke 

Davld Urquhart, who had fought wlth the Greeks durlng the Greek 

Revolutlon but subsequently had come to admlre the Turks, fanned 

the flames, and b.1 1835 Czar Nlcholas l feared that a var could 

break out wlth Great Brltaln. 

C. Turklsh Internal Affairs 

The decllne of Turkey ls dated from the Treaty of Karlowltz 

ln 1699, after whlch llttle was done to keep pace wlth the 

Chrlstlan Powers ln the lmprovement of weapons and mllltary tac­

tlcs. At the beglnnlng of the n1neteenth century Sultan Se11m III 

trled to stem the Turklsh decllne and re-establlsh the central 

authorlty b,r reformlng and 1ntroduclng Western dress lnto the 

army. However, Turklsh law was regarded b.J the Turks as sacred. 

Reforms, wh1ch establlshed new lnst1tut1ons and customs were 

opposed b.J groups wh1ch thr1ved on d1sorder, 11ke the Janlssar1es, 

as weIl as b.J devout Mus~lms~ ~ The Janlssarles revolted, forc1ng 
2 Sellm to retlre to the Seragll0, and the chaos wh1ch followed 

contlnued unt1l Mahmoud II ascended the throne. 

Mahmoud, f1nd1ng hlmself a puppet of the Jan1ssarles, at 

flrst acted caut1ously, but ln 1826 mustered enough courage to 

massacre the Jan1ssar1es. Rullng unopposed, Mahmoud was unpopular, 
1 ~., p.226. 

2 The Serag110 was the Sultan's Palace, contalnlng hls harem and 
personal favourltes, located ln the vlclnlty of Constant1nople. 
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his reforms leading many to regard him as a religious heretic. 

To allay this disaffection, Mahmoud curtailed his programme of 

reform, but Turkey's debacle in the war against Russia further 

embittered the Turks aga1nst the SUltan, who was blamed for the 

defeat because he had destroyed Turkey's traditional military 

system. After the war, Mahmoud seldom left the heavily guarded 

Seraglio. 

The Porte, or Divan,1 conducted the day to day business 

of the Turkish Empire, the ministers being appointed by the 

Sultan. During the eighteen-thirties ministers seldom retained 

their positions for long. The Porte was constantly the scene of 

1 The Divan or Diwan, a word of Persian origin, was a council of 
ministers. Originally, the word meant an anthology, but la ter 
was used by the Caliph Omar to reter to a li st of officials and 
soldiers entitled to share the spoils of war. Under Mu'awiya, 
the founder of the Umayyad dynasty, the Divan Al-Khatam, or 
chancellery, was created, and subsequently other Divans, or 
ministries, were created. Around 900, the Divans were united 
into one body, the Divan ad-Dar. R. Levy, The Social Structure 
of Islam, Cambridge, 1965, passim. P. K. Hittl, Histor! ot 
the Arabs, London, 1937, passlm. Under the Ottoman TUrks, 
ïEë tërm Dlvan was retalned. The Divan-i humayun orlglna1ly 
vas referred to audiences given by the SUltan, ln vhlch justlce 
vas dlspensed and audlences were glven to ambassadors. Mehmet II 
gave the Grand Vlzler the dutles of judge, and secretly 
watched the proceedings of the Dlvan. In the latter part of 
hls relgn, SUlelman vlthdrew from the active conduct of affalrs, 
and placed the conduct of the day to day affilrs of the ottoman 
Empire in the hands of the Dlvan. T.b1s continued under SUleiman's 
successors, vlth the actual control of the affalrs of the 
Empire 111ng vith the Grand Vlzier, the Presldent of the Dlvan. 
The compositlon of the Dlvan vas 11mlted before its expanslon 
by Sulelman. The SUb11me Porte or Porte, more proper1y the 
Bab-l'All, orlglnally the offlclal residence presented by Meh~ 
med IV to hls Grand Vlzler, Dervlsh Mehmed Pasha, and vas in­
hablted by subsequent Grand Vlzlers. It vas also a publlc of­
fice, where all the Departments of the admln1stration, except 
the Finance Department, vere located. However, Westerners 
used the terms Porte and Divan lnterchangeably. In thls thesls, 
the term Porte is used to signify the TUrklsh Mlnlstry, the 
Dlvan, as well as the offlces of the mln1sters, in keeplng vith 
ponsonby's practlce. On the Dlvan-l humayun vide H. A. R. Glbb 
and H. Bowen, Islamlc socletà and the West, Vol. l, London, 
1950, passim. The Encyclope la of-Y&1am;-aecond Edltlon, London, 
1965. --- - --



intrigue, and when a minister manoeuvred himself into pre-eminence 

in the Divan, the Sultan, fearing that the mlnister had become 

too strong, deposed him. 

The Seraglio had a considerable influence upon Turklsh 

policy. Mahmoud constantly was subjected to the influence of his 

favourites, and when he made a declsion on a weighty matter which 

had to be carried out with speed, a favourite often would implement 

the measure, sometimes without informing the Porte. Ahmet Pasha, 

the Sultan's favourite between 1831 and 1839, played an important 

role in the negotiations of 1833 to obtain aid from Russia. 

'rhe rivalry between the Porte and the Seraglio was so 

intense that members of the Seraglio at times tried toperàWi;d$ 

the Sultan to depose a particular minister at the Porte, while 

Mahmoud's secretaries in the seraglio not infrequently withheld 

or altered reports from the Porte. Only residence in the Seraglio 

could give a minister at the Porte security, which is demonstrated 

by the fact that Ahmet Pasha, who resided in the Seraglio while 

Capudan Pasha,l was the only minister who retained his mlnistry 

wi thout interruption between 1834 and Mahmoud' s death. As 'rurkey 

did not have a heredltary aristocracy to fill the important 

positions of state, many, llke Ahmet Pasha, who had been a walter, 

and Riza Pasha, the son of a small retail merchant, were raised 

from obscurity by the Sultan to positions of powers. 

'rhis irregular system of government presented difficulties 

to foreign ambassadors. As communications designated for the 

Sultan were required to be submitted to the Porte, Ponsonby, who 

always had opponents there, could not be sure whether hls 

1 The Minister of the Marine and Grand Admiral. 
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commun1qués would be sent unaltered to the Serag110. Nor could 

PonsonbW be sure that the communicat1ons, when recelved bW the 

Seraglio, would be subm1tted to the Sultan. Ponsonb,y was able 

to re-establlsh a dlrect llnk wlth the Sultan ln the Seragll0, 

which had been used previously by Stratford Canning, through 

Vogorldes, a Bulgarian Christian who was Prlnce of Samos. Although 

this secret channel did permlt Ponsonby to present unaltered hls 

ideas to the Sultan, there was no substltute for an audlence 

with Mahmoud. The Porte and Seraglio constantly frustrated 

Ponsonby's attempts to obtaln audiences, and Bouteneff, the 

Russlan ambassador, who received audiences upon request after the 

concluslon of the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, used his influence 

in limitlng them to himself and Baron Stürmer, the Austrian 

ambassador. As wlll be seen, Ponsonb,y's inabllity to obtain 

interviews at cruc1al points llmlted his effectiveness. 

The drag oman system used b,y the Brltish embassy had been 

handed down by the Levant Company, which was dissolved in 1826. 

Dragomans, generally Levantlnes, conducted the day to day affairs 

of the embassy, but were suspected of 41shonesty by many Europeans. 

During Ponsonby's term as ambassador, no fewer than three 

members of the Pisani family served at one time as dragomans. 

The only non-Pisanis who served under Ponsonby were George Wood, 

an Englishman who had moved to the Levant, and after his death, 

his son Richard. Vacant drag oman positions were filled by 

'students' attached to the embassy. 

When the British embassy at Pera was destroyed by fire in 

1831, a temporary residence was established at Therapia, a 

considerable distance from the Porte. Although continually 
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promlsed a permanent resldence b.f Palmerston, ponsonb.f spent hls 

whole term ln the temporary resldence. Because Ponsonqy, a man 

ln hls slxtles, rarely could vlslt the Porte, Frederlck Plsanl, 

the first dragoman, controlled communlcatlon with the Dlvan. As 

a member of the Plsani famlly served as a Russian dragoman, Palmers­

ton feared that confldentiàl informatlon could be passed to the 

Russian legatlon, and although Ponsonqy vouched for the honesty 

of the Pisanis, Palmerston declded to phase out the dragoman 

system. 1 No new dragomans were employed, and aatachés aUQ!): e-ayH::ay 

and Allson, were sent to the embassy by the Foreign Offlce. 

The dragoman system did not survlve Ponsonb.f's terms as ambassador. 

D. Europe after the Peace of Adrianople 

The Treaty of Adrlanople was liberal considering Turkey's 

humlllation in the war in 1829, although the treaty was taken by 

Russophobes in Great Britain as an indication that the Russlans 

were preparing to destroy Turkey. Yet, Russia desired to save 

the Turkish Empire. As the Ottoman Empire appeared to be on 

the point of dissolution after the Russian victory at Kulevcha 

on June 11, 1829, Czar Nicholas appointed a Special Committee 

to deliberate upon its future. Moved b.f D.V. Dashkov's argument 

that the expulsion of the Turks from Europe could lead to 

a Turkish revival among the Musulman popUlation of Asia and 

that a partition of European Turkey would strengthen the 

other Powers more than Russla, the committee concluded that 

the advantages of maintaining the Empire outweighed the 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonb,y, November 4, 18351 B.P. 
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advantages of destroying it, and that if the Empire collapaed a 

Eüropean oongress should be convened to declde the tate of 
1 

European Turkey. Although General Dlebltsch 8lgned the Treaty of 

Adrlanople on September 14 without instructions and lncognlzant 

of the recommendatlons of the Committee~ the treaty was ln 

conformity with the sentlments of his government and Russla's 

commitments to the Powers not to seek terrltorlal aggrandlzement 

ln Europe. After the concluslon of peace, Russia pursued a 

policy deslgned to make the Turks more dependent upon her. 

Russla's declslon to end the war rather than march upon 

Constantlnople, which was undefended, permltted Welllngton flnally 

to extricate hlmself from the dilemma which had cost him part of 

hls cablnet. Durlng the Russo-Turklsh War, Wellington, fearlng 

that the Turkish Emplre was about to collapse, had entertalned the 
2 

idea of establlshing a large Greek Klngdom, but the treaty and 

the relative qulet in Turkey after the war stllled the Duke's 

fears, and he declded to support a amall Greece. The mood ln 

Europe was agalnst territorial alteratlons, as was lllustrated by 

Czar Nicholas' reJection of Pollgnac's plan to revlse the map of 

Europe. 

Constantinople was relatlvely quiet immediately after 

the conclusion of peace, although Mahmoud sat uneaslly upon his 

throne. The Turks, knowing that they were at the Mercy of the 

Powers, could do little more than try to divide them. Slr 

Robert Gordon, the British ambassador, was shown marked attention 

by the Turks, while the Russlans were detested and France, who 

still had troops ln the Morea and was known to have designs 

1 R.J. Kerner, "Russla's New Policy ln the Near East After the 
Peace of Adrlanople, " Cambrldge Hlstorlcal Journal, V, 1937. 

2 Crawley, op.clt., PP. 167-168. 
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upon Algiers, was regarded as unreliable and potentia1ly dangerous. 
In 1830, the Porte learned that the French were encouraging Mehemet 
Ali, the Pasha of Egypt, to conquer Algiers. When the Porte 
would not permit the Pasha to fulfi1 this ambition, France under-
took the conquest herself, while Guillemont, the French ambassador, 
used every method he could in preventing the Porte from sending 
Tahir Bey to Algiers to act as mediator between France and the 
Bey of Algiers. l Guillemont further injured French influence in 
Constantinople when he informed the porte, after the July 

2 Revolution in France, that France was prepared for war with Russia. 
Although the French government immediately recalled him, the 
furks did not forget his poli~y and methods, and in the following 
years the Porte hesitated in trusting France. British influence 
was paramount in Constantinople. 

In 1830, Lord Grey formed a Whig government with Lord 
Palmerston as Foreign Secretary. A Canningite, Palmerston found 
conditions favourable to extend British influence in western 
Europe. The July Revolution brought to the French throne Louis 
Philippe who, recognized by neither Metternich nor Czar Nicholas, 
had no choice but to gravitate towards Great Britain. Palmerston 
desired an entente cordiale with France, with Great Britain as 
the dominant member of the partnership, but refused to sign any 
agreement with France which would commit the British government 
to support France against the other Continental Powers. 
Palmerston believed that Anglo-French co-operation would check 

1 Gordon to Aberdeen, February 7, 1830, March 2, 1830, F.O. 78/189. Same to same, August 17, 1830, F.O. 78/190. 
2 Gordon to Palmerston, March 29, 1831, F.O. 78/198. Same to same April 26, May 11, 1831' F.O. 78/199. 
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the Holy Alliance, and this 1ndeed did happen in Belgium, Portugal 

and Spain. However, the balance of power was not only the two 

Powers allied against the Holy Alliance, the Holy Alliance itself 

was a balance of power, with Austria and Prussia checking Russia, 

and could be used in countering the extention of French power, as 

was shown in 1840. Simply stated, Palmerston's concept of the 

balance of power in Europe was a state in which no Power could 

expand and Great Britain could re-establish her influence in 

traditional British spheres of influence in Western Europe. 

E. 'fhe RevoIt of Mehemet Ali 

rhe most immediate pressing matter facing the Sultan during 

the eighteen-thirties' was posed by hLs; overmighty sUbject, i 

Mehemet Ali, pasha of Egypt. Mehemet Ali, who had become Pasha 

of Egypt through intrigue during the years which followed Napol­

eon's invasion, recognized that reform could be a weapon in his 

hands. Egypt for many years had been in a state of virtual 

anarchy, with the Turkish government unable to control the complex 

forces in the country. Challenged by the Maml.Uks..:.:j. Mehemet Ali 

massacred them in 1812, and then proceeded to reform the unreli­

able 'rurkish army in Egypt, skilfully persuading the unruly 

elements in the 'furkish army, principally Al banian, to leave 

Egypt. The new army, adopting the French system, was trained 

by French officers.The rank and file was Egyptian, the officers 

rurkish and French. 

Mehemet Ali did not confine his reforms to the military, but 

reintroduced cotton production in Egypt. Cotton, a government 

monopoly like the other produce of the country, supplied a large 
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proportion of Mehemet Ali's revenue, and the Pasha's exactions 

drove a substantial number of fermers from the land. Fascinated 

by western technology, the Pasha squandered an estimated five 

million Egyptian dollars on factory machinery, which the untrained 

Egyptian could not operate, and many machines lay abandoned in the 
1 desert in the eighteen-thirties'. Wasteful as these economic 

experiments were, they still counted little when placed next to 

the military and naval budgets. 

After Mehemet Ali conquered Syria, he acquired new wealth, 

which he poured into his army. More than a quarter of the revenue 
2 

of Syria went 1nto the military budget. Nahmoud, compelled to 

keep pace with the Pasha, tried to find new ways of increasing his 

revenue, but he moved cautiously with his financ1al reform 

programme because it threatened to injure strong vested interests. 

While Mehemet Ali displayed the less attractive characteristics 

of Turkish off1cialdom in his disregard for the welfare of the 

Egyptian people, he possessed qualities seldom found among 

contemporary ottoman Pashas. Noticeable among these was the 

patience with which he pursued his objectives and his interest 

in and knowledge of European public opinion. His experience 

during the Napoleonic occupation of Egypt had impressed him with 

the importance of sea power, and the naval supremacy of Great 

Britain in the Mediterranean. As Egypt was vulnerable to attack 

by sea, he concluded that the good will of Great Britain offered 

the best possible guarantee of security, and that the support of 

France was a useful but a less satisfactory alternative. 

1 Campbell to Bowring, January 18, 18J81 enclosure Campbell to 
Palmerston, February 7, 18J81 F.O. 78/342 Pt. 1. 

2 Bowring's Report on Syria in 1838: F.O. 78/J80. 
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In 1826, Mehemet Ali proposed to Salt, the British consul­
general in Egypt, that he would withdraw his troops from the Morea 
in return for a free hand in Arabia and credit to purchase war-
ships in Great Brita1n, but the Pasha carefully avo1ded allud1ng 
to h1s desire for 1ndependence. 1 However, the battle of Navar1no 
dashed this proposaI. Three years after Navarino, the persist~nt 
Pasha approached Barker, Salt's successor, with a new proposaI. 
Having learned that France was about to attack Algiers, he offered 
to place himself at the d1sposal of British policy 1n return for 

2 perm1ssion to conquer Algiers. However, the Pasha's proposaI 
came too late, for the French already had attacked the city. 

Unable to establ1sh an empire 1n North Africa, the restless 
Pasha turned his attention to Syria, invad1ng it in 1831, 
ostensibly to punish Abdullah Pasha, Pasha of Acre, for his insults. 
Mehemet Ali encountered considerable diff1culty in captur1ng Acre, 
but Mahmoud d1d not aid Abdulla~ Pasha in defend1ng the fortress. 
After Mehemet Ali captured Acre, the Sultan prepared a campaign 
to reduce the Pasha, rejecting a proposaI by Varenne, the French 
chargé d'affaires, for French mediation. In July, 1832, Hussein 
Pasha, the commander of the Sultan's army in Syria, suffered a 
severe defeat near Hamah. Undaunted, Mahmoud hastily raised a 
new army, which he placed under the command of Reschid Pasha, the 
Grand Vizier, and again declined a proposaI by Varenne for French 
mediation. 3 

Stratford Canning, who arrived in Constantinople in the 

1 Memorandum by Salt, September 16, 1826, F.O. 78/147. 
2 Barker to Aberdeen, June 22, July 6, 1830. F.O. 78/192. 
3 Canning to Palmerston, July 22, 1832. F.O. 78/211. 
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latter half of 18J1 on a Special Mission to settle the frontiers 

of Greece, seems to have sufficiently impressed upon the Sultan 

that the maintenance of the independence and territorial integr:ty 

of the ottoman Empire was a cardinal principle of British foreign 

policy. Having done this, he found that the Turks were prepared 

to make conc~ssions on the Greek frontier in return for a promise 

of aid by the British government against Mehemet Ali. 1 Although 

the ambassador tried to prevent the Turks from entertaining the 

idea that the British government would agree to this, 2 the 'furks 

did make concessions on the Greek frontier, apparently to win 

British goodwill. During his final audience with the sultan, 

Canning received a portrait of the Sultan set in brilliants, an 

honour which never before had been bestown on a foreign ambassador~ 

followed a few days later by a secret proposaI from the Sultan 

for a British alliance. canning, lacking instructions, could say 

only that Great Britain was sensitive to Turkish interests.4 

Mahmoud subsequently sent Mavrogeni, the Turkish chargé d'affaires 

in Vienna, andlater Namic Pasha, to London to request British 

naval aide When he returned to London, Canning drew up a report 

urging the British government to give the Sultan naval aid 

against Mehemet Ali. 5 

'fhe new 'l'urkish army evacuated Koniah and retreated to 

Ak-Shehr where Reschid Pasha stopped to consolidate his position. 

1 Same to same, April 30, 18321 F.O. 352/25 Pt" 1. 
2 Same to same, May 17, 18J2: ibid. 

3 Same to same, August 7, 18J2: F.O. 78/211. 

4 Same to same, AUgust 9, 18J2: ~. 

5 Same to same, December 19, 18321 ~. 
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Ibrahim, Mehemet Ali's son and Commander of the Egyptian army, 

occupied Koniah. At the beginning of December, the Porte ordered 

Reschid Pasha to advance and attack the Egyptian army. In the 

ensuing battle, at Koniah, on December 21, the rurkish army was 

shattered. With the road to Constantinople now undefended and 

Ibrahim wi thin fifteen days march from the 'rurkish capital, Mahmoud 

realized that only the intervention of the Powers could save his 

life and throne. 

However, Mahmoud could find little comfort in Palmerston's 

final communication on Mavrogeni's mission. On December 8, 

Palmerston instructed Mandeville, the British chargé d'affaires, 

to inform the Porte that the Sultan's request for naval aid was 

a matter "of greater difficulty than at first sight it may appear 

to the Porte to be." While Palmerston did not unequivocally 

refuse this aid, he stated that the British government "confidently 

trusted that the Sultan had ample resources to reduce Mehemet Ali 

to submission."l l".andeville communicated Palmerston' s note to 

the Porte at the beginning of January, 1833, when the Sultan was 

desperately seeking foreign aide 

On December 22, General Nouravieff arrived at Constantinople 

on a mission for Czar Nicholas. As Mouravieff's arrivaI was only 

five days before the Porte learned about the defeat at Koniah, 

Nicholas apparently had forseen the Turkish defeat. ;rhe day after 

his arrivaI, Mouravieff informed the Reis Effendi that his sov­

ereign had sent him to warn Mehemet Ali that should he not submit 

immediately to the Sultan, Russia would take measures against him 

and his supporters. At an audience with the Sultan, Mouravieff 

presented a personal letter from the Czar. As the audience was 

1 Palmerston to Mandeville, December 5, 18321 F.O. 78/212. 
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held on December 27, Mahmoud ~lready may have learned about his 

army's defeat. On December 29, Mouravieff, meeting with the Reis 

Effendi and the Seraskier Pasha to dispuss the grave consequences 

of the Turkish defeat, offered, in the Czar's name, to place a 

Russian fleet of five sail of the line and four frigates at the 

Sultan's disposal. 1 

On January 2, 1833 a council was convened at the Seraskier 

Pasha's house upon the Sultan's orders to discuss the Russian 

offer. Regarding Russian aid as a last resort, the council 

resolved instead to send Halil Pasha, accompanied by Reschid Bey, 
2 the Amedgi Effendi, to negotiate with l'lehemet Ali. SUbsequently, 

the Reis Effendi informed Varenne of the Porte's decision, request­

ing him to write the news to Mehemet Ali. 3 

Considering the Sultan's resolve to commence negotiations 

with the pasha as a victory for French diplomacy, Varenne boasted 

that French influence had eclipsed Russian influence in Constan-

tinople, but he was aware how strong the partisans of Russia were 

in the Sultan's counsels.fhese partisans were contending that 

'the Sul tan would be dishonoured should Halil pasha be sent to 

negotiate with Mehemet Ali, and i'louravieff's presence in Alexan-

dria would be sufficient to persuade the Pasha immediately to 

submit to the Sultan. In addition, they were trying to convince 

the Sultan that France, a revolutionary country, threatened legit­

imacy. Bouteneff's position was further strengthened by the 

support he received from the Prussian ambassador and austrian 

1 Mandeville to Palmerston, December 31, 1832= ibid. Same to 
same, January 8, 1833, No. 51 F.O. 78/221 • 

2 Same to same, January 8, 1833, No. 6, ~. 

3 Varenne to de Broglie, January 12, 18331 G. Douin, La Première 
Guerre de Syrie, Vol. 2, Paris, 1931. p.8. 
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Internunc10. 1 

Mandev1lle now had 11ttle 1nfluence at the Porte, and 
rece1ved 11ttle not1ce from 1t. Varenne, represent1ng the h1therto 
jun10r partner 1n the Anglo-French Entente, could not restra1n 
h1mself from boast1ng that France was lead1ng the Entente in 
Constantinople, and that he did not 1nform Mandeville about his 

2 measures until they had been implemented. As he lacked 1nstruc-
t1ons, Mandeville hes1tated to act. But 1t 1s important to note 
that Varenne and Roussin, the French ambassador who arr1ved at the 
end of February, also lacked comprehens1ve instructions. Mande­
v11le certain1y was hand1capped because he did not hold the rank 
of ambassador, but Varenne held the same rank as Mandev11le,and 
showed more 1nitiative. In addition to lack of initiat1ve, Mande­
v11le did not have a forceful personal1ty. As Turk1sh policy was 
dictated more qy fear than reason, Varenne and Roussin, with their 
aggressive personalities, were able to play upon the Turks' fears 
while Mandev1lle could note While the two Frenchmen placed great 
importance upon incr.easing French 1nfluence in Constantinople, 
Mandev11le rarely discussed British 1nfluence 1n h1s d1spatches 
to Palmerston. Mandev11le was a career diplomat, whose long 
serv1ce in the Levant gave him a comprehensive understanding of 
the Turk1sh quest1on, but he lacked the dec1sion and personality 
to apply th1s knowledge. Indee~, Mandev11le's indecision and 
reluctance to unreservedly support their pol1cy, gave the two 
Frenchmen the impress10n that the British government was not 
completely honest with the French government. 

1 Same to same, January 13, 1833. ~., pp. 18-19. 
2 l2!S.. 
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After the battle of Konlah, Ibrahlm gave no evldence that he 

would march upon Constantlnople. However, the Porte, ln the thlrd 

week of January, recelved a letter trom Ibrah1m statlng that he 

could not suspend hls advance untl1 ordered to do so by hls father, 

and that he must advance to Brousse to obtaln adequate provlslons 

for the wlnter for hls army. Immedlately upon recelvlng the 

letter, Ahmet Pasha, who favoured Russlan ald, held a conference 

wlth the Calmacan Pasha, Seraskler Pasha and Klahaya Bey. The 

Rels Effendl, whom the Russlans felt was antl-Russlan, was excluded. 

Although the conference dec1ded to do nothlng untll Varenne had 

recelved a reply from Ibrahlm,l the sultan, refusing to walt, 

apparently upon Ahmet Pasha's advlce, sent a secret request for 
2 

ald to the Russlan embassy. 

Upon learning about Mahmoud' s measure, Varenne-sent his 

dragoman to compla1n to the Reis Effendi. The Reis Effendi 

responded by sending Vogorides, on January 25, to request Ibrahim's 

letter to the French embassy. Akif Effendi used the French 

protest and Ibrahlm's reply to Varenne, which was similar to the 

letter that the Porte had rece1ved, to calI a conference the same 

day. When Ahmet Pasha was pressed to expatlate upon the Sultan's 

request to Bouteneff, he admltted that the Sultan had requested 

thirty thousand troops to come by land and five thousand by ship. 

The major1ty of the council felt that as Russ1an aid would endan-

ger the Empire, some other measure should be taken, but no 

measures were resolved upon.) 

Recognizing that a Br1tish protest would harden the Por,te' s 

1 Same to same, January 27, 18)). ~., pp. 46-47. 
2 Same to same, January 28, 183)1 lbld., p. 5). 
) ~e, ppe5)-54. 
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opposition to Ruaaian aid, Varenne presaed Mandeville to send a 

protest note to the Reis Effendi. Mandeville readily complied, 

wri ting in his note that the Porte should "reflect seriously" 

upon the consequences of accepting Russian aid •. The next day, 

January 26, the Turkiah ministers, at a meeting convened at the 
1 

Caimacan Pasha's houae, resolved to oppose Russian aide 

Raving decided against Rusaian aid, the Porte now had to 

find an alternative to it. As British or French military aid 

could not be considered, the Porte placed all its hope upon a 

guarantee by the French embasay that Ibrahim would not advance and 

Mehemet Ali would accept the Sul tan' s terms for peace. On. January' 

28, the Reis Effendi warned Varenne that as Ibrahim could be in 

Constantinople in fifteen days, should the French embasay refuse 

to make these guarantees, the Porte would have no choiee but 

immedlatelt to request Russia to supply aide Reluctant to tak. 

this responsibllit~ upon himself, Varenne replled that ha could 

do no more than wrlte a second letter.· to Ibrahim requesting him 
2 

to halte 

The Rels Effendi's threat to request Rusaian aid was no 

more than a bluff, as Akif Effendi latar confided to the British 
3) 

dragoman. However, the Sultan did not share the porte's reluc-

tance, and when he learned" on February 1, that Ibrahim already 

had reached Ak Shehr, he immediately instructed the Reis Effendi 

to make a formal request to Bouteneff for aide When Akif Effendi 

endeavoured to defer th1s extrema measure by requasting Varenne to 

write a third letter to Ibrahim, Mahmoud reiterated his order to 

1 

2 

3 

Mandeville to falmerston, January 28, 1833: F.O. 78/221 

Varenne to de Broglie, January 29, 1833: G. Douin, op.cit., 
PP. 55-56. 

Mandeville to Palmerston, January 29, 1833: F.O. 78/221 



request Russian aid. 1 At a meeting with Bouteneff on February 2, 

the Reis Effendi requested that Russia should place at the Sultan's 

disposaI four sail of the line, four frigates, and twenty to 

twenty-five thousand troops. Bouteneff replied that Russia might 

not be able to send the force required, because the winter was 

unusually severe. As Bouteneff asserted that he did not have the 

means of dispatching the request to Russia, Ak1f Effendi promised 

that the Porte would place a Turkish steam vessel at his disposaI. 

After the meeting, Bouteneff informed Mandeville that the r.equest 

would be sent immediately, and two thousand, two hundred,fifty 

Russian troops could be expected at Constantinople in a fortnight. 2 

Although the request had been made for Russian aid, the Reis 

Effendi still thought that Russian aid could be blocked. Akif 

Effendi requested that the British and French embassies should 

request Ibrahim to suspend his advance and the letters should be 

delivered by men from the two embassies. While varenne readily 

accepted the proposaI, Mandeville instructed his dragoman to inform 

the Reis Effendi that the British embassy would do so only on the 

condition that the Porte deferreditsrequest for Russian aide 

ro defend his decision, Mandeville argued that without this assur-

ance, the British embassy would appear to acquiesce to the Sultan's 

request for Russian aid, which his government had not authorized 

him to support. Obviously upset because the Porte had paid 

so little attention to the British embassy, Mandeville concluded 

his instructions by asking why the Porte had "not until 

1 Varenne to de Broglie, February 4, 18331 G. Douin, op.cit., p.71. 

2 Mandeville to Palmerston, February 3, 18331 F.O. 78/221. 
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now made this tardy application· to him. 1 

This condition was unacceptable to the Reis Effendi, who 

argued that two messengers already had been sent to Rotchuck to 

request aid from the Russian Danubian army, and the Porte felt 

that the eight days required to receive an answer from Ibrahim 

could prove fatal to the Sultan. Aklf Effendi refused to submit 

Mandevllle's proposals to the Sultan unless the British embassy 

could guarantee that the letter wouldstop Ibrahlm's advance. 

The Porte, the Rels Effendl warned, ln twenty-four hours would 

make an offlcial request to the Brltlsh embassy for a letter to 

Ibrahlm, to be conveyed to the Egyptlan's headquarters b.Y a member 

of the embassy. An unfavourable response would force the Porte 

to tell the Sultan that the British representative dld not give 

the Porte the service he ·could have rendered to them.·2 Trapped 

by the Reis Effendi and anxlous not to fall out of step wlth 

Varenne, Mandeville consented, but nevertheless, lnserted in 

his letter a statement that should the Egyptian march b.a 

suspended, the Porte still might be able to pre vent the arrival 

of Russlan aide The Reis Effendi objected te, this statement.) 

The crlsls ,i,was i,ended before the let ter could be re-drafted 

and sent to Ibrahim. The Egyptlan army had advanced upon Ibrahlm's 

lnitiatlve. Mouravleff, who arrived in Alexandrla in the thlrd 

week of January, persuaded Mehemet Ali to instruct his son to stop 

h1s advance. The order arr1ved too late to prevent Ibrahlm's 

advance towards Brousse, but .hen Ibrahim rece1ved the order on 

the march, he immedlately suspended hls advance. On February 8, 

1 Same to same, February 4, 18)), No. 24. ~. 

2 Same to s&me, February 4, 18)), No. 25. ~. 

) Same to same, February 11, 18)). ~. 
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a day after being informed about this by Mouravieff, who had 

returned to Constantinople, the Porte informed Bouteneff that 

Russian aid no longer was needed, but the Russian legation was 

not officially requested to countermand the order for aid. 1 

Pressed by Mandeville and Varenne officially to countermand 

the request for Russian aid, the Reis Effendi maintained that soon 

the Porte would know whether Ibrahim was sincere, and meanwhile 

the Porte would ask Bouteneff not to dispatch immediately the 

request to the Russian commander in the crimea. 2 However, 

Bouteneff, informed by the Porte that bothl'urkish steamers were 

being repaired and a corvette would take at least five days ~o 

equip, dispatched the request with his lugger on February 6. 3 

On the night of F'ebruary 19, the Russian fleet was sighted 

at the Bosphorus. Although Mahmoud could see no alternative 

to Russian aid, he feared Russia's presence in the Straits. 

Consequently, Ahmet Pasha was sent to the Russian embassy 

early the following morning to request Bouteneff that he order 

the Russian commander not to pass the Bosphorus. But Ahmet 
A ,-

Pasha arrived at Buyukdere too late, as the Russian fleet already 

was anchoring in front of the Hussian legation. 
4 

The arrivaI of the Russian fleet immediately transformed the 

internaI crisis in the rurkish Empire into a European crisis. 

1 Varenne te de Broglie, February 12, 183J' Douin, op.cit., p.88. 

2 Mandeville to Palmerston, February 11, 18JJ' F.O. 78/221. 

J lli.!!. 
4 Same te same, February 2J, 18JJ, No. 38, ibid. 
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Roussin reported to de Broglie that the Russian fleet's arrival 

was the most shocking experience of his life. Without a second 

thought, the French ambassador instructed his dragoman to inform 

the Reis Effendi that Russian intervention ended the independence 

of the Turkish Empire. The French ambassador threatened to 

break off relations and leave Constantinople if the Porte did not 

request the Russians, within twenty-four hours, to depart with 

tha first favourable wind. 1 Although Mandeville eonsented to 

make a protest to the Porte, he told Roussin that the British note 

could not be framed in the same "bold and energetic language- as 

the French. F. Pisani, the British dragoman, delivered a protest 

to the Reis Effendi, demanding that the Russ~should be requested 

to withdraw, but the letter did not contain a threat. 2 

Within three hours, Roussin reeeived an ansver to his 

representation. At. 7100 P.M. Vogorides and Mr. Blacque, the 

editor of the 'Moniteur ottoman,' conveyed a formal proposal from 

the Sultan to the French embassy promising that the Porte, within 

twenty-four hours, would ask the Russians to leave the Straits 

with the first favourable wind in return for a guarantee by the 

French embassy that Mehemet Ali would conclude peaee on the terms 

sent b.Y the Porte to Halil Pasha. Although Roussin was oognizant 

that the Pasha eould demand Damascus and Caramania, whieh controlled 

the passes through the Taurus Mountains, in addition to the Pas ha­

lies of st. Jean d'Acre, Tripoli, Jerusalem and Naplouse offered 

by the Sultan, he decided that he had no alternative, as the 
~ Russian force eould not be permitted to remain in the Straits.' 

r Roussin to de Broglie, February 24, 18))1 Douin, oP.cit., p.l00. 

2 Mandeville to Palmerston, February 2), 18)), No.)81 F.O. 78/221. 

) Roussin to de Broglie, February 24, 18)), Douin, oP.cit., 
pp. lQŒ-l04. 
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To overcome Mehemet Ali's reluctance to accept the Portets 

terms, Roussin wrote a strongly worded letter to the Pasha, 

threatening to use the French fleet against him should he reject 

the terms~ Before signing the agreement with the Porte, Roussin 

informed Mandeville that the French admiral would be instructed to 

cut communications between Ibrahim and Egypt should Mehemet Ali 

spurn the terms of the agreement, and requested Mandeville to 

send similar instructions to the British àdmiral. But Mandeville, 

unwilling to take the responsibility of prescribing any course of 

action to the British àd.miral, would promise only that the admiral 

would be informed about Roussin's agreement and would be left to 

his dlscretion whether to support the French àdmiral in employing 

force against Mehemet Ali. 2 In his instruction to Barker, the 

British consul-general in Egypt, î'landevllle warned Mehemet Ali 

that Great Britain unreservedly supported Roussin's convention and 

that France "would undoubtedly enforce the execution of it," but 

avoided stating whether Great Britain would aid France in enforcing 

the convention.) In keeping with the terms of the convention, the 

Porte, within twenty-four hours, sent a request to the Russian 

embassy to withdraw all Russian troops and ships in the Straits 

with the first favourable wind. 4 

'The Bri tish embassy played a secondary role in the nego-

tiations to remove the Russians from Constantinople. Determined 

to give France the leadership in the Anglo-French entente, Roussin 

1 Roussin to Mimaut, February 22, 18)): ibid., pp.112-11). 
2 Mandeville to Palmerston, February 2), 18)), No.)8: F.O. 78/221. 

) Mandeville to Barker, February 2), 18)): enclosure Mandeville to 
Palmerston, February 2), 18)), No.39: ibid., 

4 The Porte to the Russian Legation, N.D., Douin, oP.cit., p.114. 
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continued Varenne's policy of telling Mandeville only after 

carrying out French policy. France, Roussin argued, had the right 

"to conserve for herself the principal merit, having undertaken 

the initiative in this great responsibility ... l As the French 

government previously had indicated to IlJehemet Ali that i t would 

support his desire for aIl Syria,2 Roussin had indeed undertaken 

a great responsibility. Mimaut, the French consul-general in 

Egypt, who was a staunch supporter of Mehemet Ali, and had 

encouraged the Pasha's expansionist ambitions, now was requested 

to urge upon l'1ehemet Ali less than the French government previously 

had promised to support. 

British influence was severely limited, as the Sultan could 

not forgive the British government for declining him aid in his 

hour of need. During the second week in February, Mahmoud 

complained to Vogorides that Great Britain was indifferent to 

'rurkish interests. Vogorides' elaborate arguments in defence of 

Great Britain failed to make an impression upon the sultan. 3 

'fhe first threat to Roussin' s convention occurred'ln the last 

days of February, when Tahir Bey, the corrupt and unscrupulous 

governor of Smyrna, was deposed by a revolution in the city, and 

a partisan of Mehemet Ali was proclaimed the new governor. Immed-

iately upon learning about the revolution, the ambassadors of the 

Powers ordered their consuls to strike their flags, and this measure 

was sufficient in inducing the people of Smyrna to restore Tahir 
4 

Bey. 

1 Roussin to de Broglie, February 24, 183): ~., p. 104. 

2 de Broglie to Varenne, January 15, 18 .3.3: lli.9:.., pp.20-21. 

) Mandeville to Palmerston, February 2), 18)3, separate, F.O. 78/221. 

4 Same to same, Ivlarch 7, 18)), Narch 12, 18)). F.O. 78/222. 



Meanwhlle, the Russians gave no indication that they were 

preparing to withdraw from the Straits. As the wind was from the 

north, they were given an excuse to remain. Russian partisans 

were pressing the Sultan, meanwhile, to renounce his convention 

with Roussin. The anti-Russian party in the Divan included the 

Grand Vizier, Raouf Pasha, the Seraskier Pasha, Hosrew Pasha, the 

Reis Effendi, and the Defterdar. But this party was powerless 

against the combination of the Sultan, who was dominated by his 

fears of Mehemet Ali, and Ahmet Pasha, who spoke for the Seraglio. 1 

However, Roussin suspected that if the anti-Russian party believed 

thelr lives and the Turkish Empire in danger, they would not 

hesitate to spark a revolution in Constantinople, where the inhab­

itants, knowing that the Sultan was responsible for requesting aid 

from the hated Russians, were in an ugly mood. Indeed, Roussin 

noted to de Broglie that he would not be surprised to see Mahmoud 

deposed in the near future. 2 

The pressure applied by Roussin and Mandeville upon the 

Porte to fulfil its part of Roussin's convention placed the Reis 

Effendi in a delicate position as he could not explain why the 

Russians were still at Constantinople. It was obvious to Mande­

ville, in his discussions with the Reis Effendi, on March 14, that 

Akif Effendi was visibly embarrassed by the Sultan's reluctance to 

force the Russians to withdraw their forces from Constantinople. 

Expecting that Roussin would reject the Porte's request to accept 

a few days' delay in the Russian withdrawal, Akif Effendi begged 

Mandeville to use his influence to dissuade the French ambassador 

from abandoning the convention. Mandeville consented, but declined 

1 Roussin to de Broglie, March 11, 1833: Douin, op.cit., pp.147-148. 

2 Same to same, March 15, 1833: ibid., pp.150-151. 
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a request by the Reis Effendi to write another letter demanding 

Ibrahim's retreat,because Ibrahim had rejected his previous 
1 letter and he could not "expose"himself to another refusaI. 

irhe following day, Roussin threatened to renounce the conven­

tion should the Russians fail to leave within twenty-four hours 

after the wind had changed to the south, and added that he had 

been informed by his government that a formidable French fleet 

would arrive in Turkish waters in the middle of March. A con-

ference convened that night at the Sultanes Palace decided not to 

waste time making an appeal to Mandeville, but to see Bouteneff 

immediately.2 irhe next morning, the Reis Effendi represented to 

Bouteneff and f'louravieff, who commanded the Russian expedition, 

that as the Sultan felt secure and had ample evidence that Mehemet 

Ali's revoIt had terminated, Russian aid no longer was necessary. 

When Bouteneff replied that the Russian expedition should delay 

its departure for a short time, for Ibrahim could make a sudden 

swoop upon Scutari after the expedition had 1eft, the Reis Effendi 

answered that the Sultan had ample means to counter any move by 

Ibrahim. But the Reis Effendi did not go any further in his 

argument, apparent1y because he had orders from the Sultan not to 

protest too strong1y. Roussin suspectedthat J'llahmoud had decided 

to request Russian withdrawal only because he feared that he would 

carry out his threat. Nothing was resolved at the conference.) 

At a meeting, on 1I1arch 21, the Turkish ministers decided upon 

asking Roussin not to press the Porte to force Russia's with-

drawal before Mehemet Ali had signified whether he accepted the 

1 Mandeville to Palmerston, March 19, 183)a F.O. 78/222. 
2 Roussin to de Broglie, March 19, 18))1 Douin, op.cit., p.172. 

3 Ibid., pp. 172-174. 
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terms of the Convention. Roussin consented. 1 On March 2), the 
Porte received an anawer from Mehemet Ali, in which the pasha 
rejected the Porte's terms, and threatened to order his army to 
march upon Scutari and the Dardanelles if the Sultan did not cede, 
within five days, all the territories which bordered the Taurus 
Mountains. Ibrahim was given full powers to negotiate. 2 

As the French government had instructed the French admiraI 
in the Nediterranean not to employ force without a direct order 
from Paris, Roussin could not back his threats to coerce the 
Pasha. The French ambassador's position was further undermined 
when Reschid Bey, upon his return from Alexandria, declared that 
Mehemet Ali had told him that Mimaut had supported his demands to 
the Porte, and had assured him that Roussin was out of step with 
the French government.) Recognizing that the 'rurks now suspected 
France's sincerity, Roussin begged de Broglie to indicate immed-
iately that France would employ force in inducing the Pasha to 
accept the terms of the convention. Houssin, notlng that Mandeville 
was not co-operating willingly and Ponsonby's arrivaI was 
strangely delayed, questioned whether Great Britain really 
supported France. 4 With his policy now limited in scope, Roussin 
informed the Reis Effendi that as the Porte had refused 
to force the Russians' withdrawal with the first fav,ourable wind, 
France no longer considered herself bound by the convention. 5 

1 Mandeville to Palmerston, March 26, 18)): F.O. 78/222. Roussin to Mimaut, March 23, 1833: Douin, oE.ci t., p. 184. 
2 Roussin to de Broglie, March 25, 18)): ibid. , pp. 187-188. 
) Same to same, JI'larch 26, 1833: ~., p. 196. 
4 Same to same, IVlarch 25, 1833: ~., pp. 191-192. 
5 Same to same, I1arch 25, 18331 ~., pp. 187-188. 
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Roussin counselled the Porte to cede all Syria to Mehemet Ali, 

representing this cession as a necessary evil, for the alternative 

would be to hand the Turkish Empire over to the Russians. 1 

As he believed that the Russians could not save Cons tan-

tinople, the Reis Effendi,féared that if Ibrahim captured the 

capital and Mahmoud escaped his clutches, the Russians would 

intervene to restore the Sultan. After destroying Mehemet Ali,' 

Czar Nicholas would persuade Mahmoud to abdicate in his favour. 2 

With only a few days remaining before Ibrahim would resume his 

march, the Reis Effendi wasted no time, and although suffering from 

a virus, saw Mandeville, on March 27, explaining the Porte's 

dilemma. Mandeville, who shared Akif Effendi's gloomy outlook, 

advised that should the Porte feel that the Sultan could not 

resist Ibrahim, Mehemet Ali's demands should be accepted. ~he 

Reis Effendi replied that the Porte would be disposed to cede aIl 

Syria to Mehemet Ali, but not Adana, and should Great Britain and 

France support this proposaI, Ibrahim could not refuse. Thereupon, 

Mandeville proposed that he would urge Roussin to send Varenne to 

Ibrahim with the Porte's proposaIs, on the understanding that the 

Porte, within twenty-fo~r hours after peace had been signed, 

would request the Russians to withdraw. To this the Reis Effendi 

readily agreed.) 

When Mandeville, the following day, detailed this conversation 

to Roussin, the latter replied that he had expected this proposal, 

and promised to do aIl the Porte desired. After Akif Effendi was 

informed about Roussin's promise, Vogorides and Reschid Bey, on 

1 

2 

) 

Same to same, March 26, 18)): ibid., pp.194-195. 

Lapierre to Roussin, March 24, 18)): ibid., pp.189-190. 

Mandeville to Palmerston, March 31, 18)3: F.O. 78/222. 
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March 29, visited Roussin, and the three men decided that Reschid 

Bey should accompany Varenne to Ibrahim's headquarters. Roussin 

consented to inform Ibrahim that France would never support the 

cession of Adana and Itcheli, with the ports of Selefkeh and 

Alaya, and to request him to be content with aIl Syria, including 

Damascus and Aleppo. The following day, Varenne and Reschid Bey 

departed for Ibrahim's headquarters, carrying letters written by 

Mandeville and Roussin. Mandeville's letter stated that Great 

Britain would be indignant should Ibrahim refuse the proposals. 1 

While Mandeville and Roussin were anxiously awaiting news 

from Varenne, the second division of the Russian Black Sea fleet, 

three ships of the line, one frigate and one armed steamer, sailed 

through the Bosphorus,2 strengthening the hands of the Russian 

partisans. Mahmoud, ~ho had given Varenne's mission his blessings, 

now was reluctant to cede aIl Syria. 3 The Russian arrivaI soon 

was followed by an instruction from Czar Nicholas to Bouteneff to 

inform the Porte that the commander of the Russian expedition had 

orders not to withdraw until Ibrahim completely had evacuated 

Asia Minor. This instruction apparently was a reaction to the 

threat that Roussin had made in the first part of March. 4 As the 

Sultan could do nothing to dislodge the Russians before Ibrahim 

evacuated Asia Minor, Varenne's mission now assumed even more 

importance. 

Money was an effective instrument for Russia's partisans, but 

probably not as effective as one devastating argument: Great 

1 
~. 

2 Same to same, April 6, 1833: ibid. 

3 Roussin to de Broglie, April 11, 1833, No. 93: Douin, oE·cit., 
p.254. 

4 Mandeville to Palmerston, April 11, 1833, No.66: F.O. 78/222. 
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Br1ta1n and France were not un1ted. Great Br1ta1n, they argued, 

was too occup1ed 1n Ireland to comm1t herself 1n the Near East, 

and without British a1d France could not persuade Mehemet Ali to 

make peace on terms wh1ch were honourable to the Sultan. Rouss1n 

complained that his resistance aga1nst Russian 1ntrigues 

seriously was limited because Mandeville did not completely 

support his measures, and the French ambassador continued to 

suspect that Great Brita1n was not in harmony with France. 1 

Before reports were received from Varenne, Roussin received 

a pledge from de Broglie that the French government would 1mplement 

the now d1scarded convention of February 23. When the Porte 

learned about the d1spatch, 1t represented to Rouss1n that the 

Sultan really never had consented to cede Damascus and Aleppo to 

Mehemet Al1, and requested that 1nstructions should be sent to 

Varenne not to cede the two Pasha11cs. Roussin refused, threaten-

1ng to w1thdraw French med1ation should the Porte continue this 

demand. 2 But Rouss1n was not prepared to consent to more than all 

Syr1a, and he advised de Broglie that a French squadron should be 

sent to Egypt to demonstrate should Ibrah1m refuse toLi1.ltmil.t his 

demands to all Syria. 3 

In his answer, received by the Porte on April 11, Ibrahim 

demanded Adana and Itcheli, with the ports of Selefkeh and Alaya 

1n add1tion to all Syr1a. Cons1dering Ibrahim's demands unreason­

able, Rouss1n, on April 12, consented to Akif Effendi's request 

th&t he should .rite to Ibrah1m that France would not agree to 

1 Rouss1n to de Brog11e, April 11, 1833, No.94. Douin, op.cit., 
pp.255-258. 

2 Ib1d., pp.258-259. Mandeville to Palmerston, Apr11 11, 1833, 
No.68. F.O. 78/222. 

3 Rouss1n to de Brog11e, April 13, 1833. Douin, op.cit., pp.264. 
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more than the cess10n of all Syr1a. Rouss1n requested Mandev1lle 

to wr1te a s1m1lar letter, but Mandev1lle refused, argu1ng that he 

already had wr1tten a letter to support Varenne's m1ss1on, and 

"more would be superfluous" on h1s part. Nor could he guarantee 

that the Br1t1sh government would support the cess10n of all 

Syr1a, as he had recelved no lnstructlon to prom1se th1s. 1 

Soon after, the Rels Effend1 app11ed to Mandev1lle to wr1te 

to Ibrah1m, urg1ng the Egypt1an to cont1nue negot1at1ons and 

stat1ng that Rouss1n and the Porte had agreed that Adana should be 

ceded. Th1nk1ng that the Porte was endeavourlng to obta1n the 

approval of the Br1t1sh embassy for the cess10n of Adana, wh1ch he 

always had opposed, Mandev1lle rejected the proposal. In h1s reply 

to Ak1f Effend1, Mandev1lle stated that as the Porte already had 

resolved to cede the Pasha11c, he had to dec11ne wr1t1ng the 
2 letter "upon the ground of the uselessness of the measure." 

In h1s yearly pub11cat1on of Pashas 1n Apr1l, the Sultan 

reta1ned Adana for h1mself. Ibrah1m, expecting h1s father to 

rece1ve the Pashal1c, had commenced h1s retreat,) but upon learn­

lng about the Sultan's decision suspended h1s evacuation of Asia 

Minor.4 However, an 1mmedlate advance upon Constantinople was 

imposs1ble, for Ibrahim had té reorgan1ze h1s army before advanc1ng. 

Nor were the Stra1ts now easy to cross, as Russian engineers had 

been engaged for a month 1n repair1ng their defences. On April 

2), the Th1rd Div1s1on of the Russ1an Black Sea fleet passed the 

1 Mandeville to Palmerston, April 14, 18)), F.O. 78/222. 
2 Ibid. -
) Same to same, April 1.5, 18)), ~. 
4 Same to same, Apr1l 2), 18)), No.75= ~. 
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Bosphorus. 1 Confident that Ibrahim now could not launch an 

attack upon Constantinople, the Porte remained calm, firmly 

34. 

rejecting Ibrahim's demand for Adana. Reschid Bey and Varenne, 

who had written to the Porte that Ibrahim would drop his insistance 

upon acquiring Diarbekir, Or fa and Itcheli should the Porte cede 

Adana, were informed by the Porte that the concessions to the 

Pas ha would be limited to aIl Syria. A council, held by the 

Porte on April 2J, decided to propose to Ibrahim that he should 

send Osman Bey or Baki· Bey to Constantinople to discuss the 

question of Adana.2 

By this time Ponsonby, who had been appointed several 

months before, was sailing towards Constantinople. His presence 

as a full ambassador and his formidable personality would lend 

immediate strength to British prestige, but it would be some 

time before his ability to exercise personal influence would be 

employed in support of an effective policy. 

l 
Same to same, April 2J, 18JJ, No.?J: ibid. 

2 
Same to April 26, 18JJ: ibid. same, 
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CHAPTER IL: THE TREATY OF UNKIAR SKELESSI 

A. Lord Ponsonby in Constantinople 

On May 1, 1833, Ponsonby arrived in Constantinople. The 

"Acteon," the ship designated to convey Ponsonby to Conet-

antinople, had been expecteà to reach Naples in the last 
1 week of January, but was unable to sail until the end of 

April. Ponsonby wrote to Palmerston, on February 4, that tre 

weather was so bad he could not even visit the "Acteon,,,2 and 

more th an a month later, Ponsonby wrote that the winds were still 

unfavourable for sailing. 3 

Ponsonby's correspondence shows that he had come to Constan­

tinople with fixed opinions. On January 10, while awaiting the 

arrival of the shlp he wrote to Palmerston that he suspected 

that the Russians secretly encouraged Mehemet Ali, and were seek­

ing to create confusion in Turkey. Russia would use this confu­

sion in controlling the Sultan. 4 Before he left Naples, Ponsonby 

noted in a subsequent letter that he would not be surprised 

should the Russians combine with Mehemet Ali to destroy the Sultan, 

and together with Austria partition the Turklsh Empire. 5 Pon-

sonby was a Russophobe in 1833, and throughout his career was 

Ponsonby to Palmerston , January 10, 1833: B.P. 
2 Same to sarne, February 4, 1833: ibid. 

3 Sarne to sarne, March or April, 1833: ibid. 
4 Sarne to January 10, 1833: ibid. sarne, 

5 Sarne to same, March or April, 1833: ibid. 
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suspicious of Russia 1 s intentions tO'l,·rards Turkey. 

The new ambassador considered, as did Palmerston, that a 

demonstration of naval power was important in diplomacy, and 

military preparedness viaS essential. Wh11e he admitted that he 

laclŒd information upon ''lhat vias transp1ring in Constantinople, 

Ponsonby noted to Palmerston that he had "sesn enûush of the 

po11cy of' Russia to have an entire convict1on" tnat Great Brita1n 

"oue;ht to be Armed in Turkey to meet her designs," t'or the ~us­

sJ.ans were "arming to be there in force." Ponsonby did not 

believe th&.1:. 41.ussia was in a position to resist Great Bri tain and 

France or come to an agreement wi th AusT,ria, but would "prepare 
l 

r,he be s t l'ounda t,ions 1"Ol·Lr.0 :(Ut.lE·'~. Ii 

After Ponsonay learn6û. -chat the Sultan's forces had been 

defeated at Koniah, he gave Mahmoud little cnance to save his 

11fe, writ1ng on January 30, that Mouravieffls offers of Russ1an 

aid would not be refused, but ~lahmoud would be deposed before 
2 

the mission bore fruit. By Marcn, Ponsonbyls fears had receded, 

but he continued to believe that the Sultan was pursuing a 

policy whicn would lead to his ruine 

Before he arrived in Constantinople, Ponsonby was neither 

hostile nor favourable to Mehemet Ali. The ambassador thought 
3 

that Europeans had exagserated Mehemet Alils power, a belief 

he continued to enter tain until the Syrian campaign in 1840. 

Tûe Sultan, Ponsonby thought, had gone too far with his reform 

proGramme, having paid too little attention to building an 

l Ibid. 

2 Same to same, January 22, 1833: ibid. 

3 Same to same, January 10, 1833: ibid. 



efficient army to secure himself,l and Mehemet Ali had taken 

advantage of this. Pon~onby desired that the Sultan should 

strengthen his army, while permitting his previous reforms to 

take root in Turkey. The British government, Ponsonb,y hoped, 

would -materially aid in directlng- the Sultan's attention 

principally to his army and nassist him in forming an effective 

Military force. n2 

While Ponsonb,y was analyzing the Turkish question, the 

members of the diplomatie corps in Constantinople were speculating 

upon the policy that he was likely to pursue. De Broglie wrote 

to Varenne, on February 8, that Ponsonby, who MaS vain and Jealous, 

would take offence easily, and would try to control affairs by 

himself, making his influence predominant at the Porte.) Roussin 

and Ponsonby had been engaged in 18)1 in negotiations upon the 

candidature of Leopold of Saxe-Coburg for the Belgian throne, and 

Roussin soon felt the power of Ponsonby's forceful and aggressive 

nature. 

On April 26, Roussin wrote to de Broglie that Mehemet Ali 

should be forced to cede Adana, and the French fleet could be 

employed to this end.4 But two days after Ponsonby's arrivaI, 

Roussin declared that he would tell the Porte that the Sultan 

should give his vassal the administration of Adana as a royal 

favour. 5 It is evident that Ponsonby was directly responsible 

for changing Roussin's opinion, as the two ambassadors had 

1 Same to same, March 2, 18)). ~. 

2 llli. 

) de Broglie to Varenne, February 8, 183)' Douin, oP.cit., p.80. 

4 Roussin to de Broglie, April 26, 18)). ~., p.298. 

5 Same to same, May J, 18)J. ~., p.)J5. 
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several d1scuss10ns on the matter 1n the fOllow1ng two days. 

In these d1scuss10ns, Ponsonby told Rouss1n that peace should be 

concluded as qu1ckly as poss1ble, for th1s was the only way of 

forc1ng Russ1a's 1mmed1ate w1thdrawal. Although Ponsonb,y argued 

that only the cess10n of Adana could conclude the war, Rouss1n 

d1scovered that the Br1t1sh ambassador d1d not real1ze the 

strateg1c 1mportance of the Pasha11c, and he po1nted out the 

m1l1tary advantages of the acquis1t1on. Yet th1s 111ustration 

d1d not alter Ponsonby's op1n1on that peace took precedence over 

these cons1derat10ns. F1nally, Rouss1n agreed w1th Ponsonby 

that 1f Mehemet A11 was intent upon obta1n1ng Adana, they had no 

means of frustrat1ng h1s object1ve. ForcefUl measures aga1nst 

h1m only would 1ntens1fy the cr1s1s, g1v1ng the Russ1ans a 

pretext to rema1n at Constant1nople. Moreover, ne1ther ambass~ 

ador had powers to use h1s country's fleet 1n coerc1ng Mehemet 

Al1. 1 

Before the two ambassadors could make representat1ons, 

Mahmoud, moved by the m1sery that the war had brought upon the 

people of Constant1nople, ceded Adana to Mehemet A11. On May J, 

Ibrahim was made Mouhass1l for the pasha11c. 2 A few days later, 

Mehemet Al1, unaware of the Sultan's dec1s1on,prom1sed Colonel 

Campbell, the Brit1sh consul-general 1n Egypt,and B01s1ecomte,J 

that he would abandon his demands 1f the Sultan st1l1 refused 

to cede Adana. 4 

1 ~., PP.JJ1-JJ51 also Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 22, 18JJ. 
F.O. 78/2J). 

2 Mandeville to Palmerston, May 4, 18JJ. F.O. 78/222. 

3 Bo1slecomte was sent on a spec1al M1ss1on b.Y the French 
government to persuade Mehemet Ali to moderate h1s demands. 

4 Campbell to Palmerston, May 7, 1833. F.O. 78/227. 
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Clearly, neither Ponsonb,y nor Roussin influenced the 

Sultan's decis1on, but both apparently claimed responsibility. 
Roussin boasted that the cession of Adana strengthened French 
influence in Constantinople, and he deprecated Ponsonby's 
presumption to take the credit. To prove that France deserved 
the honour, Roussin maintained to de Broglie that while Ponsonby 
indeed had supported the cession of Adana, only France had 
negotiated w1th Ibrah1m. 1 

This quest10n signalled the beginning of a struggle for 
ascendency between Roussin and Ponsonby. However, neither man 
had extensive influence upon the Sultan. Russia's presence in 
the Straits and Mahmoud's complete reliance upon her to check a 
possible advance upon Constantinople by Ibrahim, ensured 
Bouteneff's pre-em1nence. Hence, the contest between Ponsonb,y 
and Roussin merely was to see which man would lead the offensive 
against Russia's influence after her forces had withdrawn. 

In the first days of May, Roussin dealt another heavy blow 
to his own prestige and influence. Believ1ng that the French 
fleet's presence in full view of the Seraglio would accelerate 
negotiations with Mehemet Ali and would induce the Turks to 
force Russia's w1thdrawal, Roussin requested permission for the 
fleet to pass the Dardanelles. Unfortunately, the request could 
not be kept secret from the Bussian agents, and Orloff, who had 
arrived in Constantinople on May 6 on a Special Mission, wasted 
no time in pressuring the Beis Effendi to refuse the request. 
Aware of the Turks' dread of a war to decide the future of their 
Empire, Orloff warned that an attempt by France to pass the 

1 Roussin to de Broglie, May 11, 1833' Douin, op.cit., p.137. 
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Dardanelles would be regarded as a casus belli by Russia. 1 

In making his request to the Porte, Roussin had acted wlth­

out lnformlng Ponsonby, and indeed his own government. Roussin's 

faux pas served as the flrst test of Ponsonb,y's tact and finesse. 

On one hand, Ponsonb,y took care not to sanctlon Roussln's request, 

on the other, he avoided glving the Turks the lmpression that he 

would not support any request made by Roussln. F. Plsanl's long 

experlence ln deallng wlth the Porte, and hls undenlable 

dlplomatlc sklll dld much to ald the newly-arrlved ambassador 

in extrlcatlng Roussln from this awkward position. In fact, 

Ponsonby left to F. Pisani's discretlon the language he would 

use to persuade Aklf Effendl that Great Britaln would never 

·sacrifice" France to Russla. 2 

Largely through the sklll of the Brltish embassy, the crisls 

terminated as quickly as it had been borne Obviously this crisis 

did much to hurt the Anglo-French position, as it once agaln 

showed Roussin's unpredlctabillty, but lt &lso served as Ponsonby's 

tirst step to establish a reputation as an enterprising, yet 

prudent, diplomate 

In May Ponsonqy was gloomy, believing that so long as Mahmoud 

ruled, the Russians would be in a position to control the Turkish 

Empire. 3 As the Porte now was powerless, PonsonQf confined his 

contacts with it to "most secret communications" with the Reis 

Effendi. PonsonQf wrote to Grey that he could easily find antl­

Russian Turks, who would support Great Britain, "but what could 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 22, 1833. F.O. 78/223. 

2 PonsonQf to F. Pisani, May 21, 18331 enclosure ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Grey, May 14, 1833' G.P. 



they do agalnst the Russlan army?"l The ambassador made no 

promlses ln the name of the Brltlsh government, merely trylng te 

demonstrate to the Sultan that the pollcles followed by Great 

Brltaln and France showed that the two countrles were Turkey's 

true frlends. 2 

Nevertheless, Ponsonby belleved that the Sultan would soon 

fall, glvlng Russla an opportunlty to selze the Stralts. Should 

Russla succeed, France could not remaln lnactlve, and would go to 

war wlth her. Austrla would slde wlth Russla, and France would 

attack Austrla ln Italy. Thls would place Great Brltaln ln an 

lntolerable posltlon, for how could she restraln herself from 

attacklng her former &11y, Franoe?) Ponsonb,y reoommended to Grey 

that the only way to preclude thls course of events would be by 

"a strong exertlon" of Brltlsh force. 4 The ambassador polnted 

out that so long as the Czar recognlzed that Great Brltaln and 

France were prepared to flght, he would not rlsk war, for should 

he partlolpate ln a war, revolts would break out ln hls Emplre. 

But Ponsonb,y was not conslstent ln hls ldeas; he suggested ln 

another let ter that the Russlans could attempt to selze the 

Dardanelles and therefore Great Brltaln should be prepared to 

land troops at the bottom of the Gulf of Saros, attacklng the 

Russlans on the land slde of the Dardanelles.5 

On one ldea however, Ponsonby was adamantl as Russla could 

malntaln her strength only so long as she oontlnued expandlng, 

1 !.è!9.. 
2 Same to same, May 22,18))1 1ill. 
) 
~. 

4 Same to seme, May 14, 18))1 ~. 
5 Same to same, May 22, 18))1 lbld. -
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1t was necessary that she acqu1re Constant1nople. If she 

possessed the Turk1sh cap1tal she would "become 1rres1stable 

m1stress of the Med1terranean Sea. Noth1ng couldmoleather there 

1n her preparat10n for Conquest." Russ1a, by 1ntr1gues, already 

had obta1ned the subm1ss10n of Greece, plac1ng at her d1sposal 

sk11led Greek sa1lors to man her navy. Mehemet A11's "ephemeral 

power" would s1nk before the Russ1ans, and they would make 

As1at1c Turkey the1r property.l 

Austr1a, Ponsonby be11eved, was not prepared to part1t10n 

the Turk1sh Emp1re, but she was closer to Russ1a than Mettern1ch 

l1ked to adm1t. Czar N1cholas was work1ng upon the Austr1ans,. 

offer1ng them Croat1a, Bosn1a, Herzegov1na, Serv1a, Wallach1a, 

Moldav1a and the mouth of the Danube 1n return for Constant1nople. 

Ponsonb,y s~spected that Orloff was play1ng the same role 1n 

Turkey as Count Stakelburg had played 1n Poland before that 

country was destrOyed. 2 In May, Ponsonby d1d not doubt that 

Russ1a would persuade Mettern1ch eventually to part1t10n the 

Turk1sh Emp1re. 

Notw1thstand1ng th1s war11ke adv1ce, Ponsonb.Y recogn1zed 

that so long as the Russ1ans rema1ned 1n the Bosphorus, the 

Br1t1sh government would be powerless to save the Turk1sh Emp1re. 

Ponsonby av01ded d01ng anyth1ng wh1ch would encourage an 

extens10n of Russ1a's stay. Orloff would d1ctate to the Sultan 

when the Russ1an forces should w1thdraw, but w1thout provocat10n, 

they could not rema1n 1ndef1n1tely. 

However, Ponsonby could not say when th1s w1thdrawal would 

1 Same to same, June 9, 18)), ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 22, 18))1 F.O. 78/22). 



take place. He quest10ned Orloff's protestat1ons that Russ1a 

1ntended to w1thdraw her forces after Ibrah1m had evacuated As1a 

M1nor, not1ng that although Ibrah1m had unoff1c1ally accepted 

the Sultan's terms, Orloff was urg1ng that Russ1an troops be 

stat10ned 1n the castles of the Dardanelles. The Russ1ans used 

the pretext that Ibrah1m had not accepted off1c1ally the cess10n 

of Adana. 1 Des1r1ng to call Russ1a's bluff, Ponsonb,y 1nstructed 

Kennedy, who represented Great Br1ta1n 1n the negot1at10ns w1th 

Ibrah1m, to request the 1mmed1ate conclus1on of peace. Russ1a, 

Ponsonby felt, would have no pretext for rema1n1ng after peace 

had been concluded, and would be forced to w1thdraw bW publ1c 

op1n10n 1n Europe. 2 At the end of May Ibrah1m formally accepted 

the Sultan's peace terms. Th1s subsequently was known as the 

Peace of Kutaya. 

50 long as the Russ1ans rema1ned 1n the Bosphorus, Ponsonby 

would do noth1ng wh1ch Orloff m1ght 1nterpret as a threat by 

Great Br1ta1n, and urged that Rouss1n pursue the same caut10us 

pol1cy. On May 23, Ponsonby wrote to S1r Putney Malcolm, the 

Commander of the Br1t1sh fleet 1n the Med1terranean, that 1f 

1nstructed by the Br1t1sh government to request passage through 

the Dardanelles, he should not 1mplement the orders for the 

present. The fleet should take up pos1t10n 1n "the 1mmed1ate 

ne1ghbourhood," perhaps at the As1at1c mouth of the Dardanelles, 

and should carefully avo1d show1ng attent10n to the Gulf of saros. 3 

In the event that the Porte had learned about Campbell's negot1a­

t10ns, F. P1san1 was 1nstructed, on May 27, to tell the Re1s 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 22, 1833' ~. 

2 Same to same, May 24, 18331 ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Malcolm, May 23, 1833Llenclosure Ponsonb.Y to Palmers­
ton, June 1, 1833, No.11. ~. 
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Effendi that Campbell's efforts in persuading Mehemet Ali to 

renounce Adana showed that Great Britain would help the Sultan 

against the Pasha in the future. The Sultan, therefore, could 

dispense with Russian aide Ponsonby cautioned that the Porte 

should not reopen the question of Adana, because the Russians 

would have a pretext for remaining in the Straits, and Europe 

would receive the impression that the Sultan had been forced to 

cede the Pashalic. As Mehemet Ali could be a valuable ally for 

the Sultan, the Pas ha should be won over by favours. 1 

In his reply, the Reis Effendi noted that Ponsonby's counsels 

were wise and prudent and the question of Adana would not be 

raised. Akif Effendi admitted that Mehemet Ali would not 

relinquish the Pashallc unless force were used. The Porte, how­

ever, always would regard Mehemet Ali. as a serpent. The Reis 

Effendi concluded by asking whether the Sultan could depend upon 

British aid in a future war with Russia, asserting that Great 

Britain's failure to ald Turkey ln her last war wlth Russia gave 

the Sultan reason to doubt British lntentlons. 2 

Desirlng to avold committlng his government, Ponsonby evaded 

answering the Reis Effendi's question, and instead lectured Akif 

Effendi on the reasons why the Sultan could expect Mehemet All 

to be a faithful vassal. Mehemet All, expectlng an attempt by 

the Sultan to destroy hlm, had reacted to defend his position. 

