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1836-1839

A Study 1in Independent Diplomacy
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>

- Abstract

John McNeill was British ‘ambassador to Persia at a time
when Mohammed Shah, %ith the support of the Russiqp envoy,
marched on Herat with a view to incorporaé%pg'it into Persian
territory. Because of its implications on the security of
British India, ‘the onus was placed on John McNeill to dissuade \
him. Ultimately it required a show of force .in the Persian
Gulf to convince ihe Shah to raise the siege. However, McNeill's

analysis of events made a profound contribution to the shaping

of government attitudes in London and India and to the formulation /

of the ill-fated Afghan policy. . -
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" SIR JOIIN MCNEILL ET LA CRISE PERSANE /
3
/' \ . ) 1836—1839

Une Etude de la Diplomatie Indépendante

Powas

-

’ Robert Hutchison

it

" Résumé

7
John McNeill était l'ambassadeur britannique aupres de -,

-

?3) ‘:
{ﬁcqh Perse a l'époque od Mohamdéd Shah, avec l'appui-de la

Russie, s'achemina sur Héraﬂmdans.le but de 1'incorporer
.y .

au territoire persan. En raison des implications pour

la sécurité de 1'Inde anglaise, il incomba & John McNeill de

{
le détourner. Une démonstration de la force dans le Golfe

/ Persique etait finalement nécessaire pour convaincte le Shah

de }ever le sidge. Cependant, par son analyse des événements

IR T g St
~

F /
McNeill fit une contribution profonde au développement des

I

attitudes gouvernemeptales a Londres et en Inde et 3 la

.

3 -

formation de lafpolitique malheureuse vis-hA-vis de 1'Afghanistan.

‘ a5 "
{; . .
#
e . . . :‘
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Preface

‘ (

There have been many general books and articles considering

the nature of ninetcenth ccntufy imperialist rivalry. This study

y .

of Jﬁﬁ;/g;EZiI& as ambassador in Persia between 1836 and 1839 endeavours

3

. . '
to 4qok'at the work of an individual diplomat at an important
‘ - ‘ r

EaR

[ '\
period 1n terms of this rivalry,“tg/assess the impact of his
v v

ifitiatives on the immediate crisis, and to consider the extent to

which his suggestions—égjko‘the direction British policy should take

0
afgected the decisions of the governments in London and India.

( +
‘ Chapters One and Two are concerned with considering the

background against which the crisis Jﬁ%eloped. Chapter One
concentrates on the personality of the envoy himself: his early life,

e

his experience in Endia and then in Persia under llenry Willock and

ks

John Campbell. In Chapter Two an attempt is made to outline the

.

development of Russophobic sentiment in Britain from the beginning
of the nineteenth century and continies with specific consideration
of John McNe1ll's Russophobic‘sentiments° Chapter Three discusses
Herat, the hist;;ical and political basis for the Shah's designs on
the city, the complex web of Afghan and Persian politics of the period,
and the inappropriateness of contemporary British and Indian governmment

attitudes.\ Chiapters Four, Five and Six deal in a chronological

%
3
*
=
¥

manner with fhe different stages of the actudl crisis and John McNeill's

response as can ‘be gauged by his copious correspondence with Lord Palmerston

t

and to a lesser extent Lord Auckland. Chapter Sever attempts to

trace the dénﬁh@mentbbf the crisis both on a plane of Russo-British

~

relations and in Persia itself.
I
¢
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{ The writer 1s 1J§thed to Dr. David Gillard of the University of

’

’ -
Glasgow for the stimulus he provided in his seminars on "Imperialism

and International Rivalries in Asia" during the year 1972-73.
o
Particularly in the general consideration of Russophobia in Chapter )

. Two, the writer has drawn on many of the ideas he ventured. The writer

—— ’
>N

must also express his thanks to)Professor Hereward Senior of McGill
University, by whom this study was suggested and under whose wise

\
guidance 1t wag carried to completion.

&

\
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L

. :
A Note on Spellings .

In the narrative, the writer has endeavoured to standardise ihe B

transliteration into English of Persian and Afghan names and places,

PR

e

while retaining in quotations from nineteenth century sources the

3

various spellings then prevalent.

TR e
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: Abbreviatlops
“B.L. British Iibrary . ;
| F.O0. Foreign Office
j -H.M.C. Hlstorica} Manuscripts Commission
P.R.O. Public Ré%ord Office
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Chapter One o

Sir John McNeill was British ambassador to Persia at a time
when anxletle; about the growth of‘Russian power made the country a
gentre of tengion for the British government. The mutual suspicion
which characterised Russo-British relati?ns throughout the nineteenth
century made itself evident iA many, areas of the world, but now@ere
was 1t to assume such an importance or indeed he sustained for such
a long time as in Persia. Even if there were no actual conflict,
the region remained a constant focal pdint for the two éounfries,
and on several occasions the situation reached a crﬁtical level,
when the intrigue %pd diplomatic manocuvring became more intense,

<
the threats more direet, and the prospect ofhhostilitiés breaking out

more likely; and it was these circumstances which induced both

.countries to commit desperate political and military blunders.

Particularly in .the period before telegraphic communication, much of
the responsibility for making the most far-reaching decisions during

such times of crisis devolved on the local representatives. To look

»
2

at the career of John McNeill during the late 1830s is to examine the
achievements of "one such'man, but one of exceptional ability and

accomplshment and possessed of a skill in diplomacy which has prompted

a recent commentator to suggest that he'"probably did more than any

other man to save)the Brf%ish Fmpire in India."-1 "\

&

1 3.A. Norris, The First Afghan War 1838-1842 (Cambridge:1967). p.137.

N
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b MeNe1ll Las well-suited to the post, belonging to a generation of

unwitting empire-builders who saw their actions and policres dictated
more by fear of the supposed expansionist; designs of other countries
than by any positive'imperlalist ph&losophy. He was in the wvanguard
of a group of intel%cctujl adventurers concerned with the Bast yho
developed strong Russophobic sentlpents and set about publicising

them through pamphlets and articles in periodicals; his own principal

work, Progress and Present Position of Russia in the Fast, was

4

‘published in 1836. McNeill was not a career diplomat in the mould

H

ofepeople like Ponsonby or Stratford Canning: his education, social
origins, andwlack of connections, familyf or otherwi§e, alllmilitatcd
against that. Yet as well as the more conventional diplomatic

talents, he had attributes which were of constant advantage in the.
unpredictable political climate of the Persia of the Qajar dynasty.

He was by training a physi;ian, and Persian society accorded cohsidcrable
importance to doctorg, who often held high offices of state and acted

ag the rulers! ;onfidential advisors. 2 More generally, McNeill was

the product of the Romantic'age and during his years in Edinburgh

became imbued with its spirit through a circleaLf friends, amongst whose

number was J.G. Lockhart, Scoit's biographer. He fulfilled such e

sentiments by immersing himself in Persian culture and the country's

l

?

2 C. Elgood, "Persian Science", in The Legacy of Persia, ed. A.J. Arberry

(Oxford: 1953), p.310.
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customs and irying to understand the strengths and weakneéssf/;;

individualé and of the people in general: a task in which he was an

acute observer. This was moré than the mere chore of a representative

required to gather information, as 1s shown .for example in the way ok

he directed his literary talents to the translation of the anccdotes of

a Persian geptleman, which
periodical,

Both in character and

appeared in several issues of an Edinburgh -

in location, McNeill's early life was

somewhat distant from the exotic charms of the East. He was borna %P

12th August 1795 on“the island of Collonsay, third gon in the family

of a Scottish laird. From Mrs. Macaligter‘s account of her grandfather's

% .
life, it can be gathered

ihat a great importance was attached to i

education, and his mother, Hester McNellﬂ,'undertook the schooling of é

John %pd of her other sons

At the age of ten, McNeill

until they were old enough to go to college.

was sent as a private pupil to the Reyerend

George Jardine, Professor of Logic at the University of Glasgow, and

from 1807 to 1810 he attended the United College of the University of

St. And}ews, studyaing Latin, Greek, Mathematics, Logic and Ethics.

In the autumn of 1811, he entered the University of Edlnbufgh as a

medical student and graduated on 19th July 181%4, It remains unclear

as to what influenced McNeill to choose mediciQ; as a profession, but

3 Meerzd Ahmed Tubee, #Visits to the Haram", Blackwood's Edinburgh .

Magazine, 15 (February 182&)f 16 (Juﬁ% 1824), 18 (December 1925),
21 (March 1827), 22 (November 1827).

4 Florence Macalister, Mem

and of his second wife E

ir of the Right Hon. Sir John McNeill, G.C.B.
izabeth Wilson (London:1910) . .

[
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as the third son of a landed but not especially affluent family, lia.would

have beep aware of the nced to establish his financial security by has
& s ‘

own endeavours, gisjimpetuous and very youthful marriage to Innes
Robinson in the same year as he received his degree from Edinburgh served

to accentuate the possibility of an impecunious future. The marriage

was disapproved of by his family and it led {0 two years of trouble and

poverty’which wevrd only allayed when John's father succeeded 1n getting

him a Post in the East India Company through @an acquaintance who was a
director. -
Service in the East India Company was by no means an unusual

carcer for men to enter At this time and it conFlnued to present one

of the more attractive fieans of amassing a fortune within a relatively
. .\
limited period. The attainment of some measure of finamcial comfort

for himself and for his baby daughter — his wife died a few months
’ v

after arriving in India -+ remained a powerful motivating factor for

McNeill in his service in India and subsequently in Persia. This is

o

evident from his correspondence, as when writing to Apdrcw Robinson,
i

the brother of his late wife:

My allowance will amount in all to not less than £500 per annum.

A very small portion of that will be sufficient for my wants, and

I shall hope to be able to put a little together for my little girl,
in case any accident should befall myself, as well as to get aside
a portion annually for the puyrpose of her education, etc., which

I wish to be such as to give her no cause to lament hereafter that
I was too poor or too parsimonious to let_her enjoy the advantages
which were enjoyed by those around her. )

AY

> Macalister, p.23. -
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‘Yk‘f a gegtléman, for more 1s quite unnecessary. .

His mother too¢ encouraged him moderately in this aim, stating in a . -

a,

letter 1n the New Year of 1820:

In six years I hope to see you return as full of health and sport,
as handsome, as gay, and as rich as will enable you to live like

- McNeillt's appointment came at a time, of major British military

activity in Indid. hThe Marquess of Hastings, the Governor—GeneralNH

had detormlnoq thag a policy of expansion was necessary to consolidate
hthe EBast %pdlﬂ Com?dny's territorlal,pOSitlona. In particular this ’ ’

aim had relevance in Central India, which had fallen into a state

of chaos and anarchy, dominated.by the Pindéfees‘and thé Mahratta

chiefs with whom they weré in‘league° Cons;quent%y’McNeill %as almost

imnediatcly placed on active service, being attached firstly to.a ficld

force al Baroda, and subsequently to the headquarters of the Goozerat

Division under Major-General Sir Willian Keir. During these years,

his competence went beyodhd that of assistant surgeon and he was involved

in communicating and negotiétiné with local tribal chiefs and Arab

mercenaries: activitieé indicative of his command of a yideﬁrange of

{?nguageso Late gn 1819, McNeill accompanied én expedition intended

to check the increasing amount of piracy in the Persian Gulf. He made
gﬂz study of the subject in a paper entitled ''General remarks on the

habits and circumstances §f the Arabian tribes,'and of the mode of

correcting the disorder; ifcidental to the condition of society prevailing

amongst them, and deduced ak the result of present obiservation and

retrogpective enguiry .“ In this work he suggested the establishment

Macalister, p.25. \




of a small permanent force at Bushire or on an island in the Gulf:

. / ,
this was a recommendation he was to repeat at a later juncture, although

'

as a strategy 1in an altogether difference problem. He returned :
A S r‘m}“ ’ M

to India in 1820, but later in the same year was appointed to succeed\\

Richard Sharp as Assistant Surgeon to the British mission at Tehran.

John MeNeill arrived in Persia in January 1821. As Assistant
Surgecon, he was expected, as he wrote in a lrtter to Andrew Robinson,
to make his professional expertise available to members of the Shah's
household if it were r?quiredo In this same letten, he made several
comments on the country and iis society, maintaining,that Persia
was interesting because of its connection with Greece and Rome and
because of the continuity there had been in the type of person wllo
had 1nhabited the land since the time of Herodotus. He goes on to
proposc that falsehood and villainy were not necessarily considercd vices
there, unlike with the Indians, who " with much weakness and much vice,
are far more moral and more trustworthy than the Persians., Yet these
men are in society so plausible, so polite, so witty and amusing, and

have the power of putting on an air of candour and singleness so imposing,

(
that for an hour's conversation, or even for a day, you cannot find.

' .II 7

a more pleasing companion than ersian

7
Macalister, p.32.

-
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Henry Willoeck was the British Chargl d'Affaires at Tehran and
pvidenily recognised McNeill's political and diplomatic talents when
he made him his temporhryAss1stgnt Chargé. In April 1822, Willock
\ left £6r Braitain afier a quarrel with Fath Ali Shah, p%avoked by
. his stopping of the subsidy payments which had become customary after .
the 1812 and 1814 treaties. He géked McNe1ll to accompany him, aware
of a possibly cool receplion by the home government and in nced of

” a second voice to give him support.

Kt this period, the British govermnment did not attachimuch
///\\ ngportance'to its relatioAs with Persia. Now that the Fgench threat
no longer seemed to be a factor in diplomatic strategy, the
transferring of the responsibility for Persian mattergﬂfo the Indian
government, was being considered. McNe1ll was involved in the

%

discussions that took place on the subject in Londbn, the outtome being \

e

that it was decided to sjnd Willock back to Persia as an interim
. . .

measure; while prepqrations were to be made to send a higher level

misSion from India a few months later. McNeill was also to return
as Assistant Surgeon, with his position unaffected by any change in ,
the mission%s status. He left Britain again in July 1823 accompanigd

by his new wife, Elizabeth Wilson, whom he h4#d married on New Year's

[

Day of that year.

, | /

| Much of McNeill's energy aftef his return to Persia was devoted-

to conciliating the adverse opinion to the proposed pewimission held

~

"l
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by the Shah and his court, while at the same time trying to explain
Persian objeclions to colleagues in India. In a letter to
J.N.R. Campbell, who was to be second Assistant in the new misgsion,

he argued that Persian govérnment fears rested on the fact that this

<

change of status might serve as a precedent to be used by other pdwers:
*P» v

in particular, the Russian government might respond by devolving
responsibility for 1ts relations with Persia on General Yermoloff,
Governor of ihe Caucasusj; he continued:

I You are well aware that whatever Persia may séy of her confidence '

.in her own stremgth, she still considers her connection with

Britain as her best security against the aggreg¢sions of Russia,

and the Persian Government is not ignorani that the more intimately

it allies herself with European Courts, and the more that Persia

is before the eyes of the BEuropcan public, thd more secure she

may consider herself., She sees Turkey preserved by the jealousy

of the European powers, and she seeks protegtion from a similar ,
feeling. 8 : 3

Whether 1t was a result of these shrewd arguments and the oiher
objections Willock and McNeill raised-or not, the mission waiting at
Bombay was dissolved in July 1825, with only the envoy, Lieutenant
Colonel Kinneir Macdonald, being retained to await further instructions.
In the same year, McNeill became Acting Secretary, when George Willock,
the Charge's brother{ left on a visit to India. It had become a
growing ambitioq of McNeill to obtain a political post, either out

o tr
ofsheer fascination with the politics of the East or because he saw “

4 o — -

8 Macalﬁster, p.53.

B
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such an appointment as the best means of personal advancement. Being

made Acting Secretary was hardly of great imporéance, but it was a U
first step in fulfilling his ambition and must have bepn particularly

gratifying after being disappointed over the appointment to!Bushire

i? the preceding year, when he had felt obliged to withdraw hislj

——

application. S

McNeill's non-political or professionul activities were many §
and varied. He had many correspondents who asked him to perform a
wide range oféfavours for them, such as sending specimens Jf .
coins, sceds, or migerals, or giving information whe%hpr for the
publicalion of a travel book as with James Baillie Fraser, or for
the enlightenment of prospective missionaries as with Joseph Wolff.
1t was also at this time that McNeill produced the "Vigits to the
Haram" of Mirza Ahmed Tubee (note 3). He planned a journey the
intention of which was to gain information about the_ area of Eastern

Persia and Afghanistan. His plan was to travel as a Buropean

physician in native dress, but the enterprise came to naught, although

a similar journey was later undertaken by Alexander Burnes. '

.~

In July 1826, war broke out between Persia and Russia. Ever

E since the Treaty of Gulistan had brought t6 an end the previous
Rusgso-Persion conflict of 1812, a state of tension had existed between
the two countries, with many sporadic acts ofaggression taking place

which had not actually given way to a more general conflagration.

4 g : |
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McNe1ll wrote an article for Blackwood!s Magazine after the outbreak

of the war, in which he tried by implicatlion to show the mistakenness
i

)

of the present policy of the British goverhmenﬁ by tﬁacing the

development of Russian contact with Persia and Qoynting out the
risks to the British position in India if Russia were to dominate

Persia completely. McNeill saw Russian aspirations there as

stemming from the days of Peter:the Great and his scheme to open

trade with India. While giving a brief account of Musso-Persian

relations 1n the eightcenth century as well as of early nineteentih

century British and French diplomatic and military contatts with|

Persia, he deals at grecater length with the period after the Treaty

of Gulistan. He suggests that Persia was unlikely to renew war

with a country that had succeeded in beating her, even when having
to contend with a French invasion.

F

Russia recognised this and took advantagé of it to build ap her

McNeill further proposed that

influencé, particularly with the heir apparent, Abbés Mirza, reasoning
that when the time came for him to succeed to the throne; Ryssia

would a;d him and have absolute authority in his government. In
McNeill's view, the casus belli, which induced the Shah” to march on
Rugsia, was the Russian invasion of Gokcha together with fhe appeals
the Shah had received from Moslems in Rusgian provinces bordering

' The British government had based

Persia as to their persecution.

their policy on a belief that the integrity of Persia was best

10.
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safeguarded by maintaining amicable relations with Russia, and this
meant treating Persia as neutral ground: "It had the obvious /y
advantage of Vbeing liberal, fair and Just... But it had also the

!

disadvamtage\of being most favourable to the party who should observe |
9

it with least exactness.”

i

McNeall was implicitly eritical of the British government's
N T@ﬁ' ’
passive role. He realised that Britain should be cautious about

being drawn into the dispute, si;ée the Persians knew it to be to h
their advantag? to have the matter elevated to thht of one between
two European powers. ‘Nevertheless he was hoping for a more positive -
attitude than one of luke~warm neutrality; but this was not to be

forthcoming: Canning's entire strategy in dealing with the Greek

question rested upon co-operation with Russia, and even aftef

Navarino he clung to this position. Thps McNeill was out of step

with his government's opinion and found it difficult to reconcile \
the noncommittal ﬁiance required of him to his(own point of view.,
Together with Willock and subsequently Macdonald, his role was
restricted to one of mediator, trying to get the hopelessly
unco—~ordinated and self-interested factions on the Persian side, -that

of the he%r apparent, Abbas Mirza, and that of the Shah himself, to
achieve some semb%gcé of co-operétionlin fulfilling the peace terms .

4

imposed by Russia.

n

9 "Persia", Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazines 21 (February 1827).

. | |
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McNe1ll saw Persian independence and British influence there
slipping away before his eyes, and he was certainly bitter at the
British government's lack of positive policy during the war. With
implicit praise for the endeavours of the Britisil mission, he
commented in a lef:ter to Macdonald on 29th February 1828, six days

after the signing of the Treaty of Turkmanchau:

It is most gratifying to see and to 'feel how high we stand
at this Court at a moment when the course pursued by our

Government ought, on every reasonable calculation, to have
left us without influence and almost without character. 10

[s]

The subsequent British government insistence that the subsidy clau\ges
" v

of the Treaty of Tehran should be removed brought even greater 3

criticism from McNeill; he wrote in a memorandum at a later date:

There can be no doubt that the change thus effected in the
Treaty, coupled with the circumstances under which it was
effected, gave a shock to the influence of England in Persia
which it has never recovered, diminished the confidence in

the high moral feeling of the BritishLCablnet..... Since that
time scarcely an interview has taken place between the

British Envoy and the Persian Ministers in which the mutilation
of the Treaty has not been a subject of comment and even
reproach. 11

The objectiviil;:y of such a sweeping retrospective judgement must be
brought into question. McNeill, as a man on the spot, was likely

to be committed to a particular point of view, in this case British

1

0 acalister, p.105. M 1bid., p.116.
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perfidy in the face of Russian aggressiomn, withouﬁutaking into

account its wider implications in both international relations and

domestic politicsy where budgetary problems and the fickleness of ) ' )
the electorate both had to be con;}deredu Moreover, McNeill, in
particular, was not politically disinterested. This is evident
when he' states unequivocally that "the war had originated in a
violatien of Persian territory by the Governor—General of Georgia."
Attributing the war uniquely to this might weli'hévé served a useful
propaganda function in 1836 but was historically inaccuréte.> l ‘//
Rawlinson, hiPseIf well-known for anti-Russian schtiments, had to
admit that "1t was the mere consummation of a lopg caurse of .

13

preparation and design." More recently it has been put foward

that the war resulted from Abbas Mirza losing the control in maintaining
a state of tension and keepingla precarious balance betweenrpeace and
war, which he believed was in his own and Persia's interest, since

-~

crisis conditions supposedly favoured his extracting money from his

father and from the British. 1h

There is a more fundamental consideration which helps to explain

the British government's disinterest in Persian matters at the time,

12 Sir John McNei1ll, The Progress and Present Position:of Russia in
the East, 3rd. edition (London:185%), p.8l. ‘

;3 Sir Henry Rawlinson, England\and Russia in the Fast (London:lBZS),p.kl.
14

P.W. Avery, "An Enquiry into the Outbreak of the Second Russo-
Persian War, 1826-28," in Iran and Islam, ed. C.E. Bosworth
(Edinburgh:1971), pp.17-45.
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as shown in {Jge readiness to hand over responsibility for diploﬂatic
relations to Bombay; in the re;gctancé to become 1nvolved in the war,

3,

and in'thc suﬁsequent insistence on the removal of the subsidy clauses
from the Treaty. British policy haé/in regard to Persia initially
been formulated as a countermeasure to the threat to India posed

by Napoleon. As this threat dimﬁnished, so did the Bratish
government's interest in Persia, and so the greater became its
reluctance to fulfil the commitments m?dé ;t a time of war with France.
Its moves towards extricating i1tself from its Persi?n obligations

would doubtless have gone unchallenged, if it had not been for the

devepopment of a new line of policy inspired by a new consciousness
' ~

“of the vulnerability of the Indian sub-continent, particularly with

respect to Russials supposed expansionist designs. It was of this
policy that McNeill and his colleagues were pioneers, and many years
of frustration were to elapse before some harmony in outlook between

these pioneers and the central government was achieved.
3

\

In September 1828, Lord E1¥enborough was appointed President

of the Board of Control, aﬂg in a lettef to David Wilson in 1830,
McNeill writes:

Lord Ellenborough seems to give all his attention to Oriental

/— subjects, and to make his presidency of the Board of Control
something more than a sinecure. I am glad to see that \

- someone among the Ministers thinks it his duty to take charge

of the national interests in the East. 15

15 Macalister, p.132.
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If the appointment gave McNeill,cause for optimism, in practical

terms it was to be of little direct ea;seggence either to him or ‘ S
. ; 3

the British smission in ihe 1mmé&1ate future, and by 1832 McNe1ll “

was talking of their beigg "so tossed about on political duty at

a moment's warning." 16 Specifically, McNeill was referring to the

change of mlnddthat had taken plac? in Bombay over his own appointment

to the residency ai Bushire. Despite the considerable amount of

diplomatic activity in which he had been involved and the deep interest

he hgd‘takén in the politics of the arca, McNeill as yet had not

formally "obtained a political post. He had applféd for the residency

pqst in 1824 but had withdrawn when he realised he was compeling with

his friend, Davig Wilson. In 1830, Wilson resigned and Sir John

Malcolm, at that time the Governor of Bombay, appointed McNeill to

succeed him. How’e‘verQ the new Governor, Lord Q}are, aitered the

arrangements of his predecessor; and McNeill was given instead the

job of First Assistant, wh&ch post was to be held in addition to his

duties as Medic:l Officer.  Clare was of the opinion that McNeill's

services in the north of Persia could not be dispensed with, but

McNeill was irritated at the‘change. He had already left for Bushire

when news of the new appointment arrived and apart.from his géneral -

reservations about the capricious manner in which diplomatic

16 ‘ I
Macalister, p.138.
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appointments were being dealt with, he scemed maifly concerned -
. -~ . .
about the loss of "superior pecuniary advantage'. He made this
known in a memorial to the Governor in Council which he prepared
while returning from his abortive %rip: be also regarded the
decision as depriving him of "higher rank", "better opportunities
of seeking distinction", and "greater personal comfort'. 17 However
° on this occasion, it might be more appropriate to dismiss McN?ill's
objections and echo Lord Clare's sentiments, grateful that Mcﬁeill
was spared such a diplomatic J&#Rwater. The position gf envoy was -
also involved in the re-organisation. Sir John M;cdonald had died
on 11th June 1830 and a Major Stewart-had been Malcolm's candidate
for his successor. Instead, Lord Clare gave the post to Sir Johnv
Campbell, the reasen given being that Stewart had refused to go ﬂ;/’
because af a reduction in allowances. Behind all this manoeuvring,

though, was a directive from the Court of Directors who had

responded 10 a petition they had received complaining that Malcolm

had been appointing too many military officers to posts ordinarily

a

held by civilians. ) y

One of the first problems presented by Campbell's appointment

was the established ritual of needing to distribute presénts to

i
=
3
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17
Macqlister; p.143 .
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the "Shah and the higher couri officials: something which McNeill

described as "one of the greatest annoyances to be encountered by

18 /

- a new Envoy ." In keeping with the progressive playing down of

relations with Percsia, as(wal as a result of a generai %ightening

o

® up of the .Company's budget, Campbell's salary was reduced as was

. a !
his allowance for presents. . McNeill was involved in trying to

overcome the Shah's reluctance to receive the new cenvoy — a reluctance

LI ) > L /o"\
stemming from hiﬁ resentment ai the smallness of the presents. ) '
McNeill has pointed out that this was not merely a question of avarice:

~

the reduction in gifts was for the Shah an indication. that "the result |

3

of the last war had taken away much of his importance" and that the
, British governmen?)ré&arded Persia as a crippled power. He quotes

the Shah‘agésaying: "They do what they like now. They think the waters > »

-~

1 . . g
| have closed over me." ? This dispute was not allowed to bhecome a bone

of contention, and the Shah gave way after a few daysq partic&larly
after McNeill began, to hint that the envoy might retire to Tabriz and o
inform the home government that access to the Persian court was only to

be gained on the payment of money.

o

The somewhat defeatist attitude of Fath Ali Shah was to a great

. extent symptomatic of the condition of the country as a whole.

| f *

o N 0

18

Macalister, p.149. 19 1bid., p.154.
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The albeit tefiuous control he had exercised on the country's internal

affairs had given way to a situation of inter—tribal warfare and an

almost complete breakdown of the notion of centralised authority.

| ’ - .

While this may partly be attributed to the disruption caused\by defeat
in the war against Russia as well as to the subsequent apparent
willingness of the British government to abandon Persia to her fate,
there was also the more obvious reason that the 'present Shah was growing

0ld and was nearing the end of his ‘reign. The ins%abillty that these

death throes were producing followkd'a well-pstablished pattern of Eastern

.political l1i1fe, and the ominous reports of dissolution and anarchy

-

were Western opservations that were conditioned by a belief in the
absolute necessity of continuity in government. Yet there wa; little
altruism in-:the interest taken in the Persian political situation. The
concern was for its repercussions on ihe relations between Russia aqd

/ o .

Britain, whose involvement comprised a diplomatic battle of moves and

“

countermoves in tfyinéxto gain the greatest influence which would aid

them in safeguarding or expanding their respective imperial positions.
This was apparent when Abbas Mirza embarked on his Khorassan campaign

in 1832. It offered him & means of achieving military glory which

Q

would help him to overcome any potéﬁtial competition for succession to

the throne posed by his brothers; and as he admitted to McNeill, his

military reputation had been some%hat tarnished by his defeat by Russia. -

18,
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However, this localised act of belligerency was to assume a very

different complexion when elevated to the plane of Great Power politics.

It was known thati, apart from wishing to subjugate Khorassan, Abbas

Mirza planned to attack Herat, to which Persia maintained a dynastiic
claim, For Ru%sia, encouragement of this aim was a medns of diverting
Persian attention from the territory in the north-west of the country
lost to Ruésia in the last war, and such encouragement %ould serve to
maintain Russian influence at Tehran and might even\informally extend
it. \ It was precisely this possible extension of Russian influence

on which British fears were nurtured, partléularly among those such as

MeNeill already convinced of the Russian peril.’ MeNeill was deputed

into Khorassan on the ofde of the Indian government with instructions

to dissuade Abbz isfattack on Herat. In this he was

successful, although another expedition was undertaken th¥ following

year by Abbas Mirza's s&n, Mohammed Mirza. On. this occasion the siege

-

was raised owing to Abbas Mirza's death and the need of his son to

N USRS
-

return to the capit@l to- assume the position of heir apparent.

»

Sir Henry Rawlinson has described the Khorassan campaign as
"the germ from whence sprung our own Afghan war." 20 More than any

other single action, it sets in motion a setjuence of events, of Ahich

~

20 €

Rawlinson, p.47 .
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British intervention in Afghanistan might be seen as the culmination.
At the very least, it served to rcawaken Persian interest in conquering
Herat ~ an ambition unlikely to be forgotten, when now on two occasions
1ts attaimment had been frustrated. Even so, on the level of
Russo-British relatlons, the importiance of such developments depended

on the degrce of significance attached to ihem by domestic public

) ’ opinion and the government. The Khorassan campaign tended to
strengthen McNeill's own conviction as to the immediate dangers of : \

Russian influence in Persia and the threat posed to the security of
e

India; but his view of what he supposed Briiish reaction should be
hardly corresponded to the increasingly sympathetic but yet passive
! attitudes of the hohegovernment, nor was it best served by what
McNeill considered to be inept behaviour on the part of the envoy,
Sir John Campbell. A diary entry of lst May 183%, the same day as his ﬁ “oaf
wife and child left Tehran for Britain, is very revealing in this respect:

My present position is irksome and disagreeable enough. I can neither -
stand aloof nor interfere with effect; I can neither direct the affairs

of the Mission with advantage, nor can I disregard them. Surely the
persons who, for private ends, appoint an unfit servant {to a situation

‘ of trust and responsibility are guilty of a great crime..... It appears

| to me that I must dedide on becoming an accuser, which I cannot’

: . persuade myself to be, or I must keep quiet and allow the interests

" entrusted to the Mission to be sacrificed, or’l must retire, so as \
to induce enquiry. Of these three the last is most disinterested, and

the most delicate course.

—

21 Macalister, pp.l174-175. . S
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McNeill decided to apply for leave and started out from Tchran
on 26th September 183&. He travelled homevia Constantinople where
he mét‘Lord Ponsonby, with whom he was able to discuss the issues
relating to Persia and Turkey. As he was to make apparent in his
pamphlet on Russia , McNeill believed that the problems of the two
countries should be treated as one, since "if either fell into the
hands of Russia, the other would not be maintai?ed 1in 1ndepgndence”
and he sugéested that there should be close co—operation between the
two missiogs, "labouring to one great end on some given principle," 22 '
He arrived in London latein November of that year, disappointed and

disillusioned, but determined to make an apathetic British public

aware of the supposed Russian menace.

«
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22 \
Macalister, p.177.
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Chapter Two

|

The complex web of Russo-British relations in the nineteenth

century, in which McNeill played such a significant part, has come

to be referred to as the Great Game in Asia, and this may be defined

‘as the bid made by both powers there for political ascendancy.1 To

a great extent, describing it as a game can be justified inasmuch

as it remained in the realms of diplomacy father.than enterinthhOSe
of actual hostilities; and even during the Crimean War, Persia and
that part of Asia did not become a theatre of conflict. Yet it was
not considered a gaée at the time, and the threat'that one side ‘saw
posed by the other was treated as very real. While with the hegnefit
of hindsight, the nature of the threat may be dismissed as some?hing
of a 'hit and miss'! affair, as a consequence of a lack of any grand
design by Russia and a somewhat confused response by Britain,
contemporaries viewed the situation as more criticyl. In Britain

it was believed that a clear pattern of Russian exﬂansion could be

discerned which sooner or later would threaten the integrity of India.

\

1 H.W.C. Davis, "The Great Game in Asia (1800-184%)," Proceedings
of the British Academy, vbl. 12 (1926). Professor Davis's lecture
initiated the more recent discussion on the subjject, but he in
turn had borrowed the name from J.W, Kaye, the writer of History of
the War in Afghanistan (London:1857-8) who in turn had taken it
from the works of Arthur Conolly, explorer, traveller and writer of
Journey to the North of India Overland from England, through Russia,
Persia and Afghanistan (London: 1834).
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The development of such sentlmegﬁg, which might also be understood as
the recognising of the supposed Russian thrgat, was gradual, but it
gained greater momentum from about 1828 onwards. For Russia the threat
took more the form of fear of the penetration of British commerce into
markets traditionally regarded as a Russian preserve; but this threat
was less well defined, and it is really only after the Crimean War
that the strong sentlments‘expressed by the(Br;ﬁlsh pamphle?eers of the
p 1830s are echoqg in Russia. However ewen with this disparity in the
ﬁ?\ degree to which each side felt threatened by the other, the belief in
the existence of a thre;t became a self-fulfilling prophecy, since
pollcieg were formulated on'sich a premise and as a result were almost
bound to bring about a further escalation of.the existing tension. .
* . €
McNeill's personal contribution, in his capacity as Secretary
and First Assistant, to/British diplomatic involvement in the. area
has already been noted. Specifically, the interest he took in the
Rugso—Persian War and the Herét expeditions had an important influence
on the way he viewed the Russian presence there, and his obseﬂyations/
.and suggestions, in the form of correspondence, articles and memoranda,
the latter often,unsolicited, were to have their audience at Westminster.
However, McNeillls presentation of the situation is inevitably somewhat
narrow, conditioned by his understanding, or lack of it, of the events
going on in his immediate wicinity and colo;red by a 'man-on—the-spot!
type of 'enthusiasm which was liable to detract from an overall objectivity.

