
		
			[image: Crisis_Among_the_Great_Powers.jpg]
		

	
		
			Miroslav Šedivý is Deputy Head of the Department of Historical Studies at the University of West Bohemia in Pilsen. He is the author of Metternich, the Great Powers and the Eastern Question (2013) and holds a PhD from Charles University, Prague.

		

	
		
			‘This book is a real tour de force. Miroslav Šedivý’s very careful use of extensive primary and secondary sources allows him to present a telling and persuasive argument regarding the lack of a “transformation of European politics” after 1815.’ – Robert Billinger, Professor Emeritus of History, Wingate University, North Carolina

			‘Miroslav Šedivý’s masterful study of the European powers and the Rhine Crisis of 1840–1841 is sweeping in scope. This compelling book examines both high politics and the views of the educated public, expressed in newspapers and other writings including poetry. Šedivý’s incomparable scholarship is based on his command of several languages and his use of a vast number of primary sources from archives across Europe. The fascinating question he poses is how a crisis in the Middle East could have led to a threat of war in Western Europe. He also evaluates the extent to which later Franco-German hostility can be traced back to this crisis. Šedivý forcefully demonstrates that beneath the rhetoric, the statesmen of the time were largely guided by national ambitions. He therefore challenges the so-called ‘transformation of politics’ in 1814–1815 that some scholars have claimed. He argues the lesser states and general public would not have felt as insecure as they did had the great powers been truly restrained. This authoritative study of a crisis in Europe spurred by unrest in the Middle East will surely resonate with modern readers. It is a “must-read” for all those interested in the international relations of the early nineteenth century.’ – Mark Jarrett, author of The Congress of Vienna and its Legacy (I.B.Tauris, 2016)

		

	
		
			Crisis among the Great Powers

			The Concert of Europe and the Eastern Question

			Miroslav Šedivý

			[image: ]

		

	
		
			Published in 2017 by

			I.B.Tauris & Co. Ltd

			London • New York

			www.ibtauris.com

			Copyright © 2017 University of West Bohemia

			The right of Miroslav Šedivý to be identified as the author of this work has been asserted by the author in accordance with the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988.

			All rights reserved. Except for brief quotations in a review, this book, or any part thereof, may not be reproduced, stored in or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the prior written permission of the publisher.

			Every attempt has been made to gain permission for the use of the images in this book. Any omissions will be rectified in future editions.

			References to websites were correct at the time of writing.

			This book was written as part of the project ‘The Rhine Crisis of 1840’ financed by the Czech Science Foundation (grant No. GA13-03932S).

			The publication underwent a review process and was approved by the editorial board of I.B.Tauris & Co. Ltd

			International Library of Historical Studies 103

			ISBN:	978 1 78453 509 4

			eISBN:	978 1 78672 020 7

			ePDF:	978 1 78673 020 6

			A full CIP record for this book is available from the British Library

			A full CIP record is available from the Library of Congress

			Library of Congress Catalog Card Number: available

			Typeset by Saxon Graphics Ltd, Derby

		

	
		
			For my mother

		

	
		
			Contents

			List of Plates

			Preface

			Acknowledgements

			List of Abbreviations

			Maps

				Introduction

			1	The Eastern Question

			2	The Great Powers

			3	The German Confederation

			4	Secondary Countries

			5	Public Response in the German Confederation

				Conclusion

			Notes

			Bibliography

		

	
		
			List of plates

			All images in the public domain.

			 1. 	Prince Clemens Wenzel Lothar Nepomuk von Metternich-Winneburg, the Austrian chancellor

			 2. 	Henry John Temple, 3rd Viscount Palmerston, the British foreign secretary

			 3. 	François Pierre Guillaume Guizot, the French ambassador in London and then Foreign Minister

			 4. 	Adolphe Thiers, the French prime minister

			 5. 	Nicholas I, the emperor (tsar) of Russia

			 6. 	Frederick William IV, the king of Prussia

			 7. 	Louis Philippe, the king of France

			 8. 	Leopold I, the king of Belgium

			 9. 	Charles XIV John, the king of Sweden and, simultaneously also Charles III John, the king of Norway

			10.	Charles Albert, the king of Sardinia

			11.	Joseph Maria von Radowitz, the Prussian officer

			12.	Ferdinand II, the king of the Two Sicilies

			13.	Ludwig I, the king of Bavaria

			14.	Mohammed Ali, the ‘pasha’ of Egypt

			15.	The plan of the Parisian Fortification approved by the French Parliament in 1841

		