Raving proved his superiority, the Pasha now had no fear that the 

Sultan could crush hlm. A new war would make inevitable forelgn 

interference, in the form of a blockade of Alexandria by the 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, May 27, 18331 enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, June 11, 1833, No.12. ~. 

2 F. Pisani to Ponsonby, May 29, 18331 enclosure ~. 



Powers, and so the Pasha would be satisfied with his accomplish­

ments for a considerable time. But time was Mehemet Ali's enemy. 

Ibrahim was "nothing", as he could not succeed his father; but 

if ~he Sultan provoked Mehemet Ali, Ibrahim's army could drive 

Mahmoud from his throne. 1 

'rhe meetings were inconclusi ve. Akif Effendi obviously was 

endeavouring to obtain a committment from Ponsonby, but as Palmers­

ton had sent no instructions revealing British policy, Ponsonby 

would make no promises in his government's name. Indeed, not 

until the second week in June did Ponsonby receive comprehensive 

instructions dated filay 21. In these instructions Palmerston 

condoned Ponsonby's policy, which the impulsive Roussin called 

"non-a.ction", and stated that the British government was anx:ious 

that no suspicion be shown of Russia's intentions. 2 

In the first days of June, Vogorides visited Ponsonby to 

discuss a revoIt in Candia against Mehemet Ali. Suspecting that 

the Sultan meditated on an expedition to Candia to aid the rebels 

and embarrass the Pasha, Ponsonby argued that such a policy 

should be avoided at aIl cost, for a new quarrel, which could 

result in the renewal of war, could be born with Mehemet Ali. 

Ponsonby also took the opportunity to dispell any misconception 

at the Porte that Great Britain desired an engagement aiding 

the Sultan. As his instructions limited him to state that his 

government would "prevent the partition .Q!:. dismemberment of the 

ottoman Empire,,,J Ponsonby would promise no more to the Reis 

Effendi. The Sultan wisely refrained from interfering in Candia. 

During the first week in June, Ponsonby learned that the 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, May JO, 18J3: enclosure ibid. 
2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, May 21, 18JJ: B.P. 

J Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 3, 1833& F.O. 78/223. 
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British Admira! had received instructions to sail to Turkey 

after the conclusion of peace. Strangely, the information was 

not supplied by the British government, but b.Y Roussin, as the 

Foreign Office informed the French government, but neglected its 

ambassador in Constantinople. The ~dmiral, who possessed powers 

to pass the Dardanelles if requested b.Y Ponsonby, was ordered to 

discuss the current situation with him. 1 Believing that the 

Porte would be menaced by the Russians should the British embassy 

request passage, Ponsonb,y wrote to Palmerston that he would 

discreetly enquire whether the Porte would give the permission 

to the British admiral, but refused to ask for it. Ponsonby 

convinced Roussin that as the presence of the British fleet in 

the "neighbourhood" was enough to keep the Russians honest, and 

would have a strong moral effect on the Porte, the two embassies 

should wait upon events and do nothing for the present. 2 

On June 10, Roussin and Ponsonby discussed their govern­

ments' instructions to send a joint note to the Porte requesting 

Russia's withdrawal from the Straits when Ibrahim had completed 

his evacuation of Asia Minor. Ponsonby, who thought that this 

measure was imprudent, found Roussin strongly in favour of it. 

To dissuade the French ambassador from implementing the instruc­

tion, Ponsonby argued that the Russians were bound by a promise 

to evacuate their forces after Ibrahim retreated, and the Anglo­

French demand could give Orloff an excuse for delaying the 

Russian departure ~caus'e of menaces by Great Britain and France. 

Upon examination, Roussin accepted Ponsonby's arg-ü.me:nts. 'l'he 

two ambassadors agreed that by the time Ibrahim had completed his 

1 Same to same, June 7, 18331 ~. 

2~. 



evacuation, the British and French fleets would be united off 

Smyrna, and the apparent unit y between the two fleets would be 

palpable ev1dence that Great Britain and France opposed Russia's 
1 cont1nued stay. 

The decision b,y PonsonQy not to implement the instructions 

was condoned b,y Palmerston. Like Ponsonby, he was convinced that 

the Russians soon would be forced to withdraw, for the Czar was 

"too deeply pledged to Europe" to continue the occupation. 

However, Palmerston suspected that the Czar, "having familiarized 

the Turks with the presence of a Russian army ~ in Asia M1nor," 

would urge an arrangement upon the Turks which would make the 

Sultan more dependent upon Russia and permit her to take advantage 

of her previous occupation. If the Sultan became the "Slave of 

Russia," he would not be the ruler Great Britain w1shed "to see 

at Constant1nople, & Mehemet Ali may then be a better support for 

the balance of power in the East." Nevertheless, Palmerston now 

regarded the Pasha as little more than an adventurer, whose 

Empire would die with him, but he wasstill anxlous to be on good 

terms wlth Mehemet All. The Foreign Secretary felt that Great 

Brltaln should do "nothlng for the future," keeping "her hands 

free to act according to circumstances" to prevent a renewal of 

the war between the Sultan and the Pasha. Meanwh1le, the Brit1sh 

government would show the Sultan that he best could secure his 

lndependence by strengthenlng hls Empire. 'This rounded pollcy 

would give Great Brltain the balance between Russ1a and France, 

should elther encroach upon the Levant. 2 

1 Roussln to de Broglie, June 10, 18)): Douln, op.cit., pp.426-427. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, July 1, 18)): B.P. 
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Ponsonby, at the beg1nn1ng of June, began to cons1der 

Mehemet A11 as the poss1ble sav10ur of Turkey. The ambassador 

calculated that with Br1t1sh a1d, the Pasha could force the 

Russ1ans to g1ve up their hold upon Turkey for he had the support 

of the Turk1sh population, w1th "almost every man great & small 

1n Constant1nople & 1n aIl other great c1t1es, more or less 

belong1ng to h1s party." Mehemet A11 could "1f any man can may 

Ls1i71ntroduce some force 1nto the body of the Turk1sh Emp1re, 

at any rate he w111 secure 1t aga1nst Russ1a wh11st he l1ves, & 

t1me may do more. n1 Nevertheless, Ponsonby was st111 reluctant 

to see Mahmoud sacr1f1ced. 

By June 15, Ponsonby no longer quest10ned Orloff's state­

ments that Russ1a would w1thdraw from the Bosphorus, but he 

feared that th1s w1thdrawal would create new dangers, and the 

Sultan, exposed to 1ntr1gues by Mehemet Ali and powerful men 1n 

Constantinople, could be deposed. Because Great Brita1n largely 

would be responsible for the Russ1an w1thdrawal, she would be 

"bound to endeavour" to protect Mahmoud la nperson 1f th1s can be 

done w1thout risk to the 1ndependence of 'furkey." Although Pon­

sonby believed that Mehemet Al1 would be better for Turkey, he 
2 

felt honour bound to help keep Mahmoud on h1s throne. 

The ambassador pondered means wh1ch would secure Mahmoud's 

rule. He suggested to Grey that the Powers should show the 

Turks that Mahmoud need not be sacr1f1ced 1n secur1ng them 

aga1nst Russia. The best proof would be by concluding a treaty 

among Turkey, Austria, Great Br1tain, France and Russia. The 

1 Ponsonby to Grey, June 9, 18)). G.P. 

2 Same to same, June 15, 18)). ~. 



Sultan would be required to maintaln a large portion of hls 

fleet near Sizlpoli, in the Bay of Bourgas. Each of the Powers 

would agree to station a squadron, consisting of a frigate and 

a gunboat, for a specifled time in the Sea of Marmora in order 

to protect Mahmoud, and if necessary, give him refuge. The 

forts of the Bosphorus would be occupied by Great Brltain on 

one s.ide, and France on the other, thus preventlng Russia from 

sending a force through the Bosphorus, and permltting no one 

Power to gain complete control. Austria and Russia would 

garrison the forts of the Dardanelles in the same way and thereby 

ensure that neither Gre9t Brltaln nor France could send a fleet 

to Constantinople. Each Power would leave a warshlp attached 

to her garrison. 

A treaty of this nature, Ponsonby speculated, would ensure 

that Mehemet AIl would never contemplate disturbing the peace in 

order to obtain Constantinople. Nor could powerful men ln the 

capital attempt to depose Mahmoud. The Turkish people would not 

be hostile to the treaty, for Turkey would be protected agalnst 

Russia. Undoubtedly, Russia would not 11ke the treaty, but 

should Great Brltaln, France and Austria show their wl11lngness 

in slgning, "it would be lmpossible for Russia to reslst them." 

As the Pasha was aware that the Russlans were preparlng to 

attack him ln Syrla, perhaps he could be convinced that the 

treaty would forward hls interests &1so. 1 

Grey dlsmlssed Ponsonby's proposed treaty, saylng that the 

plan would lead to "lnconvenlences." Great Britain, Grey added, 

should not blnd herself by trt~atles, but should retaln her freedom 

1~. 
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to act as clrcumstances requlred. 1 Thls statement was echoed 

by Palmerston, who was shown Ponsonby's prlvate communlcatlons. 

The Forelgn Secretary added that lf an exploslon ln Constantlnople 

followed the Russlan wlthdrawal, the Br1tlsh government should 

not lnterfere, leavlng the declslon as to who should slt on the 

throne to the Musulmans. 2 

B. Reactlons to the Treaty of Unklar Skeless1 

In Ma~ Orloff opened negot1at1ons w1th the Sultan for a 

Russo-'rurk1sh treaty. As Mahmoud deslred a guarantee of Russ1an 

protect1on, he may have requested an alllance wlth Rusala. The 

Russlan government framed a treaty whlch the Sultan accepted 

wlthout reservatlons. 

Roussln learned about the proposed treaty at least a week 

before the end of May. On May 23, he warned the Rels Effendl 

that France would regard a Russo-Turklsh treaty as the death 

knell of Turklsh lndependence. 3 It ls d1fflcult to say when Pon­

sonby learned about the matter. The Brltlsh ambassador made no 

representatlon to the Rels Effendl unt11 June 6, when he.cautloned 

Aklf Effendl to prevent rurkey from belng bound by treaty to 
4 Russla, for a Russo-Brltlsh war could result. It ls strange 

that Ponsonby made h1s warn1ng two weeks later than Rouss1n; 

perhaps Rouss1n never 1nformed Ponsonby that he had learned 

about the negot1at1ons. 

1 Grey to Ponsonby, July 6, 18331 .!.Q!!!. 
2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, July 8, 18331 B.P. 

3 Rouss1n to de Broglle, May 23, 183)' Douln, op.cit., p.389. 

4 Ponsonby to F. Plsan1, June 6, 1833' B.P. 
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When the Reis Effendi, in the thlrd week of June, lmparted 

to Roussin that the Sultan was about to conclude a treaty, 

Roussln repeated hls warnlng that thls treaty would end Turkey's 

lndependence and would force Great Brltain and France to alter 

thelr pollcles. Akif Effendl lmmedlately jumped to the Dlvan's 

defence, malntainlng that the Dlvan had objected to such a treaty, 
1 but that the Sultan had dlsregarded the objectlons. 

Obviously, Roussin was little lnterested in who had been 

responslble for negotiating the treaty. The impulslve Frenchman 

pressed Ponsonby to co-operate with him ln taking measures to 

block the treaty. Again Ponsonby was forced to demonstrate his 

abllity in comblning the right argument wlth a persuaslve 

presentatlon to dissuade Roussin from dolng somethlng foolish. 

So long as the Russlans were in the Stralts, Ponsonby argued, 

Great Britain and France were not ln a position to ellminate the 

treaty. However, after Russla had wlthdrawn, France, Great 

Britain and Austria could sign with Turkey separate offensive 

and defensive treaties which would contain the same terms as the 

Russo-Turkish treaty. 'rhese treaties" bii1d1,ng the Sultan to all 

the Powers, would terminate Russia's exclusive influence over 

the ottoman Empire. This solution was feasible because Austria 

had given evidence that she would seek a treaty with the Sultan 

after the Russians had wlthdrawn. The Divan was in favour of 

these alliances and the Sultan would not fa1l to see that lt was 

w1thin his 1nterests to mult1ply the number of Powers who 

guaranteed hls rule. Meanwh1le, the Br1t1sh and French embassles 

should do noth1ng which would show "openly a resentmen~tagalnst 

1 Roussin to de Brogl1e, June 21, 1833. Douln, op.cit., 
pp.4J5-4J6. 

. 
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Russia. 1 

Ponsonby succeeded in persuading Roussin to remain passive 

for the moment, but the Frenchman did not abandon his intention 

of acting whenever he possessed the means. As the British fleet 

had yet to unite with the French fleet of Smyrna, a joint 

2 

Anglo-French demonstration was impossible. 

On June 25, Ponsonby learned that the British fleet had 

arrived at Tenedos Bay.) Roussin wasted no time in exhort1ng 

Ponsonby to consent to a joint naval demonstration. Although 

he admitted that the Russians could cont1nue thelr stay in the 

Straits if France and Great Britain tried ~to~ the Sultan not 

to formalize the treaty, Roussin maintained that the treaty had 

to be blocked, no matter the consequences. Ponsonb,y countered 

with an elaborate argument designed to prove that a menace to 

Russia would change a QdoubtfUllt result into a "certain" result. 

So long as the Russians remained in the Straits, the Sultan and 

his party were Iteverything" and the Divan and the nation Itnothing': 

But the Russians could not remain indeflnitely unless the Anglo­

French fleet trled to force the Dardanelles, thus forCing the 

Russlans to defend the Stralt. Ponsonby warned Roussin that 

Orloff would summon reserves from Odessa at the first s1gn of 

opposition. An aggressive course of action would leave the 

Russo-Turklsh treaty in force and permit the Russians to extend 

their stay. Pat1ence was the most effective weapon, for after 

the Russians had departed their influence would 'decrease, 

1 ~.t pp.4)7-4)8. Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 22, 18))1 

F.O. 78/22). 

2 Roussin to de Broglie, June 21, 18331 Douin, oP.cit., pp.))8-)40. 

) Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 25, 183)1 F.O. 78/22). 
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permlttlng the Dlvan to regaln lts volce ln forelgn pollcy and 

help the British and French embassles to neutralize the treaty.l 

The French ambassador bowed to Ponsonby's arguments, but 

wrote to de Broglle that he dld not feel as secure as Ponsonby 

in this pollcy of non-action. However, the French government 

had signlfied that he should co-operate wlth Ponsonby to 

demonstrate that France and Great Britaln were unlted, and co-

operatlon now was posslble only upon Ponsonby's terms. Moreover, 

the French Chambers were endlng thelr sesslons, and a policy of 

non-action would permit adjournment wlthout lnciden~.2 

Not only dld Ponsonby oppose an Anglo-French naval 

demonstratlon, but he also deslred the removal of the Brltlsh 

fleet from the vlcinlty of the Dardanelles. So soon as Ponsonby 

had learned that the fleet had arrlved at Tenedos Bay, he wrote 

to Malcolm that as Orloff was slncere ln hls statement that 

Russia would wlthdraw from the Stralts after Ibrahlm had 

evacuated Asia Mlnor, nothlng should be done, dlrectly or' 

lndlrectly, whlch would hurt Russlan vanlty. Consequently, the 

Br1t1sh fleet should be withdrawn from Tenedos Bay. Ponsonby 

suggested that before j01n1ng the French fleet off Smyrna, the 

Brit1sh fleet should vis1t Adana or Samos unt1l July 6, when 

Orloff was scheduled to leave Constantlnople. The ambassador 

requested Malcolm to make some excuse for leav1ng Tenedos Bay 

which could be commun1cated to Roussln.) The Brlt1sh fleet left 

the Bayon July 1 for a twelve day crulse to samos,4 but Ponsonby 

1 Roussln to de Brogl1e, July 6, 18))1 Douln, op.clt., pp.460-462. 

2 ~., p.462. 

3 Ponsonby to Malcolm, June 25, 18)31 enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, July 7, 183)1 F.O. 78/223. 

4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, July 7, 18331 ~. 
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did not inform Roussin until July 6, after he had dissuaded the 

French ambassador from staging an Anglo-French naval demonstration. 

Roussin reluctantly accepted Ponsonby's eXPlanation. l 

Ponsonby encountered considerable difficulty in restraining 

Roussin's penchant for active measures. Trying to prevent an 

inc1dent w1th the Russians, Ponsonby had instructed Malcolm to 

make sure that the Russ1ans had completely evacuated the Straits 

2 
before returning to Tenedos Bay. This argument, however, had 

little effect on Roussin, Pointing out that France cons1dered 

that the Russo-Turk1sh treaty could be a question of peace and 

war,J he objected to the extention of the cruise of the British 

fleet beyond JUly 12, in the event that the Russians delayed 

the1r departure. 4 However, the Russians honoured their promise. 

On July 8 the Russo-'rurk1sh treaty was signed, the Reis Effendi 

and Ahmet Pasha signing for 'rurkey and Orloff and Bouteneff for 

Russia, and on the following day the Russians commenced their 

withdrawal. 

As soon as the Russ1ans had begun their withdrawal, Ponsonby 

and Roussin pressured the Reis Effendi to divulge the contents 

of the treaty, the two embassies competing for the honour of 

obta1ning this information,first. When F. Pisani, on July 10, 

raised the sUbject, Akif Effendi replied that he would be a lost 

man if he revealed the treaty. But the Reis Effendi soon changed 

his mind, consenting to communicate the partlculars if Ponsonby 

1 Roussin to Ponsonby, July 6, 1833' enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, July 10, 1833' ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Malcolm, July J, 1833' enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, JUly 7, 1833' ~. 

3 Roussin to Ponsonby, N.D., enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 

July 10, 1833; 1b1d. 
4 -

Same to same, July 6, 183JI enclosure ~. 
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promised not to reveal what he had done. Assured by Pisani that 

only Palmerston would be 1nformed, Akif Effendi sent the treaty 

to the British embassy, but deleted the secret art1cle. 1 However, 

Ponsonby eventually obtalned a copy of the secret artlcle from 

Vogorldes. 

After the Russlan departure, the anti-Russian party began 

intrlgulng to overthrow Ahmet Pasha. The factlon belleved that 

the removal of this man would glve them the Sultanes ear and 

permlt Mahmoud to save Turkey from Russla. Hosrew Pasha was the 

most actlve and lnfluentlal man ln the party, and Ponsonby felt 

that he had a good chance of succeedlng because he outwardly 

concurred 1n the Sultanes pro-Russlan pollcy. However, Ponsonb,y 

was certain that Ahmet Pasha's fall would do llttle to alter 

Mahmoud's pollcy, for the Sultan, feared Mehemet All and regarded 

the Russians as his only protectors. Completely despotic since 

he had massacred the Janlssarles, Mahmoud l1stened to no one. 

Only the alteratlon of the status quo would change Mahmoud's 

pollcy, but this could not be done, because Mehemet All was faced 

wlth ruln if he dld not malntain his posltion. Ponsonby d1d not 

lnform the Sul'i;an about the consplracy against Ahmet Pasha, 

bellevlng that lf Mahmoud took measures agalnst the ant1-Russ1an 

factlon, m1n1sters in the faction could be driven to desperate 

measures, risking "everyth1ng ln search of securlty.,,2 

Only Mehemet Ali, Ponsonby calculated, could strengthen 

the Turkish Emp1re agalnst the Russlans. The Pasha boasted that 

he could selze Constantlnople, and Ponsonby did not question his 

1 F. Plsan1 to Ponsonby, July 10, 18)), enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, July 12, 18))1 F.O. ,78/224. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, August 27, 18)), ~. 
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ability. Ponsonb,y thought that he would launch a sea attack in 

late autumn, probably from Candia. Great Britaln could do 

nothlng to frustrate hlm. So long as Mehemet All was determlned 

upon selzlng Constantlnople, threats would never deter hlm, for 

he merely would deny that he contemplated an attack. As the 

Brltlsh government would not be able to flnd a sul table pretext, 

the fleet could not blockade Alexandrla. 1 Mehemet All, strlklng 

qulckly, would meet llttle reslstance and, after selzlng Constan­

tlnople, probably would depose Mahmoud and rule through one of 

Mahmoud's sons. 2 

Nevertheless, an attack by Mehemet All, Ponsonby thought, 

would endanger European peace. Czar Nlcholas, Ponsonby pointed 

out to Grey, would be "free to reoccupy his position" ln the 

Stralts, and had "prepared all the most essential means for 80 

dolng." Should Mahmoud escape when Constantlnople fell, he 

would seek refuge with Russla, who then would try to restore 

him, thereby producing a general European war. 3 Ponsonby was 

in a quandry. He believed that the Sultan would not maintaln 

his Empire against the Russlans, becau8e he lacked the capacity 

of qulckly placing the Emplre in a state of defence agalnst 

Russia. As a treaty among the Powers and Turkey would be useful 
4 only if the Emplre could be quickly reorganlzed, Ponsonby 

abandoned his previous ideas upon a treaty. Whlle Ponsonby 

deslred to see Mehemet Ali in Constantlnople, he feared that 

1 ~. 
2 Ponsonby to Grey, July 24, 1833' G.P. 

3 Same to same, August 26, 1833' !l2!9:.. 
4 Same to same, July 24, 1833' ~. 
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the Russians would intervene. 

However, Ponsonby thought that only a demonstration by 

Great Britain of her willingness to defend the Turkish Empire 

would prevent a gener81 European War, as the Russians would leave 

Mehemet Ali in possession of Constantinople rather than risk a 

war with Great Britain.1 Only support of -a material palpable 

nature" could instill in the Turks the courage to resist Russia. 2 

Ponsonby exhorted Grey to demonstrate the government's readiness 

to fight. The British government, indeed, did bolster the number 

of its warships in the Mediterranean and Ponsonby found a strong 

supporter for mili tary preparedness in King William IV. 'rhe 

King would not count upon France for aid against Russia, for he 

was as much a Francophobe as a Russophobe. J Even the usually 

pacifie Grey supported the lncrease in strength of the Mediterran­

ean fleet. 4 The reinforced fleet was instructed to anchor in 

Turkish waters. 

Meanwhile, Ponsonby continued pursuing a policy of non­

action. He urged Campbell, on July 15, to act with prudence 

because there was reason to believe that Russia was encouraging 

the Sultan to attack Mehemet Ali. Russia, now prepared on the 

As1atic side of Turkey, could return to Constantinople as the 

Sultan's 81ly. Suspecting ths~Mahmoud was sending the Defterdar 

to Alexandrla to provoke a quarrel wlth Mehemet Ali oonoernlng the 

Pasha's tribute, Ponsonby instructed that Campbell should employ 

1 Same to same, August 26, 18))1 ~. 
2 Same to July 24, 18)), ibid. same, -
) William IV to Palmerston, september 28, 18)), B.P. 

4 Grey to Palmerston, September 29, 18))1 ~. 
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his influence in persuading Mehemet Ali to evade, rather than 

refuse, the Defterdar's demands. Moreover, the Pasha should not 

complain that the Russo-Turkish treaty was directed against 

Egypt, for this would play into Russia's hands. 1 

As has been seen, Palmerston expected that the Russians 

would pressure the Sultan to conclu de an agreement. The Foreign 

Secretary regarded the treaty of Unk1ar Skelessi as "a master 

piece of Russian intrigue & Turkish folly." Suspecting that 

Metternlch long had known about the agreement and had played into 

Russia's hands because he needed her aid against revolutlons in 

Europe, Palmerston discounted the idea of requesting Austr1a to 
2 protest w1th France and Great Br1ta1n against the treaty. Wh1le 

Palmerston and Grey apparently favoured joint protests in 

Constantinople and st. Petersburg, K1ng William IV persuaded them 

to reg1ster separate protests, though s1multaneously w1th France.) 

In h1s 1nstructions, Palmerston requested Ponsonby to 

obtain from the Porte an explanation of the treaty. The ambass­

ador also was ordered to protest that the treaty placed the 

Russ1ans in a pos1t10n to control Turkey's internal and external 

policles. Roussin received s1m1lar instructions. Ponsonby 

concentrated upon forcing the Porte to expla1n clearly the 

mean1ng of the secret article, although not spec1fically instructed 

to do so by the Br1t1sh government. As the straits, Ponsonby 

reasoned, had been closed to foreign warsh1ps by the Treaty of 

1809, why would a new treaty be necessary to exclude foreign 

1 Ponsonby to Campbell, July 15, 18)), enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, July 15, 18)), F.O. 78/224. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, August 7, 18))1 B.P. 

) Wil11am IV to Palmerston, August 6, 18)), ibid. Palmerston 
to William IV, september 29, 18)), 1bid. 
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warshlps from the area? Renee, Ponsonb,y concluded that the new 

treaty granted Russla rlghts whlch lnfrlnged upon the Treaty of 

1809, and he was partlcularly anxlous to have the Porte explaln 

the slgnlflcance of the words "au besoln" ln the secret artlcle. 1 

Aklf Effendl hedged when F. Plsanl pressed hlm to explaln 

the slgnlflcance of the words "au besoln". When the Rels Effendl 

sald that the treaty was dlrected agalnst Mehemet AIl, P1sanl 

replled that "étrangers" could not refer to Mehemet All. Emba­

rrassed, Aklf Effendl sent Plsanl to the Kiahaya Bey to obtaln 

further clariflcatlon, but the latter was no more enllghtenlng.2 

Pertev Pasha noted that the secret artlcle never would affect a 

warshlp brlnglng a Brltlsh ambassador to Constantlnople, but would 

say no more, and requested Plsanl not to press the matter any 

fUrther, because the Sultan deslred to terminate dlscusslon. 

Ponsonby complled.) The ambassador's aggresslve representatlons 

won some respect for hlm at the Porte, but Ponsonby was no closer 

to the meanlng of the secret artlcle. 

In September, Ponsonby worrled that Russia, antlclpatlng 

Mehemet Allls attack, could arrlve at Constantinople before the 

Pasha. Ponsonby expressed hls fears to Grey ln a letter wrltten 

on september 19, ln whlch he polnted out that "a very bold step" 

was~ecessary to prevent the excltement ln Europe of a wax of 

Prlnclple." Re suggested that the Brltlsh fleet should be sent 

through the Dardanelles to obtaln control of the Bosphorus. 

Once Great Brltaln controlled the Bosphorus, she would "have tlme 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 12, 1833& F.O. 78/224. 

2 F. Pisan1 to Ponsonby, September 15, 1833: enclosure Ponsonby 

to Palmerston, September 15, 1833: ~. 

) Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, september 15, 18;3: ~. 
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and the means of settling, more or less weIl, the affa1rs of 

this Country, so as to deprive Russia of her prey for years to 

come." Not a shot would be fired at the British fleet as it 

passed the Dardanelles. the Reis Effendi had assured him of 

this. 

To justify his bold recommendations, Ponsonby argued that 

as Russia had attempted, in the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, to 

close the Straits to Great Britain, Great Britain would be 

justified if she closed them to Russia. Austria, fearing for 

Italy, would not aid Russia, and the latter could not act alone 

against the British move. As the Turkish army and navy could be 

organized to secure the Bosphorus against Russia, the British 

force need not stay long. In this manner, the Turkish question 

could be decided without war. 1 

Grey discussed Ponsonby's suggestions with Palmerston, who 

had received similar but less comprehensive letters from the 

ambassador. While he was sensitive to the Russian danger to 

Constantinople, Grey considered that Ponsonby's recommendations 
2 could produce a war with Russia. Both Grey and Palmerston 

believed that Great Britain had no right to attack Russia except 

to force her retirement within the Asiatic boundaries specified 

in the Treaty of AdrianoPle.) Anxious to avoid complications 

with Russia, Palmerston, on December 6, noted to Ponsonby in a 

private letter,that there was no "definite object to be 

accomplished by the presence" of the British fleet "in the 

1 Ponsonby to Grey, september 19, 18)). G.P. 

2 Grey to Palmerston, October .14, 18)). B.P. 

) Same to same, N.D •• ~. 
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Bosphorus, wh1ch could just1fy so violent and hazardous a 

measure, as a forcible entrance thro' the Dardanelles." 

Palmerston 1nstructed Ponsonb,y that even if the Sultan requested 

British a1d, he should watt for orders from the British govern­

ment before request1ng the fleet's presence at Constantinople. 

For the present, Great Br1tain should try "to keep th1ngs quiet," 

because "To gain t1me 1s to gain much, poss1bly every thing." 

Meanwhile, she should concentrate upon persuading the Porte to 

reorganize its finances, army and navy.l 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 6, 18))& ~. 



CHAP'rER III. 'rHE FIRST ASSAULT ON RUSSIAN INFLUENCE 

A. Ponsonby Reaches the Sultan 

Although Mehemet Ali continue.d his boasts, he made no move 

to seize Constantinople by a naval coup de main. By November, 

Ponsonby was convinced that Mehemet Ali would not attack, and, 

noticing the decl1ne 1n the Pasha's influence 1n Constantinople, 

concluded that the Sultan was securely on his throne, and that it 

would be necessary to acquire personal influence with Mahmoud. 

'fhis induced the ambassador to emœrk on a long contest w1 th 

Bouteneff for influence, believing that the maintenance of the 

furkish Empire was at stake. 

'rhe Reis Effendi, who desired to m1nimize Russian influence 

in Constant1nople, potentially was a valuable ally against 

Bouteneff. Encouraged by Ponsonby's protests against the Russo­

'furkish treaty, Akif Effendi in the m1ddle of September, sent an 

agent to Ponsonby requesting h1m to offer something that could be 

given to the Sultan as a commitment of British protection 

against Mehemet Ali. Ponsonby, believing that the Sultan 

would not long retain his throne, s1mply replied that he had no 

instructions to make a commitment. 1 Desp1te this, Akif Effendi 

continued his efforts to reduce Russian influence. On October 1, 

Ponsonby reported that the Reis Effendi had created a "sensation" 

when he urged, at a meeting of the Divan, that 'rurkey should turn 

to Great Britain for support. 2 Moreover, Campbell's success in 

inducing Mehemet Ali to refrain from establishing a naval arsenal 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 19, 18))1 B.P. 

2 Same to same, October 1, 18)). F.O. 78/224. 



on Candia made an impression on the Porte, resulting in an 

invitation from Hosrew Pasha to attend a review of Turkish 

artillery.1 

While the Porte increasingly looked towards Ponsonby, the 

Sultan took little notice of the British ambassador, reserving 

his attention for Bouteneff. stüxmer, who supported the Russian 

ambassador, stood next in the Sultan's favour. 2 Ponsonby suspected 

that Bouteneff was endeavouring to magnify Mahmoud's hatred of 

Mehemet Ali, using the question of the Pasha's tribute to create 

a rupture between the Sultan and his vassal. So hostile was 

Mahmoud towards Mehemet Ali that no minister dared showing him 

Mimaut's report on Mehemet Ali's pledge to maintain peace and 

fUlfil his obligations.) Ponsonby believed that Bouteneff's 

policy was calculated to create an opportunity for the return of 

Russian forces to Constantinople, and the Czar kept an army and 
4 navy "in a state of perfect readiness" for this purpose. 

In November, Ponsonby began formulating his strategy to 

reach the Sultan, analyzing the Sultan's weaknesses. Ponsonby 

concluded that Bouteneff controlled Mahmoud because the Sultan 

feared Russia while looking to her for support. Fear and hope 

were mingled in the Sultan's mind. 5 Renee, Ponsonby calculated 

that only a demonstration of naval power would turn Mahmoud's 

attention to the British embassy. Once the Sultan feared Great 

Britain, he would respect her, and could turn to her for support 

1 Same to same, October 2, 18)), ibid. 
2 Same to October 1, 18)), ~. same, 

3 Sarne to same, November 8, 18)), lli.!!.. 
4 
~. 

5 ~. 
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lnstead of Russla. 

In plannlng hls approach to the Sultan, Ponsonby found 

certaln condltlons ln hls favour. After Ahmet Pasha was sent to 

st. Petersburg ln October to dellml t the Russo-'rurklsh Aslatlc 

frontler, the antl-Russlan party began erodlng hls power. Three 

supporters of Ahmet Pasha ln the Seragll0 lost thelr positlons. 

Meanwhlle, Hosrew Pasha pressed the Sultan to rely upon France 

and Great Brltaln rather than Russla. 1 l'he Russlan fleet, on 

manoeuvres ln the Black Sea, was forced by bad weather to sall 

lnto port ln Sebastopol.2 Ponsonby selzed hls opportunlty, 

concentrating the whole Brltlsh fleet, whlch had recelved 

relnforcements ln the prevlous month, in Vourla Bay.3 

On November 28, the Rels Effendl complained that twenty 

Brltlsh warshlps were statloned ln the Bay, and that the Porte 

had heard rumours that further relnforcements were expected,! 

F. Plsani was lnstructed to reply to the Rels Effendl that Great 

Brltaln had the rlght of malntainlng a fleet at Vourla Bay to 

observe the movement of the Russian fleet. Ponsonby purposely 

gave thls answer to create an "uneasy sensatlon ln the Sultan's 

mlnd," leavlng Mahmoud to wonder whether Great Britaln would 
4 

provoke Russia. But Ponsonby's tactlcs presented no rlsks. 

Roussln, a few months earlier, had made a demand for passage 

through the Dardanelles, whlch the Porte could not have concealed 

from Orloff. However, Ponsonby made no demand, and the Sultan 

could conceal Ponsonby's reply from Bouteneff. In fact, secrecy 

1 Ibld. 

2 Same to same, October 22, 18331 1J?ll. 
J Same to same, December 19, 18331 lli.s!. 
4 Same to same, November 28, 18331 lbld. 
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was essential, because the Sultan wished to preclude a diplomatie 

clash between the two ambassadors. 

Shortly after the Reis Effendi made his complaint, the 

Sultan sent Vogorides to the British embassy, ostensibly to 

discuss:a : revol t in Samos. 'fhe Sultan, Vogorides told Ponsonby, 

required an explanation of the concentration of the fleet in 

Vourla Bay; Mahmoud feared an Anglo-Russian clash, knowing that 

the Turkish Empire would be the first casualty in the war. 

Vogorides continued that Turkey had turned to Russia because the 

Sultan could not obtain British aid to secure his life and throne. 

Mahmoud still doubted whether Great Britain would aid Turkey, 

but the government could show its goodwill b.Y persuading Mehemet 

Ali to pay his tribute and to cede Candia. Although Mehemet Ali 

had made many promises to pay this tribute, he had not done so. 

The Sultan desperately needed money to redeem Silestria from 

Russia. Candia's cession was also important to the Sultan, 

although he recognized that Greece might embarrass him should 

Mehemet Ali cede the island. ;fhe Sultan would then give Candia 

any constitution Great Britain requested. 

Ponsonby replied that should the Sultan place his future 

in Russia's hands, Great Britain and France could be expected to 

side with Mehemet Ali in a crisis. However, should the Sultan 

look to Great Britain and France instead, the Anglo-French fleet 

could block any aggressive move by the Pasha. If the Sultan 

relied upon Russia, he would be either a puppet or the victim 

of Russia's enem1es. Great Britain and France d1d not want to 

control Turkey's internal affairs, and neither Power would 

perm1t the other to gain superiority in Constantinople. Russia 

could not attempt to swallow up Turkey for the Turk1sh people 
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could form a guerilla army and, supported by the two Powers, 

expel Russia from 'rurkey. Revolts would break out in Poland 

and Circassia, which the Russians were now oppressing, and the 

Russian Empire would crumble. 1 

After Vogorides presented Ponsonby's observations to the 

Sultan, he was instructed to continue the conversations to solicit 

the aid of the British government in obtaining Candia from Mehemet 

Ali. Ponsonby explained to Vogorides that as Great Britain and 

France differed on the question of Candia, Great Britain could not 

raise thls question without irritating France. Nevertheless, 

Ponsonby promised that he would request his government to do aIl 

in its power to help the Sultan in thls affair, thus showing 

Mahmoud that he could rely upon Great Britain. In return, he 

requested that this affair be kept secret from the French ambass-

ador, preventing a misunderstanding between the two governments. 

When Ponsonb,y asked what Great Britain would obtain in return, 

Vogorides replied that the Russo-Turkish treaty would be "mere 

paper." If Russia returned to Constantinople, she would be 

acting against the Sultanes will, and the British government 

would be given adequate foreknowledge to counteract this action. 2 

The British ambassador requested Vogorides to inform the 

Sultan that the British fleet had been withdrawn from Vourla Bay, 

thus avoiding a possible incident with Russia, but could be 

quickly called up from Naupla or Malta when needed. British 

steamers would have no trouble passing the Dardanelles, because 

they could easily resist the current, and the warships would 

1 Same to same, December 19, 1833& ~. 
2 

!J2!Q.. 



pass in the steamers' wake. However, Ponsonby really did not 

believe that the British fleet could be brought up in time from 

Naupla or Malta. He had lied with the hope of persuading the 

Sultan that he could rely upon British naval assistance against 

Russia should the latter suddenly try to seize the Straits. 

Naupla and Malta were useless as bases for the British fleet; 

they were too distant from the Straits, and bad weather in the 

Mediterranean could seriously delay the fleet's arrivaI in Turkish 

waters. Ponsonby was convinced that the fleet should return to 

Vourla Bay, and requested Palmerston to send him extensive powers 

for use as he thought necessary in an emergency. 

The conferences with Vogorides had broken the ice. Ponsonby 

promised British support for the Sultan's interests, and Mahmoud 

tested Great Britain's sincerity. Ponsonby required no more for 

the moment. He was under no illusion that the Sultan immediately 

would commit himself to Great Britain. He could not spurn 

Russia without encountering dangers, but the Sultan had an 

alternative, and most likely Mahmoud would try to;obtàl~ what he 

could from both sides by discreetly playing them off against each 

other. Russia no longer could hope to keep exclusive influence 

over the Sultan. 

Mahmoud showed considerable courage in secretly communicating 

with the British embassy, and apparently desired to keep the 

channel open. A regular secret network of communication was 

established between the Sultan and the British legation. Doctor 

MacGuffog, the embassy's doctor, who also was in the Sultan's 

service, commt~icated Ponsonby's messages to Abdey Bey, the 

court jester. He passed them on to Vogorides, one of the few 
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men that Mahmoud trusted, or to Pertev Pasha, the Kiahaya Bey.l 
After reaching the Sultan, Ponsonby's attitude towards 

Mahmoud and Mehemet Ali suddenly changed. Ponsonby now felt that 
Mahmoud could regenerate his Empire, writing to Grey that "out of 
the caprice and weakness of Sultan Mahmoud will spring the most 
beneficial results for his country; in fact it will be regenerated 
in consequence of his fOllies."2 Mehemet Ali, formerly a possible 
saviour of Turkey, now was the viper in the bosom of the Empire, 
the chief source of her weakness. So long as Mahmoud feared 
Mehemet Ali, the Sultan could not improve his army and navy to 
protect Turkey against Russia. Ponsonby now urged Palmerston 
to apply Great Britain's power against the Pasha. 3 

However, Ponsonby, at the beginning of 1834, thought a 
peaceful settlement of the Turkish question possible. Conditions 
had altered for the better. Mahmoud appeared to be securely on 
his throne, and Mehemet Ali's support in Constantinople was rapidly 
declining. Metternich had indicated that Austria would "draw 

4 back"from Russia. Consequently, Ponsonby recommended that the 
time was right for the conclusion of a treaty among the Powers 
protecting Turkey. The treaty which he proposed would exclude 
aIl warships from the Straits, except for the small number 
permitted by the Sultan, and guarantee that the forts of the 
Bosphorus and the Dardanelles would be properly garrisoned, with 
representatives of the Powers having the right to examine the 

1 ~. 
2 Ponsonby to Grey, January 10, 1834: G.P. 
3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, January 17, 18)4: B.P. 
4 Same to same, January 11, 1834: ibid. 
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forts perlodlcally. Russla would surrender the rlghts she had 

acqulred ln her former treatles wlth the ottoman Emplre to protect 

the Greek Orthodox rellglon ln the Sultan's domlnlons. Turkey 

would be glven a loan for the payment of her war debt. thls would 

compel Russla to evacuate the terrltory she now occuPled.1 The 

treaty would glve Turkey tlme to prepare her defences agalnst 

Russla, whose ablllty of lnterferlng ln Turklsh lnternal affalrs 

severely would be curtalled by a renunclatlon of the rlght to 

protect the Greek Orthodox rellg10n ln the ottoman Emplre. 2 

However, Ponsonby's ldeas upon a solutlon to the Turklsh 

questlon really were not as conslstent as ls lndlcated ln h1s 

letters to Palmerston. The ambassador seems to have been torn 

between a mllltary blow agalnst Russla and a solutlon short of 

war. In a long letter to Grey, dated January 10, Ponsonby 

recommended contradlctory·solutlons. On the one hand, Ponsonby 

argued that no treaty lndeflnltely could "secure Turkey agalnst 

the practlces of Russla," and therefore, Great Brltaln Umust go 

to war wlth Russla to prevent a war of oplnlons arlslng ln Europe." 

On the other hand, he noted to Grey. "the lncreased force you are 

preparlng for actlon ls assuredly the best securlty agalnst your 

being forced to act ln arms."3 Thls confllct ln solutlons was 

not resolved untll Ponsonby declded, at the end of 1834, that he 

could save Turkey from Russla by persuadlng the Sultan to eman­

clpate hlmself from Russlan lnfluence and to lmprove the Turklsh 

Emplre's defences agalnst Russla. 

1 Draft of a treaty, N .D •• enclosure ~. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, January 11, 1834. ~. 
3 Ponsonby to Grey, January 10, 1834. G.P. 
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Having offered Mahmoud an alternativa tœ 

Russian support, Ponsonby was reluctant to do anything which 

could jeopardize his relationship with the Sultan. On December 6, 

Palmerston 1nstructed Ponsonby to seek clarification from the 

Porte of the secret article in the Russo-Turkish treaty, an 

explanat10n why it had permitted Ricard's squadron to pass through 

the Straits into the Black Sea, and a statement whether it would 

permit the passage of Russian warships through the Stra1ts should 

Russia be at war with another power. 1 As he feared that the 

Sultan could misunderstand the v1ews expressed in the instruction. 

become alarmed and rely more upon the Russians, Ponsonby refused 

to present it for the moment. The ambassador argued that currently, 

the Russian fleet was at Sebastopol ready to move at a moment's 

notice, but the British and French fleets soon were leaving 

Vourla Bay, and this would induce the Russians to lay up their 

fleet for the winter. The 1nstruction then could be submitted 

to the Porte. 2 

As the Sultan soon was aware of these and s1milar instruc-

tions sent to Roussin, Ponsonby could not delay submitting them 

to the Porte. However, Ponsonby calculated that if the Russ1ans 

saw a note embodying these instructions, they would suspect that 

Great Br1tain was endeavouring to control the Sultan's mind. 

Russia could control Turkey only through the Sultan, and the note 

could serve as a pretext for Russia to request that her fleet 

return to Constantinople. Consequently, Ponsonby suggested to 

Roussin that he should merely send instructions to his dragoman. 

He requested that these instructions should emphas1ze that Great 

Britain and France were united, so as to counter Russian ;, '" 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 6, 1833: F.O. 78/220. 
2 

Ponsonby to Palmerston, January la, 18341 F.O. 78/235. 
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cla1ms that the two countr1es were d1v1ded. Rouss1n consented 

to Ponsonb.J's recommendat10ns. Apparently des1r1ng Rouss1n to 

break the vay tor h1m, Ponsonby v1thheld tor a tev days trom 

subm1tt1ng h1s commun1cat10n to the porte. 1 

Aga1n, vhen Ponsonby rece1ved Palmerston's 1nstruct10ns, 

dated December 6, to recommend that reforma should be made ~.1n the 
2 Turk1sh army, he dec11ned 1mplement1ng them. The 1nstruct10ns, 

Ponsonb,y contended, would g1ve the Russians reason ta be11eve 

that the Br1t1sh goverrment was try1ng to break the1r exclus1ve 

1ntlUence upon the Sultan. Nor could these reforms be 

1mplemented v1thout a show 01' 'a phys1cal torce,- upon wh1ch 

Br1t1sh "moral power may rest.- The Turks would lose the1r fear 

01' Russ1a -b,y a small exert10n- 01' the Br1t1sh -Mar1ne 1n a1d 01' 

the land defences 01' the Bosphorus wh1ch may al ways be DV':·j,nta1ned 

t1ll- Great Br1ta1n came -to succour the Turk.- J 

However, 1t soon became obv10us to Ponsonby that he could 

use Palmerston's 1nstruct10ns upon reforma to advantage 1n h1s 

secret commun1cat10ns. On January 28, Vogor1des 1nformed the 

ambassador that Mahmoud was sat1st1ed w1th Palmerston's recommen-

dat10ns. Th1nk1ng that Mahmoud could be us1ng Great Br1ta1n only 

to obta1n Cand1a and really des1red ma1nta1n1ng the status quo, 

Ponsonby requested Vogor1des to 1nform the Sultan that he could 

not be saved unless he were on the s1de 01' Great Br1ta1n and 

France, for 11' the two Powers were successt'Ul 1n a war v1th 

Russ1a, Turkey would be destroyed. should Russ1a tr1umph, Czar 

N1cholas would be h1s master. Vogor1des was g1ven extracts 

1 Same to same, January 19, 18)4. ~. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonb,y, December 6, 18)4. F.O. 78/220. 

J Ponsonb.J to Palmerston, January 17, 18)4. B.P. 
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from Campbell's letters, illustrating that Great Britain pursued 

the Sultan's interests in Alexandria. In his report to the sultan, 

Vogorides cleverly added that Great Britain could flood Turkey 

with arms, a comment which the Sultan could construe either as 

an attempt to strengthen the country against Russia, or to arm 

the people against hlm should he betray them to Russia. 1 

Ponsonby did not know whether the Sultan was sincere, but 

noted to Palmerston that Mahmoud would be against Russia and 

would support Great Britain "if he had a reasonable hope of 

success.,,2 As the Turks, Ponsonby wrote to Grey, had been "more 

than once the vlctims of their trust in the European Courts," 

Mahmoud would "think twice" before he confided in any Power. 

Although Ponsonby had "expectations of detaching him from Russia," 

he felt that it was imperative that Great Britain show the Sultan 

that she would protect him. He noted: 

Under this feeling of distrust Turkey will 
expect acts, not words. You must be here, 
not promise to come. You must fight the 
Russians if necessary and if you do, the 
whole nation will fight with you as weIl as 
i t known how. 

As he expected that the Sultan would engage to permit British 

warships to "paSS without opposition under certain circumstances" 

through the Dardanelles, Ponsonby asked whether the British 

government intended sending a large fleet for the protection of 

Constantinople. The ambassador assured the Prime Minister that 

no danger would face the British fleet, because Russia could not 

send troops by sea. 3 

1 N.A., February 13, 1834: enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 

February 17, 1834: ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 12, 1834: ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Grey, February 3, 1834: G.P. 
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Although Ponsonpy knew that the Sultan questloned whether 

Great Brl taln would support 'rurkey agalnst Russla, he belleved 

Mahmoud confided entirely ln Great Brltain's "will and power" to 

protect him against Mehemet Ali. 1 Ponsonby was wrOngl Mahmoud 

suspected that Great Brltaln favoured Mehemet AIl. 'rhe ambass-

ador could make no promises to the Sultan. He told Vogorldes 

that he could not talk about Candia, and Vogorides does not seem 

to have ralsed this question in his interviews with the Sultan, 

although Mahmoud more than once mentioned to Vogorldes that he was 

anxious to recover the island. As Grey had instructed him to 

maintain peace between the Sultan and î1ehemet Ali, listing a 

number of reasons why Great Britain could not make any promises 

to Nahmoud,2 Ponsonby, took pains not to give the Sultan the 

impression that Great Britain would give him material help. 

He merely endeavoured '.bor,ahoy the Sultan that Great Britain 

desired 'rurkish independence, and never would permit Russia to 

possess rrurkey.3 

Vogorides presented Ponsonby's arguments to the Sultan and 

supplemented them with his own. Great Britain, Vogorides argued 

to the Sultan, was determined to resist Russia untll " 'she has 

obliged Russia to agree to and coincide in her views relating to 

this country.'" The British would soon have thirty warships in 

the Archipelago and were preparing the same number of ships for 

the Baltic Sea; and France also was readying an expedition of 

twenty-five thousand men which could be landed at the Dardanelles. 

Sceptical, Mahmoud asked Vogorides why Canning had not helped him 

1~. 

2 Same to same, December 3, 1833' ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 12, 1834, B.P. 
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in the Morea. The Sultan, who was more concerned with Mehemet 

Ali than with Russia, noted to Vogorldes that so long as Great 

Britain and France continued " 'to support Mehemet AIl agalnst 

Russia,' Il it gave hlm " 'cause for reflection and uneasiness.' .. 

Immediately, Vogorides turned to Great Britain's defence, assuring 

the Sultan that the British and French would bring the Pasha in 

a frlgate to Constantlnople " 'to kiss' Il his feet. Thls fal1ed 

to convlnce the Sultan, who noted that Candla would serve as the 

test. .. 'We have always been deceived in former wars and we 

can only declare against Russla when we hear the cannon roarlng 

at st. Petersburg.' .. 1 

'rhe memory of Great Britaln's refusaI to ald him against 

Russla ln 1828 made a deep lmpresslon on Mahmoud's mlnd. When 

Mavrogeni reported from Viel1na that the Britlsh ambassador had 

informed hlm that everythlng appeared to be arranged, Mahmoud 

requested Vogorldes to explaln the meaning of the comment. 

Vogorides' explanatlon that the Powers would arrange the Turkish 

question by concludlng treatles lrrltated Mahmoud, who retorted 

that this was slmilar to Gordon's expression when the Russlans 

were in Adrlanople: .. 'Get them out the best way you can just 

now and we will secure you agalnst them in time to come.' .. 2 

Desplte this reactlon by the Sultan, nelther Ponsonby nor 

Vogorldes despalred that Mahmoud would ob je ct to seeing the 

Turklsh question settled by treatles among the Powers. On March 

1, Vogorides explalned to Mahmoud that Ponsonby consldered 

treaties among the Powers as the best way to prevent Turkey from 

belng the site of a war among the Powers. 'rhe treatles would 

1 N.A., February 13, 1834, enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
February 17, 1834: ibid. 

2 N.A., February 16, 1834& enclosure ibld. 
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give the Porte a chance to build up Turkey's defences against 

Russia, until 'rurkey could receive aid from Great Bri tain and 

France. Vogorides recommended to the Sultan that Sizipoli and 

the forts at the entrance of the Bosphorus should be fortified 

and Silestria should be redeemed by paying the war debt to 

Russia. ;fhe Sultan apparently made no comment. When Vogorides 

reported his conversation with Mahmoud, Ponsonby requested 

Vogorides to frame a treaty "intended to eut up by the roots 

the Russian influence. n1 

Mahmoud would do nothing until he had learned whether Great 

Britain had persuaded Mehemet Ali to cede Candia. Pertev Pasha, 

who suspected that Great Britain would never help Turkey against 

Russia or Mehemet Ali, pressed the Sultan not to commit himself 

until Great Britain had proved her sincerity.2 Considering that 

he would be insecure so long as he did not possess the island, 

Mahmoud was "in childish impatience about candia."J 

Ponsonby's hopes of detaching the Sultan from Russia 

dissipated when Great Britain failed to obtain the cession of 

Candia from Mehemet Ali. As Campbell feared that strong 

representations would weaken his influence with the Pasha, he 

merely requested him to cede Candia, thereby demonstrating his 

high regard for Great Britain. Mehemet Ali politely turned down 

Campbell's request, and the consul-general discontinued his 

representations. 4 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, March 10, 18J41 ibid. 
2 

N .A., February 7, 18J4: B.P. 

J Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 10, 18Jh! ibid. 

4 Campbell to Palmerston, May 22, 18J41 F.O. 78/245. 
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After Mehemet Ali's refusal reached Constentinople, the 

secret discussions with the Sultan were suspended. Ponsonby now 

waited upon events before resuming his attack upon Russian 

influence. 

Fortunately, the Russians also hurt their position in 

Constantinople. In February 18J4, Ahmet Pasha signed a treaty 

in st. Petersburg delimiting the Russo-Turkish frontier in ASia, 

in which Turkey ceded extensive areas in return for a reduction 

of two million ducats in the Turkish war indemnity. The Turks 

were required to pay four million ducats in eight years, redeeming 

Silestria upon the liquidation of the debt. 1 Ponsonby claimed 

that the territorial concessions would give Russia command of 

the Khorassan frontier, giving lia free passage" for Russian 

troops to Baghdad via the 'figris-Euphrates water system, thus 

cutting Britain's "road to persia". 2 Although Ponsonby certainly 

was exaggerating, the Sultan did not take the concessions lightly. 

Moreover, the Sultan wished immediately to redeem Silestria. 

Believing that the Russians had tricked Ahmet Pasha, Mahmoud 

began to suspect that she had not abandoned her designs upon 

Turkey. Ponsonby reported that Mahmoud was in an ugly mood. J 

While Ponsonby and Mahmoud were engaged in their secret 

discussions, the Porte gave Ponsonby officially the secret article 

in the 'rreaty of Unkiar Skelessi. However, as the 'furkish version 

of the secret article differed from the Russian version, Ponsonby 

was instructed to request the Porte to reveal the meaning of the 

1 Same to March 1, 18)4, No. 24, F.O. 78/2)5. same, 

2 Same to same, I>1arch 1, 1834, No. 27' ~. 

J Same to same, June 8, 18J4. B.P. 



77. 

article and to account for the discrepancies between the two 

texts. 1 2 'rhe Porte evaded giving an unequivocal answer. At the 

beginning of May, Ponsonby, still engaged in his conversations 

with the sultan, wrote to Palmerston that he desired to suspend 

representations so as not to embarrass the Porte. 3 At the 

beginning of June, Ponsonby decided to write an official note 

to the Porte, but decided against engaging in a hot debate with 

the Turks. When the Porte again equivocated, Ponsonby pointed 

out to Palmerston that the Russian version was the correct one, 

and "aIl the smart things" in the rurkish reply were written by 
4 the Russians. Ponsonby decided to terminate his discussions 

with the Porte upon the issue. 

By March, Ponsonby had lost his faith in Metternich. 

Stürmer appeared to be acting in collusion with Bouteneff, tel11ng 

the Porte that Great Britain and France were divlded. 5 Austria, 

Ponsonby was convinced, would co-operate with Russia in trying 

to frustrate the Sultan's new measure to raise a militia; nor 

would "other and stronger measures", besldes intrigue, "be spared 

by the two Powers." European 'rurkey had ample means to establish 

an adequate force for defence, Ponsonby asserted, but he felt 

~ertain that it would be crushed before it can have time to rise 

to strength."6 Czar Nicholas, Ponsonby argued to both Palmerston 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, IvJ.arch 10, 1834: F.O. 78/234. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 14, 1834: F.O. 78/235. 

3 Same to same, May 2, 1834: F.O. 78/236. 
4 

June 8, 1834: ibid. Same to same, 

5 Same to same, April 29, 1834: B.P. 

6 Same to same, rvlay 14, 1834: F.O. 78/236. 



78. 

and Grey, did not "prefer having a Viceroy here in the form of 

1 Mahmoud," and was intriguing with Austria to seize 'rurkey. 

rherefore, a treaty among the Powers for the protection of Turkey 

was unrealistic. 

Meanwhile, Palmerston also had come to the conclusion that 

Austria was amenable to Russian enticements, believing that 

Metternich would dismember Turkey and obtain Bosnia and Albania, 

rather than resist Russia. In the exchange of notes with 

Metternich on the Eastern Question, the Austrian had argued that 

Russia could be trusted. From this, Palmerston concluded that no 

treaty among the powers on the 'rurkish question was possible, and 

therefore resolved not to fetter Great Britain's hands by treaties 

but to maintain her force undiminished in the Mediterranean. 2 

Palmerston believed that Austria now would act as Russiats 

mouthpiece. When the British government received a complaint 

from Metternich, in June, that the British fleet in the 

Mediterranean had made menacing gestures, Palmerston rejoiced 

that Russia finally had recognized Great Britaints resolve and 

ability to resist her. While he desired avoiding a war with the 

Russians, Palmerston felt that their policy "of systemat1c and 

universal encroachment" and insolence made it "diff1cult to 

keep one's hands off them. II ] 

Dur1ng the spring of 18]4, I1ahmoud t s restlessness was Pon-

sonbyt s princ1pal cause for concerne As Ponsonby received reports 

from Egypt wh1ch showed that he had underestimated the Pasha's 

1 
Same to same, May 2, 18J4: B.P. 

2 
Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 10, 18]4: ibid. 

J Same to same, June 24, 18J4: 1.!21!!. 
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power, especlally hls Amoral power,Al he more than ever was 

convlnced that the Sultan's defeat was 1nevltable lf he attacked 

Mehemet All. No attack could be expected by the Pasha, who d1d 

not deslre a confrontatlon wlth Russla, but he would respond 1f 

attacked. 2 Bellevlng that a war between the Sultan and Mehemet 

All would glve the Russlans an opportunlty of returnlng to 

Constant1nople, Ponsonb,y urged Mahmoud not to attack, argulng 

that he could not defeat the Pasha wlthout lnvolvlng the Russlans, 

who then would become masters of the TUrklsh Emplre. 3 

However, Ponsonb,y's lnfluence ln Constantlnople was not 

extenslve. The ambassador manlfested hls frustratlon when he 

wrote to Davld Urquhart_ AWhat an opportunlty the present hour 

offers for strlklng a fatal ~. against Russlan power, lf there 

could anywhere be found the vlgour and energy of an angry mouse.·4 

Untll events took a more favourable turn, Ponsonb,y could do no 

more than try to conv1nce Turks ln lmportant posltlons that Great 

Brltaln would defend Turkey agalnst Russla. When Urquhart arrlved 

ln Constantlnople on h1s trlp through Eastern Europe, Ponsonby 

persuaded hlm to rema1n ln the capl tale Urquhart had met Ahmet 

Pasha and other lnfluent1al Turks durlng a prev10us vlslt and 

Ponsonb,y hoped to explolt these connectlons to wln over Ahmet 

Pasha. The ambassador lnstructed Urquhart to try to.,'1rd!l'Uéneft 

Ahmet Pasha through Namic' Pas ha , who was suspected of be1ng 

Ahmet Pasha's conf1dant. 5 Ultlmately, Urquhart persuaded Ahmet 

1 Ponsonby to Urquhart, June 9, 18:;4- U.P. 
• 

2 
llli· 

3 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, June 8, 1834- B.P. 

4 Ponsonby to Urquhart, June 15, 1834- U.P. 

5 same to same, June 9, 1834- ~. 
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Pasha to send young 'rurkish officers to be trained in Great 

Britain. Ponsonby also engaged an unidentified garrulous 

Englishman, who had many acquaintances in 'rurkey, to "chatter" 

about the ambassador's opinions, and make known to the 'rurks 

that Ponsonby thought "the extrication of this country from its 

difficulties not only feasible but easy by energy ... 1 

Feeling that his influence still was too weak to take 

energetic steps to weaken Russian influence, Ponsonby cautioned 

Urquhart: 

Prudence is essentially necessary on your part 
for fear of the effect a too rapid or too 
decided action might have on your influence. 
We must not seem to make occasions we 
ought to wait for them and when they are 
present avail ourselves of them •••• We have 
abundance of time befo~e us, and need not 
precipate our advance. Z 

Although Palmerston had informed him in March that the British 

Commander in the Mediterranean had been sent instructions to sail 

to Constantinople if requested by the embassy there,J Ponsonby 

did not consider this suff'icient in coping with the Turkish 

question. In his private letters to Palmerston, Ponsonby did 

not hide his disaffection with the policy of his government, 

writing that the government had "no idea of taking any steps for 
4 the secure settlement of this country." 

As Ponsonby's efforts were frustrated, his solutions became 

more extreme, and he became more susceptable to the influence of 

Urquhart. On July 20, Ponsonby argued to Palmerston that Great 

1 Same to same, dated Sunday night: ~. 
2 

Ibid. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 10, 1834: F.O. 78/234. 

4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, JUly 20, 1834, B.P. 



Britain must dispossess Russia of the Crimea to prevent the Czar 

from seizing ConstantinoPle. 1 After he learned from Yeames, the 

British consul in Odessa, that the Russian Black Sea fleet had 

only four serviceable line of battle shiPs,2 he increased his 

pressure upon the Foreign Secretary to strike "the death blow 

against Russia ... 3 

Ponsonby could find little sympathy for his recommendations 

from Palmerston, who was determined to resist Russia's encroach-

ments in the Near East, but did "not mean to break with her, by 

taking the offensive." He explained to the aml:assador that it 

would be imprudent to ask for permission for passage through the 

Dardanelles, because should the Sultan refuse, Great Britain 

would be forced either to retreat with "a slap in the face," or 

make war upon the Turks. Should the Sultan permit passage, the 

British fleet, on anchoring before Constantinople, would find no 

Russian danger to counter. With the fleet before the 'rurkish 

capital, the British government probably would limit its policy 

to demanding that the Sultan renounce the Treaty of Unkiar 

Skelessi or sign a similar one with Great Britain. As the Sultan 

would evade the first and the second might be accomplished 

without this demonstration of strength, the presence of the fleet 

in the Straits was a useless and dangerous measure. 'rhe best 

course Great Britain could pursue would be to maintain a large 
4 fleet in the Mediterranean. 

1 Ibid. 
2 

Same to same, July 24, 1834: F.O. 78/237. 

3 Same to same, September 16, 1834: B.P. 

4 Palmerston to Ponsonby, August 22, 1834, 1!214.. 
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However, Palmerston confided to Ponsonby that he still was 

at a loss for a long range policy, as he feared that Russia would 

bide her time before making a des cent upon Constantinople and the 

Straits. The Foreign Secretary believed that only the possession 

of the Straits could give Russia the permanent security she 

desired. Russia's economy and navy would improve in succeeding 

years. Meanwhile, Great Britain would be burdened by the cost 

of maintaining a large Mediterranean fleet. Little had been 

done by the Sultan to improve his finances, and little more could 

be expected before he settled his differences with Mehemet Ali. 

But Palmerston hesitated from taking the first step towards a 

reconciliation because he feared that Great Britain would find 

herself fettered by engagements with one or more Powers, and in 

future would be drawn into aQl the quarrels between the Sultan 

and various Pashas. As he valued Ponsonby's on the spot 

experience, Palmerston encouraged the ambassador to expatiate 

upon his ideas. 1 

By autumn, the Foreign Secretary had decided upon maintain­

ing indefinitely a fleet of at least six sail of the line in the 

Hediterranean, but he had progressed little further in his search 

for a long range Turkish policy. In his discussions with Namic 

Pasha, the rurkish ambassador to London, Palmerston maintained 

only that Great Britain would protectrurkey against Russian 

encroachments, and noted that the Sultan himself would be 

responsible should the Russians succeed in further undermining 

the strength of the Empire. But when Namic Pasha turned the 

subject to Mehemet Ali, Palmerston had little to say. Indeed, 

1 ~. 
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the 'furk' s argument that astate, like an animal, could not 

have two heads, stuck in Palmerston's mind, and influenced his 

attitude during the succeeding year. 1 

After Urquhart departed for London, Ponsonby discarded his 

extreme solutions to the Turkish question. In a display of 

forgetfulness, Ponsonby argued in a private letter to Palmerston, 

wrltten on October 12, that he had never recommended that Great 

Brltain should strlke first agalnst Russla, rather he had 

suggested that the British government should be prepared for any 
2 move by the Czar. Llberated from Urquhart's pernicious influence, 

Ponsonby now concentrated upon destroylng Russian influence in 

Constantinople, persuading the Sultan to lmprove his army and 

rely upon Great Britain for protection against Russia. Ponsonby 

was convlnced that his efforts, aided by. a demonstration of 

British naval power in the Nediterranean, could frustrate for 

an indefinite period an attempt by Russia to seize the Straits; 

this Ponsonby believed Bouteneff was preparing by his "sap and 

mine" dlplomacy. 

Before meeting Urquhart, Ponsonby knew little about 

Clrcassla, and referred to the reglon as Georgia. Urquhart 

belleved that Clrcassia was the key to 'l'urkey, for should that 

country fall, Turkey soon would share her fate. The ambassador 

adopted Urquhart's reasoning,3 but, unlike the latter, was 

prlmarlly concerned with the danger of a naval descent upon 

Constantinople, and failed to perceive that the possibility of 

1 Same to same, October 28, 1834: ibid. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 12, 1834: ~. 

3 Same to same, September 1, 1834: B.P. 
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launching such an assault would not be much affected by the 

fate of Circassia. An attack by Russia upon Constantinople 

through Asia Minor was virtually impossible, and not even Pon­

sonby who, until his last days as ambassador, had a poor 

conception of the geography of 'rurkey, would speculate that the 

Russians would attack 'rurkey through Asia Minor. Persia, not 

Circassia, was the key to India. But Circassia's importance 

dominated Ponsonby's ideas until after the "Vixen" incident. 

Dur1.ng the summer of 1834, Urquhart requested Ponsonby to 

permit him to viSit Circassia and survey the resources there. 

Ponsonby consented but warned Urquhart not to make promises in 

the name of the British government to the inhabitants. After 

Urquhart returned from his journey, Ponsonby requested Palmerston 

secretly to send rockets, lead and gunpowder to Circassia. 1 

B. The Threat of a Clash between Mahmoud and Mehemet Ali 

In the latter half of July, the Sultan learning that a 

revoIt had broken out in Syria against Hehemet Ali, resolved 

upon ordering Reschid Pasha and the Pashas of Erzeroum and 

'rrebizond to aid the rebels, and also considered sending his 
2 fleet to the Syrian coast. Immediately upon learning the Sultan's 

intentions, Ponsonby dispatched F. Pisani to reason with the 

Porte. The argument adopted by Ponsonby was his often used claim 

that as Mehemet Ali was an old man, and his empire would die with 

with him, the Sultan would be risking his crown foolishly in 

order to hasten the Pasha's end. But the ambassador complemented 

1 Ibid. 
2 

Same to same, July 24, 1834, F.O. 78/237. 
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this with other arguments. He maintained that should Ibrahim 

be defeated, he then would seek refuge in Acre, and the Sultan 

did not possess the means to reduce that fortress. Russia, who 

desired confusion in Turkey and Persia, could support Mehemet 

Ali. 1 

Ponsonby ordered the Commander of the British Mediterranean 

fleet, Vice-Admira! Rowley, to bring the squadron to Vourla Bay 

and await instructions from his government. Rowley was advised 

by Ponsonby that in the event of a war between the Sultan and 

Mehemet Ali, the squadron should pursue "entire neutrality" 

until instructions were received from London. 2 

'l'he ambassadors, without exception, strenuously tried to 

restrain the Sultan. Bouteneff warned the Porte that Great Britain 

and France would intervene in a war, and Russia then could not 

look on indifferently. As the British soon would have fort y ships 

inrurkish waters and the French fleet would arrive from 'roulon," 

the Russian fleet in the Black Sea would be kept in perfect 

readiness. This warning had a decided effect upon the Sultan's 

POlicy.3 

Aware that Great Britain could intervent if he attacked 

Mehemet Ali, Mahmoud endeavoured t~'obtà~ her permission to 

reduce the Pasha. The Reis Effendi sent an agent to Ponsonby 

proposing that the ambassador utilize the Sultan's projected 

attack upon Mehemet Ali to obtain a written engagement from 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, July 24, 1834: enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, July 25, 1834, ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmer~ton, AUgust 16, 1834: ~. 