[
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Thus his view is insufficienti to provide a comprehensive picture of
the state of Russo-British relations, and to undjrstand the genesis
of the antagonism between the two countries, developments as far back

ag the turn of the century need to bhe considered.

The first twenty years of the ninecteenth century represent

the period in which Russia and Britain supplant China and France as

~

the predominant powers in a Eurasian context. By coincidence, both

*.

countries took important steps with respect to their Asian empires
within the span‘of the years 1798-~1806. - The Russians established

themselves to the south of the Caucasug, coming face to face with the

crumbling Persian Empire, while in India the British assumed a

]
3

dominant rather than merely leading role in the sub-continent, capable
of defeating not only one rival bpt a coalition of all of them. The
Russian move beyond the Caucasus was scarcely noticed at the time
because attention was focussed on European events. Sipce the Treaty

of Karlowitz OV 1699 and indeed before, Russia had been ébncerned more with

o

Europe than with Asia. In Asia there had been neither a threat nor
. L

much of an opportunity to gain by expansion: the Chinese were 9051
particularly interested in conquest and viewed the Russians with the same
equanimity as the other 'barbarians', while the Russians had no real

territorial ambitions in China or the Chinese sphere of influence.
Y
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At the same time, though, {he source of Russia's greater consciousness

of Asia was being provided by the contlnulAg conflict with the

~

Ottoman Lmpire. In 1676, the Russians and Turks became ncighbours

and this set in motion a series of wars continuing down to the
twentiethrcentury. . Both 1768-74 and 1787-92 are periods when the Turks
attempted to recgver power and failed, with the result that Russia

. gained exlensively around ihe Black Sea. It was during the course of

the first war that the Russians crossed the Caucasus to loosen the

e
I

hold of .the Turks over the mountain people. A road was built and

the Fmpress Catherine assumed a protectorate 3Yer éastern Georgia.
The Georgians sa% the Russians as liber;tors, but the protectorate
existed 1n name ohly ~ the Shah of Persia was able to sack Tiflis and
massacre 1ts inhagitants with impunity.. In 1801 Alexander I annexed

Georgia and commenced a policy of bringing the other national groups ,
of the area under Russian control. The Russians were now firmly
established across one of their 'natural! frontiers, and\iég)appearance
of a Russian military presence there with ag»abillty to attack both

,

Turks and Persians was an important development.

The British made a comparable move in that, although the same
’ o
natural frontiers could not be said to exist, they attained a certain
position of security which they might either accept or from which they

might mo¥e towards greate} control of the sub-con{inent. The majority

view within the East India Company was to maintain the status quo, but

——peer - -
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between 1798 a;d 1805 ihe post of Governor-Gencral was held by

Lord Wellesley, Qho was "determined to make a bid for British hegemony
1n India. His abpoxn{ment came at a time when it was apparent

that Napolcon haA designs on the copquest of India, and the French

had established lijnks with two formidahle powers there: Mysore in the
south, and the Mahrattas in the west and centre. In trying to
achieve this heéemony, Wellesley annexed the tevrit Fies of the
Company's weaker neighbours; ye used the device of the subsidiary
treaty, by whigﬁ an Indian ruler would pay the Company for troops to'
defend Himeagainst his internal and extiernal enemie; and in return
would sign away his right to an independent foreign policy (Hyde;ébad's
ruler was thus persuaded along with some of the weaker members of the
Mahratta confederacy); and he waged warlagainst Mysore and the stronger
tecalcitrant Mahratta chiefs, a task which was undertaken for him by
Sir Arthur Wellesley. In 1799 Tipu Sultan of Mysore was kilied
defending his capital and a puppet ruler was put in his place. In
1803 Wellesley attacked the Mthattas but found it more difficult to
bring the war to a successful and rapad conclusioé. Genérally his
methods were unpopular at home and were also proving costly: he was
recalied in 1805 and the Mahrgtta war was wound up, yet by this date
it was clear that Britain would seek to gain complete control of India.

These initiatives were to have significant long-term consequences

P}




!

Gty

but their importance at the t%mg was concealed by the French
cxpansionist activities in Burope. Down to 18173, the question that

dominated international poliiics was whether a division of the

continent of Europ% between France and Russia would be extended to

" a comparable d1v1sion in Asia, with India and the Ottoman Empire as

the prlnelﬂal spoils - this was talked of 1n 1807 at the negotiations
at Tilsit. = Particularly between 1807 and 1809, the situation looked
rather‘menac1ng for Britain: not only were Russia aAd France 1n some
sort of alliance, but there was also the possibility, albeit remote,

of the two European powers coming into alliance with Turk&y and

Persia - something not entirely discount;d in Briiish government circles.
The Tyrks had been impressed by Napoleon’s victory over their
traditional enemies, and similarly Persia admired the French victories
and had tentative hopes that Napoleon might help in regaining Georgia.
If all this was somewhat' far—-fetched, nevertheless a French mission

wvas sent to Tehran to draw up plans for a French invasion.of India,
which was t; be two-pronged: the one attack naval comingl from Mauritius
and Réunion, and the other attack over}and from Tehran. This project
came to nothing, but the prospect of its being revived at some future

date remained a distinct®possibility in British eyes, and Lord Minto,

the new Governor-General, embarked on a diplomatic offensive intending

to set up a system of alliances with Sind, Punjab and Afghanistan as well as
1

sending a missidn to Persia. The idea behind this was to shut the

3
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Russians and French off from entry into India by hgving a series of
friendly buffer states. It was relatively successful but proved

»
unnecessary, although 1t was a ;s?ful exercise 1n establishing contact§
which was to he developed later. As a response to the French naval
threat, Mintoé sent expeditions to capture Mauritius and Reunion as

~

well as the Duteh colonies of the Mo]ucﬁas and Java.

If this period wgh essentially defensive from the British point
of view, the years after 1813 saw the destruction of French power
and the cstablishment of‘BrltishApower once and for ‘all in India. The
British in their naval\invincjblllty and the Russians in.their
enoermous manﬁower resources — which were theoretical rather than
practical - proved to be by far the mast powerful nations in Europe.
The Russians acquired additional terriﬁory 1n Europe: specifically a
'tongue' in Poland which enabled them to threaten Berlin and Vienna.
The British on the other hand acquired reiatlvely little territory as
a result of the French defeat but established a°chain of bases which
enabled them to defend their commercial empire. In retrospect, it is
apparent that by the end og the second decade of the centur&, Russia
and Britain were also the 1éad1ng powers in Asia. o Between 1§13 and
1818, the Marquess of Hastings, the Governor-General, brought about a
further strengthening of the British position in India, destroying in
a series of 'light-hearted'! skirmishes the powér basis of the Pindarees

and Mahrattas. By 1818\a11 even remotely effective opposition in the

-




sub—continent had been eliminated and by this time the borders of
British India were contiguous with those of Punjab and Sind. Already,
there was talk in some circles of a developing Russo-British anhtagonism
leading to conflict. While the frontiers of the two empires were
some 1500 miles apart at their nea{ést point, they were closer in
political terms, separated by declining empires, weak principalities
and nomadic tribes. Both could advance at these peoples! expense,
and, 1f not, suspect the other of having such designs. The seeds’of

Russo-British rivalry were thus sown. .

Such antagonism was still relatively remote in 1815. At this

time both countries were allies against France, and 1n the period

after Waterloo both governments antinued to regard France as the 3
principal potential danger. Two successive British Foreign Sec%etaries,
Castlereagh and Canning, often disagreed as to the execution of

policies, but their general interpretation of world politics was very

much the same: they believed that France was the only state in the world

E

capable of invading Britain and was the main threat both to the country

itself and to its empire. Moreover, Europe was seen by both of them

as the focal point of their policies: stability in Europe was the key
to guaranteeing British security. The Russian view was not dissimilar,

and the reasoning behind it, if not entirely the same, was at least

compatible with that of the Bfitish, in that France was seen to pose the

i)
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greatest threat. The French had shown themselves capable of invading
Russia, and morelmporuanq1y°from the Czar's point of view, they had

carried into Basiecrn E&ropc a political structure and political ideas
R
capable of undermining the Rués1an'fmperial position. Francehad heen

the centre of ideas hostile to czarist absolutism and the Russian

N .
government came to conclusions similaroto {hose of the British, amounting
£

¢
_to the desirabilitiy to maintain the status guo in Europe. Down to the

death of Canning 1in 1827 the British and Russian governments looked at .

‘world politics in a like manner, giving Asia low priority as posing
any scrioirs~threat, certainly not from one another.

b .

An obvious'example of this virtual entente came #h 1826 with

the outbreak pf the Russo-Persian war, Britain had certain treaty

T

obligations with the Shah, but the original treaty had had its force
weakened cons Serably since it had been orglnhlly conceived and CGanning
was able to malte use of a technicality of the Persians heing the
aggressors to refuse aid. He went sofar as to dismiss the treaties
with the Shah as foolish and took no account of the protestations of
British representatives in Persia and in India which:were in his opinion

absurd. C . L

It was clearly Canning's line of policy to work with rather than

o

.
\ o *

against the Russians and to discount any notion of a threat. Yet

o

within a fe& years all this had changed and both political parties in
i

Britain had come to regard Russia rather than France .as posing the

o - ”\
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greater threat. In explaining this thefe»%ere essentially three
elements:|a suéce;sion of dramatic é;ents which shook people's faith ’
in tﬁe eﬁlsting'lntcrnationa] ordei; the presence of ?ew poliey-makers

at the top; and the availability of a rival interpretation of world
politics which scemed to make sense of what was going on. These

three eclement® formed the basis of the turnabout of informed British

opinion and of the shift in the government's working speculation as

to Russfhn policy. -

’

The succession of dramatic events began with the juntoward event!
G ] ‘(A
of Navarino which resulted in the complete destruction of the Turkish

<5 -
and Egyptian fleets. Im@ediately after, the Persians sued for

bl

@
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peace’ with the Russians, and by the Treaty‘of Turkﬁ@nchq} of February

¢
1828, the Russian posit%on in the west of Asia was considerably

t\-

strengthened: a frontier was established on_ the River Araxesj the

L -

Russian naval ménopoly of the Caspian Sea was confirméd; Erivan,
a valuable base for any attack on Asia Minor, was annexed; and a

comnercial agreement was also concluded which gave Russian merchants,

| .

in theory at least, great pravileges in the Persian market. Before

NN

the significance of this Russian victory could be appreciated, Russia

attacked the Ottoman Empire, the Czar Nicholas being determined to |

settle once and for all the perpetual quarrelling with the Turks. It .

O BRI

also made apparent a clear pattern of systematic Russian onslaught

in Western Asia. By the Trkaty of Adrianople, the Danube delta,

4
t

a province of Georgia, and footholds on the Black Sea were handed over

to Russia, -but more important than these annexations the treaty also

>
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provided for Russlan/lnvolveménf within the "0Ottoman Empire on behalf -
of the Christian minority, witlh autonomy being granied to Serbia and

virtual condominium governments established in Moldavia and Wallachia.

a

At the s;me time as these developmenis, new political figures
were coming to prominence in Britain. In Jangary 1828, Wellington
became Prime Minister, He had been.uncertain over the way Britain's
foreign policy was\being conducied,. and being anti-Russian, he believed
he had inherited a situation which ought not to have come about. As
Prime Minister he tended to be the moulder of his fqreign poeicy,
leaving Aberdeen, the Foreign Secrectary, the task}of worklné out the
details of its execution. Lord Ellenborough was another major figure

concerned with foreign affairs. He became President of the Board 4

of Control, having long been a critic of the Castlereagh and Canning

ot m e

e
tradition in foreign matters, and also being anti~Russian fearing a

v Russian overturning of the balance of power in Europe (rather than

N -

. seeing the threat in an Asian context). The third man of importance

in this sphere was of course Palmerston who achieved a position of

TE Ty
.

prominence when Grey became Prime Minister in 1830. While in the
political sense he was a Canningite, down to 1827 he had not shown 4 .
» much interest in foreign affairs and thus was liﬂe Wellington and

* \ Ellenborough open to new interpretations. Between 1827 and 1833 these

N e

three men were searching for a way to react to events in the Near East

and Asia and gradually came to adopt a néw outlook on British gpreign

affairs.
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The basic proposition of what might be termed the new interpretation,

ripe for political adoption, remained unchadged throughout thelcentury:

pamely that Russia had embarked on a systemati§ expansion of 1ts empire
which would endanger British India. Such a thieory did not necessarily
replace the hostile attitude towards France, And initially at least

The 1dea dated hack to the

L

‘it was more hy way of complementing 1
turn of the century with Napoleon's Egyptian campaign and his prOJected
attack on lndia. \In India Sir John Malcolm had been one of the
principal expounders of this notion, going to Tehran in 1801 to sign a
treaty and at that time being impressed by the Shah'; fears of Russian
expansionlsn. The alliance with Russia against Napoleon led to this
1dea dying away fof a time, and thé British in India became convainced
that having reached the River Sutlej, they could defend their empire.
If this was the view in Calcutt%‘ in London it was totally irrelevant

Jin government circles, although there was a revival in newspaper articles
as to the threat from Russia generally. Sir Robert Wilson, witﬁ his

&

experiences as a British observer and attaché in Russia, published a
o \

pamphlet about Russi?n political and military power. It caused quite
a sensation goingJinto five editions within the year and stimulating
extensive newspaper debate and a flood of other works (leader writeré
Q

did tend however to remain somewhat sceptical).

' -

After 1815 there was a number of popular works — travelogues

cum histories -~ resulting from the increased diplomatic activity which -




\

had been part of the defence network against the Napoleonic threat:
Elphinstone wrote on the Afghans and Kabul, Sir Henry Pottinger‘on
Baluchistan, and Malcolm og Persia. These books gave the educated’
public a knowiedée of areas beyond India into which the so-called
alarmists were.saylng that the ‘Russians would soon be penetrating.
Public reaction remained relatively unmoved by these new views, but

in 1828 and 1829 two works were published by Lieutenant-Colonel de

Yacy Bvans on Russia's power and on the practicability of a Russian

invasion of India, both greatly influencing Wellington and Ellenborough.2

Thel kind of picture of Russian policy that emerged,remained basically
unaltered throughoui the century and was subscribed to by most of this

school of writers.

t

A first proposition, also accepted in Russia, was that all

'civilised' states tend to expand into the territory of ‘barbaric’

neighbours, and it was viewed ét the time as almost a dut& to undertake

a mission of civilisation. Moreover thére was a belief that once a

country started expanding it could not stop, and from the point of viéw
j

of prestige, it was undesirable to withdraw from an establ&shed position.

A gecond proposition was that througheut history Russia had been

expanding her frontiers and there was no reason for her to stop now.

2 Sir George de Lacy Evans, On the Designs of Russia (London: 1828),
On the Practicability of an Invasion of British India (London: 1829).
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Since 1in %yrope Russia's frontiers were contiguous with those of the
el

other grpat powers, inevitably the direction of her expansionist

,activity waegld be Asia. As a result of this new direction , so the

«

hrgument conkinues, Britain would have to face one or all of the
following~c¢nsequences: Russian tariff barriers shutting out British

goods from previously accessible marketis; an hndermlning of "the British

belief i1n their capacity to control India, since British prestige

there wag the basis of 1is power (its physical presence was still very . o
small) and could be seriously damaged by the presence of a ri§al power

in the guise of a potential laiberator; the completc,colldpse of India

)

if British resources were too greatly diverted by a Russian invasion.

However this school of thought would argue that'Indlg was much

too valuable for Britain to take any chances: valwable through revenue,
\

resources and a large army which could be used in expeditions to other
parts of Asia (as by Minto during the Napoleonic threat). This wealtﬁ
and powef gave Britain a world position which, it 1s contended, it would’
otherwise not have had. To preserve it, Russian expansion needed £0
be contained, and the way to do this was to anticipate its government's

actions and to extend British influence into those areas which' were

open to Russia: a buffer state policy.

The political consequences of these new ideas can be seen in

v .

their gradual adoption by two successive British godernments. When

Ellenborough became President of the Board of Control, he responded




.
%

quickly to the 1de5 of a Russian threat but believed 1t to be of a
long-term nature. On reading Evans's book, he changed his mind.

Evans maintained that the sparsely populated, often hostile countryside
which separated the Russians from India was no longer an obstacle to -
quick advance and he cited the Peninsular Campaign as an example gg

laiving off such an avea. Evans reckoned that the Russians could
transport %1fteen thousand troops across the Caspian and advance up

the Oxus River to Khiva and Bokhaga. From Evans's assertions;
Ellenborough coycluded that speed was of the essence and 1t was

.

necessar§ to gain information through the exploration of the Indus

|
River, turning it into an a%enue of commerce to facilitate the extension
of British trade into the region of the Central Asian khanates, in the
wake of which would come political influence. Ellenborough took has
ideas to Wellington, whose re%ction to the threat was somewhat less
dramatic, but he did agree to a greater intelligence network to find

out what the Russians were doing and to extend British influence by

money and trade. The pretext adopted was the conveying of five dray-.

horses as a return gift to Ranjit Saingh, thke ﬁ&ler of the Punjab, and




it was more than probable that it would not interpret foreign affairs
in quite the same light. Palmerston, who was given the Foreign Office
portfolio, had very few preconceptions about foreign pelicy, with no

Grant was a less than spectacular replacement of Ellenborough. Had

interest in India aﬁa no inhe?ent hostil?ty towardi Russia, while i
; |
.\ Russia remained inactive, it is likely tihat Wellington and Ellenborough .
would have heen regarded as alarmists. Public opinion while interested
was stillgsceptical - the war weaglness &as still a factor - and the
diplomatic 9ountering ofj?gssia in Asia had been pursued secretly.

!
‘ Yet within two years of coming to office, Palmerston became as convinced t
as his predecessors of the threat that| Russia posed. f
}

!

It was the 1832-33 Mehemet Al1 crisis that changed Palmerstion's
ideas. The rebellion against the Sultan, the occdpation of Syria and
the advance on‘Asia Minor m?de it look as ¥f a new Ottoman Empire sould

emerge dominating the whole of the Levant and all routes to India. At

first Palmerston was not worried: he thought in terms of the Empire's

_collapse being sufficiently momentous in the context of\ the balance of

P b0~ a i B * -

‘Wower in Europe to be setﬂled by concert of the great powers, as with

the Belgian question., However, in the spring and summer o
\
began to receive alarming reports from consuls in Egypt and Western

o

1832, be

IO L
; s

Asia, and all these reports ﬁssumed a major threat to Indla f¥oﬁ\§i881a.
’ ~ e

\ His meetl%g with Stratford Canning, the British ambassador at

Constantinople, helped to convince him of the ex1stence of a Ru551an \

threat in general terms, but like Ellenbbrough he initially saw no

o . ey R P A
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urgency 1n 1t and believed 1t could bersettled through co-operation

with Russia rather than confrontation.

§

Palmerston was nevertheless unable to win over the Cabinet tfo

ihe wview thal Turkey should be supported and the Turks turned to - .

€

4 -

Russia for aid, and this in effect set in motion the train of events
culminating in the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi signed on 8th July 1833.
It was this treaty along with 1ts sccret annexe concernipg the closing
of the Dardanelles to foreign warships that finally persuaded
Palmerston ihat'the Russian threat was of a far more immediate nature.
He suspected that the treaty represented a step on the way to the
establishment of a Russian protector§£e over tlhe Turkish Empire.
Russia was pursuing "a system of universal aggression on all sides"
and as a consequence of this conviction, Palmerston began to panic,
coming‘over to the viewﬁoint of Wellington and Ellenborough and

\ 3

espousing it if anything more stenuously than they had.

From the above it can be seen that at the time McNeill, seemingly

exasperated at the lack of effectiveness of the British presence in

Persia, had decided to take leave of absence to return to Britain to

v
v

make»his case, govermmental circles had already undergone considerable
change in outlook and at the very least were unlikely to be hostile

to a new literary onslauéht from the so-called Russophobes. The
government also neéﬂed, more as a political necessity, public

endorsement of any new direction in policy that it was contemplating,

»
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1

and 1t was the sceptical but often fickle body of British public
opinion that was to be the main objective of the persuasive tactics

that Rawlinson thus describes:

The Monthlies poured in & close and galling fire, supported by the
light artillery of leaders in the daily journals, and by charges of
cavalry in the shape of pamphlets and reports. The heavy Quarterlies,
too, brought up itheir masses to sustain the onset and the mysterious
"Portfolio'", which was embodied for this particular campaign, proved

in 1tself a very "Legion" of destructiveness. The public wind of
England, that huge burly citadel of selfishness and unbelief, was
fairly taken by assault.

Three names tend to be associated with this "assault" on the British
public, principé]ly as a result of their co-operation in the
production of the Portfolio discugsed below; David Urquhart, Baillie
Fraser, and McN011i himself. 0f these, ?gquhart was undoubtedly the -
most prolifiec, most extreme, and consequently perhaps the most
notorious. Having begun his interest in the East ;s a Philhellene,
his main concern camc.to be with the fate of Turkey, his attitude to

that 'country having altered as a result of extensive travel. In a

whole series of works including Turkey and its Resources (1833),
i

England, France, Russia and Turkey (1836) and an account of his

travels The Spirit of the East (1838), he tried to show that Turkey's

4

,viability as a country could best be guaranteed by a strengthening

of its own institutions, which would allow for locally based

r—————

-

government, rather than by the imposition oﬂ a centralised style of

)

3 Rawlinson, p.53 .
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| government from outside. It was to this latter option that he saw
Russian machinations in Turkey dzrected. Another theme of his

argument was that Turkey, unlike Russia, accepted the practice of

’ 4

free trade and preferred,diréct to indirect taxation.

Urquhart concentrated most of his attention on Turkey, while
!

McNe1ll might be §a1d to have done the same for Persia. Both
accepted the close inter-relationship of ihe two areas of concern, /
and McNe1ll especially endeavours to treat them as one ‘when discussing

/ the Russiang! ambitions and their methods of realising them. Thig

is apparent in The Progress and Present Position of Russia in the

~

. East which was published 1n°the spring of 1836, the author supposedly
anonymous. It is in the Preface of this work that McNeill 1ntroduces
his "regular formula" for Russian penetration, which he sees to Bp as ¥

consistent in its application as was Russian ambition:

|
For one hundred 'and sixty years Russia has steadily kept in view the
objects of ambition in the Fast first contemplated by Peter I, and
bequeathed by him to his successors. Thesp were, to raise Russia
upon the ruins of Turkey -~ to obtain excludive possession of the
Caspian and the Black Sea, with the Bosphoﬂus and the Dardanelles —
to extend her dominions beyond the Caucasusi -~ to domineer in Persia
with a view to open the road to India; and history perhaps furnishes
no other example of equal pertinacity in prosccuting, 'per fas et --
s nefas,' a predetermined course of aggrandizement....

Not less remarkable than her pertinacity and caution has been the
boyC uniformity of the means by which her acquisitions have been obtained.
' The process has almost been reduced to a regular formula. - It invariably
commences with disorganization, by means of corruption and secret
agency, pushed to the, extent of disorder and civil contentign. Next
1 in order comes milita¥y occupation to restore tranguillity; and in every
“ instance the result has been protection, followed by incorporation.

‘4 McNeill, p.vi.
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He goes on to 'list those areasg-to which i{his formula had already
been applied: Poland, the two Kabardas, the Crimea, Georgia, Imerctia

and Mingrelia, and in the main body of the text he traces the history
' 5

of Russian designs on Turkey and Persia. In his final chapter hefore

\

‘the conclusion he makes some significant remarks about the importance
’

to Britain of maintaining an independent Persia. He restates in

slightly different terms his understanding of Russian expansionist
technique, seeing ihis as ''a_system of successive encroachments,

no one of which has(Peen of sufficient importance to interrupt her
friendly relations with the great powers of Europe." This, McNeill
explains, is achieved by keeping existing rulers and governments
while gradually sapping away their poxﬁr until the countries are
ripe for annexation. Thus there is neither violence nor collision

and "if there is no collision, there is Ao opportunity for other powers
to interpose."”  McNeill suggests that,the relationship between Turkey
and‘Persia was such that the compromising of either country's
independence by Russia would\have an immediate beariﬁg on the integrity

of the other, with all its implications for British political and

commercial interests in Europe and Asia. \

In furthering the commercial aspect of the Bri%ish interest

in maintaining an’independent Persia, McNeill argues tkf; the British
<\
stake in the Persian market was large and was increasing, Persia
w .

having imported over £1} million's worth of British manufactures

41.
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annually during the tjo previous years. This increcase was at the
expense of Russia and he concludes that British commerce c&uld not

long be maintained should Russia be in a position to control it.

The political implications of a Russian-dominated Persia

were two-fold for McNeill. Ther% was the physical threat of

invasion of India by Russia, impracticable with the existing frontier,

but with, Persials resources at Russia's disposal (whlch he goes on

to describe as essentially military) together with a rdglig::fnt

of ihe border so that Herat bec?me Russia's southern frontie } any
"insuperable impediment" was effectively rémoved. There was also
the disturbing influence Russia might have on Britain's ability to
control India. An advance by Russia as far as Herat would mean the
immediate presence on the borderi of India of a power equal to that
of Britain and this could well lead to an increased incidence of
rebelli&ns and difficulty in coilecting ﬁaxes¥ and also:

S,

The minds of all men would be unsettled, and every disturbance in
the northwestern provinces, every movement on the Indus or beyond
it, 'would assume a new character, from the connexidvn it would or
might have with the new and powerful neighbour, to whom'all the
disaffected would have recourse.’

Britain had had an efficient means of cheeking the ambition of
Rﬂssia in being able to destroy her commerce and with it her
nohility's wealth and her government's stability. Thﬁs was tgue

at the time of Napoleon and continued to be so, while Russia's

-
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_strength being exclusively military had not been able tc be used to “

\

put pressure on Britain. However an advance by Russia to the
2

borders of India would provide a countercheck which would place her

on a more advantageous footing.

-

From these arguments, mostly unabashedly self-interested but
with the occasional hint of altruism, McNeill conclades:

Greai Britain has, therefore, a manifest interest in protecting

the independence of Persia; an interest of such magnitude and
importance that she cannot permit it to be endangered without
exposing India }o evils from which every Government is bound,

if possible, to'protect its subjects, and without subjecting herself
to a diminution of her influence in Europe, as well as of her

power in Asia.

In the Conclusion, McNeill makes one of his most interesting
observations by way of an a priori justification of any remedial

action that the British government might decide to take:

The right of interference in the affairs of independent states ig
founded on this single principle, that, as self-preservation is the
first duty, so it supersedes all other obligations.

From this he goes on to warn Russia in the following terms:

The only nation in Europe that attempts to aggrandize itself at the
expense of its neighbours is Russia. The only state whose prepond-
erance and ambition threaten to disturb the general tranquillity is
Russia. . The only power that seeks to put down an existing government
is Rugsia. {All nations except Russia wish to maintain the independence
of other co&ntries - to preserve things as they are, and to build

up rather than pull down - Russia alone threatens to overturn thrones,
to subvert empires, and subdue nations hitggrto independent....

No other power in Europe has any interest in Turkey or Persia, except
to preserve their independence, and to promote their prosperity and
welfare. None of them dream of preparing in either of these countries -
the means of aggression: they only seek to prevent or repel the
aggressions of Russia. If she will do nothing to give us security

for the future, and only renews her protestations of innocence and
moderation, she must expect us to take such measures as we may judge
most efficacious to impede and arrest the course she has so
perseveringly pursued. !

L]

McNeill, p.107. 7 Ibid., p.113 and pp.115-116

\
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It has been suggested that both in this latter, unequivocal warning
to Rassia and in the doctrine ef just interference, the hand of
Palmerston can be scen to be at work.8 This has algo been said

of the publication of the Portfolio, but Palmerston's precise .
vy { ©
involvement in these attempts to stimulate public interest cannot

[

/
be determined and certainly nothing was committed to writing.

-

The Portfolio was eésentlally the brainchild of Urquhart,
- . 1 .

although he was assisted by both Fraser and McNeill, It wasVset

up as a magazine forﬂthése interested i1n drplomatic affairs but was
really a vehicle for Russophobes to convey to the public wqat they
saw asg the unscrupnlousness of Russian diplomacy. To this end it

was successful, to a great extént as a result of the controversial
nature of the material published. This was a m;xed collection of 3
Russian despatches found in Warsaw during the Polish Revolution in
1830, and it was in the making available of such confidential items
that Palmerston's connivance might be suspected. Their impact was

most damaging, exacerbated as it was by editerial annotations, and

many such as Lord Durham who still refused to recognise the

©
[3

exigtence of a Rugsian threat felt constrained to dissociate themselves.
Durham 1s noted as saying that "under cover of a few purloined papers
of undoubted interest and admitted authenticity, a mass of absurd

c

trash has been circulated."? €y

Norris, p.85.

v

9 Durham to Palmerston, cited in C.W. Crawley, "Anglo-Russian Relatlons

1815-1840," Cambridge Historical Journal, 3 (1929), p.63.
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The spirit of the age was clearly one of Russophobia with

£

its expression gaining greater,vehemence through the early and

middle years of the 1830s. Even when Urquhart's credibility began

to wane, there were others to keep up the campaign of influencing

British opinion. 10 In fact, it seems that there was but one

|
-

dissenting voice: that of Richard Cobden. He rfjected Urquhar@'s

i
argunents 1n two publications: England, Ireland and America (1835)

andERusqla (1836). In these WOTkS he maintained that the Turks
were savages and that if Russia chose to conquer them, ii would
weaken that cduntiry more than any other. He also saw Russia as
far more advanced in matters of commercial policy than Turkey;

and from the point of view of British interests, there was more to

be feared from America than from any country tc the East. Cobden's

arguments present some strange contradictions and irrelevancies -

notably if free trade was to be used as a yardstick of an advanced
#*

commercial policy, his placing of Russia above Turkey iﬁ‘thisvrespect

e,

a

Ve el W

is harély tenable. - / )

Cobden was to remain an erratic voice in the wilderness,
ove;%helmed by the flood of Russophobic writings which provided 3
the basis for ;ie ¥irection of political thinking, both in public and ~
gover;mental circles, for the rest of the decade. Yet the validity

of the speculétions and conclusions of the many pamphleteers is in

historical terms questionable and in no way was the degree of their

. w
David Ross, a friend of Urguhart, brought out in 1836 Opinions of
the European Press on the Eastern Question; Blackwood!s Edinburgh
Magazine dealt with the perils to India; the Quarterly Review reac—
ted favourably in its reviews of Urquhart's books,

10

€
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accuracy and veracity commensdrate with that of their im&act._ Armed‘
with certain preconceived notions as to the nature of the Russian
menace such as McNeilll's formula for penetration, adventurers like
AlexéEAcr Burnes,‘Arthur Conolly, Eldred Pottinger and James Abbott
undertook the exploration of the remotier regldns between Tehran and

Peshawar +to look for the substance of such fears. They usually

|
|

found it and subscquently exaggerated it. Professor Davis warns thgt

The investigators, quite unconsciously, were disposed to clutch at
every scrap of evidence which corroborated the official theory,

and to overlook the circumstances which should havie i1nspired a
prudent scepticism....They scldom brought themselves to the point

of making a detached and impartial survey of the immensely complex
phenomena of Asiatic politics...They seldom paused to consider the
intrindic worth of the alliances which Russian agents were
negotiating, or the material difficultics which were bound to hamper
and might well paralyse Russia's military plans.ll

The exploits of these individuals tended to infect many
decision-makers in India and in Britain with a romantic spirit that
wasg oblivio&s to reality. “Bentinck and Auckland in India and many
in the home .government were so affected. Thus it was only the
relatively smalg manifestations of a Rués%gn move towards aggrandisement
thaﬂ'were seen as significant, the mAjor drawbacks bLing taken little
into account. Moreover the proposed remedies were just as removed
from reality. British dominion in India ended at the Sutlej, and the
Sind together with the territories of Ranjit Singh separateé it

/

from the frontier hillsand passes. The Indian government had the

capacity neither militarily noradministratively to pursue

11 pavis, p.238.
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. \ .
successfully the forward policy deemed necessary to support the

machinations of the young adventurers. » With hindsight it can be
seém how disasirous the attempt proved to be., The fate of gnen
such as Charles Stoddart and Arthur Conolly, victims of capricious

torture and exccution in Bokhara, pdveal how little British prestige

@

counted for when the Co&pany's armies were not there to back it up.12

In fact the role played by Pottinger in defending lerat against the
Persian sicge together with McNeifl's”diplomatic intervention id the

N
only successful frontier exploit of the time, ecven 1f it was to

o

servé as one of the precipitants of the Afghan dé&bicle.

\

It should be said thal during the first half of the nineﬁeenth
c&ntury at least, ghe Rassian government, i#ﬂcontrast to its more
exttberant agents and foreign representatives, never seriously
countenanced the prospect of coy@hering India. It was qnly after
the Crimean War that men like Prince Barihtinskii,\V1ceroy of tihe
Caucasus, Ignatiev, Direct;r of the Asiatic Department,aand Miliutin,

Minister of War, began to reject the)informal style of imperial

expansion and advocated a more positive policy to counter what had now

1
become the British menace. Yet most British observers misconstrued

12

This argument is developed in J.L. Morison, "From Alexander Burnes

to Frederitk, Roberts,~ a Survey of Imperidl Frontier Policy,"
Proceedings of the British Academy, 22 (1936), p.182.
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this haphazard Qolicy and saw ip itsomething deliberate: in

o
conversation with Pozzo di Borgo, the Russian ambassador, in 1838,
Palmersion 1« noted as saying: "Now, of course, there can be no talk

of a Russzan i}peditlon to India, but if it is desired to capture a
L \ -
\ 13-

fortress, tﬂf beginning is to surround ‘it gradually'{from afar."

If the reservation which McNeill had expressed as to the unsettling

effect on India's internal stabilitiy that the presence of a great

power in Central Asia would have was legitimate, 1t was nevertheless

[

the more direct though less plausible fear of actual invasion that

influenced %ost statement and spldiers. By:lS&O,'as a committed,

advocate of a forward policy, Palmersion was able to write:
i/

It seems pretty clear that sooner or later the Cossak and the Sepoy,
the man {from the Baltic and he from the British islands, will mecet
in the centre of Asia. It should be our business to take care that
the meeting should be as far off from our Indian possessions as may
be convenient and advanlageous to us. But the meeting will not be
avoided by our staying home to rececive the visitﬂl%'

$ \ -

.

