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Abstraite 
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Depart:iDent of His tory , 
McGill University. 

Le but le plus important de la politique britannique dans 

l'après guerre en Turquie fut l'établissement aux détroits turques d'an 

regime utile aux intérêts britanniques. Cependant, en résultat de sa 

croyance arrogante qu'elle eut fait la conquête militaire de tout l'Empire } 

Ottoman à elle seul, et aussi à cause de SOll attitude fondamentale anti-

- , turque dans la periode de l'après guerre. la Grande Bretagne se refusa 

de concentrer soo attention seulelleIlt vers 'son but primaire, et il la 

place, fut avancer des intérêts d'iaportance secondaire il l'intérieur 

de l'Asie Mineure. La Grande Bretagne s'opposa il toute résurrection 

turque, et en ce rapport supporta,les aspirations nationa~s des Grecques 

et des Arméniens contre celles des Turques. A cet égara, la politique 

britannique fut essentiellement négative. E11e manqua aussi de sincérité. 

Et les Grecques et les Arméaiens n'ont eut que l'offre .de sympathie 

mor1fe; ces "pions" furent sacrifiés 1 'orsqu((1a pression ailitaire des 

Turques devint trop forte. La Grande Bretagne ne fut jaaais prête il 
, 

lut ter pour des considérations de 180inS que d' iapoTtance prblaire. 

Seulement il Constantinople et aUll: Détroits eut-elle l'intention de 

prendre une position udlitaire résolue. Parce que le gouverne.ent 

britannique ne fut pas prêt de faire d'éffor~qu'l dea1-esprit il travers 

l'Asie Mineure, quatre ans d'activitf diploaatique fut perdue avant 

\ 
que la Grande Bretagne obtint son but fonda.e.ntal il Laœ8DDe en 19~1. 
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BRITISH POLICY AND THE TURKISH QUESTION 1918-1923 

Abstract 

John D. Rose, 
M.A. Thesis, 
bepartment of Hi s tory , 
McGi11 University. 

The most important aim of British policy in post-war 

Turkey was the establishment at the Turkish Straits of a regime 

~conducive to British interests. However, as a result of its 

arrogant belief that it had conquered militarily the who1e Ottoman 

Empire single-handed1y, and because of its basica11y anti-Turkish 

attitude in the post-war period, the British GoVernment refused to 

concentrate its attention solely on its primary goal and instead 

promoted interests of secondary importance in the heart1and of 

Asia Minor. Bri tain was opposed to any Turkish resurgence and in 

this connection supported the national aspirations of both Greeks 

and Armeniatls against those of the Turks. In this respect British 

policy was essentially negative. It a1so lacked sinoerity. Both 

Greeks and Armenians were offered no more than morèÜ?ymp~thy; 

these "pawns" were sacrificed once Turkish mi1itary pressur", became 

too great. Britain was never prepared to fight for considerations 

of less than primary importance. Only at, Constantinople and the Straits 

did it intend to make a determined military stand. Because the British 

Government was not prepared to give more than a half-hearted effort 

throughout Asia Minor, four years of diplomatie activity vere wasted 

befora Britain secured its fundamental goal at Lausanne in 1923. 
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Preface 

This thesis is an examination of the history of the peace 

settlement in post-World War 1 Turkey proper, with specia\ reference 

to the important role played by Great Britain. There were a variety 

of problems and conflicts faced by Great Britain and the Allies in 

attempting to solve the Turkish Question .. : The difficulties encountered 

in effecting a lasting ;~~~:'-;n the Turkish h1artland are discussed 

here in detail. lt is maintained that British pèlicy, in supporting 

Greek and Armenian nationalism as ~ell as French and Italian spheres 

of influence, originally~erated under the illusory concept of having 

conque,red militarily the whole of)Anatolia and Thrace. However, 

despite its qccupation of Constantinople in October,l918 Britain had 

primarily subdued only the non-Turkish portions of the Ottoman Empire. 

Hence, Turkish opposition undér Mustafa Kemal was allowed to grow 

virtually unopposed in the almost inaccessible interior of the Turkish-

speaking heartland. The British Government never really understood 

this latest Turkish national move~nt. It continually associated 

Kemalism wi th Moslem fanaticism and the wartilae Coumittee of Union 

and Progress. The British were therefore deeply mistrustful of it 
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and initially refused to giVe it much serious recognition. One Young 

Turk Revolution had already been eno~gh for Great Britain. 

Most of this Turkish-speaking heartland, however, was only 

of secondary importance to Great Britain, her fundamental goal in post-

war Turkey being always the establishment at the Turkish Straits of a 

regime conducive to British interests. Hence, British support for Greek 

and Armenian as weIl as basic Allied interests throughout most of Turkey 

proper generally lacked sincerety. outside the area of Constpntinople 
, 

and the Straits, Bd tish policy varied wi th the ebb and flow of the 

political and military situation. 'lbough arrogantly promoting in this 

region relatively secondary issues under the false concept of o~potence, 
, 

the British Government made a much less than determined stand in ~heir 

favour. As a result, four years of diplomatic activity were wasted before 

it secured at Lausanne in 1923 what could ~asily have been accompli shed 

in 1919. British policy, unfortunately, bit off more than it-was either 

able or prepared ta chew. 

lt is also maintained that Britain's Turkish policy did 

not suffer solely as a result of anY one individual's ~diosyncracies. 

