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, Abbreviationé.

Bolie = Brlthh Wuseunm ' : )
C.de — Journals ol the Jouau of Oommons
Hans. - Hansgard, 3rd Series o
Hans. (New oerleo) - Hensard Neﬂ Serles
incl. — inclosure
. LeJde = Journals of the Housgse of Lords . :
~ lay - T. Erskine May, A ‘reatise on the Laws, Privi-
: leges, Proceedings, and Usace of the House
of Commons , : R
.Re0., = Public Hecord Of;lce, London
.O. - Standlnv Orders : L

g

Documents at'the,P.R.O,ﬂare referred to by the call numbers
there in use, which are fully explained in the bibliography.



INTRODUCTION.

The historyvof‘the‘reiations between Parliament and the
Executive as regards thefcohduct of foreign affairs is an
important aspect of'the diplomatic hiétory of the nineteenth .
century.",In'their survey of‘the'material,Professors”Temperléy
and Penson came to the conclusion that detailed investigation
of individual administraticns was necessary to provide a de-
finite answer to_théfproblem,i and this theesis is an attenmpt
to do this for the First Gladstone Administration.

It is generally.accepted that»the’yeér 1868 marks the:
fevival of’party government. - It méybequestionedv?hether'
it was realiy‘a revival or not rather an innovatibn, but how-
éVef th;t’may be, it;iskdertain‘that fhis'year'ﬁérkswa break
in the history of Parliament. It seemed obvious that the
1867 Reform Act was bbﬁnd to:affect dbﬁétitutidﬁaifpraetibé,
and for that reason the choice of thié:adminiétration'ééeméd
likely to be profitable.'”'Thé'preéent:thééié is, of course,
concerned with only one sspect of Parliament's sctivity: the
part it played in”the Goverhment'é éonducf’of the Eountry's

foreign policy; as will be seen, detailed study has led to

1. H., Tewperley and Lillian M, Penson, A Century of Diplomatic
' Blue Books, p. X . The Parliamentary Papers referred to in
this work and also in the present study comprise both Blue
Books and White Papers, but for the sake of convenience the
terw Blue Book is used throughout. ‘




the conclusion that the Parliement of 1868 was, at least:in -
this respect, the first of the modern Parlismonts.

The‘framework of Parliament's action is its procedure, = -
‘and4it'theréfore proﬁed necessary to investigate this point
before Parliamentsry influence could be studied. - Secondly,‘
Parlisment cannot act in watters of which it is ignorant;
thus it became essentisl to determine the amount of informa-
tion aveilable to it. But, as Erskine'May says, "it is in
debatelalone that & minority can hope to comﬁete with & majo-
rity",1 andlwhatever influence'Pafliament'possessed mugt
therefore be sought in the debates. This hasvbgen done by
setting the debates on foreign affeirs within the cdnfext of
a number of the &iplométic eventé of the period. |

Among these diplomatic events four questiohs obviously
stand out»as'being of the greatest dipiomatic importance, and
since a selection nad to be made, detailed study has been con-
fined to them. They are the issues inv&lved in the Black Sea
and Central Aéian questions, the negotiations concerning the -
ATrééty ot Weshington, &nd the Franco-Prussiasn war. Between
them, they provide a reasonably full picture of the inter—
relétionrof Government foreign poiicy and Parliamentary .
criticiem.

The sources for this dtudy and the use made of them are

1. May (8th ed.), 1879, p.288.



fully discussed in fhe bibliography. They consist of,Parlia—
mentary material, Foreign O0ffice papers, and the private corres-
pondence of the leading Ministers invblved; I wish to acknow-
ledge nmy indebtédness to Miss A. Ramm, of Bedford College,
London; who very kindly permitted me to see the typescript of

her forthcbming volume, The Politicel Correspondence of Lord

Grenville and MMr. Gladstone (Camden Series), from which I

obtained the references to Private Gladstone Papers in the
British Museum, and one or.two references to the Private Gran-

ville Papers in the Public Record 0ffice.



Chapter I.
PARLIAMENTARY PROCEDURE.

i»The,extent to which eny elected assembly cen influence

the. sctions of its executive depends very largely on how far -
its forms of procedure permit it to do so. A stndj of the

etate of Parllamentary procedure at the tiwme of thle edmlnl-
gtration is therefore the essentlal prellmlnary to a dlS— A |
cussion of the 1nfluence of Parllament on forelgn pollcy. |
The rules of the Houee of Commone at thie tlme prov1ded eeven
| methods rhich mlght heve been utillsed to 1nf1uence forelgn 1
policy. Sonme of theae applled also to the House of Lords,
but in general the 1°le>1:1bz.11ty of procedure 1n that House 7
makes & . study of the rulee there of 1eee mmportance.', Two of
the seven methode were means of hbtalnlng 1nformetlon, nemely
queetloee end wotions for addresses for pepere. When the
1nformatlon had been obtelned there were three ways open to
the private member to raise debate. | These were emendmente
to the motlon for Commlttee of Supply, motlone tabled on the
daye allotted to prlvate membere, end debate on the addreee 1n1
enswer to the Queen s Speech at the openlng of eech seeelon.
There was enother method Whlch mlght have been used 1n thle |
way, nemely the debates on the hollday adJOurnmente, but a

etudy of the debetee ehowe that thle opportunlty was not in



fact used for the discussion of foreign affairs in the period

under review. Finally there was the procedure which in theory
embodied the ultimate Parliamentary control over policy, by the
right of refusing supply - the'diecueeion of the Foreign:Officé
Estimates. These seven methods will be examined in turn, be-

ginning with the two designed to obtain information.-

(a) Questlone.

The practlce of puttlng questlons to Minleters before the
'Houee proceeded to the bu81nees of the day was well establlshed
1n 1868 ,although 1t was still" to some extent regarded a8 an
1nnovat10n and frowned upon as euch. d The Commlttee on Publlo
Bu81nees of 1861 had treated 1t &8 & new development and Whlle
admlttlng that "there is convenience in thls course" yet ex-
preseed the oplnlon that "to prevent’thls llcense degeneratlng
1nto an abuse, 1t is most 1mportant that both the ouestlone and
answers °hould be es conelse as poeelble and not suetalned by
__reaeonlng which mlght glve rlee to debated 1>‘ By 1886 the '
4supplementery" had made 1ts appearance,»the queetlon "thereby
becomlng a eort of speech and 1nvolv1ng a greet waete of. tlme
_of the Houee" 2 In 1868 the practlce of puttlng questlons was
etlll confined Wlthln reaeonable llmlts and questlonere were

llable to frequent 1nterruptlon 1f they showed any tendency to

1. A. end P., XI.431, qu.56.
2, 'Bir Henry Selwin-Ibbetson, in Hans., CCCIII,.697.



transgress the rules and indulge in argument.'a“fhis of course
applied’only~tovthe‘Commdns.‘ The House of Lords always used

s much more flexible procedureéand enjoyed greater latitude as

- to the maenner of asking"questions.u The subject matter of -
questions, with the allowance necessary because of their dif-
ferent composition, weas similar in both Houses.: A fairly large
. proportion of the questions'én foreign affairs asked in the = -
Commons'concérnedfiﬁdividual British subjecte. = That is, mem-
Bers used this method to act on a restricted view of their
function as representatives of their coﬁstituents, &8s distinet
from their wider function of helping to-mouid the policy of the
nation.xuuThisrtjpe'of~questionibecame'increasingly frequent in
later years as sall branches bf the Government took more end wore
;respdnsibility for the welfare of individualvcitizéns,:and ét
times it threatened to overrun the notice paper to the exclusion
of other subjects;”"Iﬁ 1868, howéver,rat ieast as far as foreign
affaifs were concerned, such questibns‘were~only'a proportion of
the whole, and concerned the various issues which affected the
interests,‘activities,:oi safety of individuals or groups of
British subjééts'ébrbad."‘For insta@de;”H,S;PT Winterbotham
askedvféf infofﬁation'on the»cgse:of:ﬁi;'erCaéééiié who, it
was-alieged;lhéd EeeﬁiéXpélied frbmrﬁdffﬁgal onireligiousr

groun@g.i 7F.S.~Corrance asked Whéf stébs had been fakeh to

1. Hans., CXCIV.125.




secure the rights of British subjects in the territory of Sen
Juan, reeently awarded to the'ﬁ.SaA; as a result of the aroie
tratlon by the German Emperor.; On an 1eeue of ‘mere general
1nterest, many questions were askea about the welfare of Brl-
tish subjects durlng the siege of Parls.e' Some t0plcs Whlch
' bear a resemblance to theee turned out to have a w1der dlplo-
matlc 1mportance: such were the 'Tornado' case Whlch concernad
the imprisoﬁment of Brltlsh seameh oy-theispanierde,3 end-the
nassacre of Brltlsh subgects by Greek br1gands.4

The second main group of questlone when d1v1ded accordlng
to eubaectvmatter, as mlght be expected, 1e concerned Wlth
commercisal and flnanc1al queetlons. ) Informatlon was requeeted
concernlng our commerclal relatlons w1th Ch1n35 and France,6
>our payments under varlous arrangements to Greece,7 Portugal 8
and Bre211,97 the Suez Canal 10 and the annexatlon or purchaee
~of coonial terrltory 11 o -

‘ Flnally, about half the questlons on forelgn affairs asked

in the House of Commone concerned ‘what may ‘be called the general

pollcy of the Government, that is the state or development of

1. HanS" CCXIV.597. . PR b 2. Ibldn' CCVI 1254.

3. 1bid., CXCVI.742; CC.2109; CCI.7.

4e'Ib1d., CC.1730; CCI 464, 1192 CCII.264.

bi CC.1602; CCX. 594' CCXIV 54%.

6. E. g., lbld., CCVII 67,1289; CCIX, 649 1390 CCXIII,. 450,696,
Ibid., CXCIV,.1869., . - . 8.,Ibld., CXCVI 1243. : :
bid., CCXII.428, :

- 10. Ibid., CXCVII,1167, 1664 -GCXII. 104; CCXIII 642 3

11, Ibid., CCI.1842; CCV.657 . CCVIII, 556, CCXIV,597.
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Biltléh dlnlomatlc relatlona Wlth varlous powers.‘ The three
maaor issues under thls head about which questlonﬂ were asked
were Anglo—Amerlcun relatlons and the Treaty of Washlngton,
Arelatlonc between France and Germany and the. Franco—Pru851an
war; and Ru581an act1V1t1es in Central A31a.‘ Other mlnor
: quesflons aroused the 1nterect of the House, such as Britlsh
relatlons w1th Spaln and Mex1co, and marltlme relatlons w1th
varlous powers.‘: I » o
Questlons in the House of Lords belong malnly to the last
oategory, although a few were asked about individusls and about
such things as missionary activities. Within the limitations
imposed by-the rules governing'Pariiamentary questions, the
answers,'whére notice had been given, were ﬁsuailyifuiifand'
satisfactory, but itriS'obﬁious'that'the method was‘not’very
usefﬁl for complexvor;general topics, where the énsWér to>0ne
question tended to raisé:ahother, While-givingrthe'governmént
no real opportunity to explain their'position. ‘This applied
even to the House of Lords, where speakers at quéétidn time
had far greater latitude than in the Commons.:  Thus at the
outbreak of the'Franco—Prussian war Granville'pieaded:after

- frequent questions "that for the future it would be more con-

-

1., The absence of formality is 1llustrated by a dlscu581on which
‘ took place on 22 May 1871. It is clear from the speeches
that there was no certainty as to whether the rule that no-
- tice should be given before asking a question was binding
-~ or not (Hans., CCVI 1101—8) :



venlent to your Lor&hlps, and more adv1sable in other reSpects,
that these communicatlons should not be carrlsd on by dally
Questions and Answers, but that I should be pe;mltted to make
them to your Lorﬂshios‘atrthe'fitting“time?.; . In fact, even
sorsarly isothe system, Ministers found question:time‘embarra—
ssingvand were consequently extremely retioenp lest they shou;d
be trepoed into some disclosure. ‘This point is, of course,
important, since the Mlnlsterlal attltude to the methods of
procedure employed greatly affected the relative usefulness of

,esch method,

(v) Addresses for Psners’

It has been stated that “the House of Commons has long
‘maintained as a principle of its customary law that it is en-
titled to demand the use of every means of information which
may’seemrneedful, and, therefore, to call for all décuments
 which it requires".? The method'by which the demand should
be made varies according to the type of informatioh'cslled |
for; and the deoartment'fesponsible; Because of the connec—
tlon of forelgn pollcy with the royal prerogatlve the correct'
mode of obtelnlng pspers relstlng to forelgn affairs is by a
humbie address to the CI‘OWII.:5 In theory, thls is a wethod

whereby either House of Parllament can ‘compel a Mlnlstry to

1. Hans., GCIII.1153.

2. J.Redlich, Procedure of the House of Commons, ii. 39.
3. Ibld., PP. 40—2‘ hay (8th ed.), DPP.576-7.
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give information which kt would prefer to withhold, since-
mwhen esn address for papefs has been presented to the Crown,
the parties who are to make the return appear to be within the
immediate reach of sn order of the House".l - Thie'element of
pressure makefthe Address of greater importance to‘our study
of Parliamentary inflﬁence‘than any other.aspect of pfocedure.
The fact that a paper was laid in Response to an Address,
however, doee not necessarlly mean in practice that it repre-
sented successful pressure placed upon the Government by Par-
liament. A lar e proportion of Addresees were not debated.
at all, and appear only as. formal entried in the Journal of
either House. It seems clear that there was a dlstlnctlon,
well understood in Parliement,»eetweenitabling a motion for an
Address as an unepposed’return and giving notice to move an’ -
Address in either'House;'r'The'tWO’proeedures~were Quite diffe-
rent and'would:find~é?place on seperate'partsrof the Order |
Paper.ve*ln the former case. the member desiring a return would
discover, either privately'or:by-means»pf'a question in the
"House (and many instances of this.may‘:beadduced)2 whether the
Govefnment'hed any objection to the production of:the papers
he required;, -If they had not, he wouldjmove‘fer‘an'unobposed
- return. If an objeetion.wae raiged, however, the only course

left open to him was to give notice of a motion to be taken in

i, May (8th ed.), p.577.
2. E.g., Hans., CXLIII.323-9; CLV.31; CLIX.2229-30.



the time available to private members,.such as 5n supply or
adjournment. ' » “ '

The eY1atence of this distinction is clearly demonstrated
bj an incident which took place in the Houee of Cowmons in
1860.» A private member, A. W Klnglake, had vlven notige of
a motion for papers relatlng to tae questlon of Savoy and Nice.
When the timercame for him to move for these papers, Lord John
Russell rose andrappeaied'td him to Wifhdrar the motion, onzthe
ground that it was de31reble that the Houee should not debate
the subaect unt;l “the papere had been lald. Ruseell explalned
that he was quite ready to produce,the papers if Mr. Kinglake
liked to wove for them.. Slnce the motion was an address for
’napers, and Russell aeked for ite w1thdrawal and yet assured
Mr. Xinglake that he mlght mOVe for papers, 1t seems clear thaf
there must have been two methode and Russell Wlshed hlm to use
the one that dld not 1nvolve debate - that 1e, to move for the
peoers as an unopnosed return. _  i 7

The dlstlnction between the two was not, perhaps, always
[strlctly adhered to - thls is a compllcation to be found in
‘almost every part of Parllamentary procedure..~ In addltlon,
both types of motion altered con31derably 1n the course of the
century, but the dlstlnntlon must e borne in mlnd 1f the amount

of Parllamentary pressure represented by a paper "Returned to

1. Hans., CLVI.1933.
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an Address"™ is to be assessed. - Frowm the 1istﬂof.papergrgiven

in A Century of Diplomatic Blue Books it would appear that the

number of papers laid each year increased steadily from 1813
to 1859 and then remained fairly stable until 1914, although
the number laid in any one administration might be greater or
less according to the Blue Book policy of the”Governmént.‘
The'percentage,qf‘these,papers which were laid in Response to
Addfesses; on the_other,hand,»;emainedrfahrlyiuniform until
1853 When>there‘wa8 a sharp rise, and after 1868 an équally
sharp decline. } _ o

- TFor the,purpose of,this disquasiop iﬁiwill be cénvgnignt
;to,takg as thebstartingrdaée, not 1813, but 1839 Whén the
modern pracﬁice of’diétinguishing between‘sessipnal;and»cqmmand
numbering began;l sinée before that'dateithe_practice was
complicated by the absenée of regular numbering and ?Y‘thé,n.

publication of new documentsiin British and Foreign State

 Papers instead of in Blue Book form. Betweenrisse and‘18595

1. Temperley and Penson, ope.cit., p.xiw.: It should be noted .
that only those "address" papers which were laid in MS and
subsequently Ordered to be Printed by either House have a
sesgional number. ‘'Command' paners sometimes have a sessio=-
nal number for the same reason. DBoth types of papers, how-
ever, seem to have been laid in print from an early period.
The reason for the distinction is that papers laid in MS

rare printed by the House and numbered by the Vote Office,
others by the Stationery Office (May, 14th ed., p.258).
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papers laid in Response ﬁo an Address make up’about one-fifth
of the total nuﬁber of papers 6n foreign affairs.l . Only -
twehty six or about a quarter of the Addresses sppear in Han-
sard. - Thié number is further reduced by the fact that two
bapere resulted from the saﬁe address in one case;zﬂvand:in
another, although the motion was formaliy moved in the House,

| there was no debate.sg'vThis leave twenty four Addresses which -

‘vlwere‘debated, ten of them &n the Lords, and there is no case -

of & division being taken against the government. -

The second period, 1859-1868, is distinguished by the
sudden increésé in the number df papérsklaid,:the high propor-
tiénrretﬁrned to Addresses,'and'the even higher‘proportion of
debétedrAddressés as compargd to the earlier period, = 421 pa-
peré were 1aid,.113, or more than a guarter, in Bespohse to
Addresses.  Eighfeen of these came from the Lords, ninety one
from the Commoné,:énd fbur from both Houses. - Nearly a third -
of theSé Addresses were debated. This period is also remark-
able for theronly case of a governmeﬁtal defeat on a motion for
an address for papers which took place in the whole period
1839-1914, |

L)

After 1868 the percentage of papers laid in response to

i. 509 laid, 106 R-A. —

2, Syria, Part I [664], H.C.(1845), LI.545ff,;
Syria, Part IL (6623, H.C.(1845),LI.665¢2,;
both returned to an address H.L., 18 July 1845.

3¢ HeCo, 15 Apr.1858, resulting in Correspondence on Constanti-
nople-Bugsorsh Telegraph [2377J), H.C.(1857-8), LX,281-8.




an address drops sharply. During the first Gladstone admini—
'stratlon thlrty nine papero or about one—s1xth were lald in
this wey out of a total of 241 | Seven addresses were tabled

n the Lords, produc1ng elght Blue Booke,'and 312 of them were
debated. There wasg no debate on the remalnlng thlrty one whlch
were returned to Addresses in the Commone. : Thereafter an avers
age of only three percent of the total number of papers were re-
turned to addresses.‘l There are no cases of debate in the Com-
mons, and only five in the Lords,rat least one of Whlch was on.
a ministerial motlon} | .' | 7' | ‘ B

A picture of the hlstorJ of addresses emerges clearly from

‘these fkgures. Before 1859 they played a constant and regular
_part in the procedure of Parllament' between 1859 and 1868
there are slgns of chan e 1n the great nunber of debated ad-
dressee and the occurrence of a government deteet, after 1868
the debated sddress loses its place ae a regular part of actlve
prooedure and becomes formal, whlle the un0pposed motlon becomes
'very rare. If, in addltlon, we examlne the debates which took
placefinreach perlod, the development beoomes even more clearly
marked. | o 7 “wu o

t The flrst point Whlch emerges from a study of the debatee
on Addresses in the perlod 1&39—1859 is that motlo 18 were for
the wost part 'real' and not ‘rormal' | That is the motlons B

wers de81gned‘to obtaln the papers called for, as well as

I, Cf. Appandix T ‘-af an eu\aJyn'g 'af' diplomatic Bloe Boolls, 1828 -4,
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discdeeion ef fﬁé eubjecte Sir Robent_Peel had eteted in‘
1828 that "the ueabe of thet House (fhe'Commone)'forbade“dief
cussion on mmv1ng for papers which & Minieter;hed:offioiully'
announced beforehand would be unreeietlngly granted" 1 but thls
pr1n01ple was by no means alweye adhered to. It may be eur-'
m18ed that the Government 1n31eted on 1t only When debate wae
1nconven1en+ to itself. In 1843, for mnstance, the Lorde |
eeened to’ euepeot that thle was Aberdeen 8 motive for agreeing
to the productlon of papers eoncernlnv the Treety of daehlngton "
of Auguet 9, 1842 “but he dleclelmed eny such 1ntentlon.2 | ifk
Peel‘e prlnciple hed been strlctly obcerved, 1t Would wean thaﬁ
the Government had refuced papers in every cese where debate
ctuelly took place on a motlon for an eddrese. 4

Thls was not ﬂo, end here we nave the second dlstlngulehlng
characterletlc of the flret perlod. Government Spokeemen fre-
quently avowed in debote thet they had no obkectlon to the pro—
dnction’of the papere oalled i’or:3 Governments were qulte as
willing to lay papers in ReSponse to Addrese as by Commend.
Even when the Government found 1t dlfflcult to prepare & Blue
Book on the Slclllan queetlon in 1849, Lanedowne nonethelees
eXpreeeed thelr Wllllncness to recelve a motion for further

Papers.Q, Even more etrlk ing is the cese of Hume g motlon for

. Hans. (New Serles) XXV.iSo. ’
Hens., LXVIII.312-7. |

. Ibid., LIV,.685; XCIV.606.

. Ibid., CIV.s22.

»

INY I Oy
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papers concerningvthe Ionian Islands in 1852, - He made a
ghort speech, violently attacking the-administration, yet Sir
John Paikington replied that "Ile was perfectly ready and willing
to produce the papers moved for, and had the'hon._Gentleman
agked hiw for them privetely he should have been just as ready
an&iwilling te‘have,placed‘them at his disposal. The~hon.-f
Gentleman, however, could not forego the opportunity which the
motion gave him of repeating those attacks on Sir Henry Ward"
and the administration of the Islands.1 It is clear that at
this tlme the address procedure did not represent real pressure
" placed upon the Government by Parliament. It did represent
Parliamentary initiative, which the governments of the day did
not dlscourage.z‘ » '

- Before g01ﬁﬁ on to consider the second period it will be
convenient to note here that although motions were for the
wost part 'real','and used by members as a convenient means of
'obtalnlng both 1nformatlon and dlscus31on, there were one or
two cases Whlcn resembled the leter 'formal' practlce. : Two
suehieaees eccurredrip.Palmereton‘eVfirst adﬁinistretion3 and

one in the pgriod'iszs-zsse.' ‘This was in 1842 when Mr. Gally

1. Hans., CXXIII 827. . ‘

2e There were even cases of Mlnlsterlal motions for papers (e,
Temperley and Penson, op.cit., p.299 note): Hans, (New
Series), XXV.184-90; Hans., VI 877-8C; CXXXIV, 640—71 :

3e Sa) Ibld., IX.709-808 (24 Jan.1832)
o (p) ibld., XIII 1115—52 (28 June 1532)
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hnlght moved for c0ples of Ruselan Ukaees concernlng Poland.
ulnce he quoted theee papera in hlS speech his sole obgect
-seems to have been to draw attentlon to the mlserles of Poland.i
In the period 1859-1868, as we have eeen,ithere wes an .
eiceptlonally large number of 'Address' papere and there were
hlrty four'debates. . Some of these debates show 2} practice
31m11ar to that of the early perlod. It 1s clear from the
debate on Klnglaae 5] motlon that the Government dld not at o
first object to Addresses belng moved,?ﬁ Nor dld they alwaysv
objecr.tordebate, severelrcaeee occurring of a motlon_belng _
debated and sgreed whenjthe,éovernment had no objeotion ﬁoixhe
productlon of papere.s- - 7 ) : ’ ” 77 o
- The dlstlnctlon between the opposed and unopposed motlon
remgrned_the’eame:also, and atrleaet four papers Were;produced

as unopposed returns after a ques@ionlin either House.i_

i. Hens., LXIV,800-29. ~ - 2, Supra, p.ld
3. E.g., a) Hans., CLXX.275-301; , | -
‘ ~(b) ibid., CLXXIII,618-35. This address wes in three
. parts, but only one of the papers was nominally returned to
" it, the other two being laid by commend (v. 96 L.J., DPD.7 701-2;
~ North America MNos.2,8,end 11 L864) - _
o (¢) Hans., CLV.31. -
4. (a) Ivid., CLVII. 751-61, resulting in P_pers relatlng to
- Savoy L£26501 and E2650—IJ H,Ce (1860) LXVII,7-32,33-8.
(v) Hans., CLIX.2229-30, resultlng in Despatches relatlng to
Disturbances in Syria L27343, H.C. (1860), LXIX.447-552. These
.~ papers are listed as No.581 in A Century of Diplomatic Blue
- Books with a footnote to the effect that an Address for them,?
was defeated in the Lords after a similar motion had been
agreed in the Commons (Temperley and Penson, gp.cit., p.172.
note)s It is clear from the debate, however, that the papers
moved for in the Lords on 3 Aug. wePfe not the same as those
requested by the Commons. Wodehouse, in resisting Lord
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There were, however, innovationse. Between 1859 and 1868
there is evidence of verj real pressure upon the government to
.produce papers. Indeed, the Government was once defeated,‘and‘
this ie the only case of an Address being carrled against the
wishes of the Government which took plece in thevwhole period
1839 to 1914. The first of these instances of préssuré, in
point of time, took place in 1860 on the«question of Savoy and
Nice. = Granville, pleading that the motion should not be mede,
claimed that "it was almost Wifhout'precedent, if not irregular,
to call for the production of Cofre8pondence'which the Govern-
ment had stated it would not be for the public ser#ice at pre-
sent to produce".l Malmesbury challenged this extraordinary .
étafement, and insisted on Normanby's right to move for papers
because the Governmént "has imparted to us no information, at
leaét only:by bits and screps; —-———- and out of this coﬁfused
nass we ﬂave fortry_to extract something like the truth",zl
No diviéion took place,,but the Government were compelled to
accept Normanby's motlon.. ~Again in 1864 a motion'for papers
concernin Poland was refused outrlght by Russell, who flnally

had to give way before the 1n81stence of the House.3

Stratford de Redliffe's motion, clearly distinguished between
the two sets, and after debate the motion was withdrawn in the
usual manner (Hens., CLX.615-27).
(¢) Ibid., CLXXI.1226-8, resulting in Correspondence respec-—
. ting Brazilien Sleve Trade [3189), H.C.(1863), LXXIII.365-74.
i. Hans., CLVI.1011, 2. Ibld., CLVI,.1047,
J. Ibid., CLXXV.1230, resultlng in Papers_relating to the arrest
‘of Rev, F, Anderson [3361]1, H.C.(1864), LXVI.595-606.