.

My 4

13 Cited in Harold T. Cheshire, '"The Expansion of Imperial Russia to
the Indian Border," The Slavonic Review, 13 (1934). ’
r
4 Palmerston to Hobhouse, 14 February 1840, clted 1n Philip Guedalla,
Palmerston (London: 1926), p.225. ‘ 3
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. Chapter Three

Throughout hisiory, Herat has rightly been known as one o% the
principal gateways 1o India and, as has been noted above, John MeNewnll

in his pamphlet placed some emphasis on the strategic value of the town.

e

He gaw its occupation by Russia as making it necessary for Britain to
enlarge ils army in India, since 1t would no longer be possible to send
oul iroops by sea as quickly as it would be for Russia to march them

by land. lle also believed a Russianhadvance as far as Herat would \

\

give that country control over the reso&rces of Persia and, apart from

the direct military threat thereby posed, this would be damaging in the

1
N,

\ v
psychological impact it would have on India, with the influence Russia
1

‘'would exert being able to disturb the whole system of government.

%
In the eyes of British observers, the town was to assume increasing

‘importanceas the century progressed, and thig may be attributed to its

being a striking example ‘of where &n interaction of Great Power diplomatic
manoeuvring and the local quasi—tgibal balance of power politics took 4
plaﬁe,2

i Herat was and had beehya centre\?f population ever since the time

|
|

McNeill, pp.104-105.

This interest may be gauged by looking at entries in successive
editions of the Encyclopaedia Britannica: the 7th edition of 1842
does not mention the town; the 8th edition of 1853\has a couple of
paragraphs; the 9th edition of 1880 devotes nearly ithree pages to it.

-k o




“m

-

of carly Zoroastrian settlers who had been attracted to 1ts four
hundred square miles of alluvial plain, the fertility of which was
ensured by the 1rrigation provided from Phe Heri~Rud. The town's
subsequent history if as complex as that of any city in the Egst,
being inextricably tied up with almost every dynastic revolution,
foreign 1n€agion and civil ‘war that haq taken plgce since the time

of Mohammed. Its importance derives from its position on the

western flank of the Hindu Kush, having lines of communication in

all directions to other major cities in western and central Asia. ,

In particular, Herat guarded the road to Qandahar and India, but

in doing so was vulnerable to attack from the north and west.3 In
/

1837 its population was estimated to number some 70,000 bAt this

kY
had diminished to less than 7,000 by the end of the siege.

~ In 1833 when Alexander Burnes made his visit to Afghanistan,

Herat was the only part of the country that remained in the hands of

a descendant of Ahmad Shah. Ahmad Shah, a member of the Sadozai

8

famlly, had ruled a united Afghanlstan fro

well b? considered the founder 'of tl

‘

747 to 1773 and might

£-¥ecent Afghan empire.

N
The’ Encyclopaedia Britannica (9th edition, 1880) cites General
Ferrier among others as saying that as the line of wall is
entirely without flanking, the place could not hold out for
twenty Jhys against a European army.

50.
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At his death, his dominions passed intact to his son, Timur Shah,

but on the demise of the latter in 1793, hostillfles brolke out

L
1

beiween his sons, and the rival Barakzai or Mohammedzai family was

~

able to take advantage of the situation to establish control over

Kébul, Qandohar and PeShawar.h Th;s Herat became theslast refuge

of the Sadozal family, politically isolated from the rest of the

country, although it should be added that those are;;/nominally under the

rule of the Mohammcdzais were far {rom united, with Sultan Mohammed

Khan of Peshawar and Kohendil Khan of Qandahar; at enmity with their

brother Dost Mohammed at Kabul.

’

It is an important aspect of subsequeht events that Herat was
a separate political entity from ﬂﬁ? rest of Afghanistan al the
time. Such a state ;f ﬁffairs bad induced Prince Kamran, the ruler,
to sgeek some form of attichment to Persia, and without Persia's
sovereignty being dircctly acknowledged, it had become the praqﬁice
for Kamran to péy occasional tribute to the Shah as often as the
governor of Khorassan was strong enough to demand it. Yet plagg
for the actual conquest of Herat were nurtured principally by the
Persian Crown Prince, Abbaé Mirza, and it was only through his exerting
of influence ove; his aged father that his plans came to fruition. In
fact it i§ to be gathered from an arﬂ%cle in the Quarteply Review ' that

Fath Ali Shah opposed any such venture.? The writer states that when

5

4 The complexities of Afghan history at this time are developed in .
W.K. Fraser-Tytler, Afghanistan (London: 1967), and also in the
Annual Register 1839, chapter 13,pp.317-320 .

> "Russia, Persia, and England," Quarterly Review, 64 (1839), p.147.
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him 1o evacuvate the towns
proposal to attack Herat,

that 1he advantages to be

e fedt tﬂe difficulty of

1
o
.

'

ﬁ;;;H\A]i Mirza as governor of Khorassan had been received into
Herat, made an alliance oﬂ\narringo with Prince Kamran, and then
announced 1n a letter Lo Fath Ali Shah that he was in a position to

seize the town and to retain 1t, the Shah had vetoed his plan and told

The Shah also disapproved of Abbas Mkrza\s
being of the opinion, so it 1s related,

gained were questionable:

establishing his authority over a people

of a hostile sect and nation. He feared that by exténding his
frontier in thal direciion, he should be placing it in contact

with lawless tribes, who could neither be effectually subducd nor made
to feel any responsibility for their conduct.....He felt convinced
that the preservatiofi of Herat to Persia, even should 1t be captured,
would be more costly than profitable, and he urged Abbas Meerza to
apply himself rather Lo the improvement of hlq own terr;toxles than

to the conquest of other countries.

The writer of this anonymous article evidently had an intimate
knowledge of the contemporary Persian court and may well have been

McNeill himself, In any case, it is difficuli to gauge the degree

to which such sentiments are those of the Shah rather than those of

- the author, but therc wdas nevertheless an apparent divergence of views

. between Fath Ali Shah and Abbas yirza, with the latter choosing
ultimately to ignore his father's advice with the consequences already
noted. It is also E?gnlflcant that Abbas erza s own %on, Mohammed
Mirza, who was to become “the next Shah, was more influenced by the

| -

"Russia, Persia, and England," p.148.
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expansionist aspirations of his fatder than byg}he pacific

inclinations of his grandfather. The 1833 cxpedition against Herat

v

was under his command, ?nd the fact that ii failed and that an
arrangement had to be eAtered into with Prince Kamran whereby his
army might retire ué@olested doublless increased his resgqlve to

march again on the lndn in the future. Commenting on the new Shah's
attitude of mind on his accession 1o the throne on the death of his

1

grandfather, the writer in the Quarterly Reéview suggests:

He had been mortified by the failure of his first great military
enterprise, and had scarcely established his authoyity in his own

* kingdom, when he intimated his intention to attempt again the
subjugation of Herat.?

The local balance of power politics might seem\suff1c1ent to J

/ ,
Russian dimension can

explain Pcrsian 1ﬁterest\in Herat, but the

hardly be dismissed as coinciderrtal. It h4d been at the hands of
. A

the Russians that Abbas Mirza's military reputation had been dealt

such a convincing blow inythe war of 1826, I+ was a matter of

honour that he try to redeem it ix exploits elsewhere. If the

northwest no longer offéred possibilities owing to the Russian presence, the

north-east with Khorassan and nltimately Herat as a goal for conquest

\ offered the oblious alternative, especially when a tenuous historical

!

claim could be established relating to e%en&s during the reign of

Nadir Shah. Of course, Russia had every reason to encourage such

L

7 |
"Russia, Persia, and England," p.148.
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ambitions since il would divert attention avay from her still

vulnerable possessions in the north-west and would create an incidental
disruptive cffect on the British sense of security in India. Rugsian
support was evident in the Khorassan campaign of 1832 where it has been

K . 8
sald that the Shah made use of it to strongthen his weakened authority.

¢

The writer in the Quarterly Review is more precise and suggests/ﬁhat

¢ . . . —~—~ 57,
Baron Ache, an officer in the Russian engincers, offered Abbas Mirza

'3

encouragenent and military advice and assistance for his campaign and

accompanled him into Khorassan.
[}

Sir Henry Rawlinson has said of the motivation of the new Shih,

Mohammed Mirza:

1

That Abbas Mirza was acthated by feeling of hostility to England in
sending an army against the capital of Western Afghanistan, no one
has ever pretendéd to assert. That imputation has heen reserved for
Mahomed Shah: yet if the lust for conquést, and the natural ambition
of a military chief, were sufficient to account for the designs of the
Prince Royal upon Herat - irrespective of the advice of Russia - at
least the same allowance should be made for the temptation which must
have assailed a leader, who, having been worsted on the first gccasion
of independent command, found himself shortly afterwards enabled to
employ the resources of an empire to retrieve his failure.l

It is also related that when Mohammed Mirza ;eturned to Tehran to
agswne the position of heir apparent, he swore a solemn oath that
sooner or later he would retrace his\steps eagstward and wipe out hisg

disgrace in Afghan blood. Thus the new Shah on his accession was

8 Cheshire, p.90.
9 |“Russia, Persia, and England," p.149.
10 '

Rawlinson, pp.48-49.
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persuaded to renew his campaign against Herat by sentiments of revenge
< +
and of a need to reassert his military prowess and self-esteem, while

|
at the same time having the comforting knowledge that he could rely
to a certain extent on Russian support. He was also served with the

pretext that Price Kamran of Herat had failed to fulifil certain

obligations: the razing of the fort of Ghorian on the frontier of
|

i .

Khorassan; the return of certain families to Persia; and' the annual

¥
payment of ten thousand tomans. Additionally éhmran had allowed his

vizier, Yar Mohommed Khan, to take a force into Khorassan, compel the

chiefs of Khiva and Khafin to pay tribute, and carry away twelve

thousand people to sell them into slavery.

The ﬁussiaHGhad little to lose by way of influence in giving the
Persians support. Russia was "singularly placed" and “having sown
the dragon's teeth in Khorassan, she was content i; await the harvest,
without attempting to force on a cflSls, or to dlsturb in any way the
natural course of events." In supporting the Shah in his ambitious
designs, the Russian envoy, Count Simonic}\P was of the opinion that
either success or failure would be advantaéeous to Russia. If the Sha@
succeeded in anneging Herat to his dominions, Russi; could, according g&

the Commercial Treaty, place a resident consular agent there, thereby

extending the Russian sphere of influence and providing a legitimately

11 Rawlinson, p.49,

O
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established base whence such influence might penetrate even further.

_——

On the other hand, 1f the expedition failed, the effect would be to

weaken the Shah and his government's control and consequently, it

-———

might be argued, it would increase Persia's dependence on Russia. In

¢

either case, as Couni Simonich realised, the question of Herat had
]

v—

for the {first time placed Russia and Persia in a common opposing

e A W

. I . N R
position vis-i~vis Greatl Bratain. , i

THF British govermment was only just beginning to take a few

i

t

f

hesitant steps away froft its indifferent stance of abandoning Persia ' i
. .

to its fate towards a more positive policy. However, it had much é

ground to‘legaln as regards rétriev1ng 1ts influence at the Persian
court. This hgd not been helped by the inconsistent course that the :
British and Indian goéernmentﬁ had taken over representation in Persia. -
_While the Foreign Office had assumed regponsibility in 1809, for many
' [/ years a compromise fofmula had been used so as not to offend Calcutta, T,

( whereby the ambassador %r chargb d'affaires had been a nominee of the

Company but with credentials from the Crown. From 1826 until 1835

o -

though, thé€ Company nominee had usually carried no credentials at all, .
| ;3 this state df affairs reflecting perhaps the lowest point in terms of !
the British government's intereét in the affairs of Persia. Despite
this, Bﬁitain was able to act in concert with Russia in 1834 when &
their respective representatives in Techran co-operated to‘ensure

the peaceful accession of Fath Alil's grandson to the throne. Without
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this co-operation, zivil war in Persia could well have broken out.

At the same time, in recognition of the situation, the India
government senl a wilitary migsion whieh included Stoddart, Sheil, and
Tedd, but they were not well received and in any case relatively
powerless. Sir I.L. Bethune, a military representative sent out from
London, met with more success and was involved in the decisions of
1834. Yet still Moliammed Shah looked to Russia for support in hlé

projects of aggrandisement.

Whatever its direction, British influence would seem 1o have
counted for very little at the Court of the Shah. ,As hag been scen,
it was partly a result of inconsistent and uncertain poficy on the

part of successive governments, but even when there was less

~—

indifference, there was no way that British repregentatives could
endorse the Shah's eastern cxpansionisi{ policy; and this held true

even when, as McNeill himself was prepared to admit, there was some
justificaélon for retaliatory action against Prince Kamran. The
British had become convinced of the need to cultivate relations with

the countrieganeighbouring India. In Afghanistan particularly, t?e
establishment of a British sphere of influence would act as a sor% of
psychological buffer to-Britain'!s sense of secarity in India. However
at the same time, Britain was constrained from making suck-a policy
fully efflective by developments in Persia which were further comp}icated
by the terms of the ninth article of the Treaty of 1814 which stipulated

o




|
"that if war should ensue between the Persian and Afghan governments,

3

the English govermment shall take no part in 1t; nor shall 1t give
any assistance to either parly, except as a mediator, av the solicitiation

of both parties, for the purpose of producing peice." This no longer

reflected practical politics, just as to rely on Persia to resist the -

approach to India of an 1nvading army, which was the essence of the

3

first article of}ihe same treaty, was also unrealistic. As Hénty Ellis
L]

was to observe somewhat astutely in a despatich sent to Palmersto? soon t

3 after his arrival in Persia as Britain's new envoy: . N
. \‘\-‘\ /
. / N e
E 1 feel quite assured that the British Government cannot permit the <
extension of the Persian Monarchy in the direction of Afghanistan,
with a due regard to the internal tranquillity of Indiaj; that
extension will, at once, bring Russian intrigue and influence to -
’ the very threshold of our empire; and as Persia will not or dare not 7
place herself in a condition of close alliance with Great Britain,
but rather defers {o Russia, that out policy must be to consider her
no longer an outwork for the defence of India, but as the first parallel,
\ from whence an attack may be commenced or threaténed.l2

The successful coming to terms with the new political realities '

{
of the Persian situation was the dilemma posed for Britain and its

representatives. It was a responsibility which was to devolve on

Sir John McNerll during the years immediately following.

S ’
- Sir John Campbell had been appointed envoy (io Persia by Lord

s ~

Clare in 1830 and continueé;io hold this office when McNeill applied

1

12 Ellis to Palmerston, 15 January 1836, (P.R.0) F.0.539/2, folio 8.

", The phrase "buterather defers to Russia" was omitted in the published
/ version. ’ v
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for leave from hid post as First Assistant in September 1834, While

in general McNeill's ‘reason for returning home can be attributed

¢

o

° :

to diésatlsfactlon with British poliecy in Persia and to a desire to

-

instil some awareness of the situation as hgﬁéaw it into the Britaish

governmeni and public, specifically he was finding it increasingly

\

&1ff1cu1t to work with Campbell and he disapmroved of his conduct of
i
thé office of ‘envoy. For McNeill, Campbell was "a man for whose

mental gualifications one-could feel no deference and for his moral

A
o

éharacter no,;‘espect."13 He goeg on: to make some fairly pointed
remarks about the envoy's insulting behaviour and want of discretion

and truthfulness which he bglleves had destroyed Persian confidence

in the British mission and had reduced its influence to naught.
With the low ebb of British prestige, any ineptitude on the part
3 <, '

of the ehvoy was bound to be used as an explanation. Possibly John

"

Y
his overall frustration at the direction: of British polig¢y in Persia;

-

McNeill WTS unwittingly using Campbell as a scapegoat on which to vent

and to be fair to Campbell, on the official side there is not the
same insight{into this alleged aspect of the man's character. ﬁis
) I .

recall in 1835 should be understood more in the context of the British'

‘ government's wish to put its dealings with Pergia on a higher footing

- [

' than that of Company representatlve. Before his recall, on, Palmerston's

- v

1nstruct10ns, Campbell had been negotiating w1th Fath A11 Shah, a

*

<

rev1s1on of the‘1814 Treaty which” would delete the article which

¢ ¥ . 4 \
. ' ©
| - )

.’13 Macalister, p.168-\ ‘ ‘ -
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related tg Persian quarrels with Afghanistan. The progress!

%

Campbell made was tv be of-little consequence since the old Shah

died in November 183, ?

The death of Fath Ali gave the home government an opportunity

to make a visible demonstration of its increasecd 1ntere§t in Persian
[*) \
affairs hy sending a special mission of condolence and congratulation

to the new Shah which Henry Ellis was appointed to lead. The Duke

&

of Wellington, Foreign Secretary in the shortlived Pecl adminstration
of 1834-35, proposed that McNeill should accompany Ellis as Secretary

to the Embassy while being given dormant credentials as Minister
. 4
Plenipotentiary. McNe1ll had previously refused this position but

accepted it from the Duke. However the change of government in .o

April 1835 also brought about a change in these decisions and the new

°

gprelgn Secretary, Lord Palmerston, resolved that McNeill was not to go
]

out with Ellis to Persia but to follow on later.

In an official letter, Palmerston instructed Ellis as to the line
: ]

of approach he should take with the Persian govermment: - \

You must not conceal the opinion entertained by His Majesty's .
Government, that however cautiously Russia may be acting at present,
it is from her that the great danger to Persia must arisé, and against
her that the defensive arrangements of Persia should be directed.

You will especially warn the Persian Government against being made the
~ tool of Russian policy, by allowing themselwves to be pushed on to-
make war against the Afghans.

Russia has objects of her own to gain by exciting the Persian Government
to guarrel with its FEastern nelghbours. The atzﬁrtlon of Persia is
thus turned away from what is pa531nb to the North and the West, and the
=~ intrigues by which Russia is paving her way to further encroachmegt
upon Persia have a better chance of being carried on unobserved. !

a

Palmerston to Ellis, 25 July 1895, (P.R.0) F.0. 539/2," folio 7
In the published version, direct’ references to Russia were suppressed
in this passage .

14
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It was unilkoly thati the Persians woeuld 1nto;ﬁret the situation

i% the same light as Palmerston, as Ellis was to find out when he

arrived in Tehran on 3rd Novemher. He found the Shah and his : jg

ministers in the midst of preparing for a new atiack oén Herat, with

projects afoot for sending expeditions against Qandahar, ﬂgaBa]uchi J \

and the Kurds. Moreover, in this the Hussian reprosuntative‘and his

advi&crs appeared only {oo cager to tender their suPport and make

suggesiions. When he was ahle to obtain an interviéw with the

Persyan ministers; Ellis learned thatdthey believed that a large
) portion of Afghanlsﬂﬁn 1ncludiné Herat and Qandahar belonged to the
Shah. The British envoy was at pains to point out that the prosecution
‘of such schemes would not be well received by Britain, bhut, as he
“reminded Palmerston, Prince Kamran had flouted the treaty he had

‘previously entered into with ??e Shah, and his slaveraidlné activities “

in Khorassan, which wag nominally Persian territory, were to say the least
\ f

extremcly'pruvocatiée. In trying to find a way to prevent the
campaign against Herat taking place, Ellis suggested that he act as
mediator and he offered to send .a British bfficer to Herat to help
bring about a peaceful settlement. At first the Shah's ministers
seemed prepared to agree to this proposal, then they evaded taking any

action on it and finally rejected it.

o -

Sentiments of Pérsian nationalism were certainly rekindled under

3

M

Mohammed Shah and the notion of recreating the empire of Nadir Shah

had a pervasive 1nf1uence at the Persian court. Nadls Shah had

\ 5

[
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15 Annual Register 1839, p.322. \

anderiaken a spectacular invasion of India shortly after has
seizure of the Persian throne in 17306 and this had led €o his being

hailed in the Wesi as"thie second Alexander." Ip 1835 any such

aspirations werce made more complicated by the repercussions they -

would have on the plane of Great Power politics.’ No longer could tihe

lacal halance of%powbr be gflowed to be upset solely by Persian
mi1titary might and brilliant leadership, even if both were present.

Russian and Braitish interests had the effeet of curtailing Pergia's

freedom of action. Ye%t such is not the -1mpression to be initially

gained and the comings and goings of diplomatic missions at the Persian
court might well lead the casual observer to conclude that a Persian

imperial renaissance was imminent. \ -

¢

One such mission was'that of Uzecez Khan sent to Tehran by

Kohendil Khan of Qandahar. 'He arrived while Ellis was making his
initiative of mediation and offered an offensive and defensive
alliance with the Shah in order ihat their countries might make a
joint attack on Herat. This envoy .is recorded as relating t; Ellis
that “the: whole of Afghanis&an; with the exception of Herat, was ready
to come under the feudal sup%emacy of the king of Persia, who migH@
with the aid of the Afghans, like Nadir Shah, push his conquests t;
New Delhi.“15 Sué; %?nguage was doubtless intended-to flatter and
tempt the Shah, and as ﬁ?lis was to learn, the motive was rather to

have a strong ally against the Sikhs, whose power under Ranjit Singh

&

\
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was growing, than to help the Persians fulfill their i1mperial dreams.
TowAréS tﬁe end of {géﬁ, a mission was sent by Dosi{ Mohammed in ’
Kabul with a similar offer to co-operate in an attack upon Herat
while heing given the protection of the Shah.agalnst the Sikhs. At
the same time the Dost dent a mission with 1ikr objectives 1o

St. Petersburg.

The somewhat dauntlng“if remote prospeci of an alliance of the
amirs of Afghanistan with the Shah of Persia, backed by Russia, had
to be dreated seriowsly by Britain. The fact that its realisation
was even conceivable reflected unfavourably on theuyiédom of %@e(po]icy
th;t the Indian govermment had hitherto pursued in its relations with

the nations contiguous to its borders., The alliance with Ranjit Singh

unnecessarily alienated the rulers of Kabul and Qandahar. It is
7

doubtful that these rulers were altoget?er sincere in the overtures they

made to the Shah, but nevertheless they felt themselves forced into .

s

in Dost Mohammed's case, in the hope that an alignment with Pgrsia would
be instrumental in helping him to regain Peshawar. Moreover, even if it
were merely a case of giving support to the strongest man in the region,
the Indian government's pof&cy was at fault. RanjitnSingh was an old \
man whosg\strengtg was failiﬁé and the control he exercised over the

Sikh Confederacy wae likely to give way to anarchy on his death; on the

other hand, as Alexander Burnes was to observe, Dost Mohammed was younger

such a péﬁition out of fear of the Etrength of the Sikh Confederacy and, °
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and was also "of undoubted abllitX) and has at heart high opinion

of the Brﬂ}ish nation."l6 It was to become the main task of the -~
Indian Governmeni under the Governor-General, Lord Auckland, to
hprﬂyent ihe mootedrPerso—Afghan alliance becoming anything more than

a topic of discussion, so thati the Afghan,states might be maintained
intact as a buffer t; India, The British retreat from Kabul is

-

perhaps a fittlug testament {0 Auckland's measure of succesif
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- 16 Burnes to Macnaghten,2 June 1838,cited in Fraser-Tytler, p.98. _ °*
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Chapter Four | \
‘ Sir ﬁonry Eflis's mission to théxPeAsian court was in the nature
of a reconnaissance. Its purpose had been to console and congratulate ' .
the new Shah, while at the same £1me affording the British govermment
the opportunity to acquaint itself with the Persian situation in
v ordcr\gg help it consider Hrs course of action, now that representation -

=
there had been brought\under the direct ‘control of th%}Foreign Office.

In this, the mission was not particularly succéssful. 0f course,
Rugsian predominance at thé\Cburt made it more difficult for a
diplomafic success to result, such as the conclusion of a commercial
treaty, for which Palmerston had enteréained hopes, but it mﬁy also be
} argued that Ellis himself was not sufficiently forceful and was too

¥

ready to accept defeat. This is apparent from the tenor of his
\

s
,
k‘é
¥
&t
N

— ‘\ despatches in whiph he wrote that Persia was no use as a defenc%‘to\
India and was mere likely to side with Britain's enemies. Inhany case,
when Ellis left for London in May 1836, he was noté?nxious to return

to Tehran, and there is no indication that Palmerston was eager to press for
>

his reappointment.

-

'The Foreign Secyetary chose John McNeill t6 be Ellis's successor

as envoy and minister plenipotentiary at the Persién court, It was

3

hardly a surprising decision: McNeill had already.held subordinate posts

in Persié, and of those who had an intimate/ﬁnowledge of the affairs of

? the area,§he emerges as the strongest and mogt able personality. He
(~ .had also demonstrated his dislike of Russia, this oplminating in the
- §
N N
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publlcatluA of his pamphlet which appearedrshortly before his‘

/ N b
appointment was gazetted. It would be a mistake however {o conclude

it . .
thail this work neccessarily influenced Palmerston fuvoarab&y when

3

he made the appointment. Indeed McNeill himself had wisgivings abovt
certain aspectsof its argument, particularly those which emphasised

the importance of Persia to f%dla. He offered to have certain

parts of 1t omitted from the published version, but in jusiifying

]
the contents to Palmerston, he wrote:

In respect to the Pampﬁlet I confess I feel some uncasiness lest

if ppblished in its present form it should be traced to me. When
I first arrived in England and for a long time thereafter 1 found
the Member of Parliament with whom I was acquainted and even the

East India Darectors little inclined to attend to Fastern affairs
and -almost totally ignorant of the importance of Persia.l

Palmerstop too, receiving as he was such ominous despatches {rom
Ellis, had reservations about the value of the pamphlet and thought
that its publication might tind to detract from McNeill's authoriiy;
as he replied: ‘ »

I quite agree with you about the Pamphlet. The question is whether the
good to be done by making known to the public bere the information
which that Pamphlet contains would be greater than the evil which might
arise if the Russian Government had reason to suppose that you had
written and published such a Pamphlet. Much of your power of being
useful to.us in Persia would be destroyed, if you were marked wut by
any such circumstance as an 0bJec¥ for the peculiar enmjity of Russia...
To give your acts the greatest weight, they should appear
fulfilment of a duty and an obedience to the orders of your Gover
and not the supererogatory works of individual animosity.2
!

McNeill to Palmerston, 20 February 1836, (H M.C.) Broadlands 12889,
GC/MA/4O/1. _ \

Palmerston to McNeill, 21 February 1836, (H1M>C ) Broadlands 12889.
GC/MA/40/2~3

»
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It is s?gnificant that Davaid Urqubarl was appq@gtod Secfctary o !

- Legation at Constantinople at this same @ime, when Palmerston was
sufficiently alarmed at the érospects of Russian designs fo
experiment with appointing well-known kussophobes. This was before
Lord Durham's Report on his visit to Russina which\had the effect of
reducing Palmerston's worries, as Durham suggesteh that the Russians
were not stong encugh to put into motion the designs with which they
were atlributed.

Prior ?o his departure, the new ambassador was given instructions

' 3

as to his conduct at the Persian court. A draft of‘’a despatch dated 2nd

told McNeill to commuuicate freely with the Brilish.ambassador at the
Sublime Porte "in order to facilitate the adjustment of any differences
which may exist between the Turkish'and Persian Governments, ... * to
disoourage any‘aqbitious schemes of foreign conquest on the part of the
Shah and to impress upon his mind the advantage which mustvresult to
Pergia from Ehe mainténance of friendly relations with neighbouring
\ statgsl ceoe to poift out to the Shah and his Ministers the expediency
of digcharging the éebt, if an&, which may be still due to Russia at &he
time of your arrival(in Persia; and you will continually represent to
them the importanci of fulfilling with scrupulous fidelity ‘the
engagements\which Persia has contracted by Treaty ﬂowards Russia, as the

best and surest means of avgrting attempts at further encroachment on the

part of that Power."

S

June, 1836 is contained in the Byoadlands Papers. The Foreign Sccretary’

07,
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McNe1ll was also wa$ned to lake account of the 1814 Treaty as
regards relations with Afghanistan butlwas authorised "to tender to the
Shah the good offices of the British Mission for the aéjustment of any
points on which differences may'aéise between the {wo nations." The
set of instructions also enters into delails for the alteration of thas
Treatly which had been left uncompleted on the previous Shah's death.

An artic%e was to he proposed that "not only restores to Persia the
moral supporl to be derived from a defensive alliance with England,

but gives her also, the r%ght, under certain conditioans, to clalm\the

aid of Great Britain in repelling aggressions on the Persian Territory."
On the subject of the Ninth article of the 1814 Treaty, the instructions
stress thegﬁmportance of the British governme?t being rell%ved from the
embarrassment caused by its stipulations, but McNeill was not to break
off negotiati&ns if the Persian government absolutely refused to expunge

t

it. The envoy wagﬁaléo to endeavour to get the Persians to agrece to a
{

|
Commercial Treaty but was told to be flexible on articles "repugnant

1'3

to the feelings of the Persian Government.

A ‘'separate' despatch anthorised McNeill to make presents to an
amount not exceeding one thousand pounds to be distributed to Persian
ministers on the conclusion of the Treaty.4 Another tells the envoy:

Should any Polish fugitives from the Caucasus and from Georgia make
their escape to Persia during your resi¥lence in, the Country, you will
use your best endeavours, without however making yourself offensively
prominent, to persuade the Persian Government not to surrender them

to the Russian authorities, but to extend to them the protection which
it has been in the habit of affording to Russian deserters.

3 Palmerston to M#Neill, 2 June 1836, (H.M.C) Broadlands 12889, BD/PE/2,
Mrs. Macalister presents a condensed version of these instructions in her
Memoir, p.190 . '

l* .‘ Il
Palmerston to McNeﬂll, 2 June 1836, (H.M.C.) Broadlands 12889, BD/PE/3 .
5 Palmerston to McNeill, 2 June 1836, (H.M.C.) Broadlands 128\89, BD/PE/Y -

T
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( Thus briefed, John MeNeill set out for Tehran on 5ih June 1336,

leaving his wife an@ child in Scotland and ac%ompanled only by his
T \

nephew, Robert Wilson. The people who were to serve under him in '
the Braitish tigsion were already in Persia: Colonel Sheil, Secreilary

to Legation; Dr. Riach, First Medical Officer; Dr. Bell, Surgeon;

Captain Macdonald, Commander of the Escort; and Colonel Stoddaf%,

Military Secretaryt There were also a Persian secretary and treasurer. .
) |

In a letter to Sir Harford Jones, a former envoy to Pefsla, McNeill \

struck a somewhat pessimistic note as to his expectations theres |
) ) \

My fears are many and my hopes are Seweoo.l much fear that the grass
.j P \ of Sooltanieh and the {wo Oojans is destined to feed Cossack horses,

fid the wine of Shiraz to furnish for a Russian guard-housc, even
in our own time, You led the way, and a few have done iheir best
10 follow, even at a respeciful distance; but the tide of cvents has
flowed onwards with too strong a wave to be opposed by our unaided
exertions, however zecalous or devoted, and when the Russian trumpetis
sound to arms at Hergt and Russian Te Deums are sung in St. Sophia's
those? who now pass aN&y from the consideration of one at least, if
not of both these probabilities, will look round for the mean¥ of
remedying the calamiiy, and will not find them.

Il was nevertheless the consensus among those public figures inforﬁed
_on eastern matters that if anyone was to rea£2¥rt British influence
in Persia and th make dhe(British presence there an effective
counterbalance to that of Russia, that person would be McNeill, Lord
Ponéonby, British ambassador at Constantihople, wrote: “"If anybody gan

beat down the influence Russiq\seems to have gained over the Shah, it |

will be you." John Hobhouse, President of the Board of Control, said: "He \

6 Macalister, pp.188-9.
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w? > "
\
{McNeill) goes with advantage and powers that none ever had before

hlm,\\and I believe he is the man {o malke use of them."
N\
. o™

AN

The preblem of most immediate and lasting relevance for MeNeill

on his mission was that of the Shah's des\'rgn,s on Herat and its wider

o

implicationg, and 1t had figured as a specific igom of Palmerston's

instructions. However as McNeill—was_to intimate i1n a despatch to

Palmerston from Turkmanchai, the Shah had acum\lly\marchod on Herat
. ! \\ - <
"encouraged, 1f not iustigated, to undertake this expedition by the .

Russian Minister at his Court, and by direct communications from the

8
bmperor of Russia."” The venture was not successful. A cholera
l

.epidemic spread among the Shah's troops in Khorassan and this delayed

the army's advance. The situation was made worse by an ensuing shortage

of supf)lies and by the predatory attacks of Turkomen tribesmen. Jhis
resulted in the Persian army being thrown into a state of complete l \
i. disorganisation and, having reached only Aslerabad, the Shah was \

: iy ' compelled to return to Tehr‘\n and to'dismiss what remained of his

army, the only person opposing this decision being Count Simonich, the

Russian minister.