3 Same to same, July 26, 1834: B.P. 
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Mahmoud that he would implement reforms in Syria. In return, 

Great Britain and France would pleqge that they would not aid 

Mehemet Ali should he be so weakened that his defeat were 

inevitable. 1 Ponsonby replied verbally through F. Pisani that 

although Great Britain was not a guarantor of the peace of 

Kutaya, she had "incurred a virtual obligation", and had employed 

her influence in preventing Mehemet Ali from increasing his 

forces. Moreover the Porte required accurate knowledge of affairs 

in Syria "before the measures proposed could be justified on the 

more lax principles of politicks." 

However, Ponsonby left the matter open, and signified that 
2 he would meet with any Turkish minister. In doing this the 

ambassador hoped that an opportunity would arise enabling him 

to obtain a written agreement from the Sultan pledging that 

reforms would be made in Syria, without committing Great Britain 

to any "sort of agreement." But Ponsonby did not consider the 

proposaI "clearly wrong," because it was "in fact nothing but 

to agree to accept the fact when accomplished," and the British 

government could not "do otherwise than accept it.,,3 

Meanwhile, the Porte received exaggerated reports about 

Ibrahim's defeats by the insurgents. rhinking that Ibrahim had 

been killed,4 the Sultan ordered his fleet to sail to the .. dltarran­

éan, and Ponsonby thought that war was "almost certain. IIS When 

1 Same to same, Ju:J;y 2S, 1834: ibid. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid. 

4 Same to same, August S, 1834: F.O. 78/237. 

S Same to same, September 16, 1834: B.P. 



the Rels Effendl told Ponsonby that as Ibrahlm was dead, the 

Porte would llke to name a new Pasha for Adana, Ponsonb,y cautloned 

that the Porte should be prudent, and should not place ltself ln 

a posltlon whlch would necessltate a call for fore1gn a1d. 1 

The Rels Effendl trled to obtaln a commlttment upon Great 

Brltaln's pollcy should a war break out, but Ponsonby was evaslve, 

saylng only that should Russia become lnvolved, the Brltlsh fleet 

would be ready to protect the Sultan's sovere1gnty, as Russla 

mlght employ the crisis to selze Constantinople. However, 

Ponsonb,y pOlnted out that he had no lnstructions trom hls govern­

ment, and spoke only for himself. When the Rels Effendl 

suggested that the Br1tlsh fleet should accompany the Turkish 

fleet and send lnstructors to traln the crews on the Turklsh shlps, 

Ponsonby replled that if the fleets salled together, thls would 

be a breach of neutrality, and could start a gene'ra! war. In 

hls dlscusslons with the Rels Effendl, Ponsonby stressed that 

he adm1tted -the r1ght of the Porte to act as lt may deem proper,­

and asked the Porte only to act prudently.2 Ponsonby spared no 

pa1ns ln convlnc1ng the Turks that Great Brltaln was -not attached 

to the lnterests of Mehemet All, but to the 1nterests of the 

ottoman Emplre lf true to ltself,- and prom1sed that Great 

Brltaln would a1d the Sultan should Russ1a support Mehemet All. 3 

At the end of August, the Sultan decided not to send the 

Turklsh fleet through the Stra1t, apparently bellev1ng that the 

1 Same to same, August 16, 18)4. F.O. 78/237. 

2~. 

3 Ponsonb,y to F. P1san1, July 29, 1834. enclosure ~. 
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fleet could not defeat Mehemet Ali's navy. But as Resch±.d Pasha's 

army in Asia Minor was reinforced, Ponsonby thought the Sultan 

still was preparing for war. 1 On September 1), Vogorides, on 

the Sultan's orders, saw Ponsonby. Vogorides told Ponsonby that 

the Sultan desired war, for the Russians were trying to maintain 

Mehemet Ali's strength undiminished, so as to exploit the division 

in the ottoman Empire. The Sultan expected that in a war between 

Mehemet Ali and himself, Great Britain would intervene in his 

favour, and force Mehemet Ali's withdrawal from Syria. With 

British aid, the Sultan subsequently would liberate furkey from 
2 Russia's influence. 

Stunned by the Sultan's expectations, Ponsonby endeavoured 

to awaken Mahmoud from his day dream. The ambassador pointed out 

that as Great Britain would require a reason to attack Mehemet 

Ali, the Pasha must first insult the Sultan. Thereupon, 

Vogorides stated that the Sultan would offer Mehemet Ali Acre 

as weIl as Egypt, and hoped for the help of Great Britain and 

France in persuading the Pasha to accept the offert Ponsonby 

replied that he had no instructions and could not comment upon 

this point. 

Having concluded his official communication, Vogorides 

continued with off the record comments. The Sultan, he confided, 

had ordered Reschid Pasha to occupy Orfa. If Reschid Pasha 

saw that Aleppo and Damascus strongly favoured the Sultan, he 

would advance upon the two cities. Great Britain and France, 

the Sultan expected, would then intervene to prevent bloodshed 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, August 26, 18)4, ~. 

2 Same to same, September 15, 18)4, F.O. 78/2)8. 



and force Mehemet Ali to accept Egypt and Acre. Ponsonby warned 
Vogorides that should Mehemet Ali resist on Orfa, he would be 
the aggressor, but should the Pasha surrender the Pashalic and 
Reschid Pasha attack Damascus and Aleppo, the Sultan would be 
the aggressor. Vogorides noted that the Sultan was confident 
that he could defeat Mehemet Ali, but as Ponsonby did not share 
this opinion, he suggested that the Sultan, if defeated, should 
calI upon Great Britain, France and Hussia collectively for aide 
With the British and French fleets at Constantinople, the Sultan 
had nothing to fear; the Russian Black Sea fleet had only four 
serviceable ships, and could easily be defeated. Austria would 
side with the stronger side, and Russia would not flght because 
she could be crippled for a century. While the fleets were 
anchored in the Straits, a treaty would be signed among the 
Powers, securing Turkish independence. Although the Sultan were 
the aggressor, the Powers would force Mehemet Ali to accept 
Egypt and Acre, to preserve European Peace. Ponsonby told 
Vogorldes that he could use these comments "as he liked, Il but 
discreetly and properly.l 

rhe comments made by Ponsonby, certainly less than prudent, 
could have encouraged the Sultan to resolve upon war. However, 
as Ponsonby was speaking only for himself, the Sultan could 
not know whether the British government shared his ideas. 
Moreover, Ponsonby made the comments in confidence and Vogorides 
may not have communicated them to the Sultan. 

Mahmoud's eagerness to attack Mehemet Ali slowly subsided, 

1 llli. 
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principally because the Russians did not relax their pressures 

against war. But the Pasha, in reaction to the Sultan's warlike 

army concentration on his Syrian frontier, refused to surrender 

Orfa or pay his tribute. Prevented by the Powers from attacking 

Mehemet Ali, the Sultan could do no more than send Blacque to 

Roussin and Ponsonb,y with a request that the two ambassadors 

forward a letter to Mehemet Ali. Ponsonqy hesitated, but was 

convinced qy Roussin to agree. However, when Ponsonby received 

a report from Egypt that Mehemet Ali was stubbornly resisting, 

the two ambassadors changed their minds. 1 

It would appear that the Porte never sent the Sultan's 

letter to the two embassies, thus saving Ponsonby and Roussin 

the embarrassment of a refusal. Nevertheless, the British and 

Frenoh oonsuls-general in Egypt were instructed to obtain 

Mehemet Ali's oonsent to the Sultan's requests. ln his letter, 

Roussin threatened that France would use force if neoessary in 

ending a war and that the British government would do likewise, 

but Ponsonb,y told Roussin that he had no instructions, and oould 
2 not support his threat. 

Wh1le Roussin doubted that war would break out, Ponsonb,y 

be11eved that the Sultan was resolved to attack Mehemet A11 

should the Pasha not evacuate Orfa and pay h1s tr1bute. Blacque 

had prom1sed that Reschld Pasha would not make a move towards 

Orfa for fort y deys, but gave no guarantee that peace would be 

ma1nta1ned after this period.) As he believed that the Sultan 

1 Same to same, Ootober 6, 18)4, F.O. 78/2)9. 

2 Same to same, October 12, 18)4, ~. 

) Blaoque to Ponsonqy, September 22, 18)4, enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, Ootober 4, 1834, ~. 
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would probably be beaten ln a war, and would seek ald,l Ponsonb.J 

urged Palmerston to place the Brltlsh tleet ln astate ot 

readlness. In a Turklsh deteat, ponsonb.J polnted out to hls 

Forelgn Secretary, Great Brltaln would flnd the opportunlty and 

the means to resolve the TUrklsh questlon, endlng Bussla's 

career of encroachments upon the Emplre. So long as the Russlans 

were tled down ln Clrcassla and had thelr rear exposed, they 

could not move agalnst Turkey. The lrregular stat. of Russla's 

flnances and the famlne whlch was rampant ln her southern 

provlnces, precluded the Czar from contemplatlng a war agalnst 

Great Brltaln and France. Wlth no expectatlon of Russlan 

belllgerancy, the Brlt1sh govemment, ponsonb.J asserted, could 

1mplement the plan that he had outl1ned to Vogorldes. Mehemet 

All would be the aggressor lf he dld not evacuate Or fa and pay 

hls tr1b1te. 2 

Not only dld Mehemet All not make these concesslons, but 

he vowed to Campbell that Ibrahlm would defend Orfa should Reschld 

Pasha attack lt. 3 Campbell was conv1nced that 1t attacked in 

Orfa, Mehemet All would declare hls independence.4 At the 

beglnn1ng of October, Mlmaut rece1ved instructions to persuade 

Mehemet All to evacuate Orla and pay his trlbute. As Campbell 

had not yet received instructions, Mlmaut acted alone. Mtm&ut's 

argument that Orfa should be surrendered because Reschld Pasha 

1 Ponsonb,f to Palmerston, October 12, 1834, ~. 

2 Same to same, October 22, 1834, ~. 
3 Campbell to Palmerston, October 1, 18)4, F.O. 78/247. 

4 Same to same, October 3, 18)41 ~. 
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desired revenge for his defeat in the last war1 only made Mehemet 

Ali more intransigent. Mehemet Ali vowed that if the Powers 

were against him, he would die an honourable death rather than 

be humiliated by the SUltan. 2 rhe Pasha claimed that Orfa 

formed part of Syria, and argued that so long as he were the 

Sultan's vassal, the Sultan always would seek his destruction 

and would create disturbances in Syria to bring on a crisis. 3 

As the Pasha believed that France was biased against him, 

Mimaut alone could not shake his resolution to retain Orfa. At 

the end of October, Campbell received instructions to co-operate 

with Mimaut. However, as hehemet Ali had left Alexandria for 

Cairo, Campbell could make representations only to Boghoz Bey, 
4 

Mehemet Ali's chief minister, who forwarded these to Cairo. 

Knowing that Mehemet Ali would attempt to staIl, Campbell 

travelled to Cairo. Meanwhile, Mehemet Ali anxiously was await­

ing a reply from Netternich upon a proposaI to declare his 

independence, which the Austr.ian immediately communicated to 

the porte. 5 When Campbell and iVlimaut saw Nehemet Ali on November 

23, he already had learned that Metternich had rejected his 

bid for independence. Mehemet AIl gave way, ordering Ibrahim to 

evacuate Orfa, and sending to Constantinople seven months' 

1 Bame to same, October 8, 1834: ibid. 
2 

to October 6, 1834: ibid. Same same, 

3 Same to same, October 12, 1834: ibid. 

4 Bame to same, November 10, 1834: ibid. 

5 Campbell to Ponsonby, November 12, 1834: enclosure Campbell to 
Palmerston, November 26, 1834: F.O. 78/247. 
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1 tribute for Egypt and Candla and nine months' for Syria. 

93· 

Although now resolved, the crisis had considerable 

influence upon the future. Incensed that Great Britain had 

pressed for the evacuation of Orfa, Mehemet Ali retaliated by 

endeavouring to frustrate the Euphrates Expedition. Before the 

crisis, the Sul tan thought that he could use the 'rreaty of 

Unkiar Skelessi as a means of obtaining aid to crush Nehemet 

Ali. But as Bouteneff had restrained him from attacking the 

Pasha, Ivlahmoud concluded that it was Russia's policy to preserve 

Mehemet Ali's power in order to create confusion in the ottoman 

Empire and impair its ability of resisting foreign enemies. 

Recognizing that Mahmoud wanted to free himself from Russia's 

grip, Ponsonby used every opportunity that he could in out­

manoeuvring the Russians. However, Ponsonby realized that 

nothing less than a firm promise of British support of the 

Sultan's efforts to destroy the Egyptian Pasha could secure 

British influence in Constantinople. Consequently, the ambass­

ador maintained constant pressure upon Palmerston to participate 

in an expedition against Nehemet Ali. 

1 Campbell to Palmerston, December 12, 1834: ibid • 



CRAP fER IV & THE SECOND ASSAUL'r ON RU SSlAN INFLUEN CE 

A. Interpretation of the 'rreaty of Unklar Skelessi 

'rhe growlng disenchantment of the Sultan wlth his ally, 

Russia, gave Ponsonby an opportunity to commence attacks upon 

Russlan influence. Hitherto, Ponsonby had directed his efforts 

to secret communications with Mahmoud, but had falled ln givlng 

the Sultan sufflclent security to terminate his dependence upon 

Russia. Ponsonby, in the latter half of 1834, opened a contest 

for influence wlth Bouteneff at the Porte, demonstrating that 

the British government was determined to counter Russia's "sap 

and mlne" dlplomacy.ro this end, Ponsonby utilized three 

issues & the interpretation of the secret article in the 'freaty 

of Unkiar Skelessi, the Euphrates EXpeditlon Firman, and the 

Churchill Affair. 

Palmerston wrote to Ponsonby, on September 25, that as the 

British government did not consider the Reis Effendi's comments 

upon therreaty of Unkiar Skelessi explicit enough, a new 

representation should be made. Ponsonby was instructed to 

obtain from the Forte an explanation of the secret article and 

a statement as to whether the Straits would be closed to a Power 

at war with Russia, but open to Russia. 1 On November 11, Ponsonby 

sent two notes to the Porte, containing Palmerston's questions.2 

After three weeks of silence, the Porte, on December 4, sent a 

vague reply, l'lhich Ponsonby considered unsatisfactory.rhe 

following day, Ponsonby sent a strongly worded note to the Reis 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, september 25, 1834: F.O. 78/234. 

2 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, November 11, 1834, enclosure Ponsonby 

to Palmerston, November 17, 18)4& F.O. 78/240. 
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Effendi that the British government expected unequivocal answers 

to the two letters; ambiguous answers would be interpreted by 

the British government as an indication that a change had 

occurred in furkish policy which would hurt British interests. 1 

The Reis Effendi confided to F. Pisani that he found 

Ponsonby's representations embarrassing, confessing that the 

Russians had written the previous answer by the Porte. Akif 

Effendi noted that as the Porte was obliged to accept Russian 

dictation in this matter, the Porte could not send an official 

reply to the British embassy until it had shown Ponsonby's note 

to Bouteneff. For the present, the Reis Effendi would say only 

that if Russia requested passage into the Mediterranean for the 

purpose of attacking the British fleet, the Porte would refuse 

to open the Straits, because this would constitute an offensive 

act by Russia, and the treaty was defensive. Dissatisfied, 

Pisani asked whether the Porte would open the Straits should the 

Russians claim that their move against the British was defensive, 

but the Reis Effendi was silent. 2 

After reading Ponsonby's note, the Sultan directed Akif 

Effendi to answer "as prudence directs," thus placing upon the 

Porte the responsibility for extricating him from this delicate 

question. Ponsonby wrote to Palmerston that the Reis Effendi and 

Kiahaya Bey were "in alarm and difficulty." When he learned that 

Bouteneff had urged the Porte to say that Ponsonby had no 

instructions to question the previous reply by the Porte, and 

the British government would accept it, Ponsonby tried turning 

the tables on the Russian ambassador. Ponsonby knew that Akif 

1 Same to same, December 4, 1834: enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
December 6, 1834: ibid. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 6, 1834: ibid. 
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Effendi and Pertev Pasha were worried by his statement that the 

British government would consider evasive answers from the 

Porte as an indication that the treaty had altered 'furkey' s 

policy. Consequently, he represented that the Porte could solve 

its dilemma by extorting from Bouteneff Russia's interpretation 

of the treaty.1 But the Porte was too timide 

When Akif Effendi begged Ponsonby not to make an official 

statement on the Portets reply to his note of December 4,2 

Ponsonby refused, saying that the correspondence must be placed 

before Parliament.) rhe Portets note was ambiguous, stating 

that the principle that the Straits would be strictly closed 

would remain inviolable so long as the precautions established 

by the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi did not exist. 4 Ponsonby 

replied to the Reis Effendi that this answer obviously did not 

indicate Russia's desire for the Porte to close the Straits when 

furkey was at war, but referred to the defence of Russian possess­

ions, for Russia had no possessions south of the Bosphorus. 

Upon learning about Bouteneff's pressure upon the ~orte to reply 

that if Great Brita1n and Russia were at war, the Straits would 

be closed to both nations,5 ronsonby concluded that further 

representations would produce no tangible results, and broke 

off communications upon the treaty. 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 14, 18;4: ibid. 

2 Same to same, December 17, 18;4: ~. 
J Ponsonby to F. Pisani, December 15, 18;4: enclosure Ponsonby 

to Palmerston, December 17, 18;4: ibid. 

4 Official note by the Porte to Ponsonby, December 22, 1834: 
enclosure Ponsonby to Wellington, January 12, 1835: F.O. 78/252. 

5 Ponsonby to the Reis Effendi, December 29, 1834: enclosure ~. 
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While Ponsonby failed to obtain the meaning of the secret 

article, he demonstrated that he would energetically stand up 

to the Russian ambassador. fhe Divan was moved by Ponsonby's 

efforts to release Turkey from Russian domination. Selim Bey, 

a member of the Divan, wrote to Ponsonby that the Divan was 

elated, and noted that should the Divan emancipate itself from 

Russian control and reassert its power, it would recognize the 

crucial role which had been played by the British embassy and 

would look to Great Britain. The Divan showed courage in 

requesting British officers to train the Turkish navy.1 

Although the timid 'furks no doubt were moved for the moment, 

Ponsonby had scored no more than a minor tactical victory, if a 

victory at aIl. However, Ponsonby magnified his accomplishments, 

writing pompously to Urquhart: "1 confess l am pleased to have 

defeated the boasted Cabinet of st. Petersburg, and that too on 

the very seat of its power and influence, and to have done it 
2 myself single-handed." Convinced that the Russians now regarded 

him too formidable an opponent, Ponsonby was certain that the 

Russians had demanded his recall from Constantinople after his 

victory. This, he wrote to Urquhart, was lia high compliment.·I .3 

But Ponsonby expected Wellington to recall him because of his 

connections with the Whigs even if the Russians did not make the 

request. Indeed, as Wellington had revoked his discretionary 

power to move the fleet, Ponsonby comtemplated submitting his 

reSignation,4 and probably would have done so had the Whigs not 

1 Selim Bey to Ponsonby, January 9, 18.35: enclosure ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Urquhart, January 19, 18.35: U.P • 

.3 Same to same, January 15, 18.35: ~. 
4 Vide same to same, March 5, 18.35& ibid. 
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quickly returned to power. 

B. rhe Euphrates Expedition Firman Affair and Its Consequences 

Hecognizing that the 'rurks would do li ttle to emancipa te 

themselves, Ponsonby knew that he could not relent in his struggle 

against Hussian influence. rhe ambassador was optimistic about 

his chances for success, writing to Urquhartl "1 hold Russian 

diplomacy sufficiently cheap after what l have seen of it. It 

is their bayonets, not their understanding, that gives them 

weight here."l 

'rhe British government resol ved to establish a route to 

India via the JYlediterranean, Orontes and Euphrates Hivers and 

the Indian Ocean. This route placed the British in the heart of 

the Asiatic part of the Turkish Empire, and therefore could not 

fail to generate suspicions among the 'rurks and the Hussians. 

In the early autumn of 1834, while Ponsonby ~las pressing the 

Porte to explain the meaning of the secret article in the Treaty 

of Unkiar Skelessi, he received instructions to obtain a firman 

for the launching of steam vessels. Consequently, he had the 

means quickly to follow up his previous success. 

rhe initial reaction of the Porte upon the request for a 

firman was favourable, as Akif Effendi promised to grant it if 

the Porte were not held responsible for the unruly Arabs and 

Turkmans in the Tigris-Euphrates Valley. Ponsonby accepted the 

Portees condition, on the understanding that it would do its 
2 utmost to protect the expedition. However, as the Porte began 

1 Same to same, January 15, 1835: ibid. 

2 Ponsonby to falmerston, October 12, 1834: F.O. 78/239. 
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vac1llat1ng, Ponsonby round it necessary "day a.fter day" to 

ma1ntain constant pressure upon the Ministers. While the Porte 

argued that it was still consulting the Pasha o~ Bagdad and 

could not grant the ~irman until the Pasha had agreed to i ta im­

plementation, ponsonby suspected that the Russians were attempt­

ing to frustrate the expedition and doubted whether the ~irman 

would be granted. 1 On November 11, p-onsonby sent a strongly 

worded offic1al note to the Porte in which he threatened to neg­

otiate passage through Egypt with Mehemet Ali if the Porte re­

fuaed permission for the establishment o~ a route through the 

Euphrates River. The Reis Effendi replied that he would permit 

three or four boats on the Euphrates River, 2 but almost immed­

iately withdrew his promise. Thereupon, Ponaonby again made a 

st~ongly worded proteste 3 Although the Russians continued 

their pressure on the porte, 4 the Reis Effendi aent an o~ficial 
note to Ponsonby on December 17, granting permission for British 

steam vessels to be launched on the Euphrates River. 5 

Boghoz Bey had promised Campbell that Mehemet Ali would 

co-operate with the Euphrates Expedition, but the Pasha changed 

his mlnd after Campbell combined with Mimaut to force him to 

pay his tribute and evacuate Orfa. On November 25, two days 

Same to same, November 17, 1834: F.O. 78/240. 

2 F. Pisan1 to Ponsonby, December 8, 1834: enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, December 13, 1834: ~. 

3 Ponsonby to F. Pisan1, December 13, 1834: enclosure ~. 
4 Bouteneff reoeived instructions to block the ~irman, and 
showed energy in carrying out the instruotions. Vide Bouteneff 
to DUhamel, JUne l, 18351 Re Cattaui, Le l~e de MOhamed fi 
d'apres !!! archives russes !!'! Egypte, -Vo. , ft. l, P.' . 
5 Offioial note by the Reis Effendi to Ponsonby, December 17, 
1834: enclosure ponsonby to Palmerston, December 17, 1834, 
F. o. 78/240. 
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after Mehemet Ali had given orders for the evacuation of Orfa, 

the Pasha informed Campbell that because he was only a Pasha, he 

could not aid the expedition until he had received orders from 

the porte. 1 While Mehemet Ali's decision was influenced by the 

British pressure to evacuate Orfa, other considerations also 

influenced him. Determined to construct a railroad between 

Suez and Cairo, l\lehemet Ali had requested T. Galloway to buy 

iron rails in Great Britain,2 and sought to manoeuvre the British 

into using the Suez route. 1'1oreover, 11ehemet Ali did not want 

to see British power established in Mesapotamia, on his frontier. 

The Reis Effendi declined to send a special firman to 

Mehemet Ali, saying that the Porte would grant any other one 

but was suspicious of Mehemet Ali. 3 Although Ponsonby continued 

pressing the Porte, it remained intransigent, arguing that the 

firmans which had been granted had been addressed to aIl the 
4 Pashas. Seeing no alternative, Ponsonby decided to make 

5 duplicates which he sent to Mehemet Ali, but the Pasha continued 

his demands. 

At first Ponsonby believed that the Pashas at the Porte 

were responsible for the Porte's opposition in this matter~ 
but soon the ambassador began to suspect that Ivlehemet Ali was 

intriguing at the Porte.rhere was reason for this suspicion, 

1 Campbell to Palmerston, December 8, 1834, F.O. 78/247. 
2 Same to same, September 15, 1834, F.O. 78/246. 

3 Ponsonby to Wellington, February 25, 1835' F.O. 78/252. 
4 Same to March 24, 1835' ibid. same, 

5 Same to same, March 31, 1835' ibid. 
6 

to April 5, 1835: ibid. Same same, 
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~or Mehemet Ali apparent1y sent a 1etter urging the Porte not to 

grant the deslred firman, contending that Turkey wou1d share In­

dia's tate. 1 ponsonby was convinced that Boutene~t had requested 
2 the Pasha to deteat the expedition. 

Stepping up his pressure upon the Porte, Ponsonby intormed 

the Reis Ettendi that unless the porte immediate1y gr~ted the 

tirman, he would draw up an otfi olal note to the SUl t~ 3 

The Porte again refused. Thereupon, Ponsonby warned the Reis Ef­

fendi that i~ his request were not granted within a week, he would 
4 seek an audience w1th the Sultan, which could not be refused. 

In order to remove pertav Pasha's opposition to the f1rman, pon­

sonby cautloned the TUrk that he would be responsible tor a rup-
5 ture of relat10ns between Great Br1tain and Turkey. 

As Pertev Pasha cont1nued his opposition, Ponsonby warned 

Hosrew Pasha that Mehemet Ali would not encounter any opposition 

to a declarat10n ot independence if Great Britain d1d not oppose 

it. In addit1on, Ponsonby again hinted that he would 

request an aud1ence with the SUltan, and if this request were 

not granted, he immed1ately would leave OOnstantinople. 

1 ponsonby to Palmerston, JUne 30, 1835: F. o~ 78/253. 

2 Ponsonby to r. P1san1, April 30, 1835: enclosure ponsonby to 
Palmerston, JUne 30, 18351 ibid. There is no evidenoe o~ d1rect 
co-operation between Russ1a-aDa Mehemet Ali to trustrate the 
Euphra te s Expedition. DUhamel, the Russian consul-general in 
Alexandrla, did not receive instruct10ns trom e1ther h1s gov­
emment or Boutenet~ on the expedit1on, and cont1ned his activ1t­
ies to deacr1blng Mehemet All l s attitute. i1de Duhamel to 
Nesselrode, )(arch 10, May 7, le35& Oattaui,!œ. ,ill., PP.: 236-
237, 292-293. 

3 Same to same, April 30, 1835& enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
JUne 30, 1835& F. o. 78/253. 

4 Same to same, May 10, 1835& enolosure ~. 
5 Bame to same, May 13, 1835 & enclosure!lli. 
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Mingling these threats with a hope that the Sultan could obtain 

British support against Mehemet Ali, Ponsonby pointed out that 

if the Porte showed that Russia and Mehemet Ali were blocking 

the firman, the British governmmnt would be able to take "active 

and decided" steps against the Pasha. 1 

Ponsonby continued his representations to Pertev Pasha 

that Mehemet Ali was using him, asking the Kiahaya Bey why Mehemet 

Ali desired the establishment of a Cairo to Suez railroad. 2 

When Ponsonby realized that Pertev Pasha's opposition could not 

be shaken, F. Pisani was instructed to turn his attention towards 

Akif Effendi, a much weaker man. On May 19, Ponsonby warned the 

Reis Effendi that if the Porte did not grant the firman, the 

British government could decide that the partition of therurkish 

Empire was within its interests. 3 Several days later, the 

ambassador threatened to send, within a week, an official note 
4 requesting an audience with the Sultan. As Akif Effendi still 

suspected British intentions in Mesapotamia, Ponsonby, on May 27, 

denied that Great Bri tain desired to seize terri tory in 'rurkey, 

and illustrated how the Euphrates Expedition would increase 

Turkey's wealth. Ponsonby added that if the Reis Effendi could 

show Mehemet Ali's responsibility for blocking the firman, Great 

Britain would look upon the Pasha as an enemy.5 

Unable to withstand this unrelenting pressure, Akif Effendi 

1 Same to same, 1"lay 11, 1835: enclosure !.:Q!9... 
2 Same to same, May 15, 1835: enclosure .ll?1.9:. • 
3 Same to same, May 19, 1835: enclosure ~. 
4 

to Same same, May 26, 1835: enclosure ibid. 

5 Same to same, May 27, 1835: enclosure ibid. 
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requested that Ponsonby should desist from his intention of 

seeking an interview with the Sultan, and suggested that the 

ambassador personally should meet with Pertev Pasha and himself. 

Ponsonby declined this proposaI and threatened to break off 

relations if the Sultan refused to grant the firman. 1 However, 

on June 6, Ponsonby altered his approach to the Reis Effendi. 

Aware of Akif Effendi's fear that he would obtain an audience 

with the Sultan to ruin him, Ponsonby now was conciliatory. He 

assured the Reis Effendi that he would show the Sultan how his 

conduct had helped, although he would not mention him by name. 2 

Relieved, the Reis Effendi admitted that Mehemet Ali had been 

pressing tpe Porte not to grant the firman, and Pertev Pasha 

had believed the arguments that the Euphrates Expedition was 

solely an investment by private interests. 3 

On June 9, Ponsonby suggested a compromise to the Reis 

Effendi, pledging that he would discontinue his pressure upon 

the Porte if it did not send Mehemet Ali the orders he sought, 

which would be unfavourable to British interests. 4 Akif Effendi 

agreed not to send any answer to Mehemet Ali until ~e 

government had replied to Ponsonby's dispatches on the 

Expedition firman. 5 

As he could not find another pretext to frustrate 

expedition, Mehemet Ali ordered that Ibrahim extend 

1 Same to same, May 30, 1835: enclosure ~. 

2 Same to same, June 6, 1835' enclosure ibid. 

his 

3 F. Pisani to Ponsonby, June 9, 1835: enclosure ibid. 
4 

Ponsonby to F. Pisani, June 9, 1835: enclosure ~. 

5 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 30, 1835. F.O. 78/253. 
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oo~operatlon ln matlng the expedltlon a suooess. Whl1e Ibrahlm's 

support was beyond reproaoh, lt oould not obsoure the ~aot that 

Mehemet All had lntrlgued to ~rustrate the expedltlon. Prevlous 

to the a~~alr, Ponsonby had thought that the Paaha would be too 

wlse to oo-operate wlth Russla, but now he was oertaln o~ his 

oolluslon wlth Russla, l a mlstaken bellet 2 he never abandoned. 

More lmportantly, lt ls obvlous ~rom the Broadlands Papers that 

thls a~~alr turned Palmerston agalnst Mehemet All. On JUly 16, 

palmerston wrote to Ponsonby ot his oonvlotlon that the Russlana 

were ln league wlth the Pasha 1n trylng to ~rustrate the Euphrates 
3 Expedltlon tlrman. an November 14, the Forelgn Seoretary 

noted that he "should Most exoeedlngly rejolce to see" the 

SUltan crush M;hemet All,. but as "the tulness of time" had yet 

to oome, the Brltlsh government m~st "have patlence." 4 
... '" 

Russla's pollcy on the payment ot the Turklsh war debt 

alded ln the decllne ot Russlan 1nfluence. At the beg1nn1ng ot 

March 1835, Boutene~f app11ed to the Porte tor payment ot the var 

debt tor that year. 5 Al~ough the Porte had reoelved Mehemet 

Al1's trlbute, the Re1s Et~endl olalmed that he oould pay only 

rlve mll1lon piastres on aooount ot the alxteen mlll10n plastres 

due May 1.6 BUt suddenly, the Rels Et~endl suggested to 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, JUly 11, 18351 F. O. 78/254. 

2 !he Russlan documents publlshed by R. Oattaul show that nelther 
Duhamel nor h1s suocessor, Medem, established lntlmate relatlons 
w1 th Mehemet Al1. Vlde Oattaul, sœ.. olt., Vols 2 and 3. 
passlm. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, JUly 16, 18351 B. P. 

4 Same to same, November 14, 18351 ~. 

5 Ponsonby to Welllngton, March 4, 1835: F. O. 78/252. 

6 Sarne to sarne, March 17, 1835: ~. 
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Bouteneff that the Porte would pay fifty million piastres in 

one sum to terminate the debt. 1 

'raken by surprise, Bouteneff stalled. When the Sultan 

again proposed to pay one sum to conclude the war debt, Bouteneff 

replied that the Czar was in l'>loscow and could not send instructions. 2 

Finally, Bouteneff informed the Reis Effendi that Russia would 

not accept less than 165,150,000 piastres. When the Reis Effendi 

raised the Porte's offer by ten million piastres, Bouteneff 

answered that he would write for instructions. Akif Effendi 

complained to Ponsonby that the Russians did not desire the 

liquidation of the debt because they would be obliged to surrender 

Silestria • .3 

'rhe Russian government instructed Bouteneff not to compromise. 

l~S the Turkish treasury was empty and the Sultan's military and 

personal expenses were high, the Porte could not raise the sum 

demanded by the Russians without a loan. However, deficit spend­

ing was not regarded as a sound principle by the Turks. Both 
4 Ponsonby and Roussin urged the Porte to borrow money, but Pertev 

Pasha answered that should the Porte pay the debt and recover 

Silestria, Russia could still use Mehemet Ali. Pertev Pasha 

asserted that the Sultan's power should be directed towards 

destroying IvIehemet Ali; after the Sultan had recovered Nehemet 

Ali's provinces, he would have ample revenues to pay the war 

debt. 5 As Ponsonby was reluctant to force the l'urks "to act in 

1 Same to same, March 4, 18.35' ibid. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June .30, 18.35: F.O • 78/25.3. 
.3 Same to same, July 14, 18.35' 1J2!.Q... 
4 Same to September 26, 18.35: F.O. 78/255. same, 
5 Same to same, October 11, 18.3 5 , i bi d • 
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contradletlon to the oonvietiona of their own judgments," he 

declded against prglng the payment ot the war debt upon the 
l Porte. ~ese trultlass negotiations reintorcad tha SUltan's 

ballet that Czar N~cholas deslred to keep the ottoman Empire 

weak and dependant upon him. 

Atter hls dlplomatle succass, Ponsonby, on hls govarnmant's 

lnstructlons suceaeded ln obtalning from tha Porte a tlrman or­

derlng Mehamet All to abolish his newly established monopoly on 

the trade ot sllk ln Syria. ~e reluctance ot the Porte to 

foroe lts will on Mehemet Ali, which characterlzed the period 

betora the Euphrates Expedl tion tirman attalr, gave vay to an 

aggressive and even arrogant attitude. Bouteneff accused Ponson­

by ot trylng to increase his lnfluence by lncltlng the Eorte 
2 

agalnst Mehemet All. 

Durlng the summer ot 1835, Mahmoud agaln contemplated 

striking a blow against Mehemet Ali. By the mlddle of 1835, P.on­

sonby had reached the concluslon that the SUltan must destroy 

Mehemet Ali, or the Turklsh Emplre would crumble. Slnce the Pas'b.a 

paraJa$ed progress ln Turkey and the SUl tan thought only about 

crushing him, Ponsonby believed that a Turkish deteat would not 

" be so mlschlevous to the Porte as the continued exlstence of 

Mehemet All in the posltion and power he now oocuples. tI tlA war 

wlth hlm would be a fever whlch Turkey mlght easlly recover from. ,,2-­

Bouteneff, Ponsonby thought, would endeavour to prevent the 

Sultan from attacklng the Pasha,. because the status quo kept the 
4 Empire weak •. 

1 Ibid. 

2 Boutenett to Duhamel, November 6, 18361: Oattaul, ~. ~" 
Vol. 2, Pt. II,, p. 167. 

f :onso~by to Palmerston" Oetober 11, 1835: F. O. 78/255. 
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Reluctant to do anything which could hurt his influence, 

Ponsonby, during the latter half of 1835, took liberties with 

Palmerston's more delicate communications to the Porte, avoiding 

"the employment of means which would have been unsuccessful and 

mischievous ... 1 'rhe ambassador boldly asserted to the Foreign 

Secretary that if a war between Mahmoud and Mehemet Ali appeared 

inevitable, he would not make "any attempts to coerce" the Sultan. 

Before he could make any remonstrance, he would require a correct 

knowledge and a weIl considered plan, or he would succeed only 

in injuring British interests. 2 

As he feared that Mahmoud could suddenly attack the Pasha, 

Palmerston,on November 4, instructed Ponsonby to represent to 

the Porte that the peace of Kutaya bound the Sultan as weIl as 

Mehemet Ali. 3 On December 29, Ponsonby replied that he did not 

communicate the instruction to the Porte because it "would have 

been clearly understood to prescribe a line of conduct in itself 

entirely adverse to the policy and passion and to the interests 

of the Sultan, and present as necessary to the sultan the actual 

abandonment of his Sovereignty over nearly half his Empire, and 

submission for an indefinite period of time to all those acts 

which Mehemet Ali might do for the consolidation of his power 

and the attainment of his avowed end Independence. tI Because 

the Sultan would have thought that Great Britain had sacrificed 

'rurkey's interest:s, :.,' British influence would have been 

destroyed, and Mahmoud immediately would have attacked Mehemet 

1 Same to same, December 29, 1835: F.O. 78/256. 

2 Same to same, September 27, 18351 F.O. 78/255. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, November 4, 1835: F.O. 78/251. 
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Ali, or thrown himself into the hands of Russia, the only Power 

who could protect him against IvIehemet Ali' s intrigues. Ponsonby 

assurea Palmerston that war would not break out before spring. 

To illustrate that the Peace of Kutaya did not indefinitely 

bind the Sultan, Ponsonby argued that as Mehemet Ali was only a 

Pasha, Mahmoud was not obliged to reappoint him to his govern­

ments, but did so only from prudence until he had the means of 

forcing his will upon the Pasha. 1 As the notation in his journal 

shows, Palmerston strongly disagreed with Ponsonby's contention,2 

but did not chide his ambassador. Ponsonby finally did submit 

to Pertev Pasha, in the early part of April, 18.36, the substance 

of Palmerston's instructions. However, he altered them in a way 

to avoid giving offence to the Sultan. Instead of stating that 

the Peace of Kutaya bound the Sultan as weIl as the Pasha, Pon-

sonby maintained that the agreement at Kutaya did not place 

Mehemet Ali in the same category as an ordinary Pasha • .3 

Pertev Pasna, who had shown so much opposition to the 

Euphrates Expedition, was encouraged by Ponsonby's forceful and 

hitherto successful struggle against Bouteneff to gravitate towards 

the British ambassador. On November .3, Ponsonby noted to Palmers-

ton that the Kiahaya Bey "almost believes" that he could be 

"friendly to his country." By the end of 18.35, Pertev Pasha was 

co-operating with Ponsonby in undermining Russian influence. As 

Akif Effendi had been bought by Russian gold, Pertev Pasha's 

1 Same to same, December 29, 18.35= F.O. 78/256. 
2 Vide Palmerston's notation in the margin of Ponsonby's dlspatch 

of December 29, 1835 in hls Letter Book: Add MSS. 48485. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 8, 18]6: F.O. 78/274. 
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rapprochement was opportune.rhe most influential man in the 

Divan, Pertev Pasha could aid Ponsonby far more than Akif Effendi 

in his struggle against Bouteneff. rhe Kiahaya Bey, in addition 

to possessing the Sultan's ear, was incorruptable,l an indispensable 

quality because Ponsonby could not compete with Bouteneff in 

purchasing supporters. 

Encouraged by Ponsonby's activity against Russian influence, 

Mahmoud, at the beginning of 18J6, sent Blacque on a secret mission 

to London to negot iate an offensive allie.nce against I>1ehemet Ali. 

ln accordance with the Porte's request, Fonsonby consented not 

to inform Roussin of the mission although he intended telling 
2 Roussin at a convenient time "to avoid aIl jealousies." Blacque 

was instructed to see the French government only after he had 

seen the British government. J ro conceal the mission from Russia, 

Blacque left Constantinople on the excuse of bad health. 

Only the Sultan, Pertev Pasha, Vogorides and Dr. MacGaffog 

knew of the mission. rhe Reis Effendi and the Sultan's favourites 
4 were "carefully" excluded. Ponsonby's comments to the Porte 

may have led Mahmoud to believe that Great Britain would co-operate 

in crushing Mehemet Ali, but the ambassador was out of step with 

his government. 

In return for British aid against l'lehemet Ali, rvIahmoud 

apparently was prepared to offer Great Britain extensive concession& 

including the priviledge of sending her warships into the Black 

Sea.rhis provision particularly was attractive to Ponsonby, 

1 Same to same, November J, 18J5' B.P. 
2 Same to February 8, 18J6, ibid. same, 

J Same to same, April 8, 18J6, ibid. 

4 Ibid. 
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who regarded 1t as a means to check Russ1a's career ot encroach­

ments upon Turkey. He p01nted out to Palmerston that lf the 

Sultan were protected q, the Br1t1sh fleet 1n the Black Sea, 

Russ1a would have to choose between an attack upon Turkey or 

the abandonment of her expans1on1st des1gns. As Czar N1cholas 

d1d not vant a war, he would pursue the latter course. 1 Wh1le 

Great Br1ta1n, Ponsonb,y ma1nta1ned, would be comm1tted to helplng 

the Sultan destroy Mehemet A11, she would concede 11ttle, 

because she d1d not have the means to restra1n the Sultan from 

attack1ng the Pasha. Any attempt to restra1n h1m vould be Mfolly,· 

because the Brlt1sh government would lose favour w1th the Sultan 

and perhaps cause a general European war. Great Br1ta1n could 

overthrow Mehemet A1l Mb,y a word·, and the Pasha's 1nsults to 

the Sultan vere sufflc1ent reason to ald the latter.2 

Blacque never reached London, dylng at Malta 1n May. H1s 

death, mourned b,y Ponsonb,y and ant1-Russ1an Europeans 1n Constan­

t1nople, was a bless1ng 1n d1sgu1se for the ambassador, because 

the Br1t1sh government would not have accepted Mahmoud's treaty. 

Br1t1sh publ1c op1n10n became 1ncreaslngly ant1-Russ1an 

after the Treaty of Unk1ar Skeless1. Ponsonb,y encouraged 

Urquhart to publ1sh art1cles wh1ch vould make the people avare 

of Russ1a's des1gns 1n Turkey. Wh1le Urquhart was 1n Constan­

t1nople 1n 1834, Ponsonby proof-read art1cles prepared for 

PUb11cat1on.) When Urquhart returned to London, he founded the 

·Portfo11oM, wh1ch pub11shed secret Russ1an documents captured 

1 Ib1d. 
~ 

2 Same to same, February 6, 18)6. ~. 

) Ponsonq, to Urquhart, september 20, 18)4. U.P. 



111. 

durlng the Pollsh Revolutlon. These documents, lntended to 

demonstrate Russla's aggresslve deslgns agalnst Turkey, created 

a sensatlon. The "Portfollo" was so notorlous that even 

Metternlch obtalned coples. 

The extent of antl-Russlan feellng ln Great Brltaln worrled 

the Russlan government so much that Lord Durham, the Brltlsh 

ambassador to st. Petersburg, reported at the beglnnlng of 1836 

that the Czar feared a Brltlsh attack upon hls Baltlc fleet. 1 

To avold war, Nlcholas adopted measures showlng Europe that 

Russla had no deslgns upon Turkey. Bouteneff was lnstructed to 

concl1late the Turks, and negotlatlons were resumed upon the 

Turklsh war debt. The Sultan offered flfty mllllon piastres, 

the Russlans asked one hundred mllllon. 2 A compromlse was 

reached, Turkey paylng elghty mllllon plastres ln flve months, 

and obtalnlng Sllestrla upon the completlon of payment. 3 

Whlle Ponsonb,y congratulated the Porte, he took palns to 

conv1nce the Turks that Russla had declded upon llquldatlng the 

debt only because she feared the reactlon ln Great Brltaln and 

France to her attempts to enfeeble and then destroy the Turklsh 

Emplre. Russla, too weak to engage ln war w1th Great Britaln 

and France hoped "to throw Dust ln the eyes of the Governments 

of Europe," dlsarmlng the susplclons of the lbwers before 

resumlng her encroachments. Turkey had recovered Sllestrla 

because Great Brltaln had reslsted Russla's ambltlons.4 

1 Durham to Palmerston, February 6, March 20, 18361 F.O. 65/223. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 8, 18361 B.P. 

3 Same to same, March 23, 18361 F.O. 78/273. 

4 Ponsonby to F. Plsanl, March 24, 18361 Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
Apr1l 2, 1836. ~. 
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Thls Russlan concesslon helped to les sen tenslon, and 

Durham dld much for the lmprovement of relatlons batween Great 

Brltaln and Russla. The Sultan, less susplclous of Russlan 

lntentlons, accepted a Russlan proposal for the employment of 

Prusslan offlcers ln lmprovlng Turklsh defences. 

C. The Churchlll Affalr 

The thlrd lssue that Ponsonb.1 selzed upon to use ln hls 

struggle agalnst Russlan lnfluence vas the Churchlll Affalr. 

Un1lke the two prevlous lssues, thls questlon was fought ln the 

open and, therefore, there could be no mlddle course batween 

vlctory and defeat. 

At the baglnnlng of May, 18)6, Churchlll, a Brltlsh marchant 

and journallst, vas maltreated b.1 the Turks after accldenta1ly 

lnjurlng a boy whlla huntlng at Kadl Koy, near Scutarl. Churchlll 

lmmedlately was selzed b.1 the pollce and glven flfty strokes of 

the bastlnado. He was arralgned before the Klahaya of Ahmet 

Pasha,l who was about to send hlm to the Bagnl0, when A. Plsanl 

appeared at the Porte, demandlng that Aklf Effendl lmmedlately 

release the Engllshman lnto the custody of the Brltlsh ambassador, 

ln keeplng wlth the capltulatlons. When the Rels Effendl refused, 

Ponsonb,y sent F. Plsanl to repeat the demande F. Plsanl appa­

rently used abuslve language. and Aklf Effendl agaln retused, 

orderlng Churchlll's conflnement ln the Bagnl0.2 

Whlle ln prlson, Churchlll was put ln lrons and Ahmet 

Pasha refused permlsslon for Engllsh doc tors to examine hlm. Thls 

1 Ahmet Pasha was Pasha of scutarl 

2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, May 15, 1836. F.O. 78/274. 
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1nfUr1ated Ponsonqy. F. Pisan1 had violent scenes with the 

Reis Effend1, prompting the ambassador to break off commun1cat1ons 

with Ak1f Effend1. After tak1ng th1s step, Ponsonb,y sent an 

offic1al note to the Porte to obta1n Church111's release, and F. 

P1san1 pressured Pertev Pasha and Bosrew Pasha. Hosrew Pasha, 

w1thin a few days, was able to obta1n the release. 1 

OUtraged b,y the incident, Ponsonb,J desired to show the Turks 

that they could not maltreat with 1mpun1ty a Br1t1sh subJect. 

The ambassador previously had not shown much zeal in protecting 

the r1ghts of English cit1zens, and the Fore1gn Office had 

rece1ved compla1nts from British merchants.2 But Church111's 

maltreatment gave Ponsonby an opportun1ty to assert Great 

Britain's r1ghts. The ambassador undoubtedly recalled an incident 

at the beg1nn1ng of 1835, when, after the arrest of a Russ1an 

Colonel in Constantinople, Bouteneff had obta1ned an aud1ence 

w1th the Sultan, and received a promise from Mahmoud that a 

Russ1an ..ald never be molested • .3 

The 1nc1dent served a yet more 1mportant purposel to 

continue the assault upon Russlan 1nfluence. At first, Ponsonb,y 

vas determined to demand only Ak1f Effendi's d1sm1ssal, but soon 

he resolved upon that of Ahmet Pasha as welle Ponsonqy recogn1zed 

that once he had made these demands he could not retreat, for 

Bouteneff 1mmed1ately would spring to the defence of h1s two 

creatures, and 1f they escaped punishment, th1s would be 
4 attr1buted to Russ1an 1nfluence. But Ponsonby calculated that 

1 ll!!i!. 

2 Backhouse to Palmerston, July 5, 1836. B.P. 

3 Ponsonby to Urquhart, February 2, 18351 ~. 

4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 15, 1836. F.O. 78/274. 
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he was strong enough to rlsk an open oontest wlth Bouteneff. 

If the two Turks fell, the Brltlsh govemment would "be thereb,y 

placed ln a preeminent positlon" ln Turkey, "where lt ls --
necessary" for 1t to "~ feared" for lts "flrmness and power ln 

punlshlng aggressors, as well ~s prized" for lts "ablllty and 

wlll to favour and support Turklsh prosperlty and lndependence." 

Whlle he recognlzed that the Sultan's dignlty would be hurt, he 

belleved that Mahmoud would recelve "strong compensatlon for 

hls paln" b,y a manlfestatlon of Russlan weakness compared wlth 

Brltlsh power. 1 

Ponsonb,y endeavoured to prevent the question from becomlng 

one between the Porte and the Brltlsh government, trylng to 

deposa the two mlnisters without the ald of hls government. Hls 

tactlcs and arguments were slm1lar to those employed durlng the 

Euphrates Expeditlon Affair. On May 12, Ponsonb,y lnstructed F. 

Plsanl to inform Pertev Pasha that the Porte must strive towards 

retalnlng the Britlsh people's good wlll, as Great Brltaln alone 

prevented the Powers frompartltlonlng the Turkish Empire, the 

Porte should not qp a violent act drive the British government 

into plans for partition. To save Mahmoud's dignity, Ponsonb,y 

suggested that the question be kept between othe Porte and the 

British embassy, thus avolding the Sultan's involvement~ Pertev 

Pasha, anxlous to prevent the incident from becoming more 

complicated, begged Ponsonb,y relent ln hls demands.) 

On May 18, the Porte, defendlng the two m1nisters, sent 

1 Same to same, June 10, 18)6. F.O. 78/275. 

2 Ponsonb,y to F. Pisani, May 12, 18)6. enclosure ~. 

) F. Pisani to Ponsonb,y, May 14, 18)6. enclosure ~. 
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PonsonP,y a dlstorted verslon of the Churchlll Affalr. Ponsonby 

lmmedlately warned Pertev Pasha that the dlspute was between 

Aklf Effendl and Ahmet Pasha and the Brltlsh embassy, but lf the 

Porte deslred to ldentlfy ltself wlth the two mlnlsters, lt would 

be responslble for the consequences. The ambassador asserted 

that he would demand an aud1ence wlth the Sultan before the Porte 

drove hlm to break otf relatlons. At 'the aUdlence, he would 

present all the facts and show the Porte's note of May 18 to the 

Sultan, who then would declde "upon the fate of Turkey and of 

England." To save the Porte's dlgnlty and show hls "veneration" 

for the Sultan, Ponsonb,y averred that he did not demand but 

"recommended" the deposltion of the two Mlnisters. However, 

Ponsonb,y threatened that lf the Sultan did not depose the men, 

he would make lia formal demand" ln the name of the Britlsh govem­

ment, thus bringing hls govemment into the questlon. Ponsonb,y 

gave the Porte twenty-four hours to reply.l 

Surprised and alarmed, Pertev Pasha exhorted Ponsonb,y not 

to pursue hls demands, for should the Sultan bow to them hls 

amour propre would be hurt.2 But Ponsonb,y maintalned hls pressure, 

contendlng that should the Sultan spontaneously announce the 

deposltions, he would not appear to have bowed to pressure. As 

the Porte prevented hlm trom obtalnlng an audience with the 

Sultan, Ponsonby requested Pertev Pasha to select a day when he 

could place the true facts and an offlcial note ln his hands.) 

Pertev Pasha agreed, and lald Ponsonb,y's verslon before the Sultan. 

1 Ponsonb,y to F. Pisani, May 22, 18,36. enclosure ~. 
2 

F. Plsanl to Ponsonby, May 25, 18,36. enclosure ~. 
) 

Ponsonb,y to F. Pisani, May 25, 18,36. enclosure lbld. -
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Unfortunately, the translatlon of Ponsonb,y's offlclal note 

vas faulty, glvlng the Sultan the lmpresslon that Ponsonb,y 

demanded rather than recommended the deposltlons of Aklf Effendl 

and Ahmet Pasha. Angered b,y Ponsonb,y's ~pparent presumptlon, 

Mahmoud lnformed the ambassador that he would rebuke the tvo 

mlnlsters, but could not de pose them. 1 Ponsonb,y obJected. he 

was so emotlonal that the Sultan dld not know how to approach hlm. 

Flnally, Ponsonb,y agreed to meet Vassaf Effendl, the Sultanes 

chlef prlvate secretary. As Vassaf Effendl flrmly malntalned 

that the Sultan could not depose the two mln1sters before the 

Brltlsh government had revlewed the affair and glven lts opin1on, 

Ponsonb,y had no cholce but to send a communiqué to his govern­

ment requestlng lnstructlons.2 In hls dlspatch, he urged Palmers­

ton to support hlm, argu1ng that should the govemment comprom1se 

o~ yleld "the Britlsh name wlll lncur d1sgrace ln the estlmatlon 

of all thls part of the world, and Britlsh lnfluence fall to 

nothlng until some future great exertlon of natlonal energy 

restore lt to lts rlghtfUl preponderance.·) 

Before Stürmer learned about Ponsonb,y's demands that the 

two mlnlsters be toppled, he endeavoured to help Ponsonb,y obtaln 

retrlbutlon for Churchlll's maltreatment. As the Porte had 

promlsed, after Ahmet Pasha recently had maltreated two Austrlan 

sUbjects, that ln future all forelgn subjects would be sent to 

the Porte before pun1shment were lnfllcted, Stürmer was prepared 

to overlook the tact that Churchlll had hunted out of season. 

1 F. Plsanl to Ponsonb,y, June 1, 18)6. enclosure ~. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, June 10, 18)6, ~. 

) Ibld • ........... 
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On Roussln's request, stürmer persuaded Bouteneff to co-operate 

ln sendlng a collectlve note to the Porte protestlng the behavlour 

towards the Engllshman. 1 However, when Stürmer was lnformed 

that Ponsonb.f had demanded Aklf Effendl's dlsmlssal, he trled to 

reason wlth the Brltlsh ambassador, but the latter was uncom-
2 

promlslng, remarklng that the affalr gave hlm "fever". Roussln, 

thlnklng that Ponsonb,y's demands were unreasonable, also 

unsuccessfUlly urged hlm to moderate them. 

stürmer was unwllllng to see the Sultan compromlse hls 

dlgnlty and deslred to prevent Great Brltaln from troubllng the 

peace of the Levant. Wlth Bouteneff, the Austrlan ambassador 

suggested that the Porte should send to Palmerston, through the 

Turklsh ambassador ln London, Nourl Effendl, a note demonstratlng 

that lt deslred to make reasonable reparatlons. On May 30, 

stürmer represented to the Porte that Ponsonb,y's measures would 

hurt Mahmoud's dlgnlty, and later repeated thls argument to a 

confldentlal agent of the SUltan. 3 

As Palmerston and Metternlch vere dlscusslng a site for a 

conference to dlscuss the Turklsh questlon, the latter was ln a 

sensitlve posltlon. Metternich denled that he had lnstructed 

stÜrmer to persuade the Porte not to acceed to Ponsonb.f's demands 

to request that the Porte send a note to Palmerston. The 

Austrlan asserted that hls country dld not seek involvement in 

" t 4 
the Churchlll affalr, and disavoved Sturmer's conduc • 

1 Stürmer to Metternlch, May 13, 1836. enclosure Palmerston to 

Ponsonb.f, August 23, 1836. F.O. 195/130. 

2 
Same to same, May 25, 1836, enclosure ~. 

3 same to same, June 2, 1836, enclosure ~. 

4 Metternich to Hummelauer, June 8, 18361 enclosure ibid. 



118. 

Roussln's conduct ln thls affalr, however, had been 

unexpected, and Ponsonqy wrote bltterly to Palmerston about the 

lack of support from the French ambassador. When Palmerston 

requested an explanatlon of Rouss1n's conduct, Thlers clalmed 

that when he had heard about Churchlll's maltreatment, he had 

lnstructed Rou~s1n to tacllltate an am1cable agreement between 

Ponsonb,y and the Porte short of Ak1f Effendl's d1sm1ssal. However, 

he had warned Roussln to av01d showlng that any dlfferences 

existed between Great Britaln and France. While the French 

Prime Mlnister allowed that Roussin had been incautious, he noted 

that Ponsonb,y had used immoderate language and had refused to 

compromise.1 Because nelther Thlers nor Palmerston desired the 

contlnuance of discusslons, correspondence on the issue terminated. 

Meanwhile, the British government debated whether to 

support Ponsonb,y's demands, but for two months could come to no 

dec1s10n and left the ambassador to his own resources. 

On June 6, Akif Effendl was removed from off1ce on the 

grounds of 111 health. Although Ponsonb,y attrlbuted thls fall 

sole1y to h1s influence, Pertev Pas ha did much to influence the 

Sultan's dec1slon. Engaged for more than a year in a contest 

w1th Akif Effendi for power wlthin the Porte, the Kiahaya Bey 

took advantage of Ponsonb,y's assault to ruin his opponent. 

Ponsonby pressed Palmerston to insist also upon the removal 

of Ahmet Pasha, charging that the latter was more gu1lty than 

Aklf Effend1. 2 The Turks, Ponsonb,y cla1med, desired thls second 

deposition, and Russia probably would not oppose a demand by the 

1 Aston to Palmerston, July 22, 1836. enclosure ~. 
2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, June 17, 1836. B.P. 
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Brltlsh govemment. If Russ1a opposed the Br1tlsh demand,she 

would show her "se1gnory" over the SUltan. The Turks had seen 

a contest between the Brltlsh and Russlan ambassadors, and should 

the Russlan government Dr emaln passlve hereatter, everybody wlll 

percelve that lt ls the fear of England that governs the conduct 

of that Court. The laborlously formed spell b,y whlch Russla 

has decelved the eye of the Turks lnto a bellef of Russlan 

omnlpotence wlll be broken, confldence ln England w1ll grow up 

wlth rapldlty, and the danger of war wlll be prevented by the 

vast dlmlnuatlon of the force of Russ1a ln these parts." 

Mean.hlle, Ponsonby requested Rowley to move the fleet closer to 

the Dardanelles, thereb,y demonstratlng that Great Br1taln was 

1 
prepared to act. 

Fortunately for Ponsonb,y, Bouteneff and stürmer fa1led 1n 

enlisting Roussin's support ln thls critical perlod. When he 

learned that the two ambassadors had stated that he would 

communicate his unit y with them to the Porte, Rouss1n denied that 

he supported their position, and advlsed the Porte that Ponsonb,y's 

demands should be accepted.2 Consequently, the Sultan resolved 

to walt for an answer from the Br1tlsh govemment before making 

his declslon on the tate of Ahmet Pasha. Ponsonb,y belleved that 

Mahmoud would bow to the first request b.Y the Brltish government,3 

and he may have been correct. 

Whlle Ponsonb,y was struggllng to mainta1n his posit1on in 

Constantinople, his government was debatlng whether lt should 

support his demands. From the beginning of the crlsis, Melbourne 

1 Same to same, June 28, 1836. F.O. 78/275. 

2 Same to same, July 22, 1836. F.O. 78/276. 

3 Same to same, July 15, 1836. ~. 
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dld not belleve that the government would be justlfled ln demandlng 

the dlsmlssals of Ahmet Pasha and Aklt Effendl because thls vas 

an extreme measure and would establlsh a precedent for the other 

Powers. Moreover, the Prlme Mlnlster feared that lf the Russlans 

successfUlly employed thelr influence in persuading Mahmoud to 

refUse the request, the Brltish government would have no choice 

but to suspend relations with Turkey.1 

After dellberation, the cablnet suggested to King Wllliam 

IV that varlous indlrect measures should be taken to ald Ponsonb,y. 

the govemment should withhold instructlons to Ponsonb,y for the 

negotlatlon ot a commercial convention, it should not send 

Captaln Du Plat to instruct the Turkish army, and should not 

present a rlng to the Sultan. The King objected, arguing that the 

proposed policy would deprlve Ponsonby of the power that he needed, 

and would play into Russia's hands. William IV recommended that 

no lnstructlons should be sent to Ponsonb,y untll the ambassador 

had sent turther communicatlons to the Foreign Otfice.2 The 

cabinet consented. 

The King had thought that Ponsanb,y could accomplish his 

objectives wlthout support trom the Britlsh government, but soon 

Ponsonby's dlspatches illustrated that he was waitlng tor support 

trom hls government. Although he could not condone Ponsonb,y's 

methods of achieving his objectlves, especia1ly the ambassador's 

threat that the Brltish government would consent to the partition 

of the Turklsh Emplre, the Klng thought that Ponsonb,y's cause 

was just and that success would turther British interests.3 

1 Melbourne to Palmerston, July 5, 1836. B.P. 

2 Wllllam IV to Palmerston, June 22, 1836. ~. 
3 Same to same, July 4, 1836. lbld. 
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Consequently, Wllllam IV pressed the cablnet to demand satlsfac­

tlon, and recelved the support of Palmerston. 

Whlle Melbourne ultlmately succeeded ln convlnclng the Klng 

and Palmerston that the cab1net could not support Ponsonby's 

demands,l the tvo men requested that measures shonld be taken to 

permit the ambassador to save face. Palmerston wrote to Melbourne 

that Ponsonby had done the British government -a valuable and 

important serv1ce,- and had -acted vith courage, firmness and 

ability.- Ponsonby had scored "a slgnal triumph of British 

Influence, and the good effect will not end vith the particular 

out of which the matter arose.- However, if the government 

appeared to acquiesce in rather than to approve Ponsonby's con­

duct, -tacit sanction- would be given to a11 the abuse heaped 

upon h1m in Constantinople. To show that lt approved hls conduct, 

the cabinet should elevate Ponso~ to the next stage ln the 

peerage. 2 

By the latter half of August, Russian and Austrian partisans 

in Constantinople were circulat1ng reports that the Brltish 

government vould permit the Church1ll Affair to die quletly. As 

Ponsonby had received no instructions, he became uneasy, and 

vas fUrther disquieted when he learned that Ahmet Pasha had 

been given new honours b,y the sultan. J Fearing that the British 

government had abandoned him, Ponsonb,y requested Hosrew Pasha 

to persuade the Sultan to remove Ahmet Pasha from the Seraglio 

and give h1m another poslt1on. The ambassador promised that he 

vould accept this move vithout requesting that the reason 

1 Same to same, July 7, 1836. ~. 

2 Palmerston to Melbourne, July 17, 1836. ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 6, 1836. F.O. 78/277. 
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for Ahmet Pasha's dismlssal be publicl.~' stated. 1 Although 

Hosrew Pasha did not refuse, he apparently did nothing. In the 

latter half of september, Bouteneff, ln a note to the Sultan, 

accused Pertev Pasha of being responsible for the fall of Akif 

Effendi. 2 Ponsonby expected that Pertev Pasha would not survive 

this attack, but the shrewd Kiahaya Bey made his peace with 

Bouteneff, and combined vith Ahmet Pas ha to try to depose Hosrew 

Pasha. This episode prompted Ponsonby to lament that he had been 

defeated. 3 Utterly dejected by the lack of support from his 

government, Ponsonby wrote to Urquhart, on October 11, that he 

was at a loss for a policy.4 

Not until November 5 did Palmerston send Ponsonby an 

instruction upon the Churchill Affair. The British government, 

Palmerston stated in the dispatch, had been pleased to learn 

that Akif Effendi, the principal offender, had been removed from 

office, but Ahmet Pasha vas not mentioned. Palmerston requested 

Ponsonby to obtain financial compensation for Churchill,5 which 

the Porte readily granted. 

In a prlvate dispatch to Ponsonby, dated November Il, 

Palmerston tried to console the ambassador by noting that he did 

score a triumph in deposlng Akif Effendi. Although he could not 

excuse the cabinet's refusaI to support Ponsonby, Palmerston 

noted that the dismissal of Ahmet Pasha would have been only a 

"momentary triumph" over Russia; it would not have given any 

1 Same to same, September 7, 1836, lli.!!. 
2 Same to same, september 25, 18361 ~. 

) Same to same, October 21, 18)6, lli.!!. 
4 Ponsonby to Urquhart, October 11, 18)61 U.P. 

5 Palmerston to Ponsonby, November 5, 18)6: F.O.78/272. 
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"real & permanent" advantage because Russian influence was 
"founded upon some more solid basis," and Ahmet Pasha was "the 
effect & not the cause; & the removal of the symptom would not 
cure the disease, but perhaps only occasion it to break out in 
a more malignant shape in some other part."l 

There was much truth in this comment of Palmerston, who 
viewing the cri sis from London, had the advantage of not being 
personally involved. With his reason unclouded by passion, 
Palmerston could better evaluate the crisis. Yet Ponsonby cannot 
be accused of trying to score a diplomatie victory merely to 
remove Russia's agents. Ponsonby desired to follow up his victory 
with the presentation of the commercial convention framed by 
Urquhart, thus establishing a firm basis for Great Britain's 
influence in Turkey. However, as a result of his defeat, Ponsonby 
altered his plans, and in so doing opened the door to a dispute 
with David Urquhart. 

It is obvious that Ponsonby did not fully weigh the dangers 
inherent in altering the balance between the factions at the 
Porte. Until the Churchill Affair, this balance made if difficult 
to effect a radical change of personnel at the Porte, but Akif 
Effendi's fall undermined the stability of the Divan. In the 
course of the intrigues which followed, Pertev Pasha, with the 
aid of Ahmet Pasha, ousted Hosrew Pasha, and made himself supreme 
at the Porte. Having done this, the Kiahaya Bey could then be 
accused by his enemies of seeking to usurp his sovereign's 
authority. His enemies took full advantage of this, and their 
accusations ultlmately influenced the sultan, who deposed Pertev 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, November 11, 1836, B.P. 
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Pasha and subsequently had hlm polsoned. ~though an lntrlguer, 

Pertev Pasha was perhaps the only man of abll1ty at the Porte, 

and hls presence was sorely mlssed ln 1837, as the Porte was 

mlsmanaged and mlnlsters rose and fell. 



CRAnER V. A PERlon OF FRUSTRATION 

A. The Ponsonb,y-Urquhart Quarrel 

Ponsonb,y was confused and depressed b,y the Churchlll 

Affalr and by the mlddle of October had abandoned hope that the 

Brltish government would support hls demands. He declded that 

a passlve pollcy was best for the moment, gave up efforts to 

conduct important buslness wlth the porte,l and requested leave 

of absence to arrange hls personal affairs ln Great Brltaln. 

The leave was granted and would have been accepted had not his 

dlfflcultles over the Churchlll Affalr been compounded by the 

return to Constantlnople of Urquhart who was anxlous to present 

a commerclal convention to the Porte. 

The tariff between Turkey and Great Brltaln explred ln 

1834. In October 1834, the Rels Effendi suggested to Ponsonb,y 

that the tariff should be raised from three to flve percent,2 

and at the end of March 1835, Ponsonby was requested to appoint 

a commissloner for the negotiatlon of a new tarlff. 3 Ponsonby 

sent the requests to the Forelgn Offlce. But the Turks declded 

upon conductlng the negotlatlons in England, and at the end of 

Aprll, 1835, Nouri Effendl arrived ln London. 

When Nourl Effendi proposed to Palmerston that the Porte 

would permit the exportation of all Turkish products if the 

British govemment consented to increase the three percent 

dut y on exports,4 Palmerston, who desired the abolltion of 

1 Ponsonb,y to Urquhart, October 11, 1836. U.P. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 30, 1834. F.O. 78/239. 

3 Ponsonby to Wellington, March 31, 1835. F.O. 78/252. 

4 Nouri Effendi to Palmerston, May 26, 1835. F.O. 78/268. 
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1 monopolies, responded favourably. However, Nouri Effendi, 

on October 23, qualified his original proposaI, writing to 

Palmerston that the Porte would consent to remove the prohibition 
2 upon the export of "some" articles, which indicates that the 

Porte had altered its intention to abolish the monopoly system. 

As ~ouri Effendi's comprehension of his task was limited and 

his deficiencies could not be supplemented by his interpreter, 

an incompetant son of Vogorides, the negotiations lagged. At 

the end of 1835, Palmerston, in disgust, suspended negotiations 

and requested Urquhart to draft a commercial convention which 

could be submitted to Nouri Effendi. 