In 1865 ﬁue sell refueed panere reletln" to Lhe 1mprleonment
of Brltlsh mubgects in Abyselnla, on the vround bhst the d1°~
cloeuroo nould Ieuult 1n the presoreru being treaued with brec.ter
severlty.l Lord uhelmuford he;ﬁ that Ruueell "was not Justlfled
1n hle refusal" aﬂd the House supported hlm on a lelSlon belng
taﬁen, bj a maJOrluJ of one. Thereupon the Government ques«
0J.or»ed +he V“lldlty of the vote of a pecr vho ha1 entered the
House efter the queetlon had been put but they were unable to
obtcln a reversal of the reeult 2 ‘_, :0 ,f",' | )

| J-hese are undoubtedlj cases wgere the motlon for an addrees
;of naoere Was glven its full cCOpe 85 a qulwwmentary meapon _
to obtaln 1nfor3atlon whlch the House ae51red epd the mlnlotry
w1shed to w1thhold, but the perlod 1859—1668 saw aloo a @reat
1ncreuee ‘in tae use of the formwal motlon, vhlch was very occa—
51onally used 1n the earller perlod. "~ In 1860 ‘the Larouese of
Hlenrlcarde moved for a deepatch to the Duke of Welllﬁbton 1n
1815, as a vehlule for declarlng hlS preeent 0pp081tlon to a
conference on the queetlon oP Savoy and Nlce.g In 1861 Earl
'Grej explalned in mov1nﬂ for pupere relat1n~ fo Chlna that 1f
"there should be the sllvhtest obJectlon, on the part 0¢ Her

a3esty g Government to produce any despatcne° they mlght havei‘

recelved I shall not pree; my motlon, 1ndeed my pr1nc1pal

‘1. Hans., CLXXIX 738. . B T ‘
2. Ibid., ¢0ls.739-40, resulting in Papers relating 2_to Abyssinia

35361 and [35751, H.C. (18657 LVV. 959,574, 97521,
3. Hans., CLIX.1925-44. -
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objectvin making it is thet it will give,an'opportunity of
calling your attention to thevgenéral»subject of our relations
with Chin&".; R . et

| A third instance shows the estimate of the value of an
addresé made by one member of the Lower House. . John Popé‘
,Hénﬁessy, moving foerapers on Poland in 1861, concludeﬁ a long
speech by gsaying: "Erobgbly.oh.anOtherjQcéasion, some Member

- of greater influencé.and position”then.l have the honour to
hold, ﬁill:makeAavmdre,impqrtantiﬁotion,on.this,subject... At
present,uwithvthe'dngle object of endeavouring to bbt&in infor-
mationiand ofﬁcalling attentiqnuﬁo,a subject S0 disgraceful to
British diplomacyrin the past, .f;I content myself with woving"
Qg_address.zr_'The papers for which he asked ﬁere thenLthirty
years old and‘it;maywbe,aasgmedvthgt discussion, rather than -
informatién, Was_his éim.ﬁ l ‘

(Afte:rlass.theﬂaddresé proeedure had beéome formalised.
Papers,were sfill.laid in_YResponse to an Address' but there is
no.case of a debate ih,the Commons resulting in the carrying
9f g’motion for énﬂgddress,_ 'Inifhe Lords the procedure re-
'Vtained éome reality'for a little longer but even there, there
wes novsuccessful motion’after 1822, TheAprocedure for unoppo-
sed motions‘also d;Opped;out of use and it became usual for a.
private member who desired papers to ask a question to which

the reply, when there was no objection, was no longer "you may

1. Hans., CLXI.546. 2. Ibid., CLXIV.222-3.
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wove -for them™ but "we will lay them by Comﬁand".‘ The Address
had become an ordinary motion, an opening:.for debate, and an
inconvenient one at that, since it was impossible by fhis method
to obtain a streight vote on the issue involved. In 1877 lir.
Gathorne Hardy complained of the conduct of the Marguess of
Hartibgton because'”inétead‘of asking Parliament to censure by
vote the Government which has been guilty of such conduct” he
had "concluded by moving forAcertainipapers“.i

Thus 1t sppears that the first Gladstone administration
falls at the beginning‘of the formal period in the history of.
the Address for‘Papers;la Thirﬁponepapérs were moved for by
“the Commons;buﬁ none of these’motionsfwg;e debated.  The Lords
;‘still‘cluﬂg to,fhe,oldvprocedure‘and all but one of the four -
métions;were debated.,'TInrthe,case of papers returned to both:
Houses, threc of the four motions.were debated by the Upper.
House.  The evidence:for;theruse‘still made in practice’of.
the address procedure, therefdre, must come from unsuccessful .
motions in the Lower House, and from both types in .the Lords.
| There were fivé‘mmtioné,debated and égreed in the Lords, since
in one'case two papefS'weré returned -to the same Address.®
Such Waé the’conservatism'of,their Lordships' House that four

| of these five debates can be seen to be firmiyvrodted in the

i. Hans., CXXXIIL1079-1178 _ -
2. Treaties of Guarantee [275] and . [275-11 H (1071) LXXII.
.. 449,555. . . _ e ‘
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éarly practice. Two of them took placelon‘genuine motions for
papers, debated without government opposition, as had been the
case in the period before 1859.1 - The third was also égreed-
Without difficulty but Granville objected to the motion, because
of the other guestions ennexed to it, and because, since there
was no opposition to the pro@uction.of papers, -debate weould
Ahave,been more -convenient after they had been;laid.z‘ The
principle laid down by'Peel.was still here.agknowledged.“ ,

~ Nor did_théfMinistry alﬁays objecs to papers being laid
in Response to an Address rather than by Command.- On 22 Febr-
uary, 1872,,Sfanhope_asked,if,there‘ﬁqﬁldrbelanylobjection to
the~pr6duction df fhe American case which,waé to be submitted
to the Geneva tribunal, concluding:v"If_thefg be not, I w&uld
move for it as an unopposed :eturn.“_,:Granville>agreed thaf it
would be.produced and said: "It will be laidvonvthe,Tgble if nmy
noble friend ﬁoves for it,nd -There_remaiﬁs_the important de-
 bate on Salisbury's motion for a return of Treaties of Guarantee
which took place on 6 March, 1871.4 ,Tﬁis Blue'Book;was cer-
téinly?of somé;poiiticalhvalué to those groups which held the
‘doctrine of non-intervention' but it contained_nothinglnew.,
Graenville defended himgelf against ﬁhe attack_made by Salisbury

but made no objection to the motion.®  Consequently the fact -

i. (o) Hens., CCVIII.10-11; (b) ibid., CCXVII.290-301.
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that the motion was carried scarcely justifiesg its being re-

garded as an instance of Parliamentary pressure. Bather is~

it similar to that mbtibn of which Peel spoke in 1852,»éaying

"he could noﬁ help eipressing'hisfsatisfaction.that>the HMotion

shortly to be put from the chair was of a character so different

Trom thé tone of the debate", and that "it_pledged the House to

no particular‘liﬁe of'condudt".? - In this respect the debate

on Guarantees was unlige‘one_Onrthe game subject which occurred

in 1872 and which wili be discussed in its prOpef'place.z,
"Such.were therpapérs moved for in the,traditional menner

in the House of Lords. . The remaining motions reveal some

peculiarities_but~theré ighcase of a 'formal' motion;  that is

a ﬁotion whose "pithdrawal at the end of the debate was foreseen

n 3 There were four motions in all. One

from. the beglnnlng
of them was debated and éarried in due form, but the papers

were laid by Command.4 - This may have been an oversight, since
‘there is evidence in a correspondence which took place beiween

" R.E. Welby Qf thévTreasury and Hertslet, Librarian of the Foreign
O0ffice, in.1871,5 that departments were not always certain what

the correct procedure was, and had become lax about distingui-

shing between papers laid by Command and those returned to Act

i. Hans., XIII. 1140. 2 Infrs, p.l1o.

3. Temperley and-Penson, 09.01t., pexii.

4, Hans., CCV.545-64, resulting in China Fo.5 (1871) Le. 3897,
H.C. (18'71) LXX.125-612.

5. Welby to Hertslet 27 July 1871; Hertslet to Welby, same date,

 TWelby to Hertslet, 5 Aug.1871; (F.O. 83/329)
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or Address.  Another motion which was carried in the Lords
seems never .to have been,complied with at all, perhaps becsuse
it ceme é&n very late in thé session.?  There were two opposed
motions, one of which was withdrawn when Granville prpmised
thai.the pepers should be laid as soon as‘if‘was possible to
make them public.® . On the other occasion, however, Lord
Campbell mb?ed for "any consular repbrts of the steps which
the Russian deernment are taking to form‘the.maritime,and mi-
litary Arégnals which Clause XIII of thé Tfeaty [ot.Paris, 1856]
had;prohibited"3 in a long speech attacking British policy in
relation-t§ the Gortchakov circuiér.1_fWhen Grahville replied
that no such papers existed,roampbeil pressed his motion to»av
division, when it was defeated.? . It-may also he noted that on
one oécasion,~when papers on the Alabama claims were laid, an-
ticipating a notice which had_been»given to move for then, Lord
Stratford de Redcliffé stlll spoke to'his mbtion wheh the ap-
pointed day,grrived,;but;only in the'forﬁ of brief 'observa-
tlon o | ’

. In the House of Commons, during the first Gladstone Ministry,
'some,tracerstlll existed of the old procedure. ~ There was a
case of questionkleadiﬁgrto e motion for an unobposed feturn.6

There were two cases of a gtraight motion for papers being

1, qans., CCXVI. 1245—7 23 June 1873, concernlng the Shlp

. Murillo". _ :

- 2. Ibid., CCV.1778. ; ~7, 3. Ibld. CCVI. 788. .
4, Ibid., col.802. . =~ S Ibld., CXCVI, 1227—35.
6. _I__!_._g_.’ CCIX.8691‘700




defeated 1 and two more belng Wlthdrawn when the Government
refused to produce the 1nformatlon.2i On the other hand, there
were five formal motionse. . Theoe reiated to’eubjecte'eo divers;
as the Treetj of Washlngton,s the Chinese.sieve trede;4 the_po—
eltlon of Jews in Rouman1a,5 and the boundarles of Afghanistan.®
In each of these cases, the motlon was for papere whlch night
Vwell have been genulnely de31red by the House, but debate took
place on the sub;ect 1tself and sometlmee the papers ‘were not
even mentloned; The motlons were w1thdrawn a8 & matter of i
course,‘w1thout'any governmental request in the Houve. “Indéded
in one oeee the papers were laid bj Command ten daye after'a"
motion.for°them nad been debated and w1thdrawn,74gndrhe}e w;

A can see the changed attitude of the Government to debated
'addresses. Ny In a case like thls, earller 5overnmente Would'
have had no hesitation in acceptlng the motion and returnlnb

the peners to the address.t o s

o Slnce the address procedure had thus become formal in the -
House of Commone, membere began to flnd 1ngen10ue waJs of u81ng
,lt to serve their own personal or polltlcal ends. There was

a motlon concernlnﬂ the property of Brltleh eubaects lost

,durlng the Napoleonlc Wer, for whlch they had not been com-’

(a) Hans., CCIV.646-58; (b) ibid., CCXIV,440-8. =

2. (a) Ibid., CXCVII.4779-1801; (b) ibid., CCXIV.771-2.
Ibid., CCVIII,861-925. = 4, Ibid., CCIX.529-48.

| , CCX.1585~1604. 6. Ibid., CCXV.818-77.

7. Ibid., CXCVII,1779-1801. The papers concerned were China

No.12 _(1869) [4097-XI] H.C.(1868-9), LXIV,285-96.
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pensated.? $he‘Government spokesman,maintained that it was
not really_aﬁfgddress for papers at all. On aﬁother occasion
there{was a,ﬁotiqnﬂfor_a rgprint of the Treaties exclﬁding the
Bonaparte femily fromvthe throne of France Which was refused
because 1t "might be open to mlsconstructlon" 2

The hlstory of the use of the address procedure between
1839 and 1914 is now'cleur., From 1839 to 1859 1t Was con-
7 stantly used to obtaln ‘papers and dlscu951on, wlthout any Mi-
nisterial Jgalousy‘of,thls ;nstance of 1n1t;at1veronrthe part
~of private membqrs,w”‘The second peribd was trensitional.
Oniy theﬁ Was.thé'aeress;givén itsvfu;l'weight és_a Parlismen—
tery weapon to be used against‘fhg_Government, which'naturally
ﬁrought a reaction mnd caused 1aterAgovernm§nts to discounte—
nance the brocedure,gnd‘look uponmthe carrying pf addresses as .
defeats.,f | |

It may be tentatlvely suggeqted that the constitutional
'background to these changes 1s &8 follows: In the first period,
the'connéctioh of th§ address procedure with the royal prero-
gative, deterred gb#érnments'fromiihtérfefiﬁg with the right of
mewbers to spproach the Crown in this manner. A writer &n |
1859 declared that the Fareign Office had "to a certain extént,
éscaped the‘constitutionalising pfoCess" wﬁicﬁ had'affééted'all

the other departments”of government except the armed services.®

i, Hans., CXCVI,.1445-8. 2 Ibid., CCIII, 1608—9.
3. SaturdayARev1ew, 1859, VIII. 62/2.
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It this‘ﬁee so,"it'eeemsulikely that'the Iereign'Office felt
the traditional proeedure‘by address to be more correct than
governmental initiative in the matter of papers.

In the second period governments were becoming more in- -
dependent;" The Palmerston Government had to face seve:e
criticism 0f their foreign policy in both Houses, and conse-
‘Qﬁeﬁtiyffhe carrying of an address for papers which they did -
nthWieh:to;give was a8 much a defesat as & TVote ef"censufe;.

© After the Reform Act of 1867 there was & strong governuwent
majerity'end:véry little chance of an;opposed address being
carried, so the procedure in its real form fell out of use and
the address became éimply'én eﬁeging for debate. - Successive -
governments, based on a democratic franchise, took upon them-
selves the task of issuing by Command such papers as they con-

eiﬂred heceséafy for the’enlighteﬁment.of the public.

,(c) Amenduents to Supply and Substantlve Votlons.'

ST Informatlon havrqb been obtalned from questlons, Blue
Books, or other °murces, varlous methods were open to members
;to obtain dlscu851on of queﬁtlons of forelvn nollcy. | The‘
method most frequently used 1n ‘the perlod 1868-18/4 was that

of emendment to the motlon for 501n 1nto Gommlttee of Supply.
In £868 the rule of the House was that "the Commltuee of Supply

'and Ways and Meens...may be appointed far sny day on whlch the



¥

House shall meet for the,deSpatch,of Public Business".;' When-
ever these Committees were to take place, members were free to
move any amendment to the question that "the Speaker do leave
the Chair" and the normal rules of the Commons as to relevancy
were éomplétely disrggarded on these occasiéns. : This practice
was -sanctioned by the Committee on Procedure of 1861.2 The 7
third recommendation of this Committee was that the discussion
on the wotion for the weekend adjournment should be'prohibited,
but as compenéation to the private member_entered a proviso
'that while the Committee of Supply and of Ways and Means are
open,ithé first Ordér‘of_the Day on Friday shall be either
VSupply or Ways and Means and that on that Order being read the
motion shall be made "that the Spesker do leave the Chair"!,d
The views of the Committee were accepted by the House and em—
bodied in the Btending Orders of 3 May, 4864.

' Erskine May considered the practice of»amendment to the
motion for:Suppiy "most inconveniént",* because it detracted -
from that certainty in the arrengement of buéinéss which was
so desirable if the government was to administer efficiently.
-Days migh%vpass in which the House would considef the motions
of private members, and the government would have made no

progress towards thaining’their supply. ~ This defect was’

1.o8000,13 May, 186d. 116’ CoJo, p.185- - L
2, A, and P, (1861), XI.431, .
3. Ibid., p044:2. = VZV S C .

4. May (8th ed.), p.613.
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remedied to some extent in 1872 on the recommendation of the
Committee of Procedure bf 1871,1,. The Committeé'suggested
that éxcept on Thursdays and fridays the Speakér should leave
the Chair, when the Order for the Committee had been read,
without putting the‘question.? The Standing Order embodying
this‘principle also restricted amendwents on going into Com—
wittee of Supply on londays to matters Whiéh were relevanf to
the class of EBstimates about to be considered, and further
rest?icted these emendments to the first day on which it was
prpposed to go i?to£Committee on each class of Estimates,3j».

It wey be noted that even these changes did not meet .
Erskine May's wishes.  He said, when gifing“evidence before
fhg:187é‘Committeg oﬁvProcédure:é "T think that opportunities 
V£thdiscussion on going'intOVCdmmittee okaﬁpply have become
a great evil and an evil Which requires to be corrected and

"5“} He went on to

corrected v1gorously, in some form or other.
: suogest that Frlday should be & notice day - maintaining that
discussion "could be more effectively carried on, on Notices -
O£1M9tiqns'than on,amendmentskoh going into<Committee of Supply
bedause ﬁembers are often shut out from ﬁfinging on their

amendmente on going into Committee of Supply in consequence of

1. A, end P. (4874), IX.1. 2, Ibid., pe3.
3. 1287 Cede, De66s ThlS order was agreed only after a long de-
- bate and in face of con81derable opposition in the House
~ (Hens., CCIX.1058-99).
4. A, and P. (1878), XVIII, ST
5. Ibldo, ﬁ 26 qu.fo : 6 Ibidc, p027’ qu0170




the rule that if the first is negatived all the others are
merely reduced to observations, not améndments“.% ' This wes
indeed the-case, but the use of this procedure had adventages
also,lﬁecéusé sihcé“the House was sometimes enabled to discuss
aifferent topics without being tied to a formal motion, they
Obtéined’oh'these'Oécasions s froedom of discussion usually to
be found only in the House of Lords.

" The 1ncre351ng volume of bu81ness dealt Wlth by the House
6f700mmons led in & quarter of & century to changes more far—
reaching fhénieny’ErSkine’Maj'Cdtld have proposed or foreseen.

These are fuliY'ﬂét out in thé”hew”éditioﬁ»of Parliamentary

Pradticez - we need refer to them only briefly. The House
found it 1mn0981ble to deal in detail with.the strictly finan-

'cial aspects of ‘the Estimates, ‘and under the Standing Orders

of 1902° the Government permitted opposition criticism in the

30

Committee'iﬁéelf on'the-déys‘alloftédfto'éubply,’haviﬁg'ensured

that the supply would be passed in good time by a system of
closures. &:Thisbfullrdiscuésion in the Committee caused amend—
ments to the motion that the Speaker leave the Chair to be re-
duced to negligible proportions. -~ |

‘In the period 1868-1874, the amendment on going into Com=

mittee of Supply was freely used by private members on both

1. A. and P, (4878), XVIII.24, qu.49.
2. liay (12th ed.), pp.287-8, 690—1 :
157 C.d., pp.629-35.
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sidea of the House to discuss questions of foreign policy.
Apart from the motlone for papers moved in this way they were
{he Bitish

eight in number and included 'full-dress' debates on e atti-

tude to the Franco—Prussian war,; and on internationel law,iin
connection with the 'Three Rules' of the Treaty of Washington,?
Psrticular questlons, such as slavery in CUba,si:;;kpollcy in
West Af*‘lca,4 as well as very general questlons such as the

pollcy of non-intervention in the affalre of other etatess

and
the subm1381on of treatlee to Parliament before ratification®
were all fully dlecussed at dlfferent times on g01ng into
: Commlttee of Supply.v It was 1ndeed a very convenlent method
of ralslng debate, Whlch was freely open to the prlvate member.
h There ‘were four other methods of challenvlng the Govern—ﬁ
ment open to the prlvate member, but one of them, the motion
of tne hollday adJOurnment,vwaS not ueed for the discussion df
forelgn nollcy 1n this perlod. ) The other type of adaournmeﬁt
motlon, however, whlch later became an uroency' ﬁotlon, was
once used ‘to brln- 1n a dlecu551on of the Be101en neutrallty
questlon.7 v The Queen 8 Speech contalned references to forelgn
policy at the beglnnlnv of every session except that of 1870

but whether or not the epeech actually referred to such |

questions, members were at libverty to dlscuee them during the

i. Hens., CCIV.387-455. 2. Ibid., CCXIV.1963-2055.
3. Ebid., CCX.1550-73. ~ 4. Ibid., CCVI.1806-23 (counted out).
’575. _%_b_:L_g,, CCX,1151-83. 6. Ibid., CCXIV,448-90.

bide., CCIII,1738-45, -
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debate on the Addreee. : Flnally, any prlvate member could *
glve notlce of a motlon on the day allotted to such bu51ness
(1n thls period Tuesday) and thls method was used for forelgn
pollcy three tlmes in thls perlod." 7 | |
In addltlon to these opportunltles for 1n1t1atlon of de-
bate by prlvate members the Government could alwajs 'glve a
day for & vote of oensure, and thls was the case with Slr
2 :

Charles Dllke g motlon on the Black Sea questlon.

-

(d4) Foreign Office Vote.

- Parliament nad opportunities for obtaining infoimation
and discussion but in theofy the ultimate means ef’Parliamen-’
tary control over the admlnlstratlon lay in votlng the estimates,
since the. Commons had the: rlght to refuse mapplies for any pur-
'poee Whlch they did not approve.

.If has been mentioned in connection With amendments to the
motion(forchmmittee of»Supplys,that,a pfactiee later developed
ofreriticising»policy rather than the estimatee themselves, and
thie,practiee,grew to such an extent that in the 49414 Committee
on Public Business, a,member}eomplained that the fecenf dis-
'Cues%on on the FofeignkOffice vote was."very likely all‘[ihe
t;@e] we will7have this year".4 - In the period we have to con-

sider,;thie prectice.had:not yet begun, although experiments

L. IIiang., CCIX.319-29; CCXIV.1509-19, GCXVII.52-90,
o Ibid., CCV,.894-976. .- L supra, p. 30 :
4. &, and P, (1914) VII.693, qu. S soaanres




had been tried earlier in édnnectibn‘With other brenches of
the Civil Serv1ce Eetlmates vhlch pointed the way to the later
‘developmeht.  The_first of these took place on 11 June, 1857,
when the Secretéry,to the Treasury, James Wilson, gave notive
that he intended to meke a generaluetatemenﬁ insmoving the -
first vote of the Civil Service Estimates. This was already
the establishead practiee with regerd to the Army and Navy
Estimétes,'but the propfiety‘of infroducing it for the Tiwil
1

Serv1ce Es timates was questidned’by several members.* . The

next evenlng when Wllson made his etatementrhe met severe

crltlclsm of the course he had pursued.2

The difficulty

arose because Wlth the perm1531on of the House heimade’a.general
‘statement referrlng to several votes, but when'other'members
:ro se to speak they were precluded by the rules of the House.
from referrlng in detail to votes which were not yet before
'the»Commiﬁtee.s ‘ The ‘debate became deeultorj and as a member
sald the House was "proceedlng 1n a very unsatlsfactory man-
ner".4 ThlS experlment was not repeated in 4877 when a similar
ctatement vas. made on the ClVll Serv1ce Estinmates, not in Com-

‘ mlttee but on the motlon that "the Speaker do leave the Chair". 5
-This innovation passed without comment, but three months later

- when it was proposéd‘to make & similar statement on the education

i. Hans., CXLV.1566-8. 2, Ibid., cols.1689-1727,
3. May (Bth ed.), p.627. 4. Hans., CXLV.1724.

O Ib"d., CCXXXIII 651,
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votes, the Government was compelled, by proests from the House,
- to postpone it until,the'House was in Committee.4 - When this
was done there was, in fact, neither debate nor opposition to

the‘vote;?

it therefore appears that the protests were directed
against,vaernmEnﬁ appropriation of the motion for the Speaker
to leave the Chalr when several private. wembers wished to move
amepdments. , Hone of these experiments éére really successful,
bgcausefthey,toqk_place under_the ordinary procedure, which was
not well adaﬁted to gehe;al discussions of policy.,; It was not
until tﬁg procedurerwas altered in 1902 that general discussion
became stsibie. L |

During Gladstone's first administration,ktherefbre, Par-
l;amgnt cpnfinedritself_to criticising the details of the
7estima§es; . The sélérigsioi the Queen's Messengers was & sub-
jeqthfreguently discussed;sl 80, also, was Secret Service
money.4 It is ndtablé'that the independent Liberal wember
FPeter Rylands was the}prime mover in all the attempts'at economy
which_took place during.this Parliament,:the rest of the House

evincino little interest. In 1073 indeed .the Foreign Offlce

Eatlmates were passed without any amendment or debate.s

i. Hans., CCXXXV.1047-53.

2. Ibid., cols.1079~84z- ;. ) | IS |

3. Ibid., CXCVII.1677 (1869); CCII.394-7 (1570); CCVI.1385-9
(1574). ’ Q C e

4. Ibid., CCX, 841-8 (1872) CCXI 1543 (1072)

5. Ibid.. CGXV. 1008.~» .




3§

- Concliusion.

"It is, of course, unwise to teke too technical a view. of
Parliamentary procedure. -~ Although it-isvto some extént true
that procedure governs the amount of influence which Parlia--
ment could exert, it is also partly truve that procedural -
changesﬂmerelj'mirror'consiitutional development. 'Procedﬁre
is, after all, only a means to an end, sn instrument of which
Parliament héé'complete control ‘and: which may be altered at
Wili'by a simplé'resolution.‘ A strong government may take
‘any step it”pieases»to rpinimise or even abolish‘ParliamentaryA
influences oo ' 7
":flfYét”it is possitle to describe Parliaﬁentary procedure
‘2t any given time and to assess its usefulness for influencing
*th@*@kéChti%G.‘fiThe proéedure for the:time»being,inevitébly,
~éffecfs'to"soﬁe eXtent the charactef of the debates, and limits
Parlisment's poﬁer of discussing é~subject;f.AIﬁ addition, even
%thoéérforﬁs of procedure which appear to be the most technical,
>and the most divorced from practical politics, often retain
somé»eleﬁsnt of reélity. In thé period under discussion this
can be seen particularly in the Address for Papers énd-even
mdre in the Toreign 0ffice Vote. = The constifuti&nal impli-
cations of this fihancial pfoqedure seen quite inapplicablé |

to wodemn constitutional deVelopment - Parliament cen turn out

& governwent, but is not likely to starve it out - and yet the
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principle was appealed to'on occasion. In the course of dis-
cussion of the Geneva arbltratlon, an appeal was made to the
House to refuse to vote money to péy any award made against
Brltaln,-anduagaln 1n.a debate on.our treaty obligations, the
priﬁciple was reaffirmed that Parliament held the purse strings,
and could prevent the cOuntry going to war in fulfilmen? of
such an obligation;.

-Because of these factors the technical details of proce-
dure are of real importance to an assesswment of Parliamentary
influence and it is clear that,;theoretically, procedure was
adequate to enable Parliament to. 1nfluence the executive.’

The use made of these opportunities in a House dominated by a
strong party majority remains to be considered. .: This state

6f affairs was something of a new development‘in 1868, and was
ulfimately fo result in changes &n prdcedure,‘andjif isAin this
'sénse,that procedure profides a reflection, if belated, of.

- constitutional history.:



" Chapter II.
" THE INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO PARLIAMENT.

" When the Gladstone Government tookiofficé;ffuliiéhd effi-
cient newspaper fépéfting héd‘bédome‘ah established feature of

English 1ife. Several papers had grdwn”tp‘sinée the 'fifties

as rivels to fﬁéiTiméé;>éﬁd the development of reporting by
the télééraphicvégénéiés;'particularlj‘Reuter‘s;;enabledgthe"}
publlc ‘and Parlisment to receive information on forelgn affairs
' 1n ‘advance of official pronouncements.?L 7

During the necotiatlons w1th the United States, partlcu-,
larly on the questlon of the 1nd1rect claims, documents pub-
'1ished in the Amerlcan press ‘and transmitted by telegraph to
the British press, reached Parliament long before the British
GoVérnmeﬁt was feadytt6 givé'inforﬁétioh.z7 ThébFranco-Prﬁssian
. war was 'covered' far mdfé‘efiicientlﬁlthan any'ﬁféﬁioué"cbn_
flict. “Not only in the military, but also in the diplomatic
aspects of’this questibﬁ;‘Pailiamént received the news first[ "
from the papers, in many cases.d ’”Pgrficularl& remarkable as
an example of previdusVhéWsﬁéperfinfbfmatidh is the commnica—
tion of the Benedetti Treaty to the Tlmes by thefkussian

Minister in London.% '_'J S B SRR R

1. History of wes The Times, 11,7chs 4 13 14. o
2. Infra, pp.6%,86,889,98. 3. Infra, pj.los.
4, Higbory of The Tlmes, ii.424-8.