)
3

) McNeill arrived in Tehran towards the end of Septembér, having

previously met the retiring envoy, Henry Ellis, at Bayazede just inside

7 Macalister, p.lB@. “ \\

McNeill to Palmerston, 12 September 1836, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2, folio 19.
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Turkaish territory. Once in iho capital, Ire was confronted with\thv
choice of whether or not to join the Shah at his camp and to maker
known his opposition to the campaign.” The Persian Prime Minister had
sent a message discouraging him by suggesting that the Shah was
unwilling to give the envoy the trouble of going 1o the camp, as he
was about to return to Tchran. Other reports however were just as
adamant that the Shah was deiermined to proceed Lo Herat, and it is
doubtful that McNeill regolved to remain 1A the capital on the

strength of 1he advice of the Percian minister. Rather he'based his
decision of the despatches sent by Colonel Stoddart yho had accompanied

the Shah on his expedition. It was from Stoddart that the bleak picture

of the army'§/condit10n and the expectation that the Shah would return to
- v

the capital for the winter was ascertained. For McNeill thas was !
fortuitous, since it mecant that he would be able to avoid a display of

bl
opposition and would have time to re—establish a certain level of intimacy

/ -

Awith the Shah before cmbarking upon the subject of Herat. Mohammed

Shah returned from his "discomfiture" in Khorassan at the beginning of
December 1836, and McNeill was able&to present his credentials at his
first audience on the 11th of that m0n£h. :

From the Eritish point of view, the most significant aspect of the

ill-fated 1836 expedition to Herat was the role played by the Russian

-

minister. Stoddart's reports o McNeill and those of McNeill to

Palmerston indicate that Count Simonich was a persistent adovcate of the

| Shah's carrying on a win?ér campaign, even when factors such as the

\ )

P




deplorable <M13l of the army demonstrably militoated against 1t. Such

i
|

an entcrprise would have been extremely hazardous even had the army
been well prepared and of hagh morale . , This conduct on the part of
I ]
thq Russian envoy gave Palmerston the opportunity to try to gain from
|
Count Nessclrode, the Russian Foreign Minister, a commytment one way
or ilhe other as to whether Simonich had been acting in accordance with

his govermment's instructions. If Nesgelrode's reply was an the , et

affirmative, Durham was to tell him that "these mllitary\expeditlons

of the Shah are in the highest degree unw{ii\;nd 1njur10us,u while

1f Nesselrode disavowed his envoy's actions, almerston believed

he would, Durham was to press for his recall by conveying the Britash
A
government's hope that "the Russian Cahinet will put a stop 1o a course

~

of conduct so muach at variance with its own declared policy, and so

adverse to the best interests of an ally for whom the Russian Government

9 1

professes friendship and goodwill.," o .
‘ \
Nesselrode responded in neither vein ex&ctly. He agreed that 1f

Sumonich had acted in such a manner, it was contrary to his instructions,
3
but went on to maintain that McNeill had been misinformed. lHe also

stated, according to Durham, that "“he entirely agreed with thé English,
i<
Government as to the folly'and impolicy of the course pursucd by the
" Persian Monarcho"lo In further discusgion with Nesselrode and with

Rodofinikin, Head of the Eastern Department of the Russian Foreign Ministry, 0

. -

Durham became tonvinced that Simonich would be recalled, but this did not - ¢ X
. ! ) L“@
happen in the immediate future. McNeill did not waver from his belief '

/ “ e
in the Russian minister's Complicity, and when Palmerston told him of

"

9 Palmerston to Durham, 16 January 1837, (P.R.0) F.0.539/2, folio 5.

10 purham to Palmerston, 24 February 1837, Ibid., folio 5. 4
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Netsclrode's observation as to hig.being miginformed, McNeilk
Tepfiéd that the accuracy of the information %hat the Russian minister |
3 . ~N - -

had urged the Shah 1o underilake a winter e€ampalgn against Herat

D . o

*Hhag been fully confirmed by the scdoncurring tgstimonymaf afi the

,° Persians with whom I have conversed on {he subject, including }he *
ta - Q
LY 7

Prime Minister," and also that "the views on which the Russian minister

. . 1
acted 1Qst year, are by no means new’ tof his Government." 1 This whole

‘,eplsode endﬁd in a sort of sialematie or at-least was superseded by

. [

‘more pressang affairs. The only satisfaction that Palmerston mlght &
have- been able to derive from it was that he got Nessclrode to agree .

o

" tha%’it was in Russia's intercst to {turn the Shah'!s atténtion 10

more pacific pursd;ts. Yet such % moral victory wags as will be seen,
tp count for very little in the harsh reality of international power
e : = \A ‘
- politics: for two years subsequent to Durham's remonstrances, Simonich s
. k) . ' \ - o

continued 'to promote the very object which his éovernmenﬂ had apparently -

¢ R “ * - . :
instructed him to discourage. . . . - i
The death of Fath All anh the accession of Mohammed Shah, had ‘ N
/ N P
R brought w1th 1t many ‘thanges. in the political set-up of the Perslan B L f
E >, ) ) goyernment, as’McNelll had observed on his return to the oountry° . »
8 3 ° ‘
d : \d’., — o
\ ?he men of influence at the court of the old Shah had all been dismissed,
: . . U ) .
‘? . . and one even, the Qaim Magam, hadabeen put to- death. Under Mohammed Shah,|
4 [ ‘ \ ‘ h) ° ° ‘ ‘ &
L ) . : S
. «® ) o ° t Ry Sy ., 4
v “ 1 R * ' . ' ’
SR 'L McNeill to Palmerston, 1'June 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/2, folio 31.
- i . :“:' N ! ) ‘ ’ ’
* . ( 1@ . b ) - ‘ . \ ° v
+ \ 00 X
< b, i . ) > g |
o ! o \ 3




L’being forced to remarry.
S ¥

Lo

U

¥ r §

. ! l .
an entirely new group of counsellors Ye]d power, amongst whose numbers
were Hadji Mirza Aghasd, the Prlme Mlﬁaster and foxmer tutor of the young

\r

Shah, and Mivza Mpqml

o

1néﬁlned towards & pro-llussian policy, &Ed as McNei1ll commented of

Ru331an 1nf1uehce 1n general at a later ate.“

= =

~x N »

Nothing has btruck‘mg more_forcibly since my return to Persia than the
evidence 1 everywhere find of the 1nercase of Russian influence over

the Government since 1 was formerly here, and the almost unaccountahble
decline of ‘our own.

¥

There was one person who provided some link with the .past and this was

the Taj ud Dowleh, who had been the favourite wife of Fath Ali. McNeill

had described her as a woman of strong scnse, acute perceptions and great
!
prudence, who did not interfere much in public matters, but when shé\did,

it was always with effect. Nevertheless whatever her relationsﬁip had

L

beén with the old Shah and his réglme,\it was unlikely that she was now

<

- a \
in a position to exert any influence, and if anything it was a question of

her. seeking McN?iil's aid and protection against the possibility of her

E
i +
e} (R

In the Asian{di@ens¥on of Britain's international dealings, McNeill
) -

held a central position, not on%y geographically but in political terms

as well. I+t was a post from which a strong and effective representative

could influence policymaking in both London and Calcutta, turning the

i
misgsion in Tehran intoe "a strategic half-way house"\13 between the two

L

1
| -

12 Macalister, p.193.

13’Norris, p.107- % ) ‘

o

Lcany

1h0\M1n1qxor of F?xelgn Affairs. Both these officials
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/ \
Al
\1 centres of government. The ¢nvoy was a hub for the cobrrespondence
°

of a network of .Britich officials ahd politlical agents througheut

the western part of Asia, and he was able Lo collatK, analyee and
5

reporﬁ on the material therebyico]]octad. Apart from being 1in
\ & ¢ .
constant touch with Pousonby in Constantinohle, Auckland in Calcutta,

and Palmer<ton in London, MeNeill corresponded frequently with \
Alexander Burnes and his assistant, Captain Leech, whose dctivities

were concentrated on the nations bordering the River Indus; with
¢ 1

°
4

Lifutennnt Ildred Pottinger at Herat; with Colonel Hennell in
%
Bushire§ and with Dr. MacKenzie in Baghdad. He als% sent members .

i
of his own stuff on journeys eilber to _liai-e with other British

v

officials o1’ to indulge .in some 1nformal espionage: 1n enr13?1838
‘ ’ Ad ¢ u [
when events at Herat bhecame very critical indeed, Colonel Sheil

was sent to Eﬁglund "Dbecause things have becceme so omplicated that

: I despaired of making thcmhintelligible by writ{ng”;lh Colonel

Stoddart was appointed to aecompany the Shah on his expedition to

” Herat as he had done in 1836; Captain D'Arcy Todd travelled in
Gilan ostensibly for pleasure, and guxsequently he was sent to Samla ‘ \

to explain matters to Lord Auckland; Colonel Rawlinson was stationed

L

in Kermanshah and then at Qandahar and sent reports from both places;
i 4
\ Dr. Riach and Colonel Macintosh both took trips into Russian’ territory, -

a

for reasons of health so it was said, but really it was to collect

®

-

Macalister, p.196. . » ) ' Z




& .
‘informafion. Traders, missionaries, and other travellers could also, *

Id
bhe relied upon to recount their observations.

~

) @
MeNerll spent his first few months in office analysing the

situation in Afghanistan as he saw it, and his deliberations found

« °

expression(ﬁn a memorandum which he submitted Yo the Governor-General

©

in India and of which he sent a copy to Pnlmers{on.li In 1t he

\
outlined the rglative positions of ithe two ruling families and the pover

they wiclded over the country: that of the Sadozai family, the
descendants of Almad %hah,’wus confined to Herat, while Y;e usurping
Barakzais held both Kabul and Qandahar. He suggests that an undoubted

ascendancy in the coantry was still maintained by the Durrani tribe to

1
whom hoth families owed their orlglns.-G The Barakzais had failed to
conciliate these poop1§ and attach them to their cause, and so the

Sadozatrs\could rely on them for support more as a consequence of gheir

’
v [y

prejudiceg thap of any positive affections. For this reason the

\ ~

Barakzaf leaders had come to depend for their power on outside influences,

the Persian settlers or Kuzzilbashis, ;ho according to McNeill were the

o

substance of Dost Mohdmmed's military strength. Being Shiah MOSlC&é'thXY

- i - / 1

-

15 MeNeill to Macnaghten, 22 January 1837, (P.R.0)F.0.539/2, folios 23-G,

16 The two main tri&es of Afghanistan were the Ghilzais and the Abdalis.

Among the Abdalis, the leading sections were the Populzais and the

Barakzais, df whicl? the most important families were the descendants

of Sado and Mohammed respectively - thus Sadozais and Mohammedzals
Barakzgis. Ahmad Shah, the leader of the Sadozais, on his election

as first Kidg of the Afghans, assumed the name Dur-i-Durran) or, Prince

. of Pearls, whence the Abdali’' tribe became generally known as the Durrani,

« (Fraser-Tytler, pp.61-2) .
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maintained a religlous affinity with Persia, and as a result of (his
- : ¢

and family conmectrons, they were amxious that Dost Mohammed form

an alliance with that country, and they saw this as a weans of confirming

their own influcnce over him and their authority over the Afghans.

Their influence was great, but it was not only baged on their sirength:

¢

the Dost was personally inclined towards them because he was related
to the tribe through his mother, and also he was {lattered by thear
digplay of seeming devotion. lle alsv responded to their influcnce
because of pressures from the Sikhs and out of fear tha% a member of the
Sadozai family, either from Herat or India, might umite the Durranis
against lim.

Turning to Herat, McNeill compenés that the town had gained
strenglh primarily from i1ts government establishing connections with:
the éurroundlug chiefs. He a£¥o noted that its defences had been

strengthened; the influential Shiahs had either been obliged to leave or
been deprived of their property; the ;Ifrngulgg horse) had been

\ I
converted into infantry, there now being two foot soldidrs ihstead of

i

one. horseman; the Government was able to exercise complete control over
]

the town and taxes had been levied on the wealthier inhabitants to provide

hS

for its defence. Not all the measures taken, thoughﬁ-@ere of an entirely
] L4

defensive pature: McNeill had received reports of an army of twelve ¢

thousand men under Yar Mohammed Khan, the chief minister of Prince Kamran,

moving out of the city in preparation for an expedition against Qands%ar,
. 1)

but he suspected the objective was rather,the re—establishment(ﬁf@%mran's
\

>
L)

i » :

° N *
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authority in Seistangaficr the Herat government nominee there had been

expelled by the Qandaharis the year before.

‘\ McNe1ll endeavours to remain wmpartisl in discussaing the relative

4
merits and demerits of the Sadozai and Barakzai famlies,but he does

emphasise the need for Braitain to align ingself with one or the other

3
in an effort to bring aboul the union of Afghanisian undé* one chief
\

which he sees as being an object of primar¥‘1mportance to the ‘security
4 ‘.

4
1
L

of India-.

It was at the time that McNeill had been composing his memorandum
tﬁat Lhere was a ‘renewed flurry of diplomatic actlv;ty‘at the Persian
Court with the arrival of accfeditedlenveys from boih the chiefs of

|
Kabul and Qandahar.,  Dost Mohammeg§s9ughb the assistance og the Shah in
his continuing stguggle against the Sikhs, variously described in his
address to the Shah as "detestable", "faithless", "wicked infideig”,
and "diabolical'. As can be ga;herpd,’the Kabul leader was very ready
to appeal 10 any sentiments the Shah had of Islamc solidarity against

-

the unbeliever and he also referred to his éountry's dependence on
Persia: \ i

\\ )
As the noblest of citi¥s, Kandahar, and the capital Cabool.... form
part of the Persian territory; and are among the Kingdoms of the King

‘of Kings, the misery or welfare of thosefbominions cannot be separated
from the interests of the Persian Government.l7 )

Both these aspects the Shah somewhat inconclusively acknowledged.
For Kohendil Khan the chief object of sending a mission to Tehran was

to arrange to join the Shah in a combined attack ox Herat so as to

~

17905t Mohammed to Mohammed Shah, (P.R.0)F.0.539/2, folio 27. \\
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destroy the power of Prince Kamran whom the Qandahiar chief saw as the ;
gr¥atest danger to his own security. This.was of course considerably \§

. closer to the Shah"s own immediate interests than the problems of -

Dust Mohammed and the Shah readily issued a firman acknowledging ) t
Kohendal Khan's allegiance and stating: : ‘

As the conquering standards'will, with the aid of God, speedily march
towards the territories of Khorassan and lerat, 1t is necessary that
your lixcellency should be in readiness with xour troops in the vicinity
of Herat. ' After Lhé arrival of the fortunatel army, you will join

the auauxcxous stirrup, and participate in the enjoyument of our Royal
favor.

There tan be little doubt that thuse submissiong on the part of the \

Afghan chiefs, even f their sincerity can be held susgpect, offered the

Shah the prospect of establishing his own supremacy over the whole of

Afghanistan and in 1m%g§iate terms it offered further\\ncouragement to \
' X
him in achieving the subjugation of Herat. // '

In a letter to Palmerston, McNeill related that he had complained

S X%
Minister, Mir ;Masud, ﬁg? taken the envoy from Qandalar to visit the

to the Persian Prlme Minister, Hadji Mirza Aghasi, that the Foreign ﬂtf ‘
Russian minister at his residence, while at the same {ime telling.him nat
to visit the British minister., Hadji Mirza Aghasi professed ignorance of
the matter, and McNef?i nevertheless still found the opportunity to speak
with both Afghan agents. @i: object was to try tovdissuade them from
forming any attachment to the Shah, Hé\suggeste§ to the Kabul envd& that
the Governor-General in India wouid receive in a friendly manner any

%

X? "Translation of the Copy of a Firman from Hig Majesty Mahommed Shah
to the Chief of Kandahar," (P R.0)F.0.539/2¢ folio 28.

-
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approaches Dost Mohammed might choose to make, on the condition that he
did ngg ally himself with any foreign power which posed a threat to
India's seccurity. If he flouted this advice, McNeill warned that the®

\ Dost "must he prepared to see us take such a course in regard to him as

19

~

‘may‘ be dictated by the necé;sity of protecting our Interests.,"
Thus at the level of local pelitics, Kabul and Qandahar can be
t seento be turning to Persia for assistance; and 1n a similar manner - \
‘ PerSiW looked to Russia. Of, course this latter relationship could ﬁot
have quite the same guasi—feudal overtones and Russia could not so
blatantly advertise such common ground and intercst$, but similar ends\
were served perhaps rather by subtle manipulationAihan crude open \
. \ diplomacy. Dost Mohﬁpmed rccognised!this relationship, and by sending
a representative td St.\Petersburg as well as to Techran, he .was implicity

‘& \

treating ihe policies of the two countries as one. This was further ’

N

P
co*firmed when Mohammed Shah despatched an envoy to Qandahar and Kabul

with presents and communications not only from himself but also from

y

i the Russian minisler at his court.

L McNeill realised what was happening: a communiily of interests was

developing between Persia and Russia which would soongr or later place \\
s . = . H
Persia in opép opposition {o Britain and British interests. He felt

[

that withik an exclusively Persian context he was relatively powerless to

@

raise any obstacle to this trend, and at this juncture at least he

dismissed the use of threats and intimidation as ineffectual and harmful.

’\ (, ' 19 McNeill to P$lmerston,‘20 February 1837, (P.R.Ou)‘F.OCSBQ/Q, folio 26.
¢ . , .
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»
Instead, as has been mentioned, he suggested tgat the bringing about

»

of Afghan unmity as a bulwark of any British resistiance 1o Persia and

\ . |

Russia was the most expedient course. This was the view from Tehran,
but what there secmed obvious was not yel so appreciated in Calculta, "
where oiher considerations had to be reckoned with. Auckland was

:reluctant Lo take any initiative which wmight, damage the alliance withe

the Sikhs, particularly when in his view, the athrnative\Plly was

"weak and distant and litile to be d%ﬁended upon."QO He was under

no 111usion\bs to the futility of trying to promote direct co-operation

’ i

and conciliation between the Sikhs and the Afghans, but he hnﬁcd that[
in time the civilising ef{ncts of cqvmerce along the Indus Valley would
. \ achieve that cnd. However in this 1esp02t time was important, but
. with the spced at which the present crisis was developing, such a 1ong—¥crm
aspiration could not merit seriéus attention.
-3 -

Such proposals as the Indian government had 1o make regﬁgding means

v -

to frustrate Persian expansionist designs were not well received by

‘ McNeill, Instructions sent to him in November 1836 arrived in February

‘ b .
of the followfng year, shortly after McNeill had reported to Palmerston .
on the subject of the Afghan agents. Auckland's secretary, William .
Macnaggyen, wrotet \ ) ¥
The political Interests of Great Britain and British Indfh are even more
concerned than their commercial, interests in the exemption of the
countrieg between India ard Persia from foreign aggression from the \“

westward.  There is too°much reason to apprehend that Persia under its
esent Sovereign has evinced an unprecedented degree of subserviency

4 et 2 B s

i
[ 2

.
.

o
v . .

20 Co ~
(. Auckland to McNeill, 24 February 1837, (B.L.) Add.MS. Auckland 37690,
3 ‘ folios 31-6. -
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" just war."

Y

to Russian coun<cels and the lately conteuplated expedition against
Herat, in particular, 1f 1t was not prompied, was, as 1s well known,
sirenuously urged on the attention of the Persian Government by the
Russian Ambassador.

I3

McNe1ll was told tol "use your besl exertions to dissuade the

ry

Persian Govermment from prosecuting their hostile intentions agalqst
Herat," and was ufged‘to impress upon the Shah ""the detriment which
his 1nterest must sustaiﬁ, were tgg sincere and cordia& friendship

i
vhich has so long subsigted between the British and Persian, Nations

. . . 121 . b
to sustain any diminution." e was also to offer British R&dlatlon

in the dispute and if this were dcecepted, to depute a British officer

to Herat to assist in negotiations with Prince Kamran. If the Shah -

chose to 1gnofe the envoy's advice, Lo avo1d any ambiguity 1in the

British position, McNeill w%s to consider w1ﬂpdraw1ng British officers

not/bnly engaged in the expedition but from the whole of Khorassan

and ithe neighbouring Persian provinces.

McNeill did not see the situation in quite such a clearcut

manuer- as pfficials in India. He suspected that the Indian govermment's
\

motive for giving such. instructions was concerned with some way of
marking its'friendly feelings towards the Afghans. As he explained to
Pq}merston, he felt that if the Shah were to march on Herat that year,

which he hoped he would not do, “any remonsérances I could offer would

f

be insufficient to deter the Shah from prosecuting what he regafds as a

The British minister believed that the Herat government had

\

21

”

Macnaghten to McNeill, 21 November 1836, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1 folios '3~k .
A
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/British did not back this up by giving more direct suppori’ to Herat, .

’

]

been ithe aggressor and that the Shah was fully justified in wishing

to make war on Prince KaVran. The measures proposed b;\the Indian
governiment. would alienate-the Shah without producing the desired effect,
for which 1t would be nccessary to go further and "to i1nsure success in

the object for which we resort to Lhreats, by cenvincing the Persian

Government that we are prepared to act as well as to thrcaten,"22 McNofll

was prepared ﬁt all tames to promote Brigﬁsh inlerests, even when, as in
.

«

this instance, they were at variance with what he considered to be
a legitimate course of action on the part of the Shah. In doing thuis,

however, he was unwilling to follow blindly instructions which he

deemed 111~conqeived or incoﬁ§£gtent with Phe pulicy guidelines Palmerstion
had given haim.’ If,aas wvas generally agreed, the security of India

was bound up with keeping Qerét out of Perslan(hands, McNeill would make

% break with Persia to attain this, but he thought that it was p01ntlex o

to take the half-hearstd measure ‘of w1thdraw1ng British offlcers, if the

LX

a
w

doubtless meaning a military presence. The result of such a move would

A, o

be to leave Lhe town at the mercy of the Persians ( \ni Russlans) without

-

even“the\hopé of the moderating influcnce a British representative might
’

bring to bear .on the Persians. It was in this way that he interpreted

the implications of his acting in accordance g}th the in§¢ructions from
- B <3

Calcutta, dnd it was for this reason that he chose to ignore them and

N
quietly to shelve them.

4

2 McNeill to Palﬁerston, 24 Febfuar& 1837, (P.R.O)F.0°539/1, folio 8. %
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McNe1tl's attitude towards the Shali's designs was Lo change \
T

substantially in June of 1837, and this was to have its bearing on
how he considered British policy 1n the arca should be conducted:
and 1ndeed just as his changing notions were leading him to demand
in the following year increasingly vigorous action, the British and

- ‘

! .
Indian govermments seemed t6 develop more and more caution. Throughout
the spring of 1837 preparations for a renewed aitack on Herat had been
2
in progress. McNeill recounts {o' Palmerston that he had protested 5
10 the PWrsian Prime Minister, Hadji Mirza Aghasi, aboutl his not

\

recélved had been evasive, It 15 also to be gathered from a letter

having been informed as to the Shah's movements: {he reply he had

I‘\.

McNe1ll received from Macnaghten‘that the Braitish officers had been
dismissed from the camp of the Shah. The rest of this letter was in
effect a continuation of the instructions sent on 2lst November.of the
previous yea;.and its tenor‘was more conciliator;. Macnaghten conceded
that "as those officers could not take part in the attempt upon Herat,
the King had a fair right to removi them from the army." However he
goes on to say that the Governor-General “must view with umbrage and

displcasure schemes of interference and conquest on our western frontier" .

and suggests that McNeill's advice and influcnce should be directed

B .

towards dissuading this.23 Once agaiﬁ though, and this time from the 3
opposite points of view, there was a divergence hetween McNe1ll's line .
4

4

4

23 Mpcnaghten to McNeill, 10 April 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/2, folio 33.
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of thought and that of the Indian government. In February he had argue&;
that the Shah had legltlmdté grounds for his quarrel with Herat, and
all that he as the British represcntatlvo‘fou]d sirive for was to
persuade the éhnh to use negotiation rather than war in a¥h10v1ng a
settlement. Now, gour months later, the Shah Would have been placed
in a very advantageous position 1f he were to accept the negotiated
terms, but still he preferred war, }rom which McNeill could only
conclude ghdt the Shah had further ulterigr motices for mounting an

\

expedition against Herat.

I

What made this situation apparent was the arrival at the Persian

. -

capital of an envoy from Prince Kamran of Herat with instructions to
negotiate a peace seitlement. The envoy pul himself in contact with
McNe1ll whom he asked to be 4 mediator in the discussions, since he
saw this as the only way of bringing pressure on the Persian government
to act in good faith -~ the Shah and his mlniste;s had refused to
ratify a treaty which ths Ausef-ud-Dowleh had previously concluded
— when apparently wested with the full authority of the Persian government,
McNe1ll obtained from the envoy a list of the propositions for a
. settlement, which heé submitged to. the Persian Prime Minister. By this, .

the Herat government ughertook to stop its raids into Persian

territory and taking prisonergj to provide the Shah with troops for his =N

\campaigns againsti the furkomens; totpay a monetary tribute every 5

. o s
Nouruz;' to protect merchants; to give hostages for two years; and

to keep an agent at the Persian Court. In return, the Herat government \

. .
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5

asked that the Shah treat Prince Kamran as a brother and that the

. o to. . . ,
Persian government agrge né% to interfere in the succession !

)tnTangements of the Herat royal house nor in other internal matters -

of that state. From the ensuing discussion and eXfpanges of
’ 7

letters betwegn McNeill and the Persian Prime Minister, it was soon

to‘pecome apparent that the question at issue was that of the

sovereignﬁ;'of Herat, which the Shah claimed for hims$1f and which

I
Kamran was unwilling to relinguish. For McNeill this was precisely

the question in which he thought {he BritiTh governmgnposhould -

. N { /

I regarded it as of the utmost importance to our security in India,

that Herat should not become dependent on Persia, in sugh a manner .
that it should follow the fate of this Country, or become available ‘ v
to ang Power which might obtain a control over the Councils of the '
Shah.24 \ .

Thus the projected war had changed in McNeEll’s eyes from beinq a

be most interested:

Just one to being an unjust one. He told the Persian goéernment
" ‘ ’ ) @
that if Kamran or his envoy were persuaded io concede the Hera

] ] +

Princé's subjection to Persia, he could take no further pa;t in the ¢

discussions. He recomm&nded very seriously the acceptdnce of the peace

terms, and if they were rejected and military operations were
*e "

o

\ ' \ .

" undertaken, he could only suppose that the Persian government contemplated N

projects vefy difference from its ay&wad objects of “the secufity of its 7 "’

[
o

2% JcNeill to Palmerston, 30 June 1837, (P.R.0)F.0.539/1, folios 5-7. ° ’
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subjects and the tranqdilllty of 1ts eastern provinces. He suggested
t - .

that as a means of removing egery. excuse of mutual distrust thé
Briti<h government might be engaged to "use ils endeavours to get

the terms fulfilled by both partms.,”g5 Yet these representations

L4

were without effect: the conditions ended 1n being rejectled and it is

”

‘evident from a memorandum which the Persian Prime Minister sent to

McNe11l, commenting upon the pedce proposals, that the Shah would H

acquicsce 1n nothing short of the actual fﬁjﬁgﬁg}ﬂﬁ/of Herat.26

Shortly after having reported the situation to Palmerston,

McNe1ll wrote to Auchland to ask ham to‘dellver a remonstrance {0

the Persian gpvefnment. Hc‘suggested that "as this, however, 1s a
question which pecople at home will hardly deal with, I must look to
your Lordship for instructions respecting it. It is a question, in

fact, between the Government of India and that of Pérsla, in which

\

no Foreign Power has a right {0 intlerfere, and which his Majesty's

Government will, therefore, in all probability, hand over entirely

27

to your Lordship." It is doubtful whether McNeill was being

altogether candid when he wrote this but the reasoning behind it can

)

25 McNeill to Palmersion, 30 June 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 5-7.
26

"Pranslation of a Memorandum by Hajee Meerza Aghagsee, Prime
Minister, in answer to certain Propositions of Futieh Mahomed Khan,
Agent from Herat," (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 8.

27 McNeill to Auckland, 4 July 1837, (P,R.0.)F.0.539/2, folio 45.
1




Gt m oy n

B, O 1y < AR tg o

R

L et

G

o

v

be understood: he was hoping that the Shah might be sufficiently

intimidatlced by s remonstrance from the Indian governmenti, while the

3

»matter would appear as one solely between Persia and India. This

~

would prevent Russia from heing given grounds for a quarrel in the
European sphere and the pretence of perfect harmony between

Palmerston and Nesselrode and their respective governments could be

-

. v . . .
contlnﬂed 1o serve diplomatie ends elsewlicre. As it was, Auckland

#

chose not 1o respond to this suggestion and wrote back in the following

terms: \ &

I can have no objection to your using towdrds the Government of Persia
the strongest language of remonstrance upon the witste of all the
resources, which should be husbanded for useful purposes, and thear
applaication Lo the fomenting of intrigues and the disturbance of
tranquillity upon the Indian frontier; but Fou mus{ be able to talie a
much better mcasure of the effect of such a remonstrance, and -
particularly ain regard to your own position, than I can.

Auckland went on to tell McNeill that while British influence in

Persia had bcen weak on his arrival, he thought that since then it B
had much improved: sufficiently, in fact, to allownMcNeill to speak

to the Shah in the frankest terms of the measures which on the one

hand could strengthen and on'the other, could dissolve the Perso— '
British diliance, but ever anxious not to be drawn into premature

or precipitate action, Auckland counselled caution: ..

If the game of Persia is not one of the veriest fraud, and you

confidently feel yourself ta be gaining in strength, you might be
witong 1n too immediately or too haishly taking this step, and it may
be better. for a time to play with events. 28

28 Auckland to McNeill, 15 September 1837, (B.L.) Add.MS.Auckland 37692,

folios 3-6- Printed version in (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2, folio 45.
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I{ vas while McNeill was waiting for this 1inconclusive reply that,
on 23rd July, the Shal; commenced his march towards Herat. ¢
i R

The Shah':q”dcciﬁion 10 det out left MeNeill helpless from the .
pomnl of view of a diplomatic initiative. ALl he could do to show
his disapproval of this line of conduct on the part of the Persian
government was to refuse 'tn Joi‘n the Shah when thon' latter left the
town. Nevertheless this small demon-tration of "disapprobation" by
McNeill was notliced, as Colonel Sheil, who was instructed to accompany
the expedition, was able to report:
ThedShah expresses his hope that you were not disgusted with his
beginning the journey; he declared, "Séaheb, I do not tell a lie... God
knows, Saheb, that the only thought I have in this journey is to put
a swop to the taking away into slavery™of. the people." 29
A month after this departure, McNeill remained optimistic that the
various differences could still be resolved to Britain's advantage. l\ o
He dldl not see any probLbility in the Shah achieving anything that
year and remained hopeful that the envoy from Prince Kamran could
bpersuade his government to renew the proposals which th\é Shah had
rejected "and in that case I think there is a fair change that matters
may yet be permanently arranged." As for the Commercial Treaty, he
told Palmersto‘n that he thought the outstanding issue to be so trivial -
1t related to'the question of commercial agents having a flag - that

"though the Shah's obstinagy may cause delay, I do not think it

29 Staddart to McNeill, 23 July 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2, folio 34.
. The published version replaces "disgusted" with "displeased". "
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reasgﬁgble to presume that he will not ultimately give way." He !
INAIEN

continued: "If I -could see the Herat business and this commercial
L]

Treaty <ettied, I <hould feel that the only poinils on which we clash
with this Government had heen removed and for the future we should

have little to do but to give it all the support we can." 30

1

The envoy si111 remained vigilani as to Russian moves. In the
n

same letler he comments on the threat posed to Turkish security by the *

construction of new fortifications on the frontiers of K%@s: "They

jal

cannol be intended for defence only - they are too extensive for that
and Russia would hardly incur so large an cxpense without some prospect
of ultimate advantage and profit." McNe1ll observed that this new
for£if1cat10n now completed a strong line of forts to defend the
Russian frontiers and "in like manner a complete line of places of arms
in the eveni of an invasion of Turkey." 31 ™~
Despite the ominous tenor o0f Russian intentions generally, the
Russian envoy in Tehran, Count Simonich, was atl this period unusually
cautious and eager to make an outiward display of solidarity with ihe
British minister, McNeill had had the opportunity of speaking to him
on the‘subcht of the Shah's expedition shortly before it actually took
place and Simonich informed him that he had tried to dissuade the Shah

from proceeding in person against Herat. The Count alse tried to justify -

the encouragement he had given the Shah in his previous attempt on

39 McNeill to Palmerston, 31 August 1837, (H.M.C/J) Bropdlands 12889, GC/MA/AS,

31 Ipid. i




Herat; McNe1ll, writing to Palmersion, explains that alihough Simonaich
had been anstructed by his government not to hrge the Shah to widertake
" the pxpegition,' he had felt it advisable to do so:

A '
The Sha@xhav1ng Just comt to the Throne, he had hbeen of opinion, that
any brilliant achievement, such as he might have effected last year
had the army been properly conducted, would have tended to consolidate
the Shah's power: that this year, however, he was of a different
olr)iplon.—'32

A

s

Samonich adopled a similar rather defensive stance when writing to his
government. From a despatch passed on to the British represcntative

at St. Petersburg, it 1s 1o be understood that not only did he make

gtrenuous efforts to dissuade the $hah from undertaking the expeditiion

- LIt

s X
\J W
and decide not to accompany him since this would be construed. as

Russian endorsement of the enterprise, but also hq states that 1f he
could have induced the Shah to remain i1n Tehran until the autumn, the
differences with Prince Kamran might well have been settled by
negotyation , and he adds: .

Si Sa Majeste n'a pu me convaincre de la necessité de faire la guerre
a Kamran, elle me prouva du moins qu'elle &tait inébranlable de sa
résolution.... Je me suis décidé & ne pas accompagner Sa Majesté, et
je me flatte del'espoir que j'ai agi dans cette‘occasion dans le sens
que me preserivent mes Instructions, et d 1l'entidre approbation du
Ministere Imperial.33

Thus the Russian Minister admits that the Shah had been unable to 1
convince him of the necessity of making war on Herat. It is somewhat

confusing to have this show of apparent co-—operation by the Russian

minister. If it is to be accepted at iﬁs face value, it would indicate

32 McNeill to Palmerston, 30 Junme 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/2, folio 33. °

33 Simonich to Rodofinikin, 23 July 1837, Sub-Inclosure in
Parliamentary Papers, No.5l.
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that the Shali, in marching on Herat, was defying the expresE will
1
! of the'two most powerful countries in both Europe and Asia, and

this was unlike/lyn Rather its purpose was, by deliberate fabrication,
to give the British government a renewed asBurance thai the cabinet

in St. Petersburg was écting in accordance with the 1anguage;it had held

i
i

to Lord Durham on his visit, and that government had forced its

1 -
representative in Persia to behave in a like manner in the short term
S0 af to give the impression of acting in congert with the Braitish. ,
. . As snch it cannol be seen as a realistic reflection of Russian intenﬁions
in the area, which were more evident in the secret diplomacy that

4]
was being conducled at the same time and deltails of which Colonel

Stoddart was to report back to McNeill.

i

By l4th October, the Shah's army had progressed no further than
the vicinity of Nishapur - half way be?%een the capital and Persia's
frontier witﬁ Herat — and it was on this date that Colonel Steddart
wrote to McNeall:

4 Captain Vicovitch, alias Omar Beg, a Soonee, of the Russian Service, an
Aide-de-Camp of the General at Orenburg, speaks Turkish and Persian
well,arrived here from Tchran and Resht on the 10th instant. He 1s gone
on a mission to Cabool; hisg instructions and letters, as usual with
Chargés, written hy Count Nesselrode .

