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            AUTHOR’S NOTE


         
 

         THE material used in this book has been drawn mainly from my father’s private and semi-official correspondence. The Foreign Office have also placed at my disposal the relevant official archives and I have had the advantage of consulting personally many of the protagonists in the story. The MS. of this book (which was written and completed while I was still a member of the Diplomatic Service) was submitted to the Foreign Office before publication, and was passed by them without an excision. All that they asked was that they should not in any way be regarded as having approved the opinions, personal or other, which I express.

         
 

         I have consulted and quoted most of the official archives and private memoirs covering the period. The German collection, so admirably edited by Friedrich Thimme and his colleagues under the title “Die Grosse Politik der Europäischen Kabinette” is referred to in the reference notes as G.P. The equally admirable edition of British Documents by Gooch and Temperley figures as B.D. The Austrian Documents, in their full edition, were only published after this book had been sent to the publishers.

         
 

         Specific acknowledgments would be invidious. I cannot refrain, however, from expressing my thanks to Mr. Stephen Gaselee, Librarian of the Foreign Office, and to the Library Staff for their unstinted assistance.

         
 

         H. N.   

         


      


      

    


  

    

      
 

         

            INTRODUCTION


         
 

         THIS book covers nearly half a century of diplomatic history. Arthur Nicolson entered the British Foreign Service a week before the Battle of Sedan, and left it a fortnight after the Battle of Jutland. During these forty-six years he witnessed the rise and fall of the German Empire, and saw his own country cease to be the strongest Power in the world.

         
 

         He was personally identified with almost every phase in that slow, and at the time unrealised, process, by which England and Germany were gradually impelled towards their mutual destruction. It may thus be of value to trace, in terms of an individual experience and of a single personality, those recondite displacements of weight, prejudice and sympathy, which, between the year 1870 and the year 1914, produced the European War.

         
 

         The old diplomatist has not been fairly treated by his posterity. If he failed to foresee the war, he is, and with full justice, called a fool: if he did foresee the war, he is, quite unjustly, considered a knave. I trust that this biography may do something to correct such false perspectives. It is unnecessary to assume that such men as Bethmann Hollweg, Grey, the two Cambons, Hardinge, Jagow, Metternich, Pourtalès, Mensdorff, Schoen, or Nicolson were less high-minded than those who gather to-day in the Salle de la Réformation at Geneva. What was wrong was the civilisation which they represented. But if we are tempted to regard our own state of mind as more humane and more enlightened, we should remember that we were taught our lesson by the death and mutilation of ten million young men. We have no cause to feel self-righteous when backed by so expensive an education.

         
 

         Arthur Nicolson provides an admirable example for the study of the old diplomacy at its best.

         
 

         In the first place, he had actual experience, from 1870 onwards, of all the main factors, which contributed towards the final catastrophe. In the second place his frank and gentle character furnishes an excellent mirror in which the clouds and shadows of that epoch are reflected simply, clearly, and without distortion.

         
 

         Arthur Nicolson was neither imaginative nor intellectual: he was merely intelligent, honest, sensible, high-minded and fair. In temperament he was essentially English. The unhappiness of his childhood, the rigours and limitations of his early education, rendered him, even for an Englishman, unduly diffident and reserved. He curbed his instinctive tendency towards original or individual thought. He adopted, rather, the mental habits of his generation,—and among other fallacies, he imagined that virility was among the highest aims of human endeavour. He thus, in common with the vast majority of his contemporaries, came to believe that patriotism was in its turn the sublimation of the virility-ideal,—that it was the duty of every Englishman to render his own country more powerful, richer, and larger than any other country. This nineteenth century patriotism, although not entirely a vulgar thing, laid too heavy an emphasis upon the standards of power and possession: the patriots of 1850–1899 were inclined, when thinking about the British Empire, to render unto God the things that were Caesar’s. And for this error they paid a heavy price.

         
 

         Guided as he was by such solid simple landmarks, Nicolson’s political journey falls into two distinct periods. There is the period, from 1870 to 1900, when he believed in splendid isolation; there is the period, from 1900 to 1914, when he believed in the German menace. Both these periods have their successive phases.

         
 

         During the period when he believed in splendid isolation he passed through the following modifications. He began by sharing completely the mid-Victorian doctrine that the Continent did not matter very much; that Germany was delightful and related to us dynastically; that France and Russia were the countries whom one ought to combat and despise. His experiences at Constantinople and Cairo at the moment when we acquired Egypt led him to wonder whether we were really strong enough to cast aside the old Crimean combine, and permanently to antagonise both Turkey and France. His experiences in Persia made him realise the immense force of Russian infiltration, and to question whether this immeasurable tide should not be stayed at its source in St. Petersburg rather than in the sandy reaches of Central Asia. His second experience of Constantinople, a decade later, convinced him that the old patronising assumption of German friendliness must be qualified by the realisation that Germany was expansive and determined. His experiences in Morocco, his acute realisation of the shame and implications of the South African War, coupled with the first menacing symptoms of German naval ambition, combined to destroy his faith in isolation and to make him feel that England must cease to be the enemy of all the world.

         
 

         The second period is marked by similar phases of progression. At first he thought only in terms of the danger of continued isolation, and of the necessity of making friends in Europe, primarily with Germany. The rejection of our overtures to Berlin led him, as it led the British Government, to look to France. It was only when Germany tried to smash the Anglo-French Agreement of 1904 that he came to regard that understanding as more than a removal of past difficulties, and to look upon it as an insurance against future dangers. At Algeciras he was himself able to mark that transition. By 1906 he was already convinced of the German menace, and his activity in Russia was inspired as much by considerations of the balance of power as by fears of Anglo-Russian rivalry. In 1910 he became head of the Foreign Office. His whole efforts were directed towards rendering our understandings with France and Russia active, and not merely passive, towards the maintenance of peace. The German historians are perfectly correct in regarding him as a protagonist in the so-called policy of encirclement. They are apt, however, to attribute his efforts and convictions to an envious desire to destroy the growing might of Germany. In this they are mistaken. Nicolson conceived of the “German menace” in far other terms.

         
 

         It is a commonplace among a certain school of German publicists, of whom Herr von Tirpitz may be taken as representative, that Anglo-German rivalry was due to British envy of German commercial and colonial expansion. I am profoundly convinced that this suspicion is unjust. In the first place the British, whatever their faults, are the least envious race on earth. They are arrogant: but they are not envious. In the second place, from 1900 onwards, we were only too anxious that Germany should find a field for colonial expansion provided that she took other peoples’ colonies and not our own. And in the third place it was only those people who were completely ignorant of commerce or economics (a small minority in England) who felt anything but satisfaction at the increased purchasing power of our richest customer. The belief in the “German menace” arose simply and solely from the fact that Germany, who already possessed the greatest army in the world, from 1900 onwards began to construct a fleet which was deliberately devised to challenge our naval superiority. The German mind, as is indicated by Prince Bülow’s memoirs,1 is somewhat obtuse to the mental attitudes of other countries. They do not pause to consider what apprehensions would have been raised in Germany, if we, from 1900 onwards, had embarked upon the recruiting and equipment of a vast standing army. At one breath they admit that the German Battle Fleet was devised in order to frighten England, and at the next breath they express pained astonishment at the fact that we eventually became alarmed. I do not deny that Germany had the “right”  (whatever that may mean) to compete with England in naval construction. All I contend is that it was ignorant of them not to realise from the start that any such competition

          in a matter which threatened our existence would render England not pacific but bellicose.

          
 

          

          

         It was thus under the pressure of German naval construction that Nicolson first came to fear “the German menace.” What, exactly (for unless we are clear on this point the whole story will be unintelligible) did he mean by this phrase? He did not imagine that Germany wished to attack England. He did not imagine, even, that she hoped to construct a fleet which would by itself be able to destroy or subjugate the British Navy. He thought that German sea power was dangerous because it was reinforced by preponderating military power on land. He thought that, relying on the latter, she would “dominate the Continent.” Here again is a phrase which requires precision. Nicolson meant thereby that Germany by threatening France or Russia with her army could force those two countries into neutrality, if not into an alliance. That the defection or subjugation of France and Russia would mean not only that our naval forces in the Mediterranean and elsewhere would be inadequate, but also that Russia would be in a position to menace us in Central Asia. Germany already had at her command the fleets of Austria and Italy. It was expected that Turkey also, a country of immense geographical if not of military value, would adhere to the Triple Alliance. The nightmare which haunted Nicolson year in year out was a continental coalition which would give Germany the fleets and armies of Russia, France, Austria, Italy, Turkey, Bulgaria, and Rumania, and thus place England in the position where she would either have to face a disastrous war or capitulate to German dictation.   What, finally, did he mean by “German dictation”? He meant that Germany might force England, let us say, to dismiss Mr. Winston Churchill, as she had forced France to dismiss M. Delcassé. He meant that Germany might force England to cede British East Africa, or not to renew the alliance with Japan, as she forced France to cede Congo territory, and forced Russia to abandon Serbia in 1909. He knew that British public opinion would desire to resist such dictation. And he feared that by the time the British public awoke to this necessity it would be too late.

         
 

         This book will show that there was good cause to entertain such apprehensions. I do not think that, given the circumstances, any British public servant could have thought, and therefore have advised, differently. It was quite obvious that Germany believed in force, and that by force only could she be restrained. I am honestly unable to conceive how a man, placed in Nicolson’s position, could have risked any other diagnosis, or recommended any other treatment. Even to-day, when we are able to hold a post mortem,  we cannot say for certain that his diagnosis was wrong.

         
 

         This does not mean that I consider Germany responsible for the war, or that I feel anything but dislike for that ignorant and disgraceful paragraph in the Treaty of Versailles which endeavours to fix such responsibility upon her. I consider, on the contrary, that Germany is placed at an unfair disadvantage in all discussions of the origins, as distinct from the causes, of the war. As regards the origins (1900–1914) I consider Germany at fault. Though even then, less at fault than Austria or Russia. As regards the causes (1500–1900) I consider that the main onus falls on England. This distinction requires some further explanation.