Without authority from the Foreign Office, Urquhart had 

meddled in the negotiations so soon as they had begun. In July, 

Nouri Effendi complained to the Foreign Office that Urquhart 

was hounding the 'furkish embassy. Urquhart would come wi th a 

plan, would bring another the next day, and demand to know 

the details of the Porte's proposaIs. Nouri Effendi thought 

that Urquhart could use his influence at the Porte to ruin him, 

but was assured that Urquhart did not speak for the Foreign 

Office. 3 Urquhart, indeed, fancied himself as the "representative" 

of the Porte in London to propose a treaty of commerce to the 
4 British government. He claimed that he had convinced the 

Porte, during his stay in Constantinople in 1834, to consent 

1 Palmerston to Nouri Effendi, June 13, 1835: ibid. 

2 Nouri Effendi to Palmerston, October 23, 1835: F.O. 78/268. 

3 Salamé to Backhouse, July 15, 1835: ibid. 

4 N.A. The Reminiscences of William IV, London, 1891, p.17. 
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to abolish monopolies, and Nouri Effendi had "for his only 

instructions to be guided" by his lt advice.-"l Fearing that the 

Porte could go back on its promises, Urquhart pressed for a 

speedy conclusion to the treaty of commerce. 

Upon Palmerston's request, Urquhart submitted his 

commercial convention to Poulett 'l'homson, the Secretary of the 

Board of l'rade. Urquhart's proposals included the abolition of 

monopolies, an unspecified increase in duties upon rurkish 

exports and a reduction in dut Y in Great Britain on some furk-

ish products. Poulett Thomson at first accepted Urquhart's 

proposaIs, but altered his opinion after reading an article in 

the "Portfolio" describing how to arrest Russian ambitions by 

commercial arrangements with Turkey. He told Urquhart that 

every shipment of hemp from Russia was an additional guarantee 

for peace in Europe. 2 After Urquhart failed to persuade Nouri 

Effendi to accept his commercial convention, he accused Palmers­

ton of denouncing it as a Russian treaty.J At the beginning of 

18J6, Nouri Effendi was informed by the Porte that negotiations 

would be shifted to Constantinople, and negotiations terminated 

in London. 

Palmerston had appointed Urquhart Secretary of Embassy 

before the Whig Government had fallen at the end of 18J4. 

Urquhart had delayed his departure to negotiate a commercial 

convention in London,but now he prepared to take up his post 

and negotiate a commercial convention directly with the Porte. 

1 Ibid., p.2J. 

2 Urquhart to Backhouse, May 16, 18J6: U.P. 

J Narrative of events in 18J6 and 18J7 by Urquhart, October 
2, 1842: ibid. 



128. 

However, Ponsonby was not prepared to commence negotlatlons. 

On September 22, 1835, he wrote to Palmerston that so long as 

the Russlans retalned the commerclal prlvlleges granted by the 

Treaty of Adrlanople, no treaty could be negotlated, for the 

prlvileges the Russlans held would be "llkely to render a 

regulatlon of a Tarlff lllusory." Ponsonby did not want to 

open negotlatlons ln Constantlnople before he had weakened 

Russlan lnfluence and forced Russia to rellnqulsh her commercial 
1 prlvlleges. 

Although Ponsonby begged Palmerston not to send Urquhart 

to Constantlnople, Palmerston would not llsten. In March 1836, 

when he learned that Urquhart lntended leavlng for Constan­

tinople, Ponsonby wrote to hlm that the tarlff could not be 

properly settled "whllst Russla commands here". Before 

negotlatlons could be started, Great Brltaln must win the 

Sultan's confldence, and then the tarlff settlement would be 

"faclle work.,,2 Ponsonby urged Urquhart to remain ln London and 

contlnue to expose Russla's ambitions to the Brltish publlc, but 

Urquhart rerused. 

Before he left London, Urquhart sent de G'hles to Constan­

tlnople, lnstructlng hlm to seek employment at the Porte. As 

de G'hles supported hls economlc proposals, Urquhart desired that 

he represent hls ldeas to the Turks. 3 When de G'hles sought 

employment at the Porte, Ponsonby denounced his as a Russian agent~ 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 22, 1835' F.O. 78/255. 
2 Ponsonby to Urquhart, March 15, 18J6, U.P. 

.3 Urquhart to Backhouse, September - , 18J6, lill· 
4 Urquhart to Strangways, December 7, 1836: ~. 
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However, there is no evidence to show that this was done to 

frustrate Urquhart; de G'hies had been accused of stealing 

secrets from the consulate in 'rripoli, 1 and had failed to prove 

the charges false. Despite Ponsonby's efforts, de G'hies did 

obtain employment at the Porte. 

When Urquhart arrivedin Constantinople, Ponsonby took 

measures to restrict his activities. Knowing that Urquhart 

desired to use the records of the embassy and consulate in 

Constantinople to add details to his convention, Ponsonby closed 

these to him. 2 Moreover, Urquhart was ordered not to have 

communication wi th any 'furkish official, and not to see de 

G'hies. 3 Urquhart obeyed, and for six weeks did nothing at the 

embassy, living in a small house on the embassy grounds. He 

was unwell, suffering from recurring boils on his neck and a 

nervous condition. Unable to wear a starched collar, Urquhart 

rarely dined with the Ponsonbys4 and the ambassador interpreted 

this as a want of respect. 

When his health improved, Urquhart requested Ponsonby to 

allow him to visit his old acquaintances, including Ahmet Pasha 

and Akif Effendi. In a fit of passion, Ponsonby told Urquhart 

that he considered unimportant any visit that he made. 5 Urquhart 

visited the two Turks, whereupon Ponsonby promptly evicted him 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 6, 1837: F.O. 78/301. 

2 Urquhart to Backhouse, Fe bruary 15, 1837: F.O. 97/409. 

3 Urquhart to Palmerston, September 20, 1837: ibid. 

4 Urquhart to his Mother, September 7, 1836: U.P. 

5 Urquhart to McNeil, October 9, 1836: ibid. 
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from the embassy.l 

Subsequently, Urquhart resided in a small village on the 

Asiatic side of the Bosphorus, where he worked upon his commercial 

convention. In September, the embassy received a commercial 

convention, which was based upon Urquhart's proposals. When 

Urquhart requested Ponsonby to state whether he could make any 

modifications in the commercial convention, Ponsonby replied 

in the negative, and added that if the convention were sUbmitted, 

the Russians would use their influence to force the Porte to 

reject it. 2 However, on October 11, Ponsonby informed Urquhart 

that he would submit immediately the convention, noting that 

it probably would be presented before Urquhart received the 

letter. 3 The convention was submitted before Urquhart could 

see it. 

Having presented the convention, Ponsonby took no measures 

to support it, as he did not wish to expose himself to another 
4 defeat after being abandoned during the Churchill Affair. 

Urquhart had desired not to submit the convention formally until 

the Porte unofficially had accepted the crucial points in it. 

Before submitting the convention unofficially, he had intended 

to make modifications in the version sent by the British govern-

ment. Nor did Urquhart approve of the means Ponsonby employed 

to present the convention. Urquhart had no trust in the dragomans, 

1 Urquhart to Taylor, October 24, 1836: ibid. Urquhart to 
Backhouse, February 15, 1837: F.O. 97/4097 

2 Ponsonby to Urquhart, dated Sunday night: U.P. 

3 Same to same, October 11, 1836: ~. 

4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, November 28, 1836: F.O. 78/278. 
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whom, he belleved, would work wlth Russia to frustrate the 

conventlon. Not only dld Urquhart not want the dragomans to 

present the conventlon, but he &lso wanted to keep lt secret 
1 

from them. 

Urquhart belleved that Ponsonby dellberately had tried 

to frustrate his negotiatlons with the Porte upon the convention. 

The nature of submis8ion and Ponsonby's reluctance to support 

it at the Porte convinoed Urquhart that the oonvention had 
2 

been ".aoriflced~" In a letter written on Ootober 24, Urquhart 

haughtily upbraided Ponsonby for his attitude towards the 
3, 

oonvention. 

At the beginning of November, Ponsonby and Urquhart were 

briefly reoonciled. Urquhart moved to Karoun Ohe8m~, on the 

European side of the Bosphorus, but the reoonolliation dld not 

last long. Urquhartfs hatred for Ponsonby smouldered and came 

to the surfaoe when Ponsonby requested him to serve as a 

oommissioner to negotiate the oonvention. The sensltive Urquhart 

was insulted, for he thought that Ponsonby was "in the habit of 
4 

laughlng at the treaty and of ss.ying he never res.d lt." 

Urquhart impatiently looked forward to Ponsonby's leave of 

absence, thinking that he oould suooessfully negotiate the 

oonvention tlaooording to the views of the government"'whlle 
5 

Ponsonby was in Great Brltaln. 

1 
Urquhart to Palmerston, September 20, 1837: F.O. 97/,409 

2 
Ibld. Urquhart to Strangways, January 5, 1837: ~. 

3 

4 

Urquhart to Ponsonby, Ootober 24, 1836: quoted in Urquhart to 

Palmerston, September 20, 1837: ~. 

Urquhart to Strangway, January 5, 1837: U.P •. 

5~. 
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In Karoun Chesmé, Urquhart completed the final details on 

the sailing of the "Vixen" to Circassia. While in London, 

Urquhart had met James Bell, whose brother was engaged in the 

salt trade in Wallachia. George Bell wished to expand this 

trade and Urquhart persuaded the Bell brothers to send a ship 

to Circassia. 1 Urquhart intended to test the Russian blockade 

of the country, opening it to British trade and permitting aid 

to be sent to the Circassians in their war with Russia. 

Before the Bell brothers consented to undertake the 

enterprise, J. Bell asked Palmerston whether Great Britàin 

recognized the Russian blockade of Circassia. Palmerston gave 

a vague reply, which J. Bell and Urquhart interpreted as a 

negative response,2 and subsequently Urquhart was assured by 

J. Bell that his brother would send a ship to Circassia. When 

Urquhart arrived in Constantinople, he found G. Bell reluctant 

to undertake the enterprise. 3 The Bell and Anderson Company in 

Wallachia had declared bankruptcy, and the Wallachian government, 

claiming that the bankruptcy was fraudulent, had seized the 

company's assets. Fortunately for Urquhart, J. Bell arrived 

in Constantinople from London, and Urquhart sent him to see 

his brother in Bucharest. G. Bell agreed to undertake the 

enterprise only if Urquhart and J. Bell could raise enough 
4 money to ~quip the "Vixen". Urquhart agreed. 

1 Letter by G. Bell, dated February 2,. "'rhe Morning Chronicle," 
February 3, 1837, p.2. 

2 Urquhart to Palmerston, September 20, 1837. F.O. 97/409. 

3 Urquhart to Strangways, December 7, 1836. U.P. 

4 ~. 
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'The "Vixen" was readied at Constantinople. A Russian 

ship watched her, and the "Vixen's" destination was an open 

secret. 'There is no indication in the Urquhart Papers that 

Ponsonby and Urquhart discussed the sailing of the "Vixen". 

J. Bell did see Ponsonby once, on October 27, to ask the 

ambassador whether the embassy had received further information 

than had been published in the "Gazette." When Ponsonby replied 

that no further information had been received, Bell asked him 

the nature of the communication on the blockade which Bouteneff 

had made to the embassy in September, 1835. Ponsonby answered 

that the communiqué had stated that the Russian government 

would implement a blockade of Circass~a, and added that he had 

requested consul-general Cartwright to inform the British 

merchants in Constantinople about the communication, but had 

recommended that it should not be published. Bell then informed 

Ponsonby that he intended to test the Russian blockade. While 

Ponsonby noted that he was free to do this, he warned that the 

Captain of the "Vixen" should do nothing which could give the 

Russians the impression that he was trying to run the blockade. 1 

Bolsover maintains that Ponsonby endeavoured ~_;~ the 

sailing of the "Vixen" to "embroil" Great Britain with Russia, 

but cites no evidence to prove his contention. 2 Since Urquhart's 

visit to Circassia in 1834, Ponsonby had written many letters 

to Palmerston on the struggle in Circassia. 'The letters had 

one theme: Great Britain should supply weapons to the 

Circassians. In his most recent letter upon the question, dated 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 28, 18361 F.O. 78/277. 

2 G. H. Bolsover, "Lord Ponsonby and the Eastern Question, 

1833-1839," .§.!avonic Review, XIII, 1934 , pp. 110-111. 
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September 23, 1836, Ponsonby argued that should Russia conquer 

the Caucasus, not only would fort y or fifty thousand Russian 

troops engaged in Circassia be liberated for service elsewhere, 

but the Circassians could supply Russia with excellent troops. 

If Russia were no longer tied down in the Caucasus, she 

could attempt to seize constantinoPle. 1 The evidence indicates 

that Ponsonqy merely desired to test the blockade, calculating 

that if the blockade were proved to be illegal, British ships 

could carry arms to Circassia, and British influence could be 

extended into the area. 

The "V1xen" sailed at the end of November for Clrcassla. 

Meanwhile, Urquhart's hatred for Ponsonby lncreased. At the 

beginning of 1837, attacks against Ponsonby began to appear ln 

the "Times". The author, who used the pen-name, "0", undoubtedly 

was the "Times'" correspondent in Constantinople, Milligen. 

Although Urquhart denied that he had persuaded Milligen to 

write the articles, the Foreign Office assumed that Urquhart 

had dlctated them. 2 Ponsonby also was convlnced of Urquhart's 

culpablllty, and counter-attacked, using Captain Du Plat, who 

had vlslted Constantinople, to express hls vlews ln a London 

newspaper. Incensed by these articles, Urquhart, wh en he 

returned to London, sued Ponsonby for libel. 

Ponsonby requested Palmerston to recall Urquhart, sending 

reports to the Foreign Office ll1ustrating that Rouloosl Pasha, 

who had replaced Akif Effendi as Reis Effendi, had told F. 

Plsani that Urquhart was a fool, and was trying to take Ponsonby's 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 23, 18361 F.O. 78/277. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, June 12, 18371 B.P. 
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place as ambassador. 1 Aware that the Pisanis were Urquhart's 

anemies, Palmerston suspected their evidence. Ponsonby also 

sent to Palmerston a letter written by the Marquis d'Eyrague, 

who replaced Roussin while he was on leave of absence, stating 

that Houloosi Pasha had asked his dragoman who was the British 

ambassador. 2 Palmerston castigated Ponsonby for bringing a 

Frenchman into a squabble in the British embassy,3 and questioned 
. 4 

whether Ponsonby had a strong case against Urquhart. 

'rhinking that the Foreign Office supported his attempt 

to test the Russian blockade of Circassia, Urquhart detailed his 

part in the "Vixen" enterprise to Backhpuse and strangways. 

When Palmerston learned that Urquhart, an employee of the Crown, 

had encouraged the enterprise, he was furious, and immediately 

recalled himP Ponsonby declined to take leave of absence because 

Urquhart, after receiving Palmerston's order to return to Great 

Britain, had told the Turks that Ponsonby would return with him 

to London. In London, Urquhart boasted, Palmerston would decide 

in his favour, and he would return to Constantinople as ambass-

adore Ponsonby knew that should he leave at the same time as 
6 Urquhart, the Turks would believe Urquhart's story. Urquhart 

left Constantinople, but Ponsonby remained. 

In his treatment of the quarrel between Urquhart and 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, January 31, 1837: F.O. 78/301. 

2 d'Eyragues to Ponsonby, January 16, 18371 enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, April 5, 18371 F.O. 78/302. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 10, 1837: B.P. 

4 Same to same, April 10, 18371 ibid. 

5 Same to same, April 11, 1837: ibid. 

6 Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 12, 1837: B.P. 
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1 

Ponsonby, O.K. Webster ls too severe towards Urquhart and too 

lenient towards Ponsonby. Webster does not note that Ponsonby 

closed the embassy's archlves to Urquhart and forbade him to 

visit his Turkish friends. He mentions the commerclal 

oonvention, but does not reoognize that Ponsonby's desire not 

to negotiate a oonvention had originated before Urquhart's 

arrival in Constantinople, and was the reason for his reluctance 

to see Urquhart return to the Turkish capital. Nor does he 

note that Urquhart was greeted with marked coldness by Pon­

sonby, but that so long as he resided at the embassy, Urquhart 

obeyed the ambassador's instructions. 

Webster gives the impression that Urquhart began to act 

behind Ponsonby's back almost as soon aa he arrived in Constan­

tinople. Moreover, he states: "There can be no doubt that in 

conducting the negotiations for the commercial convention he 
2 

acted against Ponsonby's instructions ...... Urquhart did not 

open negotiations with the Porte; he planned to add details to 

the convention sent by the British government to the embassy, 

but Ponsonby presented the convention to the Porte before 

showing it to him. Urquhart thought that he had been appolnted 

Secretary of Embassy to negotiate the commercial convention, 

and perhaps he had reason to believe this, for Palmerston had 

requested him to draw up a convention. Certainly Ponsonby was 

as much to blame for the quarre 1 , but to Webster, his conduct 

is above reproach. It would be difflcult to blame Urquhart for 

reactlng against Ponsonby who never used his services, and 

1 

2 
Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 12, 1837": B.P. 

C.K •. Webster, "Urquhart, Ponsonby and Palmerston," Engllsh 

Historie&! Revlew. ~~, 1947, pp.327~351. 
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ordered him to remain inactive. 

B. The Employment of British Officers 

The Porte requested the British government, through Nouri 

Effendi in London, to send British officers to Turkey to 

instruct the Turkish army. While Mahmoud preferred d1cb,;ollvta~ 

French officers, Russia protested. 1 Palmerston had been 

introduced by General Czertorysky to General Chrzanowski. 

Impressed with Chrzanowski, Palmerston engaged his services to 

give Reschid Pasha, the Turkish commander in Asia Minor, "hints 

and suggestions as to the organization of his troops, the 

selection of points for fortification, the arrangement of Plans; 

and aIl matters requiring military experience and scientific 

acquirement... Chrzanowski was instructed to travel secretly to 

Smyrna, and should he hear that the Sultan had accepted his 

services, he would continue on his trip to Asia Minor. Palmers-

ton thought that Russia had no right to complain against his 

emplClyment. 
2 

Two Polish officers accompanied Chrzanowski. 

As the Porte had not informed the British government about 

the number of officers required, Palmerston decided to send only 

two British officers for the instruction of the Turkish army 

until the Porte had stated a specifie number. Lt. Colonel Consi­

dine of the Fifty-Third Regiment was selected to train the Turk­

ish infantry and Captain Du Plat, of the Royal Engineers, to 

organize the Department of Engineers in the Turkish army.J 

1 C. K. Webster, The Forei~ Policy of Palmerston, 1830 - 1841. 

London, 1951, pp. 544 - 5 5. 
2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 7, 18)6& F.O. 78/271. 

J Same to same, April 28, 18)6& ~. 
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'rhe Sultan requested Chrzanowski to travel incognito 

through the vicinity of Constantinople, so he could meet 

secretly with the Seraskier Pasha. 1 As Chrzanowski arrived in 

Turkey in the middle of May 1836, at the beginning of the 

Churchill affair, the Sultan hesitated to send Hosrew Pasha~othe 

Pole, apparently waiting to see whether the British government 

would support Ponsonby's demands. Chrzanowski was impatient, 

living incognito and isolated2 for more than six months. 'rhe 

Russians finally discovered that the Sultan considered employ­

ing a Polish officer, and demanded that Chrzanowski should be 

surrendered to the Russian government. 

Ponsonby pledged to give Chrzanowski protection Hat aIl 

risk," and also sent the Pole a British passport. 3 Chrzanowski, 

Ponsonby believed, had a right to be employed by Great Britain 

in Turkey, because Hantechery, Russia's first dragoman, had 

been involved in conspiracies in Constantinople during the 

Greek Revolution and had been obliged to flee for his life.4 

However, as the Russians had agents throughou t 'rurkey, and 

Mahmoud promised him no portection, Chrzanowski feared for his 

life. Ponsonby noted: "the Sultan trembles when Russia orders 

for he has no belief in probability of receiving aid from 

anybody, if he should venture to oppose his Master. u5 

Chrzanowski requested Ponsonby to permit him to return to 

Malta. Although Ponsonby thought that the Pole could do "great 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 16, 1836: B.P. 

2 Same to July 21, 1836: ibid. same, 

3 Same to same, March 1, 1837: ibid. 

4 Ibid. 

5 Same to same, March 15, 1837: 1.2!l!. 
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things," and could be "employed in case of war" in helping to 

detach aIl the Poles and many Russians in the Russian army, 

the ambassador felt that he would be wrong in oppos1ng 

Chrzanowski' s wi sh to leave 'rurkey.l Before he leftrurkey, 

Chrzanowski saw Halil Pasha, who had replaced Hosrew Pasha in 

November as Seraskier Pasha. 'rhe 'rurk tried to convince 

Chrzanowski that the Porte would have employed him had he come 

directly to him, but Chrzanowski was able to expose Halil Pasha's 

lie, placing the responsibility upon the porte. 2 During his 

residence in Turkey, Chrzanowski did no more than draw up a 

plan for the defence of Turkey, which Pertev Pasha approved and 

submitted to the Sultan. 3 

At the beginning of June 1836, Considine arrived in 

Constantinople and soon obtained an interview with the Seraskier 

Pasha, who told him that he would ask the Sultan the number of 

British officers required.4 Although the Seraskier Pasha never 

gave Considine a specifie number of officers required, Considine 

requested the British government to send a number of officers 

and non-commissioned officers. Prevented by the Churchill 

affair from receiving attention, Considine complained that he 

was neglected and that the Porte showed a lack of courtesy. 

Ponsonby urged him not to be impatient, and to collect information 

which could later be valuable. 5 Not until October did Considine 

receive an interview with the Seraskier Pasha. In the interview 

1 Same to same, April 7, 1837: ibid. 
2 Same to April 25, 1837: ~. same, 

3 Same to same, Mar ch 15, 1837: ibid. 

4 Same to same, June 28, 1836: F.O. 78/275. 

5 Same to same, July 21, 1836: F.O. 78/276. 
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the Seraskier Pasha informed him that he could not give him 

a commission in the Turkish army, and had the Porte known that 

he would accept only a commission, he would have answered long 

before. When Considine claimed that he had more than once 

asked for a commission, Hosrew Pasha answered that the Porte 

had misunderstood, and he could be employed only if he were 

subjected to the command of the junior officer in the regiment. 

rhe Seraskier Pasha assigned religious reasons for the Portets 

refusaI to grant him a commission. 1 

'fhe Porte, Ponsonby was convinced, was making excuses, and 

the Seraskier Pasha had intended to give Considine a commission, 

but had changed his mind because he could not " res ist superior 

power. 1I Ponsonby noted to Palmerston that he had picked a 

poor time to arrange a meeting between Considine and the Porte, 

but the measure had been forced upon him "by circumstances which 

it would be tedious to detail.,,2 Reluctant to press the employ-

ment of the officers until the Churchill affair had been 

concluded, Ponsonby informed the Porte that the British govern-

ment would not request the Porte to do anything which conflicted 

with religion. Considine was advised by Ponsonby to leave 

rurkey; the ambassador believed Considine now could do nothing 

inrurkey.3 

After Considine's departure Reschid Bey, the new 'furkish 

ambassador to London, informed Palmerston that Considine had 

left without giving the Porte notice, and the Porte was still 

1 Considine to Ponsonby, October 11, 1836: enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, October 11, 18)6, F.O. 78/277. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 11, 18)6: ibid. 

3 Same to same, October 20, 1836: ibid. 
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cons1der1ng Cons1d1ne's employment. Rel1g1on d1d not create 

d1ff1cult1es. the only d1ff1culty was the react10n of publ1c 

op1n1on to the appo1ntment of a Chr1st1an to a command 1n the 

Turk1sh army. Palmerston repl1ed that the Br1t1sh government 

did not des 1re that the Porte should g1ve Cons1d1ne a comm1ss1on 

in the Turkish army, but he must be g1ven author1ty to make h1s 

orders obeyed. Follow1ng h1s meet1ng with Resch1d Bey, Palmers­

ton chided Ponsonby for adv1s1ng Cons1dine to leave Constantinople, 

and ordered Ponsonby "to omit no effort" to persuade the Porte 

to employ consid1ne. 1 

Cons1dine returned to Constant1nople at the end of May, 

1837. As he could not obtain an 1mmed1ate interview with the 

Seraskier Pasha, Cons1dine suggested that he should go to Asia 

M1nor to see the Turkish army in the f1eld and Ponsonby agreed. 2 

Cons1d1ne visited Haf1z Pasha, who had been g1ven command of 

the army after Resch1d Pasha's death. Heanwh1le, Ponsonby 

de11cately presented the employment of Brit1sh officers to the 

Porte. He noted to Palmerston 1 "There are immense d1fficulties 

1n the way of success, and l do not expect to obta1n it. I,3 

Pertev Pasha, Ponsonby po1nted out, did not oppose h1s 

representat1ons, but he would not support them "t1ll after he 

shall have seen his way more clearly." Great Br1tain could not 

expect the Sultan to employ British officers unless she gave 

"him a sufficient guarantee that she would protect him against 

the resentment of Russia." Feeling that ~a vigourous and real" 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, February 4, 18371 F.O. 78/300. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 8, 1837: F.O. 78/303. 

J Same to same, August 7, 18371 F.O. 78/304. 
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Br1t1sh influence did not ex1st 1n Constant1nople, Ponsonby 

suggested to Palmerston that for the present the best measure 

Great Br1tain could take would be to unite the British engineers 

w1th the Pruss1an engineers, and limit act1vities to 1mprov1ng 

1 
the Turk1sh art1llery. However, Ponsonby cont1nued seeking 

employment for Cons1dine. 

Palmerston 1nstructed Ponsonby to ask the Porte to send 

Du Plat to Varna w1th the Pruss1an eng1neers. Expect1ng 

host1l1ty at the Porte, Ponsonby secretly commun1cated w1th 

Pertev Pasha, request1ng the Kiahaya Bey to send Palmerston's 

1nstruct1on through the usual channel to the Sultan. Pertev 

Pasha agreed, decid1ng to abandon h1s non-comm1ttal posit1on. 

When Pertev Pasha broached the subject to the Porte, he encountered 

oppos1t1on, but the Sultan commanded the reluctant Halil Pasha 

to request Ponsonby "1n his own name" that Du Plat should 

2 
accompany the Prussian officers to Varna. 

The employment of Brit1sh off1cers was more d1fficult to 

arrange. Halil Pasha objected upon two groundsl 1} the Br1t1sh 

off1cers would not be useful because the Br1tish military 

system d1ffered from the French system, employed in the Turk1sh 

armYI and 2} the Porte would have to 1nform the Russ1ans that 

Br1t1sh off1cers would be employed, and the Russ1ans would 

object. 3 To a1d h1m to counter the oppos1tion at the Porte against 

the employment of Br1tish off1cers, Pertev Pasha suggested to 

l Same to 
2 Same to 

3 Same to 

same, 

same, 

same, 

August 8, 18371 B.P. 

August 8, 1837' F.O. 78/305. 

September 5, 18371 1b1d. 
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Ponsonby that he should write a letter refuting Halil Pasha's 

contentions. Pertev Pasha suggested that the letter should 

state that the British officers were acquainted with the French 

military system, British officers had trained the Portugese to 

fight Napoleon's armies, and as the Sultan was an inde pendent 

ruler, he could employ any foreign officer. Ponsonby wrote a 

note "containing exactly" Pertev Pasha's suggestions. 1 

Nevertheless, the Porte still hesitated, and meanwhile 

Halil Pasha organized an intrigue against Pertev Pasha. 'rhe 

Russians may have been involved indirectly, for Aristarchi, a 

notorious Russian partisan, seems to have aided Halil Pasha and 

his party in the Divan. In the second week of September, Pertev 

Pas ha was deposed, and was replaced by Akif Effendi. 2 Not 

content with merely his deposition, Pertev Pasha's enemies 

persuaded the Sultan to poison him. 

Fearing that Pertev Pasha's fall would doom the plan to 

employ Considine, Ponsonby instructed F. Pisani to obtain an 

explicit answer from the Porte whether Considine would be em-

ployed. To prevent the Porte from resorting to excuses, F. 

Pisani was instructed to say that pay was unimportant and the 

British officers did not desire commands.) Akif Effendi told 

F. Pisani that four officers, Considine, Captain Campbell, Du 

Plat and Lieutenant Knowles, and three sergeants recommended by 

Ponsonby, would be employed.4 But when Du Plat was sent by 

1 Ibid. 

2 Same to same, September 16, 1837: ibid. 

3 Same to same, September 20, 1837: ibid. 

4 Same to same, October 3, 18371 F.O. 78/306. 
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the Turk was non-commlttal. 1 
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Hall1 Pasha saw Consldlne, Du Plat and Knowles on October 

19. The Seraskler Pasha sa1d that he would glve Consldlne the 

rwelfth Reglment of four battallons. When Consld1ne noted 

that the Porte appeared to des 1re hls employment merely as an 

lnstructor, whlch he could not accept, Hall1 Pasha replled that 

he would be more than an lnstructor, and the Turklsh colonel 

commandlng the reglment would be lnstructed to obey hls orders .. 

on the d1sclpllne of the troops on the f1eld and ln the barracks. 

Campbell was promlsed a squadron of cavalry and Knowles a 

battery of artlllery. Cons1dlne requested one Brltlsh offlcer 

for each bataIllon and one non-commlssloned offlcer for each 

company. Hall1 Pasha replled that the Porte could not permlt 

the employment of so many fore1gners and he trled persuadlng 

Consldlne that he dld not need more than a Lleutenant-Colonel 

and a Major to serve under hlm. 'rhe Turk added that the Sultan 

dld not want to change the French system employed ln the 'rurklsh 

army. Although Consldlne reallzed that Hall1 Pasha opposed the 

employment of Brltlsh offlcers, he played lnto hls hands by 

requestlng a mlnlmum of twenty non-commlssloned offlcers for 

the lnfantry, two for the cavalry and four offlcers for the 

2 
cavalry. 

After Consld1ne's request was studled by the Porte, Hall1 

Pa sha , on October 26, told Consldlne that he would be glven the 

reglment as promised, Campbell a squadron of cavalry and Knowles 

1 Same to same, October 4, 18371 ~. 

2 Consldine to Ponsonby, October 19, 18371 enclosure Ponsonby 

to Palmerston, November 7, 18371 ~. 



a company of art1llery, but the Porte could not g1ve the 

three off1cers non-comm1ss1oned off1~ers or off1cers to ass1st 

them. Should add1t1onal Br1t1sh off1cers and non-comm1ss1oned 

off1cers be employed, Russ1a and France would demand the same 

pr1v1lege. Hal1l Pasha added that the Porte des1red to retaln 

her m111tary system, and would employ Cons1d1ne, Knowles and 

Campbell only to show Turk1sh fr1endsh1p for Great Br1ta1n. 

Cons1d1ne rep11ed that he could not 1nstruct a reg1ment w1th­

out the a1d of off1cers and non-comm1ss1oned off1cers.1 At a 

th1rd meet1ng on November 6, Ha111 Pasha told Cons1d1ne that 

when the Porte had requested Br1t1sh off1cers, 1t had not known 

that the Eng11sh and French m111tary systems d1ffered. The 

Turk cla1med that Br1t1sh Off1cers would be useless, but the 

Sultan, to show h1s fr1endsh1p for Great Br1ta1n, would g1ve 

Cons1d1ne a decorat1on. 2 

However, the Porte kept 1ts prom1se to send Du Plat to 

Varna w1th the Pruss1an off1cers. Halil Pasha 1nformed Du Plat 

that he would be', sent to Schumla, S11estr1a and Rustchuk 

and several passes 1n the Balkans as well as Varna. 3 This 

111ustrates that Mahmoud d1d not completely trust the Pruss1an 

eng1neers who had been endorsed by the Russ1ans. Accompan1ed 

by E. P1san1, who served as h1s interpreter, Du Plat left for 

Varna on November 13.4 

In December, on Palmerston's 1nstruct1ons, Ponsonb,y 

1 Same to same, October 26, 18371 enclosure .!l2!9:.. 
2 Same to same, November 6, 18371 enclosure ~. 
3 Du Plat to Ponsonby, November 4, 1837' enclosure ~. 
4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, November 13, 1837' ~. 
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requested Vogorides to ask Halil Pasha whether Chrzanowski 

could be employed. When Vogorides asked Halil Pasha, the latter 

replied that Hantechery, the Russian dragoman, had made three 

representations against Chrzanowski's employment. The Seraskier 

Pasha saià that the Pole for the present could not be employed 

in Constantinople. Vogorides then suggested that Chrzanowski 

could be usefUl at Hafiz Pasha's headquarters in Asia Minor, 

and Halil Pasha agreed, promising to send the Pole to Hafiz 

Pasha.1 Chrzanowski returned to Turkey and, given denization 

papers by the British government, he served for a time as an 

advisor to Hafiz Pasha. 

The Porte's vacillation upon the employment of British 

officers illustrates the exten,t to which the British govern­

ment's refUsal to support Ponsonby during the Churchill Affair 

had hurt British influence. Ponsonby refused to blame the 

Porte for its failure to employ the officers, rather he 

reproached his government for not instilling in the Turks 

"confidence" in Great Bri tain. 'rhe Porte, Ponsonby maintained 

in a private letter to Palmerston, would "not trust to any thing 

less than a specific promise" that the British government would 

"defend them under given circumstances." Nor would Ponsonby 

criticize Considine's uncompromising position in respect to his 

employment. The ambassador reasoned that as Halil Pasha's half 

measures would have accomplished little for the Turkish army and 

would have turned many bigoted Turks against Great Britain, 

Considine had acted correctly in refUsing to compromise. 2 

1 Same to same, December 7, 1837' B.P. 

2 Same to same, November 8, 1837' ibid. 



Palmerston, however, was 1ncensed, and ordered Ponsonby to 

1nform the Porte "that 1ts conduct upon th1s matter had been such 

as to afford to Great Br1ta1n Just cause of offence." Moreover, 

Ponsonby was 1nstructed to return to the Porte all the decorat1ons 

g1ven by the Sultan to the Br1t1sh off1cers, and to state that 

the Brit1sh government d1d not cons1der the decorations warranted 

by serv1ces .rendered. 1 

C. Negot1at10ns for a Commercial Treaty 

After he subm1tted the Br1t1sh Commerc1al Convention to 

the Porte in October, 1836, Ponsonby took no measures to support 

it. The ambassador felt that 1f he pressed negotiations, the 

Russ1ans would interfere. As the convent1on was des1gned to 

1ncrease Turkish corn export to Great Br1tain, which would hurt 

Russian export from Odessa, the Russ1ans had reason to object to 

1t. Ponsonby pointed out: "As things stand at present, Russia 

is able to make her will the Law. fl2 

At the end of December, 1836, the Turks informed Ponsonby 

that they objected to the second, th1rd, four th , f1fth and 

s1xth art1cles of the Commerc1al Convent10n subm1tted to the 

Porte. The second art1cle prov1ded that after a payment of three 

per cent dut y, a Br1t1sh mer chant could send an art1cle to any 

part of Turkey to be sold w1thout add1t1onal dut y; the Porte 

1nsisted that the purchaser also should pay dut Y upon the article. 

The th1rd art1cle spec1f1ed that the value of the merchand1se 

should be the art1cle's pr1ee at the place of or1g1n. the Turks 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 8, 1837: F.O. 78/300. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 19, 1836: F.O. 78/277. 
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deslred that the artlc1e's va1ue shou1d be the prlce ln 

Constantlnop1e. The fourth artlcle provlded that any Turklsh 

product cou1d be exportedf a prohlbltlon upon the export of 

graln, the Porte argued, had been ln ,.exlstence slnce the beglnnlng 

of the Emplre. The flfth artlcle speclfled that a hlgher dut Y 

should be levled on Turklsh exports than the three per cent now 

levled, the Porte c1almed that an lncrease ln dut Y would not 

compensate for the revenue lost should monopolles be abollshed. 

The slxth artlcle ellmlnated translt dut y, but the Porte was 

reluctant to abo11sh the three per eent duty.1 

Ponsonby selected three Brltlsh Commlssloners to dlseuse 

unofflclally the conventlon wlth the 'rurklsh Commlssloner, Tahir 

Bey, lnstruetlng the ëommlssloners to do not more than point 

out the advantages of the conventlon. They could not blnd the 

Brltlsh government to anythlng. Ponsonby promlsed Palmerston 

that he would try to show the Porte that the monopoly on grain 

drove the cu1tlvators from thelr land, and 'rurkey would beneflt 

shou1d the monopoly be abollshed. 2 But Ponsonby showed 11ttle 

energy, fearlng that hls lnfluence at the Porte was too weak to 

try to carry so lmportant a convent10n. Powerful Turks, who 

wou1d lose the1r fortunes if monopo11es were abolished, would 

comb1ne w1th the Russ1ans to form a form1dable barr1er agalnst 

the convent1on. 3 

T1me, Ponsonby thought, was Great Br1ta1n's "best a11y," 
J and the convent1on m1ght be obta1ned "by pat1ence and perseverance." 

1 Same to same, December 26, 1836. F.O. 78/278. 

2 ~. 

3 Same to same, January 4, 1837. F.O. 78/301. 
4 Same to same, February 6, 1837. ~. 



The ambassador belleved that he was ln as good a posltlon as he 

could expect, and was "confldent" lt was "due to the manner" ln 

whlch the questlon had been conducted that he had "not already 

falled."l However, lf the obstacles ln the way of the conventlon 

"be found lnsuperable at present," the Brltlsh government could 

negotlate a "Tarlff f2.!: !!:. short perlod 2f. ~." Ponsonby refused 

to~' àr.<ié~; the commlssloners to negotlate offlclally untll the 
2 Brltlsh government ordered hlm to do so. 

In the mlddle of February, 1837, the Russlan government, 

ln keeplng wlth lts lntentlon to demonstrate to the Powers lts 

dlslnterestedness ln 'furkey, consented to abandon lts tarlff, and 

accept one slmllar to the tarlff granted to Great Brltaln. Thls 

was a turnlng polnt ln Ponsonby's attltude towards conductlng 

negotlatlons. A month before, he had wrltten to Palmerston that 

the Russlan tarlff could "materlally, perhaps fatally, lnterfere" 

wlth negotlatlons. 3 After thls Russlan actlon, Ponsonby's 

dlspalr turned to optlmlsm, and he wrote that Russla would be 

"unable to reslst wlth effect the strenuous exertlon" of Brltlsh 
_ 4 

lnfluence ln Constantlnople. To lncrease hls effectlveness, 

Ponsonby obtalned the ald of d'Eyrague who had commenced 

negotlatlons upon a tarlff for France. A crltlc of the Turklsh 

monopoly system, d'Eyrague appeared to be a valuable ally. 

Ponsonby belleved that lf France manlfested her support of Great 

1 Same to same, January 4, 1837 • .!J?l..Q;. 
2 Same to January 24, 1837. ~. same, 

3 Same to same, January 4, 1837' lbld. -
4 Same to same, Fe bruary 18, 1837' ~. 
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Britain's proposals, ait is possible that Russia may not choose to 
1 try to do that which she may probably be unable to accomplish." 

D'Eyrague sent the French commissioners to commence 

negotiations with Tahir Bey. Ponsonby decided that the English 

commissioners should delay their discussions with Tahir Bey until 

the latter had expressed the Portets feelings to the French 

commissioners. 2 Meanwhile, Ponsonby increased his pressure upon 

the Porte, demonstrating the benefits Turkey would recelve from 

the British Commerclal Oonvention. But prospects for a convention 

did not appear too bright, as the French commissioners encountered 

an unfavourable reaction to the abolition of monopolies. 3 

At the end of February, Houloosi Pasha informed Ponsonby 

that he would give Tahir Bey instructions to meet jointly with 

the British, French and Austrian commissioners. However, Pon-

sonby calculated that he would hurt hls position if he permltted 

his commlssloners to act ln conjunctlon wlth the other 

commissioners, for Austrla and France sought only tariffs. Henèe, 

he decllned, arguing that he had no instructlons, moreover, he 

malntalned that as the Brltlsh government already had made 

proposals, the Porte should make counter proposals before 

dlscussions began. As the Porte malntalned that the old tariff 

was no longer bindlng, Ponsonby warned Houloosl pasha that the 

British and French embassies would hold the Porte accountable for 

any departure from the old tarlff while negotlatlons were being 

conducted.4 Ponsonby believed that thls measure would be "the 

1 .!lli. 

2 Same to same, March 1, 18371 F.O. 78/302. 

3~. 

4 Same to same, March 15, 18371 ~. 
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arm that can be used with most force against the Porte in the 

present case," for the old tariff fixed values for articles, 

and inflation had doubled priees since the treaty had been 

signed. l 

On March 20, Ponsonby instructed the three British commis­

sioners, Black, Sarell and Wright, to discuss alone with Tahir 

Bey the defects in the system of commerce bet\'leen Great Bri tain 

and Turkey and the Portets obj~ctions to the British Commercial 

Convention. The commissioners had no authority to bind the 

2 British government to any measure. Noting that the Porte 

appeared relue tant to accept a commercial convention, the ambas-

sador decided upon limiting his Quest to a tariff, including in 

it as many provisions as possible from the British Commercial 

Convention. After the British commissioners had had preliminary 

dlscussions with Tahir Bey, Ponsonby decided that the French 

commissioners for the present should proceed alone, and withdrew 

the British commissioners from the discussions. 3 

Ponsonby and d'Eyrague agreed that the French commissioners 

should insist that forei3n merchants should not be obliged to 

pay dut Y upon articles bought in one part and sent to another 

part of Turksy, for internal duties were contrary to the "spirit 

and letter" of the British and French capitulations. All duties 

upon articles should be strictly defined, and forei5n merchants 

should be permitted to pay the duties at one time and in one 

l Ibid. 

2 Ponsonby 
Ponsonby 

3 Ponsonby 

to 
to 

to 

Black, Sarell and Wright, March 20, 1837: enclosure 
Palmerston, March 29, 1837, No. 61: ibid. 

Palmerston, May 9, 1837: F.O. 7~/303. 
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place. Dutles could not be altered wlthout prevlous notlce by 

the Porte. Every monopoly permltted b,y the Porte should be a 

general monopoly, no person should be exempted from the monopoly, 

and the prohlbltlon, when llft'ed, should be llfted for everyone. 1 

The French commlssloners made some progress ln dlscusslons 

wlth Tahlr Bey. Ponsonby pald trlbute to d'Eyrague's energy 

and ablllty, and noted. "1 should have had much greater dlfflculty 

than M. d'Eyrague ln obtalnlng, as he has done, the concurrence 

of the Austrlan and Russlan Mlsslons and certalnly my acts would 

have been regarded by them wl th much more jealousy. 'fhls was 

one great reason wlth me for wlshlng to leave aIl the prellmlnary 

work ln the hands of M. d'Eyrague, to whlch l wlll add that l 

was sure he could execute lt better than myself. n2 Nevertheless, 

Tahlr Bey, who led the factlon at the Porte whlch opposed 

monopolles, constantly trled to frustrate the efforts of the 

Brltlsh and French embassles. 3 The only mlnlster at tbe Porte 

who appeared lncllned to champlon the abolltlon of monopolles 

was Pertev Pasha. In the latter part of June, the Klahaya Bey 

lnformed Ponsonby that he was framlng a report to the Sultan 

settlng out arguments ln favour of the ambassador's proposals. 4 

However, Pertev Pasha fell from power ln September, leavlng Pon-

sonby wlthout a champlon at the Porte. 

At the beglnnlng of July, Houloosl Pasha dled, and was 

succeeded as Rels Effendl by Reschld Bey, who was ln London. 

1 
~. 

2 Same to same, May 9, 1837: ~. 

3 Same to same, June 21, 1837: l:bld. 

4 Same to same, June 4, 1837: lbld. 
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Negotlatlons were suspended untl1 Reschld Bey's return to 

ConstantlnoPle. l Roussln arrlved ln Constantlnople at the 

beglnnlng of August. Ponsonby, still unable to forglve Roussin 

for the part he had played durlng the Churchl11 Affair, placed 

no confldence ln the French ambassador, writlng to Palmerston 

that he would "conslder lt necessary" that he "should act wlth 

great cautlon" ln his relatlons wlth Roussln. 2 When negotlatlons 

were resumed at the beginnlng of 1839, Ponsonby dld not place 

the same rellance upon Roussin as he had upon d'Eyrague. 

Although negotlatlons were suspended during the latter 

half of 1837, Ponsonby was stl11 actlve. The party, whlch 

deslred to frustrate the tar1ff, contlnued trylng to persuade 

the Porte to reject the proposaIs submltted by the Brltlsh 

and French embassles. When Ponsonby learned that Ak1f Effendl 

deslred a d1fferent tarlff, he warned hlm that should Great 

Brlta1n, France and Austrla not recelve satlsfactory tarlffs, 

they would demand that the Porte should repay all dut1es now 

11legally levled. 3 Desplte thls warning, the Porte,cla1mlng 

that the old tarlff had exp1red, contlnued to levy dutles based 

upon current prlces ln Constantlnople. 

Ponsonby had commenced negotlatlons upon a tarlff on h1s 

own respons1b11lty, wlthout waltlng for Palmerston's lnstruct1ons. 

After we1gh1ng Ponsonby's suggestlon that Great Brlta1n should 

1 Same to same, July 4, 18371 F.O. 78/304. 

2 Same to same, September 6, 18371 F.Oc 78/305. 

3 Same to same, November 7, 18371 F.O. 78/306. 
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accept a tarlff, Palmerston wrote to Ponsonby, on August 4, 
that the Britlsh government considered that lts goals could be 
attalned only in a commerclal conventlon, but would be prepared 
to accept the "lmperfect arrangement- Ponsonby had suggested 
should a 'commerclal conventlon be unattalnable. Palmerston 
lnformed Ponsonby that the Brltlsh government could not agree 
to a small addltion to the three per cent lmport dut Y on goods 
ln transit through Turkey, whlch Ponsonby had suggested, but 
hls other suggestlons could be lnserted ln a tarlff -ln the 
form and in the term whlch shall be most blndlng upon the Porte."l 

In spite of the momentary reversaI lmposed by Pertev Pasha's 
deposltion, ~onsonby slowly re-established hls lnfluence in 
the latter part of 1837. Ponsonby enjoyed the goodwlll ot 
Pertev Pasha's successor, Akif Effendi, as the latter could not 
forgive the Russians for abandoning him during the Churchill 
Affalr. As fear of Russia was declining among the 'rurks, tlme 
favoured Ponsonby. Under these circumstances, the Russlans 
attempted to arrest the decline of their influence by ahandonlng 
thelr tariff, and in so doing strengthened Ponsonby's hand in 
negotiatlons for a commercial convention. 



CHAPTER VI. THE ESTABLISHMENT OF BRITISH INFLUENCE 

A. The Treaty of Balta Liman 

During the latter half of 1837, Ponsonby had begun to 

recover the influence he had lost during the Churchill Affair, but 

Russian ascendancy still appeared to be unassailable. However, 

with the new year came unexpected opportunities to continue his 

struggle with the Russian embassy. Bouteneff, who commanded the 

respect and obedience of the Turks, took leave of absence, return­

ing only at the end of summer, 1838. His temporary replacement, 

Baron Ruckman, who during his term as Russian consul in Bucharest 

had achieved notoriety for his manipulation of the Hospodars and 

assemblies in the Principalities, lacked Bouteneff's prestige1 

and ability, and proved to be a less formidable adversary for 

Ponsonby. 

Reschid Bey returned to Constantinople in January, 1838, 

and at the end of the month was created a Pasha. Educated in 

France, Reschid Pasha was orlented towards Great Britain and 

France, and imbued with the spirit of reforme When he returned 

to Constantinople, he found the Porte in a state of confusion and 

the Sultan exclusively preoccupied by the idea of crushing Mehemet 

Ali. Noting that Mahmoud desired money to improve his army and 

obtain British support in crushing the Egyptian Pasha, Reschid 

Pasha realized that a commercial convention could be used to 

reform Turkey, increase her revenue, and persuade Great Britain 

to support Mahmoud against Mehemet Ali. Consequently, the 

negotiation of the commercial convention and Mahmoud's preparation 

1 Ruckman held the rank of chargé d'affaires, which placed him 
at a disadvantage to Ponsonby. 
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for wsr were connected. Bouteneff's absence, combined with the 

return of Reschid Pasha, gave Ponsonby an opportunity to undertake 

new measures to weaken Russian influence. 

Soon after he assumed his position as Reis Effendi, Reschid 

Pasha was instructed by the Sultan, who was disquieted by Mehemet 

Ali's warlike concentrations in the vicinity of Bagdad and the 

Taurus Mountains, to request Ponsonby to state whether his govern­

ment considered the Pasha's measures aggressive actions.! As he 

had no instructions, Ponsonby sought to avoid giving the impression 

that the British government would condone a war, yet he recognized 

that an unfavourable or non-commital answer would jeopordize hls 

lnfluence with the Sultan. Consequently, the ambassador replied 

that an attack upon the Sultan's terrl'tory would not be "any 

thing less than equivalent to a declaratlon of warM by Mehemet 

Ali, but avoided committing Great Britaln by stating that she 

would do Hthat whlch would be Most consistent wlth the interests 

of England ln such a case,H and the Sultan knew Great Britaln's 

lnterests. Ponsonby suggested that the Porte should act with 

the most scrupulous prudence ln this 
crlsls. It wlll be the pollcy of Mehemet 
AIl to endeavour to make the Sublime Porte 
the aggressor, and lf the Subllme Porte 
shall be decelved and entrapped into any 
measures. that May answer the views of the 
Pasha, the Sublime Porte wlll act with 
infinite lndiscretion and want of skill 
in politicks, and will give an immense 
advantage to Mehemet Ali. The SUblime 
Porte cannot gain anythlng by attempting 
to brlng on a cri sis by finesse on this 
occasion •••• If Mehemet AIl ventures to 
attack the Sublime Porte, l am of opinion 
he will thereby occasion hls own destruction. 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 10, 18)81 F.O. 78/)29B. 



The Sublime Porte cannot lose anything 
by patience and prudence. 1 

Ponsonby's comments seem to have pleased Reschid Pasha, who 

promised that the Porte would follow a defensive policy.2 

157. 

However, Mahmoud was not completely satisfied with Ponsonby's 

observations, and instructed Reschid Pasha to obtain explicit 

answers to three questionsl 1) should an attack upon Bagdad by 

Mehemet Ali constitute a declaration of war and should the army 

in Bagdad be too weak to resist Mehemet Ali, could the Sultan 

send troops to Bagdad to repel the Pasha's invasion; 2) should 

Mehemet Ali attack the Sultan's forces in As.ia Mtnor, could the 

Turkish army °repel the invaders; and 3) could the Sultan now 

build up his artillery in Asia Minor. 3 Ponsonby, on February 8, 

replied that as an attack by Mehemet Ali would be an act of war, 

the Porte had "the Right to take such measures for defence, as 

it may thlnk fit, and those measures cannot be subject to any 

control except that of prudence and wisdom of the S. Porte," and 

milltary men alone could decide whether the artl1lery should be 

strengthened in Asia Minor. He added that the Sultan should 

"carefully examine" his milltary resources before engaging in a 

war with Mehemet Ali, as RA defeat might oblige the Porte to seek 

aid from Allies who might eventually abuse their power and sub­

jugate the nation they had succoured. Well concerted defensive 

measures would probably be best for the Sublime Porte to adopt, 

and such prudent delay will afford time to the Governments of 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, January 26, 18381 enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, February 10, 1838, ibid. 

2 F. Pisani to Ponsonby, January 29, 1838, enclosure ibid. 

3 Same to same, February 6, 1838: enclosure ~. 
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England and France to obtain knowledge of the fact that the Sultan 

had been unjustly attacked, and the status quo endangered by his 

enemy...... The Powers th en would be obliged to interfere, and 

would "disable Mehemet Ali from ever again giving umbrage to the 

Sublime Porte."l 

Believing that the Turks were "not only ignorant, but 

impatient and inattentive, and truth must be driven into them 

by the renewal" of his efforts, Ponsonby, two days later, sent 

another message, which was similar to the previous.one, to Reschid 

Pasha. Ponsonby suggested that it was "a thousand times less 

evil for the Sultan to make his army retire no matter how far, 

than to allow it to receive a severe check or defeat." F. Pisani 

was instructed to repeat these arguments "often," if necessary.2 

These arguments were well received by Reschid Pasha,.who 

promised that the Porte would be prudent. 3 Yet the Porte's 

answer could not b~ relied upon. However, the Sultan's apprehen-

sions declined when he learned that an insurrection had broken 

out in Syria.4 With Ibrahim occupied in crushing the rebellion, 

Mahmoud had little to fear fram Mehemet Ali. 

Although Palmerston did not comment upon Ponsonby's answers 

to Reschid Pasha, the answers were in some respects a departure 

from the Foreign Secretary's previous instructions. In his 

instructions in December, 1835, Palmerston clearly stated that 

the Peace of Kutaya bound the Sultan as well as Mehemet Ali. 

Ponsonby had refused to accept thls argument in 1835, and by 1838 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, February 8, 1838, enclosure ~. 

2 Same to same, February 10, 1838, enclosure ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 13, 1838a F.O. 78/330. 

4 Same to same, February 20, 1838a ~. 



159. 

his att1tude had not changed. Yet 1s is diff1cult to crit1cize 

Ponsonby's conduct, as he may have been correct when he asserted 

that if the arguments presented were not caut10usly worded, they 

would do no more than antagon1ze the Turks, and perhaps lead the 

frustrated Sultan to embark upon his contemplated measures. 

While Reschid Pasha, at the beginning of March, gave Tahir 

Bey full powers to negotiate a tariff,l the commissioners of the 

two sides failed to meet unt11 April. However, during th1s lull 

Ponsonby was not inactive. Rather than 11mit h1s quest to a 

simple tar1ff, Ponsonby sought an agreement wh1ch 1ncluded the 

abolition of monopolies. To w1n over the Turks, he argued that 

the abol1tion of monopolies would be a blow to Mehemet Ali's 

power,2 mingling this with a threat to insist upon the British 

Commercial Convention should the Porte not quickly settle the 

tariff. Moreover, he continued to assert that the old tariff 

was still in force.) 

As Roussin was jealous of the prestige he had acquired, 

Ponsonby did not contemplate receiving the same co-operation from 

him as he had from d'Eyrague. Although Roussin agreed to insist 

upon the maintenance of the old tariff while negotiat1ons cont1n­

ued, he maintained that a small increase in transit dut Y should 

be granted as a concession to the Porte. It is possible that 

Roussin was acting dlrectly upon instructions from his government, 

as France's transit trade through Turkey was but a fraction of 

Great Britain's. However, Ponsonby suspected that the French 

ambassador probably was acting upon his initiat1ve. Thinking 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, March 15, 18)8: ~. 
2 Same to same, March 14, 18)8: ~. 
) Same to same, March 12, 18)8: ibid. 
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that nit would be mischievous to the cause to have a division 

between England and France," Ponsonby was careful in avoiding in 

his "language to the Ambassador running counter to any opinion 

he may have formed." At the same time, Ponsonby "stated the 

positive refusal" of the British government "to admit of the 
1 Dut y." 

The unreliaële Roussin soon decided against insisting that 

the old tariff still was in force. cautious not to offend the 

Frenchman, Ponsonby skilfully tried persuading him to change his 

mind. Stürmer, who also was negotiating a tariff and supported 

Ponsonby's position on the old tariff, promised that he would use 
2 

his influence upon Roussin. At the same time, Ponsonby requested 

that Palmerston apply pressure upon the French government to 

instruct Roussin to co-operate with the British and Austrian 

embassies. 3 Finally, in the middle of April, Roussin notified 

Ponsonb,y that he would support his representations to the Porte 

upon the old tariff.4 

At the beginning of April, Reschid Pasha and Ponsonby agreed 

that the British commissioners would meet with Tahir Bey on 

Wednesdays and Fridays.5 The commissioners made steady progress 

upon fixing the priees of articles. Meanwhile, Ponsonby pressed 

the Turks to accept the British Commercial Convention, and indeed 

succeeded in laying the Convention before the Sultan. However, 

as Pertev Pasha was no longer in power, Ponsonby did not have a 

1 Same to same, March 9, 18381 ~. 
2 Same to March 18, 1838. !.l2.!S. same, 

3 Same to same, March 27, 1838. ~. 
4 Same to same, April 13, 1838. ~. 
5 Same to same, April 9, 1838. ~. 
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reliable minister to present his arguments to the Sultan and 

defend them in the Divan. Consequently, the ambassador requested 

Palmerston to inform the Turkish ambassador that if the Porte dld 

not accept Great Britain's proposals, she would demand the strict 

enforcement of her capitulations. If the Turkish ambassador were 

told that the details of this communication would be sent to the 

embassy in Constantinople, the Porte could not withhold the 

communiqué from the sultan. 1 

Considering Reschid Pasha, the most progressive Turkish 

minister, a potential ally against the reactionary element at the 

Porte, Ponsonby directed his arguments towards him, instructing 

F. Pisani to omit no argument to convince Reschid Pasha that 

monopolies should be abolished. Ponsonby's crucial argument was 

that the abolition of monopolies "will cut up by the roots the 

power of Mehemet Ali in Egypt and Syria," because the abolition 

of monopolies in Egypt "must command the exertion of ~ force 

~ influence 2f England to ensure its execution by the Pasha of 

Egypt if it shall become a Treaty between Great Britain and the 

Sublime Porte."2 Reschid Pasha, who appeared "very well disposed" 

towards the abolition of monopolies, said that many of his 

colleagues did not agree with him, but promised that he would try 

to persuade the Porte to abolish monopolies, for he knew that 

Turkey would benefit. J 

Knowing that the Seraglio was unfavourable to the abolition 

of monopolies, Ponsonby used "both lures and menaces· there, 

1 Same to same, April 16, ~8J8a ~. 

2 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, April 17, 18J8, enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, April 21, 18J8, ~. 

) Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 21, 18)81 ~. 



including a threat to demand money levied illegally.1 But the 

Seraglio could not be easily persuaded, and it remained stead­

fastly opposed to the abolition of monopolies to the day the 

Commercial Convention was signed. 
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The Porte continued to assert that the old tariff was no 

longer binding, sending, on April 16, an official note to Ponsonby 

claiming that 3,582,600 piastres were due to the Turkish custom 

house since the expiration of the old tariff on March 13, 1834.2 

Similar notes were sent to the French and Austrian ambassadors. 

Before answering the Porte's official note, Ponsonby sent F. 

Pisani to tell Reschid Pasha that the most convenient way to 

conclude the tariff question would be to accept the British 

Commercial Convention, for should the Porte not agree to the 

Commercial Convention, Great Britain, Austria and France would 

demand that the Porte should accept d'Eyrague's tariff "though 

~ less advantage yielded ~ the British Government to the 

Porte, than is contained in M. d'Eyrague's projet LSi27." If the 

Porte refused the tariff proposed by the Three Powers, they would 

demand the literaI implementation of their capitulations and that 

the old tariff still should bind the Porte; "every hour during 

which the delay of the settlement is carried on, will add largely 

to the augmentation of the present inconveniences and loss to 

the Porte,3 To this threat, Reschid Pasha replied that he wished 

to abolish monopolies, but the ambassadors unfairly tied the 

maintenance of the old tariff in force to the abolition of 

1 Ibid. 

2 Official Note by Reschid Pasha to Ponsonby, April 16, 1838& 
enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 8, 1838& F.O. 78/331. 

3 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, April 29, 1838& enclosure ~. 



16J. 

monopolies. The two were separate questions. 1 

After receiving Reschid Pasha's reply, Ponsonby sent an 

official note to the Porte, which denied that money was due to 

the Turkish custom house, and asserted that Tahir Bey had violated 

the cap1tulations by levying more dut y than fixed by the old 

tar1ff. Great Britain, Ponsonby claimed, could legally demand 

money which had been levied in v1olation of the old tar1ff. But 

as Ponsonby wanted the Porte to br1ng forward 1ts own arguments 

"without g1v1ng 1t the advantage" of hav1ng his to answer, he 

avoided "enter1ng 1nto argumentat1on. H2 

On May 10, Reschid Pasha and Ponsonby had a four hour 

conversation on Turkish affa1rs, 1n which Ponsonby endeavoured to 

persuade the Turk to accept the Commerc1al Convent1on. Ponsonby 

soon found h1mself try1ng to defend Great Brita1n's Turk1sh 

pol1cy. As Resch1d Pasha appeared to be uneasy about Great Br1-

tain's resolve to defend Turkey, Ponsonby argued that Great Br1-

tain "had been accused most unjustly" of be1ng ind1fferent to 

Turkey's secur1ty. To illustrate this he asserted that Great 

Br1ta1n ma1ntained a large fleet at Malta to protect Turkey, and 

1ts presence had forced the Russians to w1thdraw from the Straits 

after the conclusion of the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi. Russ1a 

"had ceased to threaten and to contemplate any act1ve measurea of 

coerc1on aga1nst the Porte" because she knew that the fleet would 

come to Turkey's rescue. Only Great Br1tain opposed the part1t1on 

of Turkey, but should the Sultan place himself in Russ1a's hands, 

Great Br1ta1n would seek ways to protect her 1nterests. Reschid 

1 F. Pisan1 to Ponsonby, May J, 18J8: enclosure ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 8, 18J8: F.O. 78/JJ1. 
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Pasha replied that he had persuaded the Sultan not to rely upon 

Russia's sincerity. The discussion then turned to the Commercial 

Convention. When Reschid Pasha asked Ponsonby why the Sultan 

should abolish monopolies, Ponsonby replied that the monopoly 

system ruined Turkey, Turkey's population was decreasing, and the 

Empire could "become nearly a desert," and starvation could induce 

the population of Constantinople to rise against the Sultan. The 

Sultan also had Ma personal interest:" the British government 

would be obliged to force Mehemet Ali to abolish monopolies, if 

the Sultan accepted the British Commercial convention. 1 

These observations were submitted to the Sultan by Reschid 

Pasha. On May 21, Ponsonby wrote to Palmerston that the Sultan 

had expressed in writing approval of his comments to Reschid 

Pasha, and was "disposed to consent" to the convention. Ponsonby 

promised that he would show the Sultan how the abolition of 

monopolies "would at once put money into his pocket," because he 

knew that the Sultan would accept the Commercial Convention should 

he be persuaded that it would increase his revenue. 2 

As the Powers recognized that the peace of Kutaya, which 

was only a verbal agreement, would not long be honoured by the 

Sultan or Mehemet Ali, immediately after the conclusion of the 

war between Mahmoud and the Pasha, they began discussions upon a 

permanent solution. Czar Nicholas obtained from Metternich, at 
.. 

the meeting of the Three Sovereigns at Munchengratz, an agreement 

that when the Turkish Empire appeared to be moribund, Austria 

and Russia would discuss the partition of the Empire. In the 

latter part of 18)) and the beginning of 18)4, Palmerston and 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May la, 18)8: ibid. 

2 Same to same, May 21, 18)8: B.P. 



Metternlch dlscussed the nature of a settlement in the Levant, 

but Metternich's insistance upon Russia's disinterestedness in 

Turkey persuaded Palmerston that the Powers did not have a common 

understanding of the Turkish question, and discussions would be 

fruitless. Discussions upon a conference were not resumed between 

the two statesmen until 1836, but Metternich's insistance upon 

Vienna as the site of discussions and his desire to define the 

nature of the discussions were unacceptable to Palmerston. In 

1838, the Powers seemed to be further from a solution than they 

had been in 1833. 

Soon after he conquered Syria, Mehemet Ali realized that 

the Syrians were not docile sUbjects. The revolt in 1834 was 

crushed with difficulty, and was followed by others almost every 

year. At the end of 1836, Mahmoud and Mehemet Ali opened discu-

ssions upon a permanent settlement, but as the Pasha demanded to 

retain all his conquests and Mahmoud would offer him hereditary 

rule in only Egypt and Acre, the negotiations ended with both 
1 

parties recognizing that a peaceful settlement was impossible. 

Upon learning, in the spring of 1838, that a revolt had 

broken out in Syria, the Sultan considered sending his fleet to 

encourage the Syrians. Fearing that the Sultanes action could 

spark a war, Roussin exhorted Ponsonby to co-operate with him to 

protest against Mahmoud's intentions, and convince Mahmoud to 

reduce his large army and nayY. Ponsonby termed the latter 

proposal "very near nonsense," and he declined to protest against 

sending the fleet to Syria because he had been "authorized to do 

1 Sarlm Effendi to Mehemet Ali, dated 23 Zelkadl, 12521 enclosure 

Campbell to Palmerston, April 8, 18371 F.O. 78/319. 
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no more than examine the probabl~ consequences of the appearance 

of the Sultan's Fleet in that part of the world." Ponsonby.~s true 

reason for declining Roussin's request was because he believed 

that if the Sultan were "confident of obtaining such success," 

he would "not listen to one word" said, but would "hate" the 

British government for its "interference and suspect" it. 1 

Despite Ponsonby's refusal to support him, Roussin made his 

proteste When Reschid Pasha informed him about this protest, pon­

sonby told the Turk that Roussin had no right to protest, for 

Turkey was independent. However, Ponsonby advised Reschid Pasha 

not to send the fleet because the measure would give "umbrage" 

to the French government. 2 Hence, Ponsonby, once again, 

reinforced his contention that the British government recognized 

that the Sultan was master in his own house. 

Although Mehemet Ali apparently did not know that the Sultan 

contemplated sending his fleet to encourage the Syrian insurgents, 

he blamed Mahmoud for inciting the Syrians to revolt, and was 

convinced that so long as he remained the Sultan's vassal, the 

latter would not relent in his intrigues to destroy him. Hence, 

the Pasha, on May 25, informed Campbell and Cochelet, who had 

replaced Mimaut as the French consul-general, that he intended to 

declare his independence, but before doing so he would wait until 

the British and French governments had been informed about his 

intention. Cognizant that he would weaken his position if he 

showed open defiance to the Sultan, the Pasha promised Campbell 

that he would commit no aggressive action against the Sultan 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 27, 1838: F.O. 78/331. 

2 Same to same, June 14, 1838: ibid. 



until the Powers had replied to his notification. 1 

The Sultan reacted to Mehemet Ali's statement that he would 

declare his independence by preparing his fleet to sail. When 

Ponsonby learned about Mahmoud's intention, he co-operated with 

Roussin to dissuade the Sultan. However, Ponsonby declined to 

adopt Roussin's representation that as Mehemet Ali was stronger, 

he certainly would be victorious in war, believing that this 

could give the Sultan the impression that his government favoured 

Mehemet Ali. 2 Instead, the British ambassador represented to the 

Porte that it should place "the odium of aggression" upon the 

Pasha. As Mehemet Ali would not attack the Sultan if the Turkish 

army were strong and commanded by an able general, General 

Chrzanowski should be given "virtual command" of the army in Asia 

Minor. 3 Bouteneff and Stürmer also represented against sending 

the fleet to the Syrian coast. 

Unable to resist the combined pressure of the ambassadors, 

the Porte promised Ponsonby, on June 26, that the fleet would 

remain at Mytelene for one month. Although this was not a long 

range commitment, Ponsonby felt that when this period terminated, 

he could regulate the fleet's movement "by connsel prudently 

given and calculated to avoid wounding the Sultan by unreasonable 

interference with his authority." Moreover, in these representa­

tions he would have to be careful not to give the impression 

that Great Britain favoured the Pasha, because Mahmoud's "jealousy 

on this point" was so great that if he learned that England 

"favoured his hated rival, His Majesty would gladly prefer 

submitting himself and his Empire to Russia, rather than consent 

lCampbell to Palmerston, May 25, 18381 F.O. 78/342 Pt.II. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 11, 1838& F.O. 78/331. 
3 Same to same, June 24, 1838: ~. 
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to permit us to establish Mehemet Ali in the secure possession 

of those countries he has usurped from His sovereign. n1 Conslder-

ing the reduction of Mehemet Ali as eventually the only me ans to 

end Mahmoud's quarrel wlth the Pasha, Ponsonby warned Palmerston 

that if Great Britain pursued the status quo too strictly, nthe 

means intended to preserve peace may become the direct cause 

of war. n2 

Aware of Ponsonby's antipathy towards Mehemet Ali, his 

desire to save 'rurkey from Russia, and familiar with his arguments 

that the status quo could not continue indefinitely, Roussin 

thought that Ponsonby had counselled the Sultan to go to war. 