Adding to this report, McNeill was able to tell Palmerston that Captain

Vitkievitch had everywhere announced that he had been sent to intimate

<

3 Sioddart to McNeill, 14 October 1837, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 9.
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that a large Russian force had arrived at Asterabad and was to
¢ .
co—operate with the Shah's army against Herat; also Count Simonich
n - ! .
had never mentioned i1n his conversations with McNeill'Cgptaln

Vitkievitch's name nor the intercourse. between Russia and Kabule

He further commented: L ,
I cannot help regarding this Russian mission to Cabool as an

mmediate stride towards ohtaining an 1influence on the countries

bordering upon India, and however 1ts ostensible objects, on which

I have no information to offer, may be disguised, I cannot doubt that

the effect of theestablighmeni of a Russian agent at Cabool must

be seriausly detrimental’ to Hritish interests in India and 1in the

Punjaub.d

14
;

.

Apart from its 0bv10us,&mport, this information reveals the!full
duplicity and deceptlén involved in Russian diplomacy. Such open
assurances and proteétatlons as were made had to be treated with some o
circumspection in/ihe light of this second tier of intrigue that was
being carried ou@i

The resultg of McNeill's first few months as amhassador might
give the impr3551on that his recora was one of relative failure.
Eve7 if he héd been able to establish a closer wojtlng rapport with
the Shah add h?s ministers than had hitherto exisged, he st;ll had

[ X
not succeeded_jin stopping the Shah from marching on Heratl. The reasons

for this lie Qﬁﬁtky in forces beyond McNeill's direct control, but he

e

himself unnecessarily weakened his own position by being initially too
-

gympathetic to the Shah's cause in the quarrel with Herat. The moral

s

15 McNeill to Palmérston, 30 October 1837, (P.R.O.) F.0.539/1, folio 9.
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1ssues of the matter shoul% not have been perm%tted to interfere
with the gquestion of the defernce of the Empire\— at least, this is
the case, 1f criticisms are to be levelled from a nineteenth
century point of view, Not only did the quarreldor its potential
outcome run counter to British interests and thus create a dichotomy
in McNeill's own stance, but 1t was also somewhat naive,of’the envoy
to apply wesécrn notions of legality to a guestion of tribal b0wur
polities, the repercussions of which worei%elng made all the more
significant by Hussian manipulation. When he began to realise this
in June 1837, 1t was 00 late for there toﬁpe any* effect on the Shah.
Nevertheless the degree to which this vacillating weakened the
British position should not be overestimated. The envoy was still
relatively poyerless, recelving as he dad at this point little
éuppor* or encouragement from either London or Calcutta. Palmerston
was beginning to take a far more conciliatory line with Russia now
that Du;ham's report on his visit there had dispelled some of the
fears kindled by the more ;rdent Russophobes. He was unwilling to
create what might appear as a British-instigated diplomatic incident
in Persiai Auckland too couid not be relied upon for wholehearted -
support, his attentions necessarily taken up with matters nearer
to the Indian border. However, McNeill took full advantage of the

limited range of persuasive and threatening tactics at his disposal

and it is to his credit that he never threatened sanctiong, such as
#

9.
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military force, which ‘were beyond hls power to fulfil. His
efforts should be judged against the backdrop of a Russian

influence*which was difficult to measure and a growing recklessness
v .
on the part of the Persian king, who became less and leds receptive

to reasoned argument, 1nspired as he was by a spirit of revenge and

- e

a thirst for milatary glory.

95.
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Chapter Fivé€ R

In hip dealing with the critical events of 1838, John McNeill '
was to make his greatest contribution to the history of British ¢
diplomacy and may be judged to have reached Qhe highest po{nt in terms
of his personal achicvemeni. His first few months in officc might
ﬁnvc revealed a certain measure of hesitagcy and 'inconsisténcy, but
these(;hortcomlngs were not on the whole damaging to the British
position in Persia, which in any case had been at a fairly low ebb
at th9 time of McNeill's arrival. 0f a more significant nature,

here can be seen to| he developing in McNeill's handling of his
relations &1th London and Calcutta charagteristics Yhich were to be
usced to such effect in 1838, He had already demonstrated his
independent approach.by tactfully ignoring what he gonsidered to be
inept instructions from Auckland, and later he had tried to guide
British and Indian government policy towards Persia when he asked
Auckland to deliver a remonstrance, hoping thereby to keep ferso—
British relations to an exclusively Asiatic context. Auckland had
chosen not to comply with this roquest at the tlme it was put forward,
but it is evident from the Simla Manifesto of October 1838 that he was
prepared to use McNeill's ploy, when he emphasised the Asiatic nature

¥

of the various related crises which prompted that virtual declaration }

of war. Now in 1838, McNeill was to fulfil the role of mediator par

A\
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excellence, and by the lucid manner in which he kept both Palmerston
and Auckland briefed, i1ncluding in such information both advice and
subtle warnings, he was 1o bring a profound influence to bear on the

shaping o%;ﬁolicy in both London and India,

&
-

-

e Y}nter of 1837 was destinqd to be a somewhat disconcerting
one for MeNeill in Tehran.} The Shah had collected togelher an army of
forty thousand men and erghty pieces of artillery and was advancing
towards the city of Herat: hé had proclaimed publicly his intention to
anmnex it, had rev%ved tenuous ancient claims to soveweignty over the
rest of Afghanistan, and had even announged that both ¢ andahar and.’
Kabul had ofiered thei£ allegiance and were therefore dependencies of
Persia. He was receiving encouragement and pecuniary assistance
from Count Simonich, and was instrumental in promoiing Russian contact
with Afghanistan and recommending Captain Vitkievitch, a Russian agent,
to the Afghan chiefs. McNeill reports to Palmerston that he had learnt

from good authority that Count Simonich had told the ngfian government

&

that the letters Vitkievitch was bearing were by way of reply and

recommended Dost ﬁohammed to seek Persian protection against the Sikhs,
while stating that Russia could not interfere in the affairs of the

- .
country., It confirmed McNeill's conjecture that Persia and Russia had

been acting for some time in concert in Afghanistan, and he continues:

T A e AR s Ml ot msr b

@



—

St T e e e ae —= e a2 = v e tayee e o~ ogen e g e — - - . — -

Tgb;“~w

announced.the intention of his Government, if the Shah shou cceed

in takaing Herat, to relcase Persia from the engagement io pay the
balance of the debt duc by her 4o Russia, and the reason assigned for
this act of grace is, that the Fmperor desires to confribute that amount
towards defraying the expenses of the campaign.....

I also learn from good authority, that Prince Kamran Meerza at
Tabreez was publicly informed by Hoosein Khan, on his return from the
royal camp, that the Russian Minister had lent the Shah fifty thousand
tomauns to enable him to proceed on this campaign., 1

The rclease of Persia from herdebt obligation to Russia had been, it
will be remembered, one of the objects Palmerston had instructed

McNeil} to bring about, but he could hardly have anticipated such
{ v

circumstiances orconditions as those suggested by the Russian minister.

It was becoming obvious that %here existed a contest, with the
Persians and Russians on one side and the Herati Afghans and the °
British on the other; and Britain could not look upon the success of the
Shah's designs " in any other light than that of an approximation of
the iifluence of a more formidable power to the frontier of British

India, "2 British remonstrances had been set at naught at-the Persian

~ court, and the Shah's ministers had been disparaging towards Britain

. N
and contemptuous of its power in India, even to the extent of indulging form e

in threats to march on Delhi and retrace the steps of Nadir Shah. As if
the remarks and actions of the Persién government ere insufficient to
establish the gulf of misunderstanding between the. British mission and the

court, two incidents were to take place which served to accentuate it.

“
EY

1 .
McNeill to Palmerston, 16 December 1837, (P.R.O.)F.0.539/2, folio 12,

2 Annual Register, 1839, p.329.
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TTe one involved a member of the British residency in Bushire.
A certain Mr. Gerald, the apothegéry attached to the residency, wa;
apparently insulted by a Syud, or local dervigh, and took 1t upon
himself to retaliate hy)|hitting the man. As a result.of this, the
dervish affected to be dying, and Sheikh Nassir and the Persian
authorities in Bushire took the opporiunity to caplggllse upon this,
A demand was made for the surrender of the apothecary for trial bofbre
the {1own gadi, and when this was refused allusions were made to the
assaulé on the Russian mission in Tehran 1n 1829,'when all but one

of the Russians werc massacred. The residency was threatencd with
a general attack from all 'the falthfdl', unless Gerald w;; given up;
but Dr. Mackenzie, the acting assistant in charge of the resideﬁcy,
refused to comply with this demand. Subsequently an attempt was made
to obtain monetary compensation, but again Mackenzie had no intention
of Pccedlng. The incident was an isolated one, the reason for which
Mackenzie in a despatch to McNeill confessed he was at a less to

understand; he continued:

That there was any scriods intention actually entertained of attacking

the Residency I do not believe, but I would.respectfully submit, that

if these malicious personages are to be allowed to manifest their bigotted

aversion whenever they may feel disposed, and Sheikh Nassir, to lend +

himsel{ as the easy medium of expressing their sentiments with entire

impunity, I fear much trouble is likely to result.’ L
N

3 Mackenzie to McNeill, 27 December 1837, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/1, folio 16.
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McNeill commented to Palmerstion:

I confess I am inclined to believe that the language held by Sheikh
Nassir 1s but an echo of that which has been held by Hajee Meerza
Aghassee, and {hat the Persian Government is deliberatlely ‘lisposed to
try the' effects of these insulting attempts at intimidatlion uider the
erroncous impression that whatever may be the language Reld by
individuals employed here, the British Government will submt to much
indignity ratber than hazard the loss of the alliance with Persia,

by resoriing to sirong measures to obtain redress, and to support the
independence of 1ts agents,

~ . The Bushire disturbance was symptomatic of the general malaise
in Persa—Britlsh’;elations, but the other incident was of a far more -

s t B

serious natyre, It was directly concerncd with the continuing crasis

~

L} -

I over Herat, was dellborate'in 1ts intention, and was seemingly

<]

R -

undertaken at the fnstlgatlgn of General Berowski,sone of the Russian,
military advisers to the Shah, Mohammed Alax Beg, a confidential
messeng;r, who had been in the employ of the British mission for thirtye
years, was seiied by a party of Persian horsemen and dragged to their
camp. He was returning from Herat carrying documents from members of the
Herat govcrnmént authorising McNeill to conclude a peace arrangement

with the Persian government on the terms that has been proposed by the
Herat envoy, Fath Mohammed Khan, in June 1837; and he also bore a‘lefter
for McNeill from Lieutenant Eldred Pottinger, who ﬁ;d been travelling

in Afghanistan on the orders of Lord Auckland and who had now arrived in

Herat. When brought to the camp, despite the vehement protests of

N

% McNeill to Palmerston, 31 Janukry 1838, (P.R.0)F.0.539/1, folio 15.

(Omitted from published version.
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Colonel Stoddart to the Persian Prime Minister, the messenger

&as stripped and the letter from Lieutenant Pottinger taken from him,
although 11 was subsequen}ly returned unopened. Colonel Stoddart
was himself insulted b§ a Persian officer of the rank of Brigadier.

° @

insecurity of property and person resembled a state of sociely

McNe1ll commented that in a country such as Persia where the

present in feudal Furope, 1t was the obligation of a éuperior to
protect his dependeAt, and thus any insult to a dependént was an
insult to his superior as well, From this, he could only conclude
that the public infliction of such indignities o; a me;senger of the

British mission must be construed as a grave insult to the ‘British

government as well as to himself: Z |

’ |

e\

I have little doubt that the object of the whol% ﬁroceeding was

to exhibit {o the Afghans and to the Persian arumy an apparent
contempt for the English, with a view to diminish the moral effect
which might have been produced on either party iy the general belief
that we were opposed to the conquest of lerat by the Persians.

McNeill demanded an apology from the Perspan Government for its
conduct, and asked that the Brigadier responsible for the incident, -

Hadji Xhan, be dismissed and not reinstated until the British

government had forgiven him. The envoy regarded such demands as

Y
moderate, and if they were not complied with, he felt that this would

. . \
\ 5\ . ./
’ McNeill to Palmerston, 25 November 1837, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 10.
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constlitule sufficient justification for him to suspend his

S e - official dealings with thg government and await further
wanstruciions from Palmerston. Tn his opinion, if reparations
werc not exacted, il would De quite i1mpossible to carry on
puglic business in a creditable manner; and he hinted that the
use of force mi1ght be appropriate in such circumstances when he
stated that "T thaink there are means, involving .neither eiapense
nor further embarrassment, by which it might most advantageously be

exacted. Colonel Sheil will have ihe honour to explain to youq
&

Lordship what ihe means are to which I allude."Y McNei1ll was

alluding to a military cum naval cxpedation to the Persian Guldf
and in a subscquent despatch he wenl on to explain his fears and hence

his reasons for sending Colonel Sheil to‘London:

The Shah has openly expressed a belief that the possession of Herat
would give him suchr a hold upon England, that shec would no longer
be able to deny him anything he might demand, or that the possession
of Herat would give him the power to disturb us in India, or to give
a passage to our enemies, whencver he should think proper to do so.
In the event of his success, I therefore consider 1t of importance
to have the means of checking, an some degree, the arrogance lo which
such a result must necessarily give birth in the minds of the Shah
and his ministers.

(I

) It becomes somewhat confusing as to whether McNeill propoTed

i

remedial action over the specific incident concerning his messenger or

\

R

6 _McNeill to Palmerston, 25 November 1837, (P.R.O.)F.0.539/1, folio 11. %
' A
7 )

McNeill to Palmerston, 27 November 1837, ibid.
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over the 'wider malter of the Shah's castern designs. He was rightly

indignant atl the Persian government's condyct but was perhaps being

over;?a]ouu m his quest for a justi seLt]cmont. In the short term

at least, a rupture of relations would be far more damaging to British

hopes of mediation than any effect 1t might produce on tﬂe Persian

side., Palmersion counsclled caution when replying to McNeill's

despatclies early in 1838, While he left 1l 1o McNeill to adopt the

course most conducive to British interests, he reminded him always

10 "bear 1n mind thal the object of Her Majesty's Government is not

1o seek an occasion for a rupduro with Persia; bud to prevent such a

rupture, 1f it 1s possible to do so consistently wiith national honour . "8

Not knowing the resull of McNeill's appliacation to the éhah for

reparation, Palmerston was reluctant to glve‘his ambassador precise

instructions and he was at pains to give him as much freedom of action

as was pos31b1e: That he was uncertain as to how McNeill would have

to act is evident from a later despatch replying on the subject of the
o —

incident in Bushire. He 1nstructed McNeill "to state to the Persian

Ministers, that Her Majesty's Government demand and expect proteciion

for the Resident at Bushire, and will hold ihe Persian Government

responsible for his safety," but significantly he added the proviso

"if you should be still in Persia when you receive this despatch.”9

|

¢

Palmerston to McNeill, 16 March 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 15.

9 Palmerston to McNeill, 1k April 1838 (P.R.0)F.0.539/1, folio 16.
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MeNeill decided against making a stand on either issue at the
time. IHe could not afford to lose sight of the more p}essing matter
of the actlual besieging of Herat,jand breaking off of dlpfomatlc )
relations would be of little help 1n scrvaing British interests there.
e The insultl to the mission was serious but not critical a;d the justi
settl ement would have «t0o wait. The reply he received to his demands
over the insult to his messenger was evasive, but the Persian case was
nol altogethcr an unrcasonahle one. Mirza Ali, the Deputy Foreign Mimistcer,
Justlfibd his povernment's actions on the grounds that holding any
communication with Herat was a violation of Br&téln's neuirality, which,
in the event of war between ye§s1a and Afghanistan, 11 was bound by
ireaty to observe; and also that the &esseng@m was a Persian subject ‘
and therefore the Shah was entltled.to treat him as he saw fit., McNeill N
refuted such argumeLts at length and repeated his demand for redress,
also telling Stoddart to use every endeavour to make the Persian

government comply; but threec months has elapsed, the initial sense

of indignance had worn off, and there were more critical matters at hand.

McNeill was confident that the Persians would not take Herat in

the present campaign, although he admitted that it st always
difficult to prodkct the resultwith certainty in such contests between

< irregular armes. If the Shah was obliged to reﬁreat after an

o

unsuccessful siege, he concluded that "the consequences must tend very

N e o ey -
o

materially to weaken the Shah's government af%ygme, and to shake his

authority in several provinces." 0 McNeill would have viewed this with

;
&
P4
&
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ore
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#McNeill to Palmerston, 30 October 1837, (P.R.0)F.0.539/2, folio 4l.
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mixed feelings, since a weakened central government would be all the

more vulnerable to further Russian influence in 1ts affairs, which
was after all precisely what the Russians wanted. By November McNeill was
able to give lus predictions greater substance when reporting on the

. IS

state of the Persians army:

The intelligencel have 1ecerved of the condition of the Persian army
1s very unfavourable; no discipline was maintained, the troops fear

" their enemy, yet no precautions are taken against surprise, and 1t is

ihe opinion of Colonel Stoddart that the Shah and his whole camp are

al the mercy of fafty horsemen. The price of provisions in the camp '
being five or six times tlhe prices at Meshed and Mishapore, which are
only four of five caravan stages in the recar, indicates actual scarcaty,
and the army had still to perform nine marches through a country which
does not afford one day's supply, before it c?uld arrive al Herat.ll

—_
The cold weather also sepmed to be a significant factor and was
causing suffering among the men, while the horses were weak from
exposure, fatipue, and lack of forage, Nevefthc]ess, this did not
prévent the army from-capturing the fortress at Ghorian, which
chitulated {0 the Shah on 15th November after a siege lasting ten
days. Ghorian was a frontier fortress of Herat territory in the
direction of Persia and some forty miles from the city itself. Many
Persians and Afghans considered it stronger than Herat itself and its
relatively easy conquest must have been a gpur to the Shah's confidence
]

in his military capacity. From there the Persian army advanced to @

Herat, and the siege‘of the city was commenced,

1 McNeill to Palmerston, 27 November 1837, (P.R.0)F.0.539/2, folios 4l-42.
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The Quarlerly Review described the siege i1n the following

somewhat romanticised vein:
A memorable siege, 1n which the Afpghans displaved qualitices more
resembling 1he antique heroism of Greece and Rome than the military
character of modern Asiatics, and the Persian iroops alse gave proof
of the cwinent fitness of the men for all operations oi war which
require courage, endurance, and intelligence combined, 12
By the time McNexll wrote his amporiant despaich of 23rd February
1838 to Palmerston, the Shah's army had heen besieging Hevrat for
some threc monihs. The city was holding out, but against daunting
odds, which tended to temper McNeill's cautious optimism, but which
&’ .

increased his belief in its strategic importance.' The winter had
been mild with no snow, which was a fa&tor in the Shah's favour. His
army had been able to obtain provisions by sending foraging parties
into the digtricts around Herat; and the ability to obtain these

1 .
supplies had been greatly helped by the sending of a division north

v

eastwards in the direction of Maimané, the effect of which was to
prevent the powerful tribes there marching to-the relief of Herat or
disturbing the army's line of supplfu The Shah was thus holding

his position, but on the other hand he wés not making much progress
militarily against the city itself. Herat,was still able to maintain
communication with the surrounding cothry, and provisions were

plentiful in the city, cheaper in fact than in khe Pergian Camp. Moreover

|-

12 "Russia, Persia, and England," p.172 .
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( {he Persian trenches were attacked every night wilh considerable
effect, while a counter-altack had failed miserably. The Perslaﬁskhad
also used up mo;t of their heavy ammunition  and the Afghans had
succeeded 1n making good the breaches in their fortifications which
earlier sustained bombardment had inflicted. The éasualty rate amounted
to some thirty men killed daily on the Persian side compared with an
average of dne on the Afghan side. The Shah was determined to

persevere, but, realising that his present force was inadequate
to the task, he had sent orders to provincial governors to collect

¢

and send reinforcemenis, He had also sent orders for further amsunition,

-

but both these 1lems required twe or more months to procure,

In McNeill's view, the defence of Herat had . been very creditable

to 1ts inhabitanils, and the fact that the Shah's siege could be withstood

E
3

despite all the advantages to the Persian side enhanced the city's value
in his egtimation. He had always regarded the city as occupying an
important position as far as the security of India was concerned, but

/ now he was able to add:

I was not prepared to look}l on it as so strong and defznsible a place,

or as one so capable of being made a barrier to the advance of any

hostile Power; and I feel that, if Herat should fall into the hands of

any such Power, it would be an evil greater than I had hitherto believed

it would be,13 1
I

&
The fact that a Persian army of forty thousand men was able to feed

13 McNeill to Palmerston, 23 February 1838,(P.R.0)F.0.53p/1, folio 16 .
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1isell for such a long perrod, dOSpliC previous efforts of the )
Herat gavernment to JCbtroy or carty off the available crops was

pr00£ ihat a hostile army could move through the area without

sdfﬁorjng from hﬂnt;iand this too, McNeill argucs, gave great added

significance to the position of Herat and to the influence the

power  that held 11 could vxerciJe over the fpfure security of India,

McNe1Xl believed that i was of the hlghesy,égyortance to preserve ihe
independence of licrat or at heast 1o prevent its being brought under

Persian suzerainty since success there would inevitably lead the

Shah further into Afghanistan where|he would comé into more open

opposition to British influence and power, Thus 1f Britain interfered

directly now and forced the Shah io accept the equitable terms

offered by the Herat government, further progress into Afghanistan %
w;uld be arrested, future struggle for hegemony in that country could

be, avoided, and there would be a greater possibility of Britain being able
tq preserye its alliance“with Persia. Such interference would cause
irritation, but less than would be pfoduced by the need for.subsequent
interference to protect Qandahar, if Herat were to fall. )The most
obvious impediment, as McNeill saw it, to suc? action was the

stlpﬁlatlon of the ninth article of the Trealy of Tehran, but he continued:
’It can hardly be argued that this Article binds us to permit the unjust
and wanton destruction by Persia of the most valuable defences of India,
while the Shah appears to be acting in concert with, and prpmoting the

influence in those countries of that very Power, whose exclusion from_ them
has become the chief object of the alliance with His Persian Majesty.

1

!

) 14
( McNeill to Palmerston, 23 February 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 17. .
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So far, McNeill had discussed the situation and offered in N l
the broadest possible terms a remedy, while producing a plausible
justification for Britdin's ignoring the ninth article of the 1814 }
treaty. He had yet to s;uggest the exact form "this one act of
intex,‘ference" would take, or how indeed it would be effiected; and ’

Y

he had had little guidance by way 'of comprehensive instructions

| from either Palmerston or jAuckland, The seige looked as if it
might go on for many months, so the opportunity for effective
action still presented itself, a plan for which McNeill put forward

to the Foreign Secretary: .

If I were instructed to proceed to the Shah's camp, and distinctly
announce to His Majesty, that we.could not permit him to prosecute
a war which was injurious to our interests; and that if he should
determine to persevere, we should aid the Government of Herat, I
‘ am of opinion that he would feel the necessity of accepting an
equitable treaty.

If the siege was r‘lot proceeding well, such a remonstrance could

furnish the Shah with a pretext for abandoning the enlerprise; but

if there was a prospect of immediate success, it would doubtless y
/ fail to deter him, and in this case McNeill wvarned that "1t might be ‘, ,

. ) necessary to'go further and to inform rﬁﬁ@that even if he should/gake

Herat, he would not be permitted to retain it."15

McNeill was not being very specific in his intentions, but

the lack of definite instructions placed him*in a difficult position,

McNeill to Palmerston, 23 February 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 17.
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The tenor of Ins despatch was a quarture from that of those
hitherto: hie clearly felt that the British 1interests in India and 1n
Persia i1tscltl could no longer be defended by polite notes of protest,
and the time had come for him to remohs{rate personally with the
Shah, fully backed by an Indian government that would be prepared to

use force as an ultimate sanction. He wrole to Colonel Sheil:

My opinion 1s that Lord Auckland musi{ now take a decided course,

and declare that he who 1< not with us 1s apgainst us, -and shall

be treated accordingly. 1f ilhe Shah should take llerat, we shall not
have a moment to lose, and the stakes will in my opinron be the

highest we have yet played for. We must be secure 1in Afghanistan

able to check and punish intrigues carried on there againsl our peace in

> India, able 1o exclude Toreign agenis and amssaries from all that Ar

country, or our security in India will e greatly diminished, and o
eapenses there very largely increased,10

This was written towards the beginning of Februaiy and McNeill was
st1ll officially guaded by Auckland's-letter of 15th September qf 5
the previous year, in which the Governor-General had been
characteristically cautious although he had promised to write more
éxplicitly in a few weeks or months. This he did wn 27th January
and the letter reveals remarkable complacency on the part of Auckland.
He explained to McNeill ihat he had decided against delivering a
formal remonstrance to the Shah, partly because of what he saw as the

inhabiting factor posed by the ninth article of khe 1814 treaty,

16
Extract in Sheil to Palmerston, 13 April 1838,(B.L.) Add. MS
Broughton 36469, folios 5-8 ,
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partly because he felt that the Shah' would ignore the remonstrance
anyway; and so "it wbuld be best to leave you quite free to act
o
upon your own excellent judgement and upon the insiructions which/
you may have received from home." Speaking of the actual military
¥

progress of the Persians, Auckland told the envoy that he had been
‘;ﬂ s

LN

surpri sed and di sappointed by the quick advance of the arny ahid

the easy fall of Ghoriam, but he_ avoided committing himself vasﬂ to
the action to be taken should the Persians meet with success at
Herat, 1n which event "an opening will be given to new entanplements
and to new speculatiﬁms with which we must deal as best we mzHy,
though until] they come nearer to us wes shall have but little power
of directly ~controlling them,"17 Thus Auckland was leaving matters
to McNei1ll, while reminding him of the British position under the’
1814 treaty. Palmerston too did not feel inclined to issue specific

instructions, althopgh both were to have reappraised their working

speculations quite dramatically by the early summer.

On 8th March, McNeill wrote to Palmerston —~ he had written to
£
Auckland the day before - ,to inform him that he had decided to go to

the Shah's camp'to endeavour by every means in my power to induce

his Majesty to conclude a Treaty with Shah Kamran, and to raise the

17" Auckland tb McNeill, 27 Janhary 1838, (B.L.) Add.MS. Auckland

37692, folios 106~ 109.
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siege of Herat." Ie had not as yet received Auckland's letter of
27t£1 Jamuary but had mzuxag;od to gain some impression of 1ts content
from Lieutenant Leech who had acquainted him with the letter's
exisfcence z'md with the information that the Governor-General had

&

» told him'in the letter to "mediate between the Shah and th}c\%Ghovernment

daet ™

of Heral; that his Lordship required that the integrity of Herat

should be preserved, and proposed to withdraw the Shah from Herat

by Trealy or otherwise."” In other words, McNeirll was proposing

to put the defence of Braitish intervests in India ,above being bound

{0 the now somcwhat meaningless terms of the 18l4 treaty. lHe

confessed to Palmerston that he did not feel confidenl of success,

"inless some demonstration of force should be made to alarm the Shah," - oo
but thought that there was a prospect of persuading the Shah to

withdraw sufficiently promising to :justify the attempt.ls T.wo days

later, he left Tehran.

¢

It was to be expected that McNeill's departure would not go °
unopphﬂsegl and shortly after his leaving Tehran, he received a letter

from Mirza Masud, the Foreign Minister, maintaining that the British

minister's presence near Herat might produce grcater confidence and

¢ resistance on the part of the besieged and this would be injurious to ,
| Persian interests. McNeill left the note unanswered but believed it ';
| 3

l ¥
18 3

McNeill to Palmerston, 8 March 1838,(P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 23.
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to have been instigated 'by Count Simonich, who, as far as he was

aware at the time, had decided against proceeding to Herat., . MceNeill
had 1o0ld Palmerston thatche hoped to arrive at the Shah's camp oun the
5th or 0th Apral and he was writing despatches from there to the
Foreipgn Secretary;andxto the Governor-General on the 11th., He was

now able at first hand to sitness the military operations and concluded

[

lhat the Persian army was making little progress, although if the Shah
o
was able to keep up - present blockade indefinitely. the tewn

mist ultimately fall. Yét to do this, the Shah required suppllos\for

his troops, and those of the swrrounding commtrysiile were nearly

exhausted. As a result, the Persian troops were suffering great ”’/"’/,//’“———-\

privations and their powers of endurance 'were begiming to fail.
Arfhngoments for the regular supply of a considerable amount of provisions
had to be made if the enterprise was not to be abandoned, and, McNeill .

belicved, it was success or failure in this respect on which the fate
—~
of Herat appeared to depend. »

-
5]

° In his despatch of 11th April to Palmerston, McNeill enclosed
a copyrdf a draft of the proposed treatly between the Shah and the
Chief of Qanéahar, guaranteed by the Russian ambassador at Tehran, the
object of which was to unite Qandahar and Herat under Kohendil Khan,

the ruler of Qa?dahar, and make the state nominally subject to Persia,
|

McNeifl saw this as a mere front for the extension of Russian influence

o

. Y
into Afghanistan: the terms of the treaty made the state a protegle of

1
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Russia, 1n that they gave Russia the authority to interfere darectly

4

in the affairs of Qandahar and to compel Persia to defcnd ithe country
against Britain or any olher supposedly hostile nation., All this
served to confirm MecNeill's belief 1n the importance of prevonting the”
fall of~ﬁerat. If th;s gappenod, it would destroy Britain's position
in Afghanistan, The news he had reccived from Alexander Burnes in

Kabul corroborated such sentiments - Captain Vithieviteh was sii1ll .

‘ N

there and the outcome of his negotiations there depended on ilhe result -
of the Shah's enterprise against Ilerat. McNeill reiterated his

. L)
conviction that Britain need no loPger feel bound to act according to

the exact terms of the 1814 treaty, and referring, perhaps slightily
Y -

b1tter1§, to what he had gathered to he the Indlaanovornment's attitude, he
\ o

concluded; ) ' s

Yet I apprchend that the Indialr Government is deterred only by a
scrupuigus regard to good faith, from taking active measures to secure
the integraty, 1f not the independence of Herat. I trust, however,

o

that theréﬂmay yet be time to take a more decided course; and 1 do not hesitate

to repegt my conviction that if our only object were to preserve as long
as possible the alliance of Persia that object could best be effected by -
preventing her from taking Herat.l9

The day after sending this, McNeill sent a copy of his dé&spatch
to Auckland to London for Palmerston's information, and in this an even
more explicit account of his views and intentions is to be found. McNeill's

reception at the Shah's camp was far from warm. At Ghorian he had

received a note from the Deputy Foreign Minister telling him that it was the

Shah's wish th&% he did not advance beyond there. McNeill did not comply,

[N

~
5
©

1 .
9 MoNeill to Palmerston, 11 April 1838,(P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 26.
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but it was evident on his arrival al the camp that his acquaintances

among the Persian Court had been forbidden to communicate with lam.

1

The ambassador was however able to insist on an audience ol the Shah in

‘

order to pnesent his credentials from the new Queen, and this was granted.

On the day he was writing this despatch to Auckland, he had called on

\

ithe Prime Minister, to discover the sort of impression his interview witlh

the Shah had made. He gathered +that it had been not altogether unfavourable

and the initial irritatron caused by his defving yhe Shah’'s wishes by
coming at all had been overcome. Still he saw as one of the great
obstacles to his success the expected arrival at the'camp of the Russian
minister, Count Simonich. He believed that th? Russian envoy would

unquestionably do\all he could te prevent a treaty being concluded

with Herat in which he himself was not mediator.

dn the whole McNei1ll was of the opinion that a display or at
least a demonst;;tion of acinal force would be necess;ry to induce the
Shah to desist ffom the entd&prisc against Herat: "two or three thousand
good irregular horse, and a few guns, and an enterprlsing\commander would
be sufficient." McNeill was|granted a second interview with the Shah
on I}Eh April,énd on*this occasion he intended to point out to the
Persian government thét their proceedings in Afghanistan were a flagrant

|

violation of the spirit of a\treaty intended to give security to India

and\destructive of the whole object of the alliance. Thus the British

government would be fully justified "in decléring the Treaty at an end,

v >}
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and in taking such active measures as 1t may find necessary to E
protect 1tself against the evils which Persia, for ihe furtherance of
her own unjust ends, is hringing upon us.'" If the Shah were to persevere
ging up 1

in the siege, the British government might have to remove the Persaian

20
army by force, 1f necessary, as a measure of self-defence,

McNe1ll went on to J‘,ell Auckland of a report he had reccivedthat
among otilher things stated that\ Dost Mohammed of Kabul, had a]]owe‘d
passage through his territories for British and Sikll‘h*oops, and
a combined fiorce was actually on the march. In his present belligerent
mood, 1his was wishful thinking, and the recport pr'ovod to be unfounded,
but McNe1ll's subsequent comments, being a development of his previously
mentioned notion of the possible need of force to remove the Persian
army, merit attention. He considered a small force sufficient to cut

. off the Shah's commnications and supplies and thereby force him after
a time to raise the- siege. /However‘, a stronger body would serve the

purpose of establishing British influence in Persia and all Central Asia, and

it would convince the governments of these countries that they were

-
- \

within Britaih's reach, of which they were hitherto unaware. He told .

L
Auckland that the I’Lrsian governmendt did/nmlise that the distance
between Herat and Tabriz, whence a large portion of the Shah's army had
: marched,* was equal to the distance from Herat to the India frontier, and

1 L]
that it failed to conceive the possibility of seeing British troops %dvmlce

o

McNe‘ill to Auckland, 11 April 1838,(P.R.‘0.)F.0.539/1, folio 25. .
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in the direclion of Herat; he.continued:

When I look to the conclusive evidence of concert belween Persia

and Russia in ilheir proceedings in Afghanistan, which has transpired,

and to the probable consequencesof the success of these proceedings to

the security and to the internal tranquillity of British India, T ,
have no hesitation in expressing my personal opinion, that nolwithstanding
ihe terms of the Treaty the British Govermment would be fully justified

in teking up arms to protect its own interests in this quarter.