Though differences of opinion often existed, the Coalition Cabinet 

was in no way ever ~ revol ting body of statesmen being constantly 

overridden by iihe deep-seated rurkophobia of Lloyd Georqe. More often 

" -than not the majority of the Cabinet acquiesced in the Prime Minister's 
{ " - !' 

often unrea1istic schemes. External forces and dOlllestic public opinion, 

more than diVisionS\Within the Government itself, were responsib1e 

for driving Britain out of the Anatolian wilderness and back towards 

a mo~ practical policy based on the freedom of the Strai ta. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The post-war settlement in Turkey has often been depi~ted 

as a romantie. struggle of the Turkish nationalists, led by Mustafa . , 
Kemal Pasha, against the Western Allies, under the diplomatie 

leadership of Great Britain. The military and diplomatiè victories 

of the Kemalist Movement against these seemingly overwhelming odds 

have been highly glorified by many historians. unfortunately, this 

has tended to overshadow the problems and frustrations faced by the 

Allied Powersl even more signifieantly, their aetual policies, vith 

a view to the Turkish settlement, have tended to beeome submerged 

under this Kemalist tidal wave. As a result, Allied, especially 

British, policy towards the Turkish Question has been largely mis-
• 

unders tood. 

The Turkish Question, as a part of the whole Eastem 

, Question, vas in i tself a high1y eomp1ex a"ffair. Between 1918 and 

1923 the èntire situation in the Near East, as opposed to that of 

the nineteenth eentury, had been tumed completely upside down. 

No longer vas British po1icy aimed at maintaining the territorial 

integrity of the Ottoman Empire against the re1entlesB encroachments 

of Tsuist Russia. By 1918 Britain had already been four years 

J _-

• 



• 

- 2 -

at war with Turkey, its traditional al1y. The first three of these 

years had even witnessed an Anglo-Russian coalition against the 

Turk. The time for partition appeared to be drawing near, the "sick 

man of Europe" being finally at the point of succumbing. But with 

the falling out of Russia in 1917 the Turkish Question took a further 

step towards unorthodoxy when it developed, in the post-war period, 
1 

into ~ TurkO-Russian combination against both British an~Allied plans 

for partition. This Russian defection was compensated by ~e appearance 

on the A11ied side of the united states, destined to play a major role 

in the diplomacy of the Near East, despi te the fact that it had never 

been at war with Turkey. The Allies also won over the services of 

Greece, the tradi tional enemy of the Turk. From the ~utset of the 

peace settlement period in 1918 Britain and the Al1ied Powers geared 

themse1ves for partition. Yet the fundamental prob1em within the old, 

nineteenth-century Eastern Question had not been altered - how to 

di vide the spoils of the 01d Ottoman Empire. 

Examining British policy in post-war Turkey is-impossible 

l wi thout first discussing the ~jor aims of the four European Allies -

Great Britain, France, Italy, and Russia - duririg the war itself. 

Between 1915 and 191 ~ four secret agreements were concluded among the 

above-mentioned Powers with a view to the ultimate partition of the 

Ottoman Empire. AIl,contributed toward the final aim of a mutually 

acceptable settlement of the whole Near Eastern theatre. 'the Agteement , 

of Constantinople regarding the future of ConstantinOple and the 

.. 

•• 

.:~ 



• 

- 3 -

Straits was c0mpleted on March 18, 1915 between Great Britain, France, 

and Russia. With this document Bri tain reversed its lopg-standing 

policy of -opposi tion to Russian domination of Constantinople and the ..,. 
Strai ts. Accord;ingly Russia was to receive 

la ville de Constantinople, la rive occidentale 
• du Bosphore, de la mer de Marmara et des 

Dardanelles, ainsi que la Thrace méridionale 
jusqu'à la ligne Enos-Midia, n'étaient désorm'ais 
incorporées à l'Empire russe: 

De même, la partie du littoral asiatique 
comprise entre le Bosphore, la rivière Sakharia 
et' un point à fixer sur le golfe d'Jsmid, les 
îles de la mer de Marmara, les îles d'Imbros et 
de Ténédos devront être incorporées à l' Empire. 

Les in térêts sp~ciaux de la France et de la 
Grande-Bretagne dans la région ci-dessus désignée 
seront scrupuleusement !espectés. l 

Great Britain and France be1ieve~ these large concessions necessary 

in order to keep Russia in the war. 

The Treaty of London, under which Italy entered the war 

on the side of the Entente, was signed on April 26, 1915 between. 

, 
Great Britain, France, Russia; and Ita1y. With a view to the 

) 

future partit.ion of Turk.ey this agreement promised Italy "a just 

share of the Mediterranean region adjacent to the provin~ of Adalia." 