.’Nétwithstanding;these‘facts, Parlisment would not be con-
tent with information from the press. Members were jealous
0f earlier information béingfgivén'to; or obtained by, the
newspapers, and insisted on naving officiasl information as &
basis for their debates. Two examples will serve to illustrate
this attitude.  On June 4, 1869, Lord Stratford de Redcliffe
spoke to his Motion:fof‘Pépers’on”thé'negotiatidné with the
United States, explaining that he nad "hed no desire to provoke
a ﬁfematuie'or‘inCOhvéﬁient’diéquséiEn.(.buf only to obtain in-
formetion which the Press slresdy had".l L;Again,’on'July‘ZS,'
1870, ‘Disraeli complained of the delay in the presentation of
the ﬁfcmised'ﬁapérs%on;the:Fréhdo¥PruéSian war, saying, "It
seems to we somewhat absurd that the peace of Eufopé‘shouidvbe
broken on & scale 80 vast...and that Parliament should really
- have no conception 6f'the ceuses of such an event".2 In fact;
members had reasonably full and detalled 1nformat10n from ‘the
press, but there had been no Blue Book. ' _

The Parliement of 1868-74, then, considered it hed & right
to official information, and elthough the Address prochufe nad
ﬂécome'inoﬁérativé by this time as a practical mesns of exer-
cising préssure;;yét pressure from members in the course of

debate was so strong that,'héd the government wished to refise

1. Hens., CXCVI.1227, The papers for which notice of the motion
- had been given had slready been: produced by Bommand on 31 May,
as North America No.1(1869). :

2. Hans., CCIII.881-2, '
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all informetlon, it could not long have survived. The general
princlplee of‘the ‘Blue Booh nolicy_of the Gladetone Government
will be coneldered later,l for the moment it may eimply be
stated that Blue Booke Were forthcomlng on each of the maJor
queetlons of pollcy, as the list of papers given in A Century

of Drplomatic Blue Books ehowe.2

)‘ The practice of the Forelgn Offlce when complllng a Blueun
Book, however, prov1ded a subtler method of conceallng 1nfor-
' matlon,»elnce 1t allowed the freouent publlcatlon of extracts
»from documente w1thout any 1nd1cat10n of what klnd of materlal
was omitted. - The usual form of a motlon for papers wae for
"Goples or Extrecte" from a correspondence. _ On one occasion
Gladstone refused to accept & motlon Whlch was not so worded 3 .
In addltlon to thle uee of the extract form, prlvate letters,
not belnv off1c1al documente, were never publlshed. »
7 To eetabllsh whether Perllament had adequate and accurate
informatlon on whlch to baee 1te Judgement, it 1s therefore‘
neceeeary to compare the Foreign Office Blue Booke with the 7
documents from whlch they were complled, and aleo to study the
prlvete_correspondence conducted by thevForelgn Secretary,
For the purpoee ot<eetimetingrthe“amount‘of informatlon whlch,

was omitted from Blue Books in this period, four major diplomatic

1. Infra, DDe $2-60- A
2. Temperley and Penson, op.cit., PDP.222-50.
3. Hans., CCIV.649-50; cf. Temperley and Penson, op.cit., p.217.'



queetions whlch aleo recelved considerable Parllamentary atten-
tion have. been etudled. N ' H | - - |
| Theee were the negotlatlons w1th Amerlca, 1nclud1ng the

Treaty of Waehlngton ‘and the Geneva Arbltrat10u~ the Franco-
Prueelan war and the diplomatlc issues 1nvolved in 1t, 1nclu—
dlng the questlon of Belgian neutrellty, the Black Sea questlon,
‘arising from the Gortchakov circular; and the Contrel Asian
Queeiion;“ In addltion, ‘some - reference will be made te thé
-'Torhado"case.'> Thle was not an issue of any very great ime
portence, and 1ndeed ‘was almoet concluded when the Gladstone
Government ‘took office, for which reason it falls outside the
scope of this the31s.:‘ It is valuable, however, as an 1llue-r
tration of almost every aspect of Blue Book pollcy, and Wlll
therefore be 1ncidentally mentloned., Some general prlnciplee
upon Whlch omlselone from ‘Blue Books were made may be deduced
from a comparleon of theee topics. i‘ - I ‘

In the first plece it should be noted that telegrame were
never publlehed 1n the form 1n whlch they were recelved. ' Pre—
sumably thie was done to safeguard the cypher, for 1f thercy-- !
phered Ver31on had been 1ntercepted, publlcatlon 1n the origlnal
form would immediately prov1de the key to it._, Occaeionally a
summary or;peraphrese of a telegram appeered in a>B1uefBook,
but more ueuelly only%the deepatee?recordingAlt‘weefpublished.

- Since there ues oftenﬁpo_indieation that the inforﬁetion had



been previouslyvreceived by telegraph, this often had-the effect

of making it appear that the Foreign 0ffice received a given

piece of information much later than was actually,the'case;f.but

it seems unlikely tQat anyone was misled by this practice. |
T Apart from this there were several other é;oups of what

- may bé'describeq as,)routine'fomiséions.,ﬁ For instence, reports

,»oi,debates?in foreign assemblies ahd cuttings from foreign news-

papers, regularly sent home by ambassadors,l

.were nevérApﬁb—
lished except when, as during the Franco-Prussisn war, the press
“was used by both belligerents for governmental announceméﬁts af-
fecting;Eurdpean diplomacy.? |
“Another type of:omission,was information,ébtained by pri-
vate enquiry or volunteeredvby,private:individuais.<_:Ofrthis
the‘Tornadb’dase is a good example. . Many individuals connec— -
ted with the flrms involved sent what 1nformatlon they had con-
cerning the antecedents of the ship and her crew to the Forelgn

Offlce, whose attltude was affected thereby to a conslderable

extent but very 1ittle of thls lnformatlon was published.

1. E.g., Buchanan to Clarendon,_No.Go, 24 Feb. 1869 (F.D. 65/870)
: ' Buchanan to Clarendon, No.66, 2 Mar.1869 (F.0. 65/870);
. Thornton to Clarendon, No.88, 28 Feb,1870" i .0.5/1331);

~ - . Thornton to Clarendon, Ho.143, -1 Apr.1869(F.0. 5/1329

2, Eranco-Prussien War No.i (187¥) 'LXX.26, Noe6 'incl.

ipide -~ - R - .© p.19, No.29 incl.

ST -‘1b1d' MR : Pe38, Fo0.,62 incl.
Franco-Prussien War No.S 11870) LXX.2, No.3 incl.

- - - ibid. = - o . "De 32 No.32 incl.

< ibid. . ' .33 No.33 incl,

3. E. g.,,Garrett to Stanley, 12 May 1867 (F.o0. 72/1295);



k1

Also regularlylomitted were actual private letters which
passed between ambaseadors and members of therForeign Office, -
but of course only a few of these appear in the official re-
cords. - When the information théy contgined wes to be made "
pubiic, the letters wefe usually altered and made official,l

. It was a recognised prinoiple'that'Parliament had no
right to call for the production of the opinions of the Law
Officers of the Crown on any subjoct.2 oInfep-departmental
correspondence was aleo irequently omitted although it was of -
considerable,imboftance in the 'Torﬁado' casé, and also in the
Central Asian question.d = - 7 |
: The 1ast group of routlne omissions included any part of

& deSpatch whlch cnuld be considered in any way derogatory to

a nation or an individual. - Forlinstance, Conaul Dunlop thought

Playne to F, o., 1 Mar. 1867 (F 0. 72/1293)
“Anon.” to F.C., 9 May 1867 (F.0. 72/1296);
Holmes to F.0., 5 Mar.1869 (F.O. 72/1298), ,
It is scarcely possible to describe as a group the omission
of many more letters of good advice from individusls. These
“were received in connection with every question of foreign
policy and described by Tenterden as "fools' rubblsh" ~ Ten-
" terden memo., 17 Feb.1872 (F.0.5/1394), ‘
1. Hammond to Thornton, 16 Jan.1869 (F.0. 5/1329) :
2. But ministers were permitted to cite them in debate if nece-
. ssary (May, 14th ed.(1946), pp.434~5). The only reference -
given by May- for the origin of this principle is to & state-
-ment made by Palmerston-on 17 Feb. 1865.  The reason he gave
was that "The Law Officers would be more cautious in’ exXpres- -
sing -an opinion if they knew that it was to be lald before
‘Parliament and the public" (Hans., CLXXVII,354).
3. E.ge, 1.0. to F.0., 6 July 1869 (F.0. 65/870);
~ . B.of T. to F.0., 7 May 1867 (F.0. 72/1296);
Admy to- F O., 10 Sept.1866 (F 0. 72/1289)
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the Cadiz police "an ill-conditioned set of ruffians"-i the
Spanish officials on the spot: "jealous and touchy“ 52 . and that
the Spanish Government "may not know much about the laws of
Spain, end still less about Internationsl Lew".3  Sir Edward
Thornton was.of opinion that "General Schenck certainly did
not understand the nature" of lr, Figh's objections to a Bri-
tish proposal, and on another occasion that "Mr. Fish has made
the most of, and even distorted what-I-said to him".5 A Rus-
sian statesman described the XKhan of Bekhara as "little better
than a savage", but thought'Shere'Al; “a’mofe civilised ruler®,©
This'group’naturally“includesvthe'Dmission of Bismarck's refer-
encefto the7French as "a band ofirobbéré"‘in"the"famous‘Lottus
despatch of" 13 July 1870. ' LT L T T
" The omisslon of these classes of informatlon wag for the

most part not of any very great importance. 47Preso-and Parlia-
bmehtaryfreports from foreign countries wefe‘in any case aval-
lable to the public through the newspapers. ‘Members of either
House-of:Pariiament prﬁbably had their own views on the charac-

ters of diplomatic personalities, ‘or the best epithets to - -

i. Dunlop to Crampton, No.8, 13 Feb 1867, in Crampton uo utanley,,

" Nol.49, 15 Feb.1867 (F.0.72/1292).,

2, Dunlop to Stanley, Vo.8, 20 Jan.1887 (F. 0 72/1291)

3+ Dunlop to Crampton, No.29, 31 Dec.1866, in Dunlop to- Stanley,
No.65, same date (F.0. 72/1291).

4, Thornton to Grebville, ho.296, Confidential, 13 May 1872
(F.0.5/1399).

- 5. Thornton to Granville, No.309, 17 May 1872 (F.0.5/1399).

6. Buchanan to Clareadaw, No.104, Confidential, 2 Mar.1870
(F.0.65/872),

#. Loftus to Granvilie, No.27, Confidential, 13 July 1870
(F.0.64/688).



deecrlbe the pollcles of forelgn natlone. Information oh-
tained by the Forei"n Offlce from indiv1duale was only of real
1mpmrtance on the 'Tornedo' effalr, which was a very mlnor
matter. A The 1nter-departmental correepondence eas the only
category whose omission was of elgnlficance._ ) o |

: Probablj thls information was Wlthheld because 1tinas ne—
cegsary for the Forelgn Office to take respon51b111ty in these
matters even when they had recelved adv1ce or aseletance from
other departmente. The moet 1mportant 1nstence of the eup—
pression of thie type of informatlon, however, was in the case
hof the Gentral Aeian question, where the India Office was con—
cerned. . Since that O0ffice was notorlously secretive about
its proceedings, the prinei;lewof withholding 1nter—depertmental
.eorreepondence may not have had 8 generel application. Whether
.or not thle wae the eaee, the effect of the omleeions 1n thie
1nstance was to conceal how much the Brltieh Government were
doing to try to Aeep thinge qulet on the frontlers of Indla,

and to prevent trouble with Ru351a in that ‘area. -

- It ‘may be aeeumed that the decieion to ma&e.theee"routine'r
uomissione did not have to be taken at a very hlgh level in the
,Forelvn Offlce hlerarchy, but omiselons of greater eignilicance
' eometimee occurred.,r In the first plaee oplnlons on, or reports
-of -the pollciee of forelgn governmente were not generally pub-

llehed. _For instance,_Lord Bloomfield sent home his views



‘ on Count Beust's policy since his appoinfment"aé foreign
minister, suggestihg'thétihe had<re§eréed’the policy of his
predecessors and desired "a comnection with France in prefer-—
ence to any other country".l " on 10 July, 1870, Granville
wrote that he believed "the French Government are determined
to have an immediate solutidn’ofzthe (Hohenzollern) question..s
and*it'WOuld,befuééless to attempt to influence them" in the
ddrection of waiting for a meeting of fhé Cofﬁes;zxw Shortlj
befofeﬁthé”désbafcn'bfuthé‘Gortéhakov'dircuIAf'Granvilie'told.
the_?ﬁfkish ambagsador in London that he "was inclined to be-
lieve that the Porte need not mow feel any unusual suspicion
of sny designs on the part of the Cabinet of St. Petersburg
hostile tﬁ”fhé:iﬁdéjendéncé’or”inteérity of the Turkish Em-

~ pire". This"stateméntfwas;omittéd'from’thé'Blué Book, and as
it happened;GfanvilleﬂWas’ﬁréhg;'but as he had ppinted out "it
WaS=impOSSible'for Her Majésty's'Gévérnment‘td'agswef fdrithe
ﬁéssiblé~viéwé of'ényildreign5?6Werﬁ’3 ]“Tﬁié'was the reason
for this class of 6missioné,fésuWaékﬁiéarlj'stéted“by Gladstone
in the House of Commons on'ZO‘Februa;y,’1871; Lozd John1Mgn-'
ners asked why the despatches referred to by Sir Andréw Buch;4'
nan on page 13 of the Blue'Bdok’bn'the Black Sea quéétion nad

not”béeﬁmihciuded'ih>tﬁét_vblume; These referred to Buchanan's

1. Bloomfield to Granville, No.27, Secret and Confidential,
20 July 4870 (F.0v 7/767). -~

2. Granville to Loftus, No.9, 11 July 1870 (F.0.64/681),

3. Granville to Elliot, No.207, 6 0ct.1870 (F.0.78/2120).
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opinion "that a proposal on the part'of Rusgia for the revision
of the Treaty (of Paris) would not de long delayed®.  ~ Gladstone
replied that they were confidential despatches: "expre981ve of
the surmises and antic1pations of SerAndrew Buchanan, and we
do not think it would be desirable to produce them“.# - Simi-
larly, it was considered inexpedient to publish despatches
which referred ta the internal difficulties of a foreign go-
vernméntg such as one which desoribed'the'party'influehces'"
which might induce Italy to join France in the war against
Prussia.® | | ' |

V“It sometimes happened that papers were withheld as the
result of a direct request from a foreign government.  This
was the case with the negotiation of the Treaty of Washington.
In'én3wef}td'an'enquiry;;the'Commissioners repbrted to Gran-
vilie that "it was determined at the first conference that no
detailed account Of'thefbrocéedings‘of the High Commission
should be given in the Protocols which must be submitted to the
Senate of the United States at the élosg of the negotiations,
together with aﬁ&vmiéafy'which maybbe concluded".d " Opinion in
tﬁe_Foreigﬁ’Officé was that there would be "a frightful row" in

Parlisment about the meagreness of th'ese'protoéols,'4 but the

o
A 4

1. Hens., CCIV.494~5. S

2, Paget to @ranville, No.52, 1 Aug.iS’?O (F.0.45/165),

3. Conmissioners to Granville,. Secret, 4 Mar.1871 (F.0. 5/1300)

4, Minute by Hammond on Protocol III enclosed in Commissioners
to Granville, No.14, 8 Mar.1871 (F O 5/1500)



Commissioners.maintained'their:attitude.1

- 8imilarly, Prince -
. Gortcheakov dwelt a great. deal on the essentialliy confidential
and privéte_nature ofuthe“communicationsrthat'had passed "be—
twéen Clarendon and’himéelf on the subject of Central Asia",z«
with the result- that, slthough ultimately most of the despat~
ches were published, this did not take place until more‘than-*f
three years héd.passed;3

In éases where the government required considerable free-
dbm.of,acfion, documents were 6ften necessarily omifted. ~On
the onérhand, in the course of the delicate negofiationsvwhich
preceded any important iﬁternational transactién;'documenta
were @ften produced which itfwés impossibla, for reasons of-
policy, to publish,;_ The negotiations concerning the Black
Sea guestion arefa'good'example,of,this.»"

Despatches to,and;from each’ countiry cohnectéd with the
negotiation were omitted from the Blue Books, and in almost
every case . they‘repreéehted attémpts,tofobtain?support in'the
forthcoming conference, .or allles should it not. be successful.
In the course of these exchanges an attempt was made to obtaln
the accession of Prussia to the Trlpartite Treaty, but was un-

successful and remained secret.* . Simllarly tne French trled

10 Infra, plss : e i - ’ .
- 2, Bumbold te Clarendon, No.68, Confidential 2 June 1869 (F 0.
65/870)..f

3. Central Asis No.2 (1873), [C.704], H.C.(1870), LXXV.7132f.

4. Branville to Odo Russell, No. 35, Most COnfidentlal 7 Dec.1870
(F 0. 64/737)
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to obtain a close underetanding with England, which fell through
because England refuéed to.recogniserthe provisional government.1
On -the other hand, when a negotiation was in progress, it
was inevitable that there should be a certain amount of confi-
dential discussion of expedients between diplomatists, often~‘
of a very.vague character.: Even when these conversations were
embodied ih a writien form, they were not suitable for publi-
cation. = There was, for instasnce, Lord Augustus Loftus' plan.
of trying to prevent any action being taken by Franéerr Prussia -
in the Hohenzollern affair before the Spanish Cortes met, so
that it might be possible to ﬁrrange\for an adverse vote,>or
the submission of a'néw cendidate, in the hépe. that this would
remove any-pretext for ﬁar.z; :
] _Omissioné of this natufé occurred even more frequently in
the case of the American'ﬁegotiétions; When the difficulty
over the indirect claims aroae, General Schenck, the American
Minister to London, frequently discussed the sltuatlon with

Granville in an unofflclal,manner;and w1thout-1nstructions,3 -

Granville to Elliot, No.277, Confldential, 17 Dec 1870 (F. O.

78/2120);

Elliot to Granville, No.369 20 Dec.1870 gF «0. 78/2126;
- Granville to Elliot, No.282 24 Dec.1870 )F.0.78/2120 «
i. L ??3523 Granville, No.?, Confidentlal, 3.Jan.1871 (F, 0.
: Granv1lle to Lyons, No.66, 20 Jan.187% (F.O. 27/18503
2, Granville to Loftus No.6, 10 July 1870 (F 0.64/681
. Bloomfield to- Granv1lle, No.s, Confldential, 11 July 1870
- (F.0.7/767). - -
3. Granville t Thornton, No.65, Most Confidential, 1o Feb. 1872

(F.0. 5/1394?

Tanterden to Granv1lle, tel., Private, 15 Apr.1872 (Fo0.

1 5/1396). ‘ |
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and indeed carried this practice to such lengths that Granville
profésted against it;i Thornton, too, had frequent'conflden- :
tial conversatlons with Fish, which reached a stage where the
Foreign Office feared they might become dangerous and Hammond
wrote to Granville: "I fear that unless ydd put & peremptory
stop to Thornton's discuesing expedients with Fish, the latter
will‘be'encouraéed to hope that he ﬁay still find a way of es—
cppe'or at all events go on writing the matter out indefinitely
till the 15 of June" (the date fixed for the présenﬁatidn‘bf
counter cases to the Tribunal of Arbitration at Geneva).? The
American Secretary, however, very much preferfed this mode of
éommunicationland'made-it Very,difficnlt for Thornton to obtain
information which he could call official, as he explained: "“IHe
[Fish) has always expressed his wish that foreign winisters
should viéit nim &t the State Department only ohbe a week — on
Thursday;'so'that tnlééé I can make a pretext for going there
_on some other day, I have but\feW‘opportunifies of speaking to
him at his Office. At hlS own house and elsewhere, I meet him
often enough, but oﬁ these occa81ons his remarks must be cone
sidered, according to his theory, eas confldentlal and in no way

binding. "3 Clearly, unofflclal information could be & handlcap

1. G;anv1%le to Thornton, Yo. 181, Confldential, 7 May 1872 (F.0.
~ 5/1398). -

2. Hammond memo., 27 Apr.1872 (F.0.5/1397).

3. Thornton to Granville, No.232, Confldentlal, 16 Apr.1872

- (Fdo. 5/1397).



.to the Foreign Office for information so obtained could not be
published and & foreign government which Wishgd to prqcrastie
nate could not be pinned down. At other times, of course, it
could be a very useful weapon. - .. v o | _
:;The desire for greater freedom ofxactionvcan also be seen
in the other large group of omissions from Blwe Books which®
cccurred in this_édministration. - The negotiations which led
tb the signing of the Treaty Qf‘Washington were opened by a.
sgcretrmiss;on”undertaken by Sir John_Rose,;a,Canadianvbankér.
The‘inkt;al:scheme,'drawn uprby_Tenterdgﬁr exists in the form
of & confidential print, dated November 21, 1870, and states
7‘that‘relatiqnsrare "unsafisfactbry? a?;a;éimé,"when‘Epgland .
stands on the verge of a Ruésian war"; yet "eny direct ap- .
pfoach for the pﬁrpqse_oi Qealing.with thevAlabama glaims,;.
is open to the objection that it might be looked upon as &
surrender oiwthé English_case and a bid for secufing,American
neutrality in the event of a Russian,war“.1 Another print
gives Sit John Roée's commehts on_thisidraftrand'agrees that
rﬁIt'isrimpbrﬁant to>brevent éﬁothér fa_ilureminAnegotiations".2
FEhus because Britsir needed some:flexibility'in the machinerj
of negoﬁiation,mbut alsb because thevgqvernment feared the

Vresponsibilify‘of initiation with the prospect of another

1. Tenterden memo., 21 Nov.1870 (F 0. 5/1331)
2, Rose memo., 5 Dec.1870 (F 0. 5/1531)
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rebuff as had happened in the case of the Clarendon-Johnson
Treat&; Sir John»Rose set-out in January°1871 ‘His instruc-
tions stated that: Her hageety 8 GOVernment were "very desirous
of obtaining a correct-lnelght into the state of public feellng
in the United Stateg towards this country generally “and more
specifically with regard to the questions which are still ,
pending between the two countries“; in regard to which "Her
Majesty's Government would gladlyrfind means of removing any
causes of difference...and you will not go beyond their inten-
tions 1f, though profeseing’torepeak'oniy'yeur own private eené
timents, you freely express your conviction that any fair or-
reasonable opening:which ghe.UnitedlStatee'ehould'affdrﬁ;would'
be readily met in a corresponding spirit by.the'30vernmeht‘of

Her MaJesty" 1

By 3 February, 1871, the arrangement was com-
plete ahd'pessed’iﬁté'officialVChanhels; but ‘throughout the
proceeding Sir John?hadrbeenftreated as aglenvoy by the United
States Government.u ' : |

‘A1l the information given to the- public concerning this
negotiation wae contained 1n four notes which passed between
the Brltlsh Ambassador, Slr Edward Thornton, and the Amerlcan

2

Secretary Hamllton Plsh.A These notee were written etrlctly

for puhllcation and were- Worked out after the nevotiation wes

1. Granville to Roee, No.l, Confldentlal, 19 Dec 1870 (F O. “
. 5/1298)., « -
2. North America No.d (1871) Cc. 262] H.c. (1871) .3-5.
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concluded, Thornton:evenywent,so Iar,as4to predate them, on
his own responsibility, since he hoped that the negotiation

would thereby be speeded up.%f

. The result of these manoeuvres
" was that the notes Eore no relation,to'the negoﬁiatiqns which
had»taken place, but were simply a summary of the cqnclusions_'
reached.. e _ R T
. fOnrthérwhole,the Minis@ry_felt it incumbent upon them to

produée information. Whenvimpprtapt_issuesAarpse_they were. 
- sensitive to the demaﬁds of ?arliamen? end the dountry. .rAt

the outbreek of the Franco-Prussian war, Lyons wrote that

"Above all things_we mast fry,to_keepvas’much a8 possible out
oi’_LBlueH_Books'},2 but Granville replied: ﬁBlue.Book is absolute}y
necéssary, and,pﬁbmised - and the_pﬁblic will.berimpatiént of 7
delay - Please look ovarrgg;lgorrespondence!sé ag,to‘be,pre—
pgred when a proof errives for your observations. . Use youi
pwn.disc:etionuas,to,coﬁsulting Grémoﬁt bﬁp dqn'trlét_him ob-

ject”tqvanythingithat;may pg,material.ﬁ3. In the efent very

little was omitted from this first BlgérBook on the Franco-

1. Thornton to Granville, No.52, 6 Feb.1871 (F.0.5/1297). When
1t became necessary to produce the Blue Book, Hammond, always
concerned with constitutional propriety, wrote to Granville:

.- "The -cooking of dates between Thornton and Fish will, I fear,
give occasion.for much comment by ingenious hole-pickers; for
Jany. 26 Thornton says he acted on instructions which were '
only sent on FebY.1," Hammond therefore suggested a despatch

- to.cover the situation which became No.2 of the Blue Book. '

2. Newton, Life of Lord Lyons, i.300. . .. . .~~~

3. granvi;le to Lyons, 17 July 1870 (F.0.362/4); Pte. Grahville

. apersSe . . oo . .




Prussiean W&T,; and somewhat to Lyons' surprise, the French
Government did not object to it.2 The second Blue Book on
this subject and thg one on the Benedetti Treaty were laid
before the recess, and as early asroctober 1870 the‘thifd was
printing. Hammond made the selection, "thfowing out all the
fighting and treash, and‘keeﬁing to the political only".3 It
was obviously intended to inform Parlisment as soon as it met,
gince he went on to say that "the bapers must be hasteﬁed" it
~ there Were}any idea of an autumn session.

rrin the course of the Americen negotiations, the British
Government were placed in some difiiculty'by the attitude of
the United States Government which was alternateiy indiscreet
and over—secretive, When it became necessary to compile a
Blue Book on the Washingtbn Conference the British Govefnment
were somewhat disturbed to find that the fUnitedAStates Com=
missioners adhered to their first intention not to publish
anything exéepf'the Protbcois-4 Hamwond declared that "it
would be an insult to Parliament"™ to publish the Protccols
albhe, and finally some modificafions were agreed to by the
United'States With the resulf that the finalvPrStocols con-

tained a 'statement' or summary of the negotiations.S

1. Franco-Prussian War No.4 (1870),[C.167], H.C.(1870), LXX.17-100.
2. Lyons to Granville, Private, 29 July 1870 (G.& D. 29/85),

3. Hammond to Granville, Private, 17 0ct.1870 (G.&D. 29/104).

4., V. supra, p. 4 o ‘ : e

‘5. North Americe No.3 (1872), [C.346), H.C.(1871), LXX,3u-#-




This recognition of the necessity of giving adequate in-
formetioh was modifiedka"the'pfectiee'of leaving oﬁt‘the -
dlfferent types of materlel whlch have been mentloned, and
also on one or two occa81one by queetlone of polley. : Tﬁe
flrst Blue Book on the Alabama queetlon, for 1netence, con—ﬁi
talne a8 ite flrst entry a deepetch from Stanley to Thornton
of 15 February, 1868.1 ’ Conelderable correspondence took
place in the Forelgn Office, concernlng “the publicatlon of
7the despatch, 81nce it recorded e conversatlon v1th the Amerl-
,can Ambaesador Adame, who had not completely fulfllled the in-
'structione glven by the Amerlcan Secretary 1n the deepatch
| Whlch he communlcated. Hammond wished to suppress the dee-
patch s1nce it seemed to 1mp1y that Adams had not fulfilled
hle 1netruct10ns, but Abbott,g Clarendon, and Stanley agreed
thet con81deretion for hle pos1tion ehould glve way to the |
questlon of pollcy 81nce the paseages of the deepatch Whlch

hed not been communleated (by comparlson w1th papere puhllehed

1. North‘America No.1 (1869),  [41447, H.C.(1868-9), LXIII’."?:se.
72. Charles Stuart Aubrey Abbott entered the Foreign Office as

%

a'clerk in 1854.  He was preoie—wrlter to Lord Stanley from -

1866-8 and during that time. was in attendance on the Royal
Commission on Neutrality Laws and served as s&cretary to -
the Royal Commission on Naturalisation. He succeeded to

the title of Baron Tenterden on 10 April, 1870, and was

- subsequently secretary to the High Commission at Washlngton.

and British Agent at the Geneva tribunasl. He became Per-
_ manent Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs on 10 October,
1873. (Forelgn 0ffice Llet 1882, P
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in thé United States) contéined a very strong déménd.for'in-
demnification of individual éitizens as compqnsation'forfthe
national ﬁrong inflicted byfour’behaviour during the war,l -
Abbott insisted it should be made clear that because of the
non-communication of the extract Stahley could not appreciate
the position which Mr. Seward had taken up.