         
 

         By 1900, having absorbed the Dutch Republics in South Africa, the British Empire was satiated. She desired only to preserve the vast possessions which she had acquired. This placed her in a defensive position,—a position which it is easy to represent as being honourable and pacific. Our own predatory period,—and it was disgraceful enough—dated from 1500 to 1900. During that period we were far more violent and untruthful than were the Germans during those fourteen years which preceded the war. Unfortunately, however, the historians of the war are bound, from lack of space, to throw the maximum emphasis upon the period when England was sitting digestive in her arm chair, and when Germany, young and hungry, was manifesting the unwisdom of adolescence. Before we blame Germany, we must first blame our own Elizabethans. The spirit was exactly the same: the Germans, however, owing to a higher state of culture and rectitude, behaved less blatantly; and were less successful.

         
 

         I should wish, therefore, that this book, which endeavours to be objective, should be read in the light of this vital qualification. The Germans, during the period which I cover, were fired by exactly the same motives and energies which illumine what we still regard as one of the most noble passages in our early history. We, for our part, were protected against all imprudence by the repletion, passivity and, I should add, the selfishness, of old age.

         
  

         H. N.
  

         November  5, 1929.

         


      

            1  The more enlightened German publicists are under no such delusions, e.g.  Brandenburg, Theodor Wolff, or Johannes Haller, whose brilliant little monograph “Die Aera Bülow” is a model of historical interpretation.
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            EARLY YEARS
 

            [1849–1879]


         
 

         

            Birth and parentage—His early unhappiness—Admiral Sir Frederick Nicolson—The Britannia  and Rugby—Educational ideals in 1860—Arthur Nicolson kidnapped and maltreated—His uncle Lord Loch—He goes to Oxford—His studies in Switzerland and at Dresden—Entry into the Foreign Office—Domestic difficulties—Mr. Wetherell—Private Secretary to Lord Granville—Sent to Berlin—Germany in 1874—The war scare of 1875—His book on the German Constitution—Transferred to Pekin—His two years in China—His return to Germany—Bismarck, the Berlin Congress and the Alliance with Austria—Lord Odo Russell—Transferred to Constantinople.
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         THE Foreign Office List is published annually. If you look for Lord Carnock in the current number you will be referred to the edition of 1921. In that edition you will find the following:

         
 

         

            “CARNOCK OF CARNOCK (ARTHUR NICOLSON), Lord, P.C., G.C.B., G.C.M.G., G.C.V.O., K.C.I.E., born September 19, 1849. Was educated at Rugby, and at Brasenose College, Oxford, of which he was elected an honorary Fellow in 1916. Passed a competitive examination, and was appointed on probation to a Clerkship in the Foreign Office, August 23, 1870; which appointment was confirmed, February 21, 1874. Appointed Acting 3rd Secretary to the 2nd Earl Granville, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, from July 2, 1872, to February 21, 1874. Appointed Acting 3rd Secretary at Berlin, February 16, 1874, and a 3rd Secretary in the Diplomatic Service, November 30, 1874. Passed an examination in Public Law, February 27, 1875.   Promoted to be 2nd Secretary at Pekin, March 27, 1876. Transferred to Berlin, August 15, 1878; and to Constantinople, June 21, 1879. Appointed Superintendent of Student Interpreters in Turkey, July 12, 1879; appointed (with Sir C. Wilson) to inspect Consulates in Asia Minor and Syria, October 1881. Accompanied Lord (afterwards Marquess of) Dufferin to Egypt in November 1882. Acting Chargé d’Affaires at Athens from February 29, 1884, to April 25, 1885. Promoted to be Secretary of Legation at Tehran, April 15, 1885, where he acted as Chargé d’Affaires from November 4, 1885, to April 17, 1888. Made a C.M.G., August 6, 1886; and a K.C.I.E., March 20, 1888. Received an allowance for knowledge of Persian from August 13, 1886, to September 30, 1888. Appointed Consul-General for Hungary, to reside at Budapest, October 1, 1888. Promoted to be Secretary of Embassy at Constantinople, January 1, 1893; where he acted as Chargé d’Affaires from June 6 to October 7, 1893; and from December 9, 1893, to February 10, 1894. Appointed Agent and Consul-General in Bulgaria, August 6, 1894. Promoted to be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Tangier, and Consul-General in Morocco, June 26, 1895. Received the Jubilee Medal, 1897. Succeeded as 11th Baronet, December 29, 1899. Made a K.C.B., July 2, 1901. Received the Coronation Medal, 1902. Made a K.C.V.O., April 13, 1903. Promoted to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary at Madrid, January 1, 1905. Sworn a Privy Councillor, May 29, 1905. Representative at the Conference at Algeciras on affairs of Morocco, January-April, 1906. Transferred to St. Petersburg (now Petrograd), February 10, 1906. Made a G.C.M.G., March 14, 1906; and a G.C.B., October 10, 1907. Appointed Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, November 23, 1910. Received the Coronation Medal, 1911. Retired on a pension, June 20, 1916. Raised to the Peerage as Baron Carnock of Carnock, in the County of Stirling, July 3, 1916.   Has received the Grand Cross of the Order of Charles III of Spain and the Grand Cross of the Russian Order of Alexander Nevsky, and the Grand Cross of the French Legion of Honour.”

            


         
 

         In reality, the experiences of those seventy-nine years were less categorical.

         
 

         (2)
 

         Arthur Nicolson, to the depths of his being, was a shy man. Beneath the high spirits of his early manhood, as beneath the courteous urbanity of his later years, was concealed an inner core of self-repression, diffidence and almost morbid reserve. These disabilities were due to his sufferings and humiliations as a child.

         
 

         His mother died when he was scarcely two years old. The three small children were left alone in No. 15 William Street—a murky little house since absorbed by the shop of Messrs. Woollands. Their father1   was for them either a distant legend away with his frigate in the China Seas, or else a harsh voice rasping from the dining room: a voice which wounded and alarmed. Sir Frederick Nicolson married for a second time, and

          in circumstances which entailed the temporary removal of the three children from William Street. For a space of years they lived with their grandfather, James Loch, in Albemarle Street, or else at Golspie in Sutherland. It was at Golspie. that Arthur first learnt his letters. He could remember trotting to the village school upon a Highland pony, while the butter from the hot roll he was munching streamed down his early morning cheeks. He could remember the sooted smell of the lace curtains in Albemarle Street, as he leant his curls against the window, watching the hats and bonnets in the street below. He remembered seeing Queen Victoria prancing on a black horse, the scarlet of her riding habit slashed by the blue of the Garter, and how the Guards, bearded from Inkerman, raised their bearskins to her upon their bayonets. He remembered talk of Alma, of Balaklava, of the China Wars: stories of his father out there bombarding forts: whispers, even, of his father having committed some error of judgment at Petropavlovsk; of his being sent home. Fears that his father would be angry; or killed by the Chinese; or killed by the Russians. “Arthur,” so his aunt recorded in a letter to Sir Frederick, “has no sensibility whatever. He is a famous little fellow.” “Arthur,” she writes in a subsequent letter, “has a pious horror of the Russians.”

          
 

          

          

         This prejudice was not one which remained with him in later life.

         
 

         It was in 1859 that Sir Frederick Nicolson, portly, stertorous, and guilty of that error of judgment, returned from the East. The circumstances of his second marriage were not such as to commend themselves to Osborne. The Admiral was given no further command, but went to Woolwich for a space, and then back to 15 William Street. From here, for forty further years, he nursed a grievance against the Admiralty, interfered with the liberty and feelings of his children, dined daily at the Travellers Club, read several thousand French novels, and attended the meetings of the Thames Conservancy Board of which he eventually became the Chairman.

         
 

         Arthur Nicolson, for his part, was sent to a private school at Wimbledon and then, at the age of twelve, to the Britannia.  He passed third out of the Britannia and his father, for once, grunted approval. Arthur refused, however, to enter the navy and was dismissed with objurgations to Rugby. When he left that school the report furnished to Sir Frederick ran as follows: “Your boy has been an absolute failure at Rugby. We can only hope that he will be less of a failure in after life.”

         
 

         Even at their best, the eighteen-sixties were not a very blithe period in English social history. For Arthur Nicolson, small and motherless, they were peculiarly harsh. The rigours of the Britannia  or of Rugby alternated with the thunderous gloom of William Street. He was taught on all sides that manliness and self-control were the highest aims of English boyhood: he was taught that all but the most material forms of intelligence were slightly effeminate: he learnt, as they all learnt, to rely upon action rather than upon ideas. Under such a system the higher sensibilities of the mind and soul were apt to become submerged if not sterilised: the furrows of Victorian habit drilled deep grooves across the brain: their theories of conduct became rigid and automatic. They believed in truth, honour, patriotism and virility: they believed in God and the British Empire and the immortality of the soul. Such were the ideals—and there may have been worse ideals—which Arthur Nicolson absorbed.

         
 

         It was during his last year at Rugby that an incident occurred which had a durable effect upon his nerves and constitution. He was kidnapped one afternoon in Knightsbridge, and kept for thirty hours in some hovel in Ebury Street. A man jumped upon him, crushing him under great bruising knees; that—before he fainted—was all that he could recollect. He recovered consciousness propped up against a lamp-post in Belgrave Square; his body was covered with bruises and the contusions on his stomach were so serious that he was ill for months. From that date for over sixty years he was subject to recurrent spasms of indigestion. He would never in after life mention this incident. And Sir Frederick, for his part, maintained that the boy was a blackguard and had shown a precocious disposition for low life.