The Tr~aty went on to A.elcare that 

.. 
," 

\ 
\ 

1 . 0 

Sazonov to Buchanan, March 4, 1915. E.L. Woodward and Rohan 
Butler (eds.), Documents on Britfsh Foreign polier 1919-1939, 
Flrst Series, vol. IV, London, 1952, p. 635 (Hereafter cited as 
D.Bof' .P.) • 

" 
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~ 'If France, Great Bri t~lin and Russia oc~py 
any' terri tories in Turkey in Asia during the 
course of the war, the Medi terranean ~gion 
borde ring on the province of Adalia . . 
shall be reserved to Italy, who sha11 tl 
entitied ta occupy it. 2 . _ 

\ 

The ~kes-Picot Agreement was comp1eted on May 16, 1916 
.. . 

between Great B{itain, France, and Russia. Though this agreement 

dealt chiefly with the future of the Arab regions of the Ottanan 

EInpire, i t did take into'/consideration the two i~ortant questions 

of Armenia and Kurdistàn. Both these 
! ~ 

areas were assigned to Russian 

administration, the generat 
, "r." 

agreement statin(;(~t "Russia obtains 

territory in 'the 

y,erum,,' Téebi,end, Van, and JUS' as wep a~ 

southed part of Kurdtstan. .. ,,3, A1so concerning 

Turkey 
/ 

proper, France was to receive th~Vilayet 

The Agreement of St. Jean de ~urienne 
of Adana. 

territorial claims in Asia ~nor was made 

respectinifltalian 

between Great Br~ain, 

France, and Italy on April 17, 1917. This Agreement was the result 

of the secret pact of May 16, 1916, from which Ita1y was excluded. 

It promised Italy not merely Smyrna and the Vilayet of Aidin but a 

f, 

large sphere of influence stretqhing northwards almost to the Sea ,f 
ff ! 

of Marmora. However, the final article of this Aqree~nt stipulated 

2 
Article IX, Treaty of London, April 26, 1915. Caumand 671, "Agreement 

betveen· F,rance, Russia. Great ,Britain, and Ita1y, S'igned at London 26th 
April 1915", Accounts and Papers, vol. LI (February 10 - Deeember 23, 1920), 
pp. 264-5.' 
3 . 
Article l, Sykes-Picot Agreement, May 16, 1916. The Manchester Guardian, 

January 19, 1918, p.S. 

() " , 

" 

, , . 
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'that ft il a ~~ entendu que lè, pr~sent mem4!)randum ser~ c01Œluniqu~ 

.' au Gou~ernement russe, afin d~ lui permettre de faire connaitre 

4 
ses vues." As i t turned out, the new, revol~tionary. Russian 

Government under Aleksandr Kerensky did not exist long enoug~to 
officialize this document. Bolshevik Russia not only renounced 

" any connections whatsoever with aIl of the abpve secret pacts but 

pro~eeded'to publish themall as weIl. 

By 1918 the situation had changed to suc~ent that 

it was impossible to carry out these secret wartime agreements ~ 
~ 

they stood. The situation was comp1icated by a who le series of 

intractable prOblems - the disappearance of Russian power and the 

growth of nationa1ism in the Near East; the desire of the Turkish 

Armenians, or at 1east of their leaders, for independence; the 

. 
emergence after the revolution of 1917 of Georgia and the Russian 

~ 

parts of Armenia and Azerbaijan as precarious1y inde pendent states; . 
the separatism of the Kurds; and the anti-Enterlte and above aIl 

anti-British propaganda now being disseminated by the Bo1sheviks. 

Moreover, the secret.wartime Agreements were impossible to reconcile 

vith the idea of self-determination for aIl n~~onal groups which had 

been embodi.e~ irj 

principle ~ the . 
President Wilson's Fourteen Points and accepted in 

Allies. Wilson's twelfth point arqued that "the 

Turklsh portions of the present Ottoman Empire shou1d be assured a 

4 
Article 9, Aqreement of St. Jean de Maurienne, Balfour to Imperi&!i, 

August 18, 1917. D.B.P.P., Pirst Series, vol. rv, p. 641. 

< : 
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" 
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secure sovereignty. ,,5 Furthèrmore, on JanuarY 5, 1918 David Lloyd 

George, the British Prime Mini.ter, ~clared to a conferenGe of 

trade union leaders: ,. 

Nor are we fighting to destroy Austria-Hungary 
or-to deprive Turkey of its capital, or of the 
rich and renowned lands of Asia Minor and Thrace, 
which are pre40mfnantly Turkish in raee. Outside 
Europe we believe that the sarne principle [national 
~lf-determination] should be applied. • •• we do -
not challenge the maintenance of the Turkish Empire 
in thè homelands of/the Turkisl'l race, with i ta 
capital at Constantinople •... f 

These open statements of the "new" diplomacy together with the 

secret agreem,aJ1ts of the "old" diplomacy, combined with the 

rapi41y-changing circumgtances in the late- and post-war period, , 

'. 

converted Turkey into first a diplomatie, then ultimately a military, 

ba ttle-ground. 