-+ Secondly the Welléestablished practice of consultiﬁgﬁ
foreign governments before laying papers‘couldjbe used to ad-
vantage by bhe British Government when necessary. A'Having 7
prepared the Blue Book 6n~the Black Sea questiOn{,omittingfjf'
considerable”quaﬁtities of material of a vague character which -
hadvbeenksuggested af one time oriahother in the course of the,
negotlations, Granv1lle telegrephed to Bloomfield: "In answer
to a p0531b1e charse of coo&ing the papers, I WlSh to be able
to’ say that I have omitted nothing but what you Were-of oplnlon
ought to be omitted. - Inform me if you‘think any éreiomitted
which ought to be- retalned."? This}Blué Book was the only '’
one to be violently attacked in Parliament, becauée'bf‘the use.
ofiextract form., - The attacks were poséiblevbecause the index

had not -been altered to suit the omissions from the despatches..

1. Abbott memo., 22 May 1862 (F.0.5/133 .
' Hammond to Clarendon, 23 May 1869 éF O 5/1330)
Clarendon to Hammond, 23 May 1869 (F.0. 5/1330)
Abbott memo., 24 May 1869 (F.0.5/1330). e
- 2. Granville to ‘Bloomfield, 30. Jan.1871 (F.0. 362/2) Pte. Gran—
ville Papers,
- 3. Temperley and Penson, gp.cit., p.218.



A nhte by Granv1lle whlch gseems to be the draft of a Parlia-
mentery answer is 1n the Gladstone Papers, dated 30 March
1871 the day of the debate.__ This explalns that the Proto- _
cols of the Conference "give only a felnt 1dea of ‘the dlffl—
cultlee of the neﬂotlatlon. It is not ueual to produce the
correspondence of a neaotletloc Whlch 1e eucceeeful. 7 Other-
w1se 8 mass of papers would ehow how dlfflcult 1t Wasbto come
to an exact agreement upon the most 1mportant p01nts." ;,On
the charce of "garbllnc papers" Granville wrote: "None of the
Iurkleh and Austrlan correspondence was omltted from the Blue

Book exoeptlng after comuunlcatlon Wlth our Ambeeeedore at

Vlenne eud Con uartlnople ad after thc expreseed oninlon of;

the Austrlan aﬂd Turklsh Ambassadors here 1n Iavour of the o

omleelon.ﬁi

In the event thle statement was. not ueed in the
debate, the detalle of Whlch Wlll be diecueeed later, but it
,seems that coneultation with foreivn governments was 1n thle
case, at least partly, a pretext. It ‘was scarcely necessaryr,
51nce the Houees Were almoet alwaye Wllllng to accept the
statement that oepere were 'confldentlel' ‘ )

| The use of privete correepondence naturally precluded any
'poeeibillty of. preeentetlon to Parliament.  This correupondence
falle 1nto two maln groupe, that of the Forelfn Secretary with

Brltlsh ambeeeadore abroad ana that of the Foreion Secretary '

1. B.M., A4d.}MS 44168, f:t'oe;8'7—89.“
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with ambassadors in London. " The former class seems to have
had, as its chief purposc;,the'maihtenéndé'bf closer relations
between the Secreta?y bf State and British representatives '
abroad then was possible through the formal medium of des-
patches., - Clarendon and Granville carried on an extensive'
correspondence with ambassadors, but since this was by 1868
part of fhé normal routine, these letters do not usuall& add
very much to thé'informgtion‘Whidh*can'be'dérivéd from the of-
| ficial correspondence. » |
" Occasionally, however, thé'priﬁate letter could be very

useful, and Clarendon wsed this method for the delicate dis—
armamentﬁnégbtiatidnsfwhidh’predededﬂthe”Fraﬁboéprussiahlwar;is
The French wished to make these negotiations publicfin'drdef
toidisbredit7Prussia,-bﬁt‘ClaréndoniinSisﬁed thgt secrecy was
-more'iikely to‘get:results.'*”TheqlonQQterm'éffect of the use
of ﬁrivaté’lettefsrwas'that when Granville succeeded Clarendon
in office there was no means Whereby‘he éoul&‘have'any official
knowledge of what had passed,z and thé}éibré‘nd reason why the
néghtiations shouldrhave reached thé lighffdfMdéy,'éien'if

Clarendon had been succeeded by & secretary who wished to

i, Newton, Llfe of Lord Lyons, i, ch.7..
2. On 19 July 41870 Granville wrote to Lyons' " remember Cla—
-~ rendon saying something to me about the subject" (disarma-
- ment). "The less I know about it the better, further than -
.I know .Clarendon was always looking out for opportunities -
to promote disarmament." (F 0. 302/4‘ Pte. Granville Paper ).
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discredit him by publication. ‘

,Correeﬁondence between the Foreign Secretary and ambassa-
dors resident in London usually concerned the details of some
paft of a negotiation. This was especially the case with
the Black Sea guestion where the details of what was to be
done at the Conference were arranged beforehand in private
correspondence between Granville and Brunnow.?

On’the whole, it cannot be.said that the omissions from
BluevBooks, or the'use of private paﬁere, misled Parliameht
in'any vital particular. Their general tendency was to con-
~ceal the,difficulties of negotiation, and thus put the Ministry
in a worse light than might otherwise have ﬁeen fhe case., The
omissien of the general despatches, those which dealt broadly

with the policy or.attitude of'fbreign governments, yas not
| such as to mislead anyone genuinely interested in fofeign‘7=ir“
affaire, since theeevfactbrs ¢ould - almost always be deduced
from the course of events. For instanee, diplomatic specu-
1ation’ae to ﬁhether there was an alliance betWeeh Rﬁesiavand
Prussia, giving fiee to the Gortchakov circular,:was emitted
from the Blue Book, yet the idea was freely canvassed in both
v Houees.>
The debate on the Black Sea questlon clearly shows that

the power of omission whlch the government possessed wes & -

1. Granville to Brunnow, (G & D. 29/115, Pte, Granville Paners)
Brunnow to Granville, (G.& D. 29/98 Pte. Granville Panero).

-
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weapon easily turned against the user. Sir Charles Dilke
eriticised the extensive'use of extract form, but the examples
he gave in the House, and the deductions madé'from"them,'Were
erroneous and unfair to the governmenff““ For instanceé, re— =
ferring to an fextraét‘five linGS‘long";'indexed'és "pumours
and opinions at St;'PetérsbuiO"‘ Dilke asserted that the go—-
,§ernment Wéré'afriidﬁtd print Buchanan'é-views on "what was
said or thought in Russia'. ”51HeEWéht'6n t6 say: "I can tell

" the House what was the oplnlon at’ St. Petersburg, and that was
’that England had agreed to & Conference in order that it might

attempt to save its honour by a farcical formality,"i

The
'despatph actually :ead: "The flr t impression'apparent in
Society here is not favourable to the step which has been taken,
and pebple talk freely of Prince Gortchakoff's having been in-
discreet and clumsy in his treatment of the question." Dilke's
reference fo the ?ridiculous abortion", No.101 of the Blue

Book, was equally astray.2" The seconder of fhe motion, S.A.
Beaumont, suggested two expedients Which the govefhﬁent ghould
have tried, namel& to obtain'someAequivalent to the neutralisa-

tionvéatisfactory to Turkey; or to obtain the accession of

Prussia to the Tripartite Treaty.3 Attempts had been made

1. Hans., CCV.399. '

2, Ibid., 911, As the Blue Book extract indicated, Austria in
fact refused to encourage unofficial requests for help from
~the Porte. Bloomfield to Granville, No.203, Confidential,

24 Nov.1870; and No.219, Confldentlal, 4 Dec.1870 (F Oe 7/769)

e Hans., CCV.916-8. :
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to obtain both theéew‘objects, but they had failed and were
therefore excluded”from‘the Blﬁe Bpok. Having 6nce omnitted
these piéceé Qf’ihformation,'howéVer, the_goverhmént could

not defend themselvés,;and so were placed in a false position.

~The position of Parllament was that, as a rule, they

knew very little about the genesis of a diplomatic transaction,’
_Aand veryrlittle about the influences which moulded its course,
but they did have a: reasonably full and accurate outline of.

the de0131ons actually taken from time to tlme. o ~7f,t-
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Chapter III,
THE POSSIBILITY OF INFLUENCE THROUGH DEBATES.

On the whole ii cannot bepmaiptained thet Parliement eae
precluded from exercieing'en influence on the conduct of foreign
policy bjitbe ineufficiency of Blue Book‘iﬁformation. ’The real
limitingrfectoriwas thet of time. By_iéésbtwo general prinf
ciples had been evolved cobcerninn the stage of a diploﬁetic
transactlon before Whlch a Blue Book should not be produced.
Flretly 1t ‘was the practlce not to ley papers descrlbln the
course of ) negotlatlon untll 1t had been corcluded. Secondly,
) treatj was not laid untll 1t had been ratlfled. The Forelgn
Offlce had these rules at 1ts disposal wheneVer 1t seemed ed—
vrsable to prevent Parllamentary 1nterference.

| It the rules had been etrlctly observed, the reeult in
every case vould have been the postponement of 1nformed debate

until Perllament had been preeented With a felt accompll.

'Perllament 8 1nflucnce over the executlve in such 1nternal
matters, however, was stlll strong enough to prevent thls belng
1nvar1ably the case. -

“The probable coneequences of rigid adherence to the rules
Were 1lluetrated by the collapse of the debate on Sir Charles
Dllke s motlon on the Black Sea queotlon. -Two Blue Books

were produced. The flret, contelnlne the correepondence»
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nrecedingvthejmeetin? 0f the London Conference, was laid on
the first day of the session (10 Tebruary, 1071) 1 i Tﬁe con—
ference was then 1n progress ‘and concluded on 14 March the ‘
Treaty hav1nﬂ been algned the preVloue day. On the 46th &
Blue Book was laid contalnlng the protocole of the conference,
and althoufh the Treaty 1tself not hav1ng been ratlfled was
not produced, the text of it was embodled in the protocols and
availeble to members.g:'r | |
sir Charles Dilke s motlon was debated on the 30th of
darch.‘ Although in form, the motlon was an attack on the
' actlon taken by ‘the Government in November 1870,3 Dllke s,‘
speech made 1t clear that he coneldered the reault a foregone‘
conclu81on, the conference hava.nc once been ag reed to. ' The
,mmtlon therefofe reallj reprecents an attack on all the pollcy
up to the elgnln of the new treaty,4wh1ch W&S of comparatlvely
reccnt date. Yet Dllke S motlon recelved very llttle support
the general feellng belng that there was no chance of alterlng

the result, and that the whole matter chould be allowed to drop

as qulckly and quletly as p0581ble.‘ Granvllle s memorandum,

e e i

i. Correspondence respecting Treaty of Paris (1856) [0.245]

. HaC.{4874), LXXII.1-112,

2, l;j:oticols 0% London Conferences [C.267], H.C. (18’71) LXXII,

- 9-164. -

3. "That this House regrets that Her MaJesty 8 Government accep=-

- ted a proposition for the assembling of a Conference under

the circumstances disclosed in the Papers relating to Prince
Gortchakof's Circular note, which have been laid before Par—
liament" (Hans., CCV.918).
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written on the day of the debate, was not used.t

The Govern—
ment had no need to defend the Blue Books, since the House took
no- notice of Dilke's attaék;,‘ Gladstone did not find it ne-
cessary to take anyhpart and left Enfield to reply for the-
Governuent. ‘ ‘

.. It is always a little difficult to judge frow Hansard what
the 'feeiing‘ of,therﬁonse in fact was. This'debate is per-

haps not guite such a clear illustration of the Commons' atti-

tude to ex post facto criticism as might asppear at first sight.

Various factors4contfibuted to the resounding defeat of the
motipn,;Which_were,actually“unrelated to it. . In thé,first
place, in order to bring oncthe,motibn, it had-been necessary
to pmstﬁone the»Licensihg»Bill andvofher'legislation which* 

: members,had mch at heért. »Secondly‘the mover's speech did
not seem to strike the,right.note, and;Sir.RQbertkPeel parti-
cularly,attacked‘his frequent use of long Quotationsvfrom

" Russian neﬁspapers.2 ,.FinallY, as Bir Chéflés{DilKe himself
admitted,3 he made'an'error of judgement”in attempting to with-
draw his motibﬁ;fr The Housé:was,incensed‘atAﬁhis‘trifling with
a mbfioh Whi9h"hadvbeén«%fdﬁéhé fofwafdfésiaivote df'CenSﬁfé.,

Dilke was attacked from éllhsides,iand Ber£lal Osborne seems to

i. Cf. gupra, p.8¢- - ' 2, Hens.,, CCV.953. _ ,
3. Cf. S.Gwynn: and G.M.Tuckwell, Life of Sir Charles Dilke, i.
- 415-22: "I ought to have divided, even if I had been in &
- minority of one, for the proposal to withdraw my motion
brought a hornet's nest about my ears, and was a parliamen-
tary mistake." : o L '
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have expressed the feelihg of the House when he declared: "I

" have never been called on to come;down‘and give a vote under
‘a'gfeater sham, or upon & greater pretence than I have been . - -
called upon_on‘thié occasioﬁ..; Why have we béen called down
here on the.Evé of the Easterlhbl@days to preside at-a dead
horse_beingﬂogged?"1 ‘ -

‘tIt is somewhat difficult<tovdetérminerhow moch of the
opposition to,the mbtion arose from a feeling of exasperation'
arising from one or other of these4three.factors,”yet it seems
1ikely that;_had the House felt any real interest in the sub-
vject, the errors”made,by*Dilke would not have prevented the
motion'receiving reasonablé coﬁéideration... Howevérrthaf.mgy
bé, the result for the Foreign Offiée'waé the same;_; Two days
after the éebate,;Grahville_ﬁrote-to Lyons: "Our foreign office
debates have‘ended,wéll fof us‘7;,ThetSpeaker wrote»to me that
he never remembered such a storm of scorn and contempt as that

in which Dilke's motion was snuffed out."<

10’ Hans. ,7 CCV.973~4, ’ 7 k
2. Granville to Lyons, 1 Apr.1871 (F.0.362/2, Pte.Granville
~ Papers).. Cf. Speaker Denison to Granville, 31 March 1874

-(G. and D. 29/75): "You will hardly make out by the newspaper
reports how signal wae the defeat of Sir C., Dilke last night.
The noise was just upon a par with the presuuption of the
mover. The thing enddd under a storm of scorn and contempt -
wh. I have never seen equalled. R s — o

g "I had_a slight hand in this. - Disraeli came by my chair
at 11 and 1 said, Cannot you help me to bring this to an end,
He sald - We were all brought here to hear a speech from Mr.
Otway. I said ~ But Mr. Otway tells me he has such a bad
headache that he cannot speak tonight. Then why should we
not finish at once with Ld. Enfield's speech said Disraeli —

- I don't wish to speak unless Mr. Gladstone makes it necesgrry.
: ‘"When Enfield sat down, who spoke well and shortly, Otway
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It seems probable that a similar impatience would have
been the normalAresultAQf debate in any case where the issue
wés,“ingchtihg;qsg@,”and Perliamentary speeches could no lqnger'
have eny effect. But very few issues were so sharply defined
88 thg Blaék Sea question. The-géneral,questiqns;pi British
b°1iCY<?0W3rdS Turkey and Russia were hot_in_diSpute, the point
at issue being simply;the,neu:ralisgtion of'the Black;ﬁea.
Indeed,rin the Foreign;Offipe;view, the question Was’not even
as broad aslﬁﬁat, but wasiconcerned.mgrely With the form in
which;the issuelhad;beén raisedf

7 ,The gtriqt rule of‘laying pape;#ionly”aiter_the concl#sion :
of a negotiation was adhered Eofihrohly»ong otherrgaée,’which
wasiquiteLQiifereﬁﬁ.h VThis was in connection with the Central
Asian question, Where general questions_qf pqiicy had beenrr
raised and left open. ,Tﬁe Gran#ille—Gortchakov;negotiatiqﬁs
qg:ertrgl Asuia concluded with agreemwent on 5 Eébrﬁary, 1873,
andrthe,Blue Book Waé‘laid the next day;l A-Theréafter, a>few
éuéétiohs Weretaéked‘inrfhé Cbmﬁoné on ﬁdintéroirdefaii;:and

a second BluewBook;WaS'laid on 10 March, including all the

movéd the adjournment. The House wd, not hear of it. Then
Dilke wanted to back.out, down came Osborne on his back, his
motion was negatived without a Division, under such [a) storm
of scorn and contempt as he won't get over very soon.
"The Quicksilver of the Foreign Office had been rising
steadily through the evening and now stands at Set Fair."
1., Central Asia No.i (4873) [C.6991, H.C.(1873), LXXV.693-712,




previous correspondence from 1868-1873.4

| Even then, no debate
took place until 22 April;1preSumably begause‘it;waggnécéséary
for E.B. Eastwick to give noticé of -his motion for gnprivgte
mewbers' night. In this respect, there was likelyrfb bera
'greater‘delay before debate took plﬁce if the negdtiation had
been generally»satisfacfory to the House than if it had not,
for in the latter case, notice would have been given of a vote
of censure, which would always come on earlier than a private
member's motioh moved according to the w&dinary rules,?

| The lapse of ‘time in,ﬁhis,case’had nqﬁgdverse effect on
the ihterestiof the subject, and,a,lbng debate tbok placeron
general questioﬁs'concérning:the-NorthéWest"Frontier,vand Bri-
tish rélations with’ﬁussia in Centfél'Asia.3 .:In general, -
mémberé‘approved_in’outline the poliby'of tﬁe Goﬁéfhmént,;and
the effect of such:a debate’must.have.been’to strengthen the

“ hand of a government engaged on.the:continuatiqn of such a o

1. Central Asis No.2 (1873) €C.70431, H.C.(1873), LXXV.713f%,

- -1t seems that this was laid in response to Parliamentary

. request, since on 14 February Enfield explained that cer-—

~ tain papers asked for by Dilke "would. form part of the Pa-
ers relating to the Question of the hon. lember for Penrhyn
%Mr.=Eastwick)“ (Hans., CCXIV.439), but I have been unable
- to-discover any question or motion to which this statement
could refer. - o - o .

2, This was the usual practice, but in 1872 Gladstone claimed
pome discretion in the matter and refused "to be bound...to
the doctrine that every Motion to be made in the House which
the Bovernment nay regard as involving.a Vote of Censure is =~ -
therefore to receive precedence of all other business" (Hans,
CCXI.1282). coFR e e e

3. Ibido, QCXV0818‘77. i
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policy.1 | /

- The more usual practice of the Foreign Office was to lay
Blue Books at stages of a-negotiatibn, as in the case of the‘
long negotiations with the United States, and the rapidly-
moving, concentrated negqtiatiOnS’arising"from the Franco-
Prussian war. - In many cases, the stages at which Blue Books
were laid were not conclusive, and Earliament-was then in a
bettér position to exert influence on the next steps to be
taken, | . 

The que Books on the Franco-Prussien war are not good
examples of this practice of laying‘5y1stages. ‘Events moved
too quickly, -and the‘first Blue Books were out of date before
‘they reached the hands of mewbers., - The négofiation'of'thé-

, ‘ _ ' o on the other hand,
Washington Treaty,rand the events arising from it,, resembled

in many cases a series of separate negoﬁlatJons.

- The first two BluefBooks 1n thls period, Iorth America No.il

of718692 and North America No.l of” 1070, covered the two un~"

»suucessful attempts at reachlﬁc agreement on the questions

arising from -the civil War, “made by Lord Clerendon and the

1. The fact that the Pouse was satvsfled with pollcy in Central
~Asia can be seen from & comparison of this debate with one
which took place on 9 July, 1869- (Hans., CXCVII,1544-82),

" Both were opened by the same member with an address for papers.
‘Then the same members spoke in the same order . (although a few
more took part at the end of the debate in 1873 than in 1869).

" The speeches were very siwmilar, too; in 1873 Graht Duff,

;*Under—SecretarJ for India, even guoted sbout 400 wordes from the
" speech he had made in 1869.

2, €4144] H.C. iissa-e) LXIII.735-96.

3. [C.221 H.C.(1870), LXIX.439-62.
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American Minister in London, Reverdy Johnson. - The failure

of the negotiations in each case caused public opinion to
become more embittered than it had‘been‘before the attempt was
mades.  As a reeulﬁfof this, both Houses refrained from deba-
ting the issues involved, at least partly at the request of
the Government, in order to allow tempers to calm.

‘The negotiations conducted by Sir John Rose, which resul-
ted in the appointment of Coﬁmission%rs,to,agree to a treaty
presefibing methods for reaching a settlement of the questions
at lssue between fhe two countries,;tookrplaceiduring recess
in- 1870. Y‘When Parliament met on 107February,e1871,'they were
informed that this agfeemenf_hedrbeenfreached, and the Thornton—
Figh correspondence was laid‘on 23 Februaryo4 Thereafter,
presumably inflvenced by the eariier;failures;;the Government
refused to allow discussion in Parliament.. On 20 April, Gran-
ville deciared bluntly,in‘eﬁewer to a qﬁestion, that it had -
been agreed "{o keep the negotlatlons secret until some result
- one wey or the other - is obtained". 2

On 8 May, 1871, the treaty was signed at Washiﬁgton. . Next
day;fthegHouse of Commons Wasvinfqrméd of this fact, but no

further 1nformatlon was glven,3 and Granv1lle telegraphed to

the Gomm1881oners to ask when the Unlted States Government w

1. North America oA*11871) Lc. 2623, H.C. (1871) LXX,.1-8.
2. IIanSo’ CCV 1382. . R - oo N o
3. Ibid., CCVI.471,
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'intended to publish the Treaty.t Lord Tenterden, the secre—
tary tovthe negotiating éommiésibn,'reblied the same day that
he had "seen Mr. Fish who seys that the U.S. Government will
not publish‘either Treaty Qr Protocols until after the Senate
liave come %o s conclusion on the subject; but it is pbssiblg
that when once the treaty is in the hands of the Senators it
may get into the neWSpapers.° ‘If it does I will telégfaph to
your Lordshlp at once. .The ‘substance is pretty well known now
‘but'it would not be advisaﬁlé fof you fo publish anYthing offi-
2

ciallytat bfésént."d The British Government therefore con-

tinued to refuse information to'Parliamént S but on lirMay the

Treatv was publlshed in the New York Times,% and the next day
1n the British press.5 ' ‘

' Granv1lle promptly wrote a'disapproving despatch, saying
that "Her Majesty's'Goﬁérnmént were scarcely prepared for the
piématufe pﬁblication ofzthe Tfééty‘in thé"New York Timés'ﬂéf
yeéterdéy,xés‘Stated in ydur'téiegfam}reééived'this'morning.
HerJMajeéﬁy'é Governmént ﬁfeéumé:that after'thé assurance givén
to;§6u"by'Mf;.Fish that the U.S. Government would not pubiish

the Treaty until after the Senate had bomé to a conclusion on

1. grangllle to Comm1581oners, mel No. 105, 2 May 1871 (F 0. 5/
299). .
2. Commissioners to Granville, Tel. Prlvate No.i 9 May 1871,
" (F.0.5/1304), ’ y o7
3. Hans., CCVI, 620-1,693-701. S
4, Egoigey to GranV1lle, Tel.- Prlvate ho.s, 11 May 1871 (F.O.S/
Se Tlmes i2 hay,SC.
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the subject, the publication has hot been made with the autho-
rity of the govgrnment, but it places Her Majesty's Gpvernment
iﬁ a position of no small embérrassment, since they haﬁé not
received a complete copy of the Articles7of{th9,ireaty_and3a;e'
fﬁerefofe gngblerto answer the enquiries4almqst daily made_to>
fhﬁm in Parliament for ianrmation_on the subject of its con-
ténts._5 In ofder to save time,_which was represented to be
1mportant her Ma;esty s Government were content to recelve
1n the 1mperfect shape 1n Wthh 1t could be conveyed by tele-
gram,‘thevgenera; purport of,the Artlcles whlch ye;g,to_be e~ .
pédied in the Treaty, but they certainly had expetted to have
in their possession avtéxtgal quyA§f‘the Trgaﬁy_before pub- B
' liéity was given to it in the United States, and,»througﬁ‘the
Americanxhewépépers, in Enoland;"1 7 n 7
Amonﬂst Granv1lle 8 prlvate papers is a note from Hammond
dated 13 May, 187;, Wh;qh explains that "the standing rule is
'thatva Treaty canhOt be propérly presented as such till the
7fatifications are exchanged - for in point of fact it is not
& Treaty till thatkhac been done.  We have occa81onally, as,
Speéifibé;ly,:inrfhéiqase of therlate,Cﬁinese Convention, and
thép“§f fﬁe7Black Sea, qulisﬁed_fhe4értidles agreed'upon;rbut
theréwweié;special“qonsidéfatiohs in those déaés{brand'similér

cmrcumstapces'a@ply to the present case; for the Treaty has

1. Granville to Commissieners, No;lis;v12 ﬁéy 1871 (?.0;5/1299);
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been published in the U.S. and we could nﬁt reasonably refuse
to_pubiish it here".i.‘.A Cabinet was held the same day,z,and
whether or nottthisxmatter was diswussed, Gladstone afterwards
informed the Commons that the Treaty would be laid immediately
it arrived, without waiting for ratification.3

- On 19 lay, Barl Russell postponed his wotion, at the re-
guest of the Duke of Richmond, in order to give time for the
papers to be laid«.%  Thereupon Salisbﬁry asked whether the
Government intended to proceed with ratification beioré the
- motion Waskcalled, claiming that Gladstone's statement.amounted
to "a'COnstrudtive pledge" to await the decision of Parliament.
Granville. refused to éhsﬁer this oueétion'without,notice,s and -
Sallsbury repeated 1t on MOnday, the 22nd. Granvillefthen
denied that Gladstone's answer could be 1nterpreted as a pledge
to accept sny decision of the House, |

The fact remains that Earl Russell's motlon was debated

4T

Bﬁ Juneﬁizth before the Treaty was ratified. In fnrm,;the

1., Hammond to Granv1lle, 13 hay 1871 (G and D. 29/104), Pte.
'~ Granville Papers. o e o
2, Times, 13 lay, 9@f.; 15 May, QQf._, T '

Se Monday, 15 day 1874. It is curious that this Questlon and
Answer are not reported in Hansard. - There is a report in
the Timeg, 16 May, 7a, but when Granville quoted Gladstone's
statement, it was rather different from the Times report..