	
		
			Preface

			Among the most impressive monuments in the Parisian Père Lachaise cemetery stands the splendid tomb of former French Prime Minister Casimir Périer who died in May 1832. The inscription engraved upon it explains to visitors that this man defended with eloquence and courage France’s peace and national dignity abroad, goals often invoked by the French at that time despite the fact that they were contradictory in their potential consequences: whereas the desire for peace is a natural and reasonable aim of a country’s foreign policy, the veneration of national dignity contains in itself an irrational, and for the general peace, perilous element. Despite its dangerous potential the latter became rather popular in French society and was frequently exalted in the press in late 1840, usually with more fervour than the desire for peace. Expressions of national or monarchical dignity and honour were also heard in other European countries and were symptomatic for the crisis that seized most of Europe and went down in history under the name of an important river: the Rhine.

			This Rhine Crisis was the fallout of the second Turko-Egyptian conflict of 1839–1841, an important chapter in the history of the Eastern Question written by two Ottoman sultans, Mahmud II and his son Abdülmecid I, and the powerful and ambitious governor of Ottoman Egypt, Mohammed Ali. Soon after the outbreak of war between Mahmud II and Mohammed Ali in the spring of 1839, the losses to the Turkish army, navy and the sultan himself provoked the diplomatic intervention of all the Great Powers forming the so-called European Concert – Austria, France, Great Britain, Prussia and Russia. On 15 July 1840 four of them signed, in London, a convention with the Ottoman Empire that guaranteed their diplomatic and military assistance against the Egyptian pasha. After the failure of diplomatic negotiations in Alexandria, the Austrians, British and Turks launched a military expedition in Syria in September and forced the Egyptian forces to retreat back to Egypt in early 1841. The conflict between the sultan and his pasha was finally solved in the summer of 1841. This Turko-Egyptian crisis was not only significantly influenced by the involvement of the European Powers but also had a significant impact on events in Europe. Since France decided not to act against Mohammed Ali and remained apart from the London Convention of 15 July 1840, the other Powers acted without her support and approval. This, however, led to a serious diplomatic defeat for France. Her government led by Adolphe Thiers and backed by King Louis Philippe started preparations for war with the aim of forcing the signatories of the Convention to make some concessions to Mohammed Ali and thereby to France. The French public even talked about the necessity to avenge the allegedly injured national dignity with force, and the press eagerly invoked the war that was to be crowned by the seizure of France’s so-called natural frontiers: the Rhine and the Alps. Since the signatory Powers did not give in to French threats, Louis Philippe decided to reduce the tension by accepting the resignation offered by his prime minister in October 1840. Though the Great Powers remained divided until the signature of the Second London Convention on 13 July 1841, Thiers’ political downfall and the constitution of a new French ministry virtually ended the whole affair at the end of the preceding year.

			The Rhine Crisis actually appears, at least at first sight, quite irrational because the war scare in Europe had its roots in a conflict between the Ottoman sultan and his powerful Egyptian pasha in distant Syria and originated from the question of the latter’s territorial possession of Syrian pashalics, which most Europeans neither knew by name nor were able to find on the map. Furthermore, the crisis was instigated by the French disagreement with the proceeding of the other Great Powers against the Egyptian pasha after 15 July 1840 and fuelled by her threats of war, but in fact neither the French king with his first minister nor other European rulers, statesmen, politicians and diplomats actually wished to wage it. The not-at-all incorrect tendency of some historians to assess the crisis as a storm in a teacup changes nothing in the fact that the contemporaries from France to Russia and from Sweden to the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies saw the thunderstorm on the horizon, some of them strongly apprehensive about the outbreak of war, and that their fears were in many respects understandable. The fact that some events did not occur in history does not necessarily mean that they could not have happened and regarding this fact it is also necessary to analyse the Rhine Crisis that has generally and correctly been regarded as the most serious affair on the international scene from 1830 to 1848, if not in the whole Pre-March Period of 1815–1848. Despite its significance, scholars have paid little attention to its history and no monograph in English or a complex evaluation in any language has ever been written.