Only with difficulty could Ponsonby convince the French ambassador 

that he had done the oPPosite. 3 

The Porte's promise to withhold sending the fleet to the 

Syrian coast marks the end of the crisis. There existed no threat 

of an attack by Mehemet Ali, who desired to prevent an incident 

which Mahmoud could use to his advantage. When Campbell and 

Cochelet, upon receivlng reports that the Sultan would send troops 

and a frigate to Cyprus, requested him to avoid a Collision,4 the 

Pasha instructed his fleet to exercise in the neighbourhood of 

Alexandria, and the squadron in Candia was ordered to join it. S 

On June 23, Palmerston, expecting that Mehemet Ali soon 

could declare his independence, wrote an instruction which did 

1 Same to same, June 26, 1838, F.O. 78/331. 
2 Ibid. 

3 Same to same, July 30, 1838, B.P. 

4 Campbell to Palmerston, July 8, 1838, F.O. 78/343 Pt. II. 

S Same to same, JUly 12, 1838, ~. 



much to influence the Sultan's subsequent foreign pOlicy, and 

earned for Great Britain acceptance of her Commercial Convention. 

Ponsonby was instructed to ask the Porte, 1) what would the Sultan 

do should Mehemet Ali declare his independence; 2) would the 

Sultan attack by land or establish a blockade; 3) what force could 

he send against the Pasha; 4) should the British fleet be placed 

at his disposaI, would the Sultan take necessary measures to 

achieve successa 5) would the Sultan request British naval aida 

and 6) would he contract the necessary arrangements to obtain 

British aid. 1 

When he received the instructions, Ponsonby requested an 

interview with Reschid Pasha, which the sultan fixed for July 13. 

After Mahmoud had reviewed the instructions, Ponsonby and Reschld 

Pasha met to discuss the reaction of the Sultan. The Sultan, 

Reschid Pasha said, would attack by sea and land when circumstances 

were favourable, but would be guided to a certain extent by 

British wishes, and would remain inactive so long as his interests 

were not endangered. If necessary, the Sultan would request 

British and French naval aid and would conclude agreements with 

Great Britain and France. Ponsonby asked whether the Sultan 

would conclude a six or eight year agreement, but Reschid Pasha 

would not answer. 2 

The conversations were resumed on July 24, at Reschid 

Pasha's house. When the latter asked whether Great Britain would 

support the Sultan against Russia, Ponsonby avoided g1v1ng a 

d1rect answer, saying that the Turks knew that Great Br1ta1n 

desired to see Turkey 1ndependent. Dur1ng the meet1ng, Resch1d 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, June 23, 1838, F.O. 78/329 A. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, July )0, 18)8, B.P. 
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Pasha promised that the Sulton would not seek naval aid from 
Russia, but would accept the British proposaI for an agreement. 
The two men then entered into a general discussion on the 
provisions of a convention, but Ponsonby purposely avoided 
discussing the introduction of British warships into the Bosphor­

l us, because the Russians could learn about the proposaI. 
The remarks made by Ponsonby apparently gave the Sultan the 

impression that Great Britain would consider allying herself with 
him to reduce Mehemet Ali. This alliance was necessitated even 
more by the Pasha's attitude upon independence. By the mlddle of 
JUly, Medem, Laurin, the Russian and Austrian consuls-general 
respectively, Campbell and Cochelet were exhorting Mehemet Ali to 
renounce his desire for independence. Despite the pressure 
of the four consuls-general, the Pasha maintained his position, 
boasting that he could defeat an expedition sent against Egypt 
by Great Britain and France. 2 Finally, after a month of repres-
entations by the consuls-general, Mehemet Ali consented not to 
declare his independence immediately, but refused to pledge that 
he would not declare it in future. He said that he would try to 
ob tain hereditary rights for his family by negotiations, but 
should the negotiations fail, he would declare his independence. 3 
As Mahmoud rege.rded negotiations as a waste of time, he considered 
that his dispute with the Pasha could be concluded only by the lat-
ter's reduction. To this end, the Sultan required British naval aid, 
and hence decided to send Reschid Pasha to London to conclude 

l Ibid. 

2 Laurin to Metternich, AU3ust 18, 1838: enclosure Campbell to Palmerston, August 24, 1838: F.O. 78/343 Pt.II. 
3 Ivreheme t Ali to Medem, July 21, 1838 (O. s. ): enclosur'3 Campbell to Palmerston, September 0, le38: ibid. 
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an agreement. Reschid Pas ha was scheduled to depart on August 16. 

The acceptance of the British Commercial Convention served as an 

illustration by the Sultan that he was not Indifferent to British 

interests. 

Meanwhile, negotiations upon a commercial convention had 

begun. There is no indication in either the Foreign Office Papers 

or Ponsonby's private correspondence of the exact date that 

Reschid Pasha requested Ponsonby to appoint British commissioners 

to open discussions with the Turkish commissioners, Nouri Effendi 

and Vogorides. Henry Lytton BUlwer,who with consul-general 

Cartwright served as the British commissioners, indicated in a 

resumé of his activities, dated JUly 18, that he had had more than 

one meeting with the Turkish commissioners. 1 Hence it is likely 

that the Sultan ordered the commencement of negotiations upon a 

commercial convention not later than the second week of JUly. 

As Palmerston's instructions of June 23 were not submitted to 

Reschid Pasha before July 1), Mahmoud's decision probably was not 

influenced by the instructions. But the instructions unquestion­

ably acted as a catalyst upon the negotiations. 

In his conversations with Nouri Effendi and Vogorides, the 

Turkish commissioners, Bulwer obtained a promise that the Porte 

would abolish monopolies, prohibitions and teskeries in return 

for an increase in duty. However, the Porte refused to abolish 

dut Y levied upon British products sold by the importer inland, 

unless the British governemnt would agree to one fixed dut y, in 

addition to the three per cent dut Y paid on imports, to be paid 

by the merchant at a specifie place. Bulwer favoured 

1 Bulwer to Ponsonby, July 18, 18)8: enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, July 25, 18)81 F.O. 78/))2. 
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this Turkish proposaI, because the collection of dut Y would be 
placed in the hands of appointed tax collectors, thus ensuring 
that the money would flow into the Turkish treasury. Moreover, 
the additional tax would e11minate internaI duties, which ranged 
from twelve to fifty per cent, and would place British merchants 
on an equal footing with Musulman and Rayah merchants. 1 

After only a week of negotiations, Tahir Bey's party 
succeeded in obtaining the suspension of the negotiations, as 
Reschid Pasha proved too weak to counter the arguments of this 
reactionary party. The commercial convention was saved only 
because the Sultan desired to ensure that Great Britain would extend 
him aid against Mehemet Ali. Negotiations, resumed after three 
weeks' suspension, proceeded in haste because Reschid Pasha was 
scheduled to depart for London on August 16. While Bulwer, after 
consulting British merchants in Constantinople, had decided to 
accept a dut Y of twelve per cent, in addition to the existing three 
per cent dut y on Turkish exports, Reschid Pasha, anxious to conclude 
the convention before he departed, requested only nine per cent. 
In addition, he requested a fixed dut Y of two per cent, rather than 
the two and one-half per cent which Bulwer had been prepared to 
concede, upon imports into Turkey. In return, Bulwer accepted 
a three per cent transit dut y upon which the Turks insisted. 2 

By the second week in August, the two sides had agreed upon 
aIl the provisions of the commercial convention, and only the 
drafting of the convention remained. However, a last attempt 
was made by Tahir Bey and his party to block the convention. 

1 lli!!. 

2 Same to same, August 19, 1838. enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston 
August 19, 1838. ~. 
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Claiming that the agreement would infringe upon the Sultanes 

rights over his subjects, 'rahir Bey drafted a paragraph, ostensibly 

intended to protect the Sultanes rights, to be inserted into the 

convention, for he believed that it would frustrate the objects 

of the convention. Using this as its excuse, the Porte refused 

to signe Tahir Bey had strong support, winning over ministers, 

who had been undecided, by championing the Sultanes rights. 1 

Uncertainty existed for two or three days, during which 

time Ponsonby "was actively employed in counteracting the designs" 

of Tahir Bey's party.2 On August 15, Ponsonby and Bulwer met 

Reschid Pasha, Mustapha Bey and Nouri Effendi at Reschid Pasha's 

house in Balta Liman. When the Englishmen suggested that a 

statement protecting the Sultanes rights should be added to the 

first article of the convention, the Turks agreed. A commercial 

convention hurridly was drafted, as was a separate document, 

containing proposaIs by the Porte which the British government 

was free to accept or reject. The treaty of Balta Liman was 

concluded at four o'clock on the morning of August 16.3 

There is little doubt that Mahmoud regarded the Commercial 

Convention as a potential weapon against Mehemet Ali. As the 

latter's wealth and power depended upon his monopolies, he could 

not abolish these without cutting his military expenditures. If 

he refused to abolish the monopolies, Great Britain would be 

obliged t~ take measures forcing him to implement the Convention, 

and if the Pasha remained defiant, Great Britain would have no 

alternative but to proceed to reduce him. 

1 1..!lli!. 

2 Ibid. 

J~. 
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However, Mahmoud seems to have been confident that he would 

obtain from Great Britain an offensive treaty against Mehemet Ali 
before the Convention was scheduled to be implemented. Ponsonby's 
statements could not fail to give the Sultan the impression that 
the British government considered the peace of Kutaya as a 
temporary arrangement, and recognized that it had no right to 
dictate the policy he should pursue towards his vassal, Mehemet 
Ali. When Ponsonby presented Palmerston's instructions of June 
23, he d1d not place enough emphasis upon the fact that the aid 
specified in the proposed alliance was strictly conditional upon 
a declaration of independence by Mehemet Ali. Undoubtedly, Pon­
sonby did not fail intentionally to emphasize this pOinta however, 
as the ambassador was anxious to reduce Mehemet Ali, he scarcely 
could hide the fact from Reschid Pasha, who probably concluded 
that Ponsonby m1:rrored the British government's feelings. 
Bouteneff, who had been absent when the Commercial Convention was 
signed, wrote on his return to Nesselrode: "They are dazzled by 
the prestige of the assurances and promises lavished on them of 
late by the English embassy and seem to expect from Reschid's 
mission results more important than they dare admit, for example, 
the disarming of the Pasha of Egypt and the recovery of Syria~l 

The British Commercial Convention certainly was not weIl 
received by Roussin, who was indignant that France had been 
excluded from the negotia tions, which had been secret. 2 'The 
Russian government suspected that the Convention had secret clauses 

1 Quoted by P.E. MoselYt" Russian Di~IOmaCy and the Qpening of the Eastern Question in 1838 and 1 39, Cambridge Mass., 1934. p.l05. 

2 ~., pp.l00 - 101. 
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and was not limited to commercial matters. It was now Russia's 

turn te worry about a treaty. While Bouteneff reported that he 

was assured by the Porte that no secret clauses eXisted, the 

Russian government seems to have remained uneasy for some time. 1 

B. The Persian Crisis 

With the Sultan resolved to wait for the results of Reschid 

Pasha's mission before committing hlmself to hostilities, and 

Ponsonby absorbed in Persian affairs, the Mehemet Ali question was 

not prominent in the latter half of 1838. In the first half of 

1837, Ponsonby had exhorted Palmerston to send British warships 
2 into the Black Sea. When Palmerston, in November of 1837, 

indicated that the British government would send small warships 

to sound the Turkish shores of the Sea during the winter,J Pon­

sonby was elated, regarding this as the first step in asserting 

British power in the Black Sea. However, the small warships were 

never sent. As the Russians gave no indication, in the first 

half of 1838, that they would encroach upon Turkey, Ponsonby, 

busily engaged in negotiating the Commercial Convention, made no 

complaint to Palmerston. During the first half of 1838, Ponsonby's 

measures for the protection of Turkey against Russia did not go 

beyond an attempt to convince the Porte that the Sultan should 

obtain a sufficient number of steamers" to tow the Turkish fleet in 

a crisis to the mouth of the Bosphorus,"where it could be placed "to 

= 
1 
~., pp. 115 - 116. 

2 
Vide Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 18, 18371 F.O. 78/301. 

3 Palmerston noted that tlit would be a beginning; & once in, 
they might stay there some Time, & one Frigate might relieve 
another." Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 12, 18371 B.P. 
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render the passage of the Russian Fleet actually imposslble.M1 

Suddenly, ln July,Slr John McNell, a Russophobe, and a good 

friend of Ponsonby, broke off relatlons wlth the Perslan govern­

ment, and left Persia. Fearlng that the Russians could attempt 

a sudden naval attack upon Constantlnople, Ponsonby proposed to 

Reschld Pasha, before he left Constantlnople, a plan to employ 

the Anglo-French fleet to preclude such a Russlan move. Ponsonby 

calculated that the presence of the fleet ln the Black Sea not 

only would frustrate Russla's deslgns for expanslon~, but weaken 

her hold upon the countrles bordering upon the Black Sea. 

However, Reschid Pasha, without much consideration, declined 

to accept the plan, and would promise only that so long as Great 

Britain supported Turkey, Russian aid would not be requested. 

Dlsappointed, Ponsonby dld not place much confidence in Reschid 

Pasha's promise, because he believed that the Russians could 

assert to the Sultan that as a war between Great Britaln and 

Russia was lmminent, the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi should be 

implemented. 2 

After Reschid Pasha had left Constantinople, Ponsonby 

pressed Nouri Effendi, the acting Reis Effendi, and Mustapha 

Kianee Bey, his assistant, to persuade the Sultan that hls security 

depended upon the presence of British and French warshlps in the 

Black Sea. Only a small number of warships, having no marines 

aboard, need be sent into the Bosphorus, thus removlng from the 

Russians the right to complain that the ships intended attacking 

Russian territory. Ponsonby argued that the Sultan would not 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 10, 18)8: F.O. 78/)29 B. 

2 Same to same, August 24, 18)8, F.O. 78/))2. 
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break his treaty obligations, because he had a right to permit 

warships to pass through th.e Straits during peacetime. Both 

Turks replied that they were well-disposed to the plan, and 

suggested that Russian ships could accompany the Anglo-French 

warships, which Ponsonby accepted. 1 But it is doubtful whether 

Nouri Effendi, who had a habit of saying one thing, and doing 

another, laid Ponsonby's proposaI before the Sultan. Ponsonby 

did not suggest the plan to Roussin, because he thought that the 

first dragoman of the French embassy was unreliable, but requested 

Palmerston to discuss the plan with the French government,2 which 

Palmerston apparently did not do. Preparing for a possible 

Russian descent upon Constantinople, Ponsonby wrote to Stopford 

that, should the Russians make a move against the Turkish capital, 

he would make a "formaI demand" to him to bring up the squadron. 

He assured the admiraI that the Turkish batteries at the 

Dardanelles would not fire upon the British squadron. Stopford 

replied that as his instructions did not authorize this step, and 

the Russian Black Sea fleet was superior to his squadron, he 

would decline such a request. In a subsequent letter Stopford 

indicated that he would return to Malta, after his squadron 

concluded its cruise with the Turkish fleet. 3 

Meanwhile, Roussin foolishly told the Porte that Great 

Britain and France were united upon the Mehemet Ali question, but 

did not have common interests upon Persia and India. This alarmed 

Nouri Effendi, who thought that Great Britain and France really 

were not united upon the Mehemet Ali question. Although Roussin 

1 Same to same, September 5, 1838: ibid. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 27, 1838: ibid. 
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tried to convince Nouri Effendi that the two Powers were united 

on this question, and to some degree succeeded in calming the 

'rurk, Nouri Effendi remained uneasy.l The imprudent comments by 

Roussin made the Porte more reluctant to consider the admission 

of an Anglo-French squadron into the Black Sea. 

However, Palmerston, too prudent to favour Ponsonby's 

recommendations to send the fleet into the Sea of Marmora, noted 

to Ponsonby that if the British fleet sailed through the 

Dardanelles, the Russians could send their fleet through the 

Bosphorus, which would intensif y the dispute between the two 

countries. If the Russians did not respond by sending their 

fleet through the Bosphorus, the presence of the British fleet 

in the Sea of Marmora "would apparently produce no particular 

Result," for the fleet would have nothing to do when it reached 

the Sea.rhe presence of the fleet in the Sea "must be of 

temporary duration because we could not leave our Ships in the 

Sea of Marmora, as they would be wanted elsewhere," and would 
2 make a second passage, when really necessary, harder to obtain. 

It is possible that Ponsonby's proposaIs may have leaked 

out, for a rumour swept Constantinople in Septemberthat the 

British fleet would enter the Dardanelles on some pretexte 

Bouteneff at once warned the Sultan that as Russia would not 

regard with indifference the entrance of the British fleet into 

the Dardanelles, a war in the Levant could break out. The Sultan 

hastened to assure the Russian minister that under no circumstances 

would the British fleet be permitted to enter the Strait, adding 

1 Same to same, September 27, 18)8: B.P. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, October 2, 18)8: ibid. 
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that the Br1t1sh embassy had never requested passage through 

1t. l Th1s warn1ng b,J Bouteneff undoubtedly conv1nced Mahmoud 

to move carefUlly 1n his relat10ns w1th Russia unt1l he had 

rece1ved a f1rm comm1tment of Br1t1sh support against Mehemet 

Ali. As the Sul tan vas nagged by the fear that Russia could 

comb1ne with Mehemet Ali aga1nst h1m, he was careful not to 

provoke the Russians. 

By the end of september, the Pers1an Cr1sis had en4ed, 

with Russia backing down. Th1nking that Russ1a had "gone too 

fast," Ponsonb,J pointed out to Palmerston that as Russia could 

not eas1ly retreat, now vas the best time to send the British 

squadron into the Black Sea, for w1thout the Brit1sh squadron 

there, Great Britain could not reach a f1nal settlement w1th 

Russia. As the latter had h1nted that she.· vould help the 

Sultan to end the status quo, to "flinch no" could nullif.f 

Great Britain's "successes in Pers1a." France would follow 

Great Britain, because France "wants to be led. Besides feeble 

men always follow bold ones when the latter have the means to 

act.· 2 Palmerston apparently gave Ponsonb,J's recommendations 

l1ttle considerat1on, as he des1red to avoid fUrther d1sputes 

v1th Russ1a. 

During Bouteneff's leave of absence, the Porte and the 

Brit1sh government had arranged that the Turkish fleet, to 

obta1n much needed 1nstruction, should cru1ze in Turkish waters, 

with a detachment of the British Mediterranean fleet. Suspecting 

that the British squadron could seek some excuse to pass the 

Dardanelles, the R~ssian govemment instructed Boutene!f 

1 Mosely, op.cit., pp.10S-10B. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, September 27, 1838. B.P. 
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to carefully observe the movements of the joint squadron and 

preclude any attempt by the British to penetrate the Strait. 

Accorclingly, Bouteneff endeavoured to keep the British squadron 

at a distance from the Dardanelles, complaining to the Porte 

that the joint squadron was too close. Ponsonby reluctantly 

agreed to Nouri Effendi's entreaties to instruct Stopford to 

cruize in the Archipelago, and go only as far as Rhodes. 1 But 

before Ponsonby could send the instructions, he learned that 

Bouteneff had sent a note to the Porte, saying that the British 

fleet was near the Dardanelles, preparing to pass through the 

Strait, and warning that should her fleet pass through the 

Dardanelles, Great Britain would infringe upon the Treaty of 

Unkiar Skelessi. Infuriated, Ponsonby instructed Stopford "to 

remain near the Dardanelles",2 and "officially and formally" 

requested him not to return to Malta until he had received 

instructions from the British government. 

After he returned to Constantinople, Bouteneff began to 

whittle away the influence which Ponsonbyhad acquired in the 

first part of 18)8. Believing that Bouteneff's high handed 

activities at the Porte were part of a Russian scheme, Ponsonby 

reviewed his ideas upon the objectives of Russian policy, coming 

to the conclusion that the Czar had altered his previous policy, 

"which having been penetrated is no longer available." 'rhe 

Russian proposaI to the Porte that the Sultan should give Mehemet 

Ali hereditary rule in Egypt if he returned Syria seemed to 

hold the key to Russia's objectives. Ponsonby reasoned that the 

1 Same to samet September 27, 18)8, No.212a F.O. 78/))2. 

2 Ponsonby to Stopford, September 20, 18)81 enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, September 27, 18)8, separatea ~. 



object of the proposaI was to "be the ca11ing here, when 1t 

su1ts Russ1a, of an Army and a F1eet."1 As Mehemet Ali wou1d 

not cede Syr1a, re1at10ns between the Sultan and the Pasha wou1d 

deter10rate, f1na11y resu1t1ng 1n a ca11 by the Sultan for 

Russ1an a1d. The Russ1ans were "not n1ce about means, and 1t 

wou1d cost them 11tt1e to betray and abandon Mehemet A11.,,2 

To counter th1s Russ1an 1ntr1gue, Ponsonby exhorted 

Palmerston to take "energet1c measures" to 1nst111 courage 1nto 

the Sultan "to act as He 1s persona11y des1rous of act1ng that 

1s of throw1ng H1mse1f 1nto the hands of the Br1t1sh Govern-

ment."3 Aga1n Ponsonby urged that the Br1t1sh squadron shou1d 

be sent 1nto the Black Sea, th1s t1me arguing that the squadron 

wou1d serve as a check a1so aga1nst France, who had 111ustrated 

that she d1d not have common v1ews w1th Great Br1ta1n on Pers1a 

and Ind1a; Ponsonby suspected that France had des1gns upon 

Ind1a. As an a1ternate plan, Ponsonby suggested an equa11y we11 

used proposa1, to send French, Br1t1sh and Russian warsh1ps 

1nto the Bosphorus. He p1eaded that the Br1tish government 

shou1d or der Stopford to abandon h1s 1ntent10n of return1ng for 

the w1nter to Malta, so as not to perm1t the Russians "to ava11 
4 

themse1ves of the w1nter and secure the1r predom1nance." 

Russia's des1gns, Ponsonby be1ieved, made the acceptance 

of the treaty which Resch1d Pasha had been sent to London to 

negot1ate more 1mperat1ve, for Resch1d Pasha's fai1ure wou1d 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 3, 1838: ~. 

2 Same to same, October 13, 18381 B.P. 

3 Same to same, September 27, 1838: F.O. 78/332. 

4 Ib1d. 
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turn the Sultan towards Russia. As he had done at the end of 

1835, when he had refrained from implementing Palmerston's 

instruction, Ponsonby argued to Palmerston that no lasting 

agreement had been concluded at Kutaya. The Sultan had promised 

that he would nominate Mehemet Ali and Ibrahim to hold the 

government of certain provinces, and as they were merely 

governors, the Sultan was not bound indefinitely to maintain 

them in their governments. Moreover, Great Britain could not 

be bound by any agreement to maintain a rebel against his 

sovereign. 'rhe status quo was na virtual dismemberment of the 

ottoman Empire effected under false pretences." Egypt might, 

for a time, fall into disorder should Mehemet Ali be removed, 

but the confusion which now reigned in the Turkish Empire would 

end, and the Sultan could turn his attention to defending his 

Empire against Turkey's enemies. Ibrahim's troubles in Syria 

showed that the 'furkish army, victor over the Koords, was not 

inferior to the Egyptian army. Should Chrzanowski be given 

command of the Turkish army, he would be superior to aIl 

Mehemet Ali's French generals. Mehemet Ali had obtained much 

strength by cleverly circulating in Turkey the idea that he 

was protected by Great Britain and France, "which of course he 

will lose when it shall be seen that England is not his ally." 

Great Britain must accept the Sultanes treaty, Ponsonby concludedl 

"there is no middle term to be found that we must either 

succeed now, or be beaten and place India in peril by our defeat. 

l believe our time for deliberation is short."l 

Undoubtedly, Ponsonby was carried away by the force of 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 13, 18381 F.O. 78/332. 
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his arguments, and expressed opinions which he really did not 

believe. In more than one letter to Palmerston, Ponsonby 

questioned whether the 'rurkish army could conduct a successful 

campaign against Ibrabimts army. Informed bymilitary experts 

that the Turkish army on manoeuvres hardly resembled an army,l 

Ponsonby knew thet it would be defeated. However, as he 

believed that the status quo must by destroyed by the sultan, 

Ponsonby at times indulged in wishful thinking. When war 

became a possibility in 1839, Ponsonby, fearful that the 

Russians would take advantage of arurkish defeat, endeavoured 

to prevent a war. 

The Russians continued pressing the Turks to persuade 

Ponsonby to order the withdrawal of the British squadron from 

the vicinity of the Dardanelles, but Ponsonby resisted the 

Portets request. Stopford, however, decided on his own to 

return to Malta. The admira! wrote to Ponsonby that his 

arguments were unconvincing, and as the British government had 

not sent him instructions to remain in Turkish waters, he would 

return to Nalta immediately after the British squadron had 

completed i ts cruise with the 'rurkish fleet. 2 Fearing that 

Stopford's departure would have "the air of a flight before the 

menaces of the Russians," Ponsonby entreated Palmerston to 

instruct the admiraI not to withdraw from 'rurkish waters. 'rhe 

ambassador pointed out that Russia had been telling therurks 

that she would not permit the British squadron to remain there, 

and the 'rurks would believe that the Russians had dictated to 

1 Du Plat to Ponsonby, February 26, 18J8, enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, March 1J, 18J8, F.O. 78/ JJO. 

2 Stopford to Ponsonby, October 26, 18J8, enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, October 29, 18J8, ibid. 
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the British government. Ponsonby noted 1 n'rhis is a serious 

evil when the game you have been playing is in truth a game of 

Brag."l 

'fhe British squadron departed for Malta in November and 

as the Russians told the 'farks that Russia had ordered the 

British government to withdraw the fleet, Ponsonby felt 

humiliated. 2 Feeling the effects of Bouteneff's assault on his 

influence, Ponscnby feared that the departure of the squadron 

would give Bouteneff the upper hand and expose the Sultan to 

Russian dictation. Rumours that Czar Nicholas was mad,which 

were now circulating through Europe, disquieted Ponsonby who 

thought that the Czar could "lose sight of that prudence by 

which he ought to be governed and yield to his passion. ftJ 

Palmerston, however, saw no danger in the return of the 

Bri tish fleet to Malta. As l'1ehemet Ali' s fleet was laid up in 

Alexandria, the pasha presented no immediate threat to the 

Sultan. The British government had no reason to suspect that 

Russia had "at present & during the approaching winter, any 

design of attacking Constantinople." Consequently, the station-

ing of the fleet at the entrance of the Dardanelles would tend 

"to keep up general uneasiness without producing any good 

Result." 
4 

However, Ponsonby's fears were unwarranted. While Bout-

eneff did make inroads into Ponsonby's influence, the time of 

Russian pre-eminence had passed. Bouteneff had no means to 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October JO, 18J81 B.P. 

2 Same to same, November 7, 18J81 ibid. 

J Same to same, December 4, 18J8, ibid. 

4 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 11, 18J81 F.O. 78/J29A. 
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re-establish his influence, as the Russians long had shown 

that they desired to maintain the status quo~ His threats 

merely served to caution the Sultan against assuming a hostile 

attitude towards Russia. Mahmoud waited for Reschid Pasha's 

reports from London, meanwhile declining Russia's proposals 

for a settlement with Mehemet Ali. 1 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 6, 1838: F.O. 78/333. 



CHAPTER VIII THE SECOND MEHEMET ALI WAR 

A. The Outbreak of War 

By the beglnnlng of 1839, Mahmoud was havlng second thoughts 

about waltlng for Reschld Pasha's reports before dec1dlng upon 

war. He found dlfflculty ln masterlng hls averslon for Mehemet 

All, and was subjected to strong pressure from wlthln the 

Seragll0 and Haflz Pasha, the Turklsh commander ln Asla Mlnor, 
1 to waste no tlme ln strlklng a declslve blow agalnst the Pasha. 

Yet the Sultan was aware that the depleted state of hls treasur~ 

and the poor dlsclpllne of hls army made an attack, unsupported 

by Great Brltaln, a rlsky undertaklng. 

On January 22, a councll was held at the Porte to determlne 

whether an lmmedlate attack should be launched. The councll 

seems to have declded upon delay, and the Rlala Bey was sent to 

Alexandrla to determlne the strength of Mehemet All's army and 

navy. Meanwhlle, the Sultan ordered that elghty-thousand men 

should be conscrlpted for the 'rurklsh army.2 On February 4, a 

councll, held to dlscuss whether Rayah reglments should be 

formed, recommended agalnst the measure. 3 On the recommendatlon 

of the Porte, Mahmoud resolved to remaln passlve untll Reschld 

Pasha reported from London. 

As has been seen, Ponsonby, ln the latter half of 1838 

had reached the concluslon that Russla had altered her Turklsh 

pollcy. By the beglnnlng of 1839, Ponsonby was convlnced that 

the Russlans on the one hand were urglng Mahmoud to attack 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 12, 18391 F.O. 78/354. 

2 Same to same, January 27, 18391 ~. 
3 Same to same, February 6, 19381 ~. 
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Mehemet Ali, and on the other were endeavouring to ally the 

Pasha with Persia. The object of the Czar was the creation of 

a war in the Levant which would give him an oppotrunity to send 

his fleet to Constantinople and obtain the renewal of the 
1 Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi. 'rhe amœssador was so blinded by 

his Russophobia that he thought that all who were urging war 

were Russian partisans, including Hafiz Pasha. When Ponsonby 

learned about a statement by the Russian dragoman to the Porte 

that the Russian government had arranged that the British fleet 

would not approach the Dardanelles, he concluded that the 

Russians were attempting to convince the Turks that Great Britain 

would not aid Turkey against Mehemet Ali, and Turkey could look 

only to Russia. 2 

To frustrate this supposed Russian intrigue, Ponsonby 

constantly exhorted the Porte to suspend for the present any 

plans for attacking Mehemet Ali. As he believed that Austria 

also desired the prevention of war, Ponsonby began trusting ln 

Stürmer, and the two ambassadors, so long antagonists, co-operated 

splendidly. Ponsonby had nothing but praise for stürmer.) 

During the first five months of 1839, Ponsonby made a 

series of representations to the Porte. In January, the ambass-

ador counselled the Turks against undertaking any hostile 

measures until Reschid Pasha had reported upon the proposed 

treaty with Great Britain.4 On February 8, Ponsonby told 

the Porte that the Sultan had no grounds to "form a sound 

1 Same to same, January 27, 1839' ~. 
2 
~. 

3 Same to same, February 4, 1839' lli.9:. 

4 Same to same, January 27, 1839' lli!!. 
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jUdgement" upon h1s prospects 1n a war w1th Mehemet Al1. 'rhe 

Porte repl1ed that the Sultan would take no measures wh1ch 

could prec1p1tate a confl1ct. l Th1s pleased Ponsonby, who 

concluded that the Russ1ans and the Seragl10 would not succeed 

1n dr1v1ng the Sultan to attack Mehemet Al1. 2 stüxmer, however, 

cons1dered war l1kely, and was unable to perce1ve how the 

Russ1ans could be prevented from 1nterven1ng.3 

At the end of February, the Turk1sh fleet was brought 

out of port, and read1ed.4 On March 2, Nour1 Effend1 1nformed 

Ponsonb,y that the Porte could not endure the f1nanc1al cost to 

ma1nta1n a large army to defend aga1nst Mehemet Al1. 5 In the 

m1ddle of March, Nour1 Effend1 compla1ned that Ibrah1m had 

moved re1nforcements to Adana. He asked Ponsonby whether Haf1z 

Pasha should accept the recommendat1on of the Pruss1an off1cers 

to change h1s pos1t1on. Ponsonby repl1ed that he was not 

competant to g1ve m1l1tary adv1ce, but "any false step m1ght 

occas1on 1rremed1able m1sch1ef." As the Porte lacked prec1se 

1nformat1on upon the affairs 1n Syr1a, 1t should be caut10us 

and do noth1ng for the present. 6 

In the latter half of March, the Porte learned from 

Resch1d Pasha that the Br1t1sh government would not consent to 

an offens1ve treaty aga1nst Mehemet Al1. Th1s 1eft Mahmoud 

1 Same to same, February 8, 1839' ~. 
2 1,lli. 

3 Same to same, Fe bru ary 4, 1839. ~. 

4 Same to same, February 26, 1839. ill9:,. 

5 Same to same, March 7, 1839. ~. 

6 Ponsonby to F. P1san1, March 18, 1839. enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, March 19, 1839' ~. 



no alternative but to attempt unaided to reduce the Pasha. The 

Sultan was under pressure to begin operations immediately. 

Hafiz Pasha wrote to the Porte that as conditions never would 

be so favourable for an attack upon Ibrahim, the moment should 

not he lost, and Ahmet Pasha, the Capudan Pasha, echoed this 

argument. 1 

By the time Ponsonby received a communication from 

Palmerston upon the treaty, the Porte already was aware that the 

British government was not disposed to accept the treaty. In the 

communication, Palmerston arsued that he and Reschid Pas ha had 

agreed upon the nature of a treaty, and that the details were 

baing discussed. He cautioned that Mahmoud should not take any 

"hast y steps" which would make impossible the conclusion of the 

treaty, but should realize that time was in his fa~ur and 

against Mehemet Ali, "whose difficulties seem to increase instead 

of diminiShing ... 2 In his representation to the Porte, on April 

6, Ponsonby pleaded only for delay, because he believed that he 

would do "greater harm than good by calling for more." Nouri 

Effendi replied that the treaty proposed by the British govern­

ment was not satisfactory as it would bind the Sultan to main­

tain the status quo, which he was intent upon destrOYing. 3 

Ponsonby at last admitted to Palmerston that war was 

4 
likely. Although Bouteneff urged the Porte to remain 

inactive, Ponsonby continued believing that the Russians were 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, March 19, 1839. lli,9;. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 13, 1839: B.P. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 6, 1839. F.O. 78/355. 

4 
~. 
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encouraging the Porte to attack the Pasha. Ponsonb.f noted to 

Palmerston that Bouteneff truly urged the Porte not to engage 

in war, but Russia could desire -to have ostensible documents 

to prove her co-operation with the other Powers." Russian 

agents were urging war, while Bouteneff was counselling against 

war. 1 Ponsonby could not believe that Russia wanted to prevent 

a warr logic dictated that Russia would benefit from a change 

in the status quo, and therefore, the Russian government would 

attempt to produce a war in the Levant. 

Whlle Ponsonb.f contlnued counselling the Porte "to delay 

at least" any measure which would commit the Porte to a 

"perilous enterprlse," he felt powerless to stop the Sultan. 

When he learned that a high-ranklng offlcial had been d1spatched 

by the Porte to Haf1z Pasha, Ponsonb.f wrote to Palmerston that 

he probably carried 1nstructlons wh1ch were "not of a nature 
2 to please Your Lordsh1p." Ponsonby 1mplored the Porte not 

to reject the treaty proposed by the Brltlsh government, but 

he was ser10usly handlcapped ln h1s representat1ons, because 

Palmerston had not sent h1m a copy of the treaty. Not untll 

April 18, d1d Ponsonby learn the detalls of the treaty, when 

the Porte gave h1m a copy, sent by Resch1d Pasha to the Porte. 

By the end of April the forelgn diplomat1c corps cons1dered 

that war was only a matter of time. Nour1 Effendl, on April 

21, 1nformed Ponsonby that no treaty would be to the Sultan's 

advantage, unless 1t were des1gned to destroy Mehemet Ali. 

Expectlng this comment, Ponsonb.f answered that Great Brlta1n 

1 Same to same, March 23, 18391 ~. 

2 same to same t Apr1l 6, 18391 ~. 
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could not alter her pollcYI the treaty proposed by the Brltlsh 

government would protect the sultan agalnst Mehemet All, 

permlttlng Mahmoud to dlalnlsh hls mllltary expenses. Nourl 

Effendl stated that he would submlt these comments to the 

Sultan, but Ponsonby had no falth ln Nourl Effendl's promlses, 

suspectlng that he had urged the Sultan to reject the treaty 

and lmmedlately attack Mehemet All. Fearlng that he would not 

report the conversatlon, and would contlnue lntrlgulng wlth 

Russla to block the treaty, Ponsonb.1 warned Nourl Effendl that 

he would expose hlmself to danger should he serve as "the 

Instrument to prevent the formatlon of thls valuable alllance 

between England and Turkey."l 

For a tlme Mahmoud remalned passlve, but the Porte refused 

to pledge that the Sultan would malntaln peace, and dwelt only 

upon Mehemet All's mlsdeeds and hls deslre for lndependence.2 

In the mlddle of May, the Sultan recelved a letter wrltten b.1 

Artln Bey, Mehemet All's lnterpreter, on Aprll 29. The letter 

so lnfUrlated the Sultan, that he ordered a declaratlon of war. 

However, he soon mastered hls passlon and resclnded the order, 

but lnstructed the Porte to put the army and navy on a war 

footlng. The Sultan asserted that he would rather dle or be 

controlled b.1 Russla than permlt Mehemet All to retaln hls 

power. 3 

By May, Ponsonby seems to have abandoned hope that the 

Russlans could be prevented from persuadlng the Sultan to 

1 Same to same, Aprll 22, 1839' ~. 

2 Nourl Effendl to Ponsonqy, Aprll 28, 1839' enclosure Ponsonby 
toPalmerston, May 1, 1839' F.O. 78/356. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 20, 1839' ~. 
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d1scard the status quo. To preclude the Russ1ans from 

cap1ta11z1ng upon a war between the Sultan and Mehemet Al1, 

Ponsonb,y recommended to Palmerston that 1n the event of a war, 

Great Br1ta1n should cla1m the r1ght of "equal 1nterference," 

and support, 1f necessary, "that presumpt10n b,y arma." If the 

Powers part1c1pated w1th Great Br1ta1n, Russ1a would be forced 

to co-operate. As Mehemet Al1 had fort1f1ed the Taurus 

Mounta1ns and des1red to declare h1s 1ndependence, he was the 

aggressor, g1v1ng the Powers a va11d reason to reduce h1m.1 

On the Sultan's orders, Nour1 Effend1 and Ahmet Pasha met 

Ponsonb,y on May 22. Nour1 Effend1 1mmed1ately began to compla1n 

that Mehemet Al1 was menac1ng Bussora and Bagdad, and had done 

other provocat1ve th1ngs. As 1t .as obv1ous to Ponsonb,y that 

the Sultan was se~k1ng an excuse to just1fy an attack upon the 

Pasha, the ambassador rep11ed that he had rece1ved no report 

of these alleged provocat1ons, and therefore could not cons1der 

a war just1f1ed. When Ponsonb,y requested the Porte to delay, 

Nour1 Effend1 answered that the status quo must be destroled. 

PonsonQl carefully avo1ded g1v1ng Nour1 Effend1 the 1mpress1on 

that Great Br1ta1n would a1d the Sultan to alter the status quo, 

clearly stat1ng that Great Br1ta1n would act only 1n concert v1th 

the Powers. After mak1ng th1s assert1on, Ponsonb,y asked Nour1 

Effend1 to state whether the Sultan had resolved upon war. 

When the Turk rep11ed 1n the aff1rmat1ve, Ponsonb,y made no 

attempt to d1ssuade the Porte, say1ng only that h1s govemment 

d1sapproved of war, and that 1t rema1ned for h1m "to hope the 

Sub11me Porte had taken the best measures to secure success.·2 

1 Ibid • ........... 
2 Same to same, May 22, 18391 ~. 
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Satisfied that he had done his utmost in preventing war 

and that further representat10n would be fruitless, Ponsonb,y 

remained inactive after the meet1ng of May 22. Stürmer, Ponsonb,y 

reported, also felt powerless. 1 Ponsonb,y now wrote to Palmerston 

that war was preferable to Mehemet Ali's proposals for a 

settlement, which in effect would partition the Turkish Empire. 

"We might easily prevent the destruction of the Empire by such 

a defeat and, l believe, repair the misch1efs 1t would occasion. 

but the slow, silent and perpetual act10n of universal disorder 

inherent in the partit10n of the Empire would defy our w1sdom 

2 
and baffle our power to resist and remedy." Ponsonb,y requested 

General Jochmus, who had been sent b.Y Palmerston for the purpose 

of seeking employment in the Turkish army, to draw up a plan 

for defending the Straits aga1nst Russia, added it to the plan 

he had outlined to Palmerston on January 5, 1834, and submitted 

h1s recommendations to the sultan. 3 

On June 4, Stürmer, unaware that Hafiz Pasha already had 

crossed the Euphrates near Bir, made an unsuccessful representa-

4 
t10n at the Porte. On June 14, Roussin 1nformed Ponsonby that 

he had rece1ved instructions stating that as France and Great 

Britain were united upon the Turk1sh quest10n, the Br1t1sh and 

French embassies should co-operate in prevent1ng or stopping 

host11it1es. As he believed that the Porte would not or der 

Hafiz Pasha to recross the Euphrates and suspected that 

1 Same to same, May 26, 1839. ~. 
2 Same to same, May 27, 1839. F.O. 78/356. 

3 Same to same, June 24, 1839. ~. 

4 Same to same, June 12, 18391 ~. 
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the French government had not communlcated wlth the Brltlsh 

government upon the representat1ons, Ponsonby dec11ned to co­

operate w1th the French ambassador, clalmlng that his lnstruc. 

t10ns dld not cover the new sltuatlon.1 

Notw1thstand1ng Ponsonby's refUsal to support hlm, Roussln 

on June 21, requested the Porte to w1thdraw lts troops across 

the Euphrates Rlver. Upon learn1ng that the Porte had dec11ned 

send1ng Rouss1n's representatlon to the Sultan for cons1derat1on, 

Ponsonby suspected that France could take measures to stop the 

.ar, perhaps 1nstruct1ng the French fleet to 1ntercept the 

Turklsh fleet as lt passed through the Dardanelles. To avo1d 

a m1sunderstandlng between the Capudan Pasha and the French 

adm1ral, Ponsonby, on the Capudan Pasha's suggest1on, lnstructed 

Etlenne P1san1 to sall w1th the Turklsh fleet, servlng as a 
2 translator for Ahmet Pasha. E. Plsan1, however, does not seem 

to have salled wlth the Turklsh fleet. or at least d1d not salI 

as far as Rhodes, where the Capudan Pasha met the French fleet. 

Ponsonb,y has been accused b,y Bolsover of secretly 

encourag1ng the Sultan to attack Mehemet A11,3 but Bolsover's 

footnotes do not support h1s content1on. Rodkey has presented 

a more formldable attack upon Ponsonb,y's act1vltles 1n the 

per10d preced1ng the war, clt1ng the fact that the ambassador 

fa1led to present Palmerston's 1nstructlons of March 15. 

Ponsonb,y 1ndeed dld excuse hlmself on the grounds that he could 

not decypher the lnstruct1on, as Rodkey asserts, but there 1s 

1 Same to same, June 16, 1839. ~. 

2 Same to same, June 24, 1839. ~. 

3 G. H. Bolsover, -Lord Ponsonby and the Eastern Quest1on, 
1833 - 1839," Slavon1c Revlew, XIII, 1934, p.112. 
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no reason to accept Rodkey's contention that Ponsonby "evaded ••• 

directly instructions of which he did not approve. u1 

Palmerston's instructions of March 15 stated that the British 

government supported Ponsonby's language in his representations 

to the Porte earlier in the year, and ordered the ambassador to 

inform the Sultan that while the British government would 

"undoubtedly assist him to repél any attack on the part of 

Mehemet Ali, it would, on the other hand, be a different 

question if the war was Lsi27 begun by the Sultan. n2 As has 

been seen, Ponsonby's communications,until his meeting of May 

22, were in keeping with this instruction. Rodkey, who did not 

have access to the Broadlands Papers, could not have known that 

on March 1), two days before sending the dispatch in question, 

Palmerston wrote Ponsonby a private letter, which Ponsonby 

implemented. 

Webster states that Ponsonby was reluctant to implement 

Palmerston's instructions to prevent a war because he feared 

that this course would injure his influence.) However, there 

is no evidence that Ponsonby possessed comprehensive instruc-

tions before he received Palmerston's instructions of March 1), 

probably in the first week of April. l'he instruction which 

immediately preceded that of March 13, dated september 15, 1838, 

was merely a description of a conversation between Palmerston 

and Ahmet Fethi Pasha, who was Reschid Pasha's predecessor as 

1 F.S. Rodkey, "Lord Palmerston and the Rejuvenation of Turkey, 
1831 - 1841, Part l," Journal of Modern History, l, 1929, 
p. 591. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 15, 1839' F.O. 78/352. 

J C.K. Webster, ~T~h~e~~~~~~~~~o~f~p~a=1~m=e=r~s~t~o~n~~~ __ -~1~8~4~1~ 
Vol. II, op.ci 
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ambassador to London. In the conver&ation, Palmerston had 

caut10ned that the Porte should avoid war, because the Sultan 

would be beaten. 1 Renee, Ponsonby acted on his in1tiative in 

fram1ng his arguments against war, knowing only that his 

government had desired in September, before Resch1d Pasha's 

arr1val in London, to prevent a war. Nor is there evidence 

showing that Ponsonby, before the meet1ng of May 22, was 

reluctant to employ his influence in urg1ng the Sultan to rema1n 

passive. 

The French government, however, concluded that Ponsonby 

had urged war upon the Sultan. Bourqueney, the French ambass-

ador to London, com.plained to Palmerston that Ponsonby had 

decl1ned t~FJUP~o»t Roussin's representations at the Porte. 

When Palmerston showed h1m Ponsonby's d1spatches outlining his 

activ1ties in preventing war, Bourqueney replied that Ponsonby's 

desire to end the status quo was notorious, and undoubtedly 

hurt his representations. Bourqueney noted that Palmerston 

had reservations upon Ponsonby's policy, and that a government 

1n any other country would have replaced the ambassador. 2 

To Rouss1n, indeed, Ponsonby's behaviour in this per10d was 

but the culmination of the feud which had begun with the 

Churchill Affair, and Roussin, after being recalled in the 

latter half of 1839, did not hide h1s animosity towards Ponsonby. 

R. Reeves wrote to C. Greville, on October 27, 1840, "Adm1ral 

Roussin told me such things of Ponsonby's behav10ur before the 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, September 15, 1838, F.O. 78/J29A. 

2 
Bourqueney to Soult, July 9, 1839' M. GU1zot, Memoirs pour 

servir à l'histoire de Mon Temps, Vol. ~t Paris, n.d.t 

pp. 504-516. -
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battle of Nezi b, that my hair stood on end ... 1 

B. Measures Preventing Direct Negotiations 

When Mehemet Ali learned, at the beginning of May, that 

Hafiz Pas ha had crossed the Euphrates near Bir, he instructed 

Ibrahim not to advance, demonstrating that he was not the 
2 Mehemet Ali promised Campbell that should the aggressor. 

'rurkish army recross the Euphrates, he would order his troops to 

retreat, and Ibrahim to return to Damascusl should the Porte 

respond by ordering Hafiz pasha's withdrawal from Malatia, 

Ibrahim would return to Egypt. 3 The four consuls-general 

represented together to the Pasha that Ibrahim should avoid an 

engagement with Hafiz Pasha. Mehemet Ali, on June 4, responded 

by instructing Ibrahim to enter into communication with Hafiz 

Pasha, place Aintab in a state of defence, and commence 

hostilities only if the Turkish army attacked the outlying 

defences of the city. Mehemet Ali also promised that he would 

not order the Egyptian fleet to sail from Alexandria until he had 

learned that the Turkish fleet had passed the Dardanelles.4 

However, Hafiz Pasha already had a ttac ked the Egypt ian 

cavalry before Aintab, and had armed and encouraged the 

1 Reeves to Greville, October 27, 18401 A.H. Johnson (ed.)., 
The Letters of Charles Greville and Henry Reevel 1836-1865, 
London, 1924, p.44. 

2 Campbell to Palmerston, May 5, 18391 F.O. 78/373. 

3 Mehemet Ali to Campbell, N.D •• enclosure Campbell to Palmers­
ton, May 19, 18391 F.O. 78/374. 

4 Process Verbal of a Meeting of the Four Consuls-General and 
Mehemet Ali, June 4, 1839' enclosure Campbell to Palmerston, 
June 5, 1839: ibid. 
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the inhabitants of that province to attack the Egyptian forces,l 

Having established that the Sultan was the aggressor, Mehemet 

All informed Campbell, on June 10, that he would order Ibrahim 
2 to drlve the Turks from Syrla, and occupy Orfa and Diarbeklr. 

The Pasha turned a deaf ear to the representatlons of the four 

consuls-general agalnst an advance b,y Ibrahim beyond the Syrlan 

frontler. However, Captain Callier, sent b,y the French govern­

ment to inform Mehemet Ali that France was discussing measures 

wlth the Powers for the conclusion of the Turkish question, 

eventually dlssuaded the Pasha. Mehemet Ali permitted Call1er 

to deliver a letter to Ibrahim, forbidding the army's passage 

beyond the Syrian frontler, and ordering it Immediately to 

suspend its advance if lt had passed that frontier. 3 The Pasha's 

declslon wes Influenced considerably by a Russian threat of 
4 intervention If Ibrahim passed the frontier. 

After Ibrahim defeated the Turkish army near Nezlb, on 

June 25, he immediately dlspatched troops to occupy Orfa and 

Diarbeklr. Before Cailller could reach Ibrahlm's headquarters, 

the two Pashallcs had been occuPied. 5 

Mahmoud suddenly fell 111 in June, and soon it was 

obvious that the illness would be fatal. Ponsonb,y feared that 

the Sultan's death could plunge the Turkish Empire into 

1 Campbell to Palmerston, June 5, 1830 • ~. 
2 Same to June 14, 1839. !.l2.!S.. same, 
3 Same to same, June 16, 1839. ibid. 
4 

T. Schiemann, Geschlchte Russlands Unter Kaiser Blkolaus I, 
Vol. 3, Berlln, 1913, pp. 379-380. 

5 Campbell to Palmerston, July 6, 1839. F.O. 78/374. 
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"complete anarchy". The Turkish ministers were corrupt and 

incompetent. Rosrew Pasha, although as "false as a counter," 

was the only man who could prevent anarchy, because he had 

influence in the army, but Rosrew Pasha was an old man, and 

Mahmoud's heir apparent was a boy of seventeen, educated by 

bigotted teachers. 1 As revolution in Constantinople appeared 

possible, Ponsonby instructed his agents to let the Turks 

know that any violent reaction, should Mahmoud die, could 

result in the destruction of the Turkish Empire, for the 

Empire's fate was in the hands of the powers. 2 Suspecting 

that Stopford, with whomLhehad never been on good terms, 

could refuse to obey instructions directly from the British 

embassy, Ponsonby requested Palmerston to send the admiraI 

"precise and positive" orders on what measures to take should 

Mahmoud die. 

The Sultan's death, Ponsonby pointed out to Palmerston, 

would force Great Britain to make a decislon on the future of 

the ottoman Emplre. The status quo could not be malnta~ned 

because Great Brltaln could not permit a squabble among 

Musulmans to permlt Russia to seize Constantinople. The Turkish 

questlon, which "ls a naval one," could be solved wlth the 

Brltlsh, French and Russlan squadrons at Constantlnople, and 

as the Black Sea would be opened to Great Brltaln, 'rurkey would 

have nothlng to fear from Russia. Although the Russians would 

object to this settlement, they would bow to the wlshes of the 

other Powers. 3 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 19, 1839' F.O. 78/356. 

2 Same to same, June 24, 1839. B.P. 

3 Same to same. June 19, 1839. ~. 
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On July 1, Mahmoud died, succeeded by his eldest son, 

Abdul Medjid. Two days after Abdul Medjid's accession, Nouri 

Effendi announced to the five ambassadors that the new Sultan 

had decided to give Mehemet Ali heredity in Egypt, should the 

Pasha surrender all territories beyond the boundaries 0r. Egypt. 

Orders would be sent immediately to Hafiz Pasha not to engage 

in any hostilities. Ponsonby welcomed the proposal, which 

he held as evidence that the new Sultan desired to live in 

harmony with Mehemet Ali. 1 However, as Mahmoud had offered 

the Pasha, at the end of 1836, Acre in addition to Egypt, it 

cannot be said that the new proposals were magnanimous. 

Four days after Nouri Effendi's announcement, the Porte 

learned that Hafiz Pasha had been defeated at Nezib. Fortunately, 

Ponsonby, having foreseen that the Turkish army would be 

defeated, had obtained a promise from Hosrew Pasha, in the 

period after Mahmoud's death, that the Porte would make no 

concession to Mehemet Ali until the Powers had given their 

advice. Hosrew Pasha, who assumed control over the Porte after 

Mahmoud's death, appeared àisposed to honour his promise.2 

However, Nouri Effendi, serving as Foreign Minister until Reschid 

Pasha returned to Constantinople, acted suspiciously, leading 

Ponsonqy to suspect that he was pressing the Porte to treat 

directly with Mehemet Ali. As he believed that Nouri Effendi's 

"opinion is wholly in accordance with the policy of RUssia,"3 

he suspected that the Turk could persuade the Porte to be guided 

1 Same to same, JUly 3, 18391 F.O. 78/356. 

2 same to same, July 8, 18391 ~. 

3 same to same, July 20, 18391 No.181. F.O. 78/356. 
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by Russ1a's advice. To counter this supposed Russian intrigue, 

Ponsonb,y promised to help recover the Turkish fleet, which 

Ahmet Pasha had indicated would be surrendered to Mehemet Ali, 

in return for commitment by the Porte not to negotiate directly 

with the Pasha. Hosrew Pasha pledged that the Porte would not 

surrender "one inch" of territory without consulting the Powers, 

and would not request Russian intervention •. 1 

In keeping with his promise to Hosrew Pahsa, Ponsonby 

instructed Stopford that should he encounter the 'furkish fleet 

at sea, he should attempt to prevent Ahmet pasha from surren­

dering it. 2 However, Ahmet Pasha already had reached Alexandr1a. 

When Ponsonby learned about the fleet's surrender, he began to 

fear that Mehemet Ali could attempt a naval coup de ma1n. He 

believed that the Turco-Egyptian fleet would not be opposed 

"with any degree of vigour." 'rhe Sultan would yield to the 

Pasha, disgrace his ministers, and place the Porte in the hands 

of Mehemet Ali's partisans. 3 As he thought that only immediate 

action by the Powers could frustrate the Pasha, Ponsonby 

exhorted Palmerston to implement the plan defend1ng the Straits, 

wh1ch Jochmus had framed. 4 

Although Ponsonby magnified Russia's ambitions, Bouteneff, 

indeed did press the Porte to negotiate directly with Mehemet 

Ali,5 Knowing that they would have to surrender the Treaty 

1 F. Pisani to Ponsonby, JUly 20, 1839' enclosure ~, 
2 Fonsonby to Stopford, July 19, 1839' enclosure Ponsonby to 

Palmerston, July 20, 1838, No. 182: !.'!2.!!!. 
3 P()nsonby to Palmerston, July 21, 1839, No. 185. ibid, 

4 Same to same, July 21, 1839, No. 187: !J2!.Q;. 

5 Schiemann, °E,cit. , p. 384. 
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of Unkiar Skelessi if the Powers imposed a settlement on the 

Levant, the Russians strove to prevent interference by the 

Powers. Bouteneff did succeed in persuading the Porte to 

negotiate directly with the Pasha. On July 22, the Porte 

informed Ponsonby that the Sultan would offer Mehemet Ali 

hereditary rule in Egypt, Ibrahim the government of Syrla, 

and upon Mehemet All's death, Ibrahim would inherlt Egypt and 

return Syria to the Sultan. 1 Stunned, Ponsonby felt powerless 

to alter the Porte's decislon unless he were supported by the 

other ambassadors, and lamented to Palmerston that Great 

Britain's indecisive policy seriously hurt hls influence. 2 

While the Porte was preparing to send the new proposaIs 

to Mehemet Ali, Stürmer, by chance, received instructions, 

on July 27, to pre vent direct negotiations. Stürmer 

lmmediately drafted an officlal note to the Porte, whlch the 

other four ambassadors slgned. Ponsonby sent General 

Chrzanowski at 5.00 A.M. to outline the nature of the note to 

Hosrew Pasha. Later ln the day, when the note was presented 

officia11y to the Porte, the Grand Vlzier received lt 

"cheerfully and greatfully," and pledged not to negotlate 

dlrectly.3 

For Ponsonby, the collective note served another important 

purpose. it would result in the~iminuatlon of the undue power 

1 F. Pisanl to Ponsonby, July 22, 1839. enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, July 22, 1839. F.O. 78/357. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, July 27, 1839. ~. 

3 Same to same, July 29, 1839, No. 193' ~. 



of Russia" in Turkey. Russia's endorsement of the note 

afforded "proof ••• that the power of that Government is not 

equal to an open opposit1on to the interest and avowed purposes 

of those who seek a just arrangement of Eastern Affairs." 

Ponsonby, who could not res1st boasting, noteda "1 was not 

surprised at the act of the Russian Minister. 1 have long been 

convinced that Russia would yield whenever really opposed, and 

1 am persuaded that firm though calm resolut1on to exact aIl 

that is really necessary for the future will be certainly 

successful as the present measure has been in this particular. H1 

Bouteneff signed the Collective Note without instructions, 
2 and against the wlshes of his government. But as the Czar 

could not disavow Bouteneff's act10n without creating a crisis 

in Europe, he apparently decided upon sending Baron Brunnow 

to London to discuss a settlement in the Levant. Nicholas felt 

that the separation of Great Britain and France to some extent 

would compensate for the abandonment of the Treaty of Unk1ar 

Skelessi. However, he did not alter his intention of endeavour-

ing to produce direct negotiation , hoping that these negotiat1ons 

would commence before the Powers had removed the d1fficulties 

in the way of a conference of Powers. 

After the ambassadors had submitted the Collective Note, 

Ponsonby declined tiO:take any measure which would hint of 

negotiations with Mehemet Ali. stürmer, speaking for Austria 

and Russia, suggested to Ponsonby that the ambassadors should 

1 Ibid. 

2 Schiemann, op.cit., p.J85. 
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trytco~~ the Turkish fleet, and Roussin requested 

Cochelet to press Mehemet Ali to return the fleet. This course, 

Ponsonb,y feared, would give Mehemet Ali a "loop hole" to 

escape from his situation, which was "excellent" for the Powers 

and "not agreeable" to the Pasha. If the Powers opened 

negotiations with Mehemet Ali to recover the fleet, the Pasha 

could expand the negotiations. Consequently, Ponsonby pressed 

Roussin and Stüxmer to wait for instructions from their govern­

ments. Realizing that Ponsonby was correct, the two ambassadors 

decided to remain passive. 1 

On July 30, the five ambassadors pledged to Nouri Effendi 

that their governments would defend the Sultan against an 

attack b.1 Mehemet Ali. Although Roussin's pledge was vague, 

Ponsonby considered that Stürmer's pledge, which was necessary 

to remove the Porte's fears that the Powers would abandon the 
2 Sultan, more than compensated for Roussin's apparent reluctance. 

The next day, Nouri Effendi and Sarim Effendi reported to 

Ponsonb,y that the Porte had learned that Ibrahim was advancing 

upon Constantinople. Wasting no time, Ponsonby immediately 

suggested to Roussin that the British and French fleets should 

be called to Constantinople. Roussin objected, claiming that 

he had no instructions, and Mehemet Ali had assured him that 

Ibrahim would not advance. Ponsonby countered by arguing that 

the French ambassador had instructions to prevent a collision 

between the Sultan and Mehemet Ali, and Ibrahim's advance would 

cause a collision. While Roussin could not deny this contention, 

he requested that stürmer should be consulted before taklng thls 

1 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, July 29, 1839, NO.194a F.O. 78/357. 

2 Same to same, July 30, 18391 ~. 
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step. When Stürmer supported Ponsonby, Roussin refused to send 

a request to the French .adm1ral before a conference of ambassa­

dors rev1ewed the s1tuation. 1 

Meanwhile, Bouteneff discovered that Ibrahim had not 

advanced. While the conference no longer was necessary, Pon­

sonby felt that he could use 1t to h1s advantage, and persuaded 

the ambassadors that they should meet to discuss measures wh1ch 

would check an advance by the Egyptian army. Ponsonby informed 

the conference that if Constantinople were threatened by 

Ibrahim, he would request the Br1tish fleet's presence in the 

Bosphorus. 'This declaration, Ponsonby calculated, would place 

the Russian am1:assador "under a necessity of adm1tting that 

such measures m1ght be taken without the perm1ss1on of Russia, 

or of at once exposing the nullity of the adhesion of st. 

Petersburg to the po11cy that had adopted the Collective Note." 

While Stürmer and Roussin promised to aid the Sultan, 

Bouteneff stated that he d1d not have instructions to move the 

Russian fleet. 2 

Despite the knowledge that Ibrahim was not advancing, the 

Porte remained uneasy. Mehemet Ali demanded Hosrew Pasha's 

dismissal, and the Porte feared that the Egyptian Pasha could 

take measures if it did not respond. On August 5, Nouri Effendi 

requested the ambassadors' aid in forc1ng the Pasha to desist 

from this demande While the ambassadors agreed that the Pasha 

presumed to d1ctate to the Sultan who should serve as his min-

1sters, they decl1ned Bo·,seruj a note to the consuls-general in 

1 Same to same, August 7, 18391 ~. 

2 Ibid. 
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Alexandrla. 1 

In June, Soult urged Palmerston to lnstruct Ponsonby to 

co-operate wlth Roussln 1n obtalnlng perm1ss1on trom the Porte 

for the passage of the Anglo-French fleet through the 

Dardanelles ln the event that the Sultan requested ald from any 

other power. 2 Whlle Palmerston accepted Soult's suggest1on, 

ln h1s lnstructlon of July 5, he speclt1ed that Ponsonby and 

Roussin should make thelr representat10ns lmmed1ately,J wh1ch 

dld not meet wlth Soult's approval. Elght days later, Palmers­

ton sent an lnstruct10n to complement the lnstruct10n ot JUly 

5, requestlng Ponsonb,r to tell the Porte that should the sultan 

d1e and the appearance of the Anglo-French fleet be necessary, 

the jolnt fleet would be ready to act.4 Rouss1n's 1nstruct1ons 

dltfered slgnlflcantly from ponsonqy's.5 When Ponsonb,y 

proposed that they 1mmedlately communlcate the 1nstruct1ons 

to the Porte, Rouss1n decllned, statlng that the Austr1an and 

Russlan ambassadors m1ght not support the representatlon. 

Thereupon Ponsonb.f argued that as Mehemet Al1, who undoubtedly 

had recelved a copy of the Collectlve Note, already could 

have sent Ibrahlm orders to advance to panlc the Porte 

1nto submlttlng, they should make separate and verbal 

communlcatlons lmmedlately to Hosrew Pasha that the Brltlsh and 

French fleets would protect the Sultan. As Roussln agaln, 

l Same to same, August 8, 1839. !B!S. 
2 Soult to Bourgeney, July 6, 1839. Gulzot, op.c1t., p.499. 

J Palmerston to Ponsonb.f, July 5, 1839' F.O. 78/353. 

4 Same to same, July 13, 1839. ~. 
5 Bourgeney to soult, July 9, 1839. Gulzot, op.clt., PP.502-503. 
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decllned,l Ponsonb,y apparently dld not submlt the lnstructlon 

to the Porte. 

Whlle the Collectlve Note, for a tlme, dlsarmed Ponsonqy's 

susplclons of Russla, they were easlly reanlmated. On August 

18, Nourl Effendl lnformed Ponsonby that the Russlans had 

complalned that the Britlsh and French fleets were too near the 

Dardanelles, and the Porte thought that Russla would be made 

less apprehenslve lf the fleets retreated. As Ponsonb,y consld­

ered the fleet Great Brltaln's only effectlve lnstrument to 

show her power ln the Levant, he regarded the Russlan demand 

as a scheme to exclude Great Brltaln from partlclpatlng ln a 

peaoe settlement ln the Levant. Ponsonqy belleved that oompllance 

wlth Russla's demands would glve the T~ks the lmpresslon that 

Russla commanded Great Brltain, France and Austrla, whlch would 

encourage the Porte to negotiate directly wlth Mehemet All.Z 

Therefore, Ponsonqy replled to Nourl Effendl that Russia had 

the same objective as Great Brltaln, to protect the Sultan, 

and the tleets secured the Sultan agalnst an attack by Ibrahlm. 

The ambassador refused to move the Brltlsh fleet, and obtalned 

from Rouss1n, who had not reoe1ved a s1m1lar request from the 

Porte, a promlse to refuse when asked.3 

After he had made hls reply to the Porte, Ponsonby agaln 

argued to Palmerston that the Br1tlsh and French fleets should 

be sent 1nto the Sea of Marmora, polnt1ng out that unless thls 

were done and Russia forced to negot1ate 1n Vlenna, Hosrew 

Pasha would be ·overpowered.- Russla had not abandoned her 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, August 6, 1839, August 7, 18391 
F.O. 78/357. 

2 Same to same, August 19, 18391 F.O. 78/358. 

3 Same to same, August 18, 18391 a!!!. 
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deslre of selzlng the Dardanelles, and to accompllsh thls 

object1ve, she could work through Mehemet All, whom she secretly 

supported. As he had been lnformed by Stopford that the fleet 

would have dlfflculty ln passlng the Dardanelles, Ponsonb,y 

requested that Palmerston send steamshlps to tug the sal1 of 

the llne through the strong currents ln the stralt.1 

When Ponsonb,y re~e1ved another request from Nourl Effendl 

to move the fleet, he answered ln a manner "to make hlm feel" 

that he knew Mhis connections w1th the Russians. M2 Ponsonb,y's 

suspicions may not have been unwarranted. Czar Nicholas st111 

hoped that he could control negotiations upon a Levant settle­

ment b,y persuadlng the Turks to insist that the negotlatlons 

should be held in Constantinopl.e. Nouri Effendi was deficient 

in talent, eas11y duped and intimidated, and Bouteneff knew 

how to exploit his weaknesses. But Bouteneff now had to face 

opposltion from Stürmer as we11 as Ponsonb,y. Having been 

frustrated b,y the Czar in his attempts to convene a conference 

ln Vlenna, Metternlch responded by trylng to prevent the 

Russlans from manoeuvr1ng the Porte into resolving upon direct 

negotiations, or insisting that Constantinople should be the 

site of a conference of Powers. This terminated the Austro-

Russlan alliance, which Ponsonby, since the beginning of his 

term as ambassador, had found so formidable. 

Thinking that a division among the ambassadors would 

weaken the Porte's resolve to oppose negotiations with the 

Pasha, Ponsonby carefully avoided showing differences 

1 Same to same, August 19, 1839, No. 221. F.O. 78/358. 

2 Same to same, August 19, 1839, No. 222. ~. 
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w1th Bouteneff, subtly telllng the Porte that the governments, 

and not the ambassadors of the Powers, should determ1ne the 

conference's slte. Stürm~r took a more d1rect approach, 

suggest1ng to Hosrew Pasha that the Porte should say that as 

Mehemet All had demanded the part1tlon of the Turk1sh Emp1re 

and Hosrew Pasha's dlsmlssal, the Sultan looked to the Powers 

to prevent hlmself from belng humlllated by the Pasha. 