As to Russia's reaction and the lengths that country‘mPght be prepared

to go, McNe1ll conjectured that it would not hazard a misunderstanding wi th
Britain for the sake of putting the Shah in possession of Herat; he

“continued:
. i
Whatever length she might be prepared to go to forward the Shah's views,
she would undoubtedly be prepared to go much further, if the Shah
were in possession of lerat, It appears to me also that any decided |2
measures, which your Lordship might deem il advisable to adopt now, would .
decide the question before Russia could possibly act, even were she
prepared to do so, which I am satisfied she is not.2i

Both the communications to Palmerston and more especially to Auckland ”
contained as candid language as McNeil} had hitherto used in any of |

his despatches. The Shah was doubtless dispirited at his lack of

progress in the campaign, and McNeill may well have felt, that more direct

threatening tactics against the Persian government might have their

effect, hoping in fact that blatant intimidation might succeed where

- normal diplomatic intercourse had failed. Moreover he realised that he

had to do this quickly,since any positioﬂ of influence he might have

@

begun to attain would shortly disappear: he had,learnt\that Count Simonich

had left Tehran for the Shah's camp some twelve days after his own departure

21 JcNeill to Auckland, 11 April 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 25-26.
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and when he arraived has presence there wghld have the effect of

negating McNeilltls efforts to induce the Shah to accept his offer of
moﬁiaLlon. It would be rcasonable to suppose that Simonich's decision
was a direct consequence of McNeill's own departure, but iy is 1o be
gatherﬁd from information Palmersion received fromﬂ%he British consul

at Tabriz that the Russian ambassadpr was 1n faet agting on orders he

s

had recerved from St, Petersburg, and the time factor would not wave

. 1
enahled {the Russian government already to have been acquainted with

McNe1ll's recent initiative. The rcason behind these orders must

-

al present remain a mystery, b&t whatever 1t was, Simonich's arrival

1
at the camp must he seen as significantly weakening McNeall's bargainang
position. The British envoy himself realised this but attributed

%

-Simonich's departure for the Camp to his own initiative:

I lecarn that Count Simonich on hearing of my intention to go to Camp
immediately decided on proceeding at the same time. His object no
doubt is to have a share in any negotlatigns that may cnsue and I
feel that his presence there will be a source of continual embarrassment
to me by uphglding the unreasonable pretensions of Persia.22

Nevertheless, before the arrival of Count Simonich, McNeill had

|

begun to make some progress }n trying to bring abbut an end to the siege
by negotiation. He had succeeded in persuading the Shah to allow a
British officer, Major Todd, to cnter Herat to ascertain that government's -
Lttitude towards a settlement, and 1f it was favourable to bring back
with him a representative empowered to make a bind}ng agreement, The
letter of reply that Major Todd brought back frongthe Herat vizier, Yar

Mohammed Khan, entrusted to McNeill the negotiating of any arrangement

he might consider advisable, provided that Britain should undertake to

22 McNeill to Palderston, 10 March 1838, (H.M.C.) Broadiands 12889, GC/MA/50 .
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guarantee Persian observance of any resulting treaty. The Shah was

at ﬁhls Juncture relatively well disposed towards a negotiated

settlement and no longer insisted that his placing of a Persian

garrison in the'town or his assessing and appropriating of the

country's revénueb were preconditions of peace. He too wished the
British government to be a guarantor of the treaty and still required
that Kamran should renounce the title of Shah and that his vizier

should come to wait upon him at his camp. Howéver, Major Todd was .
of the opinion that these lalter points could well be resolved if

McNeill himself were allowed to enter the town to discuss the matter

with the HerLt government, The British officer then reported ?he

results of his visit to the Persian Prime Minister and later ‘the SKah
summoned McNeill and proposed concluding an immediate settlement
provided Kamran himself came to waii upon him in camp and that he

give written acknowledgement that Hor?t wa§ Persian territory. ~
McNeill repli;d, as he told Palmerstoﬁ{_”that the people of Jlerat
were now fighting for their independence, and that I saw no
prospect of lheir being induced to agree to a proposal which went
to sacrifice it."23 71 seems that %< Shah had ordered his troops
to prepare for a general assault that night,'bdt McNeill prevéiled

apon him to call a truce while he himself went into the town to N

put forward the Shah's propesition to the Herat government.

2 McNe1ll to Palmerston, 12 May 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 27.
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i
McNeill described his approach %o the town in the following
account to Baillie Iraser: v
b -
T{ was about ninec o'clock at might when I got to the quarters of the .

Persian officers commanding in the trenches opposite the south-east
angle of the town. FEverything had been prepared for an assault; the
Persian troops were in good spirits, and high in their hopes of
victory and plunder, and 1n anticipation of that uncontrolled exercise
of  arbiirary powerj~even for a few hours, which, 1 eapect, has an
attraction for the soldier as strong as,> and quite i1ndependent of, the
gratifications 1t may cnable ham to procure. High above our heads
were the lofly towers of Herat, with cach flaming light blazing like

a comet. The balls from the battlemenis came sharp and frequent,
whistling®by; the hooshar bash of the Afghans repcated from poat

to post was not the cry of the, drowsy sentincl, but the quick stern
warning of men who were looking for the first 1ush of the encmy.

1n the Afghan trenches opposite to us was my friend, Futteh Mohammed
Khan who had been Epvoy in Persia...

McNeill passed into the Afghan trenches, the truce was announced and

"the night which had been destined for carnage became one of relaxation

Iy -
and enjoyment."Q& On entering the town, he was rcceived by Yar Mohammed

Khan and spent most of the night in conversation with him. A draft of
a,treaty was agreed by which the Herat government éonceded all the Shah's
demands other than those which prejudiced the countr&'s independent
status.25 However, before {zaving the town, McNeill heard of the
arrival of Count Simonich at th%ﬂpersian camp and realised that the
Russian minister would use all his 1nf1uencg4§§i§hggif_ggz negotiations

—

~

N

!
! Macalisten, pp. 213-214. J {
I

2
> Draft Treaty and Kamran's demands are given in the Appendix.
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1

and encourage the Shah to prosecute the siege.
1

The timing of Simonich's arrival on the morning of 20th

"April  could not have been more importunate for McNeill, and
on returning to the camp, he noticed a chaﬁge in the Shah's manner

. now "peremptory and abrupt."26 The Shah rejec;ed the broposed
treaty and insisted that his suzerainty over Heral be aclmowledged,
commanding, as McNeill related to the Herat vizier, that "either f
the whole people of Herat shall make their submission and acknowledge
themselves my subjects, or I wil%/?ake possession,of the &ortress

27

by force of arms, and make them obedient and submissive.," McNeill '

rejected this demand of the Shah, and shorély afterwards, the Shah, C
{ using the pretext that the Heratis wenztéking advantage of the truce '
to repair the breaches in the town's defences, ordered that firing |
recommence. McNeill reported that Simonich was proffering advice
and money for the Persian troops, as well as\|putting an officer

of the Etat-Major at the disposal of the Shah to help in the

constructing of batteries and other offensive operations against

——

-

the town. . o

2 |
Despite this, McNeill felt it desirable to keep épen the .
channels of negotiation and wrote to Yar Mohammed Khan stating the ! \é

Shah's objections to the proposed treaty. He also wrote two

strongly worded official notes to the Persian Prime Minister, and following

)
26 McNeill to Palmerston, 12 May 1838,(P.R,0.) F.0.539/1, folio 28.

( 27 McNeill to Yar Mohammed Khan, Inclosure in ibid., folio 30.
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;o1 their delavery and the inconclusive replies, he withdrew himself

from all personal communication with the Shah and his government.
Ten days of this solf—unposcd 1solation elapsed before he received

a note from the Prime Minister inviting him te take part in further
discussion. At thas lmeetlng MeNeill was assured that the Persian
goverpment had no other oigject than toe obtain sccurity for Persian
tC‘l‘l‘]TtOI‘y and subjects together with the restitution of prisoners,
for all of which the draft treaty had provided. Thus 1t appeared
that now the Persians were willing to agree to the treaty wath some
slight modifications, provided that Britain would 'guarantee 1ts
fﬁ\lfll]ment and observance. MeNe1ll was reluctant to take upon
hlgpself such responsibility without specific instructions but
nex}'ertheless agreed to, simce rt was a means of preserving Herat's
in&ependence and thereby, as McNeill saw it, Britain's influence

in the countries between Persia and the Indus, objectives of both
the Britlish amd Indian governments. Algo McNeill "had every reason
to believe that the Russian Minister would not have hesitated to make
his own Government the guarantee of this Treaty, as he had m‘ade 1t for

|
that with Kandahar, and thus to acquire for it a new right .of interference

in the affairs of both countries."28 However when McNe1ll sugges'ted'
his going once more inio the town of Herat to get that gogvernment's
ratification of the treaty, the Persian government was once again

hesitant and raised various complications in order to stall him. The

Shah then went on to try to get more favourable terms by annexing new

.
McNeill to Palmerston, 12 May 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 28.
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conditions to the already agreed treaty: f1ﬂ3nc1al indemnity for

|
the losses and privations s army had sustained. MeNeall atiributed
this furthﬁf,change in the Shah's views to the arraval of a messenger
from Qandahar with letters from Kohendil Khan promising the Shah
a1d against llerat. The messenger also assured the Persians that
Dost Mohbmmed of Kabul did not intend to mal\;(:yr attempt to 1elieve

%
Herat. Thus McNeill concludes: n

-

Relreved from the serious apprehensions he had entertained on thas
subject, and bribed and urged on by the Russian Mihister with so much
.cagerness that the Shah feared it would give umbrage to the Russian
Government, 1{ he desisted till Herat should have been taken, 1t would
nét be wonderful if he should decide on prosecuting the s1ege.29'

1t was inevitable, as McNe1ll himself realised, that Simonich's
presence at the camp would all but destroy any hopes MeNeirll had
enterta1neé‘of mediating successfully. The rest of April and May '
was thus characteriged by a struggle for influence over the Shah between
3 the two representatives, While McNeill's being there was und&ubtedly
b l an inhibiting fac%gr in Simonich's ability fully to apply the unofficial
expansionlrt policy of his government, and although at times it did
app;ar that McNe1ll was making some headway with the Shah, expecially
. a1n conversation, neveriheless the Russian mimister always ultimately

held the trump card, in that he could play on Mohammed Shah's thirst

for military glory. Despite this, McNeill persisted in trying to

McNerll to Palmerston, 12 May 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folio 29.
Refﬁreuce to "bribed" was omitted from the published versiotm

- ' |
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persuade the Shah to ra?s@ the siege. On l4th May he reported to
Palmerston that the proposed commercial treaty, which had been onc of {he
less prominent objectives of his mission, had been agreed to by the
Shah, and the latter had even promised to issuc to firman or
roval edict acknowledging Mr. Bonham asycommer01a1 agent in Tabriz.
Yet as was becoming apparent, the Shah's spoken undertakings often \
bore little relation to the written ones of the povernment, and McNeill
was to bring up the question of the commercial tyeaty again in his

(e

d Palmerston that he

memorandum of a couple of days' later. He also
had been ﬁnable to obtain redress for the 1ll-treatmeni of the
mosseigor or for the threatening behaviour against the residency in
Bushire. Furthermore, orders had been given prohibiting people in
the camp from visiting bhim, and rumours discreditable to the British

were being deliberately circulated:

To su¢h an extent has the system of annoyance been carried, that 1 h dk
sometimes doubt whether I am justified in submitting to it any longer;

but I await your Lordship's replies lo the letters carried to England N
by Colonel Sheil before I venture to deTide.BO R ¥

By the 17th of the month, McNerll had received Palmerston'$
A
despatch of 12th February which said little more than that his conduct
hitherto had beeﬁbapproved of. It must, however, have been a fillap

to McNeill's flagging morale., At an audience on 16th May, McNeill

v ®

30 McNeill to Palmerston, 14 May 1838 (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folio 34 -
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delivered a memorandum to,the Shah in which he set out the |
conditlions necessary for the ;ontlnuapce of Bratain's amicable
relations with Persia. Tho‘foncludlng of an equitable arvangement

with the govevrnment of Herat f;guredﬁnost prom1ﬁént1y in these
conditions, but McNei1ll was also concerncd to receive redress for

the incidents against his messengeriand in Bushare, by which he

might hope to restore some of the Britlsh mission's rapidly

diminishing prestige. Thus he additionally demanded the punishment
of thn&orespons1ble for the attack on the mpssenger, the abandonment

by the Persian government of its claim to punish the Persian servants
of the.mlséion without reference to the envoy, and the removal from
office for the Governor of Bushire and the punishment of those
responsible for the thrcats and 1nsults to the British residency there;b
he also incvuded in his memorandum as a condition the conclusion of

a commerciaf agrecment which would place the British commercial

agentis on the same footing as consulsoof oter powers°31 By t?e

end of the auhlence, after much argument on McNeill's part, the British \\\“
minister was able to gather that the Shah would abandon his claims to
sovereignty over Herat and would accept the treaty that had been proposed,
provided that he could be furnished Qith a reason which would enable

him to withdraw with honour, and suggested that one such reason would

be if he were under the threat of being attacked by Britain. McNeill

replied %hat he was at libertyto tell his subjects whatever he tWOught

31 Inclosure iq McNeill to Palmerston, 17 Ma& 1838,(P.R.0.) F.O.539/1,

|
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fit, but that there was no better reason than the fear of losing
Britain's friendship. At a further moot]x;g of the two, the Shah
was to return to the notion that he should be threatened by the
British 'n order to have an honourable pretext, and he wanted this

-

in writing, to which McNeill agreed.

,

As was now to be expected, the success McNei1ll mighi "be seen to.
have derived was short-lived. Fiarstly, there was a dispute about the
content and even the physical size of the threatening letter, and on
19th May the British envoy rece{vod a letter from *the Deputy Forepgn
Minister which was a somewhat ga;blod but studied evasion of McNeill's
demands and nh](ﬁ scemed to i1ndicate that the Persian gover;ment wantted
a large sum of money as 1ts price for abandoning the campaign against
Herat. McNeill replied that nothing was to be gained from pursuing
such a course and al an audience ten days later on 30th May, he pointed
out to the Shah ho* the written communications of his ministers were
so totally al variance with what he had agreed to 1n conversation.

The Shah replied that he agreed to MeNeill's demands and that a letter
would be wraitten accordingly, but when on 1st June McNeill receaved
this lelter, it again did not accord with the Shah's spoken words,
While some concessions were made to the other points in McNeill's

memorandun, the letter asserted the Shah's right to prosecute his

- campaign against Herat and treated as an impingement oh his independence
t‘\ ‘ [
X X

the terms of the letter McNeill had given him as the honourable pretext

o

il
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for concluding an agrecement - terms which had at first been objected
to as not sufficicnt]y explicit and unequivocal, and which were now
being labelled ;; contrary to the tenor of McNeill's previous
representations as to the advagtages and benefils to be derived from

complying with the British government's wishes. .As McNeill doubtless

<
correctly surmised when commenting on the affair {o Palmerston: Y

-

This letter bore strong internal evidence of being a translation into
the Persian from some European language; and from this fagt, as well
as from the manner in which the-subject of Herat was treated, and from
other circumstances, I could not doubt that my letter to the-.Shah had
been communicated to the Russian Mihister, and that this the second
answer to that letter, had either been prepared al'together by His
Excellency, or at least partly from a Draft in French furnished by

the Russian mission. B ’

¢
o

It was hardly surprising that the British minister was becoming
somewhat exasperated at his present standing and at the way he and his

deceds were being manipulated. Apart from the complete fickleness in

the attitude of .the Persian government to the proposed treaty, tﬂ;\\{“‘\\\\\\ﬁ\-~—/

threatening letter McNeill had furnished in good faith had been turned
against him albeit skilfully to reflect unfavourably on his acti;ns.
Morcover most of the members of the court were prohibited from having
any conta;t with him, and the British mission in éeneral was falling

into a discreditable position by'submitting to the slights and

disrespects so meekly. Hitherto McNeill had been at paiﬁs to avoid

breéking with the Persian government but was now determined to bring

o L]

32 McNeill to Palmerston, 25 June 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/1, folio 37 .
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-9
the matter to a hecad. Consequently he requested that a mchméndar

be appointed to conduct him to the irontier, hoping that this request

‘would joli the Shall and his minisiers into a more accommodating
: %

attitude, McNei1ll too was preparqd‘tcgmakc concessions in the interestis

of harmony, and he by now realised that with Simonich's presence 1t ’
3.‘ ' o
{

was- futile on his part in insisl as a condiiion of his staying the
!

concluding of an equatable arrangement with Herat: after all this was

-
L

the subjecl most difficult to resolve and the reason for his being at
the camp in the first place. So he” produced a further memorandum
repeatlnghﬁis demand for redress of the outstanding grievances as well
as the malter of the commercial treaty, but leaving out all reference
to a settlement with ﬁerat.:é From theoPérsian,reactlon, 1t éecame

obvious to McNei1ll that the government was now gaing to lry to lay

the whole weight of the gdiscussiesm on the commercial treaty.so as tlo :

0

divert attentien’from the other is%ues at hang; So again, McNeall

diluted his conditions further and told the Deputy Foreign Mimster

o

that he would not insist on the-immediate conclusion of this treaty
as a condition of remaining, but would make this dependentil solely on
the Persian government's compliance with his demands for reparation

for the ouistanding issues. The answer to this letter was an:

G

unequivocal denial that any indignity had been offered, and if there had

been, il was up to ﬁcWeill to pfove it.

~ I3

¢

It was obvious that the Persian government was not in any way

¢
L}
K
P
a:;.
'

prepared to be the least accéﬁmodating over McNeill's demands, and, for,

L

s
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McNe1ll there was no point in his ﬁemalulng in the Shah's canmp, 1f he

was merely to suffer further indignities. On Oth June he restaied his

~ request for a mehmendar, and although none was. provided before his

. “ depariure, he struch his flag the following day and set out for Meshed

and Tehran.
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The Herat (risis as 1t 1s to be seen following McNeill from
Tcehran o the Shal's camp and from there on the dispiriting journcy
towards the lurkish frontier gives u rather sad testimony to DBratish
prestige and influence in Persia. The British minister took 1t as
a personal failure that he had not succeeded in persuading.the Shah
to raise the siege, hutl such eraticism levelled 1n the context ?f
historical appraisal 1s unfair. As has been shown, McNeill was
constanlly striving to make fresh overtures to the Shah and his
government lo brang aboul a settlement, pfov1ded that Herat's

independence was nol compromised and provided that he received al least

I

minimal redress for the'nncidents relating to ille Bushire residéncy
and to his ¢wn messenger, It was failure Lo rececive a satisfactory
response regarding these latter affairs which finally made 1t obvious

to him that the Shah, being sufficiently confident of thie supporti of the

4
Russian minister, had no intention of meeting his least request.

However McNeill's sirenuous but ultimately vain efforts in
this respect were only part of his overall contribution to political
developmenty at this‘per1od. The role of Lmiddloman” between London
and India and the effects on political {hinking that it was producing
in both these places were also extremely important and arguably of
greater corsequence ig the longer tefm. It will be remembered that one

of the problems with which McNeill h%d to cope was how he should act

when not given precise instructions from either Palmersion or® Auckland,

-
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Both men condd have intended this so as to éivghthe man on the %pot

as free a hand as possible; yet conversely the device could be used
w?g repudiate his action; 1f political expedieme clsenhere‘domundod 1t,

and the excuse could be offered thatl he was exceeding his instructiongs.

Such a fate was nol’ to befall MeNeall, although 1t was in symilar

" circumstances that his Rﬁssiun counterpart, Count Simonich, was ultimately
displaced: 1n this case 1t was also a guestaron of the tacitl repudiation
of an unofflicral line of policy rather than just the actions of a
single man. Tt is perhaps somewhat callous to see this consideration
as-motlvating Palmerston, #nd it would be fairer to attrabute WJS
reluctance to instruct his ambassador precisely to a realisation that
ihe inevitable {iwo month 1ime lag in communicating such insiructions would

t

have doubtless rendered them no longer relevant

ithe time they.arrived;

and besides which,' the Foreign Secretary placed gijeat)trust in McNeillls

judgement and realised that the envoy was far bett ?igiﬁiifif/y%%p the \

. N \/ Alats

S
intricacies of the situation than he could ever hope to be. Consequently
he generally restricted his replies to expressions of approval of the
™~
envoy's conduct. This should not, however, allow it to be assumed that
there was a lagk of inrerest on Palmerston's part, even 1f at times he
{

felt thal therc were matters in Europe of a more pressing nature,
Palmerston had a'world view of politics and relations with Russia were
important, irrespective of where they actually took p¥ace., It is evident

that McNeill's letters and despatches were 'closely scrutinised by

)
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Palmerston and his cabinet colicagues, particularly John Cam
Hobhouse, President of the Board of Control, and ihq]r deliberations

wereg ultimately, perhaps in McNe11l's view somewhat belatedly, to be

given eipression in decisive a&tlon.

\
On 3rd February 1838, Palmerstion received McNe1ll's report of

the fall of Ghorian, sent early in December of the previous year,

and three days later he reccived the désputch in which ﬁcNCJll gave
the account of the 1nsult to his medsenger., On 12(h of the same
month, the Foreign Secretary intimated 1o his en§oy the government's

approval of his conduct but'sald that he delayed sending further
instructions unti1l the answer [rom the Persian govcrnmcnt~t0 McNeill's “\
dAnand for redress was known. By the middle of March, Palmerston had
learnt from a copy of Auckland's reply to McNeill's request for a
¥emonstrance to be delivered to the Persian government, which Mcﬁeill

had enclosed with one of his dcspatches,xthat the Governor-General

was as yet unwilling to have the Indian government committed directly

in Persian affairs and was relying on McNeill's judgement. Palmerston

decided to act likewise and wrote accordingly on 16th March.

In addition to the trust that Palmerston placed in McNeill's
judgement, this unwaillingness to give specific instructions also stemmed
partly from a certain complacency which McNLillluntil only recently
had ?ncouraged in the tenor of his despatches, and partly from the

knowlmdge that any suggestion of positive act%on would be received

unfavourably by most of his colleagues, other than Sir John Hobhouse,

a
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However this did not\moan that Palmerston and Hobhouse did not

PN
k)

foresce the possibly zmminent occasion when a more direct approach
would be required, At the beginning of April, Palmerston recerved
information from the British ambassador in St. Petersburg that

Russia was planning a military expedition from Orenburg to Bokhara,
abhd on 7th April h% wvrote to McNeir1ll asking him to find out further

1

.
information aboul this proposed expedition and commenting:

1t will not escape your observation, that this intended expedition
affords some confirmation of the reporls which you have made in

your despuatches Nos, 83, 89, and 105, of the objects of Captain
Vikovich's Mission to Cabool, and that an extensive operation in the
countries near Bokhara may possibly be contemplated by the Nussian
Government, for which they are desirous to obtain the co--operation
of the Ruler of Cabool: or it may be, that the objert of the
Russian expedition i1s to co-operate with the Persian forces in an
attack bn Khiva....l

Also 1n April, Lieutenant-Colonel Justin Sheil, Secretary to
Legation al Tehran, returned to London on leave. He had clearly
been bxiefod by McNeill to try to stir up as much concern a% possible
for the situation in Persia among the members of the government.
As has been seen, in a letter to %geil, McNeill expressed dissatisfaction
with Auckland's insiructions and made a plea for decisive action. In
this same letter, of which Sheil forwarded exiracts to Palmerston
annotated with his own covments, McNeill emphasised éﬁe ease with -

whlcﬁ the Shah had fed "40,000 mouths” and continued:

Palmerston to McNe1ll, 7 April 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2,folio 48.
The published version (P.P.no.67) leaves out all reference to this.
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Fuviahh 18 1T find a country abounding 1n grain, antd there remains no
lonper any doubt on my mind that an army of 50-60 or 70,000 men

mipght be marched to Xandahar, or even to Caubul, and if to Caubul

also ito Tndra, without any difficulty on the store of supplies. This

T confess 1 was not prepared for, 1 did not believe {hat so large

a force could be supplied for so long a time at Herat. It 1s 1ruc
that this is a year of more than ordinary abundance, but 1t must be
adpitted that 1t 1s by no means impossible to move a large force thro!
PCLSJQ to Herat. This is an important consideration, which I am the
more desirous to atiract attention to, as I have perhaps done something
to give currency td the opposite opinion, 2

<

In a separate memorandum, Sheil commented that the government shguld not
awart knowing the outcome of Mc¢Neill's demand fo# redress before acting.
He was of the opimion that such expédients as breaking off diplomatic
relations were ansufficient to curtail the drastic decline of British
prestige in Persia, and that the Persian government would only be
impressed by a sh&w of strength, Echoing McNeill's sentiments, he

reconmended the occupation of the island of Kharaq and suggested that it

should be retained until satisfaction had been obtained from the Shah.
' v

He also advocated the occupation of Bushire and even proposed that their VoL

permanent retention would be strategically and commercially desirable:

" The mouths of the Euphrates would then be under our command, and
)

Bagdad, the south of Persia, and Arﬁbia would be unde* our influence." J

~a

/

s

e
Sheil to Palmerstén, 13 April 1838, (B.L.) Add.MS. Broughtor 36469,
folios 5-8,

3 Memorandum by Sheil, 12 March 1838, cited in J.B. Kelly, Britain and the ”
§ Persian Gulf 1795-1880, (Oxford:1968), p.293.
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ln;She11's view, the only objectiion t{hat might be raised to such a
line of action would be that Russia mipght feel at liberiy 1o make
corresponding territorial acquisitions 1n the north, while the Shah

might feel himself driven to make a clogser aliiance with RudFié.

. Such eventualities, though, he considered less important than the

damaging cffects of a passive policy.

Y
[N T ™

As yet Palmerston was not prepared to be:won over to a more
1
1 i

agresgive approach to the erisis in Persia. He passed the letter on to
llobhouse whose opinion was less reserved thau Lhau of his leader, Illc
believed that 1t was the attitude of other members of the Cabinet that
was holding Palmefston back from taking a more positive stance; in'his
reply, he told him this quite bluntly:

1 should press upon you the expediency of coming to some detlermination
reéppcting not only our relations with Persia, but also our diplomalic
operdtions in the Afghan states, were it not that I know too well how
mich you are occupied by matters nuch nearer home, and were I not equally
well aware of the disinclination of the Cabinet to consider any subject
merely connected with our Indian Empire. T am however fully persuaded
that the time will shortly arrive when you will have to speak to tihe
Shah in very different language from that which has hitherto been held
to him; if not to make some demonsiration to convince him that, if he
knows the way to India, we can show him a road leading from Bushire to
Ispahan, -
The changing tenor of McNeill's communications had not gone unnoticed

‘ |

by Hobbouse; and he was critical of this newly discovered sense of

urgency:




136.

\
1

I am rather surprised his discovery of the real obstacles or

facilities of a march from the Persian frontier, through the Afghan

states to the Tndiev, should have been made at so late a period., low

can we al home be expected to be well informed enough to direct, when

ithose on the spot or near the scene of action, are i1gnorant of facts

on the knowledge of vhich alone any safe judgement can be formed?

Here 1s a man who has passed his best days in Persia and India, and for

many years has becn employed in procuring inlelligence, who &ays

"I formerly-iald you that the march from Persia to Indi& would be very

difficult. T now tell you it is compalailxe]v casy ." This 1s the scnse

of McNerll's confession,t

He followed this up by ‘wrating to Auckland privately saying: "I presume

you could occupy Bushire, and, 1f requisite, get up an insurrection

0D

in the neighbouring provinces without much difficulty.

However, ' 8
officially he acquiesced in Palmerston's cautiousnédss and in a

communication to Auckland from the Secret Comnitiee told him that great

carc had to be taken to avoid giving grounds for a coniroversy

_over this issue with Russia and that until 1he outcome of McNeill's

approach to the Shah was known and a more detailed knowledge of the
. ]

°

situation at Herat was available, "it would be premature to comec to any

6

decision upon the affairs of Afghanistan.' .

/

On 14th May, Palwmerston received a large number of despatches
from McNeill up to and including that of 8th March in which the envoy
had announced his imminent departure from Tehran for thj Shah's camp !

at Herat, He immediately sent McNeill a copy of Hobhouse's official

4

|

Hobhouse to Palmerston, 14 %pril 1838,(B.L.) Add. MS. Broughton 36469,
folios 11-13.

5 Hobhouse to Auckland, 14 April 1838,cited in Kelly, p.294.

Secret Committee to Auckland, 10 May 1838, cited in Norris, p.162,
N
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| report to iuckland, intending doubtless thereby to indicate to

McNe:ll the cautious outlook of the Cabinet without directly

hampering has Iroedonﬂ;f action, whieh he confirmed by intimating

to McNeill the povernment's approval of his jeurney 1o Herat.

However, within a weck, Palmerston was again wrating, in a

considerably léss restrained vein, The report Palumerston had
L ; received from St. Pelersburg as to Russian activity in Central Asia
had been confirmed by information sent by the ;onsul~gegera] in
Odessa. He wrote to McNeill and instructed him to depute a
confidential person into Bokhara to observe Russtan actlviéy there
and to urge the ruler there to release Russians taken as slaves so as
to deprive Russia of any pretext for armed interference. He
‘suggésted that while pleas on the grounds of humanity were likely +to
go unheeded, the desire to prevent a Russian'cxpedition from

[N
invading the country should mean that an agent would lhave no'great

¢ difficulty in persuading the rulﬁr to release the Russian slaves,
f ~ . 'e\
) The case would, however, be différent if, not content with that, t1he
Russian commander should require an engagement in the shape of a
: Treaty, that the practice of carrying Russian subjects into captivity
‘ " g should for ever be renounced by ithe authorities of Bokhara.... The
¢ Russian Government will doubtless be eager to entangle the Ruler of :
Bokhara in engacements which that Governmenti is prepared to see
violated, in order to ground on any such violation a right to interfere
by force of arms in Bokhara. 7 e »

7 palmerston to McNeill, 18 May 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2, folio 53 .
(Not in published version.)
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Palmerston goes on to sav that the agent, while not commititing the
British govermment to any obligation, must de ssuade the ruler of
Bokhara from enteryng 1nto any such engagement while emphasising how
1mportanit 1t was from the ponntnof vicw of the safety of his country.
to prevent effectiively the taking of Russran slaves, so as to depraive

| Russia of a pretexat for attacking hum.

Palmersion considered that this added dimension to the situation
offered McNeall fur ther arguments whiceh could be advanced

confidentially to the Shah, 1f his present r1elations with the Court

allowed 1t, In another despatch of the same day, he suggested that
MceNeirll mght argue that although the Shah might resent the defiance
of his authority by the Turkomens and Uzbegs, "1t is very questlonnle

whether the satisfaciion which Ihs Majesiy would derive by avenging

himself for the wrongs which he may have suffered, and by releasing his

v

subjeicts from caplivity, would not be morc than.counterbalanced by the

certain cvil which would result to Persia by the overihrow of the
?

T o v
.
-

bulwark which now protects 1t against Russian encroachment in one quarter,

and by baving Persia placed 1n 1mmediate contact with his ambitious ally."

Palmerston told McNeill to recommend negotiation rather than force of
arms since the lattier needed recourse to ilhe co-operation of Russia:

You may remind the Shah of the fatal effects which have always followed

the fiiendship and co-operation of Russia in the East. You may point

out to His Majesty the incessant encroachments of Russia in every

direction; and you may instance, with caution, so as not to beﬁray the ‘




<

sovurce from whrch your ainfermation 1s derived, the course by which
Russia 1s seceking to obtarn a paramount influence on the shores of

ihe Caspran, with the unguestionable tniention of ultimately extendine
her aniluence and her rule from Asterabad to the 1nterior of Persia
«and of Central Asia,

McNeill was to warn the Shah against being enticed by prospects of
overrunning Afgchanistan and even passing the Indus, since while it
mieht be consistent with Russian policy to assist in these schemes at
the time and cven to allow the Shah and his i1mmediate descendants
nomnally to jule such arecas, experience of the past proved that :)ncc
Russia got a fooling_ in Pvrsua,' she would retain 1t and " the day ll
| .
w1ll come when Russia having.been allowed, by the indiscretion of the

Persian Government, to consolidate her powery wall finally overthrow

the .dynasty of the Shah." 8

Palmersion was 1ncreasingly bepimning teo fear thal success by
lthc Shah at Herat could well be followed by a joint Russo-Persian
expedition into the trans-Oxus terrilffories. In such circumstiances
arguments were not enough and it prompted him three days after writing
these two despatches to instruct McNeill to deilver an ultimatum to

v

the Shah: ‘

v

v

8
Palmerston to McNeill, 18 May 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 538/2, foliot 53 .
(Not in published version.
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bt

You are iu~tructed 1o proceed to the Shah;, and to declare to hm
eaplicitly that the Bratish Goverrment cannot view with indifference
his progget of conquering Afghanistan.