			The goal of this book is to offer a thorough analysis of the Rhine Crisis, its causes, course as well as consequences. It attempts to go beyond the limits of purely diplomatic history and embrace military as well as social history and the history of international law and not to confine itself to the activities of the political, diplomatic and military elites but also to break into the story of the common people, at least the educated middle-class members of society, who often reacted verbally to or at least felt threatened by the war scare of 1840, and, finally, to introduce the Rhine Crisis as an affair affecting the whole of Europe, in other words not as the exclusive business of the five European Powers but also a considerable number of less powerful countries – the member states of the German Confederation and Switzerland at the core of the Old Continent, Sweden and Denmark in the north, Belgium and the Netherlands in the west, and Piedmont, Tuscany, the Papal States and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies in the south; all of them were more or less directly involved in the crisis.

			The importance of the Rhine Crisis and its neglect by historians are neither the only nor by any means the most significant reasons for the decision to elaborate on this historical topic. In fact, the analysis of the crisis is not merely a goal in itself but also a means for the revaluation of the functioning of the European Concert and the European States System during the Pre-March Period that has predominantly been assessed by historians as well as political scientists in very positive ways. Especially in comparison with the precedent period of Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars and the decades after 1848 entailing the wars among the Great Powers and finally leading into World War I, historians have praised these Powers for their great sense of cooperation and pan-European responsibility after 1815 and their willingness for self-restraint and proceeding in compliance with existing legal norms, pointing out the resulting confidence of Europe’s secondary states in their conduct and willingness to conform to their leadership. This admiration of the Pre-March Period has been fuelled by the twentieth-century experience of two World Wars and gained significant support owing to several scholars’ works published in the last quarter century. However, in my opinion, this positive evaluation has already gone too far and has led more to the construction rather than reconstruction of history.

			Just the simple answer to the question why the conflict of two oriental despots in distant Syria at the moment when all the Great Powers including France desired the preservation of the Ottoman Empire could endanger general peace reveals more the dysfunction rather than the operational ability of the European Concert, and it draws attention to the serious breaches in the stability of the European States System: the fact that the fear of war reached such a high level and seized most European countries resulted from their mutual distrust. This lack of confidence existed among the Great Powers in much the same way as among the secondary countries and between the two groups as well. This was nothing new in 1840 and it had already existed earlier owing to the experience with affairs where the conduct of states was predominantly led not by a sense of cooperation and legality but by unilateral interests and limited compliance with international legal norms. If it had been otherwise, then the ostentatious but generally little believed French belligerency – Louis Philippe and Thiers were not generally presumed to want to wage war against the whole of Europe – could hardly have ever caused such a serious situation in late 1840 as it did; just Austria and Prussia backed by other states of the German Confederation were strong enough to repulse an eventual French attack, not to mention the coalition of these two German Powers with Great Britain and Russia. The seriousness of the situation was caused by several factors like the fear of an outbreak of revolution in France and particularly by the existing fragility in the relations among the European countries that fully came to light during the crisis, were intensified by it and finally contributed to the growth of tensions, distrust and fears in Europe.

			The book introduces thus the history of the Rhine Crisis within the wider context of European Pre-March diplomatic history and serves as a probe into the history of the European States System during the Pre-March Period in general. This aspiration could be regarded as too ambitious, and it definitely would have been if it were done without a greater knowledge of the period as a whole and merely with the purpose of increasing the value of the book based upon research limited to this particular topic. In fact the presented work and its conclusions originate from my year-long research of tens of thousands of archival and published documents as well as other primary and secondary sources covering the whole Pre-March Period and a vast range of topics from diplomatic to social history. Since this research gradually led me to an appraisal of the Pre-March diplomatic history that is not in perfect conformity with the eupeptic assessments of some historians and political scientists analysing it ‘from above’ – in broad surveys usually based upon a very limited number of primary and sometimes even secondary sources, I decided to choose the Rhine Crisis to advocate, in my opinion, a more realistic approach and by means of a thorough analysis of this affair to reveal the problems in the international relations of the period which have often been neglected in some scholarly works, in other words to research the topic ‘from below’. The result of course is not a complete negation of the existing state of research but a certain modification. The view of the (dys)function of the European States System can be compared to the question of whether a glass is half-full or half-empty. As this book tries to prove, it definitely was far from full and its content was rather turbid.
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			The Rhine Crisis might appear to be an easy subject for a historical analysis since it neither lasted long nor grew into an armed conflict. As is often the case, appearance is deceptive. It is not an easy topic to grasp either chronologically or thematically owing to its unclear termination and thematic complexity, encompassing a considerable number of European countries whose fate was dependent upon the development of affairs in the Ottoman Empire, involving the entire social spectrum from the ruling elites directing the affairs to the lower classes whose opinions, fears and desires resonated in late 1840, and embracing themes from various fields of history from political to social and cultural ones. Furthermore, one cannot ignore the long-lasting interests, ambitions and animosities, sometimes more irrational than logical, which were revealed during the crisis and had a serious impact on its course.