PonsonQy welcomed Stùrmer's recommendat1on, bel1evlng that 1t 

would turn the tables on Bouteneff. 1 

stürmer, supported by Baron Hazar, h1s brother-1n-law who 

had been sent by Mettern1ch to aid him, used strong and even 

"v1olent" language with Nour1 Effendl and Sar1m Effendl. The 

two Austrlans succeeded 1n resurrect1ng a note to the Powers, 

reject1ng Mehemet All's demands and grantlng h1m only Egypt, 

whlch the Porte had resolved upon, but overcome b,y fear, 

soon had declded against. Although stûrmer fa1led to prevent 

the Porte from lnsertlng ln 1ts let ter that negotiat1ons 

should be held 1n Constantlnople, neither Ponsonby nor stürmer 

consldered that thls 1nsertlon would create dlfflculties. Pon­

sonb,y noted to Palmerston that the Powers probably could 

persuade the Porte to negotlate 1n Vlenna. If the Porte 

continued to lnslst upon negotlatlons 1n Constantlnople, the 

ambassadors in Vlenna could discuss the Turk1sh questlon and 

send lnstructlons to the ambassadors ln Constant1nople. As 

Ponsonb,y was convlnced that Nour1 Effendl and Sar1m Effendl were 

lnslst1ng upon Constantinople as the slte only to satlsfy' thelr 

1 Same to same, August 19, 1839, No.2201 ~. 



vanity, he recognized that he was powerless in inducing the 

Porte to omit the statement. 1 

Ponsonby regarded the resurrection of this note as an 
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important victory, having cut from under the Russians the "best 

ground they had on which to build a concealed opposition to a 

settlement. n2 However, Bouteneff did not relent in his pressure 

upon Nouri Effendi to negotiate directly, granting the Pasha 

hereditary rule in Egypt and Syria for life. 3 Despite'the 

combined opposition of Ponsonby and stürmer, Bouteneff still 

believed that he could attain his end, which was certainly an 

error in judgment. He used methods of intimidation when 

conciliation would have been more appropriate, threatening to 

leave Constantinople should the Sultan calI upon the British and 

French fleets for aid.4 

When Ponsonby learned about Russia's threat and the 

extent of the activities of the agents of Russia and Mehemet 

Ali in undermining Turkish morale, he requested Nouri Effendi 

to publish a statement by Lord Beauvale, the British ambassador 

in Vienna, pledging support for the Sultan. When Nouri Effendi 

equivocated, Ponsonby took action into his own hands. The 

ambassador instructed Alison, an attaché recently sent. by 

Palmerston to the British embassy, to request that the Turkish 

Foreign Ministry should translate and publish Beauvale's statement. 

Alison discovered that the statement had been kept secret from 

1 Same to same, August 22, 1839. ~. 
2 

lli.Q;. 
3 Same to same, August 30, 1839. ~. 
4 
~. 
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Many officiaIs, and he could not find an official brave enough 

to publish it. Eventually a private publisher translated and 

published Beauvale's statement. 1 

The threat to leave Constantinople did not help Bouteneff's 

prestige. Even the timid Nouri Effendi received Bouteneff's 

threat rather calmly. Reschid Pasha's return to Constantinople, 

on September 4, ended Bouteneff's hope of producing direct 

negotiations between the Sultan and Mehemet Ali. Reschid Pasha 

found the Russians still pressing Nouri Effendi to give Mehemet 

Ali Syria for life. At a council convened at the Porte to 

discuss the Russian proposaI, Reschid Pasha spoke against it, 

and was supported by Halil Pasha. The council rejected the 

proposal. 2 On September 10, Reschid Pasha informed Ponsonby 

that he opposed any concession to Mehemet Ali in Syria, under 

any title, for the Sultan would be e,ndangered if the Pasha 

remained in Syria. Reschid Pasha promised that the Porte would 

remain passive while the Powers resolved the Turkish question, 

and he condemned Nouri Effendi's policy.3 

Within a few days after the council at the Porte, Nouri 

Effendi and Sarim Effendi were dismissed from office. The 

new ministry contained four major figQres, Reschid pasha, Hosrew 

Pasha, Halil Pasha, and Ahmet Fethi Pasha. While outwardly 

appearing united, the Porte was rent by intrigues. However 

no serious differences of opinion upon foreign policy existed 

within the Porte, which followed what Ponsonby called the 

1 Same to same, Se pt ember 6, 1839' 1!2l4. 
2 Same to September 9, 1939' ibid. same, 

3 Same to same, September 10, 1839: ~. 
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1 
-English Policy." The new ministry promised Ponsonby that 

the Sultan would never request aid from Russia, and should the 

Russian fleet be sent to Constantinople, the Sultan would 

request the British and French fleets to come as well. Both 

Ponsonby and Roussin pledged their support for the new govern­

ment,2 but Ponsonby was uneasy, because he considered that 

Hosrew Pasha and Halil Pas ha were unreliable. 3 

As the two fleets were still at anchor near the 

Dardanelles, the Russian embassy demanded that the new ministry 

should request the British and French ambassadors to move them. 

Desiring to remain on friendly terms with the Russians, Reschid 

Pasha secretly informed Ponsonqy that the Porte might have to 

make this request, but added that the embassies could give 

the same answer as they previously had given to Nouri Effendi.4 

At the same time, Reschid Pasha, who felt insecure unless the 

fleets were near the Dardanelles, suggested that if bad weather 

during the winter endangered the fleet, it could find adequate 

shelter near the White Cliffs. While the Porte officially would 

object to cover itself against Russian reproaches, it would 

"accept the excuses of necessity.,,5 Ponsonby communicated 

Reschid Pasha's suggestion to stoPford. 6 When the Porte 

requested Ponsonby and Roussin to withdraw the two fleets from 

1 Same to same, September 22, 1839, No. 257' ibid. 
2 Same to same, September 22, 1839, No. 258, ibid. 

3 Same to same, September 22, 1839, No. 257' ibid. 
4 Same to same, September 23, 1839, No. 260, F.O. 78/359. 

5 Same to same, September 23, 1839, No. 261: ibid. 

6 Same to same, September 24, 1839: ~. 
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their positions near the Dardanelles, the two ambassadors sent 

identical notes, stating that as the admiraIs received their 

instructions from the ambassadors in Vienna, they did not have 

the authority to move the fleets. 1 

Although the Turkish ministers were united upon foreign 

policy, a strong faction in the Seraglio, led by the Sultana 

Validé, the Sultants mother, favoured direct negotiations with 

Mehemet Ali. As the young Sultan was inclinëd to listen to his 

mother, Reschid Pasha took bold action to outmanoeuvre the 

Sultana. He told the Sultan that the ministry could not fUnction 

if he listened to advice from non-ministers, even from his 

mother. Given a choice between the Porte and the Seraglio, 

Abdul Medjid promised that he would rely completely upon the 

Portets advice. 2 The Portets policy now was free from effective 

opposition from the seraglio. Reschid Pasha's action indeed 

proved timely, for suddenly France altered her policy. 

1 Ponsonby to F. Pisani, September 23, 18391 enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, September 30, 1839: ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 24, 18391 ~. 



CHAPTER VIlla A CHANGE IN FRENCH POLICY 

A. France and Direct Negotiations 

During the eighteen-thirties's the most delicate and 

perplexing problem the Tuileries faced was the Turkish question. 

France had done much in the period after 1826 to supply tech­

nical aid to Mehemet Ali, and the French consul-general Mimaut 

had encouraged the Pasha in his expansionist ambitions. 

Napoleon's idea of making the Mediterranean a French lake was 

not abandoned, but transformed to correspond to the limits of 

French power. As the British were masters of the Mediterranean, 

the French could extend their pOHer into North Africa only 

with the consent of Great Britain, as they did in Algiers. 

However, the Egyptian question was not merely a North African 

question, but part of a vital European problem, the Turkish 

question. 

Roussin' s policy in the crisis following the 'rurkish 

defeat at Koniah seriously injured French influence in 

Alexandria. As the Pasha did not hide the fact that he 

distrusted France, the French consuls-general in the eighteen­

thirties' took pains to assure him that France was sensitive 

to his interests. However, conscious that they were competing 

with Great Britain, whose friendship Mehemet Ali believed 

indispensible to his security, the French tended to be too 

liberal in their promises of support for the Pasha's objectives. 

Meanwhile, Roussin carefUlly emphasized that France would 

oppose the Pasha's desire for independence and would be 

true to the Sul tan' s interests. The:se irreconcilable policies 

served France weIl in time of peace, but were no 
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longer tenable after the outbreak of war in 1839. 

The inabliity of the Powers"after the Battle of Nezib, to 

commence discussions upon a permanent peace settlement in the 

Levant, forced France to choose between the Sultan and Mehemet 

Ali. The first indication in Constantinople of a change in the 

policy of the Soult government came at the end of September, 

when Roussin was recalled. 1 As relations between Roussin and 

Mehemet Ali never had recovered from the events of 1833, 

Roussin's removal was requisite to win the Pasha's confidence. 

In addition to his strained relations with the Pasha, Roussin's 

impetuous, straightforward persona1ity and his repeated faux 

pas appeared to be a libaility, for France required a man in 

Constantinople who could use subtle methods to obtain a settle­

ment favourable to Mehemet Ali. Roussin's successor, Pontois, 

who had served as the first dragoman in the French embassy and 

had done the shady work, had a reputation as an intriguer. 

PontoLs made his first attempt to persuade the Porte to 

conduct direct negotiations in the last week of September. His 

argument was subtlea European peace was in danger and con­

sequently a reconciliation between the Sultan and Mehemet Ali 

was imperative. The Powers did not possess sufficient military 

power to impose a settlement upon the Levant. Disturbed by 

this change in French attitude, Reschid Pasha, on September 28, 

requested Ponsonby and Sturmer to write official notes to the 

Porte, which he could use to defend his POlicy.2 In his note, 

Ponsonby lauded the Porte's resolution to prevent the partition 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 30, 1839' F.O. 78/359. 

2 Same to same, October 8, 1839' ~. 
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of the Turk1sh Emp1re ·on the d1sgu1se and cloak of a des1re 

to reestabl1sh peace."l Stürmer sent a similar note. Reschid 

Pasha successfully employed the two notes to support in the 

Divan his policy against direct negotiations. 

When Pontois made a second representat1on, Reschid Pasha 

lmmediately placed h1m on the defenslve, demandlng an explana­

tlon for France's proposaI to divlde Syrla among Mehemet All's 

famlly, and to glve the Pasha Candla untl1 he dled. Anxlous 

not to show that France and Great Br1ta1n were dlvlded and that 

France favoured Mehemet AIl, Pontols argued that thls was a 

suggestlon, not a proposaI, and only mlnor detalls divlded 

Great Britaln and France. France had made the suggestlon because 

the Powers could not use force wlthout provoklng a march by 

Ibrahlm upon Constantlnople. As only Russla would beneflt from 

thls sltuation, a solutlon favourable to Mehemet All was 

1ndtspensible. Pontois' arguments could not shake Reschld 
• 

Pasha's resolutlon not to compromlse,2 and Ponsonby was confldent 

that the Turk could not be lnfluenced b.1 the Frenchman's 

representat1ons. J 

In a subsequent representatlon, Pontols altered his approach. 

Whlle he now openly stated that the French government deslred 

to see dlrect negotlatlons, he trled caretully not to glve Reschld 

Pasha the lmpresslon that France favoured Mehemet AIl. Pontois 

endeavoured to reduce the Turklsh questlon to a secondary 

1 Officlal note by Ponsonby to the Porte, October 18, 1839. 
enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 8, 1839. ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 30, 18391 F.O. 78/359. 

3 Ibld. 
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one by argulng that European peace was the prlmary questlon. 1 

At tne same tlme, Pontols attempted to obtaln Ponsonby's support 

for dlrect negotlatlons by exploltlng hls Russophobla. The 

Frenchman lndlrectly communlcated to Ponsonby that hls govern­

ment dld not thlnk that the cruclal questlon, how to secure 

Constantlnople agalnst a Russlan attack, could be solved before 

the Porte had negotlated a settlement wlth Mehemet All. After 

the Egyptlan questlon had been resolved, the Powers could 

establlsh a protectorate over the Turklsh capltal. Easlly 

seelng through Pontols' manoeuvre, Ponsonby told Reschld Pasha 

to d1sregard the representatlons of the French ambassador, 

assurlng the 'rurk that Great Brl taln and France supported the 

Porte's resolutlon not to negotlate and Pontols probably was not 

actlng upon lnstructlons from hls government. As the season 

was too advanced for Ibrahlm to launch an attack, the Porte had 

nothlng to fear. 2 

On November 3, the Hattlsherlf of GUlhané, contalnlng 

extenslve reforms securlng person and property and ellmlnatlng 

abuses in government, was promulgated. The Hattlsherlf was 

deslgned to show Europe that the Turkish Emplre could be 

regenerated b.1 lts present government, and Mehemet All was not 

Turkey's savlour. Whlle many Turklsh offlclals were opposed to 

these reforms, they dld not show thelr opposltlon openly, lest 

Mehemet All would be glven an opportunlty to explolt the 

dlvlslon at the Porte. However, thls factlon worked secretly to 

frustrate the reforms. Ponsonby regarded the Hattlsherlf as 

proof tPAt Turkey could be regenerated, and as a blow agalnst 

1 Same to same, November 13, 18391 F.O. 78/360. 

2~. 
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Mehemet Ali's partisans. 1 

As the Hattisherif strengthened his position at the Porte, 

Reschid Pasha now assumed a stronger tone in his conversations 

with Pontois. When the latter tried to convince him that the 

Powers had said that they would accept a French plan glvl;ng) 

Mehemet Ali Syria for life, Reschid Pasha forced him to admit 

that as Great Brita1n and France were div1ded upon the question 

of Syria, the French plan would not be accepted without 

modifications. 2 Again, when Ponto1s suggested that the Porte, 

with the Mediation of the Powers, should use the French plan 

to negotiate a settlement with Mehemet Ali, Reschid Pasha 

replied that he would never consent to the partition of the 

Turkish Empire and would never act without British approval. 

The Sultan and the Divan approved Reschid Pasha's language 

with Pontois. 3 

These repeated failures induced Pontois to make an appeal 

to Reschid Pasha's personal interests. The French ambassador 

cautioned the Turk that he should be on his guard not to 

antagonize Mehemet Ali, for Mehemet Ali could increase his 

influence in Constantinople, and destroy him. Reschid Pasha 

replied that his country was more important than his career,4 

certain1y an unusual comment for a 'rurk. Frustrated in his 

appeal ta Reschid Pasha's personal interests, Pontois, in a 

subsequent representation stated that Metternich had commented 

1 Same to same, November 5, 18391 ibid. 

2~. 

3~. 

4 Same to same, December 17, 1839: F.O. 78/360 Pt.II. 
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that he approved Great Brltaln's alms, but not her methods, 

and had suggested to the Russlan government that Mehemet All 

should be permltted to negotlate wlth the Portel however, lf 

the Pasha's terms were not moderate, the Powers would refuse 

to recognlze any arrangement concluded. These comments 

dlsturbed the Rels Effendl:, who replled that lf the Powers 

dld not support the Sultan, the Porte-must throw ltself lnto 

the arms of the Russlans.'" As lt was evldent that Reschld 

Pasha was beglnnlng to doubt whether Metternlch would support 

coerslve measures agalnst Mehemet All, Pontols dlrected that 

the Turk's answer should be clrculated through varlous channels 

to undermlne Turklsh confldence ln the powers. 1 

Whlle Stürmer denled that Metternlch had made the 

statement alleged by Pontols, Reschld Pasha was not se.tlsfled, 

and sent a letter of complalnt to Ponsonby. Reschld Pasha 

malntalned ln the note that should the Powers accept Metternlch's 

proposltlon, Halll Pasha, Hosrew Pasha and hlmsel~ would be 

weakened ln thelr stand agalnst the party whlch deslred dlrect 

negotlatlons, and. the Musl.1.·\. people would doubt whether they 

could rely upon the Chrlstlan powers. 2 Ponsonby could reply 

only that Metternlch's statement probably had been mlsconstrued 

by the French government, and Great Brltaln never would accept 

the proposal allegedly made by the Austr1an government. 3 

Fortunately, a few days after replylng to Reschld Pasha, Pon­

sonby recelved Palmerston's lnstructlons dated December 2, 1638, 

1 Same to same, December 18, 18391 ~. 

2 Same to same, December 23, 18391 ~. 

3 Ponsonby to F. Plsanl, December 21, 18391 enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, December 23, 18391 ~. 
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which directed him to prevent the Porte from making concessions. 1 

His apprehensions relieved, Reschid Pasha promised Ponsonby that 

the Porte would be firm. 2 

Aware that the unit y between Ponsonby and Stürmer 

encouraged Reschid Pasha to remain intransigent, Pontois made 

a clumsy attempt to divide them by attacking Metternich's 

vac11lating policy.3 Pontois soon followed this with another 

attempt to exploit Ponsonby's Russophobia, telling Chrzanowski 

that as Russ1a never would permit the presence of the British 

and French fleets in the Sea of Marmora, the Sultan could not 

be protected by the fleets against an attack by Ibrahim. 

Ponsonby commented to Palmerston: "Your Lordship will easily 

detect the yellow clay under the p~aster of paris.,,4 

While Ponsonby's relations with Ponto1s were deteriorating, 

the British ambassador was growing closer to Bouteneff. Despite 

his long and bitter struggle for influence with Bouteneff, Pon-

sonby never had attacked h1s adversary's personal character. 

Indeed, he respected Bouteneff for h1s energy in 1mplementing 

Russia's policy. As Russ1a's interests, Ponsonby believed, 

dictated that Constantinople should belong to Russia, a Russian 

statesman who did not pursue this end would be a traitor. Pon­

sonby had attacked Stürmer for being subservient to Bouteneff; 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 2, 1839. F.O. 78/353. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 24, 1839. F.O. 78/360 Pt. II 

3 Same to same, November 30, 1839. F.O. 78/360. Pt. 1. 

4 !!ll.!!. 
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Austr1a's 1nterests d1ctated that Austr1a should oppose Russian 

aggrand1zement 1n Turkey. He had had unkind words for Roussin 

when the French ambassador had refUsed to support h1m; France's 

1nterests d1ctated that the French and British governments 

should be allied aga1nst the Holy Al11ance. Only Bouteneff, 

Ponsonby thought, had cons1stently pursued the interests of 

his country. When he was 1nstructed by Palmerston to co-operate 

w1th Bouteneff, Ponsonby made no objections. 1 

It was not difficult for Ponsonby to reconcile co-operat1on 

with Bouteneff. As Great Br1ta1n had made imposs1ble an attempt 

by Russ1a to se1ze Constant1nople, e1ther by overt force or 

under the gu1se of a1ding the Sultan, Russia had no cho1ce but 

to abandon the po11cy that she had pursued s1nce the age of 

Peter the Great, and to co-operate w1th Great Br1ta1n. 2 So 

long as the Br1 t1sh government cont1nued her present po11cy,·~ 

Russ1a could not dev1ate from her new pol1cy. A d1plomat of 

the old sChool, Ponsonby bel1eved that the balance of power 

dictated al11ances and aLterat10ns 1n fore1gn pol1cy. Although 

Ponsonby could feel sympathy for the Poles and C1rcassians, he 

cou Id conveniently place 1n the background national movements 

when the balance of power was endangered. L1ke Palmerston, 

Ponsonby believed that the balance of power overrode aIl 

cons1derat1ons 1n fore1gn pol1cy. Common views on foreign 

po11cy resulted 1n complete co-operation between Ponsonby and 

Palmerston to prevent direct negot1ations between the Sultan 

and Mehemet A11, and frustrate French amb1tions 1n the Levant. 

1 Same to same, December 23, 18391 F.O. 78/360 Pt. II. 

2 Same to same, January 8, 18401 B.P. 
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By the beg1nn1ng of January, 1840, Ponto1s, hav1ng exhausted 

all the arguments he oould muster to persuade the Porte to 

oommenoe d1reot negot1at1ons, suspended his representat10ns to 

the Porte. Resoh1d Pasha turned h1s attent10n to 1mplement1ng 

h1s reforms. He &lso dev1.ed ne. reforms, many of wh10h were 

unsu1table for the Turk1sh Emp1re. H1s reforms to abo11sh tax 

farm1ng and pay governors1 were neoessarl, but h1s plan to 

determ1ne deo1s1ons 1n the oouno1l b.f a maJor1tl vote was a 

rad10al break w1th trad1t1on. Wh1le Ponsonb.f, at t1rst, 

weloomed Resoh1d Pasha's reforms, he soon re&l1zed that many of 

them were too far-reaoh1ng, and oould not be adequately 

1mplemented. 2 

The first major test for the Hatt1sher1f of Gulhané, wh10h 

oame 1n January and February, 1ron1oally d1reotly 1nvolved 

Great Br1ta1n, who ohamp1oned reform 1n Turkey. The Br1t1sh 

govemment 1nstruoted Ponsonb,y to obta1n the depos1t1on of the 

Patr1aroh of Constant1nople, ola1m1ng that the Patr1aroh was 

1nvolved w1th a Greek nat1onal1st group, the Ph1lorthodox 

Soo1ety, wh1ch had oonsp1red to oreate a revolut1on 1n the 

Ion1an Islands. 3 When Resch1d Pasha retused to depose the 

Patr1aroh, Ponsonb,y oonoluded that the Turk was afrald to dls­

please Russ1a, and tr1edto ea.n~~ h1m that Russia would not 
4 1nterfere. Ponsonby made a ser1es of representatlons, but 

Reschld Pasha refused to y1eld, tell1ng Ponsonb.f that he would 

1 Same to same, January 7, 184o, F.O. 78/392. 
2 Same to same, January 16, 1840,~. Same to same, January 

17, 1840, B.P. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonb.f, November 25, 1839' F.O. 78/353. 

4 Ponsonb,J to Palmerston, January 22, 1840, F.O. 78/392. 



subm1t the quest10n to the counc1l. The Ed1ct of GUlhané, 

Besch1d Pasha asserted, gave the Patr1arch the r1ght to be 

tr1ed qy the counc1l before he could be deposed. 1 

22). 

Ponsonb,y ma1nta1ned that the Hatt1sher1f of Gulhané could 

not be 1nvoked 1n th1s quest1on, as the Patr1arch had 1nterfered 

1n the 1nterna! affa1rs of a country other than Turkey. The 

ambassador cons1dered Besch1d Pasha's arguments "hollow and 

unsound.- 2 Besch1d Pasha den1ed that he des1red to w1thhold 

sat1sfact1on from the Br1t1sh government, but cont1nued to 

1ns1st that the Patr1arch should be tr1ed.) Eventually, the 

Patr1arch was tr1ed qy the dounc1l, wh1ch, f1nd1ng h1m ~1lty, 

deposed h1m. 

Though he regarded the tr1al of the Patr1arch b,y the 

counc1l as a del1berate attempt b,y Besch1d Pasha to demonstrate 

that the Br1t1sh government had exceeded 1ts r1ghts 1n d1ctat1ng 

the Patr1arch's depos1t1on, Ponsanb,y overlooked the manner ot 

the depos1t1on, and cons1dered that adequate sat1sfact1on had 

been g1ven by the Porte. However, Besch1d Pasha had not 

concluded h1s 1llustrat1on that the Porte was the master 1n 

1ts own house. The new Patr1arch was elected 1n an 1rregular 

manner, Besch1d Pasha sett1ng a Fr1dây as the da3 of the elect1on, 

but hold1ng 1t the ~y before. The Archb1shop of N1comed1a, a 

creature of Ar1stark1, a Buss1an agent, was elected. Although 

Ponsonby protested, the new Patr1arch was conf1rmed 1n h1s off1ce 

1 Besch1d Pasha to PonsonQy, February 2, 1840. enclosure Pon­
sonqy to Palmerston, February 4, 1840. ~. 

2 PonsonQy to Palmerston, February 12, 1840. ~. 

) Besch1d Pasha to PonsonQy, February 8, 1840. enclosure ~. 
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by the sultan. 1 Reschid Pasha's manoeuvre was not easily 

forgotten by the ambassador, who had hoped to see an anti­

Russian Patriarch elected, thus; preventing the Russians from 

interfering in Turkish internaI affairs through the Patriarch's 

office. Hereafter, Ponsonby's attitude towards Reschid Pasha 

hardened. 

As winter made impossible an advance by lbrahim, the Turks, 

who felt secure, did not bother to ready their defences for a 

possible attack later in the year. However, Ponsonby, who 

feared that Mehemet Ali could send the Turco-Egyptian fleet to 

Constantinople after bribing the garrison at the Dardanelles, 

did not relax his efforts to secure the ·rurkish capital. Only 

the British fleet, the ambassador believed, could give adequate 

security, but the British admiraI lacked instructions which 

would enable him to de al with a naval coup de main. Consequently, 

Ponsonby exhorted Palmerston to give the admiraI "peremptory and 

not conditional orders" to prevent such an attack by the Pasha.2 

Meanwhile, Ponsonby requested Captain Walker, sent by the 

British government on the Porte's request to instruct the Turk-

ish navy, to suggest measures to the Capudan Pasha which would 

prevent Mehemet Ali's naval forces from passing through the 

Dardanelles, or Ibrahim's army from crossing the Straits. 

Walker submitted his recommendations to the Porte,) but the 

Porte did not act upon them. 

Palmerston did not send the instructions which Ponsonby 

had requested for the British àdmiral. The approach of spring 

1 Pont~onby to Palmerston, March 7, 18401 1!2!!!. 

2 Same to same, January 26, 18401 ~. 

) Same to same, January 28, 18401 ~. 
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turned Ponsonby's thoughts to a possible advance in April by 

Ibrahim upon Constantinople. As the Egyptian army could reach 

the Bosphorus within twenty days, the ambassador was anxious 

to take immediate measures which would check the advance. Pon-

sonby calculated that the British fleet could play a crucial 

role in preventing Ibrahim from crossing the Bosphorus, but 

Stopford did not possess instructions to defend the Strait, 

and Ponsonby was not confident that the admira! would listen to 

his requests. Ponsonby urged Palmerston that the British 

admira! should be given instructions to sail to Constantinople 

if necessary, pointing out that Roussin possessed this 

discretionary power. 1 

Meanwhile, Ponsonby instructed Chrzanowski to draw up a 

plan to employ the Turkish army in checking an advance by 

Ibrahim. Concluding that the Turkish army was too weak to 

prevent Ibrahim from advancing through Asia Minor, the Pole 

recommended that the army should be concentrated near the 

Straits. Chrzanowski submitted the plan immediately to the 

Porte,2 but the Turks hesitated to act upon it. 

At the beginning of March, Hosrew Pasha received a bellicose 

letter from Mehemet Ali, demanding hereditary rule in the 

territories under his sway. When Pontois was informed about 

the note, he pressed the Porte to commence direct negotiations. 

Because of the uncertain state of the negotiations among the 

Powers, the Porte was afraid to reject the Pasha's pretentions, 

and decided to send a vague reply. Anxious not to give Mehemet 

Ali an opportunity to manoeuvre the Porte into direct negotia-

1 Same to same, March 3, 1840, ibid. 

2 Same to same, March 23, 1840, F.O. 78/393. 
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tions, Ponsonby urged that Reschid Pasha reject unequivocally 
the Pasha's pretentions, and refute his absurd arguments 
that the Turkish Empire would be strengthened by partition and 
that the Sultan would be stronger if he retained the Turkish 
fleet. Mehemet Ali's letter, Ponsonby argued, demonstrated that 
the Pas ha really was weak, and could obtain his ends only b.1 
intimidatlng the Porte. Mehemet Ali's army was not strong, and 
he knew that he would be ruined should Ibrahim march upon 
Constantinople. While ~ùe necessity of maintaining a large 
army exhausted the Pasha's resources, the Porte was not burdened 
by large military expenses. The Pasha could not attack before 
May, and the Porte should not contemplate concessions unless 
Ibrahim's attack were successful. As a vague reply to Mehemet 
Ali's letter would show that the Sultan had begun to doubt his 
own rights, Mehemet Ali's position would be strengthened. 1 

Encouraged by Ponsonby's forceful arguments, Reschid Pasha 
sent a reply to Mehemet Ali embodying these suggestions. As 

.Ponsonby suspected that Pontols and Mehemet Ali had arranged 
that this note be sent to strengthen Pontois' arguments in 
favour of direct negotiations, he believed that he had frustrated 
one more intrigue by France to produce direct negotiations. 2 

Although Ponsonby did not doubt that Mehemet Ali could be 
rash enough to order Ibrahim's advance, he kept thls fear 
weIl screened from Reschid Pasha. Pont ois had stated that 
he would calI up the French fleet if Ibrahim attacked 
Constantinople. Consequently, Ponsonby wrote to Rear-Admiral 

1 Same to same, March 7, 1840. F.O. 78/392. 
2~. Same to same, March 2J, 1840. B.P. 
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Louls, who temporarlly commanded the Brltlsh fleet ln Turklsh 

waters, that lf necessary, he would apply formally to hlm, 

requestlng the presence of the fleet at Constantlnople. 

Termlng Ibrahlm's threat a "petty danger," Ponsonby felt that 

only one warshlp would be needed to prevent Ibrahlm from 

crosslng the BosPhorus.1 

As early as the sprlng of 1840, Ponsonby's thoughts 

turned to reduclng Mehemet All. The ambassador noted to Palmers­

ton that the new Sultan was not suspected, llke Mahmoud, of 

belng lndlfferent to the Mohammedan rellglon. Nor were Great 

Brltaln's lntentlons suspect, for the Syrlans remembered that 

Great Brltaln had returned Egypt to the Sultan. If Alexandrla 

were blockaded, cuttlng Mehemet All's communlcatlons wlth Syrla, 

Acre need not be attacked, but would fall as soon as Ibrahlm's 

army lost control of Syrla. Great Brltaln would have elther 

France or Russla as an ally. If France were dlvlded from 

Great Brltaln, Russla would gravltate towards the latter. lf 

Russla vere hostlle towards Great Brltaln, France would slde 

wlth her Entente partner. Russla would be free to act agalnst 

Mehemet All, as her secret arrangement wlth hlm had been 

fashloned ln a manner permlttlng her to ·dlsavow and escape from 

lt. M After the settlement of the Egyptlan questlon, the Turklsh 
2 

questlon would be relatlvely easy to resolve. 

As tlme passed, Ponsonby became lncreaslngly hostlle to 

Reschld Pasha, although the amœssador velled hls feellngs from 

the Turk. He found fault wlth Reschld Pasha's reforms, thlnklng 

1 Same to same, Aprll 9, 18401 F.O. 78/393. 

2 same to same, March 23, 1840, Aprll 8, 18401 B.P. 
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that the programme was movlng too qulckly. The democratlc 

rlghts, whlch Ponsonby prevlously had welcomed, now drew his 

1re. Reschld Pasha, Ponsonby wrote to Palmerston, had attempted 

to transform "a Theocratlc Despot lnto a Constl tutlonal 11onarch, 

and the apeing of the forms of Representatlve Governments may 

produce worse thlngs than the rldlcule lt excltes here. N1 

Ponsonby belleved that the Sultan was~verythingN in Turkey, 

as no arlstocracy, mlddle-class, or even people existed. If 

the Sultan's power were crlppled, the dangerous Janissary 

faction could rlse agaln. 2 However, the bellef that the Porte 

would not permlt Reschld Pasha to go much further with hls 

reforms, eased Ponsonby's apprehenslons. 3 

Although at odds on varlous lnternal pollcles, Reschid 

Pasha and Ponsonby were unlted ln thelr opposition to Mehemet 

Ali' s pretentlons. The 'rurk contlnued to assure Ponsonby that 

the Porte would not act wlthout Great Brltaln's concurrence. 

When Ponsonby lnformed him that Nourl Effendi had sald, in 

Parls, that force should not be employed agalnst Mehemet Ali, 

Reschld Pasha replled that Il 'a Traltor could not do more' Il 

and promlsed to recall him. Ponsonby assured Reschid Pasha that 

the Britlsh government would not permlt Russlan forces to act 

ln Turkey unless Russla were bound by a treaty wlth the Powers, 

whlch relleved the Turk's uneaslness upon Russla's part ln a 

peace settlement. 4 

1 Same to same, March 16, 18401 F.O. 78/393. 
2 Same to same, March 18, 18401 B.P. 

3 Same to same, Aprl1 15, 18401 lli9:. 
4 Same to same, Aprl1 25, 18401 F.O. 78/393. 
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As early as March, the Porte was apprehensive that Ibrahim 

could march upon Constantinople in the spring, but it took no 

measures before April to prepare defences in Asia Minor. How-

ever, as these tardy preparations in April were not conducted 

with any degree of vigour, Ponsonby exerted strong pressure 

upon the Porte, trying to frighten it into resolute action by 

arguing that Ibrahim could reach the Straits in twenty days, 

and a convention among the Powers could not be signed in time 

to save the Sultan. While he promised that the British fleet 

would be employed, Ponsonby maintained that the action of the 

fleet would be unavailing if the Turkish army did not support 

it by defending vital positions near the straits. 1 

Moved by these representations, Hosrew Pasha requested 

Chrzanowski to survey the area adjacent to the Straits for the 

purpose of determining the best points for defence. Reschid 

Pasha subsequently accepted a suggestion by Ponsonby for the 

employment of young Turks educated at Woolwich to prepare the 

defences. 2 Though Ponsonby believed that the British fleet, 

aided by the Turkish army, would be more than a match for Ibrahim, 

he could not dispell the fear that the British government could 

abandon the Sultan. Throughout his career as ambassador to 

Constantinople, Ponsonby hed been disappointed by the British 

government's reluctance to palpably demonstrate that Great 

Britain would defend the Turks. As he had done Many times, 

Ponsonb,y warned Palmerston that should Great Britain abandon 

the Sultan, the Porte would look to Russia, and the Treaty of 

1 lli!!. 

2~. 
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Unklar Skelessl would be lnvoked. Ponsonby suggested that 

should Ibrahlm march agalnst Constantlnople, a small Brltlsh 

squadron should be sent to Syrla to ralse the populatlon, 

endangerlng Ibrahlm's rear. 1 

In thls time of crlsls, the Seraskler Pasha, Halll Pasha, 

concerned more wlth amasslng a personal fortune than wlth 

defendlng the' Sultan, showed no energy, and llttle could be 

done wlthout hls partlclpation to prepare defences. Hosrew 

Pasha thought that he could accelerate the constructlon of 

defences by appolntlng a general for Asia, havlng under hls 

control the area around Scutarl and Mondania, where Chrzanowskl 

had suggested the defences should be prepared. However, the 

newly appolnted general, Rlza Pasha, dlscovered that he could 

not obtaln troops wlthout Halll Pasha's co-operatlon. 2 

As Halll Pasha's removal appeared to be the only solutlon, 

Ponsonby extended his ald to Reschld Pasha to place the office 

of Seraskler Pasha in better hands. Ponsonby maintalned to the 

Porte that as a representative of a Power pledged to defend the 

Sultan, he had a right to insist that the Porte should mobillze 

Turkey's resources to ~efend against an attack upon Constan­

tinople by Ibrahlm. Thinking that his message would be reported 

to the Sultan, Ponsonby added that the eyes of Europe were 

upon the Porte. 3 Halll Pasha was deposed in the second week 

of May, and replaced by Mustapha Nourl Pasha, Pasha of Iannina, 

who had an excellent reputatlon. Ahmed Fethi Pasha served as 

1 Ibid. 

2 Same to same, April 26, 18401 F.O. 78/393. 

3~. 



Seraskier Pasha ànt11 Mustapha Nouri Pasha arrived in 

Constantinople. 1 

2J1. 

After Halil Pasha's deposition, the Porte informed Ponsonby 

that it would send eighteen thousand troops to a position 

between Ismit and Scutari, which was within range of the guns 

of warships 1n the Bosphorus, to control the only road Ibrah1m 

could use to reach the Stra1t. Th1s cons1derably rel1eved Pon­

sonby's anx1et1es. The ambassador bel1eved that the Turk1sh 

troops, who were at least equal 1n ab111ty to Ibrah1m's troops, 
2 and requ1red only a good commander, would be v1ctor1ous. In 

order to carry the Turk1sh pos1t1on, the ambassador calculated 

that Ibrah1m would have to attack w1th at least th1rty thousand 

troops, but he could advance w1th no more than twenty thousand 

men of "1nd1fferent qual1ty. Il To Ponsonby, the employment of 

Turk1sh troops went beyond m111tary necess1ty. It showed Europe 

that the Sultan really had an army, and could defend h1mself. 

As the French and -Rus sian fleets would not have to be summoned 

to defend Constant1nople, the pretences "upon wh1ch France rests 

the defense of her 1n1m1cal pol1cy, w111 be taken away.1I3 

The Porte cont1nually postponed d1spatch1ng the troops to 

the defens1ve pos1t1ons, Resch1d Pasha us1ng the fest1val of 
4 Mohammed's b1rth, and subsequently other excuses. Ponsonby 

suspected that Ponto1s was respons1ble for the Portets att1tude. 

He was conv1nced that 1f Ibrah1m advanced, Ponto1s would assert 

that Mehemet Al1 was 1rres1stable, and would obta1n from the 

1 Same to same, May 12, 1840, F.O. 78/394. 

2 Same to same, May 13, 1840: lli51. 
3 Same to same, 11ay 15, 1840, lli,9;. 
4 ~. 
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Porte the settlement the Pas ha des1red. If the road to Constan-

tlnople remalned undefended, Ponsonbf calculated that Mehemet 

All would not fa1l to order h1s army to advance. 1 

Cons1der1ng the Porte's arguments for delay as unfounded, 

Ponsonbf cont1nued h1s pressure upon the Porte, but 1t cont1nued 

~v1Jhow no energy. The ambassador scon began to suspect that 

the Porte completely had abandoned lts plans to defend the 

pos1t1on, and he had l1ttle hope that hls arguments would 

produce results unt1l the new Serask1er Pasha, who was lntelllgent, 

and had yet to come under French influence, arrived ln Constan-

tinople. 2 

On May 19, Reschid Pasha assured Ponsonbf that the plan to 

defend Constantinople would be implemented as soon as troops 

arrived from Roumelia. But Ponsonby d1d not rely upon Reschld 

Pasha's prom1se.3 D1sturbed by the lncrease 1n the numbers of 

Reschid Pasha's French adv1sors, Ponsonbf for the first time 

began to fear that the Reis Effend1 who had read the phllosophy 

of "La Jeune France' and was "really in hls head more a French­

man than anythlng else," could be persuaded by his French 
... 

advisors to bow to Pontois.' arguments. However, Ponsonby 

believed that as Resch1d Pasha knew that he could destroy h1m, 

he would think tw1ce before accept1ng Pontois' advlce.4 Wh1le 

he felt that he had l1ttle chance to move the 1ntrans1gent 

Turks to action at th1s moment, Ponsonby nevertheless did not 

relent in his pressure upon the Porte, arguing that if the news 

1 Same to same, May 20, 18401 B.P. 
2 Same to May 26, 1840. F.O. 78/394. same, 

3 Same to same, May 29, 1840 • 1bid. -
4 Same to Apr1l 27, 1840. B.P. same, 
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of an advance by Ibrahim reached Constantinople be~ore the 

defences were prepared, a revoIt could break out there, which 

would make the plan more difficult to implement. 1 

France's pretentions in the Levant reanimated Ponsonby's 

Napoleonic War spirit" He wrote to Palmerston: "I would rather, 

as an Englishman see Russia in possession of Constantinople th an 

see the French in possession of the power they aim to and hope 

to establish in these parts. l think we should be forced by 

that into a War for our existence at least such a War as would 

oblige us to beg of Russia to take Constantinople and then 

what would be the fate of Austria?" To obtain her aims, France 

was using .. the flimsy disguise of a wish to save the Sultan 

frOID the protection of Russia. 1I2 As he believed that the 

presence of the French fleet at Constantinople would encourage 

intrigues in the city, Ponsonby was anxious to avoid any 

situation which would give the French an opportunity of sending 

their fleet through the Dardanelles. When the ambassador 

received an agreement signed by the Powers, except France, on 

April 10, limiting Mehemet Ali's rule to Egypt, he noted to 

Palmerston that this demonstrated that the Porte would be 

imprudent to request the presence of the French fleet at the 

Turkish capital in a time of crisis. 3 

Believing that France controlled the policy of the Pasha, 

Ponsonby calculated that Mehemet Ali would order Ibrahim to 

advance only if France encouraged him. However, while France 

1 Same to same, May 29, 1840: F.O. 78/394. 

2 Same to same, May 7, 184o: F.O. 78/393. 

3 Same to same, May 16, 1840: B.P. 
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could desire to create a situation which would necessitate the 

presence of her fleet at Constantinople, she would do nothing 

the moment she saw that Great Britain was in earnest. Ponsonby 

exhorted Palmerston to refuse to give Mehemet Ali ·one atom· of 

territory beyond Egypt. The ambassador argued that if the Pasha 

were given a foothold in Syria, France would be his protector, 

and Russia Turkey's protector. Eventually, France and Russia 

would quarrel, and a ·catastrophe" would ensue. Meanwhile, 

Great Britain would have little influence in the Levant. 1 Pon­

sonb.J was able to obtain a large number of letters sent b,y the 

French embassy to the Porte, which he used to support his 

evaluation of French policy. 

At the beginning of June, Reschid Pasha employed the 

Hattisherif of Gulhané to depose the corrupt Hosrew Pasha, who 

was succeeded by Mehemet Emir Raouf Pasha, a supporte~ of Reschid 

Pasha. This victory gave Reschid Pasha unchallenged sway over 

the Porte, ending the struggle for power which had sapped its 

energy. The deposition of Hosrew Pasha came at a crucial time, 

for Hosrew Pasha, who now was receiving flattering letters from 

Mehemet Ali, appeared to favour direct negotiations. While 

Hosrew Pasha immediately began intriguing to regain his power, 

Reschid Pasha had little to fear from the old Turk, and finally 

succeeded in having him exiled from Constantino.:e. 

After deposing Hosrew Pasha, Reschid PaSha lmmediately 

demonstrated that the Porte would not make concessions to 

Mehemet Ali. On June 5, Reschid Pasha convened a conference to 

discUSR Nouri Effendi's report that the Austrian and Russian 

1 !.è!!!. 
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ambassadors to Paris had stated that the Porte should make 

territorial concessions to the Pasha. At the conference, Reschid 

Pasha successfully argued that the Porte should offer Mehemet 

Ali only Egypt, and rely upon Great Britain to protect the 
l Sul tan. 

In the middle of June, a revoIt, sparked by Ibrahim's 

at.t.empt. t.o disarm tne Cnristian population and conscript. six-

teen tnousand Musulmans and Christians, broke out on Mount 

Lebanon and in the hill districts near Jerusalem. As the 

Egyptian army now was engaged in trying to crush the insurgents, 

an immeŒiate advance by Ibrahim upon Constantinople was impos­

sible. Upon learning about the revoIt, Ponsonby and Stûrmer 

met to decide whether the Porte should take measures to aid the 

Syrians. Agreeing that the Porte would be justified in 

aiding the Syrians to resist lvIehemet Ali's rule, t.he two ambas-

sadors resolved upon suggesting measures to t.he Porte. 

The Internuncio recommended to Reschid Pasha that the Porte 

should aSK the powers in wha~ manner it should answer 

Mehemet. Ali's last letter; as rour ot' t.he l'~ve Powers would 

counsel a negatlve reply, the porte's position would be 

st.rengthened, and Pontois would be placed in an awkward 

position. In his turn, Ponsonby suggested ~o t.he Turk that. 

t.he Porte should send agents t.o Syria to promise tne inhab­

itants "the enjoyment or their ancient franchises, t.o be guar­

anteed by England," and exemption from conscription and a large 

portion of their taxes for a specified periode In return, 

Ponsonby promised that he would send an a3ent to Syria and 
--_._---------- ---_. -- -_. ----_.- _ .. 
l 3ame to same, June 9, 1840: F. o. 78/394. 
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persuade the British admiraI to send warships to the Syrian 

coast for the purpose of encouraging the insurgents. As he 

believed that it would be necessary to show the Sultan's flag 

to the Syrians, Ponsonb,y requested that the Porte send a 

Turkish frigate with the British warships. Reschid Pasha 

promised that the Porte would implement the suggestions. 1 

Ponsonby urged that Palmerston send warships to the Syrian 

coast to commence operations against Ibrahim. The am 1:as sador 

promised that the Porte would send a 'furkish warship with the 

British squadron to show the Sultan's flag. 2 If Great Britain 

did not begin operations immediately, France would have the 

right to maintain that Mehemet Ali's power should not be opposed 

and the Turks would believe this assertion. Bouteneff, Ponsonby 

emphasized, held the same oPinion. 3 

'rhe am1:assador requested AdmiraI Louis to send warships 

to Syria, ostensibly for the protection of British sUbjects, but 

i,'eally for the encouragement of the insurgents. However, Louis 

was reluctant to acceed to this. As the British government had 

instructed him to station two or three sail of the line near 

the Dardanelles, Louis was faced with the prospect of dividing 

his fleet, which contained only six sail of the line. Louis 

hesitatedtc,weaken his squadron because he had received a 

report that Mehemet Ali had sent two divisions of his fleet to 

Syria. Ponsonby countered by arguing that there was no danger 

1 Same to same, June 2J, 1840: F.O. 78/394. 
2 

Same to June 22, 18401 ibid. same, 

3 Same to same, June 2J, 1840: B.P. 

4 Louis to Ponsonby, June 22, 1840 : enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, June 29, 1840: F.O. 78/394. 
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to Constantinople from Mehemet Ali or Russia. However, if 

Mehemet Ali sent the 'rurco-Egyptian fleet to Constantinople, 

the British warships off Syria could intercept it and return in 

time to defend Constantinople against Ibrahim' s army.l 'rhis 

argument relieved Louis' apprehensions, and he sent two warships 

to the Syrian coast. 

Richard Wood. 2 was dispatched by Ponsonby to Syria to 

collect information, and encourage the Syrians. 3 Previously, 

Wood had been sent on an assignment by Ponsonby to Syria and 

,Nesapotamia, and had played a major role in arranging the 

surrender of Ravenduz Bey, the Kurdish leader, to Reschid Pasha 

in 1836. 

As the Porte showed its habitual lethargy after accepting 

the proposals by the two ambassadors, Ponsonby, whose thoughts 

more and more each day were dominated by the idea of destroying 

Mehemet Ali, was understandably impatient for action. On June 

29, Ponsonby, writing to Palmerston, stated that the Pasha already 

could have been defeated had the 'rurks shown some energy, but 
4 "fear predominates" at the Porte. But the Porte had reason to 

be afraid, for Chekib Effendi, the rurkish ambassador to London, 

had sent unfavourable dispatches on the progress of the negotia­

tions among the Powers. Although Reschid Pasha promised that 

the Divan would continue relying upon the powers,5 Ponsonby, 

fearing that it could waver, sent an official note to the Porte. 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 29, 1840, No.132' ~. 

2 Vide supra, p. 8. 

3 Same to same, June 29, 1840, No.133' ~. 

4 ~. 

5 Same to same, July 1, 184o. F.O. 78/395. 
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The note expressed Rln the most formal mannerR the pleasure 

Ponsonb,y felt when he recelved the Porte's assurances that lt 

would not negotlate dlrectly.1 Reschld Pasha, as he had done on 

former occaslons, used Ponsonby's note ln persuadlng the more 

tlmld mlnisters at the Porte to rely upon the Powers. 

Though several mlnlsters remalned uneasy, Reschld Pasha, 

possesslng undlsputed control over the Dlvan, withstood all 

pressures from the agents of Mehemet All and France to commence 

direct negotiations. Sam1 Bey, who arrlved ln Constantlnople 

at the beglnnlng of July ostenslbly for the purpose of presentlng 

presents from Mehemet All to the Sultan's newborn daughter, 

carried a large sum of money to brlbe the Sultana Valldé and 

other lmportant Turks. But Sami Bey made no progress wlth 

Reschid Pasha. When Saml Bey sald that Mehemet Ali wlshed to 

return the Sultan's fleet, Reschid Pasha replled that the fleet 

was only a secondary questlon, and the Sultan would not alter 

hls declslon of glvlng Mehemet Ali only Egypt. 2 

Quickly turnlng to sam1 Bey's support, Pontols malntalned 

to Reschld Pasha that Sami Bey had come to Constantlnople as an 

act of submlssion for Mehemet Ali, and the Pasha would return 

the Sultan's fleet. Reschld pasha retorted that Sam1 Bey had 

not come to submlt, the TUrkish fleet would be returned sooner 

or later, and the Porte would rely completely upon the Powers. 

Mehemet Ali, he noted, should send hls proposals dlrectly to the 

Powers, who would decide upon the terms of peace. Ponsonby 

1 Offic1al note by Ponsonb,y to the Porte, June 28, 1840. 
enclosure ~. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, JUly 12, 1840. ~. 
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congratulated Reschid Pas ha on his answers to Pontois, and was 

particularly gratified that Reschid Pasha had not discussed the 

return of the Turkish fleet. 1 The ambassado~ believed that 

should the Porte open discussions upon this question, Mehemet 

Ali's partisans would increase their intrigues, and, before 

long, the Porte could find itself negotiating directly with 

Mehemet Ali. 2 

B. Great Britain and Mehemet Ali after the Battle of Nezib 

After the Euphrates Expedition Firman Affair, Palmerston 

became increasingly suspicious of Mehemet Ali's intentions. Pon­

sonby's torrent of letters accusing Russia and the Pasha of 

collusion did much to influence the Foreign Secretary's feelings 

towards Mehemet Ali. Palmerston accepted Ponsonby's theory, and 

increasingly became convinced that only the limitation of 

Mehemet Ali's power could prevent Ru.ssia from exploiting the 

hostility between the Pasha and the sultan. 3 While Mehemet Ali 

extended his full support to establish steam communication 

between Great Britain and India through Suez after the failure of 

the Euphrates Expedition, Palmerston believed that he was pursuing 

his course solely for his personal interests. Palmerston also 

carefully observed the Pasha's penetration towards the Persian 

1 Same to same, July 22, 1840: ibid. 

2 Same to same, July 15, 18401 ~. 

3 When he learned about the Sultanes attack upon Mehemet Ali, 
Palmerston concluded that Russia had persuaded Mahmoud to 
attack, and had encouraged the Pasha ntl) push on i only warning 
him not to threaten Constantinople, so as to bring on a Crisis 
which might place Russia in collision with the other Powers 
of Europe." Palmerston to Ponsonby, July 23, 18391 B.P. 
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Gulf. 

At the beginning of 1839, a British squadron captured 

Aden. The Britlsh government now consldered the Perslan Gulf 

withln Great Brltaln's sphere of lnfluence. Palmerston, learning 

that Mehemet All's forces ln the Hedjaz were slowly encroachlng 

towards the Perslan Gulf, lnstructed Campbell to demand that 

the Pasha should order his general in the Hedjaz not to continue 

hls advance. 1 Suspectlng that Mehemet Ali was lntrlgulng wlth 

the Arab chiefs ln the vlcin1ty of Aden, Palmerston warned the 

Pasha that Great Br1ta1n would not vlew w1th -lndlfference- an 

attempt to "subvert" her rule in Aden. 2 The Br1t1sh admira! at 

Aden was instructed to prevent the occupation of the lsland of 

Bahre1n b,y Mehemet All. 3 In September, Palmerston lnstructed 

Campbell to demand that Mehemet All should wlthdraw hls troops 

from The yemen.4 

Palmerston, deslring a settlement whloh would preclude 

further clashes between the Sultan and Mehemet Ali, concluded 

that the desert between Egypt and Syr1a would best serve this 

purpose. Campbell, however, recommended that the Pasha should 

be g1ven hered1tary rule ln Syr1a, argu1ng that should Syr1a be 

returned to the Sultan, it would be plagued by anarchy, the 

Chrlstians and Jews would be po orly protected, and Britlsh 

commerce would he rulned. As Mehemet A11 could supply the force 

-for the lmmedlate protection of the Emplre and ample materials 

1 Palmerston to Campbell, May 11, 1839. F.O. 78/372. 
2 Same to same, May 14, 1839' ~. 
3 Same to same, June 15, 1839. ibld. 
4 Same to same, September 13, 1839. ~. 
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for the reorganization of the ifurkish army on a more improved 

system," hereditary rule by the Pasha in Syria, "would also tend 

to strengthen the ottoman Empire itself. H1 However, improvements 

in Turkey could not be made so long as Hosrew Pasha controlled 

the Porte, because the latter had Clinherited aIl the inveterate 

enmity of Sultan Mahmoud against Mehemet Ali, without any of 

his virtues.,,2 Palmerston, finding Campbellts views at variance 

with his own, immediately recalled him. 3 

The new consul-general, Colonel Hodges, who had distinguished 

himself as consul in Servia, was vigorous, and possessed a brash 

manner and an imposing presence. A Russophobe, he was on 

intimate terms with Ponsonby. When he arrived in Alexandria, at 

the beginning of January 1840, he immediately took measures to 

implement Palmerston's instructions. Palmerston had ordered 

him to survey the sea coast between Caesar's camp and Marabout, 

and report upon the best place for a landing. However, as 

Hodges discovered that he was kept under surveillance by Mehemet 

Alits agents, he employed an Austrian naval officer, Count 

Nugent, to do the task.4 

In his first meeting with Mehemet Ali on January 4, Hodges 

quickly came to the point, stating that the British government 

had "positively determined" to continue its course of policy, 

and had sent lia new agent to enforce it." 'fhe bluntness of 

this statement startled the Pasha. When Mehemet Ali complained 

1 Campbell to Palmerston, August 17, 1839' F.O. 78/375. 

2 Campbell to Ponsonby, August 6, 1839. enclosure ~. 

3 Palmerston to Campbell, september 11, 1839: F.O. 78/372. 

4 Hodges to Palmerston, January 10, 18401 F.O. 78/404. 
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that Ponsonb.f was b1ased aga1nst h1m, Hodges rep11ed that the 

Pasha was m1staken. Ponsonby merely was carry1ng out the po11cy 

of the Br1t1sh government to ma1nta1n the 1ntegr1ty of the 

Turk1sh Emp1re under 1 ts ex1st1ng dynasty. Hodges warned that 

any oppos1t1on bW the Pasha aga1nst Great Br1ta1n's po11cy would 

"only entall upon hlm the most ru1nous consequences," for the 

Brltlsh had determ1ned "to carry out thelr po11cy by measures 

whlch could leave no doubt as to the sp1r1t of 1t, even lf they 

acted alone." Austrla would support Great Brltaln "to lts 

fullest extent." Infur1ated b.f thls threat, Mehemet A11 

retorted that " 'much words were useless,' " and vowed that he 

would " 'do anythlng' " before he would· 'subm1t to be thus 

sacrlf1ced.' "1 

Followlng hls meetlng wlth Hodges, Mehemet All summoned 

a councll to dlscuss the wlthdrawal of the Egyptlan army trom 

the Hedjaz to relnforce the garrlson at Alexandr1a. The councll 

recommended that the troops ahould be held ln read1ness to 

march to EGYPt. 2 Subsequently, bath Medem, the Russ1an consul­

general, and Cochelet made representatlons to the Pasha. Medem 

warned hlm that should he march upon Constantlnople, he would 

be opposed b.f a Russlan army. Cochelet trled "t;p.pe'ilfStladlt the 

Pasha to abandon h1s truculent attltude, assertlng that Austrla, 

Russ1a and Great Brltaln now were un1ted, and France poss1bly 

would joln the Three powers. J These representat10ns further 

d1sconcerted the Pasha, who declared to h1s off1c1als that the 

1 Same to same, January 4, 18401 ~. 
2 

to February 21, 18401 ~. Same same, 

J Same to same, January 4, 1840 1 !.12!.9:. 
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Powers " 'must first trample lt 
Il on his Il 'body' Il before they 

could take away his rights. 1 

The tone of the representations by the consuls-general 

induced Mehemet Ali to prepare for a possible attack by the 

Powers upon Egypt. Troops were sent from Syria to reinforce the 
2 garrisons in Cairo and Alexandria, and national guards were 

raised in the two cities. 3 Unsure that the 'rurkish fleet would 

support him against the Powers, the Pasha told the crews that 

the Sultan was a prisoner of the Christian Powers, but that he 

would rescue him. 4 On January 14, Hodges had his second inter­

view, which ended with Mehemet Ali defying the Powers to attack 

him,5 and induced him to increase his preparations. 6 However, 

the Pasha's attempts to forti~y Egypt were largely unsuccessful, 

Hodges noted that the national guard had "dwindled into a force 

hardly worth naming~7 Moreover, the Hear-Admiral of the Turkish 

fleet refused to accept the new uniform given the Turkish fleet 

by Mehemet Ali. 8 

As Mehemet Ali expected each day to receive news that the 

Powers had signed a treaty settlirtg the Egyptian question, 9 he 

1 Ibid. 

'2 Same to same, January 6, 1840: ~. 

3 Same to same, January 12, 18401 lli.Q;. 

4 Same to same, January 13, 1840: ~. 

5 Same to same, January 14, 18401 ~. 

6 1.2!Q... 

7 Same to same, January 17, 18401 llli· 
8 Same to same, January 23, 18401 ibid. 

9 Same to same, January 24, 18401 ~. 
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was high~y excited, and Hodges' comments never failed to elicit 

an outburst from him. On February 22, Hodges informed the 

Pasha that the British government had proof that he still 

continued his intrigues with the Arab tribes in the vicinity of 

Aden. Taken by surprise that Hodges should raise this subject, 

Mehemet Ali denied that he had engaged in intrigues with the 

Arab tribes. When Hodges mentioned that the British government 

suspected that he was intriguing with the Shah of Persia, 

Mehemet Ali flew into a rage, and terminated the meeting. 1 

At a subsequent meeting, on March 30, Hodges found the 

Pasha in a truculent mood. When Hodges asked him what he 

intended to do with the Turkish fleet, Mehemet Ali answered 

that he would retain i t iO 'as a weapon taken from the hand' Il 

of his .. 'Enemy,' .. until his differences were settled with the 

Porte. He then would return it to the Sultan. Thereupon, 

Hodges stated that his government had instructed him to advise 

the Turkish crew to return the fleet to the Sultan. Mehemet Ali 

jumped from his divan, and exclaimed: Il 'Now you place me in a 

state of warl l warn you, that the first defection l perceive, 

l will shoot the offender.'" 'rhe next day, Mehemet Ali 

appointed Ahmet Pasha to command both the Turkish and Egyptian 

fleets. 2 

By the end of March, IVlehemet Ali had regained his equanimi ty, 

refusing to believe that the Powers would combine to reduce him. 

He boasted that he did not fear Great Britain alone, for he 

was "invulnerable in Egypt ... 3 The Pasha had reason to entertain 

1 Same to same, Feb".cuary 22, 18401 ibid. 

2 Sarne to same, March 31, 18401 ~. 
3 Same to same, r1arch 27, 1840. ibid. 



these"ldeas. Hodges noted that the consuls-general manlfested 
'tdisunion, coldness, mutual distrust, and an utter indisposition 
to co-operate for the attainment of any common" object." lVledem 
had 'tfrequent and friendly" talks with Mehemet Ali. 1 The Pasha, 
while expecting that France would protect him, calculated that 
even if France did not shield him and the Powers combined to 
reduce him, they could wrest only Syria from him. As the 
Powers offered little more th an hereditary rule in Egypt in a 
negotiated settlement, the Pasha thought that he had little to 
lose if he remained intransigent, for the Powers, finding him 
invü1nerable in Egypt, would give him hereditary rule in Egypt 
on the conclusion of peace. 

As Mehemet Ali was intransigent, Hodges declined to 
transmit, in the middle of May, Palmerston's instructions 
protesting against the Pasha's language in defence of retaining 
the Turkish fleet. Relations with Mehemet Ali, Hodges wrote, 
already were too delicate, and, "until the means of coercion't 
were at hand, it would "be more injurious than useful to assume 
a hostile tone.,,2 

Hodges did not have an interview with Mehemet Ali until 
June 14, when he found the Pasha, who had learned that Hosrew 
Pasha had been deposed, in good sPirits.] But in June a revoIt 
broke out in Syria. At first, the Pasha thought that the revoIt 
would not be difficult to crush, but by the beginning of July, 
he realized that he would be hard-pressed to maintain his grip 

1 Same to same, April 18, 18401 ~. 

2 Same to same, Nay 15, 18401 ~. 

] Same to same, June 17, 18401 F.O. 78/405. 
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upon Syria. Hodges noted that Mehemet had lost "his former 
equanimi ty ••• 1 When Hodges saw him on July 7, Mehemet Ali already 
had learned that Louis had sent two sail of the line to Syria. 
The Pasha "seemed mortified and amazed," and would not believe 
that the two ships were intended merely to protect British 
subjects in Syria; he threatened sending four warships to syria. 2 

He accused Ponsonby of blocking a friendly settlement with the 
Porte. Hodges noted to Palmerston, "The rage and bitter hatred 
of Mehemet Ali towards Lord Ponsonby is ludicrous to witness. nJ 

The French government, fearing a confrontation with the 
Powers, instructed Cochelet, in April, to persuade Mehemet Ali 
that he should accept hereditary rule in Egypt and Syria and 
Arabia for life. Mehemet Ali rejected the. proposal.4 In July, 
Eugene Perier arrived in Alexandria on a Special Mission to 
urge upon the Pasha the proposaIs which he had re jec:ted two 
months before. Mehemet Ali declined reconsidering them, and 
dismissed Perier's assertion that his lntransigence could 
produce a general war in Europe. As Sami Bey was still in 
Constantinople, Mehemet Ali entertained the hope that the Porte 
would negotiate upon his terms. 5 After learnlng that Sami 
Bey had reported that the Porte refused making concessions, 
Perier sought another interview wi th Mehemet Ali. 'rhe Pasha 
refused to moderate his demands, asserting that he expected that 

1 Same to same, July 5, 1840: ~. 
2 Same to JUly 7, 1840' ~. same, 
J Same to same, July 24, 1840, ibid. 
4 Cochelet Thiers, May 6, 1840, J. E. Driault, L'EgYrte et. Europe. La crise de 1839 - 1841, vol. 2, 1930, Ca ro, pp.272-275. 
5 Perier to Thiers, July 15, 1840, ~., Vol. J, pp.27-JO. 
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Reschid Pasha soon would be deposed. 1 

Perier departed from Alexandria without having accomplished 

the objective of his mission. However, the Four Powers already 

had concluded the Convention of July 15, which granted Mehemet 

Ali hereditary rule in Egypt and the Pashalic of st. Jean d'Acre 

for life. The Pasha's refusaIs to compromise his demands 

isolated France from the Powers, and created a crisis in Europe. 

rhe reduction of Mehemet Ali by the Four Powers was regarded 

by the French as a national humiliation, and therefore the 

Convention of July 15 produced much uneasiness in the capitals 

of the Four Powers. Palmerston, supported by Ponsonby in 

Constantinople, worked feverishly to drive Mehemet Ali from 

Syria before France could go to war in the spring of 1841. 

1 Same to same, July 24, 1840: ibid., pp.60-63. 



CHAPTER IX, 'rHE REDUCTION OF MEHEMET ALI 

The success of Stürmer and Ponsonby in preventing direct 
negotiations gave Palmerston valuable time to form the Quadruple 
Alliance. Bouteneff's failure to secure direct negotiations 
left Czar Nicholas no alternative but co-operation with the 
Powers, which had some attraction for the Czar because the 
destruction of the Anglo-French!ntente was the priee Palmerston 
had to pay for an agreement with Russia. As this change in 
policy required a change in agents, Bouteneff was replaced in 
1840 by Titow. 

·rhe rapprochement between Russia and Great Bri tain was 
welcomed by Metternich, although he certainly did not regard a 
conference in London without trepidation. At the end of April, 
1840, Metternich promised that Austria would maintain sixt Y 
thousand troops in readiness to defend constantinople,l but he 
soon made excuses why Austrian troops could not be spared to 
defend the Turkish caPital. 2 Although he readily entered into 
the Four Power Alliance, he continually argued to the Britlsh 
ambassador in Vienna, Lord Beauvale, that without France the 
Allies could not drive Jl'lehemet Ali from Syria.) l''letternich's 
vacillation was to prove particularly discomforting to Ponsonby 
in the succeeding months. 

Six days before concluding the ':rreaty of July 15, Palmerston 
wrote to Ponsonby that as the cabinet had authorized him to 
draft a convention, he should request the Porte immediately to 

1 Beauvale to Palmerston, April 24, 18401 F.O. 7/290. 
2 Same to same, July 17, 1840. F.O. 7/291A. 

) Vide same to same, April 12, 1840. F.O. 7/290. 



make preparations for co-operation with the Powers. The Powers' 

first step would be cutting off communications between Syria 

and Egypt, followed by a landing of Turkish troops, and if 

necessary British marines, on the Syrian coast. The Porte 

should prepare five or six thousand men to sail to Cyprus, the 

base from which the landings would be staged, and should 

promise the Syrians exemption from conscription and local 

administration to win their support against Ibrahim. 1 

Palmerston's instructions were premature, for when Pon-

sonby communicated them he found Reschid Pasha reluctant to 

act, the latter arguing that he could not expect support from 

his colleagues at the Porte. Although Ponsonby promised to 

assume all responsibility for measures taken, Reschid Pasha 
2 would give no answer. Immediately after the discussions, Pon-

sonby discovered that none of his colleagues would support the 

proposed measures, and decided against trying to commit the 

Porte without the support of the Austrian and Russian ambassadors. 

After further consideration of Palmerston's instruction, Reschid 

pasha requested that Ponsonby write an official note to the 

Porte pledging British aid against Mehemet Ali, which he could 

use in persuading his timid colleagues at the Porte to make 

the required preparations. Ponsonb,y declinedto.~1ti9 an 

official note, saying that he could not do anything which 

his colleagues opposed and would remain " wholly lnert" until he 

received new instructions from his. government. Disconsolate, 

Ponsonby complained to Palmerston that only Great Britain 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, July 9, 1840, B.P. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, July 29, 1840, ~. 
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appeared disposed to act. 1 

At the beginning of August the Four Ambassadors received 

the Convention of July 15. Ponsonby, of course, was in high 

spirits, seeing at last the beginning of his long cheri shed 

hope of a campaign to reduce Mehemet Ali. Immediately upon 

receiving the Convention, the ambassadors discussed with Reschid 

Pasha measures to implement it. Reschid Pasha consented to 

appoint an envoy to deliver the Convention to Mehemet Ali, 

send a frigate and a corvette carrying eight thousand muskets 

and ammunition to Syria, dispatch five or six thousand troops 

to Cyprus, and send a translation of the act separé of the 

Convention to the people of Syria. :rhe rurk was prepared to 

go further, recommending that the Porte should appoint 

governors for the provinces which would be recovered from 

Mehemet Ali, but as Ponsonby cautioned against this measure, 

Reschid Pasha said he would shelve it. 2 

By the time Reschid Pasha and the Four Ambassadors had 

decided upon the necessary preparations, l'Iehemet Ali had 

succeeded in crushing the revoIt in Syria. When he learned that 

the Syrians no longer were in revoIt, Stopford advised Ponsonby 

that as conditions had altered, his instructions from the 

AdmiraIt y were no longer applicable, and he could not commence 

operations in Syria. Indeed, the instructions Stopford received 

discussed only measures to aid the Syrian insurgents and gave 

him latitude of action. J Seeing the Convention on the point of 

rUin, Ponsonby could not control his anger in his reply to 

1 Same to same, August 1, 18401 ibid. 

2 Same to same, August 5, 1840 1 F.O. 78/395. 

3 Palmerston to Lords Commissioners of the AdmiraIt y, July 16, 
18401 Ad. 1/5503. 
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Stopford, pointing out to the admiraI that should he refuse to 

implement his instructions, he would bring dishonour upon Great 

Britain, for the French were loudly proclaimlng that the British 

would not be able to take military action against Mehemet ~i.1 

Despite this stinging letter, stopford still hesitated to act, 

waiting for further instructions from the AdmiraIt y, which 

fortunately soon came. Clearly, Stopford was in the wrong, as 

Palmerston wrote to the Lords Commissioners of the AdmiraIt y 

that Stopford had taken an "erroneous view" of his government's 

instructions. 2 

While Stopford was pondering his instructions, the Conven­

tion was a blow to Mehemet Alits partisans in Constantinople, 

who now had little hope of inducing the Porte to negotiate 

directly. Unable to move the Porte, they tried capturing the 

Sultants mind. Knowing that the young and inexperienced Sultan 

could be won over by Mehemet Alits agents in the Seraglio, 

Reschid Pasha requested that the Four Ambassadors send official 

notes to the Porte, which could be used in persuading Abdul 

Medjid that he had nothing to fear from Mehemet Ali. 3 

Thereupon, Stürmer drew up an official note stating that 

as Mehemet Ali had asserted that he would resist the implementa-

tion of the Convention of JUly 15, the Powers would protect 

the sultan.4 Reschid Pasha used the note, which was signed 

by the Four Ambassadors, with effect. Ponsonby suggested 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, August 5, 1840, B.P. 
2 

Palmerston to Lords Commissioners of the AdmiraIt y, September 7, 
1840, Ad. 1/5503. 