         
 

         This affair, though at the time it shattered his nerves and wrecked his health, had one valuable outcome. His uncle, Henry Loch,2 from the date of that incident took a special interest in his much-abused nephew, an interest which secured for Arthur a nomination for the Foreign Office and some of the happiest experiences of his earlier years. It was Henry Loch who insisted that his little nephew should be sent to Oxford. Arthur Nicolson entered Brasenose in 1867.
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         The college which, fifty years later, and to his immense satisfaction, elected him an honorary fellow, did not, at their first meeting, take kindly to Arthur Nicolson. They found him indolent, undisciplined and untidy. Nicolson left Oxford without taking his degree. There were debts also, and the ensuing atmosphere in William Street was thunderous in the extreme. Arthur had, as yet, no ostensible defence. He had shirked the navy, he had failed at Rugby, he had not been successful at Brasenose. It is not surprising that Sir Frederick, a choleric and egoistic man, should have regarded his younger son with disapproval and almost with dislike.

         
 

         Twenty-five years were to pass before the Admiral admitted his mistake. In the summer of 1895 Arthur Nicolson was lent Walmer Castle and invited his old father down from London. The oldest son, by then, had died in Zululand: Arthur was the heir. Sitting there on the wide bastion at Walmer, the old Admiral, softened and obese, admitted that he might have been unjust. Everybody, at that date, spoke highly of Arthur Nicolson: he was a rising man. The fat old octogenarian was pleased and proud. He sat there on the bastion at Walmer looking out to sea. His grandchildren (three singularly scrubby little boys) were climbing upon the cannons. Life adjusted itself. Sir Frederick Nicolson, as he sat there in the sun, sang a little Spanish tune which he had heard off the Barbary coast in 1839. His grandsons left their cannons and gathered round him. They asked what he was singing. He said that it was a little Spanish tune.   He said that he would now sing them a song in German. He sang, a correct but bronchial voice, “Im wunderschönen Monat Mai.” They were much impressed. Those few summer weeks at Walmer in 1895 redeemed the harshness of the ’sixties and ’seventies. But in those early childhood years much needless suffering was caused.

         
 

         On leaving Oxford, Arthur Nicolson began to study seriously. The energy which had hitherto expressed itself only in physical exuberance was now diverted to self-education. During the year 1869 he worked fourteen hours a day. The habits of intensive industry thus formed remained with him until his death. Seldom has any man possessed a greater faculty for concentration, and, as always, this faculty was self-acquired. He went to Switzerland to learn French, and although he always spoke that language with a strong English accent, yet he mastered it in its entirety, could converse with the utmost fluency and exactitude, and write with real literary distinction.

         
 

         From Switzerland he proceeded to Dresden to learn German. It was then the summer of 1870. One evening, during a concert on the Brühl’sche Terrasse, a man rushed up the steps waving a paper in his hand, leapt upon a table, and shouted out “Der Krieg ist erklärt!” The audience rose in enthusiasm and began singing patriotic songs. Four days later, Nicolson received an urgent summons to return to London for his Foreign Office examination. He had great difficulty in reaching England but was able, owing to the kindness of a German friend, to smuggle himself into a military train proceeding to Cologne. He joined with the troops in singing the “Wacht am Rhein.” The door of his compartment was chalked with the words “Nach Paris.” He reached the Dutch frontier safely and two days later presented himself for his examination. He passed first into the Foreign Office, obtaining 772 marks out of a maximum 930. He was much astonished at this result and imagined that there must have been some mistake. They assured him, at the Civil Service Commission, that the figures were accurate.   He was intensely relieved.
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         Arthur Nicolson entered the Foreign Office on August 23, 1870. He was very small and very shy. His hair was curly and his eyes blue and excited. He knew no one.   He was thoroughly alarmed.

         
 

         

            “I was appointed,” he wrote subsequently in what is clearly the draft of the first chapter of some intended memoirs, “to what was then termed the French Department, and it was with extreme diffidence that I took my seat at my desk. The Department had at its head Mr. Stavely, who had passed all his life in the Office and was a master of routine. The second was Mr. Currie (afterwards Lord Currie) and in the larger room were Mr. Bertie (afterwards Lord Bertie), Mr. Kenneth Howard and myself. Our Department was next to the room of the Permanent Under Secretary, Mr. Hammond, of whom we were all in awe. Mr. Hammond (created Lord Hammond on his retirement in 1873) had been fifty years in the public service, and though suffering from gout, which rendered his temper slightly irascible, was a wonderfully quick worker and exercised a close and constant control over all the business of the Office. His experience was great, his knowledge of foreign affairs minute and exact, and he had a wonderfully retentive memory. The Foreign Office of those days was conducted on very different lines from those on which it was run when I returned to it in 1910 as Permanent Under Secretary. There were no Second Division Clerks, no typists, and practically few documents were printed for circulation. The junior clerks were employed in copying despatches, decyphering and cyphering telegrams and keeping the registers,—mostly purely mechanical work, but which occupied much time and which, owing to the war, was of a laborious nature.”

            


         
 

         Sir Frederick, in 1867, had married a third time, and this second step-mother was addicted to drink. Frederick, the elder brother, was away in India: the responsibility of coping with what was rapidly becoming a domestic, and possibly an open scandal, fell upon Arthur alone. How could he allow his sister to be taken to dances by a lady who so early in the evening showed signs of intoxication? Frederick came home from India and the lady was moved to another house. But the mortification remained. His step-mother objected to Arthur, and there were scenes at William Street. The Admiral was only too ready to hear that his younger son was a wastrel and the friend of wastrels. There was Francis Villiers for instance or that Frank Bertie, and those week-ends at Wytham. Arthur was kept extremely short of money, was not allowed a latch-key, and if he wanted to smoke was obliged to lean forward into his bedroom fire-place, puffing up the chimney. It is not surprising that in such circumstances he should have remained friendless and reserved.

         
 

         Then came Mr. T. F. Wetherell. Mr. Wetherell was Private Secretary to Lord Granville and conceived a great affection for Arthur Nicolson. He lent him books.   He gave him long lists of books on moral philosophy and encouraged him to visit the National Gallery and the British Museum. When they wanted an immediate index made of the documents required for the Alabama Convention at Geneva it was Wetherell who suggested that Arthur Nicolson should be given the task. He worked for three days, spreading the papers across the carpet, crawling about the floor preparing his index. The work was well done, and he was accorded by the Treasury a gratuity (minus income tax) of fifty pounds. And shortly afterwards Lord Granville required an Assistant Private Secretary. Wetherell suggested Nicolson, who was then only twenty-two years old. He obtained the appointment, and thus exchanged the routine of the Department for assiduous connection with high affairs of State.

         
 

         The value to Arthur Nicolson of his two years’ intimacy with Lord Granville was immense. It gave him increased confidence in himself. It imbued him with a taste for the great world and for the ready and unconventional manners of men who are at ease in it. It assured him firm friendships in the Foreign Office, such as his friendship with Francis Villiers, which he might, if in an obscure position, have been too diffident to acquire. And it compensated for that grim background of William Street, and the shames and sorrows of his home.

         
 

         Early in 1874 Lord Granville was succeeded by Lord Derby. Arthur Nicolson, being unwilling after this taste of wider issues to return to departmental routine, obtained the post of acting third Secretary in Berlin. After a short holiday in Ireland he bade farewell to the Foreign Office. Thirty-five years passed before he returned.

         
  

         (5)
 

         Arthur Nicolson arrived in the capital of the new German Empire in February of 1874. Berlin, at that date, was a modest little town, boasting an excellent orchestra, a fine University, a system of open drains, and an amiable population, who dined at five and who on Sundays, in prettily decorated cabs, would drive with their children in the Grünewald. German nationalism was then a somewhat gawky stripling. “It has become a joy,” wrote Gustav Freytag, “to be a German.” Pleasure at this thought wreathed Berlin in smiles. Prussia in 1874 was still provincial and self-contained: it was not until a decade later that she became self-conscious, envious and vulgar. The economic nationalism of Friedrich List had not, as yet, come to ruffle the gentle free-trade souls of the German economists: nor had the spirit of industrial and banking adventurism affected the then grass-grown purlieus of the Behrenstrasse. Lord Odo Russell,3 the Ambassador, took Nicolson to a Court Ball. There was a large supper, at which, under the endless white globes of the gas-lights, the uniforms looked fine indeed. Nicolson, being small and shy, hid behind a pillar. Lord Odo noticed him, took him by the arm, propelled him into a further room, and shaking at his arm irritably, forced his attention towards a group at the far end of the green and ugly saloon. There was the Emperor William I, tall and affable; there were von Roon and Moltke: there was the

          straight, stout figure of Bismarck. He was in a white uniform, grasping an eagled helmet. “There,” said the Ambassador, “you can observe the makers of modern Germany.”   Nicolson observed.

          
 

          

          

         It was very pleasant in Germany in 1874. The League of the Three Emperors, the Alliance, that is, between Germany, Austria, and Russia, had been concluded in August of 1872. Prince Bismarck could feel that his infant German Empire was backed by friends in the east, and on the west secured by the collapse and republicanism of France. In 1875, however, this confidence was disturbed. France was recovering too quickly from the blow of 1870, the Republic was in no way subservient, it might be a good thing to demonstrate that the League of the Three Emperors could make itself felt. The ensuing war-scare startled Germany as much as it startled Europe. For the first time people began to talk of “German chauvinism”—a malady which that acute diplomatist, Sir Robert Morier, defined as “a new and far more formidable disease than the French: instead of being spasmodic and undisciplined, it is methodical, cold-blooded and self-contained.” For Arthur Nicolson the war-scare of 1875 interpreted itself in the form of increased attendance at his desk. It kept him very busy decyphering telegrams and copying despatches in the sunless cellars of the Berlin Chancery.4 A second Franco-Prussian conflict appeared inevitable. But Gorchakow, when asked whether, in such an event, Russia would once again observe a benevolent neutrality,

          showed himself to be singularly unreceptive, and in fact he joined the British Government in advising Bismarck against a second war. This led to a slight loosening of the League of the Three Emperors, which was not revived in any effective form till 1881.

