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system in the history of international relations. Its aim is to outline the most 
controversial problems of the study of the subject and to identify the nature of 
differences among the scholars. Only important publications, like individual and 
collective monographs, which have drawn attention of the specialists in the 
field, are taken into account. It is suggested in the article that among authors 
whose works are reviewed there are those who consider the Vienna system as 
based on the balance of major powers, and others who think it combines 
elements of the balance of powers as well as of the domination (or leadership). 
The periodization of the Vienna system is a much-disputed subject too. Some 
historians argue that the Vienna system has not survived the Crimean war. 
Others who prefer the definition “European system” claim that it has lived 
through the Crimean war and that some of its elements have survived even the 
franco-prussian war and have been destroyed only by the First World War. The 
same historians are of the opinion that the international law order established 
by the treaties of 1814-1815 has been relatively stable throughout the 19th 
century because neither the Paris congress of 1856 nor the Berlin congress of 
1878 have attempted to abolish or submit it to a large scale revision. The author 
of the article thinks that further researches in the field of the multilateral 
diplomacy, of the international law and of the activities linked to the execution 
of existing treaties between European nations may contribute to solve the 
controversial problems. 
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Abstract: The article provides a critical analysis of the interpretations of 
the Concert of Europe by British and American historians of the XXth century. 
The interest in the study of this phenomenon is rooted in its relation to the 
problems of the maintenance of international order and stability. It is not only 
academic, being partly determined by the fact that throughout the XX century 
first Britain and then the USA was at the top of the world hierarchy, and 
accordingly played a leading role in the construction and maintenance of the 
European order. Current international environment, the experience of the two 
World Wars of the XXth century determined the angle from which the 
phenomenon of the Concert of Europe was studied. Whereas in the second half 
of the 1910s – early 1920s historians pointed to the deficiencies of the 
international system of the preceding century (and in particular, the institution 
of the Concert of Europe), the students of the Vienna system working after the 
Second World War regarded the period of 1815–1914 as relatively stable, 
compared to the short interwar interlude. The Concert of Europe was named as 
one of the factors contributing to stability and peace. Certain logic can be 
discerned in the development of the historiography of the problem, which to 
some degree reflected the evolution of ideas about international relations 
management. At the same time, the differences in the interpretations of the 
Concert of Europe derive from the fact that this very concept in the XIXth 
century was not fixed and static. Great Powers’ readiness to cooperation did not 
mean that there were no conflicts of interests. They struggled for leadership 
within the Concert and sought to impart to it their own interpretation.   
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PRACTICE OF RESOLVING OF CEREMONIAL CONFLICTS 
BEFORE THE ADOPTION OF VIENNA REGULATIONS IN 1815 

(ACCORDING TO THE RUSSIAN DIPLOMATIC SOURCES) 
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,  ,   1815 . 
Keywords: diplomatic ranks, ceremonial conflicts, symbolic 

communication, the Vienna Regulation 1815. 
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  1815 .  ,   
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 ,  ,  ,      

        . 
Abstract: The article deals with the ceremonial conflicts between the 

Russian diplomats and their foreign colleagues in the second half of the 18th 
century – before signing the Vienna Regulation (1815) which established a 
hierarchy of diplomatic agents and the principles of their communication. 
Analyzing the methods used in the resolution of conflicts, the author comes to 
the conclusion that they were, as a rule, outside the legal framework and 
depended mostly on the goodwill of all stakeholders. 
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Abstract: In the first half of 1813 the diplomatic center of Europe was 
Austria. The outcome of the ongoing Russian-French war depended on whose 
side will take Vienna in this titanic confrontation. The Austrian’s Minister of 
foreign Affairs K. Metternich decided to take advantage of the weakness of 
France and to occupy an intermediate position between two opposing parties. 
This policy went down in history as the "armed mediation". Its essence consisted 
in the gradual withdrawal from the Alliance with France and constant promises 
to Russia’s emperor to enter the anti-Napoleonic coalition sooner or later. 
During the negotiations with Paris and St. Petersburg, Metternich 
simultaneously tried to enlist the support of London. The negotiations with 
Napoleon were going hard: the French Emperor categorically refused to accept 
Austrian mediation, and demanded the fulfillment of the conditions of the Treaty 
of alliance. Russian Tsar Alexander I also was not prepared to take the 
Austria’s mediation, convincing the Austrian Emperor Franz to join the anti-
Napoleonic coalition. Alexander I promised Vienna large areas in Germany and 
the Balkans in case it would join Russia and Prussia. In the end, when it became 
clear that Napoleon has taken an uncompromising stance, Austrian diplomats 
agreed to join the anti-French Alliance. Metternich was ready to do it under one 
condition: there must be held peaceful talks between Russia and France, which 
will be chaired by Austria. After long and difficult negotiations and fruitless for 
both sides fighting in the spring of 1813 such a peace congress was convened in 
Prague. However, the Austrians failed to convince Napoleon to accept the 
conditions of his opponents. It meant the collapse of Metternich’s policy. Austria 
joined the anti-French coalition, and as the result, the balance of forces in the 
theater of war significantly changed and ultimately led to the fall of Napoleon's 
Empire. 
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NAPLES DILEMMA OF THE CONGRESS OF VIENNA 
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Keywords: Murat, congress of Vienna, legitimism, question of Naples, 
history of international relations 
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Abstract: This article looks into the political relations between the Allied 
Powers and Joachim Murat, then King of Naples, on the eve and at the time of 
the Congress of Vienna. After the first abdication of Napoleon he was the only 
Bonaparte’s relative whom the Allies allowed to keep his throne. Murat was 
seeking to obtain recognition of his royal title in the ruling circles of post-
Napoleonic Europe. For this purpose he was ready to make considerable 



 

96 
 

concessions to the victors of Napoleon. At the same time King Joachim expected 
to receive support from Austria according to the alliance treaty concluded with 
it on January 11, 1814. However, the official alliance with one of the Allied 
Powers proved not be a sufficient guarantee of survival for Murat and his 
political regime. After Napoleon’s defeat the legitimate Monarchs of Europe 
refused to enter into diplomatic relations with the ruler of Naples or sign 
agreements with him. The Allies suspected Murat to maintain secret relations 
with the former French Emperor exiled to the island of Elba. The majority of 
participants of the Congress of Vienna refused to recognize Murat’s title and 
came out in favour of Bourbon’s restoration in Naples. But the rivalry between 
France and Austria prevented them from reaching an agreement on the 
Neapolitan question at the beginning of the Congress. What changed the 
situation was Napoleon’s escape from Elba and return to power in France. A 
conflict broke out between Murat and Allied Powers, which made them to 
overcome their contradictions. The Bourbons were restored in Naples while 
Murat lost both his crown and life. 
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EASTERN QUESTION DURING THE YEARS  

OF VIENNA SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 
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Keywords: Vienna system, Easter question, Black see straits, history of 
Russian foreign policy, history of international relations 
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Abstract: During the period covered in the article, the Near East, including 
Constantinople and the Black See straits, was the region where immediate 
interests of the maritime powers like Great Britain and France as well as of 
Russia, struggling to resolve her problems in the fields of defense, foreign policy 
and economy, opposed significantly. The contradictions between Russia and the 
other Great Powers concerning the Eastern Question had direct impact on their 
relations outside the region and led often to conflicts between them in Europe. 
On the contrary, by reaching agreement on the disputed issues of the Near East 
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policy they laid down conditions for organizing new alliances and coalitions in 
order to maintain the “European equilibrium”. Therefor the relations between 
the European Great Powers and Turkey influenced to an important extant the 
history of the whole of Europe. A number of contradictions concerning the 
Eastern Question were resolved by agreements between European Powers only. 
One can mention the London and Saint-Petersburg Protocols during the Eastern 
Crisis of the 1820-s, the Münchengrätz Convention of 1833, the London 
Conventions of 1840 and 1841. But the Western Powers were usually very 
critical about the bilateral agreements between Russia and Turkey, like 
Adrianople and Unkiar Skelessi treaties, and took effort to have them 
denounced. 

   ,      
  ,   , 
   ,    

    ,   
 .     ,  
        

,     .   
    ,    
  .  ,    

      
,     –  .  

        
      

        .  
,      

     ,  
   «  », 

     .  
,     ,  

      , 
     . 

       
     ,    

 .     
   « »     

,        
.   ,     

     .   
     ,    

   ,     
   .     



 

114 
 

 status quo, . .       
,     -   

      ,    
       . ,  

 ,      , 
  .       

    ,   
,  ,      

        . 
 , ,     ,    
   –      

.   ,         
   ,     

        
 .        

     30-  .     
 .      

   .  -  
        

,     ,   
   , ,  , 

       
. 

    ,   
 ,   ,  

  ,  : -  
        

  ;   -
       

  ,     
  ,  , 

,      
   .    

, ,      ,   
 ,     -  
   « » ,    

,       
 . 

 ,    ,  
        -  

.       
         



 

115 
 

 ,       . 
  1821 ., -   1828-1829 ., 

 -   1833 ., -  
  30-  .,   1840  1841 . , , 

  1853-1856 . –      
,          
        . 

        
    .   20-  . 

XIX .,     ,    
    .   
    status quo  ,  

        
 .      

    .   
         

  . ,   1823 .    
      

  –    
  ,      

       
 -  .   

  .  : «     
,       »1. 

    20-  . XIX .   
     -    

 .      , 
        

 ,        
 -     

   .   ,   
        

   ,    
        -

    . 
      

       . 
      ,  

   .   , ,  
        

                                                 
1 . :  . .     I. . 1887. . 154. 



 

116 
 

         
 . 

 1825 .    I ,   
         

   »  «     
      

».     ,  
      ,  

     : 
«     , -    1825 . 

 « », –    I    
    »2.    

   ,      
  .  

  1826 .  ,   
      

 ,     
    . 24  (6 ) 1827 .  , 

         
  « »  .    

     
«  »     ,  

    .   
        

      3.    
     . « ,  

    , –   - . – 
, ,   –    .  