3 Same to same, August 9, 1840, No. 168: F.O. 78/395. 

4 Same to same, August 11, 1840, F.O. 78/396. 
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that the Porte should publlsh a statement that the Powers dld 

not deslre to destroy the Mohammedan falth, but Reschld Pasha 

apparently belleved that thls step MaS not necessary for the 

moment. 1 

The Porte showed unusual energy ln mak1ng preparatlons to 

drlve Mehemet AIl from Syrla, most of the credit being due to 

Beschld Pasha. Fltty-flve hundred Turklsh troops were dlspatched 

to Cyprus and placed under Stopford's orders. Walker MaS glven 

command over the Turklsh fleet, oonslstlng of one sail of the 

llne and one frlgate. 2 Ponsonby was ln exoellent splrlts, all 

the whlle hoplng that Mehemet All would reject the Convention. 

To expel the Pasha from Syrla was not enough, Ponsonby deslred 

hls total ruln, bellevlng that Great Brltaln's command of the 

Red Sea would guarantee that Mehemet AIl could be rulned ln 

Egypt ln an Ahour".3 

Wlth the Porte vlgorously preparlng an expedltlon agalnst 

Syrla, Pontols could see no way to protèct Mehemet AIl except 

b,y frlghtenlng the Porte. Accordlngly, Pontols warned Reschld 

Pasha that lf the Pasha were attacked, France would ald hlm, 

and also would ald hls attempts to ralse up the populatlon of 

Anatolla. These threats had llttle effect upon Reschld Pasha, 

but the Capudan Pasha, who was not confldent that the Brltlsh 

fleet could defeat" the French fleet, whlch was numerlcally 

superlor, was uneasy. 4 

1 Same to same, August 9, 1840, No. 169. F.O. 78/395. 
2 Same to August 16, 184o. F.O. 78/396. same, 

3 Same to same, August 12, 184o. B.P. 

4 Sturmer to Metternlch, August 17, 1840, enclosure Ponsonby 
tp falmerston, August 17, 1840, F.O. 78/96. 
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Hecognizing that the Capudan Pasha could persuade the 
Porte to suspend the attack on Syria, Ponsonby argued to the 
Por~e that the British fleet was stronger than the French. 
To show the Porte that France could not intimidate the Allies, 
the Four Ambassadors agreed that they should disregard Pontois' 
threat. However, the ambassadors, desiring to avoid unnecessary 
risks, accepted Ponsonby's suggestion that while the Turkish 
troops should leave Constantinople on August 20, as planned, 
they should not pass the Dardanelles until ordered to do so by 
Stopford. On August 18, the Four Ambassadors pledged to Reschid 
Pasha that their countries would carry out the Convention of 
July 15 regardless of France's threats. Privately, Ponsonby 
urged Reschid Pasha to fortify the defensive positions near 
Scutari, for so long as the Sultan had an army in Asia Minor, 

1 neither Mehemet Ali nor France could stir up revolts there. 
Assured by the ambassadors that the Powers would defend 

the Sultan, the ministers, who were frightened by Pontois' 
threats, regained their composure. Orders were given to assemble 
thirty-four thousand troops for the defence of Constant1nople 
and the straits. 2 Pontois, seelng that h1s threats had 
backfired, disavowed mak1ng them. But Heschid Pasha would not 
permit the French ambassador to escape from h1s embarrassment, 
and for two weeks tr1ed forcing him to acknowledge his 
action. While Ponsonby took particular del1ght in see1ng 
Pontols red-faced, writing to Palmerston that French 

1 Same to same, August 19, 1840: ~. 
2~. 
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"van1ty has outstr1pped the1r cunn1ng,n 1 he asked Resch1d Pasha 

not to pursue the subject, for qu1bb11ng would create only 

b1tterness. 

The threats by Pont01s alarmed not only the Capudan Pasha 

but stoPford. 2 Fortunately, before Stopford, who caut10usly 

refused to d1v1de h1s· fleet so long as the poss1b1l1ty of a 

threat of French 1ntervent10n eX1sted, could suspend preparat10ns 

for a land1ng 1n Syr1a, Pont01s den1ed h1s threats. 

To Mehemet A11, the Convent10n of JUly 15 meant a d1shon-

ourable end to a long and successful career. Even though he was 

not conf1dent that France would 1ntervene to protect h1m, f~Qm 

the moment he learned about the Convent10n he resolved to res1st. 

He exaggerated h1s power, th1nk1ng that he could ra1se Anato11a. 

Hodges, who possessed an unusual ab1l1ty to handle the w1ly 

Pasha, concluded that Mehemet Al1's strength was not 1n h1s 

army "but 1n h1s power of d01ng m1sch1àf, of creat1ng as a last 

resource some general conflagrat10n, whence m1ght spr1ng new 

1nterests, new comb1nat10ns, and new chances 1n h1s tavour.· J 

Mehemet Al1 could scarcely conceal h1s burn1ng hatred 
4 towards Great Br1ta1n, and Bodges never fa1led to d1sturb h1s 

composure. Undou btedly, the Pasha had rarely exper1enced such 

try1ng 1nterv1ews 1n h1s career. It was as 1f Ponsonby h1mself 

were the consul-general. The Pasha refused to pay h1s tr1 bu. te 

or to ·y1eld one foot of terr1tory,· and remarked that 1f Great 

1 Same to same, August 17, 1840. B.P. 

2 !J2!.à. 

J Hodges to Palmerston, July 26, 1840. F.O. 78/405. 

4 Same to same, July 24, 1840. ~. 
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Britain did not want him as "the friend of the Porte," she 

would have him "as its rebel."l On learning that the Porte 

would not permit Ahmet Pasha to return with the Turkish fleet, 

Mehemet Ali informed Medem that the fact that the Porte was 

acting under the direction of the Powers, surrendering the 

Sultan's independence, was adequate reason for him to withdraw 

his promise to return the fleet. The Pasha added that the 
2 

Powers only would use the fleet against him. Alive to a 

possible invasion of Egypt, the Pasha ordered his army in the 

Hedjaz to march to Cairo. 

While Hodges received the Convention of July 15 from Pon­

sonby on August 6, he did not communicate it so as to keep the 

Pasha in suspense until the Sultan's envoy, Rifaat Pasha, officl­

ally communicated the Convention to Mehemet Ali.) The arrival 

of Rifaat Pasha coincided with that of Count Walewski, sent by 

the French government on a Special Mission to try tone~nsa 

Mehemet Ali to make concessions. Immediately, the Pasha 

manifested his defiance to Rifaat Pasha, apparently personally 

insulting the Sultan's envoy and only the entreaties of the 

consuls-general prevented him from immediately departing from 

Alexandria. Rifaat Pasha promised to remain until the period 

specified in the Convention had elapsed.4 

There was little prospect that Mehemet Ali would abandon his 

defiant attitude, as he refused to discuss the Convention, and 

indeed told Medem that as he had told Rifaat Pasha that the 
1 Same to same, July 26, 18401 ~. 

2 Same to same, July 17, 18401 ~. 

) Hodges to Ponsonby, August 16, 18401 enclosure Hodges to 
Palmerston, August 19, 18401 ~. 

~ Hodges to Palmerston, August 19, 18401 ~. 
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Convention was unacceptable, the Turkish envoy need not remain 

in Alexandria for the ten day period specified in the Conven­

tion. 1 The news that the commander of the Allied fleet off 

the Syrian coast had demanded the surrender of Be1rout elic1ted 

another belloc1se outburst from the Pasha. He demanded that 

the British consul in Beiru~, should leave, to which the Four 

Consuls-General replied that the Convention considered Syria 

under the Sultan's rule, and the British fleet merely aided 
2 the Syrians in showing their loyalty to the Sultan. 

When the first ten day period specified in the Convention 

had expired on August 26, the Four Consuls-General and Rifaat 

Pasha officially requested Mehemet Al1 to state whether he 

would abide by the Convention.) As the representatives 

expected, Mehemet Ali rejected it. On hearing the Pasha's 

decision, Walewski, fear1ng that a clash between the Allies 

and Mehemet Ali could result in a div1sion between France and 

the Powers, persuaded Mehemet Ali to inform the consuls­

general that he would accept hereditary rule in Egypt and leave 

to the Sultan the decision upon the fate of Syria. These 

proposaIs were rejected without much considerat1on by the 

consuls-general and Rifaat Pasha with a simple statement 

that the Pasha could not sad conditions to the Convention. 

Thereupon Mehemet Al1 threw off the mask, prom1sing that he 

1 Minute' by Medem on a conversation with Mehemet Ali, August 
24, 1840: enclosure Hodges to Palmerston, August 25, 18401 
F.O. 78/406. 

2 Hodges to Palmerston, August 19, 18401 F.O. 78/405. 

) Process Verbal of a conference with Mehemet Ali, August 26, 
18401 enclosure Hodges to Palmerston, August 26, 18401 
F.O. 78/406. 
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would resist the implementation of the Convention. 1 Unsuccessful 

in trying to arrange a compromise between Mehemet Ali and the 

consuls-general, walewski departed for Constantinople, as he 

apparently thought he could persuade the Porte to compromise 

w1th the Pasha. Before he left Alexandria, he obtained a 

promise from Mehemet Ali that he would not order Ibrahim to 
2 advance. 

Upon receipt of the reports by the consuls-general that 

Mehemet Ali, after the first ten day period, had rejected the 

Convention, Ponsonby and stürmer drew up recommendations to the 

Porte wh1ch included: 1) new Pashas should be named to fill the 

newly vacant Pasha11csJ 2) a f1rman should be issued appointing 

the Emir EI-Kassim the new Emir Beshir if the Emir Beshir did 

not return immediately to the Sultanes cause; 3) the consuls­

general should be withdrawn from Egypt, avoiding the inconvenience 

of their being ordered to do so by Mehemet Ali; and 4) Selim 

Bey, the 'rurkish commander in Syria, should be instructed to 

take h1s orders directly from Sir Charles smith, the new British 

commander in Syria. Reschid Pasha accepted the proposals. 3 

Animated by a desire to see Mehemet Ali reduced, Ponsonby 

was impatient for the commencement of operations in Syria. He 

urged Palmerston to give positive orders to the British officers 

conducting the campaign against the Pasha because he felt that 

the officers were slack, indecisive and had "a hankering after 

1 Process Verbal of a conference with Mehemet Ali, August 28, 
18401 enclosure Hodges to Palmerston, August 30, 1840, ~. 

2 Walewski torhiers, September 3, 1840, Driault, op.cit., 
vol. ], p.209. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 1, 1840, F.O. 78/396. 
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Nehemet Ali."l The fulminations in Ponsonby's letters against 

the Pasha show to what extent passion dominated his thought. 

Mehemet Ali was no longer merely a danger to the peace of 

Europe, but the devil incarnate, guilty of innumerable crimes 

against the inhabitants of Egypt. 

Yet Ponsonby was uneasy that Mehemet Ali would save himself 

by accepting the second proposaI. Not only would the Pasha 

save his position in Egypt but possibly his rule in Syria, for 

the Pasha would use delay to retain Syria. Unless the Powers 

used force, they would find it difficult or even impossible to 

force him to evacuate Syria. Ponsonby believed that the Powers 

should send an expedition to Syria, whether or not Mehemet Ali 

had accepted the second proposaI, to force him to withdraw his 

army from Syria, and to "prevent the Great Powers being made 

the dupes of !llehemet Ali and of French intrigues." As the 

Pasha would resist an expedition even if he had accepted the 

second proposaI, the attack should be made immediately, for 

"if delay and trifling be allowed, it will fail.,,2 

However, Mehemet Ali was not as cunning as Ponsonby thought. 

Confident that the Powers could "never tear" Egyp't away from 

him and that they could not begin operations in Syria before 

March, Mehemet Ali continued to be defiant, remarking to Hodges: 

"we shall have a War in 11arch that will fully occupy the Powers 

of Europe.,,3 Upon the conclusion of the period specified in 

the second propos~l, September 5, the Four Consuls-General and 

1 Same to same, September 3, 1840: B.P. 

2 Same to same, September 8, 1840& F.O. 78/396. 

3 Hodges to Palmerston, september 2, 1840& F.O. 78/406. 
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Rifaat Pasha visited Mehemet Ali to obtain his answer, but 

found that the Pasha was ill. Sami Bey, presenting the Pasha's 

answer, argued that Mehemet Ali had previously accepted the 

second proposaI when he sald that he would accept hereditary 

rule in Egypt and would petition the Sultan to grant him Syria. 

Pointing out that the Convention must be llterally implemented, 

the consuls-general and Rifaat Pasha told Sami Bey that they 

regarded Mehemet Alits answer as a refusaI to accept the second 

proposal. 1 

When the Porte received Rifaat Pashats report, Reschid 

Pasha informed Ponsonby that the Sultan considered Mehemet Ali's 

answer a refusa! to accept the Convention, and desired offlcially 

to depose the Pasha. Ponsonby replied that he considered the 

Pasha's deposition not only advisable but necessary, and promised 

to press the measure on his colleagues. To sway Stüxmer, whose 

support was critical, Ponsonby used an elaborate argument, the 

crux of which was the fact that if Mehemet Ali were not deposed, 

as legal governor of Egypt he could order the Egyptians to act 

against the Sultan. Nor could an effective blockade be 

established unless the Pasha were deposede Ponsonby maintained 

that the article of the Convention, which specified that the 

Sultan could not depose Mehemet Ali before consulting his Allies, 

could not bind the Sultan, for the Sultan had the undeniable 
2 right to depose a vassal. 

Although he seems to have received no instructions covering 

1 Process Verbal of a conference with Sami Bey, September 5, 
1840: enclosure Hodges to Palmerston, September 6, 1840: ibid. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 10, 1840: F.O. 78/396. 
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the rejection of the second proposaI, Stürmer yielded to Pon­

sonby's arguments. SUbsequently, Reschid Pasha sent to the 

ambassadors the draft of a proposed note to the Powers announcing 

Mehemet Ali's deposition and the establishment of a blockade 

against the Pasha, which the Four Ambassadors accepted. Ponsonby 

was relectant to assent to the stipulation in the note that 

the consuls-general immediately should be withdrawn from Egypt, 

fearing that British commerce could be injured. However, as he 

did not want the creation of a division among the Four Ambass­

adors, he accepted the stiPulation. 1 

Ponsonby was elated by the news of Mehemet Ali's deposition, 

concluding with satisfaction that the Pasha, who had risen 

through ruthless conspiracy and intrigue, had ruined himself by 

the same means, and was now no longer able to achieve his ends 
2 by protracted negotiations. But Ponsonby's enthusiasm soon 

subsided. ~he Allies had yet to strike a blow against Mehemet 

Ali, and Stopford's indication that he would not long remain 

off the Syrian coast cast a shadow upon the prospect of an 

attack on Syria in 1840. Stopford intended leaving the Syrian 

coast at the end of October, but his letter to Ponsonby was 

vague, glving the Four Ambassadors the impression that he would 

leave st the end of September. In a private letter to Palmerston, 

Ponsonby manifested hls frustration, notlng in a stlnging 

comment, NIt galls me to see how the ablest man & the wisest 

policy may be baffled by doating imbecillty. If You were 

allowed to settle this question, as you would settle it, Whose 

1 Same to same, September 14, 1840, ~. 

2 Same to same, september 15, 1840, B.P. 
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fame would be equal to Yours."l 

Stopford's desire to leave the Syrian coast was not the 

only matter which disturbed Ponsonby. Reschid pasha appointed 

Izzet Pasha to command the Turkish army destined for Syria, a 

man Ponsonby called the "worst scoundrel" in l'urkey. When 

Ponsonby pressed Reschid Pasha for his replacement, he 

obstinately rerused. Finally, Reschid Pasha promised that he 

would not permit Izzet Pasha to leave cyprus,2 but did not keep 

his promise. 

On August 31, Palmerston instructed Ponsonby to prevent 

the Porte from establishing a full blockade of Alexandria before 

it had communicated with the British government. 3 The instruc­

tion arrived too late; the Porte had made this request to 

Ponsonby in the middle of september, and Ponsonby had sent it 
4 to Stopford. This action and the deposition of the Pasha 

disturbed the more cautious ministers in Melbourne's cabinet. 

Russell threatened to resign from the cabinet unless "some 

discreet personu were sent as a replacement for Ponsonby, but 

he did not demand Ponsonby's withdrawal from Constantinople, thus 

permitting him to save face. Russell, who was the government 

leader in the House of Commons, emphasized that he could not 

defend in the House Ponsonby's reckless policy.5 

1 Same to same, September 17, 1840: ~. 

2 Same to same, September 17, 1840, different from above: ~. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, August 31, 1840. F.O. 78/390. 

4 Ponsonby to Stopford, September 17, 1840: enclosure Ponsonby 
to Palmerston, September 17, 1840: F.O. 78/396. 

5 Russell to Palmerston, November 2, 1840: B.P. 
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In a letter wr1tten on November 6 to Russell, Palmerston 

mustered a host of arguments to defend the ambassador. Wh1le 

Ponsonby, Palmerston argued, had deposed Mehemet Al1 w1thout 

1nstruct1ons, Lansdowne and others cons1dered Ponsonb,yts reasons 

sat1sfactory, and the Pasha's re1nstatement would be a good 

barga1n1ng po1nt w1th France. Ponsonby d1d not act alone when 

he sanct10ned a total blockade of Mehemet A11; stürmer requested 

the Austr1an adm1ral to 1mplement a total blockade. Although 

Ponsonby constantly had stated that Mehemet Al1 should be 

ru1ned, the dec1s1on whether or not to ru1n the Pas ha lay w1th 

the cab1net, and Ponsonby had the r1ght to express h1s op1n1on. 

Palmerston recalled that Ponsonby had obta1ned sat1sfact1on 

dur1ng the Church111 Affa1r, had negot1ated a commerc1al conven­

t10n w1th the Porte and had establ1shed Br1t1sh influence "more 

f1rmly at Constantinople than 1t ever was Establ1shed before." 

He had 1nduced the 'rurks to make exert10ns nobody had thought 

they could make, and had persuaded the Porte to place the Sultants 

fleet and army under the command of Br1t1sh off1cers, feats no 

ambassador had ever accomp11shed. Palmerston notedl "1 know not 

what more the ablest and most active ambassador could poss1bly 

have done in furtherance of the PoI1cy adopted by the Treaty of 

JuIy." To send a Special M1ss1on to Constantinople would be 

impolit1c, because Ponsonby, who was a "man of Spirit," would 

regard the move as a personal affront, and would either quarrel 

w1th the new emissary or 1mmediately de part from constant1nople. 1 

1 Palmerston to Russell, November 6, 1840: ibid. 



Strong as Palmerston's arguments were, they would not 

have been sufficient to sway Russell had not Ponsonby's policy 

borne fruit at this crucial moment. 'fhe day after Pa.lmerston 

wrote his letter, the British government learned that Turkish 

troops had landed near Beirut ... , 'fhis stroke of fortune saved 

Ponsonby's career and perhaps Melbourne's cabinet. Russell 

consented to remain in the cabinet and not to continue to 

demand that a Special Mission should be sent to Constantinople. 

Ponsonby, Russell acknowledged, "however rank his offences" had 

judged correctly that the "powers of life" still remained in 

the 'furkish Empire, when Metternich and others had abandoned 

hope that the Empire could be regenerated. 1 

'rhe news of the landing near Beirout reached Ponsonby on 

September 27. On his suggestion, Reschid Pasha gave orders that 

an additional three thousand troops should be sent to Syria, 

commanded by Turkish officers trained at Woolwich. In addition, 

Smith was gi ven full powers to command the 'furkish army in Syria, 

and General Jochmus was appointed Chef d'Etat Major to Izzet 
2 

Pasha, with authority to direct the latter's activities. But 

Reschid Pasha, less than happy with Great Britain's commitments 

in the Syrian campaign, pressed Ponsonby to request his govern-

ment to send troops to Syria. Ponsonby declined, saying that 

the presence of British troops in Syria would give France a 

pretext to claim that Great Britain was scheming to gain control 

over Syria. ~hile Reschid Pasha did not impugn Ponsonby's 

argument, he continued painting out that British troops were 

1 Russell to Palmerston, November 7, 184o: ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 27, 1840: F.O. 78/397. 
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necessary for the successful conclus1on of the Syr1an campa1gn, 

but Ponsonb,y st1ll would make no comm1tments. Although unw1ll1ng 

to employ Br1t1sh troops 1n Syr1a, Ponsonb,y wrote to Palmerston 

that rather than leave Syr1a 1n Mehemet Al1's possess1on, he 

"would agree to the employment of any troops o~ the Dev1l 

h1mself.!1 

Desp1te the land1ng near Be1~t.,,), Stopford cont1nued 

assert1ng that he 1ntended to leave the Syr1an coast at the end 

of October. Ponsonb,y tr1ed tŒ:parsuade h1m not to abandon the 

Syr1an operat1ons, wr1t1ng to the adm1ral that h1s colleagues 

had urged that the fleet should ma1nta1n 1ts pos1t1on unt1l the 

Br1t1sh govemment had sent 1nstruct1ons.2 But as Stopford 

rema1ned f1rm 1n h1s resolve, Ponsonb,y was hard pressed to f1nd 

arguments that would sway h1m. Rea11z1ng that no argument 

could persuade the adm1ra! to expose h1s sh1ps 1n the stormy 

w1nter season, Ponsonb,y d1scussed w1th Tah1r Pasha, the Capudan 

Pasha at the t1me of Navar1no, poss1ble places along the Syr1an 

coast where the fleet could f1nd shelter 1n bad weather. Tah1r 

Pasha suggested that the larger warsh1ps could seek shelter at 

Al exandret ta , and the smaller ones at Ra1fa. 3 Stopford, however, 

wrote to Ponsonb,y, on October 9, that he had been m1sunderstood, 

and had never contemplated abandon1ng the exped1t1on 1n Syr1a. 

Wh1le he 1ntended w1thdraw1ng h1s larger sh1ps at the f1rst s1gn 

of bad weather, he prom1sed to leave an adequate force of vessels 

1 Same to same, September 30, 1840. B.P. 

2 Same to same, September 27, 1840. F.O. 78/397. 

3 Same to same, October 13, 1840. B.P. 



to support the army in Syria. 1 

This decision by Stopford strengthened Metternich's posi­

tion in Austria, as Metternich now, for the first tim~ could 

argue to his colleagues that the Syrian compaign would attain 

its objectives before the French could launch a war in Europe. 

Metternich previously had been exposed to attacks b,y Count 

Holowrath, who did not like the Convention of July 15, and Baron 

Eichof, the Finance Minister, who openly talked about removing 

Metternich and revers1ng his system. As these two men were 
2 

supported br Archduke Louis, their opposition was formidable. 

After learning about Stopford's decision, Metternich sent Count 

Esterhazy to London with assurances that Austria would act in 

complete conformity with the Convention of JUly 15,3 and as 

proof, sent twenty-five scientif1c officers and a shipment of 

muskets to Syria.4 Talks were held between Austria and Prussia 

upon the defence of Germany, and b,y the end of November, definite 

measures had been agreed upon. 5 The major German states pledged 

to aid the two Powers to repel a French attack. With Metternich's 

supremacy assured, Kolowrath, in the m1ddle of November, decided 

upon a reconci1iation with Metternich, cemented b.Y Eichof's 

dismissal from office. 6 Beauvale reported, on November 14, that 

Metternich was prepared to see Acre attacked as late as spring, 

1 Stopford to Ponsonby, October 9, 18401 Ad.1/5503. 

2 Beauvale to Palmerston, October 14, 1840. F.O. 7/291B. 

3 Same to same, October 28, 1840, No.159. ~. 

4 Same to October 28, 1840, No.157. ~. same, 

5 Same to same, December 2, 1840. ~. 

6 Same to same, November 11, 1840. lli,9;. 
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and consldered that the condltlons under whlch Mehemet All would 

be glven Egypt would depend upon the clrcumstances of the moment. 

Metternlch personally favoured terms. between heredltary rule 

and the condltlons under whlch Mehemet ~1 now ruled Egypt. 1 

The blockade of Alexandrla was really no more than a 

partlal blockade, wlth only the shlps of the Allles belng 

excluded from Egyptlan ports. stürmer complalned that the 
2 blockade had only a 11mlted effect upon Mehemet All. On October 

8, Reschld Pasha sent an offlclal note to Ponsonb,y statlng that 

the commander of the Turklsh squadron would subject all warshlps 

to ~he blockade and requested Ponsonby to send slml1ar lnstruc­

tlons to the Brltlsh admlral. The Porte extended the blockade 

to French steamers, clalmlng that they were the means used to 

conduct lntrlgues at constantlnoPle. 3 Whl1e Ponsonb,y noted to 

Stopford that he accepted the Portets argument that steamers 

were shlps of war, he decllned offlclally to request the 

admlral to extend the blockade, for he dld not possess the power. 

Ponsonb,y recommended to Stopford that hesboulduse hls dlscre-
4 tlon. Stopford, however, was actlng ln perfect accordance wlth 

the Brltlsh government's des 1re to 11mlt the blockade. S 

Not untll the end of October dld Ponsonby recelve lnstruc­

tlons to request the Porte to lmplement only a 11mlted blockade. 

Thls 111ustrates that Ponsonby had acted correctly when he 

1 Same to same, November 14, 1840. ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 3, 1840. ~. 

3 Same to same, October 8, 1840, F.O. 78/397. 

4 Ponsonby to Stopford, October 8, 1840, enclosure, ~. 

5 Palmerston to Lords Commlssloners of the Admlralty, October 6, 
1840. Ad.1/SS03. 



dec11ned off1c1ally to order Stopford to 1mplement a total 

blockade. The Porte reluctantly accepted the adv1ce of the 

Br1t1sh government. 

After the land1ng near Be1~t~i the Al11ed forces made 

l1ttle progresse Ponsonb,y, who could not tolerate slackness, 

v1c10usly attacked Stopford and Smith 1n h1s pr1vate 1etters. 

It 1s obv10us that the stra1n of the hect1c two prev10us years 

was show1ng upon the ag1ng ambassador. He could scarcely 

control h1s emot10ns, ',and the fear that Mehemet li1 could escape 

ru1n spurred Ponsonb,y to denounce anybody whose slackness could 

a1d the Pasha to escape h1s fate. Stopford and Sm1th, he was 

conv1nced, were endeavour1ng to frustrate Commodore Nap1er's 

bold meaSRres to dr1ve Ibrah1m from Syr1a. The ambassador noted 

to Palmerston that Ibrah1m was so weak that he could be saved 

only b,y the 1ncompetance of the commanders 1n Syr1a. Mehemet A11 

vas Rat h1s last gasp 1n A1exandr1a 1tself, and w1ll only escape 

destruct10n b,y want of moral courage on the part of those who 
1 oppose h1m. R Ponsonb,y des1red an 1mmed1ate attack on Acre, 

th1nk1ng that Alexandr1a would th en cap1tu1ate. 2 But as 

commun1cat10ns between Constant1nople and Syr1a were 1rregular, 

all warsh1ps ba1ng engaged 1n operat10ns aga1nst l brah1m , Pon­

sonby could not 1ntervene to support Nap1er aga1nst Stopford 

and Smith. Palmerston was moved b,y Ponsonb,y's fu1m1nat1ons 

aga1nst Stopford and Smith and discussed the1r replacement w1th 

Melbourne. However, Palmerston succeeded 1n remov1ng only Smith, 

whose 111 health served as an adequate pretexte Melbourne 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, October 9, 1840. F.O. 78/397. 

2 lame to same, October 18, 1840. B.P. 



268. 

refused to replace Stopford whlle operatlons contlnued ln Syrla, 

but promlsed that after the campalgn Stopford would be relleved 

of command and would be appolnted mayor of Plymouth. 

Encouraged by the success of the Allles ln Syrla, Reschld 

Pasha hoped to obtaln Mehemet All's total destructlon. Walewskl, 

who arrlved ln Constant1nople at the beglnnlng of october, tr1ed 

t~~uce Resch1d pasha to negotlate dlrectly wlth Mehemet AIl, 

argulng that the Pasha had been persuaded qy the French govem­

ment to cede Adana, Candla and the ROly Cltles, and to accept 

Syrla for the 11fetlme of h1s chlldren. Reschld Pasha would not 

hear of talk of dlrect negotlatlons,1 and Walewskl returned to 

Alexandrla wlthout a commltment from the Porte. 

Ponsonby, llke Palmerston, be11eved that France's threat 

to 1ntervene was no more than a bluff. The fallure of Walewskl!s 

misslon was of llttle lmport to Ponsonby. Re rldlculed France 

ln hls letters to Palmerston. ·Look what a pltlfUl flgure France 

now makesl She ls llke a man caught cheatlng at cards who 

blusters to hlde hls shame & would flght lf he dared to disgulse 

hls own dlrt ln the blood of others." France's scheme to make 

the Medlterranean Sea "a French Lake" and to make her wlll felt 

ln Constant1nople would rema1n only a dream so long as 
2 Metternlch abandoned hls penchant for "half measures· and delay. 

Any concesslon made by the Br1tlsh government to France would 

be represented b,y France as sprlnglng from fear of France, and 

the Porte, ln future, would be afrald to dlsobey French commands. 

As Russla could not tolerate French pre-emlnence ln Constantlnople, 

1 Same to same, October 7, 1840. F.O. 78/397. 

2 Same to same, October 9, 1840. B.P. 



a Franoo-Husslan war eventually would break out. If the Powers 

remalned f1rm, Mehemet All would be reduced before France could 

launch a var ln the sprlng.1 

At the end of August, the French fleet ln Turklsh waters 

recelved orders to return to Toulon. Ponsonb,y feared that 

Stopford could lnterpret thls French move as a preparatlon of 

the fleet for .ar, but lack of communlcatlons wlth Syrla prevented 

hlm from urglng Stopford to dlsregard lt and contlnue hls 

operatlons ln Syrla. At thls polnt, Ponsonb.f desired an attack 

upon Alexandrla as well as Acre, thlnklng that lf lt fal1ed, 

Europe would know ·that lt was only a !!!:. coup de maln that had 

falled.· 2 Certalnly, Ponsonby's expectatlons were unreasonable. 

ln hls haste to destroy Mehemet All, he dld not recognlze the 

dlfflcultles ln conduct1ng operatlons agalnst both places at 

thls advanced tlme of the season. 

Desplte the tlmld1ty of Stopford and Sm1th, Napler scored 

declslve vlctorles over the Egyptlan armles, forclng Ibrahlm 

to evacuate lmportant cltles on the Syrlan coast and concentrate 

hls army near Damascus. In the thlrd week of October, Ponsonby 

recelved from Hodges a standard purportedly captured b.f the 

Turks on October 10 trom Ibrahlm's Second Reglment of Guards. 

Ponsonby, "bellevlng that lt may be advantageous to call 

publlc attentlon to thls tirst slgnal Trophy won by the valour 

of the Sultanes Troops, trom the prevlously successful army 

ot Mehemet All," declded upon seeklng an audlence to lay the 

standard at the Sultanes feet. 3 

1 Same to same, October 28, 1840. ~. 
2 Same to same, November 1, 18401 ~. 

3 Same to same, October 19, 1840, October 28, 1840. F.O. 78/397. 
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A question exista whether the stand~d whieh Ponsonb.f laid 

at the Sultan' s feet actuall1' was captured t't1Imthe Egyptians. 

Napier, in his book The War in Szria, maintains that the 

Turkish troops under his command did not capture the standard, 

and accuses Ponsonby of dishonest1'.l When he wrote his book, 

Napier was on bad terms with Ponsonb,y and went out of his wa1' 

to attack the ambassador. Napier's charge is groundlessJ if 

there was any deceit involved, the blame may la1' with Hodges 

who sent the standard to Ponsonby. 

The Allied commanders were divided upon whether to attack 

Acre. Smith and Stopford were opposed while Napier and Jochmus 

favoured an assault. On October S, Palmerston wrote to Stopford 

that the British government considered the capture of Acre as 

an indispensible measure to reduce Mehamet Ali, but noted that 

should the measure appear to involve too many risks, it should 

be postponed.2 This instruction apparently was used with effect 

by Kapier to persuade the reluctant Stopford quickly to win the 

Syrian campaign b,y capturing the fortress. On November J. Acre 

was bombarded and reduced in one day. During the bombardmeat. 

Napier and Stopford quarrelled. Napier demanded that he himself 

be court-martialed, but Stopford refUsed. The British officers 

sided with Stopford, while Jochmus favoured Napier, thus 

dividing the Allled command. J The capture of Acre wes the last 

action by the Allied army in Syria, as the division in the 

command paralyzed any further operation. 

1 C. Napier, The War in Syria, Vol. !, London, 1842, pp.188-194. 

2 Palmerston to Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, October S. 
18401 Ad.l/SsoJ. 

3 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, November 11. 1840. B.P. 
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Fortunately for the Allies, Mehemet Ali, after receiving 

news of the capture of Acre, decided that further resistance in 

Syria was impossible, and ordered Ibrahim's withdrawal into 

Syria. 'rhe Pasha maintained that he would resist if attacked in 

Egypt, but sought to avoid an Allied attack upon Egypt by signing 

with the British admiral an engagement suspending operations. 

Cochelet and Walewski, trying to save face for France, unsuccess-

fUlly exhorted the Pasha to address himself only to France. 

Unable to obtain a promise from Mehemet Ali that he would not 

negotiate with the British, Walewski urged that 'rhiers employ 

the French fleet in preventing the British fleet from bombarding 

Alexandria, or the Pasha from coming to an understanding with the 

British admiral. 1 

While Ponsonby regarded the capture of Acre as a singularly 

important victory, he believed that the war should end only 

with the capture of Alexandria. However, Ponsonby recognized 

that only Mehemet Ali's continued recalcitrance could lead to 

a satisfactory conclusion of the war, because the vacillating 

Metternich had recommended that the Pasha should be reinstated 

in Egypt if he immediately sUbmitted. 2 Ponsonby's fears that 

Palmerston wou Id give way to Metternich's pressure were realized 

when he received, in the middle of November, instructions from 

Palmerston, dated October 15, to proceed with his colleagues 

when they received their instructions and request the Porte to 

give Mehemet Ali hereditary rule in Egypt, if the Pasha made 

1 Walewski to 'rhiers, November 11, 18401 Driault, oP.cit., Vol. 4, 
pp. 5.3-56. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, November 11, 18401 B.P. 
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an early submlsslon. 1 After Tltow, who nov conducted the 

Russlan embassy, and Stürmer recelved thelr lnstructlons ln the 

thlrd week of November, the Four Ambassadors met to declde .hat 

steps should be taken. Fortunately for Ponsonby, hls colleagues 

were lncllned not to lmplement thelr lnstructlons untl1 Mehemet 
2 All had submltted, glvlng hlm an opportunlty to try t-o~p9rèuag,e 

Palmerston to reverse hls declslon. 

To accompllsh thls, Ponsonb,y used a torrent of arguments. 

The only reason why Mehemet All could be relnstated ln Egypt, 

Ponsonb,y argued, would be because hls relnstatement was deslred 

by the Egyptlan people, but the Egyptlans loathed hlm. If the 

Pasha were glven heredltary rule ln Egypt, he could not be 

controlled and would abuse hls power. As he would resume hls 

lntrlgues agalnst the Sultan, eventually a new war would break 

out between the Sultan and Mehemet All. The Sultan could rule 

Egypt we11 lf he dlvlded lt lnto two or three Pasha1lcs and 

separated the ml1ltary and flscal powers of hls representatlves. 

So long as Mehemet All ru1ed ln Egypt, the Sultan cou1d not 

lmp1ement reforms. The balance of power would guarantee that 

Egypt never would oome under forelgn domlnatlon. 3 

However, lt was too 1ate for Ponsonby to alter Pa1merston's 

reso1utlon. Napler slgned a conventlon wlth Boghoz Bey on 

November 28, pledglng Mehemet A1l's submlsslon ln return for 

heredltary ru1e ln Egypt. Upon recelvlng the Conventlon on 
4 

December 6, Ponsonby -took care to defeat- lt. The Porte 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, October 15, 1840, F.O. 78/390. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, November 20. 1840, F.O. 78/398. 

3~. 

4 Same to same, December 8, 18401 B.P. 
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formally refused to recognize the Convention and the Four 

Ambassadors concurred in the Porte's declaration. Ponsonby 

wrote to the British officers in Syria to d1sregard the 

convention,l but bad communications prevented the officers from 

receiving the instructions before Ibrahim had evacuated Syria. 

The officers regarded the Convention as term1nating the war. 

The Convention was a bitter blow to Ponsonby, and the 

ambassador stated his feelings pla1nly 1n a letter to Napier. 

Ponsonby ma1nta1ned that Nap1er was not authorized in pledglng 

the Sultan's word. 2 Napier, a man similar in temperament to 

Ponsonby, replied with an insulting letter defending his actions. 

He averred that Ponsonby had an erroneous concept of Mehemet Ali's 

power. Alexandr1a could not be captured un1ess a strong force 

were sent to reduce it, and the season was too advanced for 

such an expedition. The British government wished to terminate 

the Egyptian question, but the Pasha could be induced by the 

French, who were holding out hope of assistance, to prolong the 

war. The Convention bound the Pasha to evacuate Syria and 

return the Turkish fleet, the two conditions stipu1ated by the 

Powers for his submission. 3 

Napier's defence failed to MOye Ponsonby, as the ambassador 

wrote a ser1es of 1etters to Palmerston denouncing the Comodore. 

The quarrel which deve10ped between the two men endured long 

after the war, as Napier's book on the war in Syria i1lustrates. 

Ponsonby now was disliked by aIl the British officers in Syria 

1 Same to same, December 8, 18401 F.O. 78/399. 
2 
~. 

3 Napier to Ponsonby, December 14, 1840. enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmerston, December 16, 18401 ibid. 
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and only Jochmus, a Hanoverian, was on good terms with the 

ambassador. 

Jochmus, however, was disliked by the British and Turkish 

officers. After Smith was recalled, Colonel Mitchell was 

appointed to command the army, but the effective command of the 

army was in Jochmus' hands. When Mitchell died, Jochmus 

officially was given supreme command. But the Porte foolishly 

delayed sending the firman investing him with the command,l and 

the British officers disregarded Jochmus' orders. No operations 

were conducted by the Turkish army against Ibrahim as he 

retreated through Syria, although Jochmus followed the Egyptian. 

However, the Egyptian army was harrassed Qy the Syrian irregulars, 

who forced Ibrahim to retreat through the Syrian desert. 

Although Ponsonby vowed that he would "not eat or sleep so as 

to relax a moment any efforts to cause a proper attack to be . , . 
continued against the Army of Ibrahim,H 2 he could do nothing to 

prevent Ibrahim's ~my from escaping from Syria. When he 

finally obtained the firman investing Jochmus with the command 

of the army in Syria, he could not find a ship to convey it 

there. Ibrahim succeeded in extricating part of his army from 

Syria. 

Ponsonby regarded Ibrahim's arrivaI in Gaza as a bitter 

personal defeat. He believed that Mehemet Ali could not long 

survive in Egypt after the annhilation of his army in Syria. 

But now, with the remnants of his army, the Pasha had the means 

to maintain himself in power, and from his Egyptian base continue 

1 Vide Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 1), 1840. ~. 

2 Same to same, December 9, 1840. B.P. 



275. 
the intrigues to recover his position in Syria. 1 The ambassador 
could not accept the tact that Mehemet Ali was prepared to 
sacrifice his ambitions in Syria in order to secure hereditary 
tenure for his family in Egypt. 

1 Ibid. 



CHAPTEB X. THE PEACE SETTLEMENT 

A. The Resolut1on of the Mehem.t A11 Quest10n 

The refusal of the Povers to recogn1ze Nap1er's Convent1on 

did not change Mehemet Alits resolut1on of subm1tting to the 

Sultan 1f he obta1ned hereditary rule 1n Egypt. He had gambled 

upon war to reta1n Syr1a but the Povers had shown unexpected 

energy in wrest1ng the province from him before bad veather made 

operat1ons d1ff1cult. France had blustered but had done noth1ng 

to protect hlm, and she could not be counted upon 1n prevent1ng 

the Powers trom 1nvadlng Egypt. French adv1ce to cont1nue 

res1stance seemed dangerous, as he feared that the French would 

attempt to save face b.Y sacrltic1ng hls position in Egypt. Even 

if France became 1nvolved lna1EUropean War, he hâd no desire 

to become an ally of France, because such an al11ance, 1n his 

op1n1on, would invite a Br1t1sh 1nvasion of ESypt. 

Mehemet Al1, upon hear1ng that the Porte had disavowed 

Nap1er's act10n 1n sign1ng the Convent1on, hastened to send a 

let ter to the Porte pledglng his submlsslon. When Captaln 

Fan shawe, who commanded the Br1tlsh squadron blockadlng Alexandrla, 

dellvered lt to Constantlnople ln the mlddle of December, the 

Porte requested that the Four Ambassadors should meet wlth Reschld 

Pasha to dlseuss whether Mehemet Ali had really eap1tulated. 

Ponsonb,f eommented to Palmerston upon the letter. -The only thlng 

like real submisslon 1n the proeeedlng ls our subm1ss1on to the 
1 wlll of France and that ls very evldent.-

As the Porte prevlously had slgnlfled to the Powers that 

1 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, Deeember 16, 1840. B.P. 
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lt opposed Mehemet All l s relnstatement,l Ponsonb,y calculated 

that Reschld Pasha would reJect the letter as an act o~ sub­

mlsslon. Rence, the ambassador declded to be non-commltal at 

the meetlng, scheduled for December 20, thus placlng the onus 

for the rejectlon upon the Porte. When Reschld Pasha asked 

hlm whether he thought Mehemet All lndeed had ylelded, Ponsonby 

replled that he could not express an oplnlon because hls lnstruc­

tlons dld not cover thls matter. stürmer, lnstructed by 

Metternlch to termlnate the Egyptlan questlon as quickly as 

possible, malntained that the Pasha vas sincere and therefore, 

the Porte could send an emissary to Alexandria for the purpose 

of obtalning his ~ormal submisslon. The Internuncl0 argQed that 

lt would be regrettable if the Porte hesltated, because the 

objective of the Conventlon of July, the recovery of Syria, 

already had been attained. Ponsonby again decllned to express 

an opinion. 

Reschid Pasha denled that Mehemet AIl really had submitted, 

whereupon Stürmer altered his argument, stating that the letter 

was the first step towards this. The Porte could not expect 

the Pasha to carry out al1 the condltlons of submission in the 

Msame heur," but it could be sure that he would evacuate Syria 

and return the Sultanls fleet without delay. Tltow and the 
Il Prussian ambassador, Koenigsmarck, supported Sturmer. Notlng 

that the Four Ambassadors were dlvlded, Reschid Pasha proposed 

that the Conference of London should review the letter and declde 

the questlon. When Stürmer replled that the ambassadors agreed 

that the Pasha had yielded, Reschid Pasha changed hls approach, 

1 Same to same, December 8, 1840. ~. 
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saylng that the Porte would requlre Mehemet AIl to fulfl1 the 

condltlons of hls submlsslon before lt wou Id take any step. As 

Mehemet AIl had rejected the Conventlon of JUly, he had no rlghts. 

stürmer replled that the Conventlon was stll1 ln force, whereupon 

Ponsonby made hls only statement, polntlng out that the Pasha 

had no rlghts, and that the Sultan alone should declde the matter. 

Before he concluded the meetlng, Resch1d Pasha asserted that 

Mehemet All's letter was a trlck, and the Sultan would reflect 
1 upon what the ambassadors had sald. 

After thls meetlng, Ponsonby wrote to Palmerston that as 

the Brltlsh government prevlously had sald that the Powers would 

offer only counsel and would force no measure upon the Sultan, 

he had acknowledged the Sultan's rlght of determlnlng what 

constltuted submlsslon. 2 Perhaps Ponsonby was slncere ln hls 

assertlon that the final declsion rested wlth the Sultan, but lt 

cannot be denled that he regarded a refusaI b,y the Porte to 

reinstate the Pasha as a means of destroylng Mehemet All. 

Ponsonb,y's strategy at flrst appeared to be successful. 

On December 27, Reschld Pasha lnformed hlm that the Sultan, to 

demonstrate hls moderatlon, wou Id glve Mehemet Ali hereditary 

rule ln Egypt after he had surrendered the Turklsh fleet and 

fulflled the objects of the protocol framed b,y the Conference of 

London on November 14. Walker -Rond Mazloum Bey would be sent as 

commlssloners to recelve the fleet and determlne whether Mehemet 

AIl had evacuated Syrla.) .Ponsonb,y made no comment to Reschld 

1 Protocol of a meetlng held at Reschld Pasha's house, December 
20, 1840. enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, December 2), 1840. 
F.O. 78/)99. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, December 2), 1840. ~. 
) Reschld Pasha to Ponsonby, December 27, 1840. enclosure Ponsonby 

to Palmerston, December )0, 1840. ~. 
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Pashar the ambassador knew that the Ulema opposed Mehemet Ali's 

reinstatement, and was convinced that the Porte never would 

tolerate the Pasha in Egypt. The Porte sent .; {' no powers wi th 

the commissioners to bestow hereditary rule upon the Pasha, only 

instructions to observe whether he had submitted. Apparently, 

Ponsonby believed that Reschid Pasha hoped to outmanoeuvre 

Mehemet Ali, forcing the Pasha to show that he really had no 

intentions of sUbmitting. 

Suspicious of the Porte's policy, Stürmer, immediately 

after the departure of the commissioners for Alexandria, urged 

that Reschid Pasha send instructions to Mazloum Bey to offer 

Meheaet Ali heredity rule in Egypt should he fulfil the conditions 

of his submission. Reschid Pasha would not accept Stürmer's 

suggestion until he had consulted Ponsonb,y. Consequently, Stürmer 

wrote to the latter that he MaS aware of his personal opposition 

to Mehemet Alits reinstatement in Egypt, but the Four Powers had 

decided that the memorandum of November 14 should be the basis 

of the Pasha's re1nstatement, and they considered that an 

immediate resolution to the Egyptian question MaS essential for 

the maintenance of European peace.1 Ponsonb.f replied that he had 

no instructions to support Stürmer's proposals and questioned 

whether the Internuncio was act1ng upon orders from V1enna. If 

the Br1tish government had not sent him 1nstructions, Ponsonb,y 

averred, nit cannot be for want of time," for his orders would 

have arrived at the same time as stürmer's~ To T1tow,Ponsonby 

contended that the Porte alone should determine the conditions 

1 Stürmer to Ponsonby, January 4, 1841a enclosure Ponsonby ta 
Palmerston, January 10, 18411 F.P. 78/430. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Stürmer, January S, 18411 enclosure ~. 
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of subm1ss1on, 1f the Porte prom1sed Mehemet Al1's re1nstatement 
before he carr1ed out these cond1tions, 1t would be act1ng 
-1n d1rect opposit1one to Palmerston's 1nstruct1ons.! 

To refute Ponsonb,y's argument that stürmer's suggestions 
were 1n oppos1t1on to Palmerston's 1nstruct1ons, T1tow argued 
that the act separé of the Convent1on of JUly and Palmerston's 
1nstruct1ons of October 15 spec1f1ed that Mehemet A11 should be 
g1ven hered1tary rule 1n Egypt 1n return for h1s subm1ss1on. 
Mettern1ch had based h1s 1nstruct1ons to stürmer upon these 
documents. 2 Ponsonb,J rep11ed that he regretted that the lack of 
1nstruct10ns prevented h1m from support1ng h1s colleagues, add1ng 
that he could not understand why stürmer's proposa!s were so 
1mportant and why ·such hurr1ed act10nn wes essent1al. J T1tow 
ma1nta1ned h1s pressure upon Ponsonb.f, argu1ng that the Porte 
only would prom1se Mehemet Al1 hered1ty 1f he tulf11led the 

4 cond1t10ns of h1s subm1ss1on, but Ponsonb,J, des1r1ng to end the 
debate on th1s sUbject, rep11ed s1mply that he would not assume 
respons1b1l1ty for the ambassador's act1ons. 5 

In h1s answer to Hesch1d Pasha, Ponsonb.f declared that 
he d1d not support stürmer's proposals, but would not employ any 
arguments aga1nst them. Confused b.f th1s answer, Hesch1d Pas ha 
requested Ponsonb,J to state clearly why he d1d not favour the 

1 Ponsonb,J to T1tow, January 7, 1841. enclosure 1b1d. ............ 
2 T1to. to Ponsonb,y, January 8, 1841. enclosure 1b1d. ........... 
J Ponsonb,J to T1tow, January 8, 1841. enclosure 1b1d. ........... 
4 T1tow to Ponsonb,J, January 9, 1841. enclosure 1b1d. ........... 
5 Ponsonb,y to T1tow, January 9, 1841. enclosure 1b1d. ............ 
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proposals. 1 Ponsonby was rorced to reveal his dirterences with 

his co~leagues. He pointed out Reschid Pasha's assertions at the 

conrerence ot December 20 that the Porte questioned Mehemet 

Al1~'s subm1ss1on. 2 HOwever, on January 10, ponsonby rece1ved 

instruct10ns trom Palmerston, dated December 12, stating that 

while the powers did not oonslder Napier's convent1on to be 

b1ndlng, the convention demonstrated that the Pasha would 

subm1 t. Meheme t Ali' s s ta temen t tha t he would no t ra turn the SUl­

tan's fleet unt1l he vere glven hereditary rule should not stand 

in the way ot ralnstatlng hlm. 3 Ponsonby, ln contormity with 

the 1nstructlons, advised the Porte to conter heredltary rule 

on Mehemet Ali. 

W1 th the Four Ambas sadors now uni ted, the Porte sent Maz­

loum Bey lnstructions to promlse the Pasha herad1tary rule ln Eg-, 

ypt, but the instructlons were not necessary. Urged by Napier, 

who had arrlved in .Alexandria on January 8, Mehemet All rasolved 

to surrender the SUltan's fleet on demand by the commissloners. 

The Pasha was dlsturbed by the absence pt a promise ot hereditary 

tenure in Reschid Pasha's last letter. However, Napler calmed 

his tears by po1nt1ng out that the letter trom Palmerston wh10h 

he conveyed stated that the powers recommanded the extens10n ot 

hered1tary rule. 4 On January 11, the day atter the arrival ot 

the comm1ssioners, Mehemet Ali surrendered the Turkish tleet to 

Walker. 5 Upon learn1ng that the tleet had been surrendered and 

1 Reschid Pasha to ponsonby, January 9, 18411 enclosure~. 

2 ponsonby to Reschld Pasha, January 10,18411 enolosure~. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, December 12, 18401 B. P. 

4 Napier to stoptord, Janu&ry 11, 1841. Ad. 1/5504. 

5 Walker to Ponsonby, January 12, 1841 1 enclosure Ponsonby to 
Palmeraton, January 21, 18411 r. o. 78/430. 
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orders had been glven for the evacuatlon of Byr1a, the Porte 

and the Four Ambassadors turned to resolve the terms of heredltary 

tenure. 

Palmerston's lnstructlons of December 17 cover1ng the 

te~ms for the Pasha's rUle, unfortunately were vague, mlsleadlng 

Ponsonby lnto bellevlng that the Brltlsh government deslred the 

severe restrlctlon of Mehemet All's power. The Forelgn Secretary 

wrote that the Egyptlan people should be protected agalnst the 

Pasha's "Tyrannlcal Oppresslon," the Sultan secured agalnst any 

attack Qy h1m, all Turkish laws should be 1mplemented in Egypt, 

the Egyptian army should form part of the Sultan's forces and 

be limited in numbers, no monopolies should be permitted, and 

only those taxes ln force in Turkey should be levied ln Egypt. 

Nothlng was sald about whether Mehemet All should be granted 

the powers of taxation, a crucial omission bW palmerston. 1 Pon-

sonby belleved that Palmerston desired to deny thls rlght to the 

Pasha. The Hattisherif of GUlhané, whlch would apply to Egypt, 

provlded that Pashas could not collect taxes, but were salarled. 

In this measure Ponsonby saw the means both of cr1ppling the 

Pasha's power and saving the Egyptian people fromhis oppression. 

Ponsonby feared that if Mehemet Ali were permitted to collect 

taxes "He wlll be the sole arbiter of ~ewards and punishments in 

Egypt, and the world knows by experience how he wlll treat the 

peoPle. H2 

PonsonQy recommended to Stürmer that the Sultan should 

issue a flrman declarlng that Mehemet All would be granted 

1 Palmerston to PonsonQy, December 17, 1840. F.O. 78/391. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 1, 1841' F.O. 78/430. 
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hered1tary tenure, and spec1~ that all Turk1sh laws app11ed 

to Egypt and the Pasha's armed forces formed part of the Sultan's. 

Later, another f1rman would be 1ssued stat1ng 1n deta1l the 

cond1t1ons of hered1ty, based upon Palmerston's 1nstruct1ons. 

The 1n1t1al f1rman would be a "Formal term1nat1on of the Quest10n 

qy the estab11shment of the Pr1nc1ple upon wh1ch the Emp1re 1s 

to be governed." "The exerc1se or the enjoyment of these r1ghts," 

to be expressed 1n the subsequent f1rman, would requ1re much 

thought based "upon the great pr1nc1ples already recogn1zed."1 

The three ambassadors sign1f1ed that they favoured Ponsonqy's 

re comme ndat i ons , aSk1ng him for his opinion upon the method of 
2 selecting Mehemet Ali's successors. Before he could send a 

reply that the question should be left for a later time, Ponsonqy 

received a letter from Sturmer stating that the three ambassadors 

could not accept his proposals, because they would delay a 

settlement. As he felt that the ambassadors were susp1cious of 

his intentions, Ponsonby defended his views, c~im1ng that he 

had been misunderstood, and had not rejected the Convention of 

JUly. He maintained that the Pasha's rejection of the Convention 

meant that the Powers were no longer bound by 1t, but were "free 

to act as They think proper, and to vary if they please the 

conditions to be 1mposed on Mehemet Ali." Knowing that he could 

not persuade the ambassadors to accept his proposals, Ponsonby 

withdrew them. 3 

At a meeting with the Four Ambassadors, on February 4, 

1 Ponsonb,y to Sturmer, January 28, 18411 enclosure ~. 

2 Titow to Ponsonqy, January 29, 18411 enclosure ~. 

3 Ponsonby to sturmer, January 31, 18411 enclosure ~. 
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Reschld Pasha submltted the Porte's condltlons of heredltary 

tenure. Ponsonb,1 stated that he favoured all the terms exe.pt 

the rlght of the Pasha to collect taxes. After the three 

ambassadors had slgnlfled that they accepted all the condltlons, 

Ponsonb,1 defended hls vlews ln an argument whlch vas not 

sparlng ln lnvectives agalnst Mehemet All, whom he attacked as 

the most actlve slave merchant. Ponsonb,1 argued that the 

Conventlon of July now was not blndlng upon the Porte. The 

ambassadors, he malntalned, should base thelr advlce upon their 

lnstructlons, and should not suggest measures whlch would be 

"lmposslble to be reconclled one wlth another, and contradlctory, 

so as that one measure lf adopted, shall defeat almost every 

other measure whlch we are ordered to recommend." palmerston's 

lnstructlons, Ponsonb,y contended, clearly showed that the Brltlsh 

govemment dld not cons1der that the Convent10n of July bound 

the Powers. As the three ambassadors cont1nued to ma1ntain that 

the Porte must adhere to the Conventlon, the ambassadors could 

not give the Porte un1ted counsel, and Resch1d Pasha left the 

meetlng confused. 1 Convlnced that hls oplnlon was correct, 

Ponsonby proudly wrote to Palmerston that he was happy that he 

had not been party to an "act of de11verlng up Egypt to Mehemet 

A11 and France."2 

Havlng recelved dlv1ded counsel from the ambassadors, 

Reschld Pasha declded upon settllng the questlon alone. On 

February 9, he lnformed Ponsonby that he had formulated a plan 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 4, 18411 ~. 

2 Same to same, February 9, 18411 F.O. 78/431. 



which would reconc1le the opposing views, promis1ng that he 

would send him the draft of the firman. When the firman was 

"definitely settled," he would invite the ambassadors to review 

it and would ask them what the Powers would do in the event of 

a rejection ~ Mehemet Ali. 1 However, Reschid Pasha did not 

keep h1s promise. On February 13, he sent Ponsonby the firman 

in the final form, enclosed in an official note which requested 

the ambassador to state what his government's plans would be in 

the case of a reject10n by Mehemet ~i. Reschid Pasha told 

F. Pisani, who rece1ved the note, that the firman would be 

dispatched the next dey with Mouhib Effendi, the Min1ster of 

Justice, to Alexandria. 2 

The Porte's conditions of heredity were harsh. The Sultan 

would retain the right of selecting Mehemet Ali's successors from 

the Pasha's male children, and 1f th1s 11ne became extinct could 

select a governor. Mehemet Ali would pay one-quarter of the 

revenue of the government of Egypt as tr1bute, although a new 

arrangement could be concluded in five years. The Pasha's army 

would be l1mited to eighteen thousand men stat10ned 1n Egypt and 

two thousand in Constant1nople, no warship could be bu1lt without 

the Sultan's consent, and Mehemet Ali could.not appoint officers 

above the rank of Colgassi, the rank 1mmed1ately halow Chef 

de Battalion.3 

Harsh as these conditions were, they did not meet with 

Ponsonby's approval. The ambassador noted to Palmerston 1 NIt is 

1 Same to same, February 14, 18411 ~. 
2 F. Pisani to Ponsonby, February 13, 18411 enclosure ~. 
3 Firman to Mehemet Ali, February 13, 1841. enclosure ibid. -
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a half measure, lt leaves the patronage of Egypt ln the hands of 

the Pasha wlthout any real controul over the abuse of hls Power. 

It ls a work shewlng how 19norant lts authors are of prlnclples 

of whlch Despotlc as well as Constltutlonal states are ruled.· 1 

In hls account of the lncldent, Ponsonby was unable to control 

hls anger and dlsappolntment, accuslng Reschld Pasha of fàlllng 

under the lnfluenoe of the Frenchmen who surrounded hl~, and 

Stürmer, who was eager to end the Egyptlan questlon. Ponsonby 

was convlnced that Reschld Pasha had accepted all of Stürmer's 

proposals, but the Sultan had modlfled the firman. At thls 

polnt, Ponsonb.f hoped for Reschld'Pasha's rapld downfall. Thls 

he thought llkely because Reschld Pasha's "subservlence" to 

stürmer angered the antl-Austrlan factlon at the Porte and also 

the Sultan, who belleved that Metternlch had thwarted the 

lntentlon of the Brltlsh government to conclude the Egyptlan 

questlon wlthout uslng half-measures. Trylng to excuse hlmself 

for hls dlplomatlc defeat, Ponsonby boasted that he could have 

frustrated Reschld Pasha's flrman, but had not done so because 

he had no 1nstructlons and knew that frlctlon would arlse between 

the Brlt1sh and Austrlan governments. 2 

In hls reply to Reschld Pasha's offlclal note, Ponsonby 

accused the Foreign Mlnlster of breaklng hls word and dlsclalmed 

"all responslblllty whatever for the measures deta1led ln the 

Flrman contaln1ng the condlt10ns." In additlon, Ponsonby rejected 

Reschid Pasha's request for Hodges' 1mmediate return to 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 14, 18411 F.O. 78/431. 

2 Same to same, February 14, 1841' B.P. 
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Alexandrla. 1 Trylng to molllty Ponsonby, Reschld Pasha told F. 

Plsanl that he had been unable to send the draft of the flrman 

to Ponsonby because the Sultan had ordered that coples of the 

flrman should be sent to the Four Ambassadors at the same tlme, 

and the orlglnal be conveyed lmmedlately to Alexandrla. The 

Porte had compromlsed on the questlon of tribute. 2 Whlle Reschld 

Pasha's arguments had 11ttle effect upon Ponsonb,y, the ambassador 

declded not to pursue the matter. However, he carefully made 

sure that Great Britain would not be held responsible for the 

consequences of the firman. 3 

Not until the third week of February did Ponsonb,y learn 

that he was out of step wlth the Brltlsh government. In a 

dlspatch dated January 26, Palmerston stated that the ambassador 

should have told the conference of December 20 that the 1nstruc-

tlons of October 15 should be carrled out "!!!, .§.22!! !§. ~ good 

falth 2f Mehemet All's submlsslon should ~ ~ proved ~ 

facts.·4 Ponsonby questloned Palmerston's comments, unable to 

believe that he had acted lncorrectly. The ambassador concluded 

that Metternlch's penchant for half measures had forced Palmerston 

to modlfy h1s orlginal intentions. However, Ponsonby still 

was convinced that Palmerston desired the limitation of Mehemet 

All's power, preventing him from being a danger to the sultan. 5 

1 Ponsonb,y to Reschld Pasha, February 15, 18411 enclosure Ponsonb,y 
to Palmerston, February 16, 18411 F.O. 78/431. 

2 F. Plsanl to Ponsonby, February 18, 1841& enclosure Ponsonb,y 
to Palmerston, February 19, 18411 ~. 

3 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, February 19, 18411 ibld. 

4 Palmerston to Ponsonby, January 26, 18411 F.O. 78/427. 

5 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 20, 1841& F.O. 78/431. 
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Hence,Fonsonb,y contlnued to belleve that ln opposlng Mehemet 

All's rlght to collect taxes, he was following the wishes of 

his government. 

Mehemet Ali rejected the Sultan's firman, impugning the 

provlsions on succession, trlbute, the application of the Hatt1-

sherlf of Gulhané and Turklsh laws ln Egypt, and the unlforms 

to be worn by the Egyptlan army and navy.l Upon learning of the 

Pasha's rejection, Ponsonby promlsed Palmerston that he would 

prevent direct negotiations, for as the Pasha had submitted, he 

was at the mercy of h1s sovere1gn.2 

On March 16, the Four Ambassadors held a conference for the 

purpose of deciding what advlce should be given to the Porte. 

Sturmer suggested that the hereditary success10n clause in the 

flrman should be altered. However, Ponsonb,y strenuously argued 

aga1nst ·aèhange, ma1ntaln1ng that the Porte in effect would be 

enterlng into negotiatlons with Mehemet All and would not be 

actlng ln conformlty wlth the note. of the Conference of London 

to Cheklb Effendl on January 30, which forbade negotlatlons. 
fi Sturmer countered by argulng that the ambassadors should act 

qu1ckly and effectlvely as he had 1nformatlon that the Conference 

of London had been,or shortly would be,dissolved. Hence, lt 

would be impossible for the Forte to ask lt for advice. Th1s 

argument fa1led to sway Ponsonby, who 1nformed hls colleagues 

that he would adv1se the Porte "to remaln pass1ve and to ask 

1ts Allles f(!)lH. adv1ce."3 

1 Mehemet All to the Grand V1z1er, N.D •• enclosure Ponsonb,y to 
Palmerston, March 9, 1841. F.O. 78/432. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, March 101 1841. B.P. 

3 Same to same, March 17, 1841. F.O. 78/432. 



When Reschid Pasha requested his advice, Ponsonby cautioned 

the Turk aga1nst taking any step before consulting the Br1tish 

government. The ambassador p01nted out that Mehemet A11 was 

endeavour1ng to trap the Porte 1nto negot1ations. The Sultan's 

firman 

is an order. No subject can refuse to obey 
an order, and be said to be submissive to 
the Sovereign. A subject may petit10n his 
Sovereign to change or revoke an order. Has 
Mehemet A. petitioned for alterat10n or has

1 he expressed his will to disbbey the order? 

Stürmer, on the other hand, suggested that the Porte should use 

the note of January 30 as a guide in framing the conditions for 

hereditary tenure. The concessions to the Pasha should appear 

to come from the Sultan's w111. 2 However, Stürmer failed in 

obtain1ng the support of T1tow, who told Reschid Pasha that he 

could not adv1se the Porte until he had received 1nstructions. 

Hence, Reschid Pasha was afraid to expose the Porte to another 

refusal b.Y Mehemet Ali, and resolved upon temporiz1ng until he 

had consulted the British government. 3 

Resch1d Pasha, however, was not g1ven an opportunity to 

conclude the Egyptian question, for on March 29, Ponsonby 

reported that he had fallen from power. Ponsonby did not hide 

his satisfaction, vent1ng h1s rage against the unfortunate Turk. 

Reschid Pasha, Ponsonb,y asserted to Palmerston,had a "man1a for 

paper regulations,n had "allowed the real principle of the 

government to lose its power," and had Ralarmed & d1sgusted" the 

1 Ponsonb,y to Reschid Pasha, March 18, 1841. enclosure Ponsonb,y 
to Palmerston, March 27, 18411 ~. 

2 Stürmer to Reschid Pasha, March 18, 1841. enclosure ~. 

3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, March 27, 1841. ~. 
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Sultan by hls Mnotorlous attachmentH to France. The reforms 

whlch Heschld Pasha had formulated were dangerous. MFear ls the 

prlnclple, & must be so long as the natlon continues unclvlllzed 

& const1tuted as lt ls, & nothlng can alter thls state but the 

operatlon of commerce, brlnglng, as lt ls dolng, gradua! 

enllghtenment wlth rlches." The French, who had the most to 

lose by Heschld Pasha's fa!l, would be 1nfurlated. Undoubtedly, 

Stürmer would regard hls fall as a mlsfortune for Austrlan 

dlplomacy, because he thought he controlled Heschld Pasha, but 

stürmer controlled hlm only for the moment, as he Mwas always 

governed for the moment, by whoever 'old hlm of hls great abllitlesJ 

& hls french Lsl~ flatter ers had a vast advantage over Stürmer 

ln that respect."l At flrst, Ponsonby refused to belleve that 

Heschld Pasha was corrupt, but when evldence of thls came to 

llght, the ambassador was unsparlng ln hls attacks. Nevertheless, 

Ponsonb,y dld not forget that Reschld Pasha had played a vltal role 

ln recoverlng Syrla, and to show hls gratltude, he employed hls 

lnfluence in shleldlng the fallen Pasha from the wrath of the 

new Turklsh mlnlstry. 

The new mlnistry, whlch was reactlonary, was domlnated b,y 

Hlfaat Pasha, who appeared lntent upon qulckly concludlng the 

Egyptlan questlon. Cheklb Effendl was lnstructed to recommend to 

the Conference of London that the power of chooslng a successor 

ln Egypt should be granted to Mehemet All's famlly. The Porte, 

however, stlll malntalned that Mehemet All's trlbute should be 

flxed at one-quarter of the Egyptlan government's revenue. 2 

1 Same to same, March 29, 1841. B.P. 

2 Instructlons b,y the Porte to Cheklb Effendl, March JO, 1841. 
enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, Aprll 6, 1841. F.O. 78/432. 
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Before the Porte's instructions could reach London, Ponsonb,y 
received palmerston's instructions of March 11 stating that the 
Powers considered the Sultan's previous firman as an attempt to 
set aside Ibrahim, which they could not condone. 1 Instructions, 
dated March 6, ordered HOdges' return to Alexandria. 2 

In keeping with his instructions, Ponsonby took measures 
to Itprepare lt the Porte to act completely in conformity with the 
views of the British government. He stated to Rifaat Pasha that 
the note of the Conference of London to Chekib Effendi, on 
January 30, treated the questions of succession, tribute and 
Mehemet Ali's appolntment of officers in the Egyptian army as 
points which could be altered. As the British government had 
made no recommendations on the size of the Egyptian army, the 
construction of warships in Egypt, the regulation of conscription, 
and the implementation of Turkish laws in Egypt, it would leave 
these to the Sultan's discretion. Because Europe desired the 
immediate termination of the Egyptian question, the Porte should 
give the British government "free liberty to settle it.n3 

Rifaat Pasha promised that the sultan would do whatever Great 
Britain recommended. 4 

Ponsonby implemented Palmerston's instructions of March 11 
without enthusiasm. He believed that the Porte should take its 
time in resolving the Egyptian question, for Mehemet Ali was .. 
powerless to force his demanda upon the sultan. 5 But Ponsonby 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 11, 1841, B.P. 
2 Sarne to same, March 6, 1841. F.O. 78/427. 
3 Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 5, 1841. B.P. 
4 Same to same, April 6, 1841. F.O. 78/433. 
5 Same to same, March 31, 1841. B.P. 
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had no chance of retarding a settlement. On Aprll 6, the 

ambassador recelved Palmerston's_lnstructlons of March 16, order­

lng hlm to request the Porte to declare immediately that Ibrahim 

wou Id be Mehemet All's successor, and Mehemet All's descendents 

ln the direct male llne would succeed Ibrahlm. 1 This lnstructlon 

ellcited an outburst of indignatlon from Ponsonb,y, who noteda 

"1 suppose people are determined to swallow all thlngs & l for 

one have only to obey orders." He polnted out that the Powers 

obvlously dld not know that the Pasha had refused to lmp1ement 

the Hattlsherlf of Gulhané, the Commerclal Conventlon and aIl 

Turklsh laws in Egypt. Whlle he could not decllne implementlng 

the lnstructlons, Ponsonby made sure that Palmerston knew his 

oplnlons, wrltlng. 