4. Iimes, 20 May, 6a. There is no indication whether Richmond
was acting in the interests of the Opp081tlon or upon. & -
request from the Government. ‘

5. This incident does not appesr in Hansard or the Times, but
izgihé§tory was given in the Lords on the 22nd (Hans., CCVI.
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motion was a direction to the Government not to agree to any
trééty underkﬁhich Britain'woﬁld be>judged by'ruleszbf inter—
national law which had not actually been in force when the
"Alsbama' sailed.t ‘7 - 7 |

' There seemws little doubt that, in spite of the undoubted
right ab the Crown to ratify treaties without reference to |
" Parliament, the passing of such a vote would heve résulted in
therabrogation ofrthérTréaty;'had'it been supportéd by bofh
Houses;" This power of influencing the exécutive by a diréct
vote had been won by Parliament from the Crown. On the othéf
hend, the development pf party politics by this time had again‘
removed this power from Parliament end returned it to the hands
of the Ministfy.'flThé'Eafl1offDér5y éﬁmmed ﬁﬁrthé'situﬁtion
in the course of the debate in these words: "I"ép?rehénd it is
alwost certain, in the éxistiﬁg'éfafé;dfzﬁoiitidél parties,
that & question of this kind being vital to the existence of
a'Ministry;'éndVbéing’fréaﬁéd;'as thié’ﬁndoﬁbtedly would 5e,

as one of confidence in the House of Cbbmbﬁs, not only this

1. "That an huwble Address be presented to Her liajesty, praying
that Her lMajesty will be pleased not to sanction or to ratify
any convention for the settlement of the Alabama Claims by
which Her lajesty will approve of any conditions, terms, or
rules by which the arbitrator or arbitrators will be bound

- other than the law of mations and and the mwunicipal law of
the United Kingdom existing and in force at the period of -
the late civil war in the United States when the alleged
depredations took place" (Hans., CCVI.1838). . :
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Treati but any'Treaty would obtain the'approval that was asked
from that Assembly. ~ The only effect of our Regolution, if
carried, would be that it would serve as & protest, but as a
protest without result, while the House of Commons would have
been compelled to give, at least in appearence, 1tes express
approval to an arran”ement of which probably the majority of
its members ‘think much qs ‘the noble Larl (Buseell] does."L "

>‘ Lord Cairns reinforced the conclusion that the motion
could not be7acoepted;'on ﬁhé ground that the form of "full
powers" given to the Coumissioners made the Treaty already "in .
‘nonour and hdnesty,’as~binding.uponuthe country as if the ra-
tificationé hadﬂbeen*aotually exchanged".® . |

"1Théfo0nsequehce of ‘these opinions was that although-theor.v

Lords used the opﬁdrmﬁnity of the wotion to criticise past
poiicy; they ﬁereiprocluded”from affecting the future, which
&t that time eppesred to be a simple issue of the ratification
or non-ratification of the Treaty. Granville was satisfied
with the tone of the debatehand telegraphed to Thornton: "De-
bate in house of Lords laat night was long but satlsfactory.»
No ‘serious obJectlon was made by the 0poo°1tlon and the feeling
i Was general thau Lord Russell s motlon ér nst the ratlflcatlon

of the Treaty with the ruleo'wa out of nlace "3

1. Hﬂns.,' CVI.1855-6. . - 2. Ibld., col.1882.
3. Granville to Thornton, Tel. Lo.lSO 13 June- 1871 (7, O 5/1206)



- It was not until 4 fugust that debate took place in the

Commons. Then it may be sald to have arisen directly from

the last.Blﬁe Book, North America No.3, which had been laid

on 2_Jﬁhe,rcontaining the Instructions to the Commimssioners - -
and;the Protocole of the Conference.i ~The motion was for

ihe Correspondence with the Commissioners, which had been
omitted as fhe result O£ a specific agreement with the United
Stateg.a.'Thermotion itself was- Lirwmly opposed Dby Sir Stafford
Northcote and withdrawn at the end of the debafe.-,'The motion
was, however, .an opportunity for general criticism, end of this
aspect the_movér, Sir Charles Adderley, said he "greatly re- -
grettedrthe,deiay which had occurred in that House hévingban
opportunity of expressing its opinion on the Washington Treaty.
It was, however, better that the House should express an opi-
nion on that Treaty even now, than that it should express ﬁo
opinion upon it gt/éli.r If the House were to take mno notice
whatever’of the late Wéshington~T?eaty" it_wouid appear that
"the House of Commoﬁs had apparently given its perfect satis-.
.'faction by.tdtal,silenée".z;, This state of things was. avoided,

but at that staege in events, the House had no opportunity for

1. North Americas No.3 (4871) [C.346], H.C.(1871), LXX.25-44,
2., Hens., CEBVIII.86R2, -Disraeli explained.the next session that
the opposition had remained silent because "they could not
- interfere with any effect" and did not wish to indulge in.
"captious eeitiécisms" (Hens., CCIX.85).



suggesting future lines of action, and immediately afterwards
came the adjournment for the summer recess.

Wnen Parliament reassembled in 1872 it was known that the
‘United States hed put forward the“indirect claims which Britain
considered'inadmissible;- These were claims for damagés in .
respect of the increased premiums,oh,ihsurance; the prolonga~ -
tion of the war, and the loss of c?rrying trade,salieged to -
have been caused by the activities of the ‘&labama'.  The
'Casés' drawn'up on behalf of both governments had been sent:
to the Times on 1 January? end “had beeh'frequently‘discussed7
in its columns. {LBy‘the end of the wmonth public criticism was
such fhatfHammond wrote to Granville: - "I am:getting anxious
about the American businesé, and I judge from the Papers that .
the-qﬁestion% which at the'meetihg of Parliament, [thel Govern-
ment Wili,bé expected to answer will be; - What~noticeyma have
taxen of thé'exaggerated American demands; -Sooner or'iater
“you will have to declare that they are beyond the reference to
arﬁitration and you will not go to arbitration on them or sub-
wit to an adverse aWard. It éeems to me that the sooner this
‘is done the better,'Q you will stand clearer with Parliamentrr,
and the Country, ahd you Will'cut from under the Americans any
5round for the assumptlon that by abstalnlng up to the meetlna

: of the arbltrators from protestln&, you had 1n some way admltted

1. Tenterden memo., 1 Jan.1872 (G. and D. 29/106 ‘Pte, Granvw lle
Papers).
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that .the question might be entertained by them... If the Amer-—
icans insist then we should &t once withdraw from the arbitra-
tion and it wéﬁid bé much bét;er to do so at once, than rejéct
an award, if adverse, when made;“? |
Tenterden opposed Hammond's view on the ground that such -

a deciératidn at the4opéﬁing of Parliament_Would‘stir up trouble
in the United States, where a presidential election was immi-
nent. He feared that anti-British‘feeling Would be magnified
into a "ecry' during the election and result in é‘Worsening‘of
An la-American relations.® He followed upfthis'argument in a
‘letter to Granville the next day, saying: "It will no doubt
have océﬁfred'td‘ybu'ﬁhat,if anything is written now the oppo-
sition will say that the Government have incurred the imputation
of négiecting to take any steps in regafd-to,iherAmerican claime
ﬁhfilrarouéed by the newspaners. Wheresas if'nbtice iS'given
ﬁefééftéf through the means of the Arbitfatioh Agent, the Go-
vernmert can say that that was the pollcy determined upon from
the flrst, when the case was recelved at Geneva."d’

| Tenterden malntalned this view durlng the next two days,
attemptlng to ‘prevent a delomatlc move, or any suggestlon that

Brltaln Would WLthdraw from the arbltratlon, beceuse in this

1. Hammond. to Granv1lle, 30 Jan.lo72 (G. and D. 29/105, Pte,
Granville Papers). '

2. Tenterden to ura§v1lle, 30 Jan.1872 (G. and D. 29/106* Pte.

Granville Papers
3. Ibid., 1 Feb,1872.




WaJ he thought Britain mlcht put Amerlca 1n the Wrong.‘ ’

It eeem~ therefore that the "frlendly communlcatlon" of
3 February, 1872 2 was ertten ae a sop to publlc oplnlon.,v,
It represents a compromlee between the views of Hammond end
thoee of Tentenden,vln thet it contalned a protest against the
lnsertlon of the indirect clalme into the Amerlcan case, but
no mentlon of Brltaln i 1ntentlons as to future actlon. ’

7 It is clear thau the Government were worrled by the Wlde-
spread crltlclem of the Amerlcan ectlon and of the dlplomatlc
51tuatlon Generally.r Partlcularly they were concerned about
the effect thls cr1t1c1em mlﬂht heve on Anblo-Amerlcen relatlons.
On 4 Tebruarj, Grenv1lle telegraphed to Thornton. "What im- .
preeelon 1n Amerlca has been produced bj the outbreah of in—A
dlgnatlon here at the Amerlcan case? And what in your opinion
Wlll be the result of thernroteet of whlch I eent you notlee‘?"3
Thornton replled t "The general 1mpreeelon here has been that L
the tone of the prees 1n England end ele Where in Europe hae |
been 1nsp1red by Her hsgesty s Government in order to 1n fluence
the m1nde of the Arbltratore Wlth a view to the ﬂreetest poeelble
reductlon of the emount 0r damagee."[ Ae to the "frlendly com=

munlcetlon" Thornton felt that the "U S. Government would

1. Nemos., 1 Febv.y 2. Feb., 1872 (G. and D.. 29/106). EEEE
2. North Awerica No.7 (48%2) CC. 545), Ne.1, H.C. (1872) LXIX 855,

3. ?gggrdeq in Thornton to GranVLlle, ho.60, 4 Feb. 1o72 (T O 5/

Lo




positively refuse to feform its case or enter upon a fresh
negotiations The U.S. arbitrator would be withdrawn, the
treaty would be at and end, and there would be great soreness
and a bitter feeling-against us iﬁ'this country."f"

Inrspite:of”this, qumond waé'stili concerned with the
Parliamentary" p031t10n, and. pre851ng for a more determined atti-
tude to satlsfay publlc opinion. " Wlth the opening of Parllws
7meﬂt only two days away, apparently. the Queen's Speech on thls
point had not yet been decided, for he’wwote to Granville on
4 Fébruary "I trust that if the Queen s upeech alludes to the
‘-arbitration dlfflculty, 1t will do so in.more precise and dis-
tinct ferms than it is alluded to in the note to Schencke,. I -
fear;that'neither Parliament nor the coﬁntryrwill be‘sétisfied
with the mere.eipression of.an»Opinibn on the part of Her HMa—
jeatyis'Gévernment.thatfit is not within the province of the‘
Tribunaliof-arbitrationfat Geneva.to'decide ﬁpon the claims for
indirectriosses;' ~As far as I can gather from the newspapers,
what is expected of [thel governmeﬁtAis that they should dis-
-tinctly'state~thej will not go on with the arbitrafion{if these
prepostéroué claims are laid before-the,Tribunal."g

Homundnd failéd fo cafry his point. The Spgech from the -

Throne stated 31mply that "in the case.,,subﬁi@ﬁéd on behalf of

1. Thornton to Grenville, No.61, 4Feb.1872 (F.0.5/1393).
2, Hammond to Granville, 4 Feb lsva (G, and D. 29/105; Pte.
Granville Papers). :




the Unlted States lar e‘elaime-heve”been iheluded'which'efe
understood on my part not to be w1th1n the prov1nce of the
| Arbltratore. Qn this ubaect I have cqueed 8 frlendly com
munlcatlon to be made to the Government of the Unlted Statee nd
The debate on the Addreee went off quletly enough in the
House of Lorde, but in the Cowmon , Dlsraell Justlfled all 4
Hammond' fears; f He not only attacked the 1nadequmcy of the
paragraph 2 but also ‘took up Tenterden g pdlnt ebout the date
of ‘the Brltlsh note of 3 Februarj. Tne other epeakere in the
debate, however, both on 6 February and the next nlght on the
Report of the Address, dld not take up these. p01nte, but con—
flned themselves to crltlclem of the Treaty,and to the ratifi-
‘ catlon questlon / Poeelbly, thl° was uhe reeult of the reply
made by Gladstone to Dlsraell 8 cr1t1c1ems. | Hle defence was
that the deepatch of 3 FebruarJ and the parecraph in the Speech
Were'hdequate to the emergency, 1ﬁ the senee of beln adeguate
to the tlme at rhlch the circumstances under whlch andvfhe
persone by whom,rlt ig offered" '3 and 1ater he eald "I believe
that declara*lon to be adeouate for the flret word in th1°
wetter, but I am far from saylng that 1t Wlll aleo be adequate
for the last Word "5,. o 7

HaV1ng surv1ved the debate on the Addreee;'the Government

1. Hane;;'CCIX;é.'“‘"’f o 2, Ibid., col.80."

3. Ibid., C0lS.B8-9. 4. Ibid., col.78.
50 Ibidc, ~COl-85'~ ’ o sl L T
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had llttle cause for further anx1ety concernlng Parllament.

The next six months prov1aed a phenomeaal example of Parlla—

mentary restralnt, on & SubJeCu ghlch was, after;ell, because
'of 1ts flnanc1al 1mp11catlons, of perticular'interest to %he
House of uommone. Had the questlon been a8 purely dlplomatlc
one, the 511ence of the Lower House m1rht have been explalned

by 1ts tradltlonsl dlslncllratlon to oevote very. much tlme to

forelgn pollcy, Whlle the Lords malntalned retlcence from thelr

usual stron sense of reSpon81b111ty in such queetlons.v_ But
thle questlon 1nvolved flnan01al 1ssues, and on & large scale.
The Commons were well aware of thle fact, a8 was demonotrated
durlbr the debate on the Queen 8 Speech., Yet 1t seems 1ncre->v
dlble that they were really prepared to rely on Osborne s
proposal that they should ultlmately refuse to pay any award
—that mlght be made,l meanwhlle allowing the Government to
contlnue nevotlatlons vhlch mlgnt coet tbe oountry several
mllllons,of pounde. Yet thls was what, in fact, happened,
iaﬁd iﬁ'ﬁﬁet be reverded as a testlmony to Gladstone & control
zof the House and to the strenotb of party dlSClpllne that thls
was so. - o o B |

o The battle beﬂan on 19 February When Slr F, H Goldsmld
asked for the 'Cases' presented by the two Governrente.2 Pre-

vious telegraphlc enqulry had supplled the answer5 and the

1. Hens., COIX.98-9. 2. Ibid., col.207.
3. Recorded in Thornton to Granvrlle, Hos. 81 and 82, 10 Feb.
1872 (¥.o0. 5/1393)



a1

Americen case was refused on technical grounds, but the British

case was laid as North Americse No.l on 15 Februsary, 1872.

Meanwhile on the 13tﬁ, Lord Hedesdals raised a legal point
which he thought might offer a way out of the claims difficulty.
Granville replied to this because it was not of the same'typé

as the general -discussions which it héd éeemed to be the '"una-
nimous feeling...on both sides of the Hoﬁée,that it would be
better not to discuss.;.in‘the'preeent state of the negotiations
on the subject".l ~ﬁord’0raﬁmore énd Brownde then asked for
information concerning the British nbté'of 3 February, because
7in'spitero£ithé Lords'»agreement to observeiretidence the sub-
ject had-been‘soffieeiy’debated on the Address in the Cowmons.?
vGrahvillelrefﬁééd to enswer. . Then Melwesbury made a few re- .
‘marks, chiefly criticising the 'aswateur' character of the
Commissiohers,Aand alsb oﬁjecting‘to the.freedom_alldwed~to the
Commone”éfﬁer‘the Lords héd kept silence, and with this the
cdnversation closed.33

o ’The-Same day'G.'Dixonlasked'férAfurther~papers in the -
Comﬁohs, and Giadétone refuéed'fo give them, % Except for two
discuséibns bétweénvDiéraeli'and7Gladstone, raised by the former
in'atpurel&'teﬁdentious;spirit;'as'to‘the‘exact date'of,thef

arrival of the American case in this country,® there was no

. Hans., CCIX.280. 2, Ibid., cols.280-4,

[



can ceee;‘which'had been presented to the Senate on the 13th.

{2

further reference to the matter in either House until 22 February

when it was agreed that Addresseés should be moved for the Ameri-
' 1

‘The cagse was laid on 26 February as North Amerlce No.2 of 1872 2

._beral.

On 1 March, after twice being questioned on the subaect,
Gladstone .informed the Commons that the American reply to the-

"friendly communication" was on its way.3 - On the i14th,

-

answer te'a further question, Gladstone denied that it had al-

ready been received. The next niﬂht he was again Questioned

and replied that the Cabinet would consider the matter. the
follow1nc day.s‘ At the same time he appealed to Peter Rylgnds
to postpone hlS motion on laylng of treaties before ratification
because "it would not be possible for that lmportant and dlffl-

cult questlon to be so fully discussed as it deeerves in the

_preeent state of these 1mportant negotiations with America, out

of which the desire for the discussion had proceeded";6 © The

postponement was agreed to, ‘without dlfflculty since the motion
was not really hostile to the Government, Rylande being a-Ll—
“On 18 Jarch Malmeebury asked for the" productlon of the -

American des patch and for a statement of the poeltlon of the

1. Hanc., CCIX. 861(H ) eee(u Co)a

2. North America mo.zjieva) [C.4761, H.C. (1872) LXIX. 173-330.
3+ Bans., CClX.1220. 4. Ibvid., col 1950. :

50 Ibld. ’ CCK 49_50. 6. Ibld. ’
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negotiations; but Granville refused information,ik Gladstone
Was‘a littlé less secretive in the Commons and volunteered the
1nformatlon that the American despatch "does not come ap to
our view". ‘end "it required an answer". He refused to produce'
papers and pleaded for the forbearance of the House.z;: |
Next day,.however, E. Horsman asked for:an assurance that
"no proposal shall be. submitted by the. Brltlsh Government...to
be bﬁndlng upon thls country, until Parliament had had know-
ledge‘ofithe_prOposal and has ha@van opportunlty‘of_expreoslng
an dpinion on itﬁl; Gladstone refused to answer'Without con-
‘sulting the Cabinet,% ang the@néxt day refused to entertain the
prOposél, although”hé'admitted.that "Par;igment ought to be
,'informed of the spirit, aim, and direction of the policy_ofrthe

" 5,_ Tnis was sufficiently vague, since the House of

Government
' commons kneW nothing about the “spirit, aim, and direction" of
: the'Goverﬁment?s poiicy éxcept'thétrtheyywere‘tryingVto find
vmeangktd main@ain.the‘Treaty._‘,That same day, the British
repiyﬁwas sent to General Schenck.6, ‘It consisted of a long
“despatch, agcompaniédfby,a ninetegn—ﬁage memorandum,'reasser-
ting’the:Bfitish poéition, buticertainlyrnop justifying Horsman's
7fears:thét,Britain,would pﬁt'forward ﬁnéwbproposais". |

- On-the 22nd, Derby,,taking uprGladstone‘sipOinf, claimed

4, Hans., CCX.405-6. 2. Ibid., cols.i27-8.
3. Ibid., col.243. 4. Ibid;; cols.249-50.

5 1bid., c0le323=6. -

6. Torth merica o.7 (1312) [C 545] No.4, H.C. (1872) inx.
. b - 3 -




that although " the details of a negotiation are wisely and
necessarily left in the hand of the Government who are con—
dvcting if;;the‘general'bﬁinéiples on which that negotiation
is or oﬁght to bé'baéed;;aréla fair subject of Parliesmentary
Efifiéisﬁ, at the time when alone such criticism can have any
pfactiéaliresulf".i l'Granfilié;fin réply;‘Claimed that he did
not think'the4Goverhmeﬁt nad been "unduly reticent" end ex-
préééedlaidesire "to'discﬁsszthie Question‘ih,fhe'fullest and
most complete'manho"ﬁ.dz Hevertheless he again produced the
‘siock'éxcusé~that‘it was "not for the public 1nterest" to go
into "a'discussion of this sort at the present moment".2 He
did not qﬁitérsucéeed:ih preventing debate, for some remarks
were made as to the manner in which Britain ought to treat the
American claims, but these observations wors brief and re-
kéﬁrained.;'_lf e R R

| Thereafter both Houses were silenced by the advent of the
Easter recess, and when they reassembled it had been decided.
to Submit'é'bountérdase}3an'exchange'of notes with General
‘Schenck having established that Britkain could do so "without
prejudice" to the position she had taken up.?®  When Parliament
was iﬁformedrbf'this;”on 12 April;’the strain of enforced

7 silence wag beginhing to tell; éﬁdvfheribfdé ﬁéfé/hbfmééfiéfiéd

3. Ibld.,fcols 495-501. R
4. North America Mo.3 (18{2) [c. 505], H. C. (1072) LXIX.331—6.




witn 6. statement which gave no indicationfae to what was to be
done anoﬁt:the indirecf claims. ~ Several epeekere 1ndlcsted
that the Government should etate outright thst unless these
clalms were w1thdrawn Brltaln Would not proceed Wlth the arbl-
'trstlon.% L In the Commons, Dlsraell conflned himgelf to a
request for papers, ‘which Gladstone evaded.z"

7 On 15 Aprll, the Countercases were presented at Geneva,,;
and next day the Brltlsh Countercese was laid before both

Houses, w1th the correspondence Whlch had taken place concer=

ning 1t, as North America Nos.s. éj and 5 of 1872.5 - On the
18th, Gledsmone sgslnrreﬁnsed to ensner a queotlon on the pro—
'poeedxactions of fhe Government, but once again the Upner House
was more dlfflcult to handle. o ,

On the 22nd,,the Duke of Rlchmond leader of the OppOSltlon,
gave notlce to ask Whether the Government would glve an assu-
rance that the arhltratlon would be suspended unless the 1nd1~
rect clalms were Wlthdrswn.4 . Then Lord Oranmore moved an /

' Address for the corresoondence on the Countercase, but GranLlle

malntalned that North Amerlce No 5 contalned all that could be

glv_en.5 7 When Rlchmond's questlon came up the next evenlng,

Granville refused to answer,lt, uging a form af words agreed

i

1. Hans. ’ CCX.1134—4

2. Ibid., cols.1144—9.. .
3. H.C.(1872), LXIX.331-038.
46 Hal’ls., CCX.iGigo oo

50 Ibldo, 001001019-24-
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betweeh himéelf and Gladstone or perhaps in Cabinet;? - The
chief point of the reply was that the Government could make
no answer, until the United States reply to‘the 20 liarch des;
patch was received. But Gladstone was uneasy about taking
this ground and héd written to Granville the same day in the
following words: - "I feel the force of What'ybursaid yesterday.
abouttthéfalmost,certain'necessity ofvmuéh disclosure after
. the receipt of the U.S. dispatch if it-ié unsatisféctory.Tf
- "Now they have already made more than @ half-confidence 

through the newspapers; and query whéether if we‘do nothing
before getting the answer and a great.deal then they may accuse
us df a surprise?"2 ‘ |

To safeguard themselves againét this charge, Granville
éﬁoke to General Schenck the next day, and warned him that when
the Amefican reply was:receivedithe Government would be bound
to make a full statement about tﬁevdevelopment of the situation,
and the course they intended to pursue.?

'On'29:Apfil Ruéséll.pbstponéd the motion\for an Address

to have theiarbitratioﬁ suspendéd; of which he had given notice

i, Hans., CCX.1B76~-7. Granville to Gladstone (undated in G. and
D. 29/64) suggested the latter part concerning reliance on
Parliamentary support, in addition to the words "which we
agreed last night". = Granville to Gladstone (23 Apr.1872, ‘

G. and D. 29/61) tranemits the first part, docketed "proposed
~answer to the questions of the Duke of Richmond and Disraeli'.

2. Gladstone to Granville, 23 Apr.1872 (G, and D. 29/62) Pte-

. Granville Papers. - -~ . o T

3. Granville to Thornton, No.157, 24 Apr.1872 (F,0.5/1397).




for that day, until 6 May, in order to give time for this

despatch to arrive.

i

The next night both Houses were in-

formed that the despateh: had arrived but had not yet been

communicated.2

The arrival of the despatth, however, did not

bfing with it the end of requests for restraint for which the

Houses had hoped.

The despatch had been rendered out of date

by unofficial negotiations between Schenck and Grenville,3

and this circumstance induced the latter to plead, on 6 lay,

for a further postponement of Russell's motion.

their endurance.

But it seemed that the Lords had reached the limit of

Ruqsell, supported by several other peers,

agreed to the postponemenu only on the condition that psapers

ghould be laid or at least & statement made within a few days,

and 1f necessary the Whitsuntide adjournment would then be

4

péstponed in order to give time for discussion. On the ap-

| pointed day,

13 llay, statements were made to both Houses, de-

gscribing the negotiation of the proposed Supplementsl Article,

which was to cut out .the indirect claims,

o details of the

nature of the article were given, but on the ground that it

had. just been submitted to the Senate, the Government refused

to 'present papers and wade another plea for Parliamenfary re—

straint;s

By these means they obtsained a further postponement

1.
e

4.
Se

32ruh America Fo g (1872) [C.566], 100.1—
Y 5_(.

Hans., CCX.267-73. '
Ibid., CCXI. 632—42(H L. ), 654—63{H Cole

2, Ipid., cols.1979(H.L.) ZOIS\HC)

3, H.C. (1872), -LXIX,

}



o
LY

of Russell's motion, but dnly after he hed made a very violent
gpeech attacking the Goyernment and the United States in the»
most forthright terms.?»- Gladstone wrote next day: "Lord
Rugsell last night offefed a spectacle melancholy to those who
have known and adwmired himrwhen he was himself. - I presume
gou will say a few words to Schenck, to prevent his taking the
speech as that of 'a re#presentative man'."z - This was done,
and also Derby had done wuch to neutralise the impression made
by,Russell'a attack in s restrained end statesmanlike speech,3
In the House of Commons the Government statement passed
off quietky énough, with a few,wordsvfrom Digraell on fhe duties
of Parliement with which Gladstone was delighted. = His letter |
to Grenville concludes with the,following words: "Dizzy was
perfect. - I understand he was much pleased with my having
called to inquire after Lady Beaconsfield a few days ago; Per-
~“heps this helped & li‘ctle.‘{4 o
Both Houses adjournedvimmediately, end only three days

later, on thevieth, the text of the Supplemental Article was

published in the Times.® ‘- Next day, North America lNo.7 had

to be hurriedly published in the Londén Gazette &as a result of

1, Hsng., CCXI.5842-7, S '

2. Gladstone to Granville, 14 May 1872 (G. and D. 29/61; Pte.
Granville Papers). o T

3. Hons., CCKI.647-8. - S

4, Gladstone to Granville, 14 May 1872 (G. and D. 5
Granville Papers).. S y;a , } sna 29/613 e

5e 16 L-Lay, 5&0 . ) 7 V
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publiéatioh’iﬁ America.  This Blue Book contsained the correes—
pondence on the indirect claims arising from the "friendly
communication" which had just been refused to the Conmons.
In this case, the Government cquld not claim that they had

been taken by sﬁfpiiée,lby publication in the United States.
Thornton had telegraphed onkthe’léthrthat Nr. Fish "asked me
this evenkhg ﬁhethér thefe wbuldlbg any objeéfion'fo the pub-
licatior of the four notes on the indirect élaimé'between'ybu’
and the Americen Minister. I said I thought not. But he
beggedﬁme'to ask you'as he does notrwish'to d0’anything which
might embarrass Hep Majésty's"Govérnment;"i '”GrahVillé’réplied
the same day: "We have thought it better not szpresent the
papers, but we do not wish to rééfricf»the liberty of action
of the United States in this particular and only ask,.that'they
should let us know what they do."® ~ Tt ig clear that the Bri-
" tish Government withheld the papers for motives of their own,
and there is no indication in the records or private papers
of what'théée motives were. | ’ -

 The iéakage of the documents cémﬁrisihg North América No.7

was nbtrnearly'so'impbrﬁant'as:the publicationAbf‘thelsﬁpple—
mental Article, hoWever{‘:IThe exchange of despatches following

the "friéndly communication" had already been superseded by the

1. Thornton to Granville, Fo.295, 14 May71872f(F;0.5/1399)."  o
2. Recorded in Thornton to Granville, No.299, 14 kay 1872 (ibid.).
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negotiation of the Article, and it was the publication of the.
Article and the reporis of the state of the negotiation while
it was under consideration by the Senate which were the chief
targets fof criticismlaftef.the recesse

When the Upper House reassembled on 31 May, the ne“otlg—
tions were at & crltlgal stage,. since the Unlted States Senate
had agreed to one form of words for the Article and the Ameri-
can Government were unwillingfto'consider.any amendment, while
. the British Government refused to accept the Article as it
stood-i . By this time, the House of,Lords were unwilling to
listen to'pleas for reéiraint.‘; Grey, Westbury, and Cairns?
all insisted that the House should be given information and
permitted to debate. Cairns geid: "I am one of those who
récognise & considerable amount of the,advantage of our con-
stitutional,principle_that.thg Sovereign, through her linisters,
is eﬁtitléd to negotiate and conclude freatieg with Foreign
. Powers; but I must say that Her Majesty's Government,aré
straining thét principle on the presentnodcasionq to a degree
to which I think it never was strained before, and which, I-
venture to say, if carried much further,'will 2o far to subvert
the principle altogether.‘._'3 It was in these circuustances

that Earl Russell's motion, so often postponed,'was finally

i. North America No.9d (1872),{0.566 , Nos.8-15,21—47, H.C.(1872),
. LXIX.721-31,733-47. . . S

2. The first’ two were Liberal peers
3. Hans., CCXI.903. :



announced for 4 June. . o ‘

Thls wag the end of Parllamentary retlcence. Yet Lord
Bussell's motlon when 1t ‘came on could not have any effect on
~immediate Government_policy. The farm 5: the motion Wee a
'prayerf‘"that'ali‘proceedings on.behalf of Her Mejeety before
the.Arbitrafors appointed to meet at Geneva pufsuant to the
: Treaty ofVWashingfon be suépended untilﬂfhe cleims included in
the case submitted on behalf of the United States, end under-
efood‘on the part of Her lisjesty hot to be within the province
of the Arbltrators, have been w1thdrawn" 1 7The iong debate
hznged almost entlrely on the fact that throurhout the corres—
pondence on the Supolementel Arflcle which had been publlehed

in the press Mr. Pish had repeatedly stated that Amerlca could
| not consent to w1thdr aw the 1nd1rect clalms. The Lords were
-therefore unable to see how the Supplemental Artlcle, howvver’
Worded could achleve the Brltlsh purpose.