That the Brati<h Government has reason to helieve that fhrs projeet ha-
been concenved o concert with Russray and that Russta has even

supplied pecuniary means to assist an its exetution; but, be that as 1t
may, in anv case must look upon this enterprise as undertaken in a
spirit of hostilaty L()Wf‘(l.\ Bratush Indra, and as being wholly
incompatible with the sfirat and intention of the Alliance which has been
established hetween Persia and Great Britain., That, consequently, 1
this projeet he perscrvered in, {he friendly relations which up to this
time have <o happily subsisted between Great Britain and Persia, must
necessarily cease; and that Great Britain nust take such steps as she
may think hest calculaled to provide for the scecuritv of the possessions
of the Birtish Crown, Y

Sti1ll Palmerston was threateming rather than acting, but he evidently

foresaw the possibility of the latier, when he went on to tell McNeill

to inTorm the Governor-General in ITndia of the result of any

communicaitron with the Shah that resulted from his despatch,
1

o

N
By 16ih June, Palmerston was able to tell his envoy in Persia

that the Russian expedition inte Central Asia had beecn postiponed, but

’

any feeling that this ncws in any way alleviated the urgency of the

situation would hdve been dismissed on receipt of further despatches

«

from McNe1ll Hwo days later. In these M(ENOlll enclosed the draft trcaty
betweel;l Kohendil Khan of Qandahar and the Persian Shah, under Russian
guarantee, as well as a copy of the letter McNeill had sent vto Auckland
the same day, by which 1t was to be seen that he was already at the point

of delivering an ultimatum to the Shah along the lines that Palmerston

9 .
Palmerston to McNeill, 21 May 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/1, folio 24i.
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was to proposc. Palmerston relerred these to Hobhouse immediately,
. ¢
writing:

This is what the Americans call "amportant af true'; but make
Strangeways shew you a.despatch of I think 11th April from MeNeil

in the Shalh's camp before Herat, which came thrs wornming, and of which
1 have desired that you may have a copy. That despatch gives a very
different account, and states the cowmplete investment of the place,

the determination of the Shah to take it; the failure of a
negotiation belween him and Kamran; and an offer of the Russian
Minister in Persia to guarantee a Treaty of defensive alliance between
Persia and the Affghans ~ Dcfensive against any attack by the British.
It scems to me that we ought now to struie; non est jam lenitati locuss
severitatem Res ipsa postulat. lQ ‘ )

Hobhouse needed no convincing. He had been keeping Auvckland
informed of the home government's dealings with ﬁcNeill and had sent

him a copy of Palmers’ton's despatch of 2lst May. He was still eager

o

for some sori of British military\preécn;e in southern Persia and felt

b o

the issue decided by news received in Britain from Alexandria early
in June - news which alarmed the government. Apparently all Najd had
submitted to Mehemet Ali, and the Egyptian Viceroy had announced his

intention of declaring independence from the Porte and establishing

his own dynasty in Egypt and Syria. Hobhouse wrote to Auckland on

3

Oth June:

‘

>

We must teke part with the Sultan.... I cannot help thinking that the
necessity which this contemplated declaration of independence by
Mahomet Ali might create, would justify also the occupation of Karrack.
The Viceroy of Egypt will, doubtless, follow up his declaration byI

an attack on the Pachalic of Bagdad; and we shall want a position for
British troops in the Gulph of Persia, which may be found conveniently
a@ Karrack. True that place belongs to the Shah, but, considering his
conduct, there is no need of much delicacy. °We might occupy it first,
and offer to buy it afterwards; and in the mcantime, that step, so
decisive, might assist McNeill in his negotiations at Herat. 1

.

e ’ .

10 palmerston o Hobhouse, 18 June 1838, (B.L.) Add. MS. Broughton 46915,

folios 89-90.
11 Hobhouse to Auckland, 9 Jun% 18538, cited in Kelly, p.294.
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Auckland himsel!l had already made up his mind to act by ithis

® tame. On Ist May, Macnaghten wrote on behalf of the Governor-General

1o MeNeill, tellrng him that 1¢ had occurred to Auckland 1huat 11 myght
\ A9
prove of very essential ard to his negotiations were as many cruiscrs

a \
as could be spared, together waith a regiment of Native infantry,

i

despatched to the Persian Gulf, "ito hold themselves in readiness for
any scervice on vhich your Dacellency might deem 1t eapedient under

)
the orders of Her Majestiy's Government, or the general authoraly

which you may possess from 1t, to employ them with a view to the

)
mainlenance of our inierests in Persia,h 12 e wrote to the Secreiary

v

to Sir Robert Grant, the Governor*of Bombay, the same day enclosing a

copy of the Jetter he had sent to MgNeill and requesiing that Lhe Boaba,

3

government comply with 1is contents. Such an. initiative was a
remarkable departure from the hesitancy characteristic of Auckland's

conduct earlier in the year when, 1t will be remembered, he tended
»

to share Palmerstion's complacency in his att;tudcs towards Herat, as
shown 1n his reluctance to 1ssu2‘McNen]h with precise instructions and
his refusal to deliver a direct remonstrance from the Indian
government to the Shah. By the end of Apri;; though, the picture had
sufficiently git&rod for the Governor—General to stari to reappraise’
his position: Burne's mission to Kabul to win the support of Dost

4
Mohamnmed had ended i1n failure; and he had receixed McNe1ll's letter of

7th March in which the envoy had told him of his pldnned departure for

Macnaghten to McNeill, 1 May 1838, (P.R.O.) F.0. 539/2, folio 76 .
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the Shah's camp. Auchland coifsded pravately (o Hobhouse that he

had lattle hope thal McNedll. would succeed, and saw a complete Tupiuse

ol negotiations as 1nevitable, i ﬂu» Shah '"should yet be buoyed up vith
chopes of conquest."  In anticipation of this eventualily he told
o %

HobLhouse of his plan to send a steawer and a naval force to the Persian

Gulf, 13 However 11 1s evident thal as yet, Auc]\f‘and viewed thig

despateh of a force to the Gulf primavhly as a means of assisf{ing McNeall

in any hasty departure from Persia, rather than as a lever in lus
negotlations, Writing to Hobhouse at the beginning of June, he says:

McNexrllts last confidential letter to me led me (o request Sir Robert
Grant 1o send an armed steamer or once or more cruisers to Bushire, not
to make conquests but to bring away the Bratish Lubassy and Officers
1n the eveni of an absolufic rupture with Persia such as al that time
seemed Lo be mosi probablt. L

Even with this lim 1.(}(1 objeciive in mind, Auckland had still a<sued the

orders 1)c]uctzu1tly, although by the middle o\r{‘ June, he was scemingly
prepared to see this objective widened somewhat in 11s scope:

I do not quite Jlihke this expedation, for 1 always dislike small
armaments, for indefinite objects..... It 1s possible, however, that
this demonstration, small as 1t 1s,smay enable McNeill with advantage
to hold a higher tone than he has done, and his letiers to me had |
expressed a strong wish thal something of the kind should be done. ]

It 18 difficult to sce how Auckland's 1deas were cvolving from

i

his correspondence, because they tended to be disguised by his

[y

1

13 puckiand to Hobh use, 3 May 1838, (B L.) Add.MS.Broughton 36473,-
folios 2473-248,

1% puckland to Hobhouse, 3 June 1838, (B L.) Add.MS. Broughton 36473,

15 folios 249-258.

Auckland to Hobhouse, 17 June 1838, (B L. ) Add.MS, B’roughton 36473,
folios 2062-267.
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circumspect manner of trying to avoid shouldering any responsibility.

It can be seen from his letters \to Hobhouse that he was anxious to
put the onus of responsibility. for the expedition on to John MeNeill,
as well as to express his reservations, not about the objeet but about v}}
the method. He wrote in a similar VPi;‘l to Sirr Robert Grant, adding
that he had heard nothing from McNeill since 7th March, nothing from.
Herat since 23rd March and. had had no instructions from the 110;11e
government on Persian affairs except what coul‘?l be collected from

pr;.vate letters.: "All this embarrasses me, for in th}; absence of
information and instructions it is not easy for me to take a decided

I3

step, and yet I may be forced to take one for in the pressure of events

16 |

I camnot stand still." Auckland ‘vas of the opinion that the most

effective means of forcing a Persian retreat from Herat and ensuring
»

« ¥
against the possibility of future danger from that direction was te
intervene in Afghanistan, and he was already giving this notion serious

consideration by the begim\xing of May. Despite the set-baclc at Kabul,

1

the ratification of\ an alliance with Ranjit Singh, by which a Brftish

Resident was to be placed at Hyderabad, had given Auckland a bagic of

1

>
contact wi\,t,h Sind which had the potential of subsequently being expanded
into a British military presence there; and this made military action

beyond the Indus more feasible than it has been hitiherto.

&
li

o )

16 Auckland to Grant,\ 19 June 1@38,(B.L.)‘”Add.}ls. Auckland 37693,

folios 4h-45.
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Such were the factors which 1nfluenced Auckland when on 12(h My
he ptepared a memorandum on \the situation as he saw 1t 1n Afghanistan,
He accounted for his previous less urgent approach as resulting from a

»
helief thal McNeirll would suceeed 1n dissuadihg the Shah from mavching
on Hedal - again conceivably transferring to someone else's shoulders -
any possible blame. Also he saw the influence of the Shah's attach on
Herat as partly accounting for Dost Mohammed's rejection of Brailish

approachess Vltku}vitc])n‘s mission and the "restless and unaccommodating"

"

nature of:the Dost's character were also seen hy Auckland as

contributing laclors.What may princirpally be gathered from this memorandum
1 L)
l\ ’ “ . )

1s that Auckland explained his change 1n attifude to hig growing fear

of a Nussian prescnce 1n Afghanistan through Persian acquisition of

authority and_influence in that country. Whatever the resv]t of

-
Y

the siege of Herat, {\uckl}kand saw Indian security as Rest safeguarded by
some form of action beyond the Indus. If Herat survived the siege with
its independence maintained, Britain would be able to help develop the

country's defences, but this still left the problem Lf Qandahar and more

M *

¢ particularly Kabul unresolved, f)os!; Mohammned having shown himself to be

“so disalfccted and ambitious, that with him, at‘'least, we could form no

¢ s 3

satisfacto connectim}." In short the present ryuler of Kabul was for

\ .

L4

tranquillity of our territories that we should. have assured friends."
> .

Auckland, however, was more prepared to ’plan for the contingency that

Heral would fall:— "~
- //
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One thing is to my mind very ceriain, that we ought not to suffler

Persian and Russian influence quietly to fix themselves along our entire
western frontier, and that it is, in fairness, open to us to take the
high ground with Persia of her whole demeanour having lately been
estranged and unfriendly to the British nation; of her schemes in
Affghanistan (sic) being in the universal belief combined with designs of
aggression upon India; and of her advance, thevefore, in the mere

lust of conquest to a position which would cnable her to take up a
threatening attitude towards our Indian possessions, being a measure

not merely of attack on the Affghan independence, with which we might -
be restricted by treaty from interfering, but one injurious, in intention
and in effecl, to ourselvcsj which we are warranted in repelling by all
mcaﬁs in our power,

'

It is obvious from this memorandum that Auckland like Palmerston was being |
’ i
influenced by reports he was receiving from McNeill, It will also be

seen "that Auckland had decided that some measure of intervention in

Afghanistan was necessary: cither Britain could aid Kabul and Qandahar,

as they were prdsently constituted, although this would have ihe

disadvantage of helping those whose inclinations were less against the
Persiarts than against the Sikhs; orﬂwritain could permit and encourage \

*the advance of Runjit S%pgh‘s armies upon Cabul, under counsel and

¥
restriction, and\as a subsidiary to ﬁisfadvance to organise the expedition

headed by Shah Shoojeh,” 18

This latter course was seen by Auckland
as most expedient if Herat were to resist the Persians successfully and

even more so were the town to fall, » t

L. \ -

17 Minute of 12 May 1838, cited in Norris, p.168.

18 Ibid. °
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© \ bellicose manner:
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\ ‘ C
As he was modifying his rvasuA for ovderang the Gull eapedition
o
during ihe  months of May and June, so he was becoming los.\\ and less
. \
inhibited aboul an.capedrtion 1nte Afghanistan. Al thas stage he
A

did nol contemplate actual military aintervention by the British

or Tndian armies, but hd was clearly beginning no longer to feel

bound by the 181% UTuLy wilh Persia:

I am well determined that none of the considerations towards that

Country (Persia) which, would have witheld some months ago shall

wvithold me now. All I want \s a clear field of action hefore nmc \
and a fair prospect of success, and no exertion shall be wuntling

on my part to ensuve it. 19 ) ’ \

V

Bolh 1n London and in Simla, a line of policy that would
ultimatlely lead to {‘QL ordering of British troops into Afghanistian
was gainming incrcasing favour and momentum. By August, Palmerston

was writing to his envAy in Persia in the following almost casually

“‘ .

We approve of the Bombay expedition to the Persian Gulf, but rather

fear that it may noi be sufficient for the purpose of stopping or 2
\\ bringing back the Schah and we shall probably be obliged to make war ¢
against Persia.in Affghanistan, \by marching an army in conjunction\ with
) Runjeet Singh to‘\roestablish the Affghan monaychy and drive the Persians
\\ : out of Herat and Ghourian..... But we nust not let the Russians wound

! us deeply by using the Persian Hand and Weapon to sirike the blow. 20+
. .

A full consideration of the origins of the Afghan War and the complex
4

yeb of relationships between British India and its neighbours beyond

the Indus does nol come within the scope of the present work, but what

should be noted here is the role the Shah's ambitions towards Hlerat )

’ 19 Auckland to Hobhouse, 10 July 1838, (B.L.) Add. MS. Auckland 37693,
( - folius 89-93. ’ s "
0 Palmerston to McNeill, 10 August\\1838, (H.M.C.) Broadlands 12889,
. GC/MA/70. \
e . ‘ smans M‘“'"
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and John MeNe1l1l's reportls, analyses and recommendations tn relation
1o the crisis there playcd as factors in the development of the
s
W British and Tndran governmenis'! Afphan policy, 1ts culmination in

Auckland's Simla Manifesto, and the subsequent military deébicle.

}
'

o0o >
McNeall teft the Shah's camp on 7th June 1838, Unknown to ham
as he drew up his significant! despalches from Meshed on 25th June, there ¢
had been a new spurt of aotivity by the Shah and his army, Hirat had
| v been'under stiege by his army for some six months and little 1f any
progress militarily had been made. Ultimately fhe inhabitants of the
town would have been forced to surrender out of sheer starvation, but
\ il was becoming 1nc?easingly questionable whether the Persian army would
remain 1nt90t long enough to witness and take advantage of such an
outcome. The Shah rcaliscd‘thls, as did the Russian representatives at
hig camp who werc also aware that,(hav1ng successfully persuaded the
Shah to reject McNeill's approaches, the onus was now on them to come
up with some positive contribution to the improvement of the Shah's
precarious military positlon. The ‘result of {his was the formulation

l
E; of a plan of attack, apparently under the aegis of Count Simonich. On \

24th June the artillery made an attack with the intention of creating a

o 1
) > breach in the town's defences through which the infantry could advance.

k * Yet as Mcyeill later reports, the assault was repulsed, with the loss
- e
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of some 1700 to 1800 men on the Persian side, amongst whose
numbers was General Berowski, the Polish commander of a battalion of
Russian desertevs. By the end of this faterul Sunday, 1t may well be
presuncd that th¥ Shah had realised that he would n0v01nsuccevd
in overpowering the town, anﬂ 1l was more a question of saving
face than of hoping for v%cLory {hat kept ham from raising the sicpce
J l
imnedialely and instead continuwmg it through the summLJu Militarily,

though, 2'tth June was a significant turning-poant, as it was in terms

283

of the prestage of the Russian minister at the Persian court - a fact,
of whiech Simonich himself was well awvare. ’

Nepther the British nor Indian governments realised this at the
time, an& the fears of Russian and Persian penetration physically
and i1nfluentially into Central Asia and Afghanistan were far from
allayed; nor indeed had McNeill heard of this new atta$k when he wrotle
to Palmerston frgm Meshed the following day. 1In fact he wrote two
communications to theﬁForeign Secretary: one was a d?Spatch prdper,
which has already been referred to, and in which he élaborately detailed
his dealings‘w1th the Shah and the sequence of events which led up to his
decision to_leave the camp, and enclosed copies of the exchange of

]

notes which had taken place; the other, which he copied to Auckland,

3
&
1
A

was really intended to be a private letter but is of great value as an

indication of what McNeill was thinking. In any case, Palmerston had
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no hesitation in publishing at lcast %art of 1t along with other
correspondence relating to Persia in 1810.

It 15 evident that MeNeill was andignant at the way he had
been treated by the Pevsian government. Ile explained that the
reasons for his departing were that government's refusal to meet

his demande and 1ts treating the Bratish mission as a proscribed

body. McNeill did not know what the Persian government ,was planning &

1

to do nesti, since having "sheltered itself bhehind an audacious |

denial of notorious facts," 11 had been made d%fficult for it to

grant the reparation demand at some point in the future, Nevertheless

McNeill felt that sdmo\public aclt of reparation was necessary ip
\ -

"prove to the people of Persia and of Central Asia, that w¢ are not

with impunity to be bhearded and insulted." 'He reiterated his
/

belief that the arresting of the extension of Persian and Russian

influence Wud to be made at Herat:
I cannot divest myself of the conviction that if we do not secize the
present opportunity to chéck the advance of Persia, and to clese the
door against heron the side of Affghanistan, we must prepare, at no
distant time, to encounter both Persia and Russia in that country.
Russia is now pressing on in these countries with an eagerness which
of itself might serve to convince us that she has some extensive and
important plans in contemplation; and Count Simonich's announcement
of an expedition to Khiva and Bokhara, coupled with the proposition
that Persia should prosecute her views of conquest in Affghanistan,
and that these two powers should ultiimately adjust their frontier on
that side, taken in connexion with the Russian Mission to Cabool and
its objects, and also with the Kandahar Treaty, certainly presents

a sufficiently extensive outline, which is to be filled in hereaftor.
and a sufficiently alarming prospect for India.

To "save Herat, and secure it'1 was McNeill's recommendation and:

I .
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Tn that case, even if Russia should reduce Khiva, though it uTd no
doubt be a great eval, we should still be 1n a stiron o1y tenable

position, which would enable us to oppose Russian influcence by owm

own 1n Bokliara, 1o cause Russia mueh un0331ness, and even to make her
position precarzous in hhivay to influence the whole of the nomad
tribes of the Oxus and 1ts tributaries, and of {the lejend and Moor ghais
as far as Merve; and pexrhaps even Lo force Persia to balanee beiween
us and Russia.

Here is an example of the somewhat” dubious double standard of morality
, i //
which mineteenth cebiury British imperialism tended_to-€spousc: Russion
expausionist designs were Lo be labelled "evil" while similar British
s
moves were to be justified 1n terms of securing hitherto acquired

imperial possessions, MceNeill poanled mmplicatly to the advantage of

2 P} N

acting preemptavely:

But if she(Russia) gets a military footing in khiva before we shall
have rescued and secured Herat, we must{ then, as 1t appears to me,
retire on the line of the Indus, and send out ten or fifteen thousand
more Ruropean troops to India. But even after having taken this costly
precaution, our position there will be most precarious when Russia and
Persia are on the opposite bank of ﬁuzriver, intriguing with all the
discontented far and ncar, and tampering with the Sikhs and Scindigns,
with the easiest gyd besi pass into Scinde at their command.?2l ﬂ

ke
McNeill also made much of the physical nature of the countryside

that separated the frontiers of India. from those of Georgia and he
‘y

told Palmerston that he believed that neither physical obstacles nor

§
’

lack of supplies would pose a problem for a large army "of cven a

hundred thousand men" marching from Georgia to Q@andahar or to the Indus.

21 - )
McNeill to Palmerston, 25 Junc 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 40-4l-

. | )
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He pointed 1o the manner in wlach the Persian army had sub<isted for
[
ncarly scven months almost exclusively on the supplies of the

countryside 1ound lerat and Ghovian as ah example of the productivity

of the soil and the advantage 11 would afford to an 1nmvading army.

McNerll might with some justification be accused of overstating
.
his case 1n {his letter and eaaggerating the consequences of Britash
. $ ! .
inaction as well as the case with which Russia might possibly penetrvate
to ‘the Indus. Sti11l he believed that 1t was "a most harardous policy

Lo allow Persia to act as, the pioncer of Russia" and told Palmerston

1 l

‘that he would urge Lord Auckland by cvery argument he could find to

A
'

" take a decided course, and to save llerat, even by attacking Persia, aif
that should be necessary." He proposcd the occupation of Bushire and
southern Persia and saw this as the most effcctlive way oif frighieming
thenShah inlo raising the siege. Thas &hs primarily because such an
expedition could he undertaken speedily and good communications could be
maintained between Bombay and the Persian Gulf. He told Palmerston that

he preferred such a move to one overland through Afghanistan:

In the midsl of the mortification I have felt at the turn affairs have
taken at the Shah's court, the greatest consolation 1 feel 1s, that the
state of things which the obstinate perversity of the Persians has
brought about may enable the British Government to act with more freedom
and less compunction on the side of Affghanistan, where the Governor- .
General could easily put in motion such means as would force the Shah .
to raise the siege almost immediately. But as these mecans, when once - -
put in moétion, are not easily controlled, I apprehend it would in every
respect be more advantageous to employ British troops i1n the southof
Persia. 22

22 McNe1ll to Palmerston, 25 June 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 4O-Al.




McNe1ll also told Palmerston of the rumour that had been cirlulatlng

that therle exisied a secret arrangement for Persia to exchange Herat

for some tervitory which Persia had previously lost to Russia on the

. west shore of the Caspian beyond the Raver Arras. 1In the concluding

3

paragraph he expressed the hope that Colonel Sheil was already on his
¥

way out from London bringing him leave of absence to go home:

The heat of the weathér, and the coldness of my reception in camp,
and this journeying in the sun, have reduced me considerably, so
that my health is too precarious to be trusted to. 25

At the beginning of July, McNeall heard of Aucklan@'s decision to
send a small naval force to occupy the island of Kharaq in the Persian
Gulf.i éubsequently he received official confirmation of this as well
as of the failure of Burne's mission to Kabul. As a result of the .
confirmation, he sent orQers to the British Res;dent in Bush%re to the
effect that if the férce was ‘big enough and the situation wa£ranted it,
the force was to occupy Bushire as well. On 10th July, McNeill received
Palmerston's despatch of\2lst May, an which as has b%en noted, tﬁe Foreign
Secretary authorised the envoy to deliver an ultimatum to the Shah.
McNeill took it upon himself to send Colonel Stoddart back to the Shah's
camp with a more strongly worded message than Palmerston hod doubtless
envisaged.( Hc‘told the Shah that his|enterprise was looked upon by the
British governﬁent as undertaken in a spirit of -hostility towards British
India end as being totally incompatible with the spirit and intention

of the Perso-British alliance; the present occupation of Herat. territory

was looked upon as a hostile demonstration against Britain and he“hoped E

o

o3 ' .
McNeill to Palmerston, 25 June 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 40-41.
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ihat the Shab would avert the "inmevilable concequerces” by withdraning

° >
his army. Helalso restated s demand for reparation for ihe violence
to M messenger, ond ftold che Shah of the occupatron of the rslond of
Kharaq, conliming, 'the measures your Majesty may adopt in concequence -

of this representation - will decide the future movements and procceding

" 2’!

of {(hal armament. Along with this note MeNeatl sent a copy ofithe

draft of a treaty between the Shah and the Herat government simlar

]
(N,
to the one he had proposcd after having visited the town. Also

according to Palmerston's wish, he teld Stoddart that ho’ was to prepave
to go on to Bohhara after having completcd his mission at Herat, As
MeNerll teld Palwersaton af{cerwards, he had strengthened the force

of Palmerston's ultimatum becauvse he felt that when the instructions
had been drafted, Lhe Britléh governmenti had becn unaware of certlain

developmentss

3
'

Her Majesty's Government, when these instructions were written, had not
yet becomeacquainted with the Treaty, negotiated under the mediation and
guarantee of Russia, beiween Persia and Kandahar; nor with the nature of
the proposition, made by the Shah to the Illerat Governmenti, reported in
my despatch, No. 31, from Meshed (25th June); nor with the language I

had alrcady %enturod to hold with the Shah; nor with the circumstances
which had fogch me to leave the Shah's camp; nor -with the failure of the
negotiations al Cabool and Kandabar, and the return of Captain Burnes

to India; nor with the arrival of the troops from Indid at Karrack. 25

> ’

ey

}
2h Inclosure 1n McNelil to Palmerston, 31 July 1833, (P.R.O.) F.0. 539/1,
folio A2, .

9
25 McNejll to Palmerston, 3! July 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0. 539/1, folie 42.
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Ths (‘,\pla;!atl(m formed part of a bundle of despatches that McNeill

o

prepaved for Palmerston at the end of July and the beginming of August,

v

In another he told hym of the farlure of the Persian abtach o( 2hih Tune

on Heral and al-o reported that the hharaq eapeditien had caused a
. ®
senagation all over Persia, the numbers imzgolved havang tended to be

magni fred and the yupression heing gained that his own departure from

N .
1e s1gnal for the force's advance, Having avrived back
. %

Persra would
at Tehran he had found the Pt‘x‘m.n* aunthoritics there together with the

merchants and“the entire population anxious to dissuade ham from leaving
.

Persia and expressing disapprobation of the Persian povernment; he |

continued:

It appears to me, thal 1f the Shah should disregard the solemn warning .
he has now veceived, and the military demonsiration whieh wleh has now
been made on his coast, there will remain no other means of protecting
ourselves than to march a force into his country, and if-necessary

even to his Capital. Faive or six thousand men could at any time, as

I believe, and certainly at this moment march from the coast to fhe
Capi tal without diffliculty, and in the absence of tLhe Shah at Herat,
without opposition. 20 -

McNeill feared that the effect of the treaty with Qandahar, of
which he sent a copy to Palwmerston, coupled to the fall of Herat,
would be to raise up a powerful principality in Afghamistan, nominal ly

subJect to Persia, but whieh would always have to look t0 Russia for

protection am\l makd that country "indi sputab]e mistress of the destinies,

it

political and commercial, of all Central Aqld n 27 It was this fear that

-

McNelill to Pa]mersfion, 3 Avgust 1838,(P.R.0.) F.0. 539/2, folio 82.
McNeill to Palmerston, 1 August 1838,(P.R.0.)4F.0. 539/1, folio 43,

i |
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~

led hum tp propose such measures, although the element of pigue which
L . \
be must have fell {owards the Shah and s government over their

’

treatment of him wlile® at the camp should not be entarely discounted.

4

McNe:rll had written to Lord Aucggand irom Meshed, stating has

case possibly more forcibly and say&ng that a '"decided course" was

v
required to secure Herat. He now enclosed a copy of ihat despatceh to

-

Palmersion: .
o . 0
Herat 1s at the moment eptarely at our disposal, and 1f 11 is saved,

we(havo only to.dictale the terms on which we desire Lo connect \
ogrselves with 11, and ‘having done so, to strengtpﬂn 1t by any means

that may be thought desirable. It 1s & p051tidp of 1mmense importance;
Jutting out like a bold promontory into the ocean of Central Asia, 1t
commands every thing awround 1t, and 1t 1s a position of the greatest
polatical and m1]it§ry impor tance 1o any one who may posscss 1t. 2

McNeill was untcrtain as to how the message delivered by Colonel 3

. ,

Stoddart would be received by the Shah, and realased that for the Shab
the obvious military setback suffcred at Herai could well be outweighed

by the prospects offered by the Qandahar Treaty, and the success ﬂ%

Caﬁ&aln Vitkievitch's mssion to Kabul coupled to Burne's withdrawal W

from; there, and that of Léech from Qandahar. In any case he hoped to
y . ) Yy i¢

a

: have an answer to the demands he had made before having crossed the

frontier i1nto Turkey. - . ° ’

¢ \ . ,

°

3 T 28 McNe1ll to Auckland, 25 Jun¢'1é38a (B.R.0.) F.U. 539/2, folio 8h4.

P . ’ . . \ . .




ri

Chapter Seven

»

Colonel Stoddart arrsved at the Persian campehefore Herat witl
«

MeNer11's vl timatum on 114h, August, delivered 1t to e <hal the

following day, and on the 14ih was supmonced by the Shah 1o be told .

L]
that the Porsians were prepared Lo yicld. The Shah is reported 8% saying

o

"We consent to the wvhole of the demands of the Bratish government. We
will not go Lo war. Were it not for the sake of their friendshap, e

should not return fiom beforé Herat. Had we known that our coming here

might{ rigk the loss of thear friendship, we certainly would not have

|
! 1
1 The Shah's capitulation coupled to this somewhat
+ ' b *

come at all.™
d1sInpenuons ag%brahdﬁ did not lead Meherll to advocate any lessening
of Britain's defensive strategy. Although he thought 1t might appear
uanﬁt and ungon(roug to express a*y doubts as to the good faith of ihe
Persian government on this occasion, he told Palmerstion that ufter tlie

. G N
repeated violations of promises made to bham at the Camp, he felt 1t

s duty to doubt and continued: “

I trust that the Government of India, with the knowledge it possesses
of what passed 1n camp while T was there, and ithe cvidence 1t now has
of the effect produced by stirong measures, will not be_deterred hy the
promises of the Shah or his ministers, from prosecuting willf vigour the
only course which, as 1t appears to me, can retrieve our position or
re-eslablish our influence in Central Asia.

1 . y
Stoddar{ to McNeill, 12 August 1838: (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folio 45.
\

et BT 4 k. cherstie

o ‘o -
McNeill to Palmerston, 11 September 1838, ibid,, folies 44-45.
\
|
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{
In a postseript to a letter to McNeill of 9th September, Stoddart
wrote "The Shah has mounted his horvse ”Am("(‘l‘lJ” and 1s pone.," 3 1
the time the \(-11\'03' wroice to Palmerstion on 61’1; October he was able to
{011 him that the Persian army had marched from bLefore Herat and that .

his latest information indicated that the Persian armygwas.at least
fifty mles from Herat on the Persian side of Ghorian. At the same time
as delivering his optimistic news, McNeill stressed the need for

.
JmPpod'mbe measures to secure and stirengthen llerat's position and lo

convince the defenders of that city and through them all the inhabitants

of Ceniral Asia "ihat Ingland 1s not unmindful o{' the allies who may

, -
sulfer serious losses in defending their common interests, and ihat she
b .

1s ready to acknowledge the sacrifices, and revard the valour and
-

Lo 1 : !
constancy by which she has gained so mach," !

A

. A \
By now John McNeill had passed from the centre of the stage in

negotiations with the Persian govermment and in his despatches o

/
Palmerston was mostly concerned with pissing on information he had

received from Colonel Stoddari as-t0”the progress the laiter was malking

\

in his discussions with®{he Shah. MeNeill had resolved not to procced
to Tchran to meet. the Shah unless satisfactory reparation was offered

. Ssy \
for the 1nsult to his messenger. In his despatch 6f 6th October, he

tells Palmerstpn that although Colonel Stoddart had indicated in his
/

= '

Stoddart to McNe1ll, 9 September 1838, (P.R.0.) F.0.539/1, folios 435-46.

McNe1ll to Palmerston, 6 October 1838, ib1d§

A
t
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|
an apology, and ¥?11e Hadjr Khan had been deprived of his rank, the

letters of 95th, 264h and 27ih August that rviaratlon would he
[

granted, 1nfertrng even that the official concerned, Hadyr Khan,
® ) v
had. been diosmissed,, his more 1ecent letlers had made no mention

of 1t. So because of this anconclusive state of affairs, MeNeill

. v i
decided tg send Colonel Sheil to meet the Shah to arrange this
Q\ v a

mat ter, while e himself would proceed slowly to the capital "hoping -

Al

the Shah, having fulfilled his promise respecting his return from

Nerat, will not permit the rencwal of official and frienflly intercourse

o
-

betlween himself and the British Government to be interrupted, by
o
delaying to mahe a coucession so much inferior in importance to that

.
which he has alrcady made.™

-

McNeall was not however to gel the satisfaction he rchxrod.

-

He had prav1uusiy been told by the Prince Governor of Azerbaijan

v

that Hadja Khan had been dismissed after being tried on no less than

seventeen charges of which his conduct t;wards McNe1ll's messenger

had been the principal and most impértant. Colonel Shéil did not
receive such assurances at the Court: Mohammed Shah was 1n no mood

to r;deom the promise; wmade to Colonel Stoddart and he despatched his \

own envoy to\Europc to put the Persian case to European govermnments and

particularly to the British.,' The Persian government refused to give

Persian government continued to maintain that his guilt had not been,

N L AR M AR s e

McNeall té Palmerston, 6 October 1838, (P.R.0.)F.0.539/1, folios 45-46.
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It
among, the charges on which he was iried and dismissed, Moreover

proved and his¥{ence against thie Bratish mlqrjon had not been

McNert] had not been gaven a reply to s demand that L&c Persian
government should state whe Lh(‘r'lor not Khuurr(mkh,' Subzar and PFurrah
were in Persian hands, The evasive and unco-operative nature of the
government's dedlings wgih Colonel Shedl convinced MeNeall that hie
P ' .

could not with propricty resume his officiral duties al the Court

and& he resolved HLO return to Tabriz. Unless there wasg go?d reason
for him to take a different course, he 1ntended to 1(*111{;370‘th nm ssion

.

into Turkey and 1o send the officers of the British detachment Lo

Baghdad 10 await the instructions of the government in london.

[t

-
3
In a private letter of 3rd December 1838, McNei1ll told Palmerston \
4
that the tone assumed by the Persian government left little doubl that /

{
. -® / 1
it was prepared to break completely with Britain and, intending to act -
on its treaty with Qandahar, 1t was preparing for renewed hostilitres. \
As for the Russian posétion i a1t this, McNeill was unable to VOﬂtu;O Q‘
an opinion as to whether any assistance had been promised, although ©
he knew no specific commitmeni had been made. He realised that his ~
own position with the Shaﬁ*énd his government was very low and believed
that such was the stfength'of the bad feeling towards him that 1t might
well provegto be an impediment to a future reconciliation between
Persia and Britain. In any case he doubted that he would be instrumental

-

in bringing that reconciliation about:

1w
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T am therefove of opruran that | shall be taking the course most
likely 1o be advantageoud 1o the pubidc service, and least likely
to be embarra«sing to Iler Majestv's Government, when T avail

my =l f of the opportunmity now olfered to me to tahe advantage of im
Teave of abeenpce, and return to Tnptand, leaving 1t to be decided by
tulure ‘events, and by the views of Government, whether or not 1
should come back to Persia,

-
The ambassador left{ Persia for home on 2nd January 1839, =

Almtl),yl‘ ~hrght at the mssron had taken place when a Frenchman 1n
P

3

ithe Persran service, Major-General Semino, had atigmpted to seize
. © . .
a house adjoining the garden of the British residefice 1n Tehran

whieh the Shah had previously placed at the disposal of Major Todd.
' L]
General Semino maintained that he had been given the authorisation

of Lthd Persian government, and while the government disavowed
all knowledge and ultimately forced him to leave the property, .

this pettly affair was symptomatic of the increcasing breakdown in
|

communication between the British mission and an angry Shah and

“his government. Perhaps it formed part of a subtle stiratlegy to
. R -

bring abhout a comp]/}ste rupture but McNeill had already made that

decision, and Colonel Sheil togelher with members of the mission removed

to Erzerum in Turkey whence he continued to act as Chargé d'Affaires.
ok

This left Captain Hemnnell at the residency in Bushire as the onlyﬂ

remaining official British representative on Persian soil and as such

an obvious butt of Persian disapprobation. Already in November 1838

Macalister, p.235. \
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thore had been an attack on the Hehl\\vn(-y sarrafl o1 bhroker, and there
was to he anereasing friction during the first months of 1839 meluding
L

V

the placing ol an embargoe on grain exports frow the manland to the
Beati<H garrrson on Kharag. Al the end of Mareh {hts frictiont
culminated in the refusal of ihe Governer of Bushire, Mi\\rza Asad,
10 give an assuvance that (he Resadeney landimg=stape night he used
NS B \ A . -
Tor the embarkation of Sir I'Mederack Maitland, the acting Governor = .
\

\
of Bombay, who was on a visit, Again this might be scen as somewhat

et

travial, bui 1t did not stop a k,(-nse confrontation, in which at least

’
one Persiuns soldier was killed, In any casc 1t precipitated the

Vo

ammedrate withdrawval of the Resideney stafl Lo Kharaq.

it 1s perhaps notl entirely fair to blame events in Bushire on the

. 3
Persian government in Tehran, as the Shah's prip on provincial
g ’ frip I

\ ‘

. .
governors. had weakened somewhat 1n the aftermath of 13\310 Herat campaign.
Sheil did hoewever protest over ihe attack on the sarral Irom Erzerum
but mel with little satisfaction. As fjr subsequent events, Persian

unpleasantness on the mainland at Bushire has to be set againgt Dritish
-

occupation of Kharaq, and the-proximity of this was bound to lead to

heated tempers.