          
 

          

          

         It also led to acute personal rivalry between Bismarck and Gorchakow, a rivalry which was very harmful to the peace of Europe.

         
 

         The crisis of 1875 passed off amid assurances. Nicolson, for his part, was able to devote much spare time to revising an ambitious work which he had then completed upon the German Constitution. This book was published by Longman & Company in 1875 under the title of A  Sketch  of  the  German  Constitution and  of  the  Events  in  Germany  from  1815 to 1871. It was not unfavourably reviewed in England. The Examiner,  however, launched a violent attack, describing the work as “an audacious misrepresentation of facts.” Nicolson, who was then on holiday at Venice, was wounded by this assault, and replied to it in a letter which provided the Examiner  with further cause for abuse. His holiday was thereby embittered, and his literary ambitions were thus early nipped in the bud. Other troubles assailed him. “Money,” he wrote to his brother at this period, “is too painful a subject to speak of.” And then he fell in love. He became, indeed, half-engaged to a lovely American lady who was visiting the Continent. Sir Frederick, on hearing of this, wrote to Lord Odo Russell summoning him to intervene. The Ambassador resented the Admiral’s interference, and replied to the letter in a dignified and distant manner. At the same time he considered that it might be as well if Arthur Nicolson were to retire to some distant post. He wrote to the Foreign Office and suggested China: he made the condition, however, that after two years’ absence his favourite third secretary should return to Berlin. This love affair did not therefore materialise, and early in 1876 Arthur Nicolson was appointed to Pekin.
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         Those two and a half years in China were not without their value. He travelled via  America, and spent a happy few weeks in that country, where he was accorded unlimited hospitality, and learnt thereby to regard Americans with sympathy and respect. He arrived in China only a week before the signature of the Sino-British Agreement of 1876. He met Li-Hung-Chang and described him as “a tall man with a powerful head, of rollicking jovial manners, and a fearful laugh which shows huge decayed fangs.” For the rest, as second secretary of Legation, Nicolson had little diplomatic work on his shoulders. His duties were confined to copying reports in his then legible handwriting and to cyphering or decyphering the endless telegraphic correspondence with the Consuls at the Treaty Ports. “The material life,” he wrote, “is pleasant. An excellent house; lots of exercise; absolute independence; the opportunity of wearing old clothes—this makes me dread the conventionalities of Europe. But then the petty squabbles here, and the dreary sameness of people, and the general twiddle twaddle!” He reacted against the easy emptiness of his Pekin life by subjecting himself to a severe course of physical and mental discipline. He would awake at dawn and gallop on untrained ponies through driving  sleet; at noon again he would be breaking in other ponies in the compound: he would force himself to rise in the middle of the night, sitting in a stiff chair, imagining in some way that to sleep all night within a bed was effeminate and softening. These rigours reduced to nothing the weight of that small and wiry frame. He won several races at the Pekin meeting, but the first twinges of rheumatism, a life-long enemy, already assailed him at the age of twenty-six, and the habits of insomnia which he then imposed upon himself would return to him disastrously in later life. He wrote to his brother in February of 1878:

         
 

         

            “I have determined on and have already commenced a serious study of logic and philosophy. I found that desultory, arm-chair reading was of no great benefit, and as I have perfected my body I think I should put my mind through a course of drill also. In my profession, if one takes it au  sérieux,  and not as a dawdling through capitals, flirting and dancing, you require a critical mind. Diplomatists have, I know, little power nowadays, but even regarding them merely as official reporters they should be educated to their task. Reporting accurately, finding the true causes, noting certain symptoms, sifting information, calculating chances, all these are rare gifts, or rather I should say rare acquirements, which require study and observation and experience to obtain. But this will bore you, and I shall appear an enthusiastic youth,—which I am not, but one who is appalled by his lamentable ignorance and incapacity.”

            


         
 

         Before these excellent intentions could be fully executed, he was transferred from Pekin and ordered to return to Germany. He reached Berlin in January of 1879, and was warmly welcomed by the Odo Russells.
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         Many important events had happened in Europe during the two years that Arthur Nicolson spent in China. The Bulgarian Revolt of 1876, the atrocities which had accompanied its suppression, had led to the Russo-Turkish War of 1877 and had brought the Russian armies to the gates of Constantinople. The ensuing Treaty of San Stefano, signed on March 3, 1878, would have placed Russia in absolute, if indirect, control of the Balkans and of what remained of Turkey in Europe. The Austrian and British Governments were alarmed and insisted upon the Treaty of San Stefano being revised by the Concert of Europe. Russia resented this intervention, but, realising that her communications were at the mercy of any Austro-British combine, she had the wisdom to surrender. A European Congress was held in Berlin in June 1878, and the Treaty of Berlin was signed on July 13. Lords Salisbury and Beaconsfield returned to London bringing “peace with honour,” but it was a peace which, as this narrative will show, was fraught with present bitterness and future complication. Austro-Russian competition for dominant influence in the Balkan peninsula had been emphasised in a peculiarly categorical and blatant form. Russia, for her part, felt cheated of her spoils; Bulgaria and Montenegro, who had seen their wildest dreams realised at San Stefano, were deeply resentful; Serbia emerged to see Bosnia and Herzegovina given as a sop to Austria, whereas the latter obtained only the “provisional occupation” of these provinces in place of the Balkan partition which she had at Reichstadt been led to expect: Turkey lost a large part of her European possessions; Rumania, most ill-used of all, had been forced to surrender Bessarabia; and Greece had merely obtained the vaguest of European wishes for her welfare. The Concert of Europe had established its authority, and had prevented a European conflagration: yet  Bismarck, who had presided at the Congress, had reason to be alarmed.

         
 

         The Russians imagined that they by their benevolent neutrality had enabled Prussia to win the War of 1870, and they therefore accused the German Chancellor of the deepest ingratitude for not having more openly taken the side of Russia at the Berlin Congress. Pan-Slav publicists, such as Katkoff and Asakoff, began to state that “the road to Constantinople leads through the Brandenburger Tor,” and there were hints even of a Russo-French Alliance.5 Bismarck, as usual, succeeded in drawing advantage from these disadvantageous circumstances. For him the great aim, as always, was the internal consolidation of Germany; for him the great nightmare, as always, was a European coalition. France must, at any cost, be kept “in quarantine”; at any cost Germany must not quarrel with Russia, Austria or England, with any two of them, at the same time. He thus profited by the tension between Austria and Russia to draw the former

          into his orbit, and after considerable difficulty with his own Emperor, he was able to sign with Austria the Dual Alliance of September 1879.6 Feelers were concurrently stretched out to England, but the British Government were non-committal. The Austro-German Alliance was however warmly welcomed in England; it would, they felt, increase the tension already apparent between Berlin and St. Petersburg: Lord Salisbury described it as “Good tidings of great joy.”

          
 

          

          

         Bismarck had once again juggled with the rivalries of the European orchestra, and once again he had emerged magnificently dominant and calm. For a decade longer Europe was to feel secure under the aegis of his violent and tortuous beneficence.

         
 

         And yet Bismarck created conditions which afflicted the simple and diffident German bourgeois with a crisis of the nerves. He gave his countrymen an acute sense of power without giving them that self-reliance, or that modesty, with which alone power can be exercised with restraint. For his own purposes (for the purpose, that is, of silencing the liberals of 1848 and the socialists of 1877) he played upon the fears of Germany and on her vanity. He thus rendered his countrymen on the one hand inordinately conceited and on the other hand inordinately uneasy. He failed to educate them in those habits of self-confident and self-dependent judgment which would have provided his feeble successors with a stable basis on which to work. Hence the arrogant uncertainty which affected German policy from 1890 until 1914.

         
 

          

         Lord Odo Russell was the wisest as well as the most stimulating of chiefs, and while encouraging Nicolson to study these tendencies in high politics, he at the same time urged him to enter into other sides of German life, and to get into touch with circles outside the usual round of diplomacy. Nicolson drank quantities of white beer in the company of the younger Reichstag deputies. He found them over-educated and ambitious. He also joined several scientific societies, and would attend their evening conversaziones and listen to old and young professors discoursing on the current controversies of science, anthropology and politics. “My dear Nicolson,” wrote Lord Odo in February 1879, “I love zeal.” “If,” Nicolson wrote to his brother a few days later, “my digestion could stand it, I should much like my societies, but I suffer for twenty-four hours after a supper of badly cooked veal, oceans of beer and clouds of tobacco. The speeches in the discussions which follow the lectures are too long. A German either wanders from his subject or goes into too great detail. The Geographical, however, really is  interesting. At the last meeting I met Nachtigal, the great African traveller.” He flung himself also into a study of German socialism which was then passing through an important crisis owing to the anti-socialist legislation of 1878. “I intend,” he wrote, “to go as much into the question as possible, as I think it one of the most interesting studies of the century.”

         
 

         This was the last letter which he wrote to his brother, who was killed shortly afterwards in the Zulu War. And at the end of 1879 Arthur Nicolson proceeded to Constantinople.