			Just the mere determination of the time span is not an easy task. The Rhine Crisis definitely started when the four Great Powers manifested their decision to proceed in the Turko–Egyptian conflict without France with the signing of the London Convention on 15 July 1840. The crisis in the Occident arose as a result of the problems in the Levant with which it remained interconnected in the following months, but it still constituted an independent affair. The conclusion of the crisis, however, can hardly be seen as concurrent with the termination of the conflict between Constantinople and Alexandria formally settled by the Second London Convention on 13 July 1841; even if this document was signed by all the Great Powers manifesting the restoration of their good relations, at that time the war scare in the West of late 1840 was but a memory. So how long did it last? The withdrawal of Thiers’ cabinet in late October 1840 definitely marked the crucial turning point in the history of the crisis since it manifested Louis Philippe’s firm determination to maintain peace and find a diplomatic way out. Consequently, the period from July to October constitutes the core of the crisis. Nevertheless, on the international stage apprehensions were not totally dispelled by any means with Thiers’ resignation, and the continuous armament in France, the so-called armed peace, still provoked uncertainty and counter-reactions among European rulers as well as in the general public in the following weeks and did not considerably decrease before the turn of 1840. In early 1841, the possibility of an all-European war was generally regarded as very improbable or even non-existent and the signatories of the First London Convention and France merely tried to find the best diplomatic solution to the conflict in the Near East that would conclusively banish the storm-clouds in the West. Regarding all this, the presented book will predominantly deal with the time span from 15 July 1840 to the end of the same year, of course with some attention paid to the first half of 1841 when the military negotiations within the German Confederation and the verbal battle between German and French nationalists continued.

			The short duration of the Rhine Crisis changes nothing in its significance in Pre-March European history. Its complexity can never be fully appreciated without an awareness of the long-term determinants like the French revisionism which had existed since 1815 and, in particular, the Eastern Question that gave rise to the crisis. The increasing involvement of the European Powers in the Ottoman Empire that remained outside the European States System after 1815 influenced in a negative way the mutual relations of these Great Powers despite the fact that at that time all of them desired the preservation of the sultan’s state. Their egotistic ambitions and mutual distrust made the Eastern Question, with its destructive potential for European stability and peace, one of the most serious issues regarding international relations. The urgency of this problematic was reflected not only by the governmental elites but also among the general public and it became a topic closely observed even in European countries that were in no way politically active in the Balkans and the eastern Mediterranean. A considerable number of precedent problems in the relations among the European countries as well as their internal deficiencies shaped the image of the Rhine Crisis, but none of them was directly responsible for its beginning and influential in its course and outcome to such an extent as those that originated in the Eastern Question.

			Besides the conflict between the sultan and the pasha there were other affairs with different influences over the crisis in the second half of 1840. They can be divided into those preceding it and those emerging during its course. As for those existing before July 1840, among the most influential was the Belgian Question which was not settled until 1839 and in fact then still with unresolved disputes between the Belgian and Dutch Kingdoms as well as the former and the Great Powers; this heritage provoked the question of the Netherlands’ eventual revisionism aimed at the reconquest of Belgium and both her attitudes and those of Belgium in the event of a war between the signatories of the London Convention and France. In Italy the French occupation of Ancona in 1832, even though it ended in 1838, and the British–Neapolitan dispute over the production of Sicilian sulphur in the spring of 1840 were still in living memory. Both of these increased the debates about the Great Powers’ designs against other countries not only in Italy but also in other parts of the Continent and their willingness to respect the neutrality of these smaller countries. In Switzerland the violation of Swiss neutrality by the allied troops in 1813 and the disputes with the Austrian Empire over the political refugees in the 1830s were quickly recalled and provoked the same distrust towards the intentions of the five Great Powers, something present in all the Powers of the second and third order, which was a term for all other less powerful European states. From the affairs coming into being or still existing after 15 July 1840 and having resonance for the Rhine Crisis several were particularly significant, namely the social protests of Parisian workers, Louis Napoleon’s attempt at a coup d’état, the electoral reform movement and the unsuccessful attempt on Louis Philippe’s life in France, economic and financial problems in Austria and Russia and lastly Frederick William IV’s accession to the Prussian throne that had occurred already in June but became of considerable significance in late 1840 as well. All these and some other preceding or collateral events were generally reflected in governmental circles as well as in the general public, and most of them contributed to the feelings of uncertainty and anxiety and thus to the increased perception of the seriousness of the situation in Europe that could end in an all-European war and upheaval.