   »4.     ,  
    -    

8(20)  1827 .      .  
   60  5.  

-   1828-1829 .    
     ,  
  ,      
,      1826 .  

                                                 
2 . :  . .        

   (1823-1826 .) //  . . 1966. . 288. . 168. 
3  . . 5. . 2000. . 147. 
4 . :  . .    1827, 1828  1829  //   

 . 1876.  1. . 105. 
5 -  .  101. 1827. 20 . 



 

117 
 

6.    1829 .,   
    ,   
 ,   ,     

       .  
 ,  «     », 

      ,   
 .     

        
 ,        

  «   »   7. 
 ,         

 ,      
 ,  4  1829 .,   

   .   –  . . 
,  . . ,  . . ,  . . , 

. .   . .  –   -
       . 

    « » . . , 
   1828 . –       

   .     
  .   . .   ,  

     , ,  
 ,           

  «     ,  
     ».   

          , 
         
  .      

  ,     ,   
     «   »  
 8.    «   »  

       
    .    

   ,   ,   
  ,      

.  

                                                 
6  .    ,   . . 1869. . 
61-62. 
7 Valsecchi F. Questione d'Oriente dalle origini alla pace di Parigi (1718-1856). Milano. 
1955-1956. P. 89.  
8  . .,  . .        XIX 
. //      . . 1. . 2002. . 298. 



 

118 
 

   « » ,   
    .  , 

      ,   
       

        
 . 

  30-  .        
     ,    

 .      
      ,  

       
 :    ,    

  ,      
   .   
   –       

         
,     

       -  , 
 .    
      ,   

   .     
    ,   ,   
   . -   

       ,  
        , 

   . 
        

 ,       
30–  .;         

,   .  
   ,   

         
  ,        

  II   .    
     ,  

     «  »   
.     . 

      «   
       

»9.       «  
                                                 
9      (  – ). . . . 
469. . 211. . 119 . . .  . . . 7(19)  1833 . 



 

119 
 

 »      .   
    ,   

        ,   
 «  »  10.   

  ,     
    . .     

     «     
 »,     «  

     »11.  
      ,   

         
.        

   .   ,   
        , 

    12. 
    ,    
    ,   

13.      . 
  -    ,  

«    , …  
 »14.

       -
  1833 .,      

    .    
  ,   -  . . 
      .  

     , 
         

   ,     –  
   15. 

       . 
   « »,     

   ,        , 
         

                                                 
10 . . . . 469. . 211. . 119 . . .  . . . 
7(19)  1833 . 
11  . . 1175. . .  . . . 16  (7 ) 1833 . 
12  . . 204. . .  . .  1(13)  1833 . 
13  . . 2290230. . .  . .  3(15)  1833 . 
14  . . 13. . 157. 
10.  . . . . 92. 



 

120 
 

  16. «  » 1833 .   
       -  17. 

       
        « »18. 

           
        

« »   . ,  
  ,     

      ,  
,           «  

»,       .   
      
 ,   ,    

  status quo  .  
   30-  .,      

    ,     
  ,    

       . 
         

 ,     -
  1833 .      

 .         
 ,      –   

    .     
     ,    

«    ». ,    
  –  ,        

   ,      
 ,       

 ,     
  –   .     

    -     
      -

 ,       
,   ,   , 

« » ,  status quo   . 
      

                                                 
16  .   //  . 1915.  4. . 106. 
17  . .    -    30-   XIX  
//  . 1982.  3. . 12. 
18 . . . . 469. .14. . 39 . Copie d'une note adressée de la part de 
la Porte aux ambassadeurs de la France et d'Angleterre, le 20 septembre 1833.  



 

121 
 

        
     . . .  : 

«…        
 , ,     ,  

     ,     
         

»19.     , 
        

       , 
        

       
 . 
         

   ,  ,   
 ,       

.      ,   
,     .  , 

      -
     . , 

     ,   
.     31  1839 

.: «…  ,        , 
         , 
     »20. , 

      ,  
   ,     

        .  
      

,    1833 .  , 
     . 

      
   . 

  1840  1841 .,   
        

    ,     
 .    ,  

        
.      ,  . . 
       -

 .    , 
                                                 
19 Sehiemann Th. Geschichte Russlands unter Kaiser Nikolaus I. Bd. III. Berlin. 1913. P. 509. 
20 . . . . 469. . 229. . 100. 



 

122 
 

   , «  »   
       , 
   -       

 .      
   ,     ,     
 .       

-         
   ,         

  –    « »    
  .       

  -   1833 .     
   .     

 , ,     
  . ,   «   

  (  . – . .)    »21.  
         

      .  
   –      

  ,   
 ,       .   

  ,      
,   .  

  ,      
, ,     

 ,     . 
  -     

        
.          

,     ,   
      .  , 

         
     .  ,   

  , ,   1840  1841 ., 
       22.  

        
  . 

,          
    .   

        
     .   

                                                 
21 . :  .     . . 1996. . 1. . 448. 
22  . .  . ., 1948. . 102. 



 

123 
 

 ,      
  ,         

 .  ,   ,   
    . 

       
  ,  ,   

        
.      
    ,   

     .  
,         

         
       . 

       
      ,     

  .     
            
      .    

   C     
       , 

   « »  –   . 
,    XVIII .     

        
       . 

      
        

  1799, 1805  1833 .,      
     23. 
      ,  

      XIX .   
     . .  

 ,       «      
».         

 -  ,     
 . ,     

      ,   
,        

       .  
        

                                                 
23  . . -        XVIII-  

 XIX  //     (XVIII-XX ). . 1999. 
. 81-121. 



 

124 
 

 ,          
  . «     

      
  » –  . 24. 

,       
   .      

 ,   ,    
,    « »    

.         
    .   ,   

      -
 ,     

 ,        -
 ,     , 

      .  
         ,   
        

  . ,  -
        

     -  .   
  ,     
       ,  

  ,      
    -  .   

         
, ,        

,  ,    , 
   . 

      ,  
   ,   , «  

»     -
    . ,   

XIX .     ,   
  ,        

   .     
  1804 . «  »    

  ,          
     , 
   .  

       

                                                 
24  .     . . 446. 



 

125 
 

           
    ,   

. 
     –   

–  -    ,   
.         
          

      .    
   ,     , 

     ,  
     ,    

   25.   , 
       

    .  , 
       

     .    
,       ,   

  «     »,  
       

   .     
. . -       

        
26.         

    ,    
  1841 .;      

,         
 1856 . 

 ,      
         

   , ,   ,  
     « »,   

   27.    
 . . ,  . .    

I    –     
.        

  ,     
  ,     « » 

  ,   ,    
                                                 
25  . .   //    .  

 XIX . . 1995. . 375. 
26  . .     . 1853-1856 . //   

  (XVIII-XX ). . 152. 
27  . .  . - . 1950. . 1. . 276. 



 

126 
 

  ,          
 ,       
28.    -  
  -    :  

       
     

 ,    –     ,   
     ,   

 ,    « » 
   «  »   
 29.  
          

.        
        

    –   
 .        

         
-  ,    

       . 
      ,   

     
,       . 

 ,   , , , 
        

  « »  –   ,  
 ,  ,     

,    ,  . 
      

 –         
  20-  .,   1833 ., 
  1840  1841 .  -  
,     -

 ,     
 ,       

  . ,     
     ,  

  ,       
     . 

 

                                                 
28  . .      1854-1856 //  

. . 17. 1876. . 381. 
29  . .   1853-1856. .II. . . 276. 

    I    . 



 

127 
 

MATTHEW RENDALL 
 

COSMOPOLITANISM AND RUSSIAN NEAR EASTERN POLICY,  
1821-41: DEBUNKING A HISTORICAL CANARD  

    
, 1821-1841 .:  

    
 : ,    , 

 ,  ,  ,  I, 
 

Keywords: cosmopolitanism, history of Russian foreign policy, history of 
diplomacy, Vienna system, Eastern question, Nicolas I, Nesselrode 

:   ,   
 ,    

   ,     
   ?      

   « »  ,   
  .     

       
  1820–1830-  .      

 ,      
      

    ,    
   I , , .   

      , 
,    ,      

« »    . 
Abstract: Did Russian diplomacy after the Napoleonic Wars come under 

the sway of officials of foreign extraction, committed to cosmopolitan ideals and 
the Concert of Europe? For more than a century, nationalist historians have 
charged that “foreigners” in the Russian service gave away the store. This 
paper takes a close look at Russian Near Eastern policy in the 1820s and 
1830s—a focus of the nationalists’ complaints—and finds little evidence that 
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cosmopolitan or multilateralist sympathies influenced the policies of any 
Russian officials, with the exceptions of Tsar Alexander I and perhaps Count 
Nesselrode. While some officials showed proclivities to co-operate with 
particular countries—Austria or Britain—this tendency was at least as common 
among ethnic Russians. 

A number of scholars have pointed to the importance of a pan-European 
aristocratic culture in the Vienna system1. Some suggest that it created a sense of 
transnational solidarity among the ruling elite2. Such arguments are particularly 
important in the case of Russia. Patricia Grimsted observes that Tsar Alexander 
I “was much more an eighteenth-century cosmopolitan than a nineteenth century 
nationalist in his view of international relations” and among Russian rulers of 
his century “was personally the most deeply committed to Russia's community 
with Europe”. Karl Nesselrode, an ethnic German who served as foreign 
minister under Alexander and his successor Nicholas I, was equally 
cosmopolitan in his background and sympathies. Harold Ingle describes him as 
the leader of a “German faction” in the Russian government who played a key 
role in promoting international co-operation3. 