Britain's immediate post-war policy in Turkey was a very 

real attempt to combine the "old" diplomacy wi th the "new". This 
t 

meant salvaging what it could from the secret wartime Agreements and 

... 

makin9 this compatible with the principle of national self-determlnation. 

Thus British policy both condoned French and Italian spheres of 
~ 

influence in Asia Minor and supported autonamy proposaIs for the 

Greeks, Armenians, and Kurds. The Turks, as enemies, were not included 

in this latter group, President Wilson's twelfth point being overlooked 

'5 
poi~t XII, Four te en Points, January 8, 1918.. ~. , F1rst Series, 

vol. l, p. 508. 

6Lloyd George to Trade union Delegates, January 5, 1918. Lloyd 
Geor,!e Papers, 'F/20S/2/l. 

• 
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rather badly. Unlike France and Italy, who had extensive economic 

interests in the Turkish ipterior, Br~tain was far more interested 

in the strategical importance of the region of Constantinople and 

the Straits., Primarily to keep Russia in the war Britain had agreed 

~ to hand this rea over to the Tsar. But with Russia succumbing to 

ion Britain looked to the United States to assume the 

responsib{ . of protecting "the freedom of the Straits," thereby 

acting as a bulwark of British policy. The significance of Constantinople 

and the Straits certainly revived in the eyes of the British Government 

after the war. Since the occupation of Egypt in 1882, and especially 
; 

after the Franco-Rus9ian alliance of 1894, this ma~or maritime artery 

had appeared to be losing British attention. But the Turkish closure 

6f this waterway during the war was the catalyst responsible in 

renewing concern for the security of the Straits. For the remainder 

of Turkey proper Britain would hardly lift a finger; for Constantinople 

and the Straits it would almost go to war in the early 19209. 

Though the disappearance of Russian military power relieved 

the peaçemakers at Paris of some obvious embarrassments, it involved 

them at the same time in others. If Russia had not col1apsed, its 

geographical and strategical position would have enabled it to enforce 

with ease whatever settlement the victorious Pavera might have agreed 

upon for the eastern provinces of Turkey, the very cradle of Turkish 

nationalism. Its fall, however, had left an immense gap in the iron 

, 
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ring of hostile armies by which Turkey had previously been encircled. 

The Western Allies, though able ta break the Turkish resistance on 

the two southern fronts, ta impose a severe armistice, to occupy the 

Arab provinces effectively, and ta control the remainder of the 

Empire as far as this could be done from the sea, had not ~ sufficiently 

long arm to hold the Turkish population down by force in the Anatolian 

interior. Here they could only establish a military and administrative 

supervision. As it happened, this supervision vas quit~effective 

during the six months that elapsed between the Armistice of October 

30, 1918 and the disembarkation of Greek troops at Smyrna on May 15, 

1919. After th!. date, however, the Allies' military supervision of 

the Turkish interior proved inadequate. Their influence, therefore, 

came ta be based precariously on their own prestige and the willing- { 

ness of the Turks to accept a just verdict at their hands. 

This vas the cruX of the whole problem for the British in 

Turkey. They had alvays regarded themselves as having carried the 

majority of the load in the struggle against the Ottoman tlIlpire. In 

attempting to protect their tradi tional interests in the Hear and 

Middle East, th~ looked upon themselves as being primarily responsible ., 
for the decisive victories against the Turks on the Syrian and 

Mesopotamian fronts which eventually forced the Sultan ta sue for 

peace. In this sequence it vas Britain alone who signed the Armistice -
vith Turkey and it vas Britain who led the vay into Gonstantinople 

as conquerors of the Ottoman Elllpire. In reality, however, the British 

• ~ 
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had only been successful in the non-Turkish portions of the old 

Empire. British forces had nevèr penetrated beyond Aleppo, in 

northern Syria, and Mosul, in northern Mesopotamia. Mosul was not 

even occupied until after the Armistice. Turkey proper, therefore, 

had been left virtually untouched. Britain's sole wartime assault 

against the Turkish heartland manifested itself in the Dardanelles 

campaign. This, of course, resulted in a humiliating failure for 

the British and 1n a glorious victory so far as the Turks were concerned. 

Likewise in the east the Turks were ultimately successful. 

After three years of hard fighting Russia succumbed to internaI 

revolution and Turkey regained mQre than just its lost terri torieS 

in eastern Anatolia. Article IV of the Treaty of Brest-Litovak ran 

as follows: 

Russia will do aIl within her power to ensure the 
immediate evacuation of 'the provinces of eastern 
Anatolia and their lawful return to Turltey. 