         


      


            1  The Nicolsons are supposed to derive from the Nicails of Castle Assynt in Sutherlandshire and the subsequent MacNicols of Skye. In 1570 Thomas MacNicol left Skye for Edinburgh and his immediate descendants, changing their name to Nicolson, acquired property and riches, bought and embellished the house of Carnock and the estate of Tillicoultrie, and in 1657 purchased a baronetcy of Nova Scotia. The fourth Sir Thomas Nicolson, who was also the fourth Lord Napier and Ettrick, died childless, his estates and peerage passing off into the female line, and the baronetcy devolving upon collaterals who were serving in the Scotch regiment in Holland. Sir Frederick Nicolson, father of Arthur Nicolson, succeeded as tenth baronet at the age of five, was educated on the continent and entered the Navy at an early age. He married in 1847 Mary Clementina, daughter of James Loch, M.P., and had three children: (1) Frederick, killed in the Zulu wars in 1879, (2) Arthur, the subject of this memoir, born Sept. 19, 1849, and (3) Clementina, who in 1885 married Ministerialrat Beemelmans and had one son, Friedrich, killed during the European war.

            


         



            2 Henry Brougham Loch was successively Governor of the Isle of Man, of Victoria, and of South Africa. He was created Baron Loch of Drylaw in 1895; he married Elizabeth, daughter of Edward Villiers.

            


         



            3 Subsequently Lord Ampthill. These notes regarding the constant changes in people’s names will not be repeated. People will be called by the name by which they will most readily be recognised by the reader, irrespective of the date on which they assumed that name.

            


         



            4 The British Embassy at Berlin was then housed in a flat at the corner of the Leipzigerstrasse where now stands the emporium of Herr Wertheim. In 1877 the British Government purchased the showy but inconvenient mansion of Herr Strussberg in the Wilhelmstrasse.

            


         



            5 The Franco-Russian Alliance, which was first mooted as early as 1879, only became a serious proposition when Russia began to borrow largely on the Paris Market in 1888. In March of 1890 the French armament firms began to supply Russia with rifles on the express condition that these weapons would never be used against France. In 1890 came the fall of Bismarck and the refusal of Caprivi to renew the secret Reinsurance Treaty with Russia. The Triple Alliance was renewed in 1891, and in the same year, after the visit of the French fleet to Cronstadt, a diplomatic arrangement was concluded between France and Russia. It was not, however, till December 31, 1893, that this was confirmed and supplemented by a definite military convention.

            


         



            6 Italy joined this Alliance in 1882—and it thereafter was called “The Triple Alliance.”
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            LORD DUFFERIN AND THE EGYPTIAN QUESTION
 

            [1879–1883]


         
 

         

            Sir Henry Layard—Visit to Damascus—Execution of the Treaty of Berlin—Mr. Goschen—Armenian Question—Military Consuls in Asia Minor—Lord and Lady Dufferin—Miss Rowan Hamilton—Accompanies Sir Charles Wilson to Asia Minor—The Egyptian question—The Military Convention and the Proclamation against Arabi—The night of September 15,  1882—Arthur Nicolson’s marriage—Accompanies Lord Dufferin to Egypt—The Dufferin report—Discontent with diplomacy.

            


         
 

         (1)
 

         “I SHOULD much like”—Arthur Nicolson had written in 1878—“to go to Constantinople. But I do not want Layard as a chief. I gather that he is violent and inconsiderate.”

         
 

         This pessimistic forecast was not fulfilled. He went to Constantinople, but he liked Sir Henry Layard immensely. And Layard, who appreciated energy, took kindly to this new secretary and at once invited Arthur Nicolson to accompany him on a tour through Syria. They went to Damascus. Upon the road that leads down and up from the Lebanon to the anti-Lebanon, upon that lovely thyme-scented road, they were met by an escort of Druse cavalry. The men were dressed in chain armour and waved steel axes in their hands. Forty years before, Layard had limped along that road obscure and penniless. He now rode through watered orange groves to the dust of a thousand horsemen.   They fired guns in his honour.   The people in the kerosene-lit cafés rose and crowded at his approach. He was housed in a palace (since destroyed). And it was difficult for the Ambassador to explain to all those eager acquisitive faces that his visit was one of curiosity merely: that he had not come to liberate. The drums beat all night. The attraction of the East, the smell of fat frying at night-time, the sound at night-time of dogs barking at the moon, came to Nicolson in a dramatic form. He never forgot this visit to Damascus.

         
 

         At Constantinople things were difficult. The Congress and Treaty of Berlin had left a number of loose ends. The African tributaries of the Sultan—Tunis, Tripoli and Egypt—had not been dealt with. Greece had been promised a rectification of the frontier in her favour, and this rectification had been defined in a protocol as including Thessaly and Epirus. Montenegro had been led to expect the districts of Gusinje and Plava. Hitherto, however, the eyes of Europe had been fixed on Bulgaria. It had been difficult to delimit the frontier; it had been even more difficult to secure the evacuation of the Russian troops. It was only in the first months of 1880 that the Concert of Europe was able to devote its attention to the Greek and Montenegrin questions, and by that date the Concert of Europe was already falling seriously out of time.

         
 

         In April 1880 the elections in England led to the second administration of Mr. Gladstone. Sir Henry Layard was regarded by the Liberals as being too pro-Turk; and it was true that the arid and ungainly qualities of the Ottoman race had twisted his judgment into awkward shapes. He was recalled on leave of absence.   He proceeded to Venice, taking with him a very excellent Bellini which he had obtained from the Seraglio, and a bitter prejudice against the administration of Mr. Gladstone. The post of Ambassador at Constantinople was given to Mr. G. J. (subsequently Viscount) Goschen, member for Ripon, whom Mr. Gladstone had found it difficult to fit into his Cabinet. Goschen arrived in Constantinople in May of 1880. He was at one and the same time delighted at being an Ambassador and disgusted at not being in the Cabinet. This made things difficult for his staff: he treated them exactingly: he was at one moment over-diffident and at the next moment over-impulsive: he got on Nicolson’s nerves. The Montenegrin problem was the first to be dealt with. Gusinje and Plava were found to be unsuitable, and Montenegro was therefore offered Dulcingo as compensation. It was with great difficulty that the Sultan was induced to agree to this concession.

         
 

         The Ambassadors in Constantinople then tackled the Greek frontier. Goschen proceeded to Berlin to interview Bismarck. He induced him, or imagined that he had induced him, to take the lead. “The Concert of Europe,” he wrote in triumph, “will at last have an authoritative conductor.” The idea was to give Greece rectifications in Thessaly but to abandon the idea of ceding Epirus and to compensate her with Crete. This, on the whole, was a good idea and would, if adopted, have saved much subsequent trouble. The Ambassadors, however, were neither united nor unbiased. It was clearly unpleasant for them to impose concessions upon the Government to which they were accredited. Goschen, who knew that he was there for a short time only, displayed none of these hesitations. He advised Lord Granville to send the British Fleet to the Golden Horn. Lord Granville, for his part, knew that neither at Berlin nor at Paris were they anxious to re-open the Eastern question. Mr. Goschen then suggested that if it proved difficult to induce the Sultan to surrender Crete, Her Majesty’s Government might compensate Greece by the cession of Cyprus—an island which had been filched by Lord Salisbury in 1878. Mr. Gladstone, in spite of his philhellene sentiments, feared that British public opinion, which had been shocked by Majuba and was worried about Ireland, would not at the moment support the cession of British occupied territory however questionably acquired. The Government, therefore, while refusing Cyprus, told Goschen that they “left everything to his judgment and discretion.” Prince Bismarck, at the same moment, allowed it to be known that he would only accept a “pacific solution,” meaning thereby that he refused to exert any pressure upon Turkey to execute the promises embodied in the Treaty and Protocol of Berlin. The result was a compromise. Turkey made cessions in Thessaly, but Greece obtained no compensation for the non-fulfilment of the promises made to her in regard to Epirus. Here, again, were sown the seeds of future trouble. Meanwhile, however, in May of 18 81, Mr. Goschen returned to England and assured his constituents that he had solved the Eastern question. He was succeeded, most fortunately, by Lord Dufferin.

         
 

         There was one further problem which had been mentioned in the Treaty of Berlin, but which awoke little sympathy from the Powers pledged to the execution of that instrument.   Lord Salisbury had rightly seen that the Eastern question was ultimately concerned not merely with the European, but also with the Asiatic provinces of Turkey. He foresaw the Armenian question, and endeavoured to meet it by imposing on the Sultan the obligation to introduce reforms in his Armenian vilayets. It was soon evident, however, that Germany, Austria and France were not prepared to support any policy of British supervision in Anatolia. Their hesitation is comprehensible. It was not of Article 61 that they thought but of the secret Anglo-Turkish Convention which Lord Salisbury had imposed upon the Porte a few weeks before the Berlin Congress. In this Convention it was clearly contemplated that Great Britain should establish a protectorate over Asiatic Turkey, and the Armenian reforms were only an item in this programme. It is true that Mr. Gladstone, who had bitterly dissociated himself from any responsibilities in Asia Minor during his Midlothian campaign, could be trusted to proceed with Article 61 in a purely humanitarian spirit. But Lord Salisbury’s subtlety in regard to the original Convention had prejudiced our moral position from the outset. The Egyptian question, which then arose, still further increased suspicion. We cannot blame either the Porte or the Powers if our Armenian schemes were regarded with distrust.