			What further made the Rhine Crisis a serious pan-European affair was its territorial distension. It involved, first, the five Great Powers – France, Great Britain, Russia, Austria and Prussia – which were active participants through their engagement in the conflict in the Near East after July 1839 and the signature or opposition to the London Convention a year later; second, the whole German Confederation whose member states would be compelled to go to war if France attacked the Rhineland; and third, some other countries for various reasons: Denmark and the Netherlands belonged to the German Confederation through their possessions of the Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg and the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg and the Duchy of Limburg and were obliged to fight with their federal forces against France as all other members, and the Netherlands could also hardly escape involvement in a war owing to her geographical position, in particular if Belgium were dragged into a war for the same geopolitical reason; Switzerland, situated in the centre of Europe and controlling strategic access routes between France and northern Italy could also become a victim of the war; the same geopolitical importance threatened the Sardinian Kingdom (Piedmont) placed between France and Austria and, consequently, together with Switzerland constituted a barrier to be overcome if the two Great Powers wanted to clash and, for its certain military significance, it also was an important ally for either of them. If the war was extended to the Apennines, Tuscany, the Papal States and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies would also be threatened by it and involuntarily compelled to choose sides. The danger of being dragged into the conflict for entirely alien interests also affected Sweden; despite the fact that this north European country lay in the periphery of the Continent and at a sufficient distance from the areas of eventual military operations, her territorial extent made her the largest of all the secondary Powers and attracted the attention of the Great Powers, in particular Great Britain and Russia, which naturally wished to get Sweden on their side in the event of war. In short, the war in Syria could not only provoke a war among the Concert’s members but also draw into a conflict some other countries of which none actually wanted to fight but after mid July 1840 had to prepare for such an eventuality. They were thus condemned to pay particular attention to the diplomatic rupture among the Great Powers, most of them even starting moderate armaments for the eventuality that it would not be solved by way of negotiations.

			In connection with some secondary countries it is also necessary to bear in mind regional aspects of the crisis as well as those beyond the borders of Europe which further contributed to its magnitude. And so if the Italian states remembered the French occupation of Ancona and the aggressive British conduct against Naples during the Sulphur Crisis, the monarchs in Turin and Naples also felt rather insecure owing to the more or less actual secessionist tendencies in Savoy and Sicily. History also played an important role here since the Sicilians’ desire to secede had existed for a long time and had increased in the late 1830s owing to their displeasure with the rule of their king, and in Savoy the French rule during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars was still in living memory and not at all unpopular. The Rhine Crisis brought to light the issues of the Sicilians’ and Savoyards’ loyalty to their respective rulers who therefore had another reason to fear the outbreak of war. The source of similar alarm for the Dutch was much more distant: the Opium War waged by Great Britain against China gave rise to the question of whether the British would not try to compel the Netherlands to wage war against France with the threat of the occupation of Java, a Dutch colony of vital economic importance for the homeland, and if they would undertake this step in the event of a negative answer from The Hague. Whether or not this fear was exaggerated is less important than the fact that it actually existed and further proves, first, the negligible trust of the smaller countries in the designs of those most powerful, and, second, the complexity of the Rhine Crisis as an all-European crisis with an overseas accent.