The districts of Ardahan, Kars, and Batum 
will likewise be cleared of Russian troops. Russia 
will not interfere in the reorganization of the national 
and international relations of the districts, but leave 
it to the population of these districts to carry out 
this reorganization in agreement with the neiqhbouring 
States, especially Turkey.7 

In April 1918 the TUrks reoccupied without resistance aIl the territory 

in Anatolia and Armenia which they had lost in the previous three 

years. Ultimately the TUrk would even reach Baku and the shores of 

the Caspian Sea. , 

7 
Article IV, Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, March 3, 1918. Jane Deqras 

(ed.), Soviet OocU!llents on FO:l'eign Policy, vol. 1 (1917-1924). LoDdon, 
1951, p. 53 (hereafter citad as S.O.F.P.). ICars, Ardahan, and Batua 
were 1egally restored to Turkey fol1owinq the re8ults of plebiscitee 
in these areas. 

\ . 
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So wi thin the confines of Turkey proper the Turks had 

not been defeated at aIl. In fact they had been quite successful 

in the defence of their homeland. Therefore a distinction must 

be made between the Turkish hE!jartland and the Ottoman Empire. In 

World War l Britain May have been the one chiefly responsible for 

the conquest of the ottoman Empire, but it did not conquer Turkey. 

Unfortunately, from the moment the Armistice was signed i t acted 

as if it had, and was therefore deceived trom the beginning. And 

the British Governrnent laboured under this self-deception throughout 

the following four years. They exercised a tremendous lack of 

appreciation for Turkish protests against the various partition 

schemes designed for their horneland. But neither they nor their 

Allies could really afford to ignore these outcries, especially since 

they never had sufficient strength to hold the Turkish population 

down by force throughout most of Turkey proper. The only place where 

troops existed in large nurnbers was in the region of the Straits. 

Constantinople and the Straits were always of special, 

traditional interest to Great Britain. In tact, as stated previously, 

this was the MOst significant problem for the British within the 

en tire Turkish Question. Here, however, their military power proved 

ta be of little value in quelling any uprisings in the interior of 

Anatolia. Yet, they quite sincefely believed that it did. The 

resultant Treaty of sèvres and Tripartite Agreement are evidence of 

this. So while the British Government first failed to distinquish 

'. , . 
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" 
between the Ottoman Empire and Turkey, it later failed to distinguish 

between Turkey and Constantinople. 

But this was not the whole question by far. The British 

Government was forced to reckon with a multitude of sub-questions 

encompassing everything from a divided international entente. These 

probleme, starting fram the inside and moving outwards, began with 

the Prime Minister himself, Lloyd George. As a teenager hè had 

minimized the threat to the Suez waterway by readily condoning the 

Egyptian nationalist revoIt and severely attacking Gladstone's Liberal 

Government. Twenty years later he was quite unashamedly pro-Boer. 

In the 1920s, however, as a middle-aged statesman, he was willing to 

go to war with TUrkish nationalists over the control of a maritime 

artery strategically similar to that of Suez. In true Gladstonian 

fashion he was originally prepared to concede it outright to Russia, 

but never diq he want to see it in the hands of the infidel Turk. 

Apparently Turkish nationalism did not count. And for four years 

this Turkophobia exercised a very profound influence over British 

'" foreign policy. The Foreign Office under Lord CUrzon was continually 
, 

trying to temper the Prime Minister' s grandiose schemes. lunfortunately, 

Curzon, the eighteenth-century aristocrat, never operated on the same 

vavelength as Lloyd George. As a former Viceroy of India, he believed 

pimself ~ e~rt on Eastern affairs. 'l'his attitude resulted ·in a 

lot of good advice from the British High Commission in Constantinople 

being overlooked and in a, great deal of bickerinq with the prime 

Minister. Neverthe1ess, Lord curzon, incapable of emploYinq the ~ 
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threat of resignation, generally acquiesced in Lloyd George's 

1 
policies. At' Lausanne in 1922-3 -he skillfully conducted the Prime 

Minister's Chanak policy to its lO9ical conclusion. War-Office 

policy at this time was generally quite uneven. The military was 

tradi tionally ~Turkish, implying i ts estrangement from the 

Prime Minister. H~er, i~iS post-war period the attitude of the 

War Office was generally conditioned by the ebb and flow of the Greco-

Turkish front. The War Office seemed to acquiesce in Lloyd George's 

anti-Turk policy whenever the Greek military position appeared most 

favourable. A sol id alliance between the Prime Minister and the War 

Office was eventually formed in September 1922 when the Turks had 

gone 50 far as to threaten British supremacy at the Straits. Included 

in this alliance was the Colonial Office under Churchill who, as a 

result of the Turkish threat, precipitated a crisis i~Commonwealth 

relations. In India Office, led for the most part by Edwin Montagu, 

seemed di vorced from the Government and ccmpletely unto itself. In 

fact it appeared downright foreign. Being primarily concerned with 

Indian Moslem reaction on the subcontinent, it continually pressed 

for a lenient settlement with Turkey. 

Montagu was the only Cabinet member faithful to both his 

principles and his opposition to Lloyd George. This unflinching 

att~e cost'him his political career. Though many and varied were 

the opinions within the British Cabinet, they must not be over-

emphasized. The British Government cannot really be pictured as a 

.~ . 

S 
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revolting body of conflicting opinions being continually squelched 

under the thumb of Lloyd George. More often than not the majori ty 

of Cabinet members were prepared to acquiesce in the Prime Minister's 

quite blatantly anti-Turk policies. It vas primarily the ~ork of 

external factors which forced British policy towards a much more 

realistic line. 