,The debate was qulteroutvof touch with the reality of the
situation, however, becaﬁse the Lorde did not knoﬁ that the
‘neootlatlono had reached a ntage Where 1t was almost certeln
'that the Artlcle could not be egreed to. The dlscu,elons
between the two Governments for more than a week2 hed been

concerned w1th the pOSSlblllty of a"reelnv to an adgournment

1. Hans., CCXI.1107.

2. Since 28 May;- North America No.9 (1672) [Cc.566), No.32,
H.C. (1e72) LXIX /39. :
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of the.drbitration in ofder to give time:to devise some other

means of av01d1n” a de01910n on the indirect ClaIMS.i
When the Lords' debate was resumed after adJournment on

b June, these facts dld not deter Grsnv1lle fronm ef*ectlvely
s1len01nﬂ the House by contlnulnc to conceal the 1nformatlon
, that there was llttle or no hope of a- oucce58¢ul concluolon to
the neéotlatlon while readln» a despatch from Geweral Schenck1
stating definitely that the indirect claims were excluded by
the Supplemental Arthle-? DerbjSapd Russ,ell4 expregsed their
satlsfactlon Wlth the statewent and the motlon was promptly
Wlthdrawn. o o | 7

| By this ﬁeané the Governmenﬁ cdnclgded théufifst real
attempf aﬁ iﬁtérference by the Lordslwhich had tékem place that

session. It ié élear from a lettef of Gladstpne to Grénville
that the motlon had caused the Covernment 'sqﬁéﬁémbariaésment.
Gladstone Wrote from the COmmons on 4 June" "Speaking roﬁchly,
the 1dea here is that, though we could probablj array.
mugorlty of thls House 1n aupnort of a aefen51ve wotion on the
Treaty of Washln ton, lt is very doubuful Whether & balance of
advantaﬁe mould arlse. 7 A large Llnorlty in thl: Houoe would
be arreyed acalnst us, Wlth a majority perhapg of 1ndenendenu

amd effectlvo spea&ers.,v The OppOalblon uench, Whlch ha

1, North Americe “o 9 (1072)LC 566], Io;59, H.C,(4872), LXIX.
- 39-40. ‘

2. Hang., CCXI,1262-4. 3. Ibld., cols.1264-5,

4. Ibldo’ 001012660 - : - . '
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hifherto. been nearly silent, Would_be almost compelled to
aupnorui*helr 4r1erds in uh%?zgide.f The mere peeponderance
of numbers there would be, but I doubt whether it would tell
so much as the steady abstinence of the entire House of Commons
Aand ifs implied approval in a general way of the objects_and
policy, if not of all the precise steps, of the Government.
I send thls ag expressing the 1mpre851on of a few at the mo-
ment."% .

There had'invfagt;been'several exchaﬁges in the Commons
since that House had reassembled{on 27 May._'stually thése
had taken the shape of dewands for information, but on 3 June
Viscount Dury gave notive'ofra motion on the»lihés of that
made'bvaarl Russellfg Since Gladstone_refuséd to give a day
for this motion, thé debate did not take place. Digfaeli had
taken part in these exchanges from time to time, but had con-
fined himgelf to brief statements and questions, doinginothing
which might embarrass the Government._ I%’appears from the
debates that the members Gladstone had in mind when he wrote
his note to Granville were Bouverie,<Horstn, Osﬁorne, Bﬁry,
and Wyndham. All Dbut the last of these were Liberals, although

Horswan and Douverie were opposed to Gladstone personally and

Buryractgally became a Conservative in 4875. They were not

i. Gladstone to uranvllle, 4 June 1872 (€83 29/615 P, Granville fapees>.
2. Hans., CCXI. 1048 ‘ '
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mudh to be feared in the House so long as they were not suppor-
ted by the officisl Opbosition snd Gladstone succeeded on the
whole in keeping thew fairly quiet.

In a very few days, Parliament discovered the device by
which &%, héd been silenced. On 11 Jﬁne,'Granville's deé—
patch sﬁggesting an eizht moﬁths' adjournmentlof‘the'arbitra-
tion,1 was published in the Daily News, apparenfly as a result
of having been telegraphed en clsir from the American Legation.
Fish's telegram in reply refusing this prbposal wag- algo pub-

lished.z‘

Granville made a statement in the House of Lords
-that night, which added little'fo-the'facfs to be obtained
from the newspapers. He was followed by Cairns, whose violent
attack was deprecated by the Lord Chancellor and Kimbeleey, who
aécused Cairns of being pro—Américan.3

In the Coumons Gladstone's stateﬁent-was even less sgtis-—
. factory. He éxplained that theré was no.hope of concluding
the Supplemental Article before the Arhitratofs were dtie>to
meet oﬁ the 15th, and that negotiations were in progress to
obtain & postponement of the meeting. = He refused to say what
steps would be taken if the negotiations for postponement -
failed.*  The absence of any reference to the Daily News

report produced & feeling of "mute astonishment’in Bernal Osborne,

1. North Americe No.9 (2872) [C.568], Nos.32 and 64, H.C.(41872),
. LXIX.739,%753. .. . . - . ,

2, Ibid., Y0.68 incl. (p.755). =

3. Hens., CCXI.i562-82, , 4, Ibid., cols.1589-903
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but did not prevent him attacking "this humiliating despatch"

in the strongest tgrms.i '~ Several other members criticised the

Government's action but once more the Opposition Bench remained
silent.2 7
' Thereafter, the Houses received very little information,
and asked for it only‘occasionally. -The Government were left
free to get out of the difficulty as best they might. On 25

June, both parties proceeéed.to the arbitration, where the
British agent asked for the post]{)_onement.3  This resﬁlted in
a delay of four days, while the American égent-awaited instruc—
tions. During this time a "gentlemen's agreement' was reached
petwéen Adams and Palmer who-together drafted the Declaration
made by the Arbitrators, that the indirect claims did not con-
stitute a "g00d fbundaﬁion—for ém award ofrcompénsation or
éomputatibn;of damages between nations;vand should upon such
- principles be thily exciuded from the consideration d&f the
_Tridunal in meking its award":®*- This declaration was made on
19 June and subsequently accepted by both Governments,

‘The result was ennounced to the Houses on the 27th and
wes greeted With almost complete‘silence. As Granville wrote:

"Il n'y a rien qui réussit coume le succdg."® - No further

Hanse, CCXI. 1590—2., , 2. Ibld cols.1594-1614, ,
Horth America No,. 10 (1072) (c. 5703 hos.i—G,-H.C.(iB?Z),
LXIX.765-8. S S
Ibid., ¥o.8 incl. (pp.768-9).

ibid., Nos. 9 and 10 incl. (pn 770-1).

. uranwlle to Gladstone, 28 June 1872 (3-n. Add.ms w4id, ¥ 278,
- Qladstone (Lroﬂ.\

SO Qe
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reference to the matter was made that session, and during the
recess the Tribunal concluded its work end awarded damages
against Great Britain. By the time Parliament met in Februafy
1873, the gquestion was closed, and received little comment,
Granville wrote: ﬁParliament is:hardly as sore as might be
expeeted.at the result of the two ewards., I‘do not think we
shall hear mach more in the Houses about the question, of which
people are rather'tired."é

. The historj of these three issues — the Black Sea, Central
Asian, and American questions - amply'illuétfates how thé action
0of Parliament was hawpered and the possibility of.influence
greatly reduced by the practice of withholding a Blue Book
until a negotiation was concluded, It also-showé'how the |
effect of this principle was increased by two olther factors.
The first of these was the unwillingngss of Parliament, acting

from a consideration of its own interests and dignity, to debate

before papers had been laide. ~The second was the convention

that, in any’case, debate ought not to take place while a nego-

tiation was still in progress since this would, in a sense,

“render Parliament a party to the negotiation.

Through fairly strict adherence to these conventions, Par-

liament was deprived of any possibility of affecting the course

1. Granvi%le to Thornton, 8 Feb.1873 (F.0.362/1; Pte. Granville
. Papers). , - .-
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of both the Black Sea and the Central Asian negotiations..
The same may.be said of the Treaty ofVWashington up to the
beginning of 1872, = CGladstone indeed on one occasion carried
the gopvention of not debating during a negbtiation,to extréme
lengths. On 8 June, 1869, he appedled to Sir%Henry_Bulwer to
withdraw a motion to céll attention to the contents of the
last Blue Book. The ground on which;he.claimed that with—
drawal was that, a;though,the rejéction of the Clarendon-“
Johnson treaty by the American Senate "had the aspect ¢f the
cessatiqn of the subject..;Her Majesty's Ministers had no reason
to believe that the United States Government regarded the ques-
 tion as having been definitely dropped"”. Therefore, he saig,
thg case must bg considered as,"still subs@antially pehding
betwegn the two,Goyernments".; In fact no negotiations were.
in prégress'and the questidn waé not revived until October of
that year when, it may be noted, Parliamentuwas not in session.
The position‘of the;negotiation.conbérning the indirect
claims, and its bearing on the British attitude to the Geneva
Tribunal in 1872 was somewhatl different. Publiqation/of
authentic'doéuméhts in the press, and announcements to Parlia-
ment,,greatly'reducedVthevsignificancevof the‘Blue~Books. The
nature of the negotiations, too, ¢ontributed to this result,

‘because of the speed with which their direction changed.  The

i. Hans., CXCVIL.1425-7.



absence of Parliamentary influence on these negotiations is
therefore not attributable to the time when Blue Books were
laid, but to other factors.. The first of these was the rapid
chenges in  direction which have been mentioned.  From time to
time these changes led Parliament to attempt debate frouw a félse
assesswent of the diplomatic position.;

.-~ The seéond’and perhaps more important factor was the rule
of silence durihg negotiations,'which was almost completely
waintained throughout the Parliaméntary,session of 1872.

Twelve Blue Books on thg American negotiations were laid during
that time, and even though the information they contained was
not new to the House,'it was usvally accepted that the presen-— .
tation of papers was in some sense an invitation to comment.,
Few debates took place, however, because the House took a more
realistic view of thé situétibn; and allowed themselves-to be
»boﬁnd_by the fact that the negotiations continued, that the
papers marxed no logical stage or stopping point in the dip-
lomatic transactions. | .
Gladstone implied that the silence of the Houée of Comméns
ipdicéted agreement with the policy of: the Governmgnt.~, Thié :
view geems to be borne outfby'Disraeli's sfatement in fa&our

of continued reticence on 20 June, 18?2.1,rj

 The Blue Books on the Franco-Prussian war had even lesg

i. Hans., BCXI.4926.



connection with the possible awount of Parliamentary iﬁfluence,
than those on the indirect claims.  This was perhaps an inevi-
table result of the speed at which events moved, but the Blue:
Book policy of the Government may have contributed to .it.  The
first papers dealt with the attempts to prevent war and the
asgurances of the belligerents that'they would respect the neu-
tralify of Belgium, Holland, and LuXembuﬁrg, taking the course
of the négotiationé up to 25 July% 1870, the date of the pub-
lication of the Benedetti Treaty.i‘ Nominally, the Blue Book
" was- laid-on 22 Jﬁly, but it confained despatches reqeived on
‘the 25th and it is clear from the debates that it was not in
fact circulated until late in the evening on that day, at the
earliest. This is a factor always to be borne in nmind When-
dealing with Blue Books. Veryirarely were they in the hands
of members on'thé day on which théyrwere nominally/laid.2

In this particular cage, it may be conjectured that the
Blue Book was deliberately delayed; This may not have been
the case, and there is no evidence either way, but it is sig~
nificant that it was on 22 July that Gladstone_and Granviilé
were secretiy_informeﬁ of‘thé existehce of the Behedettm Treaty,
and that the,first Blue Book was pragtically ignmfed in the

atorm which followed the Treatyfs publication. - Gladstone's -

1. Franco-Prussian War No.i [C.167], H.C.(1870), LIX.17-100.
2. See Appendix ITI for a list of dates of circulation.
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excuse in the House wes that "it Wes'obviou"ly hécessary'in
conformlby with usage and obvious motives of policy, that we
should give opnorunnltles of cowmuﬁlcdtlon with our ChlG*
representaulveo’abroad" but there is no trace of such commu-
nlcatlon in the Porelgn Offlce records , except with Lord Lyons,
the Ambacs dor ct PuTlSc | ‘

In theqe 01rcumctspces, therefore, there wéé>no major
debate in the Commons, after the Blue Boo& had been laid, on
the efforts made by the British Government to prevent war.~
On 28 Juiy, the subject received some consideration in a short
aébafé inithe Lords, but events were moving so rapidly that
this nas no lo or an issue of any real imbortencé. “ |

The second Blue Book, leld on 29 July, contained the des—
patches on the Benedettl Treaty,% but this dld not directly
concern the British Go%erﬁment and would hot'in any case have
ﬁeen ta&en into consideration by Porllament in the seme vay as
an ordlncry tran%actlon. '

7 The third blue Boo&, of which uhé m&éf important contents
ﬁere the papers on the negotiation of the new Belgien Ireaty,

Washlaid on 10 Au?usﬁ,g the dqy‘of the”prérovatioﬁ of Parlia-

ment, 6'thefe was no tlme to dlscuss 1ts contenﬁs.!

Only after the recess were paners lald whuah were subse~

1. Trenco-rru831qn War No.2 (1870) (C. 18@], H C (1870) LXX‘-
2. Frenco~Prussisn Wer No.3 _(1c>70) c. 210) H.C. (1070) LXX,
. 115-220.
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quently taken into consideratiqn by Parliament in a manner
likely to influence fﬁtufe policy. These were the papers
concerning the preservation of neutrallty and  the p0381b111ty
of mediation, which had passed durlnﬂ the recess.1 " The

Belgian Treaty was laid at the same tlme,2 but thls was no
longer a llve lissue, 1ts provisions having been publlshed
before ‘the recess. - -The last Blue Book, descrlblng British -
efforts to4obtain;a-reduction'Sf:the indemnity'imposed on
France by Germeny,® passed without comment. -

These were the Blue DBooks, and‘according to the ususal
conventions, the first three were laid in a manner which wouid'
have pre?ented Parliamentary uomment;: ‘The Franco-Prugsian " -
VWaf was an exceptional caée, however, and in the sii weeks
,precedingrthe‘recess in 1870 Parliament was far from silent.

. The Hohenzollern_éahdidature7was reported in England on -
5 July, 1870. .The next day Granville wrote a despatch to
Loftus, butlining British policy in view of fhe agitation‘in
?rance. , This pblicyfwas to . remonstrate against precipitate
action by France ﬂnd tb apply pressure‘without‘dictatiOn to
Dru831a ‘and Dpaln in an nf*empt to obtaln the Wlthdrawal of

thercamdldature.% On the 11th GranVLIle outllned thls pollcy

1. Franco-German War No.i (1871) [C. R44], H.C. (1871), LXXI. 1-204
2, [(C.24031, H.C.(4871), LIX.75-80.. .-
3. Fravco-German War No 3 L187i) {c. 266] - H. C (1871) LXXI 321-8,
4.7£§§ngo~Pru sian Wer No.l 41870) (c. 167], No.5, H.C (1870)

Se -
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in answer to a gquestion of Halmesbury, and in the‘Comens
Gladstone answeréd the House thaf the "Government have exer—
cised, and will exercise, all the legitimate and friendly
influence they may be supposed to posegess" in order to pre- .
vent,war.% Two days later, the withdtaﬁal of the Hohenzoilern
candidature was obtained,2 but the same evening Loftus tele-
 graphed a report of his conversation with Bismarck, which in-
dicated that Prussia Waé n;?ig;th the French attitude.3 Later
the same evening a telegram from Lyohs declared that France was
not prepared to accept the withdrawal as & final settlement,4=
'i}TheAQofefnment expected questions in Parliswent on the
evening of the 14th, and Gladstone‘considefedvusiné the oppor-
tunity to make énother effort to influence France. IHe sugge§~
ted. that Graﬁville_might telegraph to Lyons "to signify that
we think it probableqquestions may be put in Parliament foday:
that having been cslled in by France,itself We<cénnot affect
Vto»be.wholly outside tﬁe ﬁatter: and that 1t will be impossible

for us to conceal the opinion that thékcauéerof quarrel having

1. Hans., CCIII,.3~%,3. . : :

2, Gladstone was at this time considering a trip to Scotland
on family business, but Granville dissuaded hin, saying:
"The Spanish questlon however is up to this time still un-
settled, the P.M. and the F.0. Becretary are responsible to
the Cabinet for the conduct of pressing and important de-
tails. Questions may be asked in the Commons on very deli-
cate matters" (Granville to Gladstone, 13 July 1870, B.M.
A3d. MS 44167, fos.84-6; DPte, Gladstone Papers). -

3. The despatch was printed as No.53 of the Blue Book, Franco-
Prusgien Wer No.i1 (1870), pp.54-5. o ’

4. Printed as lio.4ld of the Blue Book, ibid., pp.48-9.
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‘been removed France ought to be satisfied“.1 This,suggéstion
:was not adopted and,before the Commons met, the news of the
effect of the Ems telegram in‘Francez,caused Gladgtoﬁe to aban—
don the form of words he had previoﬁsly suggested for the Par-
liaméntary answer. He confined himself to the statement that
'"thercbmmuﬁications between France and Prussia have not been
brought actuslly.to a close, and I need scarcely add that we
shall continue fTo do all that depends ipon us for the removal .
of dlfflcultles and the contlnuance of peace",d

Up to this 901nt both Houses were pretty nell informed,
through the press, of the course of events_as,between France
and Prussisa. They did not know with equal,cértainty what
steps had been taken by the British Government. - On the 15th,
however, their 1nf0rmatlon was brought up to date in this di-
rectipn also, when Gladstone indicated, although he did not
directly state, that Britain had appéaled to the Twenty-third
. Protocol of the Paris Conference.éA |
Parliament adjourned for the weekend, and on lMondsy, 13

July, Bussell asked for a general statement as to what British

1, Gladstone to urwnvule, 14 July 13'70 (c 5> 29/58; O

.- Reanville ?""E‘" ) DI e .

2. Franco-Brusgsian War Vo, i (1570) no.60, PP 57-8.

3. Hang., CCIII.255,

4, Ibid., col.347; Franco-Prussisn War No.i (13 70) No.57, p. 57.
The Protocol Gtated. "Les Plenipotentiaires n hu31tent pas &
exprimer, au nom de leurs Gouvernements, le voeu que les Etats
entre lesquels s'éleverait un dissentiment sérieux, avant d‘eu
appeler aux armes, eussent recours en tant que les 'circon-
stances 1! admettralent auX bons offices d'une Pulsgance amie"
(Treaty of Paris [20721, p.107, H.C.(1856), LXI.145).
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policy had been, but uranv:Llle asked hlm to wait until papers-
had been laz.d.1 On the 21st Gladstone repeated thlu request
to the Commons, but in answer to further questions informed the
House that Britain had received assurances,from the.belligerents
that they'%ould respect the neutrality of Belgium, Holland, and
Luxembourg.2 ' |

The delayed publication of the first Blue Book, and the
publication of the Benedetti Treaty, drew a short speech from
Disraeli on the 25th, but Gladstone sgain asked for postponement
of debate until the papers were laid.9 | It seems that they were
actuslly circulated the same evening, but interest was by then
centred on the deeelqpments which would arise from the Benedetti
Treety. Explanations from’France and Prussia arrived during
the next four days and were immediately eommunicated to both
Houses.4
| mhe effect of the Benedettl Treaty on opinion in. Parliament
-was two=fold. - In the flret nlace, 1t aroused great anxiety
about the maintersance of Belgian neutrality. = This is indicated
by members ' eaﬁerness for information about the Ireaty. Further

ev1dence comee from a note wrltten by Otway, the Parllementary

i. Hems., CCIII. 379—02. , - |
2. Ibld., c0ls.637-40,644-6. These assurances had been completed

“the previous day. (Trenco—P*u geisn War o,1 (1870), Nos.54,84,
. 94,104,105). .

3. Hana;, CCcIIT, 879~85. R
4. Franco-~Prussisn War No.2 (4370), Kos.2-3. H. C.: Hens., CCIII.
' 955,988-9; H.L.,: ibid., cols. 924—6 1148-56,
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Under-Se cretary for borelﬂn Affalr to Granville on the 28th.’
He wrote: "The Project of Treaty was the universal tdpic'of
conversation in our Héuse last night and many dohbts’éxpreSSed
as to the possibility of our‘preservinq neutrality in the event
of the document proving to be what the Times declares it."t
In the House of Lords, both Russell and Malmesbury implied byA
their speeches on the 23t%th that Britain should take steps to
maintain'the neutrality of Belgium.2 . |

By that time, the Cabinet and the Foreign 0Office were
themselves considering ways and means. - The steps to bé taken
had evidently been dl°0ub89d on or before the 29th, since a
note from Granville to Gladstone on that date says: "I had
begun a note desiring Hemmond to put down his views in writing“
when I got the enclosed,rwith which I do not agfee."a "~ The
enclosure was a wemorandunm suzgesting that Britaein should éon—
fine herself to eXpressing satisfaction with the'declaratioﬁsi
0of the belligerents respecting Belgian neutrallty, and contalﬁ
ning dammond s opinion that any new treaty Would be harmful

'rather than otherw:.ﬁe.4

1. Otway to Grenville, 28 July 4870 (G. and D. 29/107) Pte.

- Granville Papers. This does not refer to debate but to
private conversation in the House. _

2. Hang., CCIII.1057-64. ' ‘

3. Granville to Gladstone, 29 July 1370 (G and D, 29/104 Pte.,
Graenville Papers).

4. Hammond memo. (ibid.; Pte. Granwille Papers).




On the 30th, at a Cabinet, it was decided to propose a new
treaty, whereby Bfitain would join with either power if the
other violated the neutrality df Belgium, -and this decision
was iwmediately embodied in despatches to Berlin and Paris.?®
Next evehing; there was & long'and-important'debate in the-
House of Commons, initiated by Disraeli.® - He maintained that
an expression of opinion by the House would be of great value
‘a3 a support to the Ministry in whatever steps they were teking.
The charccter of his speech did not conduce to this object, be-—
ceuse he raised the question of the state of British armaments
with the result that the debate became a party wrangle on the
state of the defences.d vExcéptxfor a few words from Osborne,
who deplbred the fact that the débate was degenerating into one
bn.the Navy Estimates,4= it'wus not until 8ir Henry Lytton Bulwer
spoke that the diplOmatic'aspects of the question were again
mehtioned o Thereafter; Graves;'Fawcett and Beaumont agreed
with Bulwer that Britain rmust take some definite actlon to
gsafeguard Belgian neutrallty, while O'Brlen, Gilpin, . and Guest
tooc the opposite view. o - 4

v Gladstone refused to say more than that the Government

"nad taken the steps whlch, in thelr Judﬁement 'Were best cal-

‘culated to secure. the eotabllchment of confldence and oeourlty" 5

_i.'Frénéo-Prussian War lo.3, Nb.65, P.475.
2. lans., CCIII.1286-4300. 3. Ibid., cols.i301-54.
4. Ibid., col.l1321. - 5. Ibid., col.d361,
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A week later he explained to the House that the reason for his
reticence was that he thduéh* he might ihadvértently give,'
utterance to words that "might be held to import obligations
almost unlimited and almost irrespectively of éircumstancés".1
The only result of the debato seems t& have been to bring héme
to Gladstoﬁe the necessity of making,ah annodhement to the
House a8 soon as possible.2~

Thisldebate'was important, because it brought out, in a
general way, the views of the House on the three wmost importent
questiohs of‘the moment: DPelgian neutrality, the localisation
- of the war, and British armaments. The House had no real
informétionvas to the intentions of the Government on any of -
these«points, . On the other hand, there is no indication that
the Ministry paidvany attention to the opinions expreseed on
the first two in the comrse of debate on 1 August. - The last
~point was in a different category.:
To obtain increased armaments it was necessary to have the

agreement of the House of Commons, and the second result of the

1. Hans., CCIII.1705.

2, Gladstone to Granville, 2 Aug.1870: "There is an intense
desire in the House that we should say or they should know
sowething about Belgium. We are sure to be pressed again

- unless we speak and every time we are pressed the demand for
confidence will seem more exacting and supercilious... I am -
very anxious to keep things straight in the House of Cowmmons

versus Osborres and uulwcrs, both of whow did. nlschlef."
(Q gp u‘/;i fte. Geanving Pam) .
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Benedetti Treaty was that this agreement was immediately -forth-—
coming. The Chief Whip had reported to Gladstone on 29 July
that feeling in the Comwmons was "much altered. Those‘who'
- were strongly opposed to any measures are now disposed to con~—
fide in-thefGovernmént with'réspect-to thew - thosge who before
would have confidedvin the quernment and been gilent are now
gpeaking decidedly for measures to augment our force in one
shape or another".l -This'statement was borne out in the course
of debate on 1 August. | ‘

Throuvhoﬁt the first-week of Amgust,' the Government refused
to - vlve 1nformatlon as to their actions concernlng Belclum.2
The paolicy which was pursued was 1nfluenced to some extent by

Parllamentary con81deratlons‘3

~ It was clear to the Government
that Parliamentary feeling was in favour of some action being
“teken, but the'detailsuofrthe new treaty-were worked out enti--
rely on-ministerial initisative. * On 8 August, before the Treaty
bhad been signed,~its pfovisions were'communicafed to both

Houses, but Richmond and Disraeli. both replied that discussion

was impossible on the basis of a verbal communication.%

i, Gladstone to Granv1lle, 29 July 1070 (G and D.'29/104; Pte.

© Qranville Papers). : : ' ’

-2+ Hans., CCIII.1576-7. o ‘

3. Gramont appreciated this (Lyons to Granv1lle -5 Aug. 1870‘
F.0.27/1809), but his statement to this effect was Oﬂltted
from Wo.100 of Franco=Prussian War No.3. Granville himself

" . defended the treaty to Lyons on Parlismentary grounds (Gran-_ -

- ville to Lyons, 4 Aug.1870; F.0.362/4, Pte. Grenville Papers).

4. H.,L.: Hans., CCIII.1671-6, HeCu: 1b1d., cols.1699-1706.




{09

.On the 10th the Treaty was debated in both Houses, and,
contrary to Granville's expectation, generally well received. .
This perhaps would not have béen the case if the Houses had
known‘that the statement that Russia and Austria favoured the
Treaty was fallacious.- Hof did Parliament have any informa-
tion concerning the plans for "combined neutrality" which were
already afoot when it was prorogued on 10 August.

Osborne had declared during the fiistrBelgian debate: "I
can easily understand, Sir, thet it is for the interest of the
Cabinet to take asway that 'bauble' now lying before you and -
: gét'rid of Parliasment as fast as'tﬁéy can. nl There -is cer;
tainiy an air of antlclpatory relief about Granville's note to
: Lyons.of 6 August. "o shall have to make a statement on Foreign
Affeirs on ¥onday = I trust the last, and on Wednesday Parlia-
'méhi Will be prorogued. On Thursday the seat of Government
will be moved bf‘Gladstone and mé to Walmer.;."z
 After the recess & Blue Book was laid which described the
agreement arrived at by the neutral states, and the discussions
which had iaken place from time to time as to the possibility
‘of'medl ing between the two belligerehts.3 The speeches made
pn,the subject during the debate on fhe Address were not of any:

- great lwmporta ance, perhaps becauﬂe mewbers knew of a notlce of

1. Hans., CCIII.1323. "

2. Granville to Lyons, 6 Aug. 1870 (F 0.302/4,V'Pte; Granville
Papers). A :

3. Franco-Geeman War No. 1 (1871)
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motion whieh had been given for 7 February, 1871, On that
~day Auberon Herbert attempted dlrectly to 1nfluence govern-
_mental action by moving . that "it is the duty of Her Majesty's
Government to act in concert with other neutral powere, to
oobtaln moderate terme of peace" | HlS speech was beeed dlrectly
on the 1nforma;10n uiven 1n the 1ateet Blue Book.1 After a
long debate, 1n which the unueually large number of thlrteen
membere took part Gladstone obtalned the Wlthdrewal of the
motlon on the ground that otherw1ee 1te defeat Wmuld wrongly

1nd1cate hostlllty to Fre.nce.2

: The defe&t of the metlon was
eulte 1nevitable elnce the epeakere in the debate were almost
»all leerale and the Oppoeltlon front bench took no part 1n
'the proceédlnge.' A f -

‘This igs a s1gnificanf point:w Although the Blue Book
polloy of ‘the Gladstone Governﬁent eeome to heve been to glve
Vfull 1nformat10n, yet they rarely gave 1trln tlme to permlt
Parllamentary 1nfluence.' In the few caeee Where 1nformatlon
was given in tlme, epec1flcally in the caee of the text of the

. Treaty of Waehlngton and the negotlatlone concernlng the Frenco—‘

Prussian war, debate wae ueelese becauee the party maJorlty

could prevent anj vote w1th Whlch the Government dld not agree.

i. Hens., CCIV.387-96. . 2, Ibid., cols.447-55,
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Chapter IV.
PARLIAM ENT AND THE EXECUTIV

| There ie no'evidence thet the'Parliement of 1808-1874 ever

11nfluenced the detalls of governmental actlon at any stage.?'