         
 

         The British Government fell back, therefore, on the expedient of appointing “military consuls” at the points of danger. This policy was a mistake. It encouraged the Armenians to imagine that Great Britain was in some form pledged to their assistance. The autonomist movement was thereby stimulated, secret societies were formed, and in the minds of many Armenians the idea was generated that they had only to provoke incidents to secure British intervention. They did not realise that British benevolence is in most cases vicarious, or that Etchmiadzin is not within striking distance of the British fleet. The results of our then well-intentioned but still undigested proposals was the ultimate massacre of several thousand women and children, and a smart epigram on the part of Lord Salisbury about our having “put our money on the wrong horse.” For the moment, however, the intention of Her Majesty’s Government was to secure, by the appointment of these eight military consuls, first-hand information on local conditions, and they hoped to base upon the information thus acquired a scheme of Anatolian reform. Sir Valentine Baker was appointed “Inspector General of Reforms in Asia Minor.” And everybody, including Prince Bismarck, thought this a highly amusing episode to the tiresome business of executing the Treaty of Berlin.
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         Lord and Lady Dufferin arrived in Constantinople in June of 1881. They were accompanied by Lady Dufferin’s youngest sister, Miss Catherine Rowan Hamilton, who, although descended from one of the most excessive of Irish rebels, was herself a gentle little loyalist. The drawing-rooms of the Summer Embassy glistened with Sheraton and fresh chintz. The chandeliers in the gallery tinkled as the children galloped along the upper corridors; the wooden shutters were sticky with the smell of new paint; and through their slits the unceasing waters of the Bosphorus swung patterns  on  the  ceilings.    They  dined under  the magnolias, the candle-flames on the table swaying lightly in their large glass globes. After dinner the young men of the Chancery would come across from their house along the quayside, and there would be writing-games under the red lamp-shades, or rehearsals for those amateur theatricals with which Lady Dufferin revived the finances of the local charities. The programmes of these entertainments are still available—strange remnants of an age before self-observation had induced self-consciousness. There was “Les  Deux Aveugles.”  Bouffonnerie  musicale  de  J.  Offenbach.  There was “Le  Printemps.”  After  the  picture  of  that  name  with Gounod’s  song  sung  to  it.  There was “The  Happy  Pair,” of which the principal rôles were assigned to Lady Dufferin and Mr. Nicolson. There were tableaux and picnics; there were Dorcas sales; there were moonlight expeditions on the Bosphorus. The caikdjis would rest on their oars smearing grease upon the rowlock-peg under a blatant Asiatic moon. Other members of the Embassy contributed to these pleasures and ordeals: we find at different dates such names as Edward Goschen and Charles Hardinge: there were Mr. Bland and Mr. Charteris and Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Block: there was the American Minister who was the author of Ben  Hur: there was Mr. Donald Mackenzie Wallace the correspondent of The  Times.  Arthur Nicolson for his part fell in love with Catherine Rowan Hamilton. It was all rather complicated as he, in a few weeks, was due to leave on a tour in Anatolia, and she, in a few weeks, might well return to Ireland. He was diffident and said nothing. It was not till his return that they became engaged.

         
 

         It was thus with an anxious heart that in August 1881 Arthur Nicolson departed on his journey through Anatolia. He was attached to Sir Charles Wilson, a man who, a few years later, was made the scapegoat for Gordon’s murder on the ground that he dawdled at Metemmeh and dawdled at Gubat. In 1881, however, Colonel Wilson was in the ascendant: he had been specially selected to inspect the military Consulates in Asia Minor; he had received long private letters from Lord Salisbury: but now that Lord Granville was again at the Foreign Office Sir Charles Wilson embarked on his task with conscientious pessimism. They visited Eneboli, Samsun, Kerasund and Trebizond. They visited Smyrna, Beyrout, Haiffa, Jaffa, Jerusalem, Nablus, Samaria, Latakia, Antioch, Alexandretta and Aleppo. They returned to find that in the meanwhile highly important events had taken place in Egypt. No one thereafter bothered any more about the military Consuls in Anatolia and they were gradually withdrawn. It was the Egyptian problem which from then on filled the centre of the stage, and as this problem exercised an important effect upon Nicolson’s views and sympathies, and became the ultimate cause of a then undreamt-of European grouping, it is well that the story and Nicolson’s humble part in it, should in some detail be retold.
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         It was in the early autumn of 1881 that Nicolson returned to Constantinople. The Embassy had by then moved from Therapia to where that large Italian palace looks out through mangey cypresses upon Stamboul. Socially the life was even more incessant and domestic than at Therapia.    The Secretaries, every evening, were expected to call upon their Ambassadress and the dramatic entertainments became more frequent and ambitious every month. Lord Dufferin himself would attend these functions, applauding tranquilly—the two fingers of his right hand tapping tranquilly upon the palm of the left, a slow remembered smile lighting his southern face. No man has ever absorbed or distributed so much enjoyment. The brilliance of his attainments, the glamour of his parentage, the awe which he inspired, were softened by an almost feminine sensibility, by a perfect conjunction of strength and gentleness; by the fact, ultimately, that he was the kindest man that ever lived. The influence which he exercised on Arthur Nicolson was deep and durable. From Lord Granville, Nicolson had learnt that, in the larger affairs of life, fuss is the brother of inefficiency. Lord Odo Russell had taught him that inaccuracy is one of the most unpleasant symptoms of indolence. To his own temperament he owed a fanatical regard for loyalty, truth and fairness; a deep capacity for concentration. Lord Dufferin taught him that rectitude need not necessarily be disagreeable, or industry arrogant; that patience and modesty are not incompatible with a radiant rapidity of mind; that anger is not a proof of strength, nor ponderousness a sign of dignity: that the graces of the intelligence are as important as those of the body or the soul: that acidity of temperament is, after all, a very great mistake. Nicolson, gay, energetic and still curiously adolescent, responded readily to these inspiriting lessons. It must be remembered that he was essentially a late-flowering plant. His March and April growth had been retarded by the meagre soil of his early education, by the frosts of domestic shame which had nipped the buds. He was over thirty when he first met Lord Dufferin, but psychologically his age was twenty-one. The lavish radiance of Lord Dufferin’s personality, the affection with which he and his wife treated this buoyant boyish secretary, the fact that with and through them Nicolson found at last the joys of family and home, produced a sudden blossoming. He was still childish and uncertain when he first reached Constantinople. But it was as a man—happy, eager and self-confident, that he came to co-operate so intimately with Lord Dufferin in the Egyptian crisis which at this stage developed.

         
 

         (4)
 

         The Egyptian situation, as Arthur Nicolson found it on his return that autumn of 1881 from Anatolia, was highly intricate.1 Through insensible and involuntary stages the French and British Governments had been induced by the great banking houses and other of the Khedive’s creditors to intervene in the internal affairs of Egypt. Each step they had gingerly taken had led them a step further; they were by now thoroughly committed to a complicated system of controls and responsibilities, the abandonment of which would

          cause a financial panic in London and Paris and would ruin not merely a few speculators, but a large number of perfectly honest and deserving investors. The two Governments could scarcely allow the military dictatorship of Arabi Pasha to undo the work of the last five years or to abolish the guarantees under which Egyptian finances were slowly recovering. Nor could Great Britain permit this new high-road to India to be exposed to the dangers of internal chaos. There seemed at the time little prospect of inducing Arabi, whose head had been turned by the enthusiasm of his supporters and the encouragement of that splendid eccentric, Wilfrid Scawen Blunt, to realise the facts as they stood and himself to come to some agreement with the European creditors. The two Powers decided, rightly or wrongly (probably wrongly), that Arabi was intractable and dangerous and that some form of “constitutional” government must be reimposed. They were not in the least agreed as to the means by which this should be effected. Great Britain, proceeding from the traditional theory of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, considered that it was for the Sultan as Suzerain to re-establish the authority of the Khedive. The French Government, who had designs on Tunis and had no desire to see Turkish troops reappearing in North Africa, inclined to joint military intervention by France and England. Bismarck, for his part, was glad to encourage France in a policy which would distract her attention from Alsace Lorraine and produce inevitable friction between her and England. He urged both countries to go ahead. Italy, for the moment, and with one eye on Tripoli, remained aloof.   Russia was, if anything, relieved to see England beginning to envisage the Eastern question in terms, not of the Straits, but of the Suez Canal. And the Sultan oscillated between a desire to reimpose his direct authority in Egypt and a superstitious fear that Arabi might be the expected Islamic Messiah.

          
 

          

          

         The play and counter play of these conflicting purposes and apprehensions produced during the next twelve months a situation of almost unexampled inconsequence. The Sultan hurriedly despatched two Turkish Commissioners to Egypt, and was at once informed by the French and British Governments that they had learnt of this mission with “surprise and regret” and trusted that the visit of the two Commissioners would be curtailed. The Commissioners were thus recalled to Constantinople. An uneasy pause ensued during which the French Government pressed for joint occupation and the British Government deferred committing themselves, hoping ardently that something would happen to render a decision unnecessary. Meanwhile the anti-foreign agitation was spreading in Egypt and Arabi Pasha was rapidly assuming the rôle of a national hero. On December 15, 1881, Gambetta suggested to the British Government that in order to reassert the Khedive’s authority “the two Governments should be prepared for united and immediate action.” The British Government were disinclined for action: they would agree only to a Joint Note. This Note, which was presented at Cairo on January 8, 1882, stated that the two Governments were “determined to guard by united efforts against all causes of complication external or internal which might menace the order of things established in Egypt.”   The Note was a mistake and its effect was lamentable. On the one hand it committed the two Powers openly and inextricably to direct responsibility for the affairs of Egypt; and on the other hand it united against them all classes of the Egyptian population, thus rendering impossible any but a forcible solution. “From the moment,” writes Lord Cromer, “that the Joint Note was issued, foreign intervention became an almost unavoidable necessity.”