			The seriousness of the presented affair was a result not only of its considerable territorial but also its social extension: besides the horizontal axis transecting a considerable number of countries it is necessary to take into account the vertical cross-section of social strata from the ruling elites to the lower classes of European society. Besides the monarchs, politicians and diplomats directly involved there were numerous members of the higher and middle classes who contributed to the crisis by their commentaries in newspapers, political pamphlets and lyrics, giving rise to a considerable response to the crisis in the press and political writings and, of course, a significantly larger number of people attentively monitoring these affairs and debating them in private as well as in public, which led to numerous rumours further increasing the general alarm; this mass of observers came not only from the educated middle classes but also from the workers and peasants who generally were not so interested in politics and ideas but were capable of understanding the seriousness of the situation that could directly affect their lives through conscriptions, higher taxations and misery if a war broke out. The attention paid to the Rhine Crisis in the general public was naturally not a new phenomenon, but it definitely was extraordinary for its extent and intensity, something the governments had to take into account. It is true that the press did not influence the course of events during late 1840, which were still firmly controlled and directed by the rulers and their ministers, but it must be acknowledged at the same time that the political leaders observed the opinions of ‘common people’ and cultivated them through publicity campaigns; the fear that dissatisfied subjects would rise up against their rulers, this omnipresent element of the Pre-March Period making international politics even more unstable was something the ruling elites in several countries feared considerably and it further aggravated the dangerous potential of the crisis. The experiences of 1789 and 1830 were naturally important for the attitudes of conservative monarchs, statesmen and diplomats in 1840 and even contributed to the very outcome of the crisis because it was in particular Louis Philippe’s anxiety about political disorder in his kingdom if affairs got out of control that made him retreat in late October.

			Furthermore, the debates accompanying the whole crisis were sharpened by a strong element of irrationality. This was an important feature of the crisis in general and omnipresent in the conduct of many prominent participants as well as in the reactions of the general public. The history of international relations is not simply the result of logical geopolitical and economic deliberations but also irrational sympathies, aversions and even hatred. Pride often leads to the exalted defence of personal or national dignity, and honour serves then as an excuse for promoting a country’s own interests. These feelings were symptomatic for the whole of the Rhine Crisis at the personal as well as the mass level; one should not forget the personal vanity and self-esteem of Palmerston, Thiers and Nicholas I and the chauvinistic and aggressive rhetoric of some French and German nationalists accompanying their territorial demands and revilement of the other’s nation. This irrationality often impeded realistic conclusions and increased tensions among individuals as well as nations and, thereby, made the crisis more complicated, serious and incalculable.

			For all the above-mentioned reasons, the Rhine Crisis constituted a tense experience in European society as well as a valve for a considerable number of problems burdening it during the Pre-March Period, and not only in the sphere of international politics. This complexity makes the chronological structuring of the crisis almost impossible and, therefore, this book will be structured thematically in five chapters. Since the events of late 1840 cannot be fully understood without an investigation into the development of affairs in the years leading up to the crisis, chapters 2 to 5 will not start in mid 1840 but of necessity some years earlier. The first chapter will differ from the rest since it covers the whole of the Pre-March Period in which it introduces the problem of the Eastern Question that negatively influenced the relations among the Great Powers and gave birth to the Rhine Crisis; the second chapter will analyse the conduct of the Great Powers during the crisis; the third chapter of the book is dedicated to the attitudes of German rulers and their mutual military negotiations in reaction to the French threat to the western frontier of the German Confederation; the fourth chapter focuses on the reactions of the secondary countries to the disputes among those more powerful; the fifth and final chapter outlines the response of the general public, namely the Germans, to the threat of war and the conquest of the Rhine by the French.

			The Structure of the Book

			The Eastern Question

			The Congress of Vienna laid the foundations of the European States System that was surely more stable than that of the preceding century, especially when one considers the disturbing and bloody period from 1789/1792 to 1815. Assessed retrospectively with the experience of the late nineteenth century unifications of Italy and Germany and the two twentieth-century Armageddons, it appeared to be the golden age of European politics and as such is de facto evaluated by historians and political scientists. After a very detailed investigation going beyond the splendour of often celebrated congresses and conferences the image starts to fade. Every states system has its pillars in legal norms and its stability depends upon the willingness of its participants to observe them; after 1815 there were a considerable number of problems on the international stage resulting from the inadequacy of the public law of Europe and the reluctance of individuals as well as nations to adhere to it. It was no accident that the most critical issue for European politics was the Eastern Question resulting from the decay of the Ottoman Empire that was not included in the public law of Europe and thus in the European States System after 1815.