One man’s enlightened statesman is another man’s “reactionary 
cosmopolitan”4. For a century and a half nationalist critics have lambasted 
Nesselrode as the man who gave away the store to the Austrians5. There is a 
certain irony in Soviet historians criticizing him on the ground that, like Marx’s 
and Engels’ workers, “he had no fatherland”6, but the attacks began well before 
the revolution. The locus classicus is S.S. Tatishchev’s 1890 essay “Russian 
Diplomacy, Old and New”7. Already under the Empress Anna (r. 1730-40), 
Tatishchev charged, the foreign bacillus had infected Russian diplomacy, and 
                                                 
1 Garrett S.A. Nixonian Foreign Policy: A New Balance of Power — or a Revived Concert? // 
Polity. 1976. N. 8. P. 406; Gulick E.V. Europe's Classical Balance of Power: A Case History 
of the Theory and Practice of One of the Great Concepts of European Statecraft. N.Y. 1967.  
P. 23, 184-185; Lauren P.G. Crisis Prevention in Nineteenth-Century Diplomacy // George 
A.L. et al. Managing U.S.-Soviet Rivalry: Problems of Crisis Prevention. Boulder. 1983. P. 
53; Miller B. When Opponents Cooperate: Great Power Conflict and Collaboration in World 
Politics. Ann Arbor. 1995. P. 99. 
2 Garrett S.A. Nixonian Foreign Policy... P. 406; Grimsted P.K. The Foreign Ministers of 
Alexander I: Political Attitudes and the Conduct of Russian Diplomacy, 1801-1825. 
Berkeley/Los Angeles. 1969. P. 14-15. 
3 Grimsted P.K. Op. cit. P. 45; Ingle H.N. Nesselrode and the Russian Rapprochement with 
Britain, 1836-1844. Berkeley/Los Angeles. 1976. P. 5. Cf. Gritzbach H. Der russische 
Reichskanzler Graf Nesselrode (1780-1862). Ph.D. dissertation. Erlangen/Nürnberg. 1974. P. 
465. 
4  . .     20-   XIX . – , 1958. – . 63. 
5 Grimsted P.K. Op. cit. P. 201; Ingle H.N. Op. cit. P. 1-4. 
6  . . . . – . 63. 
7  . .      //    ; 

    . – , 1890. – . 5-71. 
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under Paul I (r. 1796-1801) “…For the first time Russia acted in Europe as the 
defender not of her own interests, but of abstract ideas of law and justice. State 
egoism, that cornerstone of a healthy policy, gave way to the magnanimity and 
selflessness guiding Paul’s actions”. Worse was to come. Alexander I, Paul’s 
cosmopolitan successor, embraced doctrines of humanitarianism and self-
determination, leading to an exodus of Russian diplomats from the government. 
Foreigners took their place, and the official language of Russian diplomacy 
became French, further depriving Russian diplomacy of its national character, “a 
more painful blow for our foreign policy than the simultaneous loss of the battle 
of Austerlitz”. By the time of the Congress of Vienna, Russia’s diplomatic corps 
was dominated by “foreign-borns and those of a foreign faith: Pozzo di Borgo in 
Paris, Lieven in London, Stackelberg in Vienna, Alopeus in Berlin”8.  

Most of all, it was an influx of Germans. Accepting a moderate version of 
Tatishchev’s thesis, Ingle and Henning Gritzbach agree that there were a 
“Russian party” and a “German party” in Petersburg, the latter of which wanted 
policy to be based not on solidarity with Europe but on the Russian national 
interest, though Gritzbach notes that “beyond that, we know… remarkably little 
about either group”9. According to Tatishchev, Nesselrode was the spokesman 
in the government for European interests, whereas the other of Alexander’s dual 
foreign ministers, Ioannis Capodistrias, who was a foreigner but an Orthodox 
Christian, emphasized Russian’s interests in the Near East. “Capodistrias 
became genuinely attached to his new fatherland and served it truly and 
faithfully”,10 but most Germans in the Russian service sided with Nesselrode. 
When revolution broke out in Greece in 1821, the ethnic Russian heavyweights 
who remained — Iurii Golovkin in Vienna and Grigorii Stroganov in 
Constantinople — both supported intervention in Turkey, but the majority of 
Russian ministers abroad, “even if tacitly [ ( )]” supported 
Metternich’s efforts to prevent Petersburg from acting11.  

 Set aside how the question of how we can know diplomats’ tacit 
preferences. This paper argues that on Near Eastern policy— the central issue 
for Tatishchev and all nationalist historians since—the numbers just don’t add 
                                                 
8«         ,   

   .  ,    
 ,       

 » ( . 14-15); «   [ ],   
  » ( . 17); «   : - -   
,   ,   ,   » ( . 46).  . . 

10-17, 45-46. 
9“…Darüber hinaus wissen wir von beiden Gruppierungen…bemerkenswert wenig” 
(Gritzbach H. Op. cit. P. 767-69, note 877); Ingle H.N. Op. cit. P. 26-27. 
10 «             

».  . . –  … – . 46. 
11  . . 46-48, 52. 
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up. I examine several key decisions between 1821 and 1841, comparing the 
positions of ethnic Russian and non-Russian officials on each. Where possible I 
use biographical data to determine ethnicity; otherwise, I judge by names. “Of 
course it is unsatisfactory,” as Henning Gritzbach remarks, “to rely simply on 
names; however, this is obviously just how Nesselrode’s contemporary critics 
proceeded…”12 My analysis includes ministers, senior diplomats at the major 
allied courts or in the Near East, and other actors who demonstrably played a 
role in Near Eastern policy making. In classifying officials I distinguish between 
“hardliners” and “softliners”. While these terms are anachronistic, they seem 
preferable to “patriots” and “pro-Europeans,” or “nationalists” and 
“cosmopolitans”. The disagreement was about which policies would promote 
the interests of Russia and its monarchy, not whether these interests were worth 
pursuing. We shall see that there were hardliners and softliners among both 
ethnic Russians and “foreigners”, but that, if anything, the latter tended to take a 
harder line. 

1821-28: To play along with the Concert or go solo? 
In 1821 revolution broke out in Greece, evoking considerable sympathy 

within Russia13. As Tatishchev notes, Capodistrias and the leading ethnic 
Russian ministers abroad — Golovkin and Stroganov — pushed for intervention 
against Turkey14. But Pozzo di Borgo, Russia’s Corsican ambassador in Paris, 
also held that the Greeks’ defeat would seriously harm Russian power and 
prestige, and warned against getting bogged down in the “diplomacy of 
congresses”15. Golovkin, in turn, was a Protestant born in Lausanne who never 
learned to speak good Russian16. The “German” Nesselrode evidently opposed 
war. But so did the ethnic Russian finance minister, Dmitrii Gur’ev17, and, it 

                                                 
12 “Selbstverständlich bleibt es unbefriedigend, nur von den Namen auszugehen; andererseits 
sind die zeitgenössischen Kritikers Nesselrodes offenbar ebenso verfahren....” Gritzbach H. 
Op. cit. P. 763 n. 850. Emphasis in original. 
13 Prousis Th.C. Russian Society and the Greek Revolution. DeKalb. 1994. 
14 Martens F. Recueil des traités et conventions conclus par la Russie avec les puissances 
étrangères / reprint/. Nendeln/Liechtenstein. 1969. Vol. 4/1. P. 307-308; Schroeder P.W. 
Metternich’s Diplomacy at Its Zenith, 1820-1823. Austin. 1962. P. 186; cf. Alexander I to 
Nesselrode, 12(24) September 1821 // Lettres et papiers du chancelier comte de Nesselrode, 
1760-1850 / A. de Nesselrode (ed.). P. 1904-1912 (  – NLP), vol. 6. P. 124. 
15  . . . .   :      

 //   . – . 1991. – . 55; . : . .  
  – . . , 12(24)   26  (7 ) 1821 . //  

  XIX   XX a:    
  (  – ). – . 1960-2005. – . 12. – . 217-218, 239-40. 

16   XVIII  XIX . – . 1905-1909. – . 3. – . 167. 
17  .  . 10   26  1821 . //  , 

. .   I:   . – , 1912. – 
. 2. – . 370, 406; Lebzeltern to Metternich, 17/29 April 1822, private // Les rapports 
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would seem, the interior minister, Count Kochubei18. Historians have placed 
Interior Minister Aleksandr Chernyshev and Russia’s ambassador to London, 
Kristofor Lieven, among the hardliners, and Grand Duke Constantine Pavlovich 
and Alexander’s advisor Aleksei Arakcheev among the softliners, but without 
presenting documentary evidence19. 

Frustrated with the tsar’s unwillingness to intervene unilaterally, 
Capodistrias left the Russian service in 1822. Thereafter, Tatishchev claims, the 
preference for appointing foreigners to Foreign Ministry posts grew still 
stronger, and soon Dmitrii Tatishchev was the only ethnic Russian ambassador 
at a major court. The problem with the argument is that Tatishchev’s namesake, 
as the historian himself admits, was a supporter of Metternich20. While on 
arriving in Vienna in 1822, he reported that the Austrian chancellor “distorts the 
facts in the most agreeable manner one can imagine”, and that commitments 
were needed in writing, “for with a man of his character, the Scriptum is more 
reassuring than the Verbum”, he was soon won over. By 1825 Nesselrode was 
rebuking the Russian envoy for being too sympathetic to Metternich21. Where 
Greece was concerned, Tatishchev seems to have sat on the fence22. He opposed 
Capodistrias’ campaign for unilateral intervention in 1822, urging that he 
himself be named to conduct negotiations in Vienna23. Though the following 
year Tatishchev reportedly took a tougher line, he continued to insist that 
“Metternich…sincerely desires to resolve this important affair to our 
satisfaction”24. 
                                                                                                                                                         
diplomatiques de Lebzeltern, ministre d'Autriche à la cour de Russie (1816-1826)/Grand-Duc 
Nicolas Mikhaïlovich (ed.) St. Petersburg. 1913. P. 92. 
18Ingle H.N. Op. cit. P. 30; .:    :   XIX 

 / . .   . – . 1995. – . 192. 
19  . .    . – . 1972. – . 214-215;   

 :   XIX . – . 192; Jelavich B. Russia's Balkan 
Entanglements 1806-1914. Cambridge UK. 1991. P. 62; Prousis Th.C. Op. cit. P. 30. 
20  . . –  ... – . 53; . :  . .  