--tgutside thé British Empire were the French, the Italians, the 

Americans, the Greeks, the Armenians, the Kurds, the Bolsheviks, 

and the Turks themselves. AlI of them provided Britain vith at feast 

one headachei aIl represented subsections of that highly complex 

problem called the Turkish Question. The French and the Italian 

attitudes revealed the pitfalls in attempting to resolve the nine-

teenth-century Eastern Question. The problem began by pitting France's 

and Italy's respective war roles against that of Great Britain. As 

there was no doubt in the Bri tish mind who had done aIl the work, the 

.}'> 
result vas conflict and never-ènding rivalry. But the French and the 

Italians were more flexiblé than the British, they did not suffer from 

~_1 
Turkophobia or from an expertise of the East. As a result, they were 

• 

not above concluding secret pacts vi th their so-called enemies. Thi.s 

seemed to appal Britain's sense of decency and literally drove Lord 

Curzon to teus. Greek and American policies 'p~C)vided a sound study 
, <~ 

in contrast. 'lbe Greeks were the bonus habies of Lloyd' George, who 

wanted to see Greece as a friendly protector of the Aeqean littoral. 

The Americans, for their part, vere desiqnated by the British as 

friendly protectors of Constantinople and Anaenia. But unfortunately, 

) 

while the AlDericans vere not too accOiWilOdating, the Grêeka vere overly .. 
r' 
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.. 50. ~e united states eventua1ly opted out- of the entire TurJdsh 

QUestion, leaving Britain to figure out the next play. Greece, 

on the other hand, was not afraid of becoming a British pawn and 

Of putting the British Government's anti-Turkish policy into action, 

much te the chagrin of both France and Italy. The Kurdish question 

basically pitted the British against the Turks, the Kurds themselves 

counting for little. In fact, the Foreign Office even had difficulty 

in finding a representative Kurd, while Mustafa Kemal claimed that the 

Kurds were really Turks. The Armenian and Bolshevik questions were '\. , 

closely linked. Armenia, after the Americans had refused a mandate, 

faced a rather formidable Turko-Bolshevik qombination. Britain assured 

the fledgling nation of its sympathy but, in the fac. of such opposition, 

refused to take any positive action. It stood aside and watched aIl its 

diplomatic labours in eastern Anatolia destroyed on the battlefield. 

Of course, one must not overlook the Turks themselves. But even they 

were divided and Britain was forced to contend with.two Turkish 

administrations: not only the official, central Government 'of the 

Sultan in Constantinople but a1so an upstart nationalist assembly of 

") deputies in Angora. 'lbe British treated the COnstantinople Government 

r 
as a mere puppet regj.me and at first it was quite recep.tive to 

British demands. Later, however, under increasing nationalist 

influence, it refused to ratify the Treaty of S~vres and grew ihcreaaing1y 

more hostile. The Angora Government, on the other hand, was fram the 

beginning regarded by the British as no better than an offshoot of 

the vafilme COIIIIIli ttee of union and Progress. Bri tain was thus deeply 

mistrustful of the nationalist ideala in Mustafa bma1' s revo1utiqnary 

-" 
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programme, it had already had its fill of Turkish revolutionary 

, movements after the Young Turk episode of 1908. Angora, however, 

flourished in the Allied disunity and became a master at Turkey's 

time-honoured game of playing off one Power against the other. 

In groping for various odds and ends throughout Anatolia and 

Thrace, the British Goverftment pitted Greek and Armenian nationalism 

against that of the Turks. This policy was practised as long as it 

proved profitable to Great Britain. Onee external opposition b~came 

too strong, the British backed off. They were never prepared to take 

up arms ~~pport of these basically secondary issues in Asia Minor. 

After four years Britain was induced to concede virtually everything 

to the Turks save its own fundamental goal. Ultimately, at Lausanne 

in 1923, British policy won a diplomatie victory in the question of 

constantinople and the straints. By eventually acceding to British 

designs for the Straits the Turks demonstrated a willingness to over-

throw their Bolshevik alliance and to resume traditional Anglo-Turkish 

friendship. Yet this eventual outcome, acceptable to both the British 

and the Turks, eould'have easily been accompli shed by Great 8ritain as 

earl» as 1919. However, it was achieved only after four years of 

political turmoii - four wasted years in which Britain, believing 

itself a1l-powerful in Turkey as a result of the outcome of the var, 

feit justified in pursuing issu81 of secortdary importance. These 

Bri tish plans for most of AnatoUA and Thrace vere destroyed by both 

~ . 
inter-Al lied rivalry and ~kish force of arma. , 

~ . . 
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Recent documentary publications on the subject have shawn the 