To tell you plainly my oplnion, lt ls thls. 
That the AIlles have glven up Egypt to M. 
AIl ln order to placate France & that lt 
signifles llttle what are the terms pretended to 
be imposed upon hlm & that aIl we can do here 
ls to endeavour to save the dlgnlty of the 
Sultan as weIl as we can. It is our own lnterest 
to save it. 2 

Palmerston's instructions were communicated lmmedlately to 

the Porte. When Stürmer received his lnstructions he found 

that Ponsonby already had made representations at the Porte.) 

The Porte had no choice tut to recognize Ibrahlm as Mehemet Ali' s 

successor. It also declded to grant Mehemet AIl the rlght of 

appointlng offlcers below the rank of General of Brlgade and 
4 flxed a sum to be pald b,y him as tribute. Rlfaat Pasha, after 

1 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 16, 1841. B.P. 
2 

Ponsonby to Palmerston, April 6, 1841 a ~. 

) Stürmer to Ponsonby, April 1), 1841, Ponsonby to sturmer, April 14, 
1841. enclosure Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, Aprll 14, 1841. F.O.78/4)). 

4 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, April 14, 1841. ~. 
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framing the firman, asked Ponsonby what the British government 
would do should Mehemet Ali reject it. When Ponsonby replied 
that he could give no opinion until he had received instructions, 
the Porte decided to delay sending the firman until it had 
received further news from London. 1 

Although Ponsonby personally did not like the concessions 
in the firman, he pressed Rifaat Pasha for its immediate dispatch, 
saying that it would satisfy the British government because it 
was based upon the Convention of JUly, and the note of the 
Conference of London to Cheklb Effendl on January .30. 2 Tltow 
and Stürmer placed so much pressure upon the Porte that Rlfaat 
Pasha complained to Ponsonby that Austrla and Russia'~ut the 
knife" , to the Porte's throat. The two ambassadors, Rifaat 
Pasha stated, were telling the Porte that the AIlles considered 
the Egyptian question to be terminated, and therefore, the 
Porte took upon itself ' "a great responsibillty for every day" , 
it hesitated ln sending the firman. 3 But the Turks continued 
to procrastinate. 

Stürmer and T1tow stressed to Ponsonb,y that the consuls­
general should retum lmmedlately to Alexandria. As Palmerston 
had ordered Hodges' return, Ponsonby could not decline these 

4 requests. However, before the consuls-general could depart, 
Stürmer received instructlons from Mettemlch, who finally had 
learned that Mehemet Ali had rejected the prev10us firman, to 

1 Ponson~ to Rifaat Pasha, April 21, 1841, enclosure Ponsonby tQ Palmerston, Apr11 21, 1841' ~. 
2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, Apr11 29, 1841' B.P. 
3 Same to same, April 28, 1841' F.O. 78/433. 
4 Same to same, April 29, 1841' B.P. 
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retaln them ln Constantlnople untl1 the Pasha and the Sultan 

had resolved thelr dlfferences. Ponsonby, pleased wlth 

Metternlch's lnstructlons, proudly observed that he always had 

opposed thelr return to Alexandrla before settlement of the 

Egyptlan questlon. 1 

Nevertheless, the Powers dld not relent ln thelr determlna-

tlon to qulckly termlnate the Mehemet AIl questlon. On Aprl1 

10, Palmerston lnstructed Ponsonby to tell the Sultan "wlthout 

delay to modlfy such parts of his Firmans" as were "open to 

reasonable objectlons." The Austrlans and Prussians had 

recommended that the Conference of London should be dissolved to 

facilltate France's entrance into a Conventlon, but the British 

government had succeeded ln delaylng thls, thus ·preventlng 

Mehemet AIl from recelving the impresslon that the Four Powers 

"had abandoned the Sultan at the eleventh hour." But the 

Conference of London soon would dlssolve, hence "the extreme 

urgency of coming to a flnal settlement. n2 

On May 3, Ponsonby suggested to Titow and Stüxmer that the 

Porte should send a firman to Mehemet AIl embodying the concesslons 

of the Sultan upon hereditary succession, tribute, and military 

appolntments. The firman should appear to answer the Pasha's 

most recent letter, and should state brlefly beslde each 

d1sputac1ous p01nt why the Sultan had not bowed to his demands. 

It should observe also that the Allies had adv1sed the Sultan 

not to acceed to the Pasha's dlctates. Th1s proceedure would 

demonstrate to Mehemet AIl that the Powers had not concluded 

their part ln resolving the Egyptian question, and would permlt 

1 Same to same, May 3, 1841. F.O. 78/433. 

2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, April 10, 1841. F.O. 78/427. 
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the preservatlon of the Sultants dlgnlty.l 

The two ambassadors' reply was vague, and Ponsonby concluded 

that hls colleagues had accepted hls proposaIs. Thereupon, Pon­

sonby, suspectlng that Rlfaat Pasha lntended delaylng the 

dlspatch of the flrman untl1 he had recelved further communlcatlon 

from Cheklb Effendl, warned th.,fi.ah& that l·f the Porte contlnued 

to delay, he offlcla1ly would ask the three ambassadors to 
2 help hlm conduct an lnvestlgatlon. Soon after the communlcatlon, 

Ponsonby learned that Stürmer and Tltow had agreed only that 

the flrman should answer Mehemet All t s last letter. Therefore, 

he lmmedlately wlthdrew hls proposaIs. The Four ambassadors 

resolved upon permlttlng the Sultan to determlne the form and 

substance of the flrman. 3 

On May 22, Rlfaat Pasha read the new flrman to the Four 

Ambassadors. It provlded that the heredltary successlon would 
4 be in the eldest male line, the trlbute one-quarter of Egypt's 

revenue, calculated at three hundred, twenty thousand purses,.5 

and the Egyptlan army would have lts own unlforms whlle the navy 

would wear the Suli;an's. When Rlfaat Pssha requested the 

ambassadors to state thelr approbatlon ln wrltlng, they decllned, 

because the Powers had not partlclpated ln framlng the flrman. 

However, the ambassadors consented to wrlte that they could flnd 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 3, 1841. F.O. 78/433. 

2 Same to same, May 12, 1841. ~. 

3 Same to same, May 19, 1841. B.P. 

4Flrman to Mehemet AIl, N.D. enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
May 22, 1841. F.O. 78/4;4 • 

.5 Firman to Mehemet All, N.Da enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, 
May 23, 1841. ~. 
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no objectlonable polnts ln lt. 1 

Ponsonby personally was unwllllng to acceed to the Porte's 

request because the flrman dld not force Mehemet A11 to lmple­

ment the Hattlsherlf of Gulhané and gave hlm the opportunlty of 

contlnulng hls oppresslve flnanclal exactlons from the uwretched 

Egyptlans". Ponsonb,y dld not make any observatlons to Rlfaat 

Pasha on the flrman because Palmerston deslred to conclude the 

Egypt1an questlon as qulckly as posslble, and because the Sultan 

was nacknowledged to be the proper and only Author1ty to determ.lne 

the nature and extent of the restrlctlons to be lmposed upon the 
2 powers of the Pasha." 

As the flrman was not dlspatched lmmedlately, the Four 

Ambassadors applled strong pressure upon the Porte. Flnally, on 

June 1, the flrman was sent to Mehemet All.) Suspectlng that 

Mehemet All stlll malntalned hls hope for French support and 

dlscounted the possibllity of an attack b,y the Powers, Ponsonb,y 

doubted whether the Pasha would accept lt.4 The Sultan, Ponsonby 

belleved, had the military power to force the flrman on Mehemet 

All or destroy him; the Sultan's navy,whlch would be in an 

effectlve state b,y the end of JUly, could land troops at 

Damletta. S Mehemet All, however, accepted the flrman. He 

petltloned the Sultan to dlm1nlsh the trlbute, but Ponsonby con­

sldered this a minor point which could be arranged between the 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, May 22, 1841. ~. 
2 
~. Also same to same, May 2), 1841. ~. 

) Same to same, May 26, 1841. lli!!. 
4 Same to same, June 2, 1841. ~. 

S Same to same, May 2), 1841. ~. 
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Pasha and the porte. 1 On July 5, Said Bey arrived in Constan­

tinople to make submission for his father, Mehemet Ali. 

B. A Settlement for Syria 

During his nine year rule in Syria, Mehemet Ali adopted 

a policy of di viding the Musllms.;.· ': and Christians to lessen the 

effectiveness of their opposition to his rule. Upon conquering 

the country, he placed Christians in important positions of 

government, antagon~zing the Musulmans, who considered the 

Christians as their inferiors. Although heavy taxation and 

conscription were the main reasons for the series of revolts in 

Syria by the Musulman population, the equality granted to the 

Christians was a contributing factor. Mehemet Ali, indeed, armed 

the Marionites on Mount Lebanon to aid him in suppressing a 

revolt of the Druses in 18)8. Not until he demanded the return 

of the weapons and endeavoured to conscript Christians did the 

Marionites turn against him. Ibrahlmts wlthdrawal left Syria 

divided, wlth the Christians and Musulmans vying for control of 

Mount Lebanon. 

Before Mehemet All t s conquest, the Emir Beshlr al-Shlhab 

had establisheà. his power in the Mountains of Lebanon, main­

taining peace between the Marionites and Druses by a combination 

of ruthless repression and cautious impartiality in dealing with 

the two sects. But the Emir Beshir supported Ibrahim durlng the 

war, and Wood, unable to obtain a commitment from hlm that he 

would change sides, invoked the firman he had received from the 

porte. 2 The Emir Beshlr was conveyed to Malta, but subsequently 

1 Same to same, June 16, 1841. ~. 

2 Wood to Ponsonby, December 20, 18401 A. Cunningham, The Early 
Correspondence of Richard Wood. cambridge, 1966. p. 196. 
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was permltted to end hls long llfe ln Constantlnople. Beshlr 

al-Kesslm succeeded to the tltle and the estates of the Emlr 

Besh1r. Although he showed energy ln harrasslng Ibrahlm's army 

ln its retreat from Syria, the new Emir Beshlr was not a 

partlcularly gifted person, and lacked the prestige of his 

predecessor. The fact that the Em1r Beshlr had no deflned powers 

augured 111 for the future, especially as the Druses were 

anlmated qy a deslre for revenge agalnst the Shlhabl famlly. 

In February, 1841, Stürmer ralsed the subject of a Syrlan 

settlement, suggestlng a conference of the Four Ambassadors. 

Ponsonqy was hesitant to dlscuss a settlement until the ambass­

adors had obtalned information upon the old lnstitutlons ln Syrla 

and learned whether the Syrlans deslred thelr retention. Con­

sequently, he persuaded Stüxmer to delay these dlscusslons. From 

the beglnning, Ponsonqy recognlzed that the settlement of Syrlan 

affairs would be difflcult, and he had llttle confldence in the 

measures whlch Metternlch had outlined to stürmer. 1 

The ambassadors 1eft the Syrian question in abeyance untll 

the middle of March, when Tltow received lnstructions from 

Nesselrode to advlse the Porte to lmmediately conclude a 

settlement for the province. Ponsonby persuaded Tltow to 

temporlze untll correct lnformatlon had been obtalned from Syr1ai~, 
2 and recognize as temporary any settlement made qy the Porte. 

As Tito. deslred that the Porte should honour Wood's promlses 

to the Syrlans, Ponsonby requested Wood's return to Constant1nople. 

Wood returned in May, armed with extens1ve recommendatlons for 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, February 25, 18411 F.O. 78/432. 

2 Same to same, March 17, 18411 ~. 



299. 

the settlement of Syrian affairs. The crux of Wood's plans was 

the establishment of a Divan, composed of the various groups in 

Lebanon, through which the Emir Beshir would rule. 1 Ponsonb,y 

based his settlement for Syria almost entirely upon Wood's 

recommendations. 

On June 4, Ponsonb,y, stürmer and Titow began framing a 

settlement for Syria. They agreed that 1) the Porte should 

remit aIl illegal taxes; 2) a governor of Jerusalem should be 

appointed for the p~Dtection of the Christians and the resolution 

of disputes between the various Christian sects; ) aIl govern­

ment officiaIs in Syria should be ordered not to interfere with 

the freedom of worship b,y the Christian sects; 4) the Emir 
2 Beshir should be permitted to appoint a Kassou Kahaya at 

Constantinople, thus establishing direct communication with the 

Porte; 5) the Porte should acknowledge the services of the 

Syrians in the war, and reward them; and 6) the Syrians should 

be given security for every right they enjoyed. The ambassadors 

agreed that they should present individually these proposaIs to 

the Porte.) 

The following day, when Wood submitted them to Rifaat Pasha, 

the latter accepted aIl but one, the appointment of a Kassou 

Kahaya for the Emir Beshir, insisting that he should nominate a 

Turk to maintain communications with the Emir Beshir. stürmer, 

Ponsonby noted, "also acted in perfect concurrence with these 

1 Cunningham, oP.cit., p.24. 

2 A personal representative to communicate directly with the' 
Porte. 

) Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 8, 1841, F.O. 78/4)4. 
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prlnclples."l 

As the French were attempting to re-establish their 

lnfluence ln Syrla, and the Turklsh authoritles there were -act­

lng in many thlngs wlth lmmeasurable folly and great corruptlon," 

a settlement was urgent. Nezlb Pasha, the governor of Damascus, 

had relntroduced restrictlons upon Chrlstians, preventing them 

from entering Damascus on horseback, and requlring them to use 

a mode of salutation to a Turkish functionary expressive of 

Inferlorlty. He demanded a large sum of money from the Mountains 
2 of Lebanon, whlch the Emir Beshir refused to pay, and Ponsonby 

dld not trust the governor's loyalty to the Sultan, because he 

at one tlme had been employed by Mehemet Ali. Ponsonb,y found 

fault with the governor of Gaza, who also had served under the 

Pasha of Egypt. The ambassador could not forgive Reschid Pasha 

"who seems on all occaslons to have selected the greatest 

scoundrels in the Emplre for employment in offices of trust & 

power."3 

Deslring to remove Hezlb Pasha before he could turn the 

Syrlans agalnst the Sultan, Ponsonb,y made representations to 

Rlfaat Pasha. But the latter would do no more than send a letter 

to Nezib Pasha saylng that complaints had been made against hlm, 

and orderlng him to be kind towards the Syrians.4 Nezib pasha 

responded by complalnlng that the British officers were lnter-

ferlng in Syria, and requested their recall. This reply spurred 

1~. 
2 !.Q!.!!. 

3 Same to same, May 23, 1841: ~. 
4 Same te same, June 8, 18411 lli,ç!. 
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Ponsonby to increase his pressur~ upon the Porte, but the Porte 

remained intransigent. It countered b.Y demanding the recall of 

the British consul on Candia, whom it claimed had protected 

some Candiotes during a recent revolt. When Ponsonb.Y refused to 

remove the consul, the Porte maintained that it would not recall 

Nezib Pasha. 1 Apparently, the latter's connection b.Y marriage 

to Rifaat Pasha accounted for the support he received at the 

porte. 2 

Unable to obtain Nezib Pasha's removal, Ponsonby now was 

more anxious that the Emir Beshir be given a Kassou Kahaya, who 

could report directly to the Porte upon the excesses of Turkish 

officials in Syria. After consulting with Wood, Ponsonb,y decided 

that a Kassou Kahaya for the Marionite Patriarch also was 

necessary. On June 5, Ponsonby, Stürmer and Titow drew up a 

Memorandum requesting that Wood's promises to the Syrians should 

be honoured, all illegal taxes be remitted, oppressive taxes 

demanded be abolished, and Feriks shoulà be appointed to the 

governments of Djebail Kodas, Djebail Nablus and Djebail Halil, 

to reside at Jerusalem for the special protection of the Christ-

ians and settlement of the disputes among the sects. The Greek 

and Armenian Patriarchs and the Latin Church each should appoint 

a commissioner to accompany the Feriks to Jerusalem. The three 

commissioners and the Feriks, together with the MOSt respectable 

citizens of Jerusalem, should form a commission which would 

examine the titles of the various churches to disputed 

sanctuaries. The ambassadors also requested that the Emir Beshir 

1 Same to same, June JO, 1841. B.P. 

2 Ponsonb,y to Wood, July 10, 1841, Cunningham, op.cit., p. 26J. 
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and Marlonlte Patrlarch should be permltted to appolnt Kassou 

Kahayas. 1 

When Wood presented thls memorandum, he found that the Porte 

would not permlt the appolntments of Kassou Kahayas. Flnally, 

after four hours of representatlon, Wood persuaded Rlfaat Pasha 

to submlt the subject to a councll at the porte. 2 The councll 

declded ln favour of the proposaI. 

Ponsonby felt that the measures whlch the Porte had accepted, 

lf properly lmplemented, would malntain tranquility ln Syrla. 

But he had 11ttle hope that the Turklsh offlclals in Syrla would 

implement them. Nor could Ponsonby depend upon Wood's lnfluence 

ln Syrla, for Palmerston had slgnlfled that he would not appolnt 

Wood as consul-general ln Syrla. As consul-general, Wood would 

be "entltled to exerclse a general superlntendence."3 Whlle Wood 

recommended that he should be appolnted consul in Damascus, Pon­

sonby was reluctant to request thls, because the Porte could not 

make an appolntment "in opposition to the feelings of religlous 

Obligation. n4 Ponsonby was in a quandry, believlng that Wood's 

presence ln Syria was nabsolutely necessaryn, but that wlthout 

a consulate appointment, Wood's influence and authority would be 

"extremely" 11mlted. 5 Flnally, Ponsonby resolved upon dlspatching 

Wood to Syrla, and exhorted Palmerston to appolnt hlm consul­

general in Syrla. 

1 Memorandum slgned by Ponsonby, Stürmer and Titow, June 5, 1841, 
enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 21, 1841, F.O. 78/435. 

2 Wood to Ponsonby, June 14, 1841& enclosure ~. 

J Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 21, 1841: ~. 

4 Ponsonqy to Wood, June 28, 1841: Cunnlngham, op.clt., p. 260. 

5 Same to same, July 6, 1841, ~., p. 261. 
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However, the ambassador soon had a change of heart, delaylng 

Wood's departure untl1 he could obtaln authorlty for hlm ln 

Syrla. Ponsonby requested the Porte to recognlze'Wood as consul 

ln Damascus, but, as expected, the Porte refUsed because lt was 
1 a HOly Clty. As Wood's resldence ln Damascus was essentlal, 

Ponsonb,y requested the Porte to lssue a Vlz1r1al Letter authorlz1ng 

th1s, and permltt1ng Wood to supervlse the 1mplementatlon of the 

Portets orders. Two letters were 1ssued by the Porte, one to 

take the place of a Berat and the other to help hlm exerc1se 

"a certaln degree of lnspectlon des1red of h1m by the Porte over 
2 proceedlngs ln Syrla." Wood was requested to communlcate 

d1rectly wlth the Porte. 

Yet Ponsonby stll1 hoped that before Woodts departure the 

Brlt1sh embassy would recelve a commun1catlon appolntlng Wood 

as consul-general for syrla. 3 But Colonel Rose, the commander 

of the Brltlsh offlcers ln Syrla, whose recommendat1ons that the 

Br1tlsh government should establlsh tles wlth the Druse were 

favourably recelved b,y Palmerston, recelved the appo1ntment. 

Ponsonby deprecated both Rosets appo1ntment and the po11cy he 

proposed to follow, wh1ch wa.-s "as mlschlevous" as lt was "foo11sh." 

The ambassador thought that should Great Brlta1n attempt to 

establlsh "agreements w1th any port1on of the Turk1sh Subjects, 

the Turks must suspect" her. "The Other Powers wl11 have derlved 

fromus a rlght each to seek to estab11sh connectlon wlth some 

other port1on of the Subjects of the Porte and the confuslon 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, July 27, 18411 F.O. 78/4)6. 

2 Same to same, August 3, 18411 F.O. 78/437. 

3 Ponsonby to Wood, August 5, 18411 Cunn1ngham, op.c1t., p. 267. 
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that will ensue may be great and serious." Believing that Rose's 

proposaIs would permit the French to act as the protectors of 

the Marionites, Ponsonby caustically commented to Wood, "Nothing 

can be more foolish in my. opinion than the conduct of Lord 

Palmerston in these matters, it is that of an Old Woman or a 

Hypocrite •••• "l Palmerston had decided against the appointment 

of Wood as consul-general because he had shown that he was a 

zealous Roman Catholic, who was "opposed to the Druses. u2 

Wood departed for Syria before Ponsonby received intelligence 

of Rose's appointment. On September 2, at a meeting of the 

notables of Mount Lebanon, Wood persented his proposaIs, including 

the establishment of a Divan. As the Druses and the Christians 

could not agree upon representation, the proposal for a Divan was 

not accepted. Wood could obtain only a promise that the Emir 

Beshir would be given a revenue of two thousand, two hundred 

purses per anum. After the meeting, the Druses, who hated the 

Emir Beshir and previously had requested his deposition, demanded 

to Rose that they also should be given a Kassou Kahaya. Soon 

after, news of Rosets appointment as consul-general reached 

Syria. This appointment was not weIl received by the Marionites, 

who suspected that Rose was pro-D~use.3 

Lebanon now was in turmoil, with the French openly support­

ing the cause of the Catholics, declarlng that they had the 

right of protecting Catholic priests.4 Ponsonby did not apply 

1 ~., p. 268. 
2 Palmerston to Ponsonby, August 19, 1841, F.O. 78/429. 

J Cunningham, op.cit., pp. 31-33. 

4 Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 15, 1841' F.O. 78/437. 



to the Porte for a Berat for Rose unt1l Wood had f1n1shed h1s 

work 1n Syr1a, fear1ng that Wood's 1nfluence would be d1m1n1shed. 1 

Wood fa11ed 1n h1s attempt to estab11sh harmony between the 

Mar10n11eaand Druses. Soon after Rose was app01nted consul-

general, the Wh1g government fell, and Aberdeen, the new 

Fore1gn M1n1ster, resolved to be 1mpart1al between the Mar10n1te 

and Druse. However, Rose was not removed, and he fa1led to 

handle the s1tuat10n 1n Syr1a. When Ponsonb,y departed from 

Constant1nople 1n September, Lebanon was on the br1nk of c1v1l 

war. 

C. The Reorgan1zat10n of the Turk1sh Army 

The ame110rat1on of the Turk1sh army had been dom1nant 1n 

Ponsonby's th1nk1ng s1nce the beg1nn1ng of 1833, and 1n 1841 

he be11eved that reorgan1zat10n was as 1mportant or even more 

so than 1n the early part of h1s embassy. If the army were not 

strengthened, the ottoman Emp1re would "crumble to p1eces ere 

long."2 The Br1t1sh off1cers 1n Syr1a presented an unflatter1ng 

p1cture of the Turk1sh army. Rose reported that the off1cers 

were uneducated, and the Serak1er 1n Syr1a could wr1te only h1s 

name. The Turks knew "next to noth1ng" about br1gade-movements s 

and the off1cers spent most of the day smok1ng and were often 

1ntox1cated. Turk1sh art1llery was too old, clumsy and heavy, 

and the army was "almost ent1rely def1c1ent 1n staff, Comm1ssar1at 

& Med1cal Off1cers." However, the Turk1sh sold1er was brave 

and doc1le, good mater1al to be commanded by competant off1cers. 3 

1 Ponsonby to Aberdeen, October 6, 1841 a ~. 

2 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 8, 1841' F.O. 78/4)4. 

3 Rose to Ponsonby, February 20, 1841a enclosure Ponsonb,y to 
Palmerston, February 21, 1841, F.O. 78/431. 
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Saon after Rifaat Pasha's accession to power, Ponsonb,y 

recognized that the new government was reactionary and could 

attempt to reintroduce the old system of government, which could 

cripple the army's effectiveness in resisting Turkey's enemies. 

Ponsonb,y tactfully told Rifaat Pasha that the policies of the 

Porte "~ be defeated if the Country is not strengthened by 

an Army good enough to protect !l."1 Remembering that Great 

Britain in 1837 had failed to improve the Turkish army because 

she had insisted upon employing numerous British officers and 

non-commissioned officers, Ponsonby was more cautious in his 

approach. He noted to Palmerston. "It appears to me, that things 

can be done, little by little, and will not be done by other 

means; The wedge has already been entered thanks to circumstances 

and it may be driven home by well~regulated strokes. We have 

Jochmus virtually at the head of the Army with the honest consent 

of the Turks 'Walker at the head of the Fleet these are 

great advantages, which must work well, if not disturbed by 

precipitation and the display of our influence." 

Ponsonby decided that the Porte should establish a commission, 

headed by Jochmus and containing two British officers who were 

"not bigotted to British methods," ta determine measures for 

the reorganization of the army.2 After reading a report by 

Rose, Palmerston recommended that the commission should contain 

three British and three 'furkish officers. 3 

At the beginning of March, Palmerston instructed that 

Ponsonby suggest to the Porte the employment of British artillery 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, June 8, 1841. F.O. 78/434. 

2 Same to same, February 21, 1841. F.O. 78/431. 

3 Palmerston to Ponsonby, March 23, 1841. F.O. 78/427. 



offlcers for lmprovlng the artlllery.1 However, Ponsonb,y, 

antlclpatlng Palmerston's lnstructlons, a1ready had recommended 

to the Porte the employment of Captaln Wllllams and non­

commlssloned offlcers for thls purpose, but had recelved a pollte 
2 refusaI from Reschld Pasha. However, Ponsonby perslsted, and 

ln the mlddle of March he was oPtlmlstlc. 3 Flnally, the Porte 

granted permisslon for Wllllams and hls non-commlssioned offlcers 

to lnstruct, on a 11mlted scale, naval gunnery. 

However, Ponsonby, recognlzlng that the reorganlzatlon of 

the Turklsh army was a more dellcate and compllcated problem, 

moved cautlously. Jochmus was recalled to present his 

recommendat1ons to the Porte. Although Ponsonby suggested to 

the Porte that Jochmus should be employed ln reorganlzlng the 

army, he carefully refralned from recommendlng partlcular 

Brltlsh officers to aid hlm. At the beglnnlng of June, Ponsonby 

abandoned his plan of creatlng a commlssion contalning Brltlsh 

offlcers, because he recognlzed that the Turks would reject 

proposaIs whlch were "ln contradlctlon to thelr prlde & 
4 prejudlce." 

When Rlfaat Pasha, on June 25, vlslted Ponsonby to thank 

hlm, ln the Sultan's name, for the ald the Four Ambassadors had 

extended ln the reductlon of Mehemet AIl, Ponsonby ralsed the 

sUbject of the amelloratlon of the Turklsh army. Rlfaat Pasha, 

notlng that the Porte d1d not know how to accompllsh thls, 

1 Same to same, March 4, 18411 !.2.!4. 
2 Ponsonb,y to Palmerston, March 3, 18411 F.O. 78/432. 

3 Same to same, March 17, 1841. !J2!!!. 
4 Same to same, June 8, 1841. F.O. 78/434. 
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requested Ponsonby's suggestions. As his "object was to obtain 
an official authorization to bring the matter before The Porte 
instead of obtruding it uncalled for,· Ponsonby readily agreed. 
The plan which Ponsonby sUbmitted, based upon recommendations b,y 
Williams and Jochmus, provided that only Turks educated in 
Great Britain, France and Germany, with the exception of Jochmus, 
should be employed in the reorganization of the army. This plan, 
Ponsonby believed, would not wound "the self love of the Turks," 
and would not give the other Powers a pretext to demand that 
their officers should be employed. 1 

The initial reaction at the Porte was favourable. Jochmus~ 

was informed by Mustafa Pasha, the Seraskier Pash~that within 
eight days a firman would be 1ssued o~dering the implementation 

2 of the pLan. But the Serask1er Pasha, who secretly opposed the 
plan, tried to undermine it. While Ponsonb,y felt confident that 
the Porte, despite this oppositlo~would accept the plan, he 
decided to delay his departure from Constantinople, to èmploy 
his influence in deposing Mustafa pasha.) 

Ponsonby's plans went beyond merely reforming the Turkish 
army. During the summer of 1841, he requested Williams to draw 
up a plan for defending the Straits and Constantinople, and 
protecting the Sultan aga.inst revolutions in his capital. 
Williams· suggested that three ci tadels should be constructed 

4 which would store arms and light artillery' one outs1de the 

1 Same to same, July 2, 1841. F.O. 78/4)6. 
2 Jochmus to Ponsonby, July 29, 1841. enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, July ), 1841. ~. 

) Ponsonby to Palmerston, september 2, 1841. F.O. 78/437. 
4 Williams to Ponsonby, May 12, 1841. enclosure Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 2, 1841. ~. 



309. 

great wall of Constant1nople, a second on the he1ghts of Pera, 

and a th1rd above Scutar1. The plan was essent1ally the same 

as that wh1ch had been presented to Sultan Mahmoud 1mmed1ately 

before h1s death. To this plan, Ponsonby added a recommendat1on 

that the Sultan should establ1sh a steamsh1p flot11la, and 

subm1tted them to the Porte at the beg1nn1ng of september. 1 

Although Ponsonby fa1led to depose the Serask1er Pasha, he 

d1d rece1ve a Bourld from the Porte "v1rtually appo1nt1ng" 

Jochmus as ch1ef of staff of the Turk1sh army.2 Tah1r Pasha, 

the Capudan Pasha, 1nformed Ponsonby that the Sultan had 

requested h1m to obta1n at least ten steamsh1ps of war, but 

Tah1r Pas ha s1gn1f1ed that he would tempor1ze unt11 he had 

determ1ned the1r cost.) Apparently the plan soon was abandoned 

by the Porte. W1111ams, g1ven more lat1tude by the Porte to 

reform the art11lery, ·made extens1ve progress, rece1v1ng full 

co-operat1on from Mahomet Al1 Pasha of Tophana, who commanded 

the art11lery. New guns were cast, the Turk1sh gunners were 

1nstructed by the Br1t1sh non-comm1ss1oned off1cers, and a new 

art11lery school was founded. 4 

However, the efforts at med1cal reform were unsuccessful. 

Dr. Davy was sent b,y Palmerston to Constant1nople to 1mprove the 

med1cal department 1n the Turk1sh army and establ1sh a school 

of med1c1ne wh1ch would 1nstruct c1v111an as weIl as m111tary 

surgeons. 5 The doctor encountered oppos1t1on from the Hek1m 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, August 28, 18411 ~. 
2 Ponsonby to Aberdeen, October 6, 1841' ~. 

) Same to same, October 8, 1841' ~. 

4 W1111ams to Ponsonby, September 28, 1841. enclosure Ponsonby 
to Aberdeen, September 29, 1841, ~. 

5 Palmerston to Ponsonby, January 25, 1841. F.O. 78/427. 
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lasha , the head of the phys1cians and a ch1ef Ulema, who 

feared his criticism. 1 Upon the Portees request, Dr. Davy 

visited Turkish hospitals and reported upon their deficiencies. 

After Dr. Davy subm1tted his report, Rifaat Pasha 1nformed 

Ponsonby that the Porte would consider the recommendations, and 
2 meanwhile, the doctor could return to Great Br1tain. This 

was a polite refusal to permit the reform b,y British doc tors 

of the medical department in the Turkish army. 

When Ponsonby left Constantinople, at the end of September, 

he rightfUlly could take pride in his accomp11shments. The 

Turkish artillery already had shown significant improvement, 

and the foundations had been laid for the reorganizat1on of 

the Turkish army. The army which faced the Russians 1n 1853 

was far superior to the rabble which broke ranks at the first 

cannonade of the battle of Nezib. 

1 Ponsonby to Palmerston, September 20, 18i~ Jo. i F.O. 78/437. 

2 Rlfaat Pasha to Ponsonb,y, september 11, 1841' enclosure ~. 



CHAPTER XI: CONCLUSION 

Ponsonby manifested two essential qualities in dealing 

successfully with the 'rurks 1 a grand manner and a forceful, 

aggressive personality. His manner was impressive and to some 

degree sLttractive to the 1lurkish officials, many of whom had 

been raised by the Sultan from humble origins to wealth and power. 

'fhese officials shunned bourgeois values, and regarded themselves 

as aristocrats, although no aristocracy officially existed in 

Turkey. Wealth was to be acquired as quickly as possièle without 

regard to means, and once acquired used to support aristocratie 

pretensions. Ponsonby suited the Turkish officials' idea of a 

great Lord; that is a man like they pretended or hoped to be. 

'rhe British government long had recognized the need to send as 

ambassadors to Turkey aristocrats who were related to ministers 

in the cabinet and had aggressive and forceful personalities. 

Stratford Canning and Robert Gordon, Ponsonby's predecessors, 

had impressed the 'furks, and Ponsonby did the same. rhe latter' s 

errors in judgement were less important than his ability to 

personify the power and the influence of Great Britain in a manner 

which was comprehensible to the Turks. 

Soon after he arrived in Constantinople, Ponsonby concluded 

that the Turks' determination to resist Russia had been under­

mined by their recent defeats, and driven by instincts of self 

preservation, they were groping for a policy to preserve their 

Empire. Consequently, the 'rurks were impress 10 na ble, and Ponsonby 

adopted an imperious manner which suited hls personality and 

proved very effective. By the time Ponsonby reached Constantinople, 

the Sultan had been drlven to rely on Russian power, whlch Pon-
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sonby concluded was an act of desperation. But Ponsonby recognized 

that the presence of the Russian Black Sea fleet at Constantinople 

would not fail to leave a lasting impression of Russian power 

on the Turks. 'rhe ease with which the Russians sent the expedi tion 

to the Bosphorus struck terror into the hearts of many 'rurks, who 

knew that the Russians one day could return as the Sultan's 

enemies. rherurks had seen British power at Navarino, but not 

even British seamanship could penetrate the Dardanelles in winter, 

when blustery northerly winds combined with the strong current to 

endanger any ship entering the Strait. Equally important were 

the doubts the Turks had about Great Britain's determination, and 

consequently Ponsonby placed continuous pressure on Palmerston 

and Grey to obtain material support for Turkey to make impossible 

Russia's return to Constantinople. 

Ponsonby came to the Levant with the fixed idea that Russia 

was determined to possess Constantinople. This opinion, which he 

never abandoned, dominated his thought during his term as ambass­

ador, and determined his attitude towards various questions he 

had to face, giving h1~. arguments. a consistent theme and a clarity 

which made his personal influence more effective. He at first 

concluded that Russia could be prevented from seizing the rrurkish 

capital only if the Powers secured Turkey by treaty or by a 

demonstration of British naval power in the Straits. However, 

Ponsonby followed a policy of "non-action" while the Russians 

remained in the Bosphorus, fearing that any measure hostile to 

Russia would give Czar Nicholas a pretext to continue the stay 

of the Russian forces. In the autumn of 1834, Ponsonby concluded 

that the Russians were too weak to seize Constantinople, and 

thought that he could frustrate Russia's future plans by 
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outmanoeuvring her ambassador and persuading the Sultan to 

undertake military reforms and accept aid from the British govern­

ment which would make the 'rurkish Empire more defensi ble against 

Russia. 

When Ponsonby was appointed ambassador, he could not decide 

whether the Sultan or Mehemet Ali should receive British support. 

Mahmoud' s request for Russian aid and the 'rreaty of Unkiar 

Skelessi convinced Ponsonby of the Sultan's incapacity, and the 

British ambassador regarded Mahmoud as a Russian puppet, making 

futile any attempt to negotiate with him. In Ponsonby's view, 

only Mehemet Ali could maintain the Turkish Empire against Russia, 

and he believed that the Pasha had both the intention and the 

power to launch an attack on Constantinople in late autumn. 

Mehemet Ali's expected attack posed a danger to European peace, 

for the Russians would intervene, and Ponsonby felt powerless to 

do more than request the British government to make preparations 

for a naval demonstration as a means of persuading the Russians 

to remain passive. 

By November, 18)), Ponsonby was convinced that Mehemet Ali 

would not attack, and noticing the decline in the Pasha's 

influence in Constantinople, concluded that the Sultan was securely 

on his throne, and that it would be necessary to acquire personal 

influence with Mahmoud. Ponsonby made contact with the Sultan 

and sought to persuade him that Great Britain would protect him 

against Russia and, therefore, he could terminate his dependence 

on Russia. But the Sultan's primary concern was with IvIehemet Ali, 

and he was not prepared to renounce his Russian support without 

tangible evidence that Great Britain would support him against 

the Pasha. Mahmoud requested that the British government should 
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persuade Mehemet Ali to cede Candia as proof of her sincerity. 

However, the British government failed to obtain Candia for the 

Sultan, and Ponsonby's first efforts to win Mahmoud failed. 

After Ponsonby had reached the Sultan, his attitude towards 

Mahmoud and Kehemet Ali changed. Mehemet Ali, whom .Ponsonby had 

once regarded as the possible saviour of the Turkish Empire, now 

was considered the principle source offurkey's weakness, while 

fwiahmoud despite his follies, seemed to offer the best means of 

reforming and strengthening the Turkish Empire. 

Although Ponsonby made little impression on the Sultan in 

18J4, his position l'las strengthened by the forcefulness of 

Russian foreign policy. The Russians compe~led the Turks to 

sign the 'rreaty of st. Petersburg, refused to liquldate the 

furkish war debt, and in the latter half of 1834 prevented the 

Sultan from attacking Mehemet Ali. From this the Sultan concluded 

that the Russians l'lere determined to keep the Turkish Empire 

weak and divided, but felt unable to offer open opposition without 

a guarantee of support from Great Britain. Understanding this, 

Ponsonby engaged in a contest with Bouteneff to demonstrate 

Great Britain's determination to resist Russia. Ponsonby first 

raised the questi on about the meaning of the 'rreaty of Unkiar 

Skelessi, and although he received no satisfactory answer, the 

Turks were impressed by this gesture against Russian influence. 

The second question that he ralsed was the Euphrates Expedition 

firman, scorlng a notable victory over Bouteneff. Immedlately 

after this success, the Sultan, with Ponsonby's knowledge, sent 

a secret agent to London to obtain an agreement to crush Mehemet 

AIl. At this point, the Russlans sought to restore their 

declining influence in Constantinople and pacify Russophobe 



feeling in Great Britain b,y liquidating the Turkish war debt. 

Ponsonby's assault on Russian influence reached a climax 

in May, 1836, when he tried to depose Akif Effendi and Ahmet 

Pasha, whom he was convinced were in Russian paye The ambassador 

held these Turkish ministers responsible for the maltreatment of 

Churchill, a British subject, and startled but impressed the 

Sultan by the boldness of his demands for satisfaction. Ponsonby 

deposed Akif Effendi with the aid of Pertev Pasha, and Mahmoud 

probably would have removed Ahmet Pasha had the British government 

supported Ponsonb.f. Ponsonby's humiliation enabled Bouteneff to 

endanger Pertev Pasha's position, who sought security by promising 

not to oppose Russian interests. 

This defeat left Ponsonb,y with little influence at the 

Porte, and therefore, he was particularly em~rassed by the 

presence of Urquhart in Constantinople, and had doubts about the 

feasibility of concluding a Commercial Convention at this time. 

This was at the root of the quarrel between Urquhart and Ponsonb,y 

and was in conjunction with the "Vixen" affa1r, the reason for 

Urquhart's recall. Ponsonby took no act1ve part in the "Vixen" 

1ncident, but did noth1ng to dissuade J. Bell from sending the 

"Vixen" to Circassia. The weakness of Ponsonby's influence in 1837 

can be measured by his failure to obtain positions for the British 

officers sent qy Palmerston to seek employment in the Turkish 

army and his inability to make headway with the projected 

Commercial Convention. So convinced was he of his own want of 

influence that he doubted his ability to persuade the Porte to 

accept more than a tariff, which did not specify the abolition 

of monopolies. 

The appointment of Reschid Pasha, a western trained reformer, 
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as foreign minister in 18)8 improved Ponsonb,y's position as 

Reschid Pasha's influence induced the Sultan to take a more 

favourable view of Great Britain and France and to accept the 

Commercial Convention. Cleverly exploiting Reschid Pasha's leaning 

towards the two Powers, the ambassador was careful never to give 

the impression that Great Britain considered that she had the 

right of restraining the Sultan from attacking Mehemet Ali. 

When in the spring of 18)8 the Powers rejected Mehemet Ali's 

request that he be allowed to declare his independence, he 

abandoned his insistance on immediate independence, but reserved 

the right to raise the question again. Mahmoud, convinced that 

the Pasha was determined to declare his independence, resolved upon 

crushing him, but hesitated in acting without British aide On 

instructions from Palmerston, Ponsonby asked the Porte whether it 

would request a trea"ty from Great Britain guaranteeing British 

support against Mehemet Ali in the event that he should declare 

his independence, but neglected to stress the fact that the aid 

would be given only if the Pasha declared his independence. The 

Sultan accepted the Commercial Convention after being assured by 

Reschid Pasha that it would increase Turkey's revenue, and sent 

him to London to secure unconditional support against Mehemet Ali. 

After Reschid Pasha failed to obtain an offensive alliance 

against Mehemet Ali, Mahmoud resolved to attack the Pasha without 

British aide Ponsonby now was under the impression that Russia 

had altered her pOlicy, and was encouraging the Sultan to attack 

Mehemet Ali. He was further convinced that Czar Nicholas wished 

to send his forces to Constantinople to obtaln the renewal of the 

Treaty of Unklar Skelessi. As the Sultan's plans to attack 

Mehemet Ali appeared to hlm as part of a Russian design, he made 
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a final and unsuccessful effort to restrain the Sultan. Mahmoud's 

death, which followed the disaster at Nezib, placed on the throne 

an inexperienced youth, whose power was exercised by Hosrew Pasha. 

With Sturmer's aid, Ponsonby was able to prevent direct negotiations 

with Mehemet Ali, and found his position further strengthened at 

the beginning of September when Reschid Pasha returned to Constan­

tinople and replaced the weak Acting 1breign Minister, Nouri 

Effendi. Althou~h Ponsonby had an exaggerated idea of Russia's 

designs, there was in fact Russian pressure to negotiate directly 

wi th f>1ehemet Ali. Wi th the aid of Fonsonby, Reschid Pas ha was 

successful in resisting this pressure, and by the end of 1839 

Ponsonby began to believe that he had forced Russia to renounce 

her right to exclusive influence in Constantinople and that Russia 

had no choice but to co-operate with the other Powers in maintain­

ing ottoman integrity • 

rhis sense of security vanished with the sudden change in 

French policy, which henceforth was directed towards inducing the 

Porte to negotiate directly with the Pasha. Faced with this new 

turn of events, Ponsonby urged Reschid Pasha to resist French 

demands, and with the ambassador's support the Porte remained firme 

rhe success of Ponsonby at this point permitted the Four Powers to 

conclude the Treaty of July 15. When he was informed about the 

treaty, Ponsonby pressed his advantage by urging the l'urks to 

make adequate preparations for the campaign in Syria. The ambass­

ador hoped to make the defeat of Mehemet Ali final, exhorting 

Palmerston to destroy the Pasha by striking a blow at Alexandria. 

But Metternich's insistance upon a compromise policy, which gave 

hereditary rights to the Pasha in Egypt, and the military 

difficulties involved in an Egyptian campaign, convinced Palmerston 
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that Ponsonby's proposaI was unrealistic. Ponsonby still hoped 

that Mehemet Ali would force the Powers to attack Egypt itself by 

remaining intransigent, but was disappointed by Mehemet Ali's 

submission. After this, he still endeavoured to undermine the 

Pasha's power by denying him the right to collect revenue. This 

too was unsuccessful, and he also failed to obtain a satisfactory 

settlement for Syria. Yet Ponsonby hardly could be blamed for 

being unable to control the complex forces in the Syrian campaign, 

and deserves credit for starting reforms in therurkish army. 

Ponsonby has been overshadol'led by the more spectacular 

figure of Stratford de Redcliffe, if only because the Crimean War 

was more important than the Mehemet Ali crisis. While the pre­

eminance accorded to Stratford is understandable, his achievements 

in some respects are less impressive than Ponsonby's~ 

When Ponsonby arrived in Constantinople, British influence 

was negligible, and the survival of the Turkish Empire was in 

doubt. Yet by the time of his departure Great Britain was the 

most influential Power at the Porte, and the Turkish state had 

successfully weathered the Mehemet Ali crisis. Palmerston himself 

acknowledged that Ponsonby had established British influence 

"more firmly at Constantinople than it ever was E:stablished before. u 

Ponsonby's successors, including Stratford, were able to maintain 

until the end of the century what Ponsonby had established. 'rhe 

elimination of Mehemet Ali as an internal threat to the 'rurkish 

Empire, left r1ahmoud' s successors free to give undi vided attention 

to Russian pressure and to face the problem of internaI reforme 

Had it not been for Ponsonby's persistant efforts during these 

crucial years, Mehemet Ali's ambitions might have changed the 

history of the Near East by ~eta~ing Syria from the Turkish 
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Empire. 

In this sense Ponsonby shaped the course of history and it 

may be doubted whether Stratford, who was unable to prevent the 

Turks from going to war against the Russians in 1853, exercised 

a greater 1nfluence. While it would be impossible to claim for 

Ponsonby the pre-eminance accorded to Stratford without a 

separate study of the latter's career, the claims wh1ch could 

be advanced on Ponsonby's behalf cannot be dlsm1ssed. He is not 

the indolent aristocrat portrayed by Temperley or the 1ncompetant 

and irresponsible ambassador portrayed by Bolsover. He deserves 

his place along side Stratford de Redcliffe, and perhaps a little 

above the 'Great Elchi.' 
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Varlous unpubl1shed manuscr1pts were employed ln the 

preparat10n of th1s thesls, but, unfortunate1y, Ponsonb.J's 

prlvate correspondence has not survlved. However, there are 

numerous letters b.1 h1m ln three prlvate collectlons, the Broad­

lands Papers, the Grey Papers and the Urquhart Papers. 

The Broadlands Papers, deposlted at the Hlstorlcal Man­

uscrlpts Commisslon, Qual1ty House, London, are the most lmportant 

prlvate papers tor the purpose of th1s thesls. ponsonb.J was 

reserved ln h1s letters to Palmerston unt1l September, 1833, but 

after he galned confldence ln the Fore1gn Secretary, he was 

unreserved ln express1ng hls ldeas, and at t1mes cr1tlclzed the 

Turk1sh pollcy ot the Br1t1sh government. Palmerston found 

Ponsonb,y's letters stlmulatlng and lnformat1ve, and encouraged 

hlm to make recommendatlons on Turklsh po11cy. The Ponsonb,y­

Palmerston correspondence shows Ponsonb.J's attltude towards the 

Turks, the Brltlsh government and the domestlc sltuatlon ln 
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Great Brita1n. Palmerston's correspondence with Grey, Melbourne, 

King William IV and Sir H. Taylor gives a valuable picture of 

the opinion of the ministers in the Whig govemment and the 

Crown towards Ponsonby's colourful style of conducting diplomacy 

in Constantinople. 

Lord Grey was Ponsonb,y's brother-ln-law, and the two men 

vere on lntimate terme. The Grey-Ponsonb,y correspondence in 

the Grey Papers, which are deposited at the University of 

Durham, Durham, ls the most valuable source for Ponsonb,y's 

opinions during his first year ln Constantinople, when he was 

hesitant to express these to Palmerston. The letters to Grey 

are the only extant source for Ponsonb,y's tinanclal and personal 

affairs. Unfortunately, the volume of correspondence batveen 

the two men sharply decreased after Grey retired as Prime 

Minister ln 18)4. But the tew letters written by Ponsonb,y to 

Grey bet.een 18)4 and 1838 are indispensable. 

The Urquhart Papers, deposited at Balliol College, Oxford 

University, are classlfied under varlous headlngs in four boxes. 

The first box contains the Ponsonb,y-Ur~uhart correspondence, and 

Urquhart·s prlvate communlcations vith Palmerston, employees of 

the Foreign Oftice and his friends in the period before 1840. 

The Ponsonby-Urquhart correspondence is particularly important 

for Ponsonby's attitude towards his government and the Urquhart­

Ponsonby quarrel. 

The Foreign Office Papers, deposited at the Public Records 

Oftice, London,'provides the bulk of the material upon which 

this thesis is based, and the most important of these papers is 

the F.O. 78, Turkey, series. This series is d1vided into three 

sections. the correspondence between the ambassadors to Turkey 
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and the Foreign Office, the correspondence batween the various 

consuls in Turkey and the Foreign Office, and the domestic 

papers relating to Turkey. Ponsonby's dispatches to the Foreign 

Office are long and detailed, as he was an enterprising ambassador. 

The dispatches by the ~~ign Office to the embassy in Constan­

tinople do not contain enclosures, but these enclosures are 

contained in F.O. 195, the records of the British embassy in 

Constantinople. 

F.O. 7, Austria, F.O. 27, France, and F.O. 65, Russia, 

were employed primarily to ascertain the nature of the instruc­

tions sent b.Y the three Powers to their ambassadors to Turkey. 

The relations between the three countries and Great Britain 

were not ignored, but detailed examination would have been 

superfluous, as C. K. Webster has covered the subject in his 

work, The Foreign Policr of Palmerston, 1830 - 1841. 

In the F.O. Series, there are subjects unrelated to specific 

countries. F.O. 97/409 is Urquhart's defence after he was 

recalled from Turkey in 1837. This source supplies valuable 

information upon the Ponsonby-Urquhart quarrel. Although 

Urquhart colours the accounts of his activities in Constantinople, 

they are relatively reliable, as Urquhart tends to hurt rather 

than aid his case with his embellishments. Urquhart believed 

that his policy had been sanctioned by the Foreign Office, but 

had been sacrificed to soothe relations with Russia. F.O. 366/ 

569 contains a number of memoranda prepared by employees of the 

Foreign Office to reform the embassy service in Constantinople. 

F.O. 352 is the private correspondence of Sir Stratford Canning. 

Volumes 19 to 25 were employed, primarily to discover Canning's 



mode of conductlng dlplomacy, hls secret contacts ln the Turklsh 

government, and the attltude of the Sultan and the Turklsh 

mlnlsters towards Great Brltaln before 1833. 

The Admlralty Papers coverlng the perlod 1833 - 1839 are 

Admlralty 1/458-466, but the lnstructlons from the Admlralty to 

the Co..ander of the Fleet ln the Medlterranean apparently have 

not been preserved. For thls perlod, the major lnstructlons to 

the Medlterranean Fleet are found enclosed ln Palmerston's 

lnstructlons to Ponsonby ln F.O. 195. Admlralty 1/5503-5504, 

coverlng the campalgn ln Syrla ln 1840 - 1841, contaln communlca­

tlons both to and from the Admiralty. 

The Customs Papers employed were Customs 4 and CUstoms 8. 

Untll 1841, trade w1th Greece was lncluded wlth trade vlth Turkey. 

Ponsonb,y appears 1n secondary sources as an elus1ve f1gure. 

The D1ct1onary of Nat10nal Blography has l1ttle to say about hls 

career and personal llfe, and the only work whlch deals dlrectly 

wlth hlm ls L. Berrera's ~ m1ss1on PonsonBl, a study of hls 

career ln Lat1n America. Although Ponsonby 1s ment10ned and 

dlscussed ln varlous major works on the Near East 1n the e1ghteen­

th1rtles', these works are more usefUl for background than for 

the llght they throw upon Ponsonby's role. 

In h1s The Fore1gn Po11ez of Palmerston, 1839 - 1841, 

C. K. Webster devotes the whole of volume 2 and seventy-elght 

pages 1n volume 1 to the Near Eastern Crls1s, and here Ponsonb,y 

1s presented wlth a good deal of sympathy and understand1ng. 

But Webster prlmarlly 1s concerned wlth Palmerston and e1ther 

does not percelve or attach sufflc1ent 1mportance to Ponsonby's 

want of diligence ln implementing Palmerston's instructions. 
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Moreover, he makes no effort to analyze Ponsonby's motives and 

ideas, and sees the ambassador from the point of view of the 

Foreign Secretary. He discusses the Churchill Affair wlthout 

explaining its orlgin in detail, says little about the 

ambassador's efforts in preventing direct negotlations after the 

Battle of Nezib, and is silent upon his role in the resolution 

of the Mehemet Ali question in 1841. 

In addition to this work, Webster has wrltten an article 

published in the English Historical Review, entitled "Urquhart, 

Ponsonby and Palmerston," which in part is a refutation of soma 

assertions made by G. H. Bolsover in his article in the Slavonic 

Review, "Lord Ponsonb,y and the Eastern Question, 1833 - 1839." 

Bolsover is negative in his attitude towards the ambassador, and 

does not appreciate hls achievements or the means he used ln 

achieving his ends. He dismisses Ponsonb,y as a reckless 

Russophobe, who attempted to "embroll" Great Brltain with Russia, 

and encouraged Sultan Mahmoud to attack Mehemet Ali in 1839, but 

cites no sources which prove his contentlons. Webster refutes 

Bolsover's assertion that Ponsonby was involved directly ln the 

"Vixen" incident. However, Webster clearly shows a bias in favour 

of the ambassador in his quarrel with David Urquhart. He does 

not mention that Urquhart, when he returned to Constantlnople ln 

1836, received a cold reception from Ponsonby, who subsequently 

refused him access to the archives of the embassy, and ordered 

hlm not to visit his Turkish acquaintances and remain lnactive. 

Nor it lt true that Urquhart had commenced negotiations with 

the Porte upon a Commercial Convention as Webster states. 

H. W. V. Temperley, in Ensland and the Near East. The Crlmea~ 



glves Ponsonby llttle attentlon, devotlng mach of hls dlscusslon 

of the Mehemet All questlon to the Brltlsh campalgn ln Syrla ln 

1840. Ponsonby ls a shadowy flgure ln Temperley's work, an 

lndolent arlstocrat. The author confesses that he cannot 

understand how so lndolent an ambassador could persuade Sultan 

Mahmoud to accept the Brltlsh Commerclal Conventlon. 

F. S. ROdkey's The Turco-Egyptlan Questlon ln the Relatlons 

of England, France and Russla, 18)2 - 18)4, is a detalled study 

of the Mehemet AIl questlon, but lts value ls 11mited because 

the author did not dlrectly consult orlginal materlal. He has 

drawn upon Major J. Hall's England and the Orleans Monarchy, 

which despite its early date of publication, is an informative 

study of relatlons between Great Britain and France. Hodkey's 

article "Lord Palmerston and the Hejuvenatlon of Turkey, 18)0 - 41: 

in the Journal of Modern Hlstory, ls a credlble lnvestlgatlon of 

Palmerston's attempts to reform Turkey. ROdkey, however, 

erroneously belleves that Ponsonby dld not desire to prevent the 

Sultan from attacking Mehemet Ali. F. E. Balley's Britlsh Policy 

and the Turklsh Heform Movement, 1826 - 1853, ls lnferlor to 

Hodkey's artlcle, placing perhaps too mach emphasis upon 

economlcs. P. E. Mosely, l~lRusslan Dlplomacy and the Openlng 

ot the Eastern Question ln 1838 and 1839 has used the Husslan 

archives to examine Hussla's attitude towards the Treaty of 

Unklar Skelessl, correcting S. Gorlalnov's dlscusslon of the 

subject in ke Bosphore et les Dardanelles, a work whlch has 

reproduced much materl&! from the Russlan archlves. Mosely also 

has shown the reaction of the Russlan government durlng the 

Persian Crisis in 18)8. In his books, England, Russia and the 
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Stralts Questlon, 1844 - 1856, and Internatlonal Economlcs and 

the Dlplomacl of the Near East. A study of Brltlsh Commerclal 

Pollc, ln the Levant. 1834 - 1853, V. J. Puryear treats the 

elghteen-thlrtles' merely as background tor the perlod 

lmmedlately precedlng the Crlmean War. 

The two major blographles of Palmerston wrltten ln the 

nlneteenth century, E. Ashley's, The Llfe and Correspondence of 

Henry John Temple. Vlscount Palmerston, and H. Lytton Bulwer's 

The Llte of John Henry Temple. Vlscount Palmerston, reproduce 

some correspondence upon the Near East. Ashley's blography ls 

the better of the two, and Bulwer must be read wlth cautlon as 

he ls careless. J. C. Bell's Palmerston, and P. Guadella's 

Palmerston~ 1784 - 1865 have llttle upon Ponsonby and the Near 

East. 

Mehemet All has been treated klndly by hlstorlans. The 

French hlstorlans, who obtalned access to the Egyptlan archlves 

ln the nlneteen-twentles' and nlneteen-thlrtles', romantlclze 

Mehemet All, and manlfest a blas agalnst Great Brltaln. J. E. 

Drlault ln L'Egypte et Europe. La crlse de 1839 - 1841, portrays 
i 

Mehemet A11 as the Napoleon of the East, vlctlm1zed by Brlt1sh 

Imper1allsm. G. Dou1n's La prem1ère guerre de Syr1e, ls less 

hostile to Great Br1ta1n, and g1ves a more balance4 evaluatlon 

of the Pasha's personallty and amb1t1ons. The above two works 

conta1n extens1ve documents from the arch1ves 1n Parls and 

Al exandr la , whlch are partlcularly valuable ln understandlng 

relatlons between Ponsonby and the French representatlves 1n 

Constantlnople. 



The best study upon Mehemet A11's persona11ty and system 

of government 1s H. D. Dodwell's The Founder of Modern ESlpt. 

As Dodwell obta1ned much of h1s 1nformat1on !rom a report 

by Dr. Bowr1ng 1n 18)8, wh1ch is a weIl balanced survey of 

Egypt in the e1ghteen-th1rt1es', h1s d1sregard of the Pasha's 

taults could not have been unintent1onal. Dodwell portrays 

Mehemet Al1 as an en11ghtened despote 

A. Or1g1nal Sources 

l. Manuscript mater1al 

Pub11c Records Off1ce, London 

Fore1gn Off1ce Papers. 

F.O. 7 (Austr1a) 1 Correspondence between the Fore1gn 
Off1ce and the emœssy 1n Vienna. 

F.O. 27 (France) 1 Correspondence between the Fore1gn 
Off1ce and the embassy in Par1s. 

F.O. 65 (Russ1a) 1 Correspondence betll'een the Fore1gn 
Off1ce and the emœssy in st. 
Petersburg. 

F.O. 78 (Turkey) 1 Correspondence between the Foreign 
Off1ce and the embassy and consulates 
1n Turkey. 

F.O. 96, Palmerston's m1nutes, memoranda etc. 
18))-1841. 

F.O. 97/409. 

F.O. 195' 

F.O. )66/569' 

Dav1d Urquhart's defence. 

Records of the embassy 1n Constantinople. 

Measures to reform the embassy 1n 
Constant1nople. 
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Adm1ralty Papers& 

Adm1ralty 1/458-466, 5503-5504& Reports to the Adm1ralty 
by the Commander of the Br1t1sh fleet 
1n the Med1terranean, 1833-1839, and 
the campa1gn 1n Syr1a 1n 1840-1841. 

Customs and Exc1se Papers& 

CUstoms 4, 

Customs 81 

Br1t1sh exports to Turkey. 

Turk1sh exports to Great Br1ta1n. 

Br1t1sh Museum, London 1 

Palmerston's Letter Books. add. MSS. 484851 notes by 
Palmerston on reports from the embassy 1n Constant1nople, 
1833-1841. 

Pr1vate Papers, 

The Broadlands Papers& Lord Palmerston's correspondance. 
Depos1ted at the H1stor1cal Manuscr1pts Comm1ss1on, 
Qual1ty House, London. 

The Grey Papers, The Correspondence of the Second Earl 
Grey. Depos1ted at the Un1vers1ty of Durham, Durham. 

The Stratford Cann1ng Papersl Stratford Cann1ng's 
Correspondence. Depos1ted at the Publ1c Records Off1ce 
and l1sted as F.O. 352. Volumes 19 to 25 cover the 
per10d 1830-1832. 

The Urquhart Papers. Dav1d Urquhart's correspondence. 
Depos1ted at Ball10l COllege, Oxford Un1vers1ty, Oxford. 

II. Pr1nted mater1al 

Parl1amentary Papersl 

1. Accounts and Papers 

1837 a 

1838 

V1xena Papers Relat1ng to Se1zure 
and Conf1scat1on by Russ1a. 
R - A (HC, 8 June), HL 4 JUly, HC, 
5 July, 1837. Vol. LIV (1837), p.545. 

V1xenl Further Papers Relat1ng to 
the Se1zure and Cont1scat1on of 



1847-48 

1841 

1841 

1841 

1841 

1841 

1843 

1843 

the Vixen by Russian Government. 
L/C. HL. 18 May, HC. 21 May, 1838. 
Vol. LII (1838), p.221. 

Correspondence between Mr. Urquhart 
and Mr. Backhouse in the Years 1836, 
1838 and 1839. (The Portfolio). 
R - A (HC. 3 April) HC. 22 June 1848. 
Vol. LXV (1847-48) (959) p.681. 

Correspondence Relative to the Affairs 
of the Levant. Part 1. 
L/C. HL. 6 Ap., HC. 21 June 1841. 
Vol. XXIX (1841), p.1. 

do. Part l with Numerical List of 
Papers. 
L/C. HL. 6 Ap., HC. 21 June 1841. 
Vol. XXIX (1841), p.21. 

do. Fart II 
L/C. HC. 24 Aug., HL. 27 Aug. 1841. 
Vol. XXIX (1841), p.737. 

Correspondence Relative to the Affairs 
of the Levant, Part III. 
L/C. HC. 24 Aug., HL. 27 Aug. 1841. 
Vol. VIII (1841), p.1. 

TurkeYI Correspondence Respecting 
the Operation of the Commercial Treaty 
withTurkey, of August 16, 1838. 
L/C. HC. 24 Aug., HL. 27 Aug. 1841. 
Vol. VIII (1841), p.48J. 

Syrial Correspondence Relative to 
the Affairs of Syria, Part 1. 
R - A. (HC. 28 Feb.), HC. 6 Ap. 1843. 
Vol. LX. (1843), p.1. 

Correspondence Relative to the Affairs 
of Syria, Part II 
R - A. (HC. 28 Feb.), HC. 6 Ap. 1843. 
Vol. LX. (1843), p.139. 

British and Foreign State Papers. Vols. XX-XXIX. 
London, 1836-1858. 

Documents diplomatiques relatifs à la question d'Orient. 
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APPENDIX"A 

!Urkish spelling recently has been standardized. In 

the body of this theais, the apellings employed for TUrkish 

names, titles, positions of orfice and places were those which 

were round in the sources of the periode Below are these words 

and their modern TUrkish equivalenta. 

Abdey Bey 

ABdullah Pasha 

Abdul Med.1id 

Ahmet Fethi Pasha 

Ahmet Pasha 

Akif Effendi 

Artin Bey 

Boghoz Bey 

Chekib Effendi 

Emir Beshir al-Shihab 

Hafiz Pasha 

Hosrew Pasha 

Houloosi Pasha 

HUssein Pasha 

Ibrahim 

Izzet Pasha 

Mahmoud II 

Mahomet Ali 

Names 

Abdi Bey 

Abdullah Pasa 
~ 

A~dülmecid 

Ahdlêd .. ;.~'t1:t1 Eas& .. 
Abmed Pasa , 
Akif Etendi 

Artin Bey 

Boghos Bey 

Shsklb Ef'endl 

.Amlr .Bash1r al-Sh1h&b 

Hafiz pata 

HUsrev nia 
HUlusl pa~a 

RUseyln Pasa 
!t 

Ibrahim 

I:zzet pata 

Mahmud II 

Kehmed Ali 
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Mazloum Bey JOi.zlum Bey 

e Mehemet Al1 Mehmed Al1 

Mouh1b Effend1 M'Üh1b Etend1 

MUstafa Bey MUstafa Bey 

MUstafa pasha MUstafa Pasa 
.s 

MUs tapha nanee Bey MUstafa K1anee Bey 

MUstapha Nour1 Pasha MUstafa NUr1 Pasa 
.\ 

N'am1e Paaha Namlk Pasa 
!I 

Nez1b Paaha Nez1b Pasa 
~ 

!four1 Effendi NUrl Efendl 
ft 

Omar Omer 

Osman Bey Osman Bey 

p_ertav Pasha pertav paaa 
~ 

e Raouf Pasha Raf\tf Pasa 

Ravenduz Bey Rtl. vand 1 z Bey 

Resehid Pasha Resla Pasa 
~ ~ -

Rifaa t Pasha Rlfat Pasa 
~ 

Rlza Pasha R1za Pasa 
J 

Said Bey Said Bey 

Sam1 Bey Saml Bey 

Sarlm Effendl sar1m Efendl 

sellm III sellm III 

se11m Bey sellm Bey 

SUle1man sÜleyman 

SUltana Vallde Vallde SUltan 



~ ... t'..·· 

Tahlr Bey 

Tahir Pasha 

Vass&t Effendl 

Tahlr Bey 

Tahlr p&s& 
i 

Vassaf Etendl 

345. 

Tl tles" Posl tlons ot Otf'loe and Teohnloa1 Terms 

Amedgl li:ttendl Amedol Ef'endl 

Berat Berat 

Bey Bey 

Bour1d Büyürüldü 

Oalmao&nl Pasha Kaymakam Pasa 

Oapudan Pasha Kapûdân pasa 
$ 

Ohalush-bashi ~B.vû7 Bi:l 

001ga8s1 Kol ASasl 

Detterdar Detterdar 

Dlvan Dlvan 

Etfendl Et'endl 

Emlr Beshlr A1-Amlr Bash1r 

Ferlk Ferlk 

Firman Firman 

Grand Vlz1er Vezlr 

Hattlsherlf' Hatt-1 Serlf 
S 

Kassou Kahaya Hass Kiahyas1 

Klahaya .Bey Klah,.a Bey 

MOuhassl1 MUbassl1 

Pasha Pasa 
~ 

pasha110 pafa11k 

Eor te Porte 

Rels Effendi Re lls Etendl 



A 
~ 

Riala Bey 

Serask1er Pasha 

SUb11me porte 

Ulema 

'Wlz1r1al Letter 

Acre 

Adr1anople 

A1ntab 

Alt-Shehr 

.#.laya 

Aleppo 

Bosphorus 

Bussora 

Damascus 

Dardanelles 

D1arbek1r 

Djeba1l Ha11l 

Djeba1l Kodas 

Djeba1l Nablus 

Gulf' ot Sal',os 

Hamah 

Hedjaz 

:t.tche11 

Kad1 Koy 

Kon1ah 

Kutaya 

P1yale Bey 

Serasker 

SUb11me Porte 

Ulema 

V1z1r1al 

Qeograph1cal Locat1ons 

Acre 

JAr1anople 

A1ntab (modern Gaz1antep) 

Akseh1r • 
Alanya 

Aleppo 

Bosphorus 

Basra 

Damascus 

Dardanelles 

D1;yarbak1r 

Jabal XhalIl 

JabaJ. al-QUds 

Jabal Nablus 

GUlf' of' saros 

Ham8.h 

Hejaz 

Ice11 

Kad1ko·y 

Konya 

KÜtahya 



Italatia 

Kondan1a 

My-tilene 

Naplouse 

Naupla· 

Nezib 

Crf'a 

Pera 

RUstchuk 

Samos 

Schumla 

Scutari 

Sea of' Marmora 

Selef'keh 

Silestria 

S1Dy-rna 

Tenedos Bay 

Therapia 

Treaty of' Unkiar Skelessi 

Tripoli 

Malatya 

Mudany-a 

Myti1ene or M1tiL1D1 

b"1l1ua 

347. 

Naup11a (plodern Navplion) 

N1Jz1p 

Urf'a 

Pera 

Rus chuk (modern RUse) 

Samos 

Shumla (modern Kolarovgrad) 
.' .. Usktidar 

Sea ot Marmara 

Silif'ke 

Sllistria (~odern S1listra) 

8myrna or Izmir 

'!'enedos Bay (Plodern Bozoa Ma) 

Trabya 

treaty- ot HUnkar Iskelesi 

'rripoli 