       30 —  40-   XIX . – . 
1975. – . 28. – . 26. 
21 “…Denature les faits le plus agréablement du monde”; “car avec un homme de sa moralité, 
le Scriptum est plus rassurant que le Verbum”. Tatishchev to Nesselrode, 10/22 and 11 (new 
style) March 1822 // Schiemann Th. Geschichte Russlands unter Kaiser Nikolaus I. B. 1904-
1919. Vol. 1. P. 573, 574; same to same, 10 September 1825 // Ibid. P. 610; . : . . 

 – . . , 28  (12 ) 1822 .,  // . – 
. 12. – . 449; cf. Schütz E. Die europäische Allianzpolitik Alexanders I. und der 

griechische Unabhängigkeitskampf 1820-1830. Wiesbaden. 1975. P. 122. 
22 Grimsted P.K. Op. cit. P. 283. 
23         //  

   – 1868. – . 3. – . 280-81; . – . 12. – . 696. – 
. 222; Schroeder P.W. Metternich’s Diplomacy… P. 186. 

24 “Metternich...désire sincèrement terminer cette importante affaire à notre satisfaction” 
(Tatishchev to Nesselrode, 5 May 1823 // Schiemann Th. Op. cit. Vol. 1. P. 579);  
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By the mid-1820s Petersburg had still not gained its allies’ consent to 
intervene in Turkey, and began to consider unilateral action. Stroganov, now 
withdrawn from Constantinople, advised “a strictly national andreligious 
policy” toward Turkey, but the “foreigners” Pozzo di Borgo and Lieven also 
favoured war if progress did not come soon25. Tatishchev, in contrast, 
recommended putting pressure on Turkey, but warned that Britain might 
intervene if Russia attacked. He urged Petersburg not to seek an entente with 
Britain at the expense of the continental alliance26. Other leading softliners were 
ethnic Russians. Grand Duke Constantine Pavlovich argued against a war, and 
Governor General of Finland Arsenii Zakrevskii, who had backed war in 1821, 
now opposed it27.  

 
“Foreigners” Stance 
Ioannis Capodistrias Hardliner 
Khristofor Lieven Hardliner 
Karl Robert Nesselrode Softliner 
Charles-André Pozzo di Borgo Hardliner 
Ethnic Russians  
Grand Duke Constantine Pavlovich Softliner 
Iurii Golovkin Hardliner 
Dmitrii Gur’ev Softliner 
Viktor Kochubei Softliner 
Grigorii Stroganov Hardliner 
Dmitrii Tatishchev Softliner 
Arsenii Zakrevskii Mixed 

 
Figure 1: Russian officials’ stance on unilateral intervention by 

ethnicity, 1821-28 
 
1828-29: A soft peace or a hard one? 

                                                                                                                                                         
.  . 1 October 1823 //  . – . . – . 2. – . 474-

75; . – . 14. – . 763. – . 149. 
25 “…Une politique strictement nationale et réligieuse” ( . .  –  I, 
18(30)  1826 . // . – . 14. – . 350 [   ]); Pozzo di 
Borgo dispatch, 4/16 October 1825, reserved // Recueil de documents relatifs à la Russie. 
Paris. 1854. P. 4-47; Lieven dispatch, 18/30 October 1825, secret and confidential // Ibid. P. 
56.  
26 Tatishchev to Nesselrode, 10 September 1825 // Schiemann Th. Op. cit. Vol. 1. P. 611. 
27  . . -       -

  1828-1829  //     
. – 1952. –  156. – . 211;  . .   : 

   . – , 1903. – . 1. – . 539-540. – . 484; -
 . .  . .    . – , 1882. – . 1. – . 151, 272. 
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Once Russian declared war on Turkey, the question became how far to go. 
Again, “foreigners” in the Russian service were at least as aggressive as ethnic 
Russians. Predictably, Pozzo di Borgo insisted that Russia should retain a free 
hand28. Russia’s ambassador in Berlin, David Alopeus, of German or Finnish 
background,29 expressed the hope that Nicholas could “decide the future destiny 
of Greece on his own and without the participation of his allies”30. Tatishchev, 
in turn, recommended reaching an understanding with Austria31.  

In London, Prince Lieven had wavered between advocating co-operation 
between Britain and France, and suggesting that Russia might need to act on its 
own. He and his Polish deputy, Count Matuszewic, emphasized the need to buy 
time by working with the Western powers, but following Russian victories in 
1829, both urged Petersburg to impose what terms it liked. By the beginning of 
September, however, Matuszewic was advocating concluding peace “as soon as 
an honourable and solid one can be obtained”, and a rebuke from Nesselrode 
brought Lieven to heel32. 

General Diebitsch, who had proposed in 1821 to capture Constantinople, 
presented a war plan in accordance with the tsar's limited aims.33 “Your Majesty 
knows”, he asserted, perhaps not entirely truthfully, “that I have never 
considered further expansion of Russia worthwhile”34. Once his troops neared 
Constantinople, however, the commander of the European campaign speculated 

                                                 
28  . . – . . – . 305-307. 
29 «   » lists his birthplace as Berlin. .  

  (reprint). N.Y. 1962-1991 (  – ). – . 2. – . 60; other 
encyclopedic works give it as Vyborg. .:  ... – . 3. – . 52; 

 . – . 1835-1841. – . 2 – . 11. According to John 
LeDonne, Alopeus was Finnish (LeDonne J.P. The Russian Empire and the World, 1700-
1917: The Geopolitics of Expansion and Containment. N.Y. 1997. P. 252). 
30“…Fixer seul et sans la participation de Ses Alliés le sort future de la Grèce.” . . 

 – . . , 24  (5 ) 1829 . //    
  (  – ). . 133 ( ). . 468. 1829 . . 798. 

. 177-177 . 
31 . .  –  I, 10(22)  1829 . // . . 133 ( ). . 
468. 1829 . . 11881. . 287-88; .: . – . 16. – 590. – . 133. 
32 “…Dès que nous pourrons l’obtenir honorable & solide” (  . . , 20 

 (1 ) 1829 . // . . 133 ( ). . 468. 1829 . . 7015. . 
88);   . .  ( , ) //  . 1829 . . 16 

. – 18 .; . .  – . . , 4(16)  1827 . ( ) // . – . 
15. – . 285;    , 1815-1830 . / . .  

 . – , 1983. – . 211, 246-247; . – . 15. – . 662. – . 75;  . –  . 668. – 
. 98;  . – . 696. – . 205;  . – . 16 – . 577. – . 77; Martens F. 

Op. cit. Vol. 11. P. 367-68, 389-90, 410-13. 
33Schiemann Th. Op. cit. Vol. 2. P. 224-26. 
34 “Euere Majestät wissen, daß ich eine weitere Vergrößerung Rußlands niemals für nützlich 
gehalten habe”. Ibid. P. 226. 
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about making major annexations if Turkey could not pay reparations35. 
According to Harold Ingle, nationalists blamed Diebitsch's failure to take 
Constantinople on his German background36, but he may have been restrained 
by orders from home37.  

In Petersburg a blue ribbon committee led by Count Viktor Kochubei 
assembled in early September 1829 to deliberate on peace terms. Its other 
members were Nesselrode, Aleksandr Chernyshev, Dmitrii Dashkov, Aleksandr 
Golitsyn and Petr Tolstoi. While it is likely that the tsar had already resolved on 
a moderate peace and picked softliners to rubber stamp his decision38, it is still 
noteworthy that all but one member were ethnic Russians. Both Nesselrode and 
Dashkov presented memoranda advising against overthrowing the Ottoman 
empire. The committee concluded in a decision which according to Chernyshev 
was unanimous, “that the advantages of preserving the Ottoman empire in 
Europe exceed the disadvantages that it presents; that its fall would be therefore 
contrary to Russia’s true interests; that in consequence it would be wise to seek 
to prevent it by taking any opportunity that may yet arise to conclude an 
honourable peace”39. 

Diebitsch later praised the committee’s memorandum, and both he and 
Alopeus applauded the terms of the peace of Adrianople40, but by the time 
Alopeus wrote the decision had been made, and his comments should be 
discounted. 

In October, Lieven and Matuszewic agreed at their own initiative to a 
compromise declaring Greece fully independent, but within narrower 
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36Ingle H.N. Op. cit. P.29. 
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38  . . – . . – . 314; cf. IngleH.N. Op. cit. P.30.  
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16. – . 278); . :  -  . . ,  

    , 4(16)  1829 . //  . – . 282-283; 
 -  . . ,   4(16)  1829 . //  . – . 

291-292; . .  – , 7(19)  1829 . //  . .  
 ... – . 2. – . 549. 

40 . .  –  I, 3(15)  1829 . //  . .  
... – . 557, 559; . .  . . , 23  (5 ) 1829 . // 

 . . –   ... – . 2. – . 550; . .  – . . 
, 29  (11 ) 1829 . // . . 133 ( ). . 468. 

1829 . . 798. . 243. 



 

135 
 

borders41.This was not, however, because either diplomat suffered from naïve 
illusions about his foreign counterparts. Lieven and Matuszewic observed that 
the British and Austrian governments, "which had dared to predict our ruin and 
humiliation solely because they desired them”, had been caught off balance42. 
Matuszewic referred to Russia's "adversaires"—including Austria—and 
"ennemis" among the other great powers43. The mutual dislike between Lieven 
and the British prime minister, the Duke of Wellington, restricted their relations 
to official business. Matuszewic got on better with Wellington, but considered 
him hostile to Russia. Both criticized France's representative at the London 
conference on Greece, Prince Polignac,44 of whom Matuszewic wrote, “I know 
no one who has prevented more good and done more harm in less time”45. 