         
 

         It was at this stage, on January 31, 1882, that M. Gambetta, the protagonist of intervention, resigned. He was succeeded by M. de Freycinet, who shared M. Clemenceau’s conviction that France should not for one moment allow Prince Bismarck to distract her gaze from the blue line of the Vosges. M. de Freycinet was thus opposed to Eastern adventures, and in addition he was a trustful man. He believed in the Concert of Europe; in the reasonableness of Abdul Hamid; in the Khedive Tewfik; in the pro-French sentiments of the Egyptian nationalists; in the misleading reports which emanated from the French Consul at Cairo; and in the repeated assurances that he received from England that the British Government were anxious for a pacific solution and had no desire to act alone. These latter assurances were, at the moment, passionately sincere. British statesmen are usually blind to their own tendencies but vividly aware of their own disinclinations. While not knowing what they are doing or what they want to do, they realise quite clearly what they do not  want to do, and they are apt to grasp at this negative, and to proclaim it, in place of the very tiring calculations which any positive policy would entail. This gap between our conscious realisation of what we do not  want to do, and our unconscious realisation that in the end we shall have to do it, is inevitably interpreted by foreign observers as indicating hypocrisy or even worse. The mistake our critics make is to state in terms of ethics a problem which is essentially psychological. We can scarcely expect, however, even the most intelligent and forbearing foreigner to regard our handling of the Egyptian question as anything but opportunist in the extreme.
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         The confusion which ensued at Constantinople developed very rapidly. Lord Dufferin found himself in a difficult position. On the one hand he had some sympathy for Egypt and Arabi. “All my instincts,” he wrote, “are with the national party. First of all, I love the country.” In the second place he had a shrewd suspicion that in the end no British Cabinet could allow Egypt either to relapse into disorder or to be occupied by a Foreign Power other than themselves. And in the third place the issues were still further confused by M. de Freycinet’s endeavours to combine all the advantages of all the policies which had hitherto been propounded. An Anglo-French fleet was sent to Alexandria to represent the policy of joint intervention and to perpetuate the “directive” character of Franco-British co-operation. A Conference of Ambassadors, which the Turks refused to attend, was constituted at Constantinople, in order to demonstrate that the Concert of Europe had also been invoked. The French Ambassador now joined Lord Dufferin in urging the Turks themselves to send troops to Egypt, but under European “control.” And on June 1, 1882, M. de Freycinet startlingly assured the Chamber that in no circumstances would France herself be committed to military intervention. As a corollary to this assurance the French ships were shortly afterwards withdrawn from Alexandria leaving the British Admiral alone. M. de Freycinet has been much blamed by his countrymen for what Gambetta called this “rupture néfaste,” and for behaviour which M. Reinach has characterised as “unworthy of France and the Republic.” As a matter of truth, however, his policy of non-intervention reflected the desires of the majority of Frenchmen; and when, at the eleventh hour, M. de Freycinet actually did propose to intervene in the Canal Zone he was defeated in the Chamber by 416 votes to 75. It was thus not M. de Freycinet but the French Chamber who rendered inevitable a situation in which Great Britain intervened alone.

         
 

         On July 15 the Conference of Ambassadors at Constantinople agreed on a Joint Note in which the Sultan, in the name of the Concert of Europe, was invited to send troops to Egypt, but was informed that the duration and scope of this expedition must be strictly limited. The effect of this Note was somewhat diminished by the fact that four days previously, on July 11, the British fleet had already bombarded the forts at Alexandria, and that many Europeans had been massacred as a result. From that moment the direction of the Egyptian problem passed inevitably into British hands, and the Conference of Ambassadors at Constantinople met less and less frequently and in the end relapsed into embarrassed silence.
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         The negotiations that followed, and they were intricate and diverting, were conducted entirely by Lord Dufferin. Nicolson accompanied him on all vital occasions to the Sublime Porte or to Yildiz and was a witness of the dramatic events which led to the British occupation of Egypt, and to twenty years of Anglo-French bitterness and distrust. Now that M. de Freycinet had withdrawn from all co-operation, the British Government concentrated their efforts on securing that the operations against Arabi, henceforth inevitable, should be of an Anglo-Turkish and not of a purely British character. The matter was urgent. The Europeans were fleeing from Egypt in panic. A British Expeditionary Force under Sir Garnet Wolseley was already on its way to Alexandria. France, and even Italy, had been asked to co-operate but had refused. The Sultan, for his part, was assailed by conflicting emotions. Lord Granville had insisted that before the British Government could “accept” the co-operation of Turkish troops, the intentions of the Sultan must previously be “cleared from ambiguity.” This condition was necessitated by the suspicion that Abdul Hamid might either join forces with Arabi, or else, once the Khedive’s authority had been restored, refuse to leave the country. To meet these dangers two documents were necessary. The first was a Proclamation to be made by the Sultan repudiating Arabi and all his works. The second was a Military Convention under which the scope, duration and conditions of the Anglo-Turkish occupation would be defined.    The Sultan hesitated to sign either of these documents. He was afraid that if he publicly repudiated Arabi he would lose his prestige with the Islamic world. He was afraid that if he signed with Great Britain a Convention limiting his right of intervention in Egypt all hope of re-establishing his direct authority over his vassal would be gone for ever. Abdul Hamid was correct in both these apprehensions. Where he had made a mistake was in not realising that the British Government were at last determined on action, and that when once the wheels of action are set moving in England they are exceedingly difficult to stop.

         
 

         It was thus not until August 7, 1882, that the Porte accepted the principle that joint intervention should be subjected to some agreed conditions. On August 9 a draft Proclamation denouncing Arabi was submitted for Lord Dufferin’s approval. On August 10 Lord Dufferin accepted the draft Proclamation but found that the Sultan had gone back upon the proposed Military Convention and that he now wished for some more general agreement between Turkey and the Powers represented on the Ambassadors Conference. The Conference, for its part, was not prepared to undertake this responsibility, and on August 14 it adjourned itself indefinitely. On August 18 Said and Assim Pashas, as representing the Sultan, appeared at Therapia and for three hours discussed with Lord Dufferin the terms of a Military Convention, which they finally agreed to recommend to Abdul Hamid for his acceptance. On August 19 this draft was rejected by the Sultan and a further delay was caused by difficulties regarding the requisition of mules for the British Expeditionary Force which was at that moment assembled. On August 23 the Sultan apologised about the mules, consented to sign the Convention, but then went back upon the draft Proclamation against Arabi to which he had already agreed. During the next four days the negotiations continued incessantly, and at last on August 27 Abdul Hamid agreed to the Convention as drafted, and even appeared ready to sign the Proclamation. When once these had been signed and published the Turkish forces, which were waiting in Crete, were to proceed to Egypt and co-operate with Sir Garnet Wolseley. The Sultan still hesitated, however, to affix his final signature to either of the documents, and on September 6, in the hope of forcing Lord Dufferin’s hand, he caused a wholly false version of the draft Proclamation to be published in the papers. Lord Dufferin was incensed by this “inconceivable lack of good faith” on the part of Abdul Hamid. In order to manifest his displeasure and to cool his angered brain, he proceeded to Prinkipo in his cutter. The officials at the Sublime Porte could watch from their windows the white sails of the Lady  Hermione  battling with the current round Oxeia and the Bulwer Island. They could not understand how an Ambassador, and one of unquestionable elegance, could spend his days, barefooted like a common Greek sailor, tugging at wet ropes. They could not understand how, if the situation were really as urgent as he represented, Lord Dufferin could afford to bob about the Marmora in an open sailing boat. They advised the Sultan that there was still further time for negotiation. It was thus not till the afternoon of September 15 that the Convention and Proclamation had, except for a few details, been agreed to in their final form.

         
 

         At 3 p.m. on that day, September 15, 1882, Lord Dufferin and Arthur Nicolson proceeded to Yildiz for a final interview with Abdul Hamid. They were received in one of the smaller pavilions. The Sultan sat crouching over a table of ebony playing nervously with his beads. He raised further conditions. He suggested that these further conditions should be negotiated with his Ministers, who clustered, troubled and subservient, in his room beyond. Meanwhile an urgent cypher telegram had been received at the Embassy. Its contents were such as to necessitate its immediate communication to Lord Dufferin. For some inscrutable reason the head of the Chancery omitted to send it on to Yildiz. His excuse, when reproved later, was that he never imagined that he would be able to catch Lord Dufferin in time. In this he was mistaken. For five further hours Lord Dufferin exercised all his powers of persuasion in an attempt to induce the Ministers to agree to the Convention in the only form in which the Ambassador could himself consent to sign it. Coffee was brought and sweetmeats, and at nine o’clock they held a second interview with the Sultan, who appeared to be weakening. At ten the discussions with Said and Assim Pashas were resumed, and by midnight there was hope of signature before the dawn. The Ministers proceeded together to the Sultan’s study and Dufferin and Nicolson remained behind. The servants in their blue liveries stood around, their white-gloved hands clasped upon their stomachs. The innumerable clocks struck one a.m. and at one-fifteen the sinister figure of the Sultan’s astrologer was seen creeping across the ante-room towards his master’s study.   That moment, that scene, remained photographed upon Nicolson’s memory for ever afterwards. He knew that the astrologer was in the pay of those who wished to prevent the Sultan from signing the Proclamation against Arabi. Twenty minutes later Said and Assim Pashas re-appeared. The Sultan, they said, was unable to approve the compromise agreed to, and further discussions would be required. It was now a quarter to two in the morning. Lord Dufferin refused to remain any longer at the Palace. He had already been sitting in that plush arm-chair for nearly eleven hours. They clung to his coat-tails, urging him to remain. There were only, they urged, a very few points which still required adjustment and then the agreement would be signed. Lord Dufferin insisted on entering the launch which was to take him back to Therapia. He returned to find the Summer Embassy ablaze with lights and anxiety. A secretary met him on the quay-side with the decyphered telegram in his hand. The telegram told Lord Dufferin not to sign the Convention without further instructions. It informed him also that at dawn of September 15 Sir Garnet Wolseley, after a sudden night-advance, had completely defeated Arabi at Tel-el-Kebir.

         
 

         From that moment there could be no further question of Turkish co-operation in the Egyptian settlement. The same afternoon Said and Assim Pashas re-appeared at Therapia indicating that Abdul Hamid was now anxious to sign what he had rejected the night before. Lord Dufferin explained to them that it was now too late. “Your hesitation of yesterday,” he said to them, “has made my reputation as a diplomatist, but has ruined it as an honest man.”   And it is true that there were many who believed, and who still believe, that Lord Dufferin merely played with the Sultan until Sir Garnet Wolseley had obtained a single-handed decision.