There is no case of a motlon belnv carrled in elther House
whlch was subsequently embodled 1n a dlplomatic move by the
Government, nor 18 there a case of actlon being taﬁen as a re-
sult of SpelelC expr9331one of oplnlon in debate. |

It 15 well-Lnown that Parllament had a negatlve 1nfluence
on forelgn pollgy in certaln cases. That 18, w1th reaard to )
certaln iesues, there were eome thlngs whlch a Brltleh Parlla-
ment would never tolerate. ’ There ie, for lnetance, the cage
of Glbraltar. o Clarendon wrote to Layard, Brltlsh Ambassador

at ﬂadrid, on 15 March 1870‘7 vy need not telL you that the

c3851on of Glbraltar is a matter that cannot be trlfled w1th,

and that our publlc would be uproarlously 1nd1gnant if it
thought the Government was cf01n,g to commit that sort of treason.
For my own part T fully eympathlze in the Spanlsh feellng on
the subJect and don t bellevtwe should suffer from the loee oI
the place,»except as a smuuellng depot of whlch we make scan-'_
dalous use, but pray explain to Prim that it is not a questlon

of generOSLty or magnanlmlty but of polltlcal nece551ty for



)

tne Government."lrv The number of questione whioh,'at any'time,-
were a matter of polltlcal neoessxty for & Government in thls
way Was:small. In this perlod the allenatlon of any 1mportant
Britieh ﬁernitory was probably one, and the neutrallty of Bel- :
gium, perhaps, another.- In these matters the Government had
to be careful not to offend Parllanentary oplnlon, even 1f

they thought 1t to be merely preJudlce. 7 B}

7 In the ‘period, 1868-1874 Parllamentary 1nfluence was not
conflned entlrely to the negatlve approache. There are 1nd1-*
oetlonedtheﬁ‘debetes influenced the general‘form of some of
the negotla@ipns,i Partlcularly this Was the case w1th varlous'
aspects of the Franco‘Pru551an War. The Government seems to
have been reepondlng to Parllamentary pressure, although not
‘actually actlng on suggestlone made in Parllanent 1n taklngrx
steps .to saieouard the neutralltj of Belglum, in formln tne
neutreloassovlatlon, in offerln medlatlon, end in ettemptlnv
to obtain moderate terms ofrpeece.v Each of these developments
had been preV1ouelJ advocated in dabate in a general Way, and
recelved suppoft partlcularly from leeral membere.

‘ It 1s only in conneotlon Wlth Belgian neutrallty that
ﬁev1dence exists that the Government was aware ofthe nece581ty
{of respondm<7 to Parlwamentary and public pressure. - Lyons was

'opposed to the Iormatlon of a new treaty, and Granv1lle in his

_,1.'C1arennon~t6 Layard, 15 Mar.1870 (F.0.361/1; Pte. Clarendon
Papers). - , S [T A
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prlvate letters defended the Government g actlonjehtlrely on the

ground of Parliarentary and publlc oplnlon.?;

¥ Gr1ﬂd8tone, too,
thonght eome p031t1ve etep necessary because "a declaretlon of our

dlepleeeure egalnst any offender" was not llkely to'"reallv sa-f

tlsfy Europe or even thle country after the flrst few days"vz'f;;
The oonstltutlonal conventlon w1th regard to forelgn polley :

placed the conduct of the detelle of negotlatlon entlrelj Wlth -

the GOVernment but occaelonally Parllament 1nterfered 1n mlnor

dlplOHath questlons. Lord Lyons was v1olently attacked in Par-

llament, pertlcularly by Slr Robert Peel on account of hlS aotlon

in leaVLng Parls durlng the elege end baelng the Embassy Wlth

the pTOVlSlonal government et Tour 3 Agaln, 1n connectlon

w1th Gramont 8 stmtement thdt.the powere of Europe recognised

the Juetlce of the French canee, Granv1lle had cause ﬁor 1rr1-

.tatlon at Parllementqry 1nterference. Gramont mede the etate—

ment on 11 July 1n the Corps Leglslatlf 4 and although 1t was'

1mmed1ately contr dlcted bJ Granv1lle, Gramgnt repeated 1t on

the 15th in conversatlon w1th Lord Lyons.G_, Text day, Lyons

WTOLG “to Granv1lle expree31ng the hope that the matter mlght be

allowed to drop,Afor the sake of future Brltleh relatlons with -

i, Granville to Lyons, 1 and 4 Aug.1870 (F.0. 362/4- Pte., Gran-
‘ ville Papers). '
2. Gladstone to Grapville, 3 Aug 1870 (Go & D. 29/58 Pte.
ERURdRE L.,
3. Hans. .3 -3, 96~ 326 and Tranc —German Wi Y
TC.2631, H.C.(1871), LxXI,3d5-20. o-Gernmon Wer No.2(1874)
4. Franco—Prussisn War No.i (1570) [C.167], No.29 incl., H.C.
(1870), LXX.42. ’

5. Ibid., No.61 incl.3, p.60. 6. Ibid., No.63, p.62.
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France,; Grenville replied: "I an af2aid others will not let
ﬁe drop‘thé wrangle with Gramont. - Lord Bussell<will‘allude
to it toworrow in asking mé_what are the,causés,of the war."z
’In_the event Granville evaded the issue as well asvhe cpuld.5
In the wmore general sphere of British relations with
other powers, too, expressions of opinion in debate couldrsomé-
times cause embarrassment. - Paﬁticﬁiarly this was thé case in
the course of the negotlatlons with the Unlted States,4‘and .
the Government were careful to ensure that the effect of violent
gpeeches was counteracted thrbugh the diplomatic;channels.ﬁv
Oh_the;other hand, Pariiamept h@d its\uses; ~ The Govern-
ment cpuld_use Parliaméntéry opportunities tprpublish ité_gc—
tions or opinions to.the wdrld, either'through debate or in
Blue Bookriofm.,‘ During the‘negotiation_concérning the iﬁdirect
claims, Hammond at one timeisuggested’gugh a step if the American
answer was uﬁsatisfactoryge__ Butvthis aspect df the relations
between Government and Parliament is pefhgps more frequentiy
illustrated in the oppesiteiﬁéy ;‘that publication to Parliament,

however desirable in itself,,wasrimﬁossible because it meaﬁt

1. Newton, Life of Lord Lyoms, 1.299; . = . . .-

2. Granville to Lyons, 17 July 1870 (F.0. 362/4 Pte- Granv1lle
Papers). ‘

3. Hans., CCIII,379-82. . Supra, p-%8.

5. Grenville to Thornton, 13 May 1872 (T, 5/1399) '
Gladstone to Granvn.lle, 14 May 18’72 (G-. and D, 29/61' Pte.

. Grandwille Papers).

- 6. Hammond memo., 2 lar.i872 (G. and D. 29/105; Pte. Grenville

- 'Pagers).




publication to‘a'widér audience;" As Gladstone said with re—
ference to Belgian neutrality: "The reason we restrained our
own wish end the wish of the House last Monday [the 1 August
debatel by not making eny general declaration on our part as
regards Belgium, Wae;théfIWefthought rmeh dgngérlmight arise
' frow sﬁdhﬁa deélaraﬁioﬂ, that we might’inadveftently give
ﬁttéf&hce”fo words that might be held to import obligations
élméét:uﬁlimitedﬁand‘almOéﬁ irrespectively of circumstances. "t
- Parliaument could also bé used to demonstrate the fééling
of the 'mation'. AgainifherAméridan'qﬁeétion'ﬁrovides’the
best example.? Granville was as careful to make éﬁfevthat'a'
favourable debate was iﬁmédiéteiy réjbrféd‘ as he wes to see
that the effect of an unfavourable one wes counteracted
Apart from one OCCaSlon, at’ uhe outbrea& of the Frenco-

Prussian war, which has beenmentloned,'3 there are no other"

illustrations of the use of Parliament as a diplomatic excuse

or mesns of coercion 1n connection’ w1th munor 1ssuee in thls
perlod. " The 'Tornado" case, however, illustrates what could
be done in this wey, if 9ﬁe'wa§'déa1ing with a swall and weak
power such ag Spain. ' '

This case was covered by the forelgn secretaryshlps of

both Stanley and Clarendon, mnd 1t is 1nterest1ng to.. observe

e

vy

1, Hens., CIIL. 1705; cf. supra, p.tol
2. Supra, pe.ld. - - o C-
J. Supra, pp-lor-a.
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that their methods were rather»difrerent. Staﬁley's practice
when laying 8 Elue Book was either‘to wait until he:hed_achie—
ved gome success, and,concluderthe papers With the desPatch_
recording itsl or to conclude them with e 'strong' despatch,
demanding_action, and lay the papers without givinglspainitime
to,reply.2 Clarendon's method was more subtle. . He regularly
telegraphed that there was . shortly to be a debate or a Blue _
.quk on the ‘Tornade' questron, with such phrases ee:“Herrha—,
jesty'e Government will be at a 1oes tQ:eXplain the silence
obserred'byzthe'Spanish Government",s;er "I shouid be‘rerj glad
to/iearn before that time that the Spanish Gorernﬁert was dief'
»poeed to act 11berally towands the crew" 4 N :

: ThlS is an 1lluotratlon of ‘the reallstlc attltude of thef
Government to 1ts Parllamentarj obllgatlone. The 1mpr3551on
_Whlch emerges from private pqpers and from uhe dehatee 13 thqt
the Government accepted/the faet_oi Parlramentary“;nterference
from time to tiwme, and was cqnfident of its ability to 'mensge'
Parliament;vw Thie,object was echieved in various ways;__partly
'through the Worklnn of the party machlne, and partly through
the 1nfluence of personallty.

o In a mere gereral sphere, the Government kept control of

1. Ternado Pt.VIII (1866-67) [3874], H.C.(1867), LXXV.551-84.
2. Tornado Pts. I and II [3772] and (3s801], 1b1a., pPp.161-412,
3. Clarendon to Crampton, Tel., 8 kay 1869 ér .0.72/1299).,
4, Clerendon to Crampton, Tel., 2 Apr.1869 (F.0.72/1299),




Parliament”by’thrée different methods. The first was, ob—
viously; fo avoid giving offence to the Housé in matters such
_as premature publication(? Thén,-bééasionally the Government
would defer to the Houses, associating them with its actions
ond claiming their support. This was Gladstone's reply to
Osborne's_aftempf to pérsuade the House of CbmmonS'to exercise
its right of refusing supply.  He said: "Although...the House
of Commons is the body which really has the exclusive power of
gi&ing'ultimate effect to this treaty lof Washingtoﬁ];;..yet‘
it must be borne in mind that in the present case, we have -
brocéeded'onithe fﬁil'and perfect'knowledge that’th&sAQuestion
of arbwtratlon was not & new questlon... ‘we assume@ and had 'a
rlght to- assume, ‘that we-were already in virtual posse891on of
the judgement of P&rllamentg"i’ ‘This may also be considered
a8 én:éxéﬁplé'of’Gladstone‘s'mastery 0f the art of confusing
the House by the st&le of hiéistateméﬁts,'énd énother is pro-
vidédfby’the'meaningless‘statément"that.the'House<must be in--
formed of the "spirit, aim, Vandvdirectionﬁ of the Government's
policy, which has already been mentioned.® This»dévice'of31‘é
déférriﬁnwtd'PafiiQmént'could'élso’be used to prevéht:discuSSion
Whlle & negotlatlon ‘was - 1n progreqe, as in the case ‘of the
.statement made durzng the Amerlc&n negotlatlons, that “the

,Government "have no doubt of the support Whlch they w1ll recelve

1. Ha,ns.’ CCIX.117. ": 2. SU.QI‘S., p. 83-



freﬁ-Periiement" 1 ﬁGranVille from time to time employed the
same tactics in the Lords. S “If  S

| Gladstone occaelonally went further end referred to con=
stltutlonal pr1n01ples, of greater or lees obscurlty, in hls
management of the House of Commons.vz The two ‘most strlklng 7
{nstences of this are to some extent contredlctory. On one
occa31on he said that "this House 1s the only Judge of the
‘degree in which,..it shall maintain reeerVe”aﬁd'relj upon the
Dxecutlve, pr demand 1nformatlon and clalm to 1tself an imme—
dlate share in the conduct of affalrs. On these matters the’

House is eupreme."2

' Two years later ge stated that "whatever\
respon81b111ty reste with Parllament..,ls between the Membere
of the House of. Conmons &nd>their constituents. It is for the
conetltuen01es, and not for us, to establish Parllamentary
'respon51b111ty, if it is to be establlshed at all. 3

For the most pert, the House of Commons was not parfieﬁ—
larly interested in fereigh'affeire. ‘”When’tﬁerinternatienai
scene was qulet, euch questlons were 000&810n&11] referred to
by some member Wlth a partmcular 1nterest,4 but there was llttle

enthusiasm for them in the House as a whole. In times of acti-

vity;AOn:theVOther Rand, the House considered its advice of

1. Supra, p. 36, a1 . . - 2, Hens., CCIII.1300.

3. Ipid., CCIX.30. S '

- 44 'E.g., E.B. Eastwick who initiated both the debates on Central
Asia in this period (Hems., CXCVII,1544-82; CCXV.318-77).



value and resented neglect,:

The diplométic upheaval which took place in the middle -
_of'fhe administration, involving the three important, inter--
ralated questions of the Franco-Pru351an war, the Black Sea
guestion, and the Americen negotlatlons, led the House to glve
some consideration to its position w1th-regard7to foreign .
affaifs.:fr k

The movement was givén an iﬁpetus by the presence in the
House of a group of Liberals with definite ideas on the sub-
jects It does n6t<séem that the:group Was,particularlylWell~
defined, but each could be relied upon to raisé the subject
_of Parllamentary control from time to tlme, .and recelved the -
support of-the others..
| ~The ‘line they took was that Parliamentary. 1nd1fference on
questions of foreign poligy arose from & feeling oi;lmpotence.
_?hey complained;of the "false position in which the House of
Commons is. so aptitO’find'itselfqplaced,on questions of foreign
policy... While the diplomatists are busy we are told that -
discuséion¢would,be‘bié§udiciél;tb the public intere$t', when
vegotlatlons are at an end we. are told that dlscu831on would be
idle on accompllshed facts. Pendlng negotlatlons the tlme 1s
too soon, at the close of negotlatlons it is too late, ».And

thu§ i£ aimost 1nvar;ab1y_happens that'Parllament is compelled
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to abdicate its highest funcfion...".i;

- They maintained that the doctrine of Ministerial respon-
sibility_waé an illusion, because a vote of eensure after the
event could not remedy a diplomatic situatidn, to which the
country was,alréady~bound.2 Therefore they contended thai,
| Parliament should have some real measuré of control over the
7 conduct of diplomacy. . N »

- Horsman first attempted to obtain an assurance that Par—
liament Wmu}d'baiconsulted on the specific question of action
on the indirect claims.® on 12 &pril, 1872, Sir Wildred Lawson
bréughtrforward a wotion which, as the seéonder, Rybands, said,
"called upon the Governmeht to reverse the traditional policy
df'the Foreign_Oi’i’ice".4 . The motion arose from the Blue Book

return of Treaties of Guarantee, made the previous»year,5 and

required}tHeAGovernmént:to;withdraw from all such obligations.

Next year the question of Parliamentary control was again

raised on thé‘Addrpss,e,and on 14 February Rylands brought

forward & motion that‘ireatiesAshould be submitted to Parlia-

mgnt_bgfore,r&tification-7lg This is another instance of the

1.
2,

Horsman, 6 Feb.1873 (Hans., CCXIV.85). Similarly, Sir Wil-

fred Lawson, 14 Feb.1873 (ibid., col.480). - ..~ - - -
Sir W, Lawson, 12 Apr.1872 (ibid., CCX.1168) and 14 Feb.1873

(ibid., CCXIV.480).. Sinclair Aytoun, 4 Mar.1873 (ibid.,

C ColB.1310-1).

3.

4.
Se

6.

19,20 Mar,1872 (ibid., CCX,.249,324-7).

Lawson had intended to bring it forward the previous'seSSion,
but was unable to do so and had withdrawn the notice on 4 Aug.
(ibid., CCVIII.&85-6).

Ibid., CCXIV.85,155. 7. Ibid., cols.448-50,
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way in which a debate could be affected by outside influenees, .
although in this case they were not the’same as those which
wrecked Sir Charles Dilke's motion. = The 14 Februmary, 1873,
was & Friday, and therefore,'under the rules pf @rgcédufe
adopted in 1872, Supply was first order, private members were
at,liberty,to propoge amenduwents, and the Government were
bound to 'keep a houséf, . Keeping a house, however, did not,
of course,mean keeping more than the statutory forty members
in attendgncg,'énd_Rylgnds spoke to half-empty benches,,as‘was
ususl on a Friday evening. -,Also,.his,wészthe se¢ohd wotion
on thejpapef,‘anévsince:therfirst had gbne_to a division, the
motion for Supply had alfeady been carried, and Ryiands wag
prevented from taking the sense of the House onvhisAmotion.
5‘_:3 ?here;wés a third factor which reduced his chances of
sugceés, and that was. that fhe.mqtioq'reierfédispegiiically
to .the French commercial treaty. .Sinceﬂcbmmefcial treaties
were, in any case, in a different cétggorylffom those of a
‘purely diplomatic kihd, this confused:the tssue. Rylands -
eXplained_that‘#he questidn "néturally aroge during,the two
ﬁastﬁsessions in connection with the Treaty of Washington",
and had he'beenAable,to have brought the suﬁject fdrward on ..
14 June, 1872, as he intended, he might have obtained more

support.l"“

1. He w%thdrew the notice at Gladstoné'a"iequest (Hans., CCXI,
1694). :
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Bince the only result»of the mbtion was & lona sp"ech from
Gladstone, without any sign of enthusiasm on the parf of the
House, it is little Wonder that anleld' tone was dlsgruntled
when, only e week later, Slnolalr Aytoun brought forward a
similar motion end supported it with sirilar aréumehts.# JAS'
mlght be eXpected, he recelved no support at éii.» d

Enfleld 8 reply was slgnlflcant for he expressed theﬂ
oplnlon that the mot:oa should not have been pressed "after

he exhaustlve reply glven by Gladstone to Rylands motlon,
espec1ally 88 the feellng expressed on both eldes of the House
on that oc0331on was dec1dedly adverse to so great an 1nnovatlon
n the Constltutlon“ 2 | ) o

Thls was the cruclal p01nt.__ The handgul of leerals Who
were 1ntent on the reform of procedure recelved no support
from the rest of thelr own party, and very llttle from the
Oppos1t10n. . Oceaslonally, when the dlplomatlc sltuation was
at K:! CrlolS, or in the heat of an lmoortant debate, Dlsraell
Would sPeak, as he dld at the bevlnnlng of the Franco-PruSSLan
war, 1n favour of greater partlclpatlon by the House in the
conduct of fore1 n POlle-3 1 Agaln,‘durln the debate on the
Queen 8 Speech in 1873 he went . so far as to mentlon the rlght

of Parllament to con81der treatees before thpy were ratlfied 4

1. Hans., CCXIV.1309-14, 2, bid’;‘col.1314.’ '
3. 25 July 1870 (Hans., CIII.®#378); ug.1870 (ibid., cols.
1286-7,

4., Ibid., CCXIV.80.
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" but hehwas”verv’far from‘edvooating theLrevolntionéry'meaeures
which Would have been necessary to make Parllamentary control
a realltj. ) ) A ” |
o Gladetone replled to Rylands' motlon very largely on the
grounds that there was no Way of settlng up machlnery to wake
useful Parllamenterj cr1t1c1sm poss;ble, but he was on safer
ground when he relled upon the absence of oppos1tlon on’ forelgn
questlons.i | On 17 Tebruary, 1871 When Auberon Herbert, )
' another member of the reformlng group, ettempted to move a »
dlrectlon to the Government to take a deflnlte step 1n connechMt
Wlth terms of peace for France, the Opp081tion remalned compl—
etely 81lent 2 and Were castlgated ‘next’ mornlnﬂ by the Eimgg’
because theJ had "abdlcated altogether thelr proper functlons
as watchful and per81stent crltlca of the Admlnletratlon ‘of the
dey“ 3 | | | -
o GladStone’eeens»to have'been'in.cloéer”touch with the
asitnation; however,tnhen he maintained "that‘there has never
been that radlcal opp051t10n of oplnlon in the pollcy of one
party or another, or in the pOllCV of one Government end ano-
: ther, w1th respect to forelgn affelrs, Whlch may upon partlcu—
lar questlons, at least be traceable occa81onally Wlth regard

to home affairs; and although an oplnlon mnay be very ueefully

1. Hans., CCXIV.469-79.
2, Ibid., CCIV.387-455,
3. Times, 18 Feb.1871, 9a.
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expressed in this Houée with reference to a'modification of

the course ofiﬁﬁr foreign policy et a particular time;;an -
attempt to revolutionize that policy would not, I am sure,
‘receivé from Parliament any degree of countenance,"?

- This statément is borne out bj Disraeli's description of
the function of the House during theunegotiations,concerning
the indifect'claims;' On 13May, 1872, he said: "I think there
have been two duties for Paéliament‘tb'fulfil;’ﬂ‘Thé first was
to give fair»play to the»Go#ernment,Jcdnstituted"ofiwhatever.
party‘orrmaferials; placed in sﬁch a situation... we have given
fhem thatfconstitutional'support;Which'the§ﬁ§7righti.I think,
in'theirfdifficult'position,'to look;forward'ﬁof‘¢'0ur second>
part has been at the éame"time, consistentiy with‘theiline,‘to7
aésért'the policy witﬁrreépgct‘tp the matters in question on
Which'I'belieVe’thefgreat‘majority of thérpeoplefof this

n_z

country are decided."® - In fact, therGovernment’rarély had

mach difficulty in meeting Opposition~critici$m in the House’

of Commons. - - \
" The House of Lords was in abrather différenﬁ position.
~In the'firSt‘placé; the members saw more glearly than the
Commons the implications of‘therstafe of parties in the Lower
House, and the implications of their .owm position in the face

of the strong party majority there. They possessed, too, a

1. Hens., COX.1178. ~ * 2, Ibid., CCIIL.663.



 stronger sense of responsibility than the Commone, and with it
a feeling that they had a right to discuss the great affairs
of state when it seemed necessary.. O0f course, there were ex-
eeptione:;> Granville's particular antagonist in the Lorde was
Cairns, whose attacks on Goveynﬁent policy were a constant
source‘of ahnoyance, buﬁ for the most part, the Cohservative
majority in the Lords knew that it was useless for them to
move when the party in the bommons was impotent, aﬁd debates
in the Lords could therefore be carried on with greater freedonm
than in the Lower House. ' |
‘It is curious that the Commons did not.seem altogether to
realise the neﬁ staterof'things created by the existence of a
really strong party magorltj. Private members were aware that
their actlons would come to nothlng 1f they were opposed by the
Government, Yet those members on the Liberal side who wished
to raise questions of foreign p&licy, were somewhat froubled
by the practice ef regarding such motions as Votee of Censure.,
It was this tactic which contributed to Sir Charles Dilke's
downfall, and Sir Wiitfed Lawson implied that the moving of a
~ Vote of Censure was an expedient that'sﬁould be used only in
extreme caees.. He certeinly diad notiappreeiate that it was
to be the stock=in-trade of the sérong party government. It
was a device Whlch the 1ndependent werber frequently dlscussed o

thereafter, but Whlch no Commlttee o2 Procedure ever found

l. Kaas.; CCXIV. 480.



means to counteract, even when Governments reached the stage
of saying: "If the slightest thing is carried against us -
if we are told to clean the place or to open the windows - ,

we shall be compelled to resign."l -

v

i. T. Lough in ev1dence before the Commlttee on Procedure, 1914
4, & P. (1914) VII., qu.13
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CONCLUSIONS.

As this investigation has shown, the study of Parliamen—~ .-
. tary influence has a twofold basis. The first is the con-
stitutionaluques£ion of the'generalﬁrélations between Parliea—
ment end the Executive, and the second the question of the

. Veffect of these relations on diplomacy. ~ As far as the first
aspect is concerned, it seems that the Parllament of 1868-1874
was in many ways the- flrst of the modern Parliaments. = It was
based upon a new. franchlse, of a type which was bound in the
~end to revolutionise the ‘relations between the uxecutlve,
-Parliament, and the electorate, and it was during this adminis-— |
tration that fears wéré-expressed Which have since proved well-
founded. - In 1872, Walter Begehot feared "that.:both ouilpéliiicalg
parties will bid for the support of the working man; that both
of them will promiée to do as’he likes if he will only tell them
what it is; that as he now holds the casting vote in our affairs,
both;parties will begiand-pray him to give -that vote to theﬁ.

I can conceive of nothing more corrupting or worse for a gpet of
poor ignorant peOple>than that two'cbmbinations of weliétéught

, and rlch men should constantly offer -to defer to their decision,

and compete for the office of executlnﬂ it. Vox populi will be

vox diaboli if it is worked in that manner."1~~vr’

1. W.Bagehot, The English Constitution, 2nd ed. (1872), pp.xxii-
xxiiio. |
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. In procedure, this Parliament saw the end of the Address
procedure, the curtailment of debate on Supply, the growth of
quegtions. These threé points déveloPed into the characteré
isticé of the modern procedure, for they represent reSpectively
the abandonment of coercion and the disappearance of the Royaly
prerogative, the rewolutionising of the financial procedure, |
and the evolution of a new Check, asg the last bastioﬁ of Par-
liamentary independence. The Spesker appointed in the middle
of the 1ife of this Parliament was the first to be given the
power of closure - anotherAcharacteristic of the modern systemn.

‘This Parliament, too, ﬁas,the first which had a modern

party majority. This majority enabled the Government to give

information end permit, debate, without fear of Parliamentary

ifeprisals.v’ They did not even need to give their supportérs

the trouble of walking through the division lobbies, since they

need only point out-that a motion should be withdrawn, other-

‘wise it would certainly be defeated: -

. Although a detailed study of the succesaive Parliamentary
Conmittees.on Procedure,:WhiChSWére'appointed from time to time
between 1852.and‘1931,1isvbeyondrthe’sbope'of this thesis, the
impression gained from them,ié that the members at any one time
did“not_realise'the:changesrwhich were taking place in the -+
podition of the Housé“of Commons and the balanée of the Con-
stitution.  The Parliament of 1868-1874 certainly did not
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7realise the extent to which it marked an innovation which was
to have far-reaching implications.  The Government wererpro—
bably more aware of the reality of the situation, since they
were engaged on using the machine and in a better positibn to
realise the changes which were téking ﬁlace'in the material
they had to manlpulate. |

© To -turn to the dlnlomatlc aspect of the‘qﬁestion. The' 
opinion was frequently,exPressedTbefore‘the Procedure Commi-—
ttees that Parliament,'and'GSPecially'the House of Cowwmons,
did not take:suffidient intefest in,'or devote sufficient time
to, questions of foreign policy.:i:Various sﬁggestions were .
7but'forward to account for this. Boume believed that it was
smmply due to the- 1nsular outlook of members, -others tha» it
was due to a feeling of 1mpotonce caused by a knowledoe that
effective intervention was 1mposslble.- Bagehot1 took up a
point made by BernalvOsbornez;andrput:it down to the working
of the psarty system. He waintained that the official Oppo-
gition did not criticise because they knew they wquld one day
have to face—similarrériticism_thémseIVes.,\,Thus_only,inde—
pendent members were free to speak in these matters; and fhe
continuity'of British foreign policyibecéme_an arrangement of
convenience between the,two,chiefjparties.'fZPrqbébly allrthree.

factors oontribﬁted.to;Parliamentary reticence.