 
“Foreigners” Stance 
David Alopeus Mixed 
Johann Diebitsch Mixed 
Khristofor Lieven Mixed 
Adam Matuszewic Mixed 
Karl Robert Nesselrode Softliner 
Charles-André Pozzo di Borgo Hardliner 
Ethnic Russians  
Aleksandr Chernyshev Softliner 
Dmitrii Dashkov Softliner 
Aleksandr Golitsyn Softliner 
Viktor Kochubei Softliner 
Petr Tol’stoi Softliner 
 
Figure 2: Russian officials’ stance on war prosecution and peace terms 

by ethnicity, 1828-29 
 
The first Syrian crisis of 1832-33 

                                                 
41 Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 11. P. 420-421. 
42 “…Qui avaient osé prédire notre ruine et notre honte uniquement parce qu’ils les 
désiraient” (Vinogradov V.N. Les discussions sur la Grèce à Londres durant la guerre de 
1828-1829 // Les relations gréco-russes pendant la domination turque et la guerre 
d'indépendance grecque. Thessaloniki. 1983. P. 150).  
43   . . , 1829 ., ,   // 

. . 133 ( ). . 468. 1829 . . 7015. . 18;  . . 
, 20  (1 ) 1829 . //  . . 87 . 

44Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 11. P. 354, 394-99. 
45 “Je ne connais personne qui ait empêché plus de bien et fait plus de mal en moins de 
temps”. Ibid. Vol. 11. P. 399. 
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Already the peace of Adrianople, in the eyes of Tatishchev’s follower M.A. 
Taube, sacrificed the national interest to the Austrians46. After France’s 1830 
revolution, Tatishchev claims, “Nesselrode and his diplomatic staff” succeeded 
in reorienting Russian policy toward an alignment with Austria and Prussia, 
subordinating national interest to the Holy Alliance and the cause of 
counterrevolution47. How does this thesis hold up in the first Syrian crisis of 
1832-33, during which Muhammed Ali Pasha of Egypt threatened the Ottoman 
empire and Russia sent troops to the Sultan’s rescue, antagonizing Britain and 
France?  

Throughout the crisis Nesselrode was a force for restraint, but he was 
hardly in Austria’s pocket. “Austria wants the preservation of the Turkish 
government, as do we,” he commented in January 1833. “…But on this very 
point, there is a nuance in our views [vues] and desires.  

“Austria would like the Turkish government to be strong; it is important to 
us, on the contrary, that it be weak and exist only, so to speak, at Russia’s 
pleasure”48. While Nesselrode praised Austria’s support for Russia, he also saw 
the Convention of Münchengrätz between the two powers as a means of binding 
Vienna,49 so that in a future Near Eastern crisis it would “act with us and not 
against us”50. Pozzo di Borgo noted the importance that the Sultan not be 
overthrown, but also urged that Russia be ready to occupy the Straits [le détroit], 
should he fall, before other states could reach them. He urged that Petersburg 
pursue a Near Eastern entente with Austria—which shared Russia’s 
conservative principles—but avoid co-operation with Britain and France.51 “The 
maritime powers are alone our enemies,” the ambassador observed, “and that 

                                                 
46  . .    -      XIX 

. – . 1916. – . 22-29. 
47  . . –  ... – . 56-57. 
48 “L’Autriche veut, comme nous le voulons, la conservation du Gouvt. Turc… Mais ici 
même, il se présente une nuance dans nos vues et dans nos désirs. 

“L’Autriche voudroit que le Gouvt. Turc fût fort; ils nous importe au contraire qu’il 
soit foible et ne subsiste pour ainsi dire, que sous le bon plaisir de la Russie.” . . 

 –  I , 7/19 January 1833// . . 133 ( ). . 469. 
1833 . . 56. . 383-383 . On Nesselrode’s overall position during the crisis, see: Rendall 
M. Restraint or Self-Restraint of Russia: Nicholas I, the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, and the 
Vienna System, 1832-1841 // International History Review. 2002. N. 24. P. 37-63. 
49 . .  – I,    1831-1832  // . . 137 
(   ). . 475. 1831-1832 . . 2. . 187 . – 188 .;    

,    1833 . // . . 137 (   ). . 475. 1833 
. . 3. . 33 . –35 . 

50“…Agir avec nous et non contre nous.”   –  .//  . 1833 . . 45 . 
  . 

51 . .    – . . , 3(15)   11(23)  1832 . // . 
. 133 ( ). . 469. 1832 . . 214. . 179 . – 181 ., 229 . – 230 . 
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tendency is strengthened further by their anarchic and revolutionary maxims”52. 
When Metternich proposed holding a conference on Eastern affairs, Pozzo 
warned that “any European gathering at Vienna concerning the affairs of Turkey 
will be a union against Russia”53. Tatishchev also opposed a conference at 
Vienna, but suggested talks on Near Eastern policy among Austria, Britain, 
Turkey and Russia through their regular representatives. At the same time, 
Petersburg and Vienna could negotiate a secret bilateral entente on the future of 
the Ottoman empire54. When Russia and Austria reached such an entente at 
Münchengrätz later that year, Tatishchev praised it.55 

In July 1833, just before withdrawing its troops, Russia concluded a 
defensive alliance with Turkey. The Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi prompted protests 
from Britain and France. Palmerston objected both to the secrecy with which the 
treaty had been concluded and the influence it gave St Petersburg over Turkey56. 
In London, Lieven told the Austrian ambassador he was sorry that Turkey and 
Russia had kept their negotiations for the treaty secret57. Matuszewic, in 
contrast, criticised Britain's failure to specify what it objected to in the treaty. He 
urged Petersburg not to give in before British pressure, and to be ready to 
occupy the Straits before its enemies could do so58. 

Since the war of 1828-29, Russian troops had occupied Turkey’s provinces 
of Moldavia and Wallachia pending reparations payments. Now Petersburg 
decided to withdraw. In letters to the tsar’s close advisor Aleksei Orlov, the 
commander of the Russian forces in the principalities, General Kiselev, argued 
against their evacuation59. Earlier in the crisis, Orlov had favoured an assertive 
Russian policy in Turkey that delayed evacuation of the principalities,60 and he 

                                                 
52 “Les Puissances maritimes seules sont nos ennemies & cette tendance est encore fortifiée 
par leurs maximes anarchiques et révolutionnaires.”   –  .//  . 1832 . . 
181 . 
53 “Toute réunion Européenne à Vienne concernant les affaires de Turquie, sera une union 
contre la Russie.” . .    – . . , 2(14)  1833 ., 

 // . . 133 ( ). . 469. 1833 . . 161. . 371-371 . 
54 . .  – . . , 13(25)  1833 ., . 97  98 // . . 133 
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55  . .     1833 . //   

 :  . – 1960. –  1. – . 82. 
56 Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 12. P. 44-45. 
57 Puryear V.J. L'opposition de l'Angleterre et de la France au traité d'Unkiar-Iskelessi en 
1833 // Revue historique. 1938. N. 182. P. 298. 
58 Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 12. P. 46-47. 
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now promised to press Kiselev’s case in Petersburg. He doubted, however, “that 
in view of our tight alliance with Austria I can succeed.” He did not, and one 
suspects he did not try hard.61 “…Given the situation of our policy in general, 
we could not and we should not have acted otherwise,” Orlov wrote the 
following year. “…The Emperor himself took an interest in the affair…and 
everything was resolved according to his wishes”.  

During the first Syrian crisis of 1832-33, then, the “foreigners” Nesselrode 
and Lieven at times supported co-operation with Europe, but so did the ethnic 
Russian Tatishchev. The ethnic Russians Kiselev—and perhaps Orlov—pushed 
for hardline policies, but so did the “foreigners” Matuszewic and Pozzo di 
Borgo.  

 
“Foreigners” Stance 
Khristofor Lieven Softliner? 
Karl Robert Nesselrode Softliner 
Adam Matuszewic Hardliner 
Charles-André Pozzo-di-Borgo Hardliner 
Ethnic Russians  
Pavel Kiselev Hardliner 
Aleksei Orlov Hardliner? 
Dmitrii Tatishchev Softliner 

 
Figure 3: Russian officials’ stance on intervention and territorial 

expansion by ethnicity, 1833-34 
 
The second Syrian crisis, 1839-41 
While the Russian intervention checked Mehemet Ali, it did not put an end 

to his expansionist ambitions. Nor did Petersburg lose its aversion to Western 
influence in the region. When Petersburg learned in early 1839 that Turkey 
planned to go to war, Russia’s minister in Constantinople, Apollinarii Butenev, 
was told to discourage it from doing so, and to warn his colleagues. However, he 
was not to take part in joint action with the other ministers in Constantinople. 
Turkey attacked all the same, and soon suffered disastrous losses. To top it off, 
the sultan died and the Turkish fleet went over to the Egyptians. When the 

                                                 
61 “…Qu’à cause de notre alliance étroite avec l’Autriche, je puisse y réussir”; “vu la situation 
de notre politique en général, nous ne pouvions et nous ne devions agir 
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ministers of the other powers agreed on 27 July to submit a note asking Turkey 
to let the European powers find a solution, Butenev signed it62.  

This marked a significant step to multilateralize the crisis. “Once the Porte 
accepted the mediation offered to it by the powers,” Nesselrode wrote the 
following year, “…a common deliberation became inevitable”.63 In signing the 
note, Butenev violated his orders, and Petersburg was displeased, though V.A. 
Georgiev maintains the tsar later decided it was for the best64. Why did Butenev 
do it? Historians have proposed different explanations65, but in his report to 
Petersburg the envoy stressed the need to avoid a public disagreement,66 “at so 
decisive a moment, between the representatives of the two Imperial Courts 
(Austria and Russia. — M.R.), that attach so much importance to demonstrating 
a perfect identity of objectives [vues] and political principles, to the Porte and to 
all of Europe, in all matters of general interest”67. Nesselrode later 
acknowledged that the risk of a breach with Austria had confronted Butenev 
with a real dilemma68. But Russia’s ties with Austria did not prevent it from 
sending the senior Foreign Ministry official E. P. Brunnow to Britain to seek a 
separate entente.  