As Mr. McNeill returned home via Constantinople and Moscow,
1 .
his impression of his migsion may well have been one of dashed hopes

and unfulfilled opportunities, British prestige at the Persian court

S
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v

was cven lower than when he mrived in September 1830, the Commercial
° . &
Treaty had not becen conceluded, and even his part in pevsuading the

Shah 10 rarse the siege of Herat could well be viewed as a
%

o

*
temporising measure, postponming the problem vather than solving ")z)t
y

<

; b
once and for all: MeNei1ll saw a renewed war in alliance with Qandahar

and backed by Russia as rnevituble,

t

As for the envoy's health, 1t

had been broken, hig hair whitened by two and a half ycars of anxiety,

and a Tall from a sledge ncar Moscow did [ittle to 1mprove his delicdte

®

physical stale. IFuture events were not quaite to take the course

\

MeNeall anticipated and feared, and in no small measure exactly because

his owit 10le, not as a negotialor with the Shah but as the reporter

)

and interpreter of events for \1.}10 govermuents in London and India, had

primed these decision-makers {o a greater awareness of the political

situation 1n Central Asia.

exposition and analysis of events, the direclions of policies could be

altered, new 1nitiatives fornulated, and what the envoy saw as

P

inevitable prevented. . :

o0o - \
The picture of the Herat crisis as 1t has been discussed in
!

the foregoing chapters has been derived from\the correspondence of

British officials to British governments in London and India.

As a consequence of McNeill's man-on-the-spot

ol
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While there is no reason to doubt .the overall objectivity of these

reporls, 1t has lo be remembered that there 16 an "us and {them"

\ 7
s1tuation, where lhe Russians may be porirayed as the creeping
%ggPGSSOTS, tge Pers1a“s'and Afghans as wily nafivgs whoge viqtue
wvas the vseflulness of their cou?trlos 30 the deflence of 1ndia, and
whnsv\ vice was their and therr countries' usefulness to the Russians 1n
expanding {heir sphere of i1nfluence, Russian expansion was to be
condenmed on moral grounds, while British mmitiatives were to be
Justified on pragmailic ones, Thus b?causc the Persian government
could at present be identified with the Russian cause, the Opinion~
British corroSpnndonﬁg were likely to hold of their actions wvas. fairly
low, gnd this does tend to present a somewhat diastorted overall

1
prescentation of \tho crisis. From the Persian point of view, 1t is
understandable t\hat thc)‘r wished to discredit John McNeill by sending
their own cyissary to the British government; it is understiandable that
they regurded‘ Britain and her representatives as enemies since they

had wished {o thwart Mohammed Shah's attempt to retrieve what he
considered part of his domihions; it is understandable in tﬂ; light of
thil that the Persian government st;ould lack m% accommodating spirit,
should swbject Mr., McNeill and his mission tol insults and slights, and

should,in the belief that it was overwhelming British pressure that

had turned a glorious victory into a humiliating defeat, be un\Yilling




-

to counclude any sort of arrangement. In a way 11 1s admirable and
mmdicative of the Persitan government's poliitical maturer ty that 1t
sHould act with such 1'rmtramt i KIlS dealings with the Drifish
envoy. Alter all, 10 was less than a decade before that General
(i]*lIJO(-(l(»;/ ard all but one of the Russian mission were massacred,
and 1n 1822 Henry Willoch had lm(\n\ threatened with decapitation

1 his dispute with Tath Ala Shab over British subsidies. A respect

for diplomatie immunity had never been a strong characteristic of
ihe Persian government, .

A minetcenth century Persian historian relates the Herat
campalgn from o different although not neeessarily conflicting

7 5
viewpoint. This account has little concern for the wider

implications of the crisis on the plane of Great Power poliatics,
A \

although 1s evidently awarce of such implications shen venturing an

>

explanation of what was considered the meddling of the British minister:

He considered the following problems: If the ciiv of Herat 1s
incorporated in the Persian empire, the inhabitants of Kabol and
Kandahar w11l without hesitation submit to the orders of the
Persian shah, and the frontiers of the Persian empire will border
on India. The Indidns w11l turn to the Persian empire; they will
show contempt for the English agents and expel them from Ind:ia.

{

7 Hasan-e Fasa'i, Farsnama-ye Naseri, published in Tehran ca. 1896
and {ranslated into etnglish by Heribert Busse under the title
History of lersia under Oajar Rule (New Yorlk: 1972). References
arc .to this latter edition.

I1bid., p.256.
=~ ‘
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The weater of thrs account treats the erisis Tis a daspute between

Persia and Kamran) and supeest< that MeNeall was the unvanted

e

inter Toper who upsvt a dispuie that otherwise would have been seitled P

?

in a traditironal dnvalrie mauner, He i~ at pains to point out the
4

military sapremacy of the Persran side and the willingness of Herat
§
to suriender had not MeNery1l gone anto the town on the understanding

\ tha{ he would reassure Kaman and brang him before the Shah, but then

¢ )

procecded to encourage Kaman to defend the town promising him subsidies.
iroops and war malerirals, Such a view 1s a legitimate interpretation
. * :

of events, The writer mentions that in late Apral of 1838 there was

a famine 1n the town and Yar Mohammed Khan eapelled some bwelve

thousaud people for whom the Shah made provigion to have them {e¢d, given
‘money and sent to Khorassan.” Again Kamran was at the point of =
surrendering and again McNeirll interposed, sending someone to tell him
¥ . . . L

never to surrender and advising the Shah to raise the siege and return

€¥* -
to Tehran: ¢
A q o 2
The Shah was ‘astonished at this proposal and said that McNeill was

an incxperienced ambassador and did not know the requirements of
religion and state and that no attention was to be paid to him, \

>
The account tells of the Bratish ambassador being allowed to enter
the town again on the same understanding as Before; but he thén

proceeded to offer Kamran ten thousand tomans and to assure him that 1f

he would withstand the siege for another two months, he would be left

v

bl 257 VRPN W SRY oy

alone, since the Shah's attention would be diverted by the arrival oft

British battleships off the coast of Fars, While it is clear from !
' - | . ;

9

Hasan-c Fasa'i, pp.237-258.
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McNerll's Telters to Tord Palmersiton that hmhed to ‘enter the ety
again, theie is no record that he actually did so. The Persian wrater
states that when McNertl v eturned, he repeated hi< wvarning that there
was no hope ol capluring Herat, wln(\\h angered the Shah enough for him to
order the envoy to leave (:lle camIL.: Again the latter's own account

of his departure 18 different,

§

'l‘kxc chroniteler admts to the farlure of the assauli on 1he town

of 24th June and sees the news of the arraval O’f British warships in

the Gulf and the reported threat of the British officer in charge 4

that "we shall change the friendship belween Persia and Enpgland to-
enmily" as precipitating the Shah's decision to raise the siege., It is
perhaps worth mentioming that the f'uilur(/' of the assault and the Shah's |
reason for }v1thdra\\'ing are fairly reported and agree with British
accounts, while a matter of a more trivial naturc and less crucial to
the Shah's prestige, the (fcparture of the British envoy from {he ‘camp,
is ro;Lorted differently: arguably the accuracy of McNeill's own account

P

could be called 1nto question,

n

Mention has been made of the degree of political maturity the
r3
Persian government displayed in 1ts relations with Britain during the

crisis.  Additionally, despite the failure-of the exped‘itlon and the
economic l.nd political pressures thercby placed on the Shah's ability
to hold his country together, a slide by Persia towards d1s1ntegratidn
‘into autonomous principalities or ;1ppanages of Russia and Britain was

Luvards

resisted, This compares favourably with the state of affairs

the end of theireign of the previous Shah when in the wake of military

p
!

ey

B P I
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- —
defeat by Russta and the provisions of the Treaty of Tuihmanchar and

imm anticipalron of the accession struggle, there was econsiderable

N

internal restlessness, which only strong concerted action by Russia

\

and Britain on the Shah's death prevented from turning into anarchy.
AN

z\l(]mu;rh\(ln\‘ time there was some unrest amongs! provincial governors,

as 1n Bushite, on the vhole lh\‘ coheston of the state was marmmtained

. »
Lo\a great extent due Lo the personality of the Praime

and this was
Minister, Hadja Mid¢a Aghasi.  He was the power behind the throne of
a weak monarch and realaised that a subtle play-oalf of the two Great
Powers an their vving for influence could be to Persia's advantage

= N

~hoth politically and cconomicglly, Tt will be noted that at thas l

offered to Britain were but pinprichs

Junctiyr e the insults and slights
!
and the altitfude while unco~operative was never fundamentally hostile.

-
It was a question of having an awarcx&s of the prevailang climate of

relations between the 1wo great powers, acting in accordance with

-

this climate, but never pushing too far, in casé\Britain o1 Russia put

cantion aside and acted on emotion. For Persié in the late 1830s,

this approach was still in 1ts infancy, although the oppoxlunist yet
flexible response to the developments of the Herat expedition™perhaps
exemplify 1t: it was after all the British who were initially upse

by the turn of events, and both great powers were to suffer military

setbacks in pursuance of theil‘ interests, while Peirsia could quietly
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profit from the attentron pasd to her, In tact 14 has been supge~ted

that as a conscquence of Russian and British commercral attention, the
- LN

Percran aristocraey pained new profyt-motivated preovecupations, which

diverted their attention away from creabyng internal disruptiron and

paved the way for a measure of 1nternal stability which was to last

10 -

=

until towards the end of the century.

¥
The rarsing of the siege by no means brought about an immodu\f\f‘ \
defusing of the tension between Britain and Russia. The episode and

reactions to 11 had mvrv\]y ~erved to confirm mutual suspicions, and

.
fear of war was slrong 0]\1 both sides. Mter all, Russia had been seen
' &

to support an alliance between Perwra and the yulers of Qandahar and
Kabul, and there was nothing to sugpest that the threat therehby posed

to the securaty. of Illdﬂa had disappeared with the Shah's retreat

westwards, e continued to garrison the frontaer *foriress ol Ghorian and

'

his aspiralions had only had their fulfillment postponed rather than

s . Lo
thwarted. . For Russia, British retaliation was just as ominous: the

' - N
island of Kharaq had been seized and 1t was now common knowledge that
Lord Auckland was organising an expedition to overthrew the two Afghan '

Al
. ¢

rulers and set up a puppétl ruler in their place.

If both sides were to have given full endorsement to their
expressed positions, a mlilary clash in Asia would have seemed

v -
inevitable, As it was Russia made the first move to conciliate Britain
\ '
. . . “ 2]
. .

10 , .

o

Peter Avery, Modern Iran (London: 1965), p.k6. .

~
‘
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by disavowing the actions'of her agenis. In a note of 1st November'
- *

1

= .

1838, Nesselroade told his ambassador in London, Count Pozzo di Borgo,
@ .

tordeny any aggressive intention on the part of Russia in Asia and to .

‘e

urge Palmerston to evacuate Khdraq aﬂd renew re]atlons with the Persian

L2 o ©

government. Count Simonich was recalled and his successor, A.O. \
L 4
Duhamel, was instructad tA breal of f all:relations with Kabul &nd\ , .
4 ' .
Qandahar, convince the Shah that he would recexvo no aid from Russaia,

and persuade him to seek a settlément with Britaiﬂg He was also to

arraﬁge for the repatriation of .the battalion of Russian and Polish

S o 1 N
deserters, who had been the only Europeans flghtkng for the Shah. 2 . \
AN ~ s K

@ '

Pa\?ersmon was not as receptive to these conciliatory gestures

as the Kussian government might have hoped, and he had alrcady decided :

(34 o ~

on Britain's ‘coarse of action. As he had wriften to his ambassador in \'

-Russia, the Marquess of Clanricarde: ‘ ‘
& 3
It is evident tbat the Shah s expedition agd1nst§Herat was part of a . '
' scheme planned Some time ago for extending Persian and therefore "
Russian influence all over Afghanistan.... But.\luckland has been told ,
to take Afghanistan in hand and make it a British'dependency and ﬂ

there is no doubt of his being able to accomplish' that object.

. ( o L . i e
| : - :
L J‘:ll ~ * " o . -

11 : ! ) . - - »
Nesselrode to Pozzo di Borgo, 1 Ndovember 1838, Parliamentary ) '
Pagers, No. 110 . o

12 A. 0 Duhamel, Autoblographla, cited in Philip E. Mpsely, "Russian T
Policy in Asia (1838- 9)," The Slavonic Review, 14 (1936) . Mr. “?

Mosely pointsy out that once in Tehran, \Duhamel became convinced ,that
Simonich and Vitkievitch had not exceeded their instructions in o

12

following an aggressive policy, and while fulfilling his government's
“instructions, he advocated a more militant stance by Russia in Asia. . :

* «
1. -~ °
! -
M
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-
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\\ amounl of c¢ynicism, He wrote to Hobhouse!

o .

] , .
{ l
. | . . N
' . - ! IThH,
° 3 3
e i
| . |
) hemc1e LV
We have long declined to meddle with the Afghans and bave purposcly \
left them andependent, but 31 the Ru=si1ans-1ry to mihe them Ruasssan o ‘
. oo we must tahe caw that they becowme Britysh. s Lo
u$ | ‘ | ) \
. Palme: ston told™\Clunricarde that he did not.believe that Rus<sia wanted \

to gofto war but "ig push on to ‘the eatreme point of encroachment and

v ° <

1 ]'-'
ss1on 1o which she way be allowed to ge without war.” 7 The :

1

apy

‘ ~
_assur ances that Nesselrode gave in his Note confirmed Palmerston in his

q 7

belicf that Russia fgared above all a war with Britain, but be viewed

v

Russia's concern oyer the Britysh presence 1n kharay with a certain

' - .
v ¢
'

The Ru<sians seem {ouchy aboutl Karrack, for Pozso dwelt much upon

it in conversation. 1 supposc they see the advahtape 1t would pive

us. Pozzo sa1d of course you will evacuatle it, For, you kuow, you

can lake 1t again whenever ynu like 1t; from whence™} JnJ'cl, that,

’ as soon as we arc oul of 11, they mean tu,porsuade the\‘:huh to foriify ”
1L, s0 as to prevenl us tul\uw 1t again, !

1
-

.
) )
Al though t\m sicge of Herat had been adandoned and although the

\ }
~ 3 P A o P /' N
: & ‘Russiah governmeni was moking pacific overtures a.nd oj/rermg 4ssuUrance s,
e 2 o e

Palmersion had no.intention of giving up Kharaq at this stage nor the
- ; /o
expedition to Afghanistan. The -degision crmcornin&' the latter was

. .

taken in India but fully approved in London. John MéNeill's appcalg oy
- ’ for continued vigilance and for the vigorous pursuit o §7couAse t0
G } v .

~

retriove Britain's p051t10n and "reestabl1qh oux influence in Central

L

Asia" had had a profound effect in shaping the Fonelgn ?ecrebary ] B

.

1ntran§1gentgatt1tude.

& . )
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As tar as Hussira was~ concerned, the ambassador in London had

. .
already apprecisted that Bratain's Afghan policy had been irrevocably

N -

formulated, and he foresaw.dire consequences for Russia's posidion an \
o~ . . a

Fop—e

Centrol Asia. He attributed the Bribish government's seeming reluctance

A

1o usg Russia's pood offices 1n reaching a settlement with Persia

and the delay an renewing diveel contacts as indicative of a desire t}o

masntain the protext of a quarrel with Persia, so that once Afpha®i-van had

2

been conquered, Persia too would be rrpe for occupation. Pozzo lad :
) ‘ \ o .

understood from Lord Melbourbe that Britain untended to have her Indian

froni,u-rs fi\dJ(H)] those of Russra. Even 1f he had misconsirued (s,

Qz‘l\nhn McNe1ll had returned to London advecating quite stremuously the

i

pélicy Lo which he had alluded 1n°hie déspatches: the occupation of Persia,
» \

It 18 har(}]y .surlirmlﬁg therefore that the Rpss,lan cuvoy feltl jgustitied j
- : ‘ ,,_";,
in raising the alarm. However Nesselrode was not impressed by these ..

» \‘ i ] ) ‘
alarmist notigns and it was his views th\al, were ultimately to hold sway.. /\ ,
Even so, Czar Nicholas 1s quoted as saying to hims ‘ 3

. A . bo- N -
I agree with you, my dear friend, but it 1s a good thing to be on
our guard, and if madness, for suth it is, drove Epgland to wish
to measure herself against oyr troops in the deserts of Persia, ‘
I hope in God, and in the bravery of our troops, to make her epent ‘
of it. 19 ‘ {

s —-

Already on 24th March 1839, despite the \pposition-of Count
Nesselrode and the Minifter of War, Chel\‘nyshev, the government in L
St. Petersburg had given approval to the pro‘)ectcduexpedition of \

General Perovsky to capture Khiva. Significantly though, the

\ .

2y
==
.
*
.
.
o
- s
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’ ‘
the campargn wasd to he delayed untzl Britain had lu\(h'rt/al\(-n her «Afghan
R 3
project.  T1 was thought that the delay would make the eapeditron appear
& —
as o deliborate vesponse, and one of which Britain, by virtue of her ’
own actions, would hardly be in a position to demand an caplanation,

Count Nesscliode was nevertheless of the opimion that it would. be

0

unwisee to do more than undertalhe the hhivan expedition as a show of

it .
Hussian prestyge, and he succeeded 1n dl.\w\auudl“y) the Czar and other
¢ .

members of thoLSi,. Peter shurg Cabinet from thesr belligerent mood hy

’
drawing up t{wo memoranda, one an :u\mlysls of the recently published

. \

l\ri tish Correspondence Relating to “the Affair< of Persra and o

Affphanistap, the uthm":ué('nl,uutlng the diffrcullies of miding Persia

and Af ghanistan against Britain. Nesselrode believed that a contest

with Britain whuld be damaging to the Russian position at the Porte,

T .

wikre control of the Straits had been Wrested from Turkey®by the Treaty

f UnkiaF~Skeless: in 1833, Militarily, Russia's theoretical might- - -

\

N

- « \
was huge, but practical cstlimates of troops available for scrvice on the

Purkish and Persian borders were not more than cighty "thousand. By

. . g
concentrating these {roops on a campaign in Central Asia, the Porte
! / T

16

might be placed in a i)osition to 1lrow off Russian dominalion.

\ Palmcr}:.ton too had no wish to upset ihe precarious balance of \
interests in the Near East by ﬂoo aggress‘i:vc a stance in Central Asia,

especially when a crikis between the Sultan and Mchemet Ali was

(‘ieveuloqpibng. Thus he had no intention of acceding. to alarmist views and

" " !
16‘ Mr. Mosely in the previotﬁly ci1ted article reproduces ’thesg \;two ]
‘important memoranda.
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countenancing a dirtect allackh on Persia, Just as he had labellced

Russia's policy as pushing 1o a point uﬂ aggression jusi short of
war, so too the Afphan expedition could be evaluated 1n the same light,
Yel oul of all this mutual suspreion, a policy of reconcitliation was

ultimately born, as evemplified 1n"the Biunnow mission to London

i

1 Seplember 1859,

H
It was apparent to the Foreciron Secretary that the conteot for

v
political and commercial nfluencelhad to continue, and the British

position 1n Persia in this pacific struggle was pot helped by a

rupture 1mn relations. However he was in no hurry to heal this rift

with several oulstanding matiters requiring to be setlled: there were

the questions of the attack oen McNeill's couricer and the renewed

unrest an Bushire; and more amportantly Palmerston wanted the Shah VO

conclude a commercial treaty, abandon once and for all his designs on
-

Afghanistan, and withdraw hag garrrébnpxgym Ghorian, When he heard

T2

that an cenvoy of the Shah was on his way to BriL;Tﬁ?\hﬂ was inatially

unwilling to receive him, bui then met him unofficially. The envoy,

Husain Khan, ondoavqrred 1o jusiify the Shah's reason for attackiﬁg

\
\ .
Herat and blamed McNeill for the way in which the crisis subsecquently

~.

4

developed. This was to be expected but he also expressed the Fprsian

government's concern at the continued occupation of Kharaq. This
, : |
proved to be Palmerston's bargaining weapon in gaining the objectiveS\
. N :

x ’ \ o
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- "
he requived, but 16 was not until carly 1842 that the Bratigh
T . \
government was sufficiently assured of the Persian government's good

P
farth 1o 1nstruct Auckland to order the evacuation of Kharaq, despiie

L

the latter's hﬂﬁlidlﬂpn'

*

John MeNeil!l had arrived back in Tehran in October 1841 to

F
commerctal agrecment, Umwv(-i', despite the sigming of\ the treaty, the
e

[

a scemingly cnxdia]\\cceptlon by the Shah, who eagerly copeluded the
N

uncequivoecal apology tendered” for thé atlack on the courier, and the

firman  for the protection of the Bratish mission's servants, the

Shah's designs upon Herat remained. Auckland had wanted to &Ftaln
. -
* 'ﬁ 3 .
Kharaq as a means of heeping the Shah in check, The wisdom of has

o

attitude may be betler appreciated after the massacre of the Bratish
‘ { v

mission at Kabul and the re!kv;t 1o the lJWiian frontier, This cu{]apéoﬂf_ﬁ¥, ,

ottt

of Britain's Afghan policy was to lead to a souring of relabions with
Persia and s?rVed to revive the Shah's temporarily dormant ambitions.

What was different al thi® juncture was that there was no support

forthcoming\ifom Russia or her agents. The discomfitupe at Khiva
’ . .,

coupled® to a dgsire to maintain cordial rclations with DBritain was -
/ s

sufficient to sg\ 1 the hawks in the Russian government for the time

o !

being, o g .
™ \

The Persian envoy, Husain Khan, had attempted to discredit John




% Sir Joln McNeill he had returned to Persia to conclude the commercial
b

|
,
. \
, ,
|
\

as .
treaty, but iqAﬁugust 1842 he was relieved by Colonel Sheil and returned ‘

home. 1n revised French and English editions of his Progress and Present \

Posgition of Russia in the Dast puklished in 1854, he dealt with eveuts i

subsequent to 1836 and continued to stress the importance of Persia and

Turkey remaining autonomo&é states.

It is the role of Sir John as a diplomat that has been examined

v

here but he was also to show an intense interest in social problems

\ i .

both_ domestic and military. In 1845 he was appointed chairman of the

.

P

board supervising the new Scottish Poor Law: a position he held until

, . 4}
1868; and together with Colonel Alexander Tulloch, he was responsible .
for investigat;:é the arrangements and management of the conmissariAt 2
department in the Crimea in 1855. Their controversial report was laid . ‘%
before parliament the following year, and although the army exonerated ’ %

t

those Ex&%}cised in the report, McNeill was later to make some bitter
- v, - :‘F
comments on the "levity" with which the mattew was treated.

McNeill always retained his interest and indeeq fascination for \

B \ ’
the affairs of the ﬁast.~ He was a founder member of the Royal\Asiatic' , f

Society and was assoc#ated with it for over s{xty years. It is perhaps '

approprgate that whén he died at Cannes in May 1883, he was the last ‘
1 ’ |

survivor of that original membership. -




Appondlx

\

“Translation of a Draft of a Treaty agreed to by the Government of

Akawlt,:nui proposed o the Persian Govermnent by His Exceldlency |

My,

MeNeill.

-«

"Stipulations whichslis Highness Kamrhn Meerza will Lngagc to perform.

I.

II.

&II.

.

VI

VII.

Hostilataes and plun?er shall cease, and the capture and selling

of slaves shall entirely be pat a stop to.

-

The subjectls and dependont% of the’Shal-in-8hah of Iran shall in
no way be annoyed, and no attewpt shall be made to injure them,

and no disturbance shall bhe created on the frontier of Khoyassan.
) .

Bvery possible cendeavour shall\bo used lo pro;cnt the Turcomans or
others from plundering in the territory of the Shah-in-8hah of
Irvan, and in the event of these Lribes uf?vndiug, should the Shah-
1n~ShaE of Iran desire to chastise and punish them, this Govermment
shall furnigh troops to the extent of its ability to co-operate
with the troops of the Shah-in-Shah of Persia: for the chastisement

of the abovementioned traibes.

Whatever number of slaves may be in bondage with the Affighans of
Herat and its dependencies, all that are within reach, or that

they may be aple to restore, shall be restored.

Whatever persons of the Affghans may have joi 3d the Shah-in-8hah .

of Iran, shall not in any way be molested or injured.

Hercafter Prince Kamran shall not give himself the title of Shah,’
but shall content himself with that of Shahzadeh.

Merchants from all parts who shall emﬁer the territory of Herat
and its depép@encies, gshall be in every respect protected, and shall

not be molested in life or property.

o~

VII1.The tribe of Hazareh shall not be restored, but .this Government

shall do all in its power to remove them to their former abodes in

Laf.\\ b : \\ ’ ST
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\
the #'ercran territory.
z
Mhemands of s Highness Kamran Meciza. s
1. s Mayjesty the Shah-1n=Shali of Iran shall treat Prince hamran R
J y
R - . . y
as one of his own brothers. \ " \

II. ‘The Ministers of the .Persian Government shall in no pussible
way iterfere 1n the internal affairs of the dominions in
possession of Prinee Kamran; but these affairs shall be lelft unde
the entire control of the.Ministers of’ the Government of Herax,

that fhv& may be able to falfil their engagement.

ITI. Ghorian shall be given over to Sheer Mahommod Khan, and Sheer
Mahommed Khan himséIf shall at all times remain with the Shah-

in~Shalt of lran.

IvVv. The Shah-in-Shah of Iran shall not scnd troops to the ferritories

in possession of PIrince Kamran, and shall prohibat his governors,

S P Je)

and soldiers, and subjects, from plundering." 1

\ | 4

. T

-
e

\ ,5' 1 The translation of the stipulations and demands was undertaken by
Y D'Arcy Todd and a copy was sent to Palmerston| by-McNeill as an
AN inclosure in his letter of 12 May 1838, (P.R. { F.0. 539/1,
folio 293, ° \
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1. Introduction

Two sets of papers in the Brltiih labrary proved valuable for this
work. In the Auchland Papers, the yritor was able t¢ draw on mutcr{al
gontained in four of the several bound volﬁmes marked 'Private Letter Books'
vhich contain copies of lettiers the Governor-General sent to members of ihe
Cabinet in London,'particu]arly John Cam Hobhouse, President of the Board

of Control, to John McNeill, and to his own subprdinates in India. Hobhouse's

-
’ . ‘

own correspondence, the Broughton Papers, was also useful, containing lettiers

i79.

.received and copies of some despatched. The correspondence was Qery helpful \

for the period around Coloncl Sheil's visit to London in April 1838, 'Both

F

collcctioLs are arguably peripheral 1o the central role of John Mc¢Neill but

Y
contribute to an understanding of the fumbling for a coherent British polgcf

towards Persia and Afghanistan.
The Broadlands Papers, deposited with thé Historical Manuscripts

Commission, ;swerc another interest?ng but by no means extensive manuscript

LN
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, )

\ source., One folder (U])/I’F,) contains fifteen items, all of {hem
drafis by Foreign Office staff of despatches to McNeill whach have been
aménded or added to hy the Torecign Secrctary. A series of\lettors

ontline Palmerston's instruclions to his envey, while most of the lates

despatches subscquently appear in the printed (orrespondence. Alfurther
two folders classificd under General Correspondence (GC/MA/39-62 and

(iC/F[ﬁ\/,Q'i-«?:.’) conlain private correspondence between the I'oreign Secrctary

and John McNeill and include copics of g "Memoir on Koordistan" dated

20th Octlober 1835 and a "Memorandum on the Question of aifording aid to
- \
o ‘Persia..l" of March 1836 by Mr, McNeill. Tt should be noted that, while
¥
\ valuallé ,\ the corrcébondence between Palmerston and McNeall contained

in-the Broadlands Papers is scant and the manuscript originals of most of the

copious: cxchanges in the print&d Correspondence muit be sought elsewhere,

The printed Corrcspondence proved to be the single most valuable
L " [
source for this work. ! The writer made extensive use of the version
{
Palmerston had prepared for the Cabinet, in two parts, labelled "Private

and Confidential., Correspondence relating to {the Affa#rs of Persia and

]
i

Affghanistan, Printed solely for the use of the Cabinet." The copies

7 used were at the Public Record Office under the classificleons F.0. 539/1

. and F.0. 539/2, The former is endorsed "Viscount Palmerston's copy" and is

-extengively annotated in pencil, with pg%ases and sentences scored through

'
o L]

t , '~ and "omit" wr1Qfen in the margin. The reagson for these endarsements

i lies in the fact that after his Cubinet pulleagues had had an opportunlty
to exanfine the exchanges between Palmerston and McNeill virtu*lly in thé%f

. \
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\ entivety, the torergn Secretary decided to pll\lllsh the correspondence o
‘ |

order to vindicate government policy in Afghanistan. However against this,
.

he needed to balance Russian anger 31 that country were to appear in loo -
unfavourable a light, thus he cdited the Cabinel{ version extensively,
omitling many references to Russia, and in some ways by default, allowing

#

the role of Count Simonich to be caaggerated, This version appeared in

1839 under the title Covvespondence rolu(iiﬁwgg_iho Affairs of Persia

A \

The wriler was unable to locate Sir John's diaries and letters

and Affghanistan,

and had {o content hlmsc}f with those printed in the‘'Memoir of Sir John '
McNeill  wratten by his granddaughter, F]oronc; Macalister. Access tlo ‘
|
McNeill's private papers, 1f they stall exist, would clearly have been
preferable, but Mrs. facalister's account affords an adequate although
, . seleLFive ande af fectronate por%rait. The Mineteenth century practice of }
anonymity in the many periodicals presents a problem in attributing arti¢les”

£y %

to McNeill, but there is no doubt as to his authorship of the "Visits 1o the

Haram" in Blackwood's Edinburgh Mapazine during the 1820s and the article

on Persia in the same periodical in 1827, His pamphlet Progress and Present o

]

v

Pogition of Rugsia in the East 1is extremely well-reasgned presentation of

\ .

/the Mussophobe case and provides an invaluable insight ihko his likely '
‘r

\ attitudes 1n the initial stagﬁs‘of his term as ambassador. There are many * <
e

o\ articles of the period of considerable interest including one under the title

of "Russia, Persia, and England" in the Quarterly Review <in 1839, which was

by way of an extended rgyiew of‘thqjrecently_published Correspondence . The ]

Annual Register of 1839 carried a short chapter of similar content. %
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Sir Joho Kaye's Hhistory of the War in Afphamstan was for ’me \\
' H
yeare the delfmmbive work onh the first Afghan war, althoupgh the fact

that 1t was writlen lattle more than a decade affer tlhie cvent might

Q
tend to detract from 1ts objectivaty. J.A, Norris's The Iirot

Afphan War retains this pro-British bias but pr'ovulvs‘i‘ a fresh account
l

greatly helped by the application of modern historical techniques. 1f

at times his manv lines of argument becomq somewhat obfuscated by the

sheer weight of scholarship, his treatment of MeNeill, arcuably a fringe

character to the central issue, is very thorough and the writer found

his ideas and rveferences 1mmensely helpful. J.B. Kelly in Britain and

the Persian Gulf 1795-1880 gave valuable guidance to the Persian Gulf

dimension of the crisis, and Sir W. Ker l“ra:\er—Ty tler's Afghanisl:_x_rl

was ecssential recading for gaining a general pnderstanding to the background

.

of Afghan hi stoﬂy.

Sir Henry Rawlinsons's Ingland and Russia and 1]1( East 1s an
1

inportant contribution to the later debate in Victorian Britain on the
signific;a.nfe of Russian expansion. ° Russof-British rclatives in general-

are well covered in C.W, Crawley'% article "Anglo-Russian Relatiom‘IBI’j—
1840", while Philip Mosely's articles and monograph on Russia;*s Asiatic policy
in the 1830s help to clear up the question as to wheiu,her there was & BN
Russian threat to India. Writing in the 1930s, Mosely v‘cas able to %e.w

on material ir\ Russian archives at present unavailable to western scholars.
British policy is elucidated in John H, Gleason's The Genesis of

' -]

Russophobia in Great Britain, and HW,C, Davis's Ralclgh Lecture "The

Great Game in Asia, 1800-1844" is a seminal work in t\he dlscussnon of the
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oriyins of Ru-so-Bi

counter Russian

-

<

influence

in Central dsia.

\gﬁlah rivalry and on the Briti-h agents used to

One of the more recent

-

contributions to the continuing debate 1~ "Russi1an Imperialism

,i a
Rccon<1dvlcw"lgrlhmrhuvl Sarkisvanz. Mr.

» M
T
Sarakisyvanz stresses the

o

183.

paradox that the rival's imperialist expansion is judged ‘morally while

"selfrpreservation 1% the firsg duly.'
\ ,

collection entatled Russian lmperialiam from Ivan the Great to the

a

Revolution under the editorship of Taras Hunczak.

{
An uneapected source of information was A Medieal History of Persia

v

I

o L]
one's own 1s gudged pragmatrcally, and he points to MeNeill as saying

f
‘

' Thie essay appears in a useful’

u

o

by Cyril Elgood. Several chap%orb are devoted to British medical

-

influence from the late eighteenth century onwards and Sir John's role

as a physitian 1s deyoloked againet the backdrop of tihe politfcai‘and

R

diplomatic events.
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