Turkish Question to be a rather difficult jig-saw puzzle. The major 

source for this study has been the British Government publication of 

Documents on British Foreign polier 1919-1939. The Turkish correspondence 

up to the Treaty of Lausanne is now complete. Unfortunately it begins 

only with the Treaty of Versailles, and thus there is a significant gap 

between then and the preceding Armistice of Mudros. This gap must be ful-

fi11ed by still unpublished Foreign Office documents (series 1371) at 

the Public Record Office in London. Also very useful in this early 
1 

period are the published Arnerican documents in the Papers relating to 

the Foreign Relations of the United states: The Paris Peace Conference 

1919, and in David Hunter Miller's1MY Diary at the Conference of Paris, 

which includes 22 painstakingly-detailed volumes of documents,~memoranda, 
Ji 

official minutes, and memoirs. Other documentary sources covering the 

period of the Turkish Question include Soviet Documents on Foreign 

polisy, 1917-1941, edited by Jane Degras; Diplomacy in the Near and 

Middle East,-edited by J.C. Hurewitz; and the appropriate World Peace 

Foundation pamphlets. 

The most significant documentary works pertaining to Great 

Britain apart f~m the Foreign Office documents, consist of ~ard's 
, 

Parliamentary Debates of both the British House of Canmons and House 

of Lords and the various published CoDllland Papers respecting the 
. 

Turkish OuesÜon. Of particular significance and value, however, tue 
./ 

the private papers of Lloyd George, now available to the general public 

in the Beaverb&took Library in London. Lloyd George's own assessment 

of the peace settlement can be found in The Truth about the Peace TreatieB'. 



, 
" 1 
.' 

,.:} 

\ , 
c, 

- 17 -

) 
His War Memoirs of David Lloyd George, though not at aIl concerned 

wi~ the peace pettlement, provide interesting background material 

and are a must for the correspondence leading up ta the Armistice of , 

Mudros. A most interesting study of the Prime Minister i5 contained 
1 

in Lloyd Geor~: A Dia~ by Frances stevenson, edited by A.J.P. Taylor. 

An equally useful work was done by the prime Minister's brothQr, 

william George, entitled My Brother and 1. 
l) 

The best biography of 

Lloyd George i8 Frank OWen' s Tempestuous Journey. Except for 

Robert Blake's The Unknown Prime Minister, little work has been done 

on Bonar Law, who succeeded Lloyd Geor~ as Prime Minister in 1922. 

His private papers, however, are also available in the Beaverbrook 

Library. They are of particular significance in dealing with his 
Il 

attitude towards the final peac7 conference in Lausanne. 
, 1 ~_ 

The private papers of A.J. -Balfour, Foreign s~~etary until 

October 1919, are located in the British Museum in London. They are 

somewhat disappointing in regard to the Turkish Question, but are 

useful none the less, especially in dealing with the initial phases 

of the peace Conference of Paris. A good insight into Balfour'~ 

poli tical ideas is his own Opinions and Argument from Speeches and 

" 
Addrèssea of the Earl of Balfour, 1910-1927. Hi~ official biography 

ls Kenneth Young' s Arthur James Balfour. Much material on Lord ~urzon, 

who succeeded Balfour as Foreign Secretary, can he found among the 

Foreign Office papers. His private papers, however, are quite 

inaccessible and have not been used in this study. Curzon, unfortunately, 

---

..-~--

'. 

" ,', 
... j '~. '. i"':! 



·e 

'. ,'. 
i .,~ . . .. . 
~~t' ~_l 

• 

L 

- 18 -

wrote no memoirs. His wife's Reminiscences are not particularly 

useful. Still, two excellent biographies have been produced: ~rd 

Ronaldshay's very detailed Life of Lord CUrzon and Harold Nicolson's 

Curzon: The Last Phase 19l9-1925,a good study of the post-war perio,p. 

As in the case of Curzon, winston Churchill's private papers have not 

been accessible for this stuJ;. His post-war memoirs, however, are 
< \ 

published in The After1nath. The private papers of Edwin Montagu are 

located in the India Office Library and Records, Orbit House, London. 

Unfortunately, time has not permitted a thorough examinat10n o~ the~. 

The best biography of the Indian Secretary is S.D. Waley's Edwin Montagu. 

Va~ious India Office documents, especially those pertaining to the 

..., -' 

revision of the Turkish peace treaty, have been found most useful in 

the preparation of this thesis. 

The published memoirs and/or biographies of the majpr British 

, dipl~ts concerned with the proceedings of the Turkish QUestion ineludé 

s~r ~orge Buchanan-'s My Mission to Russia and Other Diplomatie MrmoriesJ 

Lord Hardinge' s Old Diplanacy; Sir Harry Luke' s Ci ties and Men; 

Sir James Rennell Rodd's Social and Dipl~tie Memories 1883-1919~ 

General Sir Charles Haringtoo's Tim Harington Looks Baek; and 
(' 

Harold Nrco~so~'s Peaeemaking 1919. Niçolson also proQuced a useful 

bi~~aphy of King George the fifth. But ell of the inmediately preceding 

~orks barely scratch the surface. Virtually everything is left up to 

the indispensable Foreign Office documents. 