Historians have depicted Brunnow as a committed European and 
Anglophile who enthusiastically supported the rapprochement with Britain. 
Tatishchev paints him as an Austrophile who turned equally pro-British once he 
went to Britain69. V.A. Georgiev, in the main Soviet-era account of the mission, 
takes a similar view: “Brunnow supported many fashionable political doctrines 
                                                 
62  . . –  … 1975. – . 73, 90, 93; Mosely Ph.E. Russian 
Diplomacy and the Opening of the Eastern Question in 1838 and 1839. Cambridge MA. 1934. 
P. 118-119. 
63 “La Porte ayant accepté la médiation que lui offraient les Puissances….Une délibération 
commune était désormais inévitable.” . .  –  I,    
1839 . // . . 137 (  ). . 475. 1839 . . 6. . 44 . 
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66 . .  – . . , 18(30)  1839 . // . . 133 
( ). . 469. 1839 . . 46. . 521 – 525. 
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of the 19th century. In particular, he was a supporter of the ideas of ‘European 
equilibrium’, political stability and the principles of legitimism. Support of these 
cosmopolitan doctrines truly deprived Brunnow's views of national content. He 
did not know or love Russia, in which he spent all in all about ten 
years…Cosmopolitan in his convictions, a lover of conferences and congresses, 
Brunnow saw no need to regulate Russia’s relations with Turkey through 
bilateral agreements. And not only did he see no necessity, but he considered it 
incorrect from the standpoint of international law”70.  

Western assessments are similar, though less critical. According to 
Matthew Anderson, “Brunnow believed firmly that Russian policy should foster 
general rather than merely national interests, those of the European family of 
states. These interests were perpetually threatened by war and revolution and 
could be secured only by the unity of the great powers”71. For Ingle, Brunnow 
was a “protagonist of the European system” who “automatically viewed Russia 
in the context of European and world affairs, and reacted instinctively against 
the nationalistic drive for independence and autonomy”72. 

Certainly Brunnow rejected the old power politics on paper. In a long 
memorandum composed shortly before the crisis began73. he drew a sharp 
contrast between the diplomatic practices of the 18th and 19th centuries, and 
criticized Catherine II's intervention in Polish and Turkish affairs. In words that 
could have been written by Paul W. Schroeder74, he noted that in expanding at 
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72 Ingle H.N. Op. cit. P.122-23. 
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these countries’ expense, the empress had resorted to “means that the 
circumstances of those days and, if I may put it so, the political mores (mœurs 
politiques)of that period tended to justify under the name of cleverness, but 
which today would be sharply condemned by our cabinet as contrary to the 
dignity of Russia. 

“These means of success, of which the diplomacy of the 18th century did 
not scruple to make use, and which, alas, all too soon rebounded in Europe 
against most of the governments that employed them, by discrediting their 
power and reducing their moral stature in the eyes of the world, these 
combinations…were essential to realising [Catherine’s] aims both in Poland and 
in Turkey”. 

In both countries, Russia had sought “a kind of protectorate which, in the 
last analysis, was meant to serve the exclusive advantage of the Russian 
cabinet”. The 1774 Treaty of Kuchuk-Kainarji between Russia and Turkey had 
opened a running sore. Its clauses concerning Moldavia and Wallachia could be 
interpreted very broadly, allowing Petersburg to provoke disputes with Turkey 
whenever it seemed useful. As a result, Brunnow wrote, Russia had been drawn 
into repeated quarrels to defend its treaty rights. “It is thus that the Imperial 
Cabinet has willy-nilly inherited this protectorate over the Principalities, which 
has proved a source of great difficulties, but which it cannot renounce, because 
it is keen to preserve the transactions that today form the basis of our relations 
with the Ottoman Porte”75.  

Professing such views, Brunnow should have been a strong supporter of 
abandoning the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, and both Georgiev and Tatishchev 
claim he was. “Brunnow's belief in the necessity of a “European equilibrium” 
had a decisive [ ] influence over his views on the Eastern Question”, 
charges Georgiev. “Following in Nesselrode's footsteps, Brunnow considered 
the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi an annoying hindrance preventing European 

                                                 
75 “…Moyens que les circonstances d'alors et, si j'ose m'exprimer ainsi, les mœurs politiques 
de cette époque, tendaient à justifier, en les colorant du nom d'habileté, mais qui de nos jours 
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diplomats from reaching general agreement on the fate of Turkey”76. Tatishchev 
even claims that Brunnow proposed the deal he was sent to London to seek77. 

Yet in his 1838 memorandum Brunnow described the treaty of Unkiar 
Skelessi as useful, since the threat of Russian intervention in the Near East kept 
Britain and France in check78. There is reason to think that the Russian emissary 
was initially less eager to replace it than were his masters in St Petersburg. In 
October, already in London, he remarked that the very eagerness of the Austrian 
ambassador to help Russia reach a multilateral deal including Britain and France 
was disturbing, and raised the question of whether it would not be better for 
Russia to continue its unilateralist policy toward Turkey.79“This doubt, it must 
be said, has been the cruelest I have experienced in all my life”.80 Later he 
hinted that failing to reach agreement with Britain in the Near East would not be 
a tragedy. Often during talks, he wrote to Nesselrode: “I thought I saw before 
me the spectacles and long Oriental nose of our good General Fonton. He 
seemed to tell me: ‘Brunnow, my friend, you are taking too much trouble….We 
shall gain nothing in the eyes of the Turks, if we succeed in giving England a 
preponderant role. What suits us the best is to show the Porte that it has nothing 
to hope from the fine words of England, or France, or Austria. The less the other 
do for the Porte, the more it will turn its eyes toward the Emperor”… I must say 
I found this reasoning singularly sound and insightful. It consoles me for the 
inaction of the English….”81 
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Fonton. Il a semble me dire: ”Brunnow, mon ami, tu te donnes trop de peine….Nous n'avons 
rien à gagner aux yeux des Turcs, si nous parvenons à faire jouer à l'Angleterre un rôle 
prépondérant. Ce qui nous convient à nous, c'est de prouver à la Porte qu'elle n'a rien à espérer 
des belles paroles ni de l'Angleterre, ni de la France, ni de l'Autriche. Moins les autres feront 
pour la Porte, plus celle-ci tournera les yeux vers l'Empereur….Je vous avoue que ce 
raisonnement m'a singulièrement paru juste et profond. Cela me console de l'inaction des 
Anglais....” Quoted in: Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 12. P. 120. Emphasis in original. 
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Still, by the following year Brunnow was arguing that the Straits 
Convention was a favourable exchange for a treaty soon due to lapse82. The deal 
he wanted, however, was designed to divide rather than unite the other European 
powers. In his 1838 memorandum, to be sure, Brunnow had deplored the 
separate alliances of the 18th century. When one considered Catherine II's 
expansionist policies, “so detrimental to the traditional interests of the European 
equilibrium,” he observed, “it is somewhat hard nowadays to understand how 
such a shift in power could have occurred without resulting in a general war. 
Today, any modification to the state of territorial possession established by 
treaty becomes an object of common concern for all the great powers”. At the 
time of Catherine's conquests, however, Britain and France had been too 
distracted — and Austria and Prussia too suspicious of each other — to resist. 
Similarly, European leaders had failed to unite against the French revolution: 
“They were all conscious of having tricked each other so often that they were, 
alas, no longer able to inspire confidence in anyone, or feel that sentiment 
themselves….That is why no one dared to trust his allies entirely, so likely it 
was that each, in spite of his promises, would settle things on his own terms, 
sacrificing the common cause to his own interests at the first convenient 
occasion. …It remained for the reign of the Emperor Alexander to erase the last 
trace of disunity among the cabinets and to establish the system of the great 
European alliance on the basis of a perfect solidarity. So exalted a conception 
was alien to the isolated combinations and distrustful jealousy of 18th century 
politics”83. 

Yet in practice Brunnow showed the same distrust and willingness to strike 
separate deals that his memorandum had deplored. For all his talk of “common 
concern” and criticism of “isolated combinations”, he drew a sharp distinction 
between the eastern autocratic powers and the Western constitutional states, and 
                                                 
82  . . –  … 1970. – . 228; Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 12. P. 
148. 
83 “En voyant s’accomplir un pareil agrandissement, si préjudiciable aux anciens intérêts de 
l'équilibre Européen, on éprouve aujourd'hui quelque difficulté à concevoir comment un 
semblable déplacement de pouvoir a pu s'effectuer sans entraîner une guerre générale. De nos 
jours, chaque modification apportée à l'état de possession territoriale basée sur les traités, 
devient un objet de sollicitude commune pour toutes les grandes Puissances”;”Ils avaient tous 
la conscience de s'être trompés si souvent les uns les autres, qu'il ne leur était 
malheureusement plus permis d'inspirer de la confiance à personne, ni d'éprouver ce 
sentiment eux-mêmes….Voilà pourquoi nul n'osait se fier entièrement à ses Alliés, tant il y 
avait lieu de craindre que chacun, malgré ses promesses, ne finît par stipuler pour lui seul, en 
sacrifiant, à la première occasion favorable, la cause commune à ses propres intérêts… Il était 
réservé au règne de l'Empereur Alexandre d'effacer la dernière trace de la désunion des 
Cabinets et de fonder sur la base d'une parfaite solidarité le système de la grande alliance 
Européenne. Une si haute conception ne s'accordait pas avec les combinaisons isolées, ni avec 
la méfiante jalousie de la politique du 18-me siècle”.  . . . . . 217-218, 
231-232. Emphasis in original. 
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in turn between Britain and France. After the Whigs came to power in Britain, 
he wrote in his 1838 report, “the entire political system of Europe was thrown 
completely out of kilter…. Europe was divided into two camps….” Only the 
triple alliance among Austria, Prussia and Russia had preserved the peace in 
Europe for the last eight years. So long as it remained united, Britain and France 
could be kept in check. But if the sea powers saw the alliance weakening, ”the 
two sea powers, released from the restraint which the solidarity of the 
continental alliance now places on their subversive schemes… would intimidate 
Austria and Prussia, would dominate states of the second and third rank, and 
would end by realising Napoleon’s dream of universal monarchy, to the 
advantage of revolutionary doctrines”. 