         
 

         Arthur Nicolson, who was in the best position to judge, always contended that the British Government and Lord Dufferin had been sincerely anxious to secure Turkish co-operation, and that the blame for the delay rested entirely upon the Sultan. He never contended, however, that our attitude in the Egyptian question was throughout wholly defensible. When nearly thirty years later a Foreign Office official was declaiming in righteous indignation against Italy’s sudden descent on Tripoli, he was startled to find himself checked by a flash of sudden wrath in the blue eyes of his Chief. “It is not for us,” said Arthur Nicolson, “to cast that sort of stone.”
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         Nicolson’s private fortunes, during those months of 1882, had undergone a vital change. In February he became engaged to Catherine Rowan Hamilton, and their marriage was celebrated on April 20. It took place in the chapel of the Pera Embassy and in circumstances of the greatest diplomatic ceremony. The following notes are extracted from the Levant  Herald of April 12:

         
 

         

            “The paths leading through the grounds from the Embassy to the chapel were carpeted, and on either side were drawn up the men of H.M.S. Antelope  and Cockatrice. At three o’clock the bridegroom, accompanied by Mr. Maitland Sartoris, who was groomsman, entered the church,  and  a  few  minutes  afterwards  the  marriage procession set out from the Embassy. First came the ten bridesmaids, viz.: Lady Helen Blackwood, Mlle. Novikoff, Miss d’Ehrenhoff, Mlle. Condouriotti, Mlle. de Rascon, Mlle. R. de Rascon, Miss Wyndham, the daughter of the Persian Ambassador, and the Ladies Hermione and Victoria Blackwood. The bridesmaids were dressed in cream-coloured Broussa silk, with tulle veils and wreaths of forget-me-nots. Then followed the bride—in white satin trimmed with lace, Brussels-lace veil, and real orange blossom—leaning on the arm of the Earl of Dufferin. The Countess of Dufferin, accompanied by Mrs. Wyndham and Mrs. Goschen, entered the chapel a little in advance of the procession. At the chapel porch the bridal party was met by the Chaplain and Canon Curtis in canonicals and the members of the choir in surplices. As the procession entered the chapel the organ played the nuptial chorus from Lohengrin, and the choristers, dividing right and left, the bride passed between them and took her place in the chancel, where she was met by the bridegroom, Lord Dufferin standing on her right hand, and the graceful phalanx of bridesmaids behind.”

            
 

            “When,” continues the Levant  Herald,  “the exhortation was concluded the organ pealed forth the joyous strain of Mendelssohn’s Wedding March … and the bride and bridegroom preceded by an officer of the household in state livery, and followed by the ten bridesmaids, returned to the Embassy on the perron of which there awaited them….” The Levant  Herald  is  so much excited by the event that it continues in this strain through five columns.

            


         
 

         They drove out that spring afternoon to Therapia, where they stayed for four days in the Summer Embassy and then returned to Constantinople. From that hour the private life of Arthur Nicolson was serene with happiness. There is no more which can, or should, be said.
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         In October of 1882 Lord Dufferin was ordered to proceed to Egypt as High Commissioner. He invited Nicolson to accompany him. The whole party embarked on H.M.S.  Antelope  and reached Cairo on November 7. They were at first lodged in a disused palace of the Khedive and subsequently at the Villa Cattaui. Lady Dufferin at once began to organise amateur theatricals for the Egyptian charities: there was to be the play of Catherine  Cornaro,  Queen  of  Cyprus, by Sir Edward Malet, “with the author in the part of Fabio.” Unfortunately, however, both Lady Dufferin and her sister developed typhoid. It was thus in an atmosphere of domestic anxiety and acute over-work that Lord Dufferin, assisted by Nicolson in a purely secretarial capacity, plunged into the labours of his special mission.

         
 

         “Her Majesty’s Government,” so ran his instructions, “while desiring that the occupation should last for as short a time as possible feel bound not to withdraw from the task thus imposed upon them until the administration of affairs has been reconstructed on a basis which will afford satisfactory guarantees for the maintenance of peace, order and prosperity in Egypt; for the stability of the Khedive’s authority; for the judicious development of self-government; and for the fulfilment of obligations towards foreign Powers. These objects are in the real interests of Egypt, of this country, and of Europe.” In other words, Lord Dufferin was expected to draw up a comprehensive scheme for the future governance of Egypt, in such a way as would combine liberal institutions with the possibility of early evacuation. It may be supposed that he realised the incompatibility of these ideals. From the first he decided that his scheme of reforms should be based on existing local conditions and not on institutions imported from abroad. He devoted four months to the study of these problems and during these four months his attention was continually being distracted by other matters. There was in the first place the difficulty of disposing of Arabi and his supporters. It was owing to Lord Dufferin’s influence that the death penalty was commuted to one of exile from Egypt. In the second place there was the necessity of excluding Turkish influence and of frustrating the attempts of Abdul Hamid himself to dictate to the Khedive the lines of the new regime. The latter pleaded impotence. “Le véritable Khedive d’Egypte,” he pleaded, “c’est Lord Dufferin.” The Foreign Office displayed immense energy in asking for interim reports on such matters as the immediate abolition of slavery, the establishment of a police force, the revision of the Suez Canal Convention, the Chamber of Notables, and the maintenance of the system of dual financial control. In spite of these exacting interruptions Lord Dufferin’s famous report was ready by the end of January. Its publication was preceded by Lord Granville’s circular despatch to the Great Powers in which he promised that Great Britain would withdraw her troops from Egypt “so soon as the state of the country and the organisation of proper means for the maintenance of the Khedive’s authority will admit.” These assurances were taken note of by several Powers. The Porte were enraged but impotent.   Bismarck, who had always smiled on isolated British action in Egypt, was glad to feel that there was now no prospect of a Franco-British rapprochement. The French, for their part, sulked. When offered the Presidency of the Debt Commission they replied that a position of cashier was not consonant with the dignity of France. They added significantly that France must reserve “her liberty of action in Egypt.” “From that moment,” comments Lord Cromer, “until the Anglo-French Agreement of 1904, French action in Egypt was more or less persistently hostile to England.”

         
 

         Lord Dufferin’s long report was published as a State Paper in February 1883. Its rhetorical passages aroused some criticism. There was the passage, for instance, about the lips of the Egyptian fellah having “trembled if they have not articulated”: about the fellah himself “like his own Memnon” remaining “not irresponsive to the beams of the new dawn.” It has been contended also that Lord Dufferin deliberately slurred over the difficulties of the future administration of Egypt; that his picture of a self-dependent Egypt, endowed with representative institutions drawing their ultimate authority from the village commune; that his picture again of a native administration “untrammelled by external importunity, though aided, indeed, as it must be for a time, by sympathetic advice and assistance”; indicated a readiness rather to provide the Liberal Administration in England with the kind of report they desired than to disclose the realities of the situation or the difficulties which evacuation would encounter. Such criticism is not wholly justified. On the one hand the more practical recommendations of his report, those dealing with the organisation of the army, the Courts of Justice, the Reform of Land Assessment and Taxation, were all admirably practical. On the other hand the report did, even if in somewhat optimistic and indeed euphemistic language, disclose the realities of what was obviously a transitional situation. And above all, Lord Dufferin laid it down firmly that “The valley of the Nile could not be administered with any prospect of success from London.” Lord Dufferin’s conclusions and his proposed reforms were approved by the British Government and were promulgated in Egypt by organic decree. This decree, for over thirty years, remained the basis of the Egyptian Constitution.
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         The pressure of work during those six months in Egypt was tremendous. The strain for Arthur Nicolson had been increased by domestic anxiety—his wife’s typhoid and the birth of their eldest son. In April 1883 Lady Dufferin with her sister and the children left Egypt, and for a further five weeks Lord Dufferin and Arthur Nicolson stayed on in the glare of an Egyptian spring, liquidating some of the endless petty questions which still remained to be considered. They moved to Alexandria and established themselves in the villa of M. Antoniades. The reaction from the wide excitements of the last year, the irksomeness of being separated from his wife, induced in Nicolson a mood of discontent and depression. His unceasing clerical labours had caused, for the only time in his life, a slight attack of writer’s cramp. The absurd contrast between this unromantic affliction and the important events of which he had been a witness, brought home to him the limitations of diplomatic life, its incessant trivialities, its constant interruptions, and the cruel claims that it makes upon one’s social and intellectual liberty. “My brain,” he wrote, “heaves and works, I fear, unceasingly. I feel I have endless wells into which I shall never dip. For I am becoming coated over with a thick layer of official mud. I know it is right to do one’s duty in the line of life one has chosen and I do try to fulfill it, but I do long to be free of all the trammels and dull unending labour of official life. I shall—some  day.  But only when my brain can make but one or two feeble throbs an hour, and when my energy will be confined to hobbling along a verandah.” To his wife he poured out these veerings of depression and hope. A characteristic letter is dated from Alexandria at the end of April 1883. “I am so discontented when I think of the narrowness of my own life—only large and wide on the side of its love for you. But so wee and cramped over small and trivial matters. Opportunity is everything. I do not think I have ever missed any.”

         
 

         And further opportunities were soon to come.


      

            1 The main dates in the Egyptian question are the following: 1863, Ismail succeeds as Khedive. 1869, Suez Canal opened. 1875, Beaconsfield purchases majority shares for British Government. 1876, Egypt, owing to Ismail’s reckless extravagance, on the verge of bankruptcy. France and England intervene and establish Caisse de la Dette. 1877, French and English Financial Comptrollers nominated. 1879, April, Ismail makes coup d’état and abolishes all foreign financial control. June, France and England depose Ismail and put Tewfik in his place. Financial controls re-established. 1881, January, military and nationalist discontent. Movement is headed by Arabi Pasha. September 9, 1881, Arabi organises military rising and seizes reins of Government.   It is at this stage that the main narrative begins.
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