1. Op.cit., p.xliv. 2. Hans., CCIX.9%4.



In any case, the tendency to leave the conduct of foreign
affairs to the Executive, whieh'beceme more marked as the
century advanced, was already evident in the Parliament of"
1863-1874, although the Lords,"and’fo a lesser extent the
Commons also, still occasionally offered>criticism, " "When
they did so, the value of fhe critioieﬁ was feducedlby the
fact.that few members had a capacity for thinking in terms of
diplomatic*poseibiiity; - The-attitude most usﬁally‘advocated
was one:of'firm,and open speaking in British dealings with -
chereeountries, or suggestions that "a shrewd practising
atterney" should have beee sent to make the’Treaty.of'Washing~
ton.1 C 7 | | | = 7
The‘Government was very,littie inClined to listen ﬁovor
accept Parliamentary cr;ticism.‘~ Gladetone had a convenient
illustration to hand for the purpose of combating pleas for

frankness and Parliamentary discussion. He regularly cited

the 1nf1uence of the Frenca Chambers at the outbresk of the

Franco-PruSSIan war, and subeequent evento have amply JHStl-n

fled hlS heSLtancy in acceptlng the 1nterventlon of & publle
eelected assembly. L . -

There may have been more than 001ncldence behlnd the
occurrEence of several magor dlplomatlc events ln the Parlla—i

mentary recess.', It is 1mposslble to ‘be certaln, but 1n the -

i. Hans;; CCIX.27.

1o



case of Central Asia, Granville admitted that he wanted the

i Although he can

question'concluded‘befofe Parliament met.
ecaroely have influenced the date of the Gortchakov Circular,
‘the conference was hurried on so as to be in session before
Parliament’reaseembled. - The Rose mission was also concluded
‘in recesse. -

" 'The attitude of the permanent staff of the Foreign Office .
seems to have been more formal. -~ This applies particﬁlarly
to the older Members.e ‘Hamwond's memoranda. are full of con;
cern for Parliamentary opinion, and Hertslet, the librarian,
was always careful to malntain the striotest constitutional
7precedents when dealing with Parllamentary affa1rs.2

The attitude of the Mlnlstry itself seews to have been

one of unconscious cynlolsm, When Granville reported Thiers®

lecture on Parliament to Gladstone, the latter replied: "When

they talk to.us sbout the House of Commons, there is a rTeply

i, And wav foolish enough to let the statement be printed, Cen-
tral Asia No.i1 (1873) [C. 8991, No.3, H.C.(1873), LIXV, 707
Gladstbtone was subsequently challenged on the subgect in the
llouse of Commons (Hans., CCXV,848).
2. For Hawmond, cf. supra, pp.75-8. Hertslet's attltude is
, exemplified by -his reply to a request from the Speaker that
. he should certify the number of copies of a Blue Book to be
circulated before it was printed: "I fear this order, if
enforced, will bejproductive of very great inconvenience; not
so much to this office or to the Public, as to the House of
Commons itself: for it frequently happens that, on the eve
of an iwportant debate on Foreign Affairs, Papers are laid
before Parliament by this office in great haste, so that
members may be put in possession of the correspondence which
has passed on the Subject before the Debate takes place, but
if such PaperS could not be received in future until the
Spea&er g sanotlon had been obtalned and after an official
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which but for the proprieties would be best: 'teach your

‘grandmother to suck eggs'."1

In the face &af this light-
Ehearted confidence it is not surbrising that the Government
:did very much as it pleased in matters of foreign policy.

EAt some points during the negotiations ‘connected with the

| Franco-Prussian war the Government's action seems to héve been

ﬁastenéd by Parliamentary pressure; bﬁt on the whole it cannot

be maintained that the Parliament of 1868-1874 had any real

~influence upon the policy of the Government.

correspondence had passed on the subject, the object which
the Secretary of State had in view in presenting the papers
would be entirely frustrated..." (memo. of 16 June 1872
 TF.0.83/329). o ’
1., Gladstone to Granville, 18 Sept.1870 (G. & D. 23/53, Pte.
Granville Papers). . ' ' S
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Apnendix I,

BT

ANALYSIS OF DIPLOMATIC BLUZ BOOKS RETURNED TO. ADDRESS, 1828~

1914, ARRANGED BY ADLINISTRATIOQNS.

Key to Columns:

Az
B

Date of Administration. _
Humbers assigned to the Papers in Temperley and Penson, --
A Century of Diplomatic Blue Books.

Papers.

X One on a Ministerial motion.

C: Total number of Papers leid in esch Administration.

D: Wumber of 'C' which were Returned to Addresses. -
E: Number of 'D' which were returned to addresses in the Commons.,
F: Number of 'E' which were debated in the Commons.

G: Muwber of 'D' which were returned to addresses in the Lords.

H: Xumber of 'G' which were debated in the Lords. , : ;
A.Dates - | B.loB ' C.Tot| D.RA E HC ¥,Deb! G.HL H.Deb -
1828-30 165-182¢c 30 17 15 10 4 4
1830-34 183-209 34% 12 10 3 2 2

- 1835-41 210-235 113 25 23 10 3 ]
1841-44 2386-353a 103 13 14 S 5 4
1847-52 354-437 150 33 35 2 7 3
1853-58 433-539 164 33 29 2 6 3
1858-59 540-557 38 '8 3 3 0 0
1859-66 558=-710 353 100 82 ii 2 21

- 1866-67 - 741-749 - 88 13 13 1 0 0
1868-74 750-8860a 241 39 35 0 8 7
1874-79 361~-1005a 310 33 32 0 1 0
1880-85 1006-1177 446 12 8 0 4 4%
1886 1178-1498s 44 0 - - - -
1287-32 1199-1363 235 14 13 i 1
i8%2-55 1354-1419 103 -0 - - - -
1895-1900 1420-1558 249 5 5 1 0
1500-05 1559-1695 225 1 1 0 o] 0
1905-14 ~1696-126%90 452 15) 5] 0 0 0

* Excluding three Papers published in Erithsh and Foreign State



o &

Appendix IT,

Tominal

WOMINAL AND ACTUAL DATES OF CIRCULATION OF BLUE BOOKS. '

139

221, H.C.(1570),
LXIX.439-62.

Description Date Actual Date Evidence
Franco=-Prussian War. {

- ' , , j

782 ' No.1(4370)[C.167),7 22 Jul 1870  €.25 July Contains des-,
‘H.C.{1870),LYX,17- - 1870 patches dated:

100. IR 25th and had |

not been re- |

ceived by HC

on 25th.(Hans.

CCIII.880-1), "

782a  No.2(1870)[C.189), 29 Jul 1870 Contains des-
: H.C.{1670),LXX. 101~ “patch conmmu—~ |
114, nicated on l

30th. :

782b  No.3(1870 {[c.210], 10 Aug 1870 Contains des—f
'H.C.%l%?O%,LXX.liS- patch sent on

220. « 11th, o

503 No.1(1871) [C.2441, 10 Feb 1371 13 Feb 4374 Hans., CCIV. !
© H.C.(1871),LXXI.1- - 17, )
284, ‘ ﬁ

Black Sea. §
808 ~ (C.245], H.C.(1871) 10 Feb 4871 Same dey i
C LXXIT.1-ii4. , : Gladstone ,
' : "hoped they |

would be very :

shortly in the

hands of llem- -

bers" (Hens., .

CCIV.124), 5

' Anerigan Negotiations.
7748  N.A.N0.1(4870) [C. 10 Feb 4370 44 Feb 4370 Hens., CXCIX,

240.

® ;hese are 2 C ?
enson, A& Century of DPiplomatic Blue Bookgs

he numbers_sassigned to the pa

ers in Tewperley and
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No. Deserintion  Nominal Date ZActual Date Evidence
822b ¢ N.A.Y0.3(4372) [C. ~ 15 Apr 4372° Possibly 4i3' Hans., CCX.
505), H.C.(i872), S 1330.
LXIX,331-6. . . :
822¢ N.A.N0.8{1372) (. 15 Apr 1872 Possibly 47 Statements
506), HeCel(d0782), - on 15th that .
LXIX.337-433. . it would be '
circulated
"{omorrow"
(Hens., CCX.
1330, 1335).

822e  N.A.U0,5(4372)[C. 48 Apr 4372 16 Apr 4372 Hans., COX.

5201, .C.(d072), 1330.
0221j T.A.Wo.9{2372)(C. 44 Jun 1372 ' Same day,
: 5661, H.C.{1872), -~ Gladstone
LXTX.709-062. - ) hoped they
‘ , o ' sould be
circulated

before the
next meeting !
of the House
\Hans.,CCXI,
17427,
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Apnendix III.
BIOGRAPHICAL NOTES ON SOME MENBERS OF PARLIAMENT.

The purpose of these notes is to indicate the background and
interests of private members of the House of Commons mentioned
in the text. No attempt has been made to give full biogra-
phies. Exeept in a few cases indicated below, the sources
used are Dod, Parlismentary Companion, and the Dictionary of
National Bgovraphv. The constituency and party given after

the name are those which applied in 1868 or on first entering
the House after that date. In a few cases where these details
changed during the admlnlst"atlon this is-indicated at the
anprquate point in the member's career. Dates of seats held
are not given. Wheré a full-length biography is known to
exist it is cited with reference to each member.

mentioned on ppe.

ADDERLEY, Sir Charles (N.Staffs, Cons.) - 74

1814~1905. Entered Parliament 1841;

President of Bd. of Health and Wicer-
President of Bd. of EBduc. 1858-9; Un—
dersecretary for Colonies 1866-8;
President of Bd. of Trade 1874 tlll
his retirement in 1878 when he was -
raised to the peerage as lst Baron
Norton.

Biog.: W.S.C.Pemberton, Life of Lord_ Xorton.

AYTOUN, H.Sincleir (Kirkcaldy, Lib.) 120n., 122
b. 1823. Entered Parliament 1862,

BEAUHONT, Someﬁset Archibald (Wakefield, 106
Liv. ’

b. 1835. Entered Parlisment 18€0.
Had been supporter of Palmerston's
foreign policy. Brother of Wentworth
Blackett Baaumont, leP. for Northum—
berland S,

BOUVERIE, E.Pleydell (Kllmarnoc&, Lib.) 93
1818-389, Précis-writer to Lord Pal-
wmerston Jan.-June 1840; called to Bar
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mentioned on pp.

1843; entered Parliament 1844; Under—
Sec. Home Office 1850-2; Chalrman of
Committees 1853-5; Vice —-President

of Bd. of Trade Mar.—Aug.i 855; Presi-
dent of Poor Law Bd., 1855-8.

2nd son of Earl of Hadnor. A Liberal
of the "old whig school" (D.N.B.) and
frequent disagreements with Gladstone
resulted in cowmplete break in kar.,1873.
Corresponded with the Times over the
initials E.P.B.

BULWEB Sir Wl%ll&m Henry Lytton Earle (Tamworth,

Lib.
1801-72. Attached to kission to Berlin
1827-9; at Vienna 182%-30; at the Hague
1830. Entered Parliament 1830; elected
for Coventry as "“advanced Liberal" 1331,
attached to liission at Paris 1832; sec-
retary o0f legation at Brussels and M.P.
for Marylebone as "radical reformer™
1835-7; secretary of embassy at Constan-
tinople 1837-2; at Paris 1839-40; Amb.

- at Madrid 1843-2; at Washington 1849-52

at Tuscany 1852; at Constantinople 1853—

65; M.P. for Tamworth.1865 until raised
to peerage as Baron Dalling and Bulwer,
21 Mar.1871,

BURY, Viscount (Berw1ck—on—Tweed Lib.)
1832-94, Priv.Sec. to Lord John Russell
1850-1; entered Parliament 1857; Treas.

of Household 1859-65; becaue Conservatlve

1875; Baised to peerege as Baron Ashford

1876; Under~Sec. at War 1878-80 and 1880-
85;'succeeded his father ags Earl of Albe-

marle 1821.

CORRANCE, (Eouuffol&, Cons. )
b 182 2. IEntered Parliament 1867,

DIL&E Sir Charles Wentworth (Chelsea, Rad.)
1843-1911. Entered Parllament 1868;
Under-Sec. dor Foreign Affairs 1880—2'
Pres. of Local Gvimt. Bd.; in retirement

owing to divorce case 1886-22; re-elected

97,106,4107n.

23

59,62,63,64

(and n.),66n.,
121,125 |
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mentioned on pp.

for Forest of Dean 1822 and held the
geat until his death.
A Republicsn, and though a radical,
"o convinced and well-informed im-
perialist" (D.N.B). The suthor af
Greater Britain and other pamphlets, -
He favoured a policy of non-inter-
vention in foreign politics" (Dod).
Biog.: Gwynn and Tuckwell, Llfe of Sir
Charleq Dllke.f -

DIXON, George (Blrmlngham, Libe.) . - 84
1820-938, -Mayor of Birmingham 1866, '
Entered Parl:ament for -Birmingham
18070 : s
. An "advanced leeral" (Dod)

EAS TWICK Eaward Backhouse_(Penrhyn le - 66(and n.),
CO”S.) - - 1181’1.
1814-83. Asst.-Sec. to Indla Offlce
1858-60; Sec. of Legation, Persia, S
'1860-2; Chargé d'Aff. Tmehran, Dec. v
1862—Jan.23 1863; Priv.Sec. to Cran-
borne 1866—7. Entered Parllament

, 1888, retired’ 74..

FAWCETT, Henry (Brlﬁhton, Lib. ) S 106
1833-84, Professor of Polit. Lcon., -
Cambridge, 1883-84; entered Parlia-
ment 1865; ceased to receive Liberal
whip 1868; P.M.G. 1830-4.

. He was blind throughout his Parlia-
mentary career. Known as '”ember
for India".
Biog.: Leslie Stephen, L1fe of Henry Fawcett
1U85. : ) .

GILPIN, Charles (horthampton Bor., Lib.) 106
‘ b.1815; entered Parllament 1857 '
~Parl Sec. to Poor Law Bd. 1850—65
: 'An "earnest ﬁnd thnrounh Liveral"

GOLDSHID, Sir Tran01s H. (Reading, le") IRATIER 80
iSOS—?b. Entered Parllament 1d60. s
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mentioned on ppe

in Sybil, 'Waldershare' in Endymion.
Biog.: Cnarles mhlbley, Llfe of Lord John
LLal’JI}eI":?. - . oo : - B 5

NORTHCOTE Sir utafford Henry (N Devon, ‘Cons., )
1818¢87 Entered Parliament 1855; Fin,
Sec. to Treasury 1859; Pres. of Bd, of
Trade 1866-7; Sec. of State for India
1667-8; ¢enber of Washington Commission
1871; Chanc. of Exch, 1874-80; Leader
of Opposition—lSSO—S; First~Lord of )
Treasury (not P.M.) 1885. Raised to
peerage as l1st Barl of IddXesleigh,

. 6 July 1385. Foreign Sec. 1886, .
Biog.: Andrew Lang, Life of the Earl of -
Iddleslelgh 1890,

O BRIVN Sir Patrick (Kings Co.,, Cons, )
b.1823; entered Parliament 1852.

OSBORNE, Ralph Bernal (Waterford, Lib,)

' 1808-82, Entered Parllament 1841;

Sec. to Admiralty 1857-3.

A "licensed jester" (T.B. Atlag, Lives
of the Viectorian Chancellors, 1ii1.304).

- 3
IR SO

T w4
R

PEEL, Sir Robert (3rd Bart.) (Temworth, Lib.)

' 1822-95, Attaché at Madrld Sec. of
Levatlon, Switzerland, 1848; Chargé
a'Aff, Switzerland 1840-50, Entered
Parliament 1850; Lord of Adwmiralty
1855-7; Sec. for Ireland 1861-5.
LibsCons. 18850-5; Lib. 1855-74; Libs
Cons. 1874-80; Cons. from 1880.

"The want of moral fibre in his volatile

character, an absence of dignity, and an
inability to accept & fixed political
creed, prevented him from acquiring the
confidence. of his associates or of the
public" (D,K.B.).

RYLANDS,»”eter (Warrington, ‘Rad.)

o 1820-87. layor of Warrington 1853-4;
. entered Parliament 1868.

. Biog.: L.Gordon Rylands, Correspondence end
- Speeches of Peter Rylands.

74

106

63,64(and n.),
80 23,94,95,
106,107,109,
117

63,113,

34,82,120-1,
123
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mentioned on pp.

SELWIN—IBBETQON Sir Henry John (W.Essex, Cons.) 5
1826-1902 Entered Parllmment 1865; ‘
Under—Sec. to lome Office 1874-8; Parl.
Sec. to Treas., 1878-86; raised to peerage
as 1st Baron Rookwood 1‘92

mﬂTuBBOTHAM, Henry Selfe Page (Stroud, Lib.) 6
1837-73. -Intered Parllament 1867;
Under—Sec. to Home Office 1871 untll his
deathe.

Livberal but sat below the gangway. Leader
of nonconformists in the House of Commons.

WYNDHAM, Hon. Percy Scawen (W,.Cumberland, Cons.) 93
1835-1211, Entered Parlisment 1860.
2nd son of 1lst Lord Leconfield.
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Note.

A list of sources arranged in the conventional manner
cannot describe tne use made of fhem, or the methods,nece—
. ksary, in a study of this klnd. ‘VIt iélfheréforeAproposed
fo describe the manner in which the maﬁer;al has been used,r
and then to append a classified list. | | “
" As the whole study divides into P iarllamentary and dlplo—
matic gectlonq, ‘the material w1ll be dlqcuSGed in the same

Way; beginning with the former.  Erskine May ] Parllamentarv

Praoctice is the essentlal technical handbook for a Parliamen—"
tary studYQ | It is not & secondary work in a strlct sense.
A dlstlnctlon must be made between the contemporary and later
edltlons. " The contemporary edltlons, that is the qeventh -
and eignth, represent the manual of procedure actually in use
in the House at the tlme of this Parllament.‘ The later edi-
tions; éspe01ally the most recent, the fourteenth, éré moré
valﬁable ag histories of'proceﬂure. “The actual rulés bf’
procedure of the House dan:bé‘found in thé:Standing Ordérs,
'nrlnted in the Journals and perlodlcally bmund &8 séparate’
volumes. ' o
Thélinformainn on’procedﬁre'givén by'Erékine lisy can be
supplemented from the reports of, and evidence given before,
the Select Committeeé on:Procedure appoinﬁed from time to time. e

The most 1mportunt of these Commlttees from a general point of
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view were those appointed in 1214 and- 1331. - These contain

a certain amount of historipal material, while the others are
chiefly vgluable as giving the backgrbuﬁd to chasnges in pro-
cedure. None of them”are'particularly relisable gs to facts.
' The'géneral constitutional histories are not.pafticularly
valuable.for this type of study. They are not usually suffi-
ciéntly detailed. Though they commonly realise that practice
is governed by custom as well as by definite rule, they do not
allow for thé extent to which even custom is variable. This

-can only be worked out by reference to what actually happéned.'

- The most useful are J. Redlich, Procedure of the House of

Commons, Alpheus Todd, Constitutional History of England, and

the contemporary history, Walter Bagehot, The English Consti-
tution. | | R
*VThe‘Journals of both Houses, which are the-authentic re-
cord of Parliamentary action, sre of little use for this pur-
pose because they record simply the actions and not thevbpi; :
nions of Parliament. Hénsard'ié,iof course, the primary
sburcg for this study, but it should be noted that at this
period'it'waé not always sccurate. - It is clear from the de—
bates that members at the time relied on the Times reports; 
but‘sincébtheserare'too‘cumbersome to use for the purposes of
detailed study they can only be employed io-check or supplement

Hansard.
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The basis for.the study of the diplomatic aspect of the

questlon, and also the link between the two sectlons, is pro-

v1ded by Temperley end Penson, A Centurv of Dlnlomatlc Blue

ngxs. This work is 1nvaluable as an 1ndex to Blue Books

particﬁlarly since the géneral indexes to Parllamentanj Paners

are 1nvonvenlent for purposes of reference. It contains pre-
latory nbtes whlch offer a useful initiation into. the Parlia—-
mentary aspects of each admlnlstratlon, and to the Blue Book
policy of succe381ve Governments.

- The Blue Books havn to be used in cbnjunction'With Foreiﬂﬁ
Office mnterlal because thls materlal is prlmarlly of importance
for this study in as far 88 1t is omltted from Blue Books.‘ The
private correapondence of the Forelgn,Secretarles with British |
representatives abfoad and foreign ambassadors in London have
also been studied from this point of view, but in general the
private paperé of Claréndon, Granville, and Gladstone have been

'primqrily uséful in>£hi0Wing light on their attitude to Parlia-
ment.  The biographiéé of Lyons, Granville, and Gladstone have
served the same puroose. A

Apart from the constltutlonal hlstorles already mentloned,
and the valuable monographs listed below, there is very little
secondary material pf any gignificance. = Although many authors
have purported to deal with this field, their work - though
sometimes stiwmulating - has usually not been based on detailéd

rese3drch and is correspondingly less useful.,
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List.

A, Bibliographical.

H.Temperley and Lillian M.Penson, A Century of Diplomatic Blue
Books, Cambridge, 1938,

Indexes to Parlismentary Papers, 4801-52,1852-99;19800-23, 1910—19
,1920—9; thereafter annuul 1nde£es. A

B. Manuscript Sources.

1, British Museun
Add. MSS 44167-32 o - o
© 44538 . . Private Gladstone Papers
44541 - B '

2. Public Record Office
(a) Foreign Office Papers :
F.0.5, vols. for 1869-73, Unlued States of America
F.0.7/762-9 . Austrisa, 1870—Luy 1871
786=8 : ,
F.0.10/303-10 Belgium, 1870
F.0.27/1791-6 TFrance, June 1o7O—MaJ 1821
- 1805-21 . o
. 1850-1 , _
18542 . o .
- F.0. 45/160 . Italy, June~Dec.1870
. 1649
F.O0. 04/081— Pru381a, 1870-Anr 1871
' 88-27A -
714
- 716-9 ‘ .
- 737=9 Prussla, Svalal mission of Mr. Odo
' ; Russell, vols.1-3
& F 0.65/737-306 Russia, 1870-Mar.1871
e - 819-20
870-~9 - Russia, Central Asia case vols.4-13
F.0.72/1289-1301 Spain, Tornado case 7013.1—13
, 1231 Spain, June-Dec. 1870
_ 1234-8
- F.0. 78/2120 Turkej, JulJ 1870—”ay 1871
~ o 2123-6 -
2174
2173-4 -



148 -

(b) Foreign 0ffice, Miscellaneous
F.0.83/207 . Parllamentary and Domestic
329
500"

(¢) Private Clarendon Papers
F.0.351/1 1387=-70

(d) Private Granville Papers
Gifts and Deposits 29/
"vols.57-62 to and from Gladstone

67 to and from Slr Roundell Palmer and Lord
) ~ Westbury

75 to and from the Speaker

79 - to and from Earl Russell

80 - from British Embassy in Washlngton
81 to and from American Lmbassy in London.
82 to andifrom Austrian Embassy in London
85-7 from Lord-Lyons
89 to and frow French Ewbassy in London -

50-1 to and from Lord Loftus
92=3 to and from Odo Bussell : ’
24 to and from Prussian Embassy in London

97 from Sir Andrew Buchanan
28 »e ee¢ from Hussisn Embassy in London
104~-5 to and from Hammond and Odo Russell
106 to and from Tenterden
114 "to 8ir Andrew Buchanan
. 115 “to Brunnow '
‘F.0, 502/ ‘ o
vols.i to Sir u.Thornton and. General uchenck
o 1870-4
-2 fto Bloomfield and Buchanan, 1870-3
*'2 - from Bloomfield and Buchanan, 1870-3

to Lord Lyons, 1870-1

' C. Printed Sources. : : e .

1. Diplomatic Blue Books and White'Paﬁers

Amerlca UVA‘
'ﬁorth America No.1(1869) @14{] H.C. (1868—9) LXIII.735-96
- ~2(1869) [@144-I) ibid., 797-800
- 1({1870) .23 H.C. Tiavo) LXIX.439-62
1-3(1871) [.263 [f‘ 344‘) C. 546] E.C. (1871),

. . . LXX, 1-44
Treaty of Washington (1874) E* 388 H.C.(1871), LXX,45-58
Naturalisation Convention (1671) 545] 1b1d., -~ 59-64
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North America No.1(1872) (C.462) H.C.(1872), LXIX.1-174

2 C.476 . 175-330
3 [o 505 331-6
4 508, I-VII) 3374928
(VII:493-628)
5 .52 629-38
6 [C.531] - 639-52
7 [C.545 653=704
8 @.548} 705-3
9 C.566 709-62
10 [g 570] 763-78
11 C.571] 779-8%6
i2 £.594 877-end
Add.Article to Tr.of Washington (1872) [C. 73@) H.C.(1873),
LXXIV.i 4
. North America No.i(isvs) ©.688 H.C.(1873), LXXIV.9-418
2 £.689 419-680
3 @.690} ‘ 631-726
4 C.692 727-64
5 [ 692 765=820
6 .633] 821-63
7 @ 694 869-80
8 E.855 ' 881-910
9 C.698 911-26
10 C.73 g27-32
11 C.77 933-end
12 £.7758 5-3

Belgium
Treaties with Frence and Prussia [0.24Q) and [C.241
H.C. (18’71) 1XX,75-386

Franco-Prussian War
Correspondence No.1(1870) [.16%) H.C.(1870), LXX,12-100

2 [c 183] . 101-14
3 115-220
Franco—German War No?1(1071 4@ H.C. (1871) LXXI, 1-284
z. Q .263) 305-320
3 C.266 321-8

‘Paris, Treaty of (1856)
Correspondence [C.245) huu (1374),LXXII.1-114
O0do_Pussells Degpatchs~ [C.265] - 115=8
Protocols of London Gonf. [C.2677 119-54
Treaty of London, 13 ler.1871 [0.314  165-78

Spain, 'Tornado!
Correspondence Pts.I-IX, H,C,(1867), LXXV.161-526
Correspondence 1867-8 (3993) H.C,(1867-8), LIXIII.791-end
Tornado Tos.1 and 2(1863) [#428 & I H.C. (1868-9),LXIV, 659~
. 726
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Correspondence (1870) [0.34]) H.C.(1870), LXX.825-68

RuBmia, Central Asisa
" Correspondence los.1 and 2 (1873) [C.699 and [C.704)
HeC.(1873), LXXV.693-end

2 Parliamehtary liaterial

(a) Journsls of the House of Commons
Journals of the louse of Lords

(b) Hansard (Parliesmentary Debates), New Series, vels.!-2f,\#3e-30.
: ibid. ’ 3rd Series, vds. \-3sb,ud3-41:

(c) Reports of Select Committees of House of Commons on
Procedure. (These are all sessional papers, and where
a sessional number is given in the index, this is listed
before the date).
Parliasmentary Papers 1854, VII.i1l
: 1857, IX,47
1861, XI.431
1868-92, VII,171 (Joint Coumittee
0of Lords and Commons)
1871, IX.1
1878, XVIITI.1
1886, XI,219
(378) 1902, VII.324
(e61) 1905, VII.1
(824181) 1906, VIILS531
112) 1308, VI.733
246) 1913, VII.15
(378) 1914, VII.593
2573‘1920, VIII.293
137) 192415, VII.21
102) 1927, VI. 713 -
i2)  1929-30, VII.333
161% 1930-1, VIII.203
122) 1231-2, V.487

(a) Beports of Select Committees on Printing
Parliamentary Papers 1822, IV,401
| : 1828, IV.481
1835, XVIII,164
1837, XIII,97
1825, V.21

(e) Standing Orders of House of Commons (H.M.S.O.,1925)
contains & list of the dates at which all the orders
then in force were passed. .




3. Newspapers and Pericdicals

~Tinmes
Saturday Rev1ew
Annual Register
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