Though Nicholas had tried very hard to keep Britain in the alliance, 
Brunnow observed, he had found that concessions went unrewarded. Britain 
might, however, someday renew its ties with the alliance in response to 
aggressive behaviour by France. Russia should do nothing to unite the two sea 
powers, but wait for a rift to emerge between them. “Then England will return to 
her former allies and agreements”84.  

The chance came sooner than Brunnow probably expected. On arriving in 
London in 1839, Brunnow announced that the tsar drew a distinction between 
Britain and France. “The first is not an ordinary reliable power; the latter is a 
power with which it is possible to have dealings, inasmuch as having a 
legitimate basis, it can always fulfil and respect the agreements it has 
reached”85.At the outset Brunnow seems to have thought it might be good if 
Britain could get France to join an intervention against Egypt.86 At the same 
time, he considered it part of his mission to bring about a rupture between 
London and Paris87. By the following year he was writing that “no secondary 
consideration” should be allowed to interfere with destroying the Anglo-French 
                                                 
84 “…Tout le système politique de l’Europe s’est trouvé complètement dérangé…. l’Europe 
s’est divisée en deux camps…”; “les deux puissances maritimes, délivrées du frein que la 
solidarité de l’alliance continentale met aujourd’hui à leurs projets subversifs…intimideraient 
l’Autriche et la Prusse; domineraient les Etats du second et troisième ordre et finiraient par 
réaliser au profit des doctrines révolutionnaires, le rêve de la monarchie universelle de 
Napoléon”; "Alors l’Angleterre reviendra à ses anciens alliés et à ses anciens engagements." 
Aperçu de la politique du cabinet de Russie… P. 27-29, 36. 
85 “L'une n'est pas un pouvoir régulier sur lequel on puisse compter; l'autre est une puissance 
avec laquelle on peut traiter, parce que fondée sur des bases légitimes elle saura toujours 
remplir et respecter les engagemens qu'elle aura contractée [sic]”. Quoted in Martens. Op. cit. 
Vol. 12, p. 112 ; . :    , 1830-1856 . – , 
1990. – . 42. 
86 . .  – . . , 26  (8 ) 1839 .,  

 // . . 133 ( ). . 469. 1839 . . 122. . 142 . – 143; 
  –  , 26  (8 ) 1839 . //  . . 514 . – 515 .  

87 . .  – . . , 12(24) , 1839 .,   // 
. . 133 ( ). . 469. 1839 . . 122. . 48 .-49.  
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entente. “I know the justified importance that His Majesty [Nicholas I] deigns to 
attach to the weakening of the ties which, to the woe of the world, have so long 
bound England and France,” he observed. “The agreement we shall conclude 
will be a notable setback for the Anglo-French alliance”. Soon thereafter 
Austria, Britain, Prussia and Russia concluded the convention of 15 July 1840, 
closing the Bosphorus and Dardanelles to the warships of all the European 
powers. “The Emperor’s orders have been fulfilled”, exulted the Russian envoy. 
“The convention on the Egyptian affair has been signed. The France of July (i.e., 
the July Monarchy— M.R.) has been excluded from [est restée en dehors de] 
this European transaction”88. 

France, now under the nationalist ministry of Adolphe Thiers, was outraged 
at the convention and began military preparations. In response, Austria and 
Prussia proposed a new treaty including France89. Petersburg opposed 
Metternich's proposal90. “Metternich is truly beyond mediocre”, Nesselrode 
complained on 26 November. “…On the one hand, he wants to carry out the 
treaty; on the other, he wants to bring France back into the negotiations at any 
price....”91 Nevertheless, British and French representatives in St. Petersburg 
believed that the Russian vice-chancellor also wanted France readmitted to the 
Concert92. Brunnow resolutely opposed this93. “Your father-in-law fears that I 

                                                 
88 “…Aucune consideration secondaire”; “Je connais la juste importance que Sa Majesté 
daigne attacher à l’affaiblissement des liens qui, pour le malheur du monde, unissent depuis si 
longtems l’Angleterre & la France. L’acte que nous allons conclure sera un échec notable 
qu’essuyera l’alliance anglo-française”; “…Les ordres de l’Empereur sont remplis. La 
Convention sur l’affaire d’Egypte est signée.  La France de Juillet est restée en dehors de cette 
transaction Européenne." . .  – . . , 2(14)  5(17)  1840 . // 

. . 133 ( ). . 469. 1840 . . 99. . 204 . – 205, 244;   – 
 , 5(17)  1840 .,   //  . . 221. 

89 Schroeder P.W. The Transformation of European Politics. P. 743-746. 
90Nesselrode to Meyendorff, 8/20 August, 10/22 October, 3/15, 14/26 and 18/30 November 
1840 // NLP. Vol. 8. P. 35-36, 48-50, 61-62, 68, 79-80; Nicholas I to Nesselrode, 18/30 
August 1840 // Ibid. Vol. 11. P. 173-174; Nesselrode to Nicholas I, with gloss by Nicholas, 
8/20 October 1840 // Ibid. Vol. 11. P. 188-189;  . . –  … 1975. 
– . 142;  . . –  ... – . 535; Martens F. Op. cit. Vol. 4/1. P. 
495-496, vol. 12, 149-151; vol. 15. P. 178-179. 
91“Metternich est vraiment au-dessous du mediocre… D’une part, il veut exécuter le traité; de 
l’autre, il veut, coûte que coûte, faire rentrer la France dans la négociation….” Nesselrode to 
Meyendorff, 14/26 November 1840 // NLP. Vol. 8. P. 68. 
92 Barante to Thiers, 17 October 1840 // Souvenirs du baron de Barante…1782-1866 / C. de 
Barante (ed.). [ : SB] P. 1890-1901. Vol. 6. P. 522-523; Barante to Guizot, 11 November 
1840 // Ibid. P. 538-39; excerpt from Bloomfield to Palmerston, 17 November 1840 // 
Correspondence Relative to the Affairs of the Levant. L. 1841. Vol. 3. P. 53-54; Ingle H.N. 
Op. cit. P.134; Webster Ch. The Foreign Policy of Palmerston, 1830-1841. L. 1951. Vol. 2. P. 
715. 
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am too hard on the French, but it doesn’t matter,” he allegedly told Nesselrode's 
son-in-law in 1840: “I shall persist, because the moment I make a single 
concession, all our fair-weather friends will abandon us to accommodate France, 
and I shall take the blame. Besides, in acting as I have up to now, I know I have 
the Emperor behind me and you can well understand that I am not going to 
break my neck to please your father-in-law”94. 

Indeed, Nesselrode had already remarked to the tsar that Brunnow “may be 
pushing a little too far the idea of freezing out France completely, which could 
have real drawbacks, considering our allies’ weakness and the lack of unity in 
the English cabinet.” Nicholas responded that “it appears to me that Brunnow 
has done well”95. Drawing on Nesselrode's published correspondence with 
Nicholas, Ingle has argued that the foreign minister talked the tsar into 
readmitting France to the Concert.96While this may be the case, the evidence he 
presents is ambiguous. It is true that Nesselrode argued that France, Austria and 
Prussia were all seeking to resolve the crisis peacefully. But Ingle is wrong to 
infer from this that the foreign minister favoured concessions; his contention 
that Louis-Philippe would not go to war might as easily be seen as an argument 
for holding firm. Nesselrode's attitude toward Austria's and Prussia's efforts 
comes through clearly in one of the very documents Ingle cites: “Insofar as the 
courts of Vienna and Berlin depart from a simple and clear policy and seek 
means of preventing war in diplomatic expedients, I fear that they may muddle 
affairs to the point of bringing about the very result that they want to avoid. It 
would have been a thousand times better for them never to have taken part at all 
in the London convention....Be that as it may, I dare to advise Your Majesty to 
respond to this overture by Austria [in an accompanying dispatch] only when we 
know what is thought of it in London.”97 
                                                                                                                                                         
93 . .  – . . , 23  1840 . (4  1841 .) // . . 
133 ( ). . 469. 1841 . . 111. . 36 . – 37; Hasenclever A. Op. cit. P. 221, 
257 n. 61, 284-286. 
94 “Votre beau-père craint que je ne maltraite trop les Français, mais n’importe, je persisterai 
parce que du jour où je leur céderai un pas, tous nos amis d’aujourd’hui nous abandonneront 
pour aller au-devant de la France; et, alors, ce sera sur moi que retombera cette faute. 
D’ailleurs, en persistant comme je l’ai fait jusqu’à présent, je sais que j’ai l’Empereur pour 
moi et vous sentez bien que je n’irai pas me casser le cou pour faire plaisir à votre beau-
père”. Khreptovich to Nesselrode, 17 November 1840 // NLP. Vol. 8. P. 73, reporting on a 
conversation with Brunnow. Emphasis in original.  
95 “…Pousse peut-être un peu trop loin l’idée de fermer toute porte à la France, ce qui peut 
avoir des inconvenients réels, vu la faiblesse de nos alliés et le peu d’unité qui règne dans le 
Cabinet anglois”; “Il me paroît que Brunof [sic] a bien agi”. . .  –  I, 
  , 16(28) [  10(22) — ]  1840 . // . 
. 133 ( ). . 469. 1840 . . 55. . 46.  