			The Ottoman Empire stayed outside the protection of the laws which governed the obligations among the European countries and offered them a certain kind of protection. The exclusion of the Sultan’s Empire, together with its weakening power, constituted an ideal object of the Great Powers’ attention that had a considerable impact on the political, religious, economic and social conditions of the people in the Ottoman domain. This backyard of Europe was used for the egotistic and often aggressive policies of the European Powers which could not be legally pursued towards the members of the European family of states protected by the public law; however, this game was not without negative consequences for the players. Their competition in the East had repercussions with usually very negative consequences; the Eastern Question influenced thus not only development within the Ottoman Empire itself but also the relations among the European Powers, undermining their ability to cooperate or even live in peace, thereby making the European States System in itself less stable. The Rhine Crisis is among the most fitting examples of these repercussions and again it was no accident that in its course the negative impact of the Eastern Question on Europe was a topic of frequent discussions among the cabinets as well as in public and projects for its settlement and the incorporation of the Ottoman Empire into the European States System occurred.

			The first chapter will introduce the Rhine Crisis as a product of the Eastern Question; in other words it will set it in the wider context of European politics in the Pre-March Period. This interdependence is all the more important as the course and outcome of the Rhine Crisis were also influenced by the conduct of European Powers in the Near East: in September 1840, the deposition of Mohammed Ali instigated by some European diplomats in Constantinople and the beginning of the allied military intervention in Syria led to a significant deterioration in the relations between the signatories of the London Convention and France and brought the Rhine Crisis to its peak; the defeat of Egyptian troops in Syria by the Turks, British and Austrians led to Mohammed Ali’s military and France’s diplomatic defeat, which in turn caused both of them to withdraw and facilitated the way out of the crisis in the East as well as the West.

			The content of this introductory chapter of the book will not cover a detailed analysis of the development of the Eastern Question, and even a brief survey of the Great Powers’ conduct in the second Turko-Egyptian conflict before July 1840 will be left to the second chapter, but it will offer a historical-legal overview of the consequences resulting from the exclusion of the Ottoman Empire from the family of European countries in 1815 and the ambitious policies of some Great Powers in the Near East for the European States System and the futile efforts to solve or at least reduce the dangerous potential of this serious problem weighing upon European politics.

			The Great Powers

			The second chapter analyses the Great Powers’ mutual relations during the whole of the Rhine Crisis. In fact it will start the narrative earlier to explain sufficiently the motivations beyond their attitudes towards the Ottoman sultan and the Egyptian pasha and the two men’s dispute erupting in a war in the spring of 1839. It can be said that this point marked the beginning of the ‘zero’ phase of the Rhine Crisis, during which the European Pentarchy separated into two camps with different views on the solution of the conflict in the Near East: France siding with the pasha and the other Powers supporting the sultan. This disagreement finally led to an apparent diplomatic rupture at the moment when the London Convention was signed on 15 July 1840 and the first phase of the crisis began.

			The whole narrative from the Great Powers’ perspective will be structured chronologically according to the principal phases. The first started in mid July 1840 with the signature of the Convention and lasted until early October; it was distinguished by the armament and warlike press campaign in France, giving rise to a general war scare. The second phase commenced with the almost coincidental arrival of the news from the Ottoman Empire of the deposition of Mohammed Ali and the alleged capture of Beirut by the allies, which provoked an outburst of indignation in France, even greater than the news of the Convention, and brought the crisis to its peak – for many contemporaries the war never seemed to be so close and inevitable than in mid October. The third phase covered the period from the change of French governments in late October, a moment that signified the turning point of the crisis opening the way to a gradual lessening of tension in Europe, to the turn of 1840 when it was almost certain that France would maintain peace despite her continuous armament. The first half of 1841 crowned by the formal ending of the diplomatic rupture with the signing of the Second London Convention on 13 July constituted an addendum to the affair when the diplomatic negotiations were drawn out but not dangerous and other affairs increasingly seized the attention of the public. Consequently, the diplomatic discussions in 1841, in fact connected more with the Near Eastern Crisis than events on the Rhine, will be merely sketched here.

			The relations among the Great Powers will be introduced from various perspectives from the personal relations of their leaders to their long-term interests and strengths determining their positions on
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