Among contemporary literature on the aubject ia Harold Temperley' a ' 

~tanclby, 'A History of the Peace COnference of paris.~ld J. 'l'bynbee's 



'. 
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Survey of International Affairs 1920-23 is disappointing on the 

whole but useful for questions reTating to post-war Transcaucasia • 

. E.G. Me ars , Modern Turkey, though outdated, eontaips a verit.ible 

gold mine of documents on the subject of the TUrkish Question. 

Among secondary works David Walder's The Ch)nak Affair 

is the most recent publication on the subject. Unfortunately, it 

lacks any footnotes and ralllbles from start to finish in a rather 

slapdash style with misquotations running rampant throughout. Never-

theless, it provides valuable information on military proceedings and 

can be useful generàlly, if handled with care. '!he Partition of 

Turkey by Harry Howard is a thoroughly documented work but the un­
~ 

availability of Foreign Office documents at i ts time of publication 

has n~ made it somewhat outdated. H.H. Cumming's Franco-British 

1 

Rivalry in the Post-War Near East is qui te an interesting study of 

Allied relations but the inflUence of Howard is obvious throughout 

in its somewhat anti-British bias and in its rCllllfUltlcization of the 

Kemalist Movement. Among more general works tlw most useful sources 
, 

include W.N. Medlieott's British FOreign POlicy Binee Versailles 1919-. 

C.D. Clay ton 's Britain and the Ea91tern QUest.!on; C.J. LOwe 

and M.L. DocJcrill 's 'llle Mirage of Power; and M.S. Anderson's The 

Eastern QUestion 1774-1923. The most comprehensive work on post-war 

Transcaucasia is Firuz Kazemzadeh's The Strugqle for Transcaucasia 

(1917-1921) • 

AmOng 'l'Urkish sources The Emergence of Modern Turkey by 
1 

Bern~ Lewis ls the standard wprk ih the Enq1ish language on Turkish 

1 

. ' 
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policy in this periode But this should still be read in conjunction 

with Edward R. Vere-Hodge's Turkish Foreign Polisy, 1918-1948. 

Mustafa Kemal's own viewpoint can he traced from beginning to end 

in his famous seven-day Speech and in Lord Kinross' excellent 

biography, Ataturk. The Greek viewpoint is best described in 

A.A. pallis' Greece's Anatolian Venture, with a more general over-

view in The Eastern Question: The Last Phase by Harry J. Psomiades. 

Ten years ago l1ttle in the way of primary sources were 

available for this historical question~ today there is a wealth of 

material. This enables us to look much more closely at the many 

problems and frustrations of the various diplomats concerned, and 

to unàerstand why the Turkish Question could cause political crises 

in such distant world capitals as Washington, New Delhi, and Canberra. 

As ia perhaps obvious by now l shaH be Hmi ting myself 

throughout the course of this study to the problem of British policy 

with respect to Turkey proper. l ahall make no attempt to dwell 

upon the immediate post-war history of the Arab regions of the old 

Ottoman Empire. GeOC]raphically, this will 1imit the scope of this 

thesis to the area,from Armenia and Kurdistan in the east to Thrace 

in the west. Generally speaking this study will be presented in 

1 ~ 
chronological order from the signing of the Armistice of Mudros on 

OCtober 30, 1918 to the signing of the Treaty of Lausanne on July 

. 1 
24, 1923. The various suh-questions of this thssis are really too 

inte1'.twined to permit a suitable presentation in any other vay. A 

, • 
.; 
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, 
thematic scheme i8 possible, but only at the expense of exhausting 

repetition which would ultimately cloud the overall views and 

trends of British foreign policy in post-war Turkey . 
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: L 

. ' 

" 

... ~ ,~" .. 
~ - \ .. ,-" ' 



• 
1 

BIUTAIN AT PARIS: DIVIDING ~SPOILS 

On October 8, 1918 Turkey's Coamittee of Union and Proqress, 

by then utterly discredi ted, resigned tro. the Goyemant. The aev 

administration vas formed by the Liberal Entente party vhich vas not 

only prepared but anxious to collaborate vith the Allies, particularly 

Great Britain. Sultan MohaDDed VI appointed Ahmed Izzet Pasha as 

Grand Vider vi th the task of seekinq an armistice. The new Turkish 

Government, in attemptinq to gain favourable terme from the British, 
; 

released General Townshend, who had been a prisoner of var in Turkey 

since bis surrender at Kut-el-Amara in 1916, to serve aa intermediary. 

He advised them ta ask for the aid and protection of Great Britain. 

This suggestion vas accepted, and Izzet Puha sent Townshend to Mudros 

"-
oh October 20 to propose the suspension of hostillties. To that port 

Vice-AdmiraI Sir Scaerset Gouqh-calthorpe, the ea.ander of the 

.Bri~ish Me di te rrane an Fleet at Malta, had already hastened on October 
" 

,Il. Having borne the brunt of the fight aqainst the Turks, the 

Btitish vere determined to have their own vay in the fashianinq of 

" the peace. 

- 22 -
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The French Government was not unaware of this and Georges 

Clemenceau, the French Prime Minister, was under no illusion regarding 

British