96 Ingle H. N. Op. cit. P. 137-38, 143-44. 
97 “A mesure que les cours de Vienne et de Berlin s’écartent d’une marche simple et claire et 
cherchent dans des expédients diplomatiques les moyens d’empêcher la guerre, je crains 
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In early 1841, Nesselrode indicated in a conversation with the French 
ambassador that he favored holding a congress or conference.98But writing to 
Meyendorff the following month, he expressed doubt that France would ever 
agree to take part in a collective Near Eastern settlement.99 The prospect clearly 
did not break his heart.100 He praised Brunnow for holding back from efforts to 
bring France into the agreement, and was said to have told the British 
ambassador that no more talks were needed.101 Half a year after the crisis ended, 
he noted that it had “rendered conservative Europe the important service of 
widening the breach that was beginning to open between France and 
England.”102 

Petersburg eventually agreed to a new convention in which France took 
part. It has been argued that it did so out of fear of diplomatic isolation103. In 
Brunnow’s case, this was clearly true. As late as the beginning of February 1841 
he was arguing to Petersburg that no new agreement including France was 
needed104. By the middle of the month, however, he bowed to the inevitable. 
Since the Austrian and Prussian ministers in London had been informed that he 
was authorized to conclude a new agreement, Brunnow reported, he would have 
appeared to be a stumbling block and aroused suspicions about Russia’s 
intentions if he had refused to co-operate with them.105 He thus joined “a debate 
                                                                                                                                                         
qu’elles n’embrouillent les affaires au point d’amener tout juste le dénouement qu’elles 
désirent éviter.  Il eût mille fois mieux valu qu’elles n’eussent pas pris part du tout à la 
convention de Londres….Quoi qu’il en soit, j’oserai proposer à Votre Majesté de ne répondre 
à cette ouverture de l’Autriche que lorsque nous saurons ce qu’on en pense à Londres.” 
Nesselrode to Nicholas I, 8 October, 1840// NLP. Vol. 11. P. 188. 
98 Barante to Guizot, 28 January, 1841// SB. Vol. 6. P. 569. 
99 Nesselrode to Meyendorff, 13 February, 1841//NLP. Vol. 8. P. 124.  
100  Nesselrode to Meyendorff, 4 February, 1841//NLP. Vol. 8. P. 117-18. Citing this letter, 
Ingle maintains that Nesselrode “did not expect complete agreement from France right away” 
(Ingle, H. N. Op. cit. P. 141). This is an understatement. Nothing in the letter indicates that he 
wanted an agreement with France at all. 
101 Barante to Guizot, 8 February, 1841//SB. Vol. 6. P. 571; Nesselrode to Meyendorff, 13 
February 1841//NLP. Vol. 8. P. 124. 
102 “…La question d’Orient a rendu à la Europe conservatrice l’important service d’élargir la 
brèche qui commençait à s’ouvrir entre la France et l’Angleterre….” Nesselrode to 
Meyendorff, 10 November, 1841//NLP. Vol. 8. P. 149. 
103 . . –  … 1975. – . 160-61, 169-71; Hasenclever A. Op. cit. 
P. 279. 
104 . .  – . . , 21  (2 ) 1841 .,  // 

. . 133 ( ). . 469. 1841 . . 111. . 273-77; . :  
. . –  ... – . 540. 

105 . .  – . . , , 11(23)  1841 // . . 
133 ( ). . 469. 1841 . . 111, . 365 . – 367 .;   –  , 17 

 (1 ) 1841 . //  , . 379-381;   –  //28  (12 
) 1841 . // . . 133 ( ). . 469. 1841 . . 112. . 16 . – 17; 

.:  . . –  … 1975. – . 161. 
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I should no doubt have preferred to avoid, if circumstances had left me the 
choice.  

“Nevertheless, even if I had wanted to defer it further, this debate would 
have begun now in spite of me”106.  

Thus in the Syrian crisis of 1839-41, the first step toward multilateral 
diplomacy was taken out of concern to avoid a breach with Austria — but by 
Butenev, an ethnic Russian. Nesselrode consistently supported exchanging the 
bilateral treaty for a multilateral agreement, but apparently wavered over 
whether France should be included in the deal. Brunnow, another German, 
hardly showed himself the nineteenth-century new thinker he has sometimes 
been thought. At first he had doubts about the wisdom of giving up the Treaty of 
Unkiar Skelessi at all. By 1840 he supported a multilateral convention, but 
chiefly out of the desire to smash the Franco-British entente. Once Britain and 
the Holy Alliance powers concluded the convention of 15 July, Brunnow was 
determined to freeze France out. This does not disprove Russian nationalists’ 
criticism that he was too Anglophile, but these were hardly the actions of a man 
preoccupied with maintaining a “European equilibrium”, or committed to the 
“unity of the great powers”. 

 
“Foreigners” Stance 
Ernst Philipp von Brunnow Mixed 
Karl Robert Nesselrode Softliner 
Ethnic Russians  
Apollinarii Butenev Softliner 
 
Figure 3: Russian officials’ stance on co-operation with Europe in the 

Near East, 1839-1841 
 
A One-Man Band 
 Russia’s foreign policy changed between the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries, but the notion that this was due to a “German party” and its 
cosmopolitan ideas is bunk. This paper has examined only Near Eastern policy 
from 1821 to 1841. The region and period, however, are central to the 
“cosmopolitanism” thesis. Tatishchev maintains that Nicholas departed from his 
policy of solidarity with Austria and Prussia after 1848107. If the thesis does not 
hold up for the earlier period, it is unlikely to explain policy later on. Alexander 
I was deeply European in outlook, and Nesselrode was a force for restraint. As 
                                                 
106 “…Un débat que j’aurois sans doute mieux aimé éviter, si les circonstances m’en avoient 
laissé le choix. Cependant, quand même j’aurois voulu le différer encore, ce débat se seroit 
engagé aujourd’hui malgré moi”. . .  – . . , 17  (1 ) 
1841 . // . . 133 ( ). . 469. 1841 . . 111, . 381. 
107  . . –  ... – . 61. 
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tsar and foreign minister, they played crucial roles. But if there was a “German 
party” in Russia, where foreign policy was concerned it seems to have been 
largely a one-man band.  

Leading “foreigners” such as Capodistrias, Pozzo di Borgo and Diebitsch 
were as unilateralist as most of their ethnic Russian counterparts, and more so 
than many. The most Austrophile diplomat was an ethnic Russian, Dmitrii 
Tatishchev. Russia’s first step to multilateralize the Eastern Question in 1839 
was made by an ethnic Russian, Butenev, and Brunnow, while he came to 
support a deal with Britain and the Eastern powers, hardly showed the 
commitment to European unity that historical accounts suggest. To a large 
extent, historians have taken a single foreigner — Nesselrode — and turned him 
into a movement. The Russian vice-chancellor, S.S. Tatishchev observes, was 
“the most complete embodiment of the type we have sketched”108. Indeed he 
was — and he is the main evidence for the cosmopolitanism thesis. 

                                                 
108 “…      ».  . . 59. 
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was to improve the position of France in this new system of international 
relations, if necessary even by means of its destabilization and destruction. 
After the July revolution 1830 the foreign policy of France became more 
active. Leading French politicians strongly defended the idea of exclusive 
spheres of influence of France, and in 1832 French troops invaded Central 
Italy, occupying the city of Ancona. In 1840, during the second Oriental 
crisis, the French government stood in opposition to the rest of Europe for the 
first time since the Napoleonic wars. Ultimately, France gave up some of its 
strategic positions in the Middle East. Still, the international crisis 
contributed much to the improvement of the French Army and Navy. It was 
the later period of the Second Empire, which proved to be happier for the 
French diplomacy. By winning, in particular, the Crimean war and by taking 
an active part in the Italian unification France raised significantly its 
international status.
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13 Faucher L. Biographie et Correspondance. P. 1888. T. 1. P. 45-46. Lettre à Henri Reeve 
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Abstract: The purpose of the article is to study the correlation and the 
possibilities of harmonization of national interests with the European security in 
the framework of the Vienna system of international relations. In recent 
decades, the international relations resembled much the European politics of the 
19th century, when national interests and changing balance of power 
determined the diplomatic game including formation and disintegration of 
alliances. It is therefore important to analyze the history of the Vienna system, 
which was based on the idea of multipolarity, according to which political 
decisions were taken together by all the participants of the "European concert". 
The Vienna system stood the test of serious international crises and local 
conflicts: the protracted Eastern crisis of the 1820s, the July revolution of 1830, 
the declaration of Belgian independence, the aggravation of the Eastern 
question at the turn of the 1840s. Nevertheless, all these complex issues were 
dealt with at a negotiating table without recurring to a general war. The Vienna 
system proved to be a very flexible construction with a built-in mechanism of 
checks and balances. In spite of inevitable contradictions inside the "European 
concert", the desire of preserving a long-lasting peace prevailed over particular 
benefits and risky temptations. However, the balance between national interests 
and European stability was very shaky since the interests of different countries 
did not coincide and security of any of them was sometimes perceived as a 
threat to the others. In addition, the stability of the Vienna system was due to a 
favorable ratio between its inherent contradictions and the methods used to 
resolve them though temporarily. This ratio was preserved as long as the 
politicians around Europe thought it more useful to keep peace than to recur to 
a general war. When they had changed their minds the Crimean war broke out. 
It destroyed the Vienna system and disrupted the balance of forces in Europe.  
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CONSERVATIVE VALUES OF THE VIENNA SYSTEM  
OF INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 
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Keywords: Russian Empire, Russian history, Diplomacy, The Vienna 

system of international security, Conservatism, Christian values.  
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    .  
Abstract: The Vienna system of international security, founded in 1815, 

was based on the ideology of Christian conservatism that had a significant 
impact on the real policy of the great powers of the time. 
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BELGIAN NEUTRALITY  
AS FACTOR OF STABILITY OF THE VIENNA SYSTEM 
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Keywords: neutrality, Belgium, foreign policy of a small state, Napoleon 
III, Leopold I 
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Abstract: By the creation of Belgium in 1830 the European status quo 
established in Vienna was violated. To include this new independent state into 
the Vienna system of international relations, great powers imposed on it a 
status of permanent neutrality. This decision widely met the needs of the 
system itself. Belgium had to act as a buffer state, capable to contain the 
expansionist intentions of France. In case of aggression, it could rely on the 
powers responsible to guarantee its neutrality. Beginning from 1830 Paris 
more than once attempted to include Belgium into sphere of France’s 
influence, but constantly failed. Belgium’s neutrality acted as a factor of 
conservation of territorial status-quo in Europe and in consequence of the 
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European equilibrium. The realization of the French expansionist intentions 
would certainly have led to a general European conflict because the other 
powers committed to guarantee the neutrality and territorial inviolability of 
Belgium would have been involved in it. Thus, until the beginning of World 
War I neutrality was an effective factor of Belgium’s independence and the 
stability of the Vienna system in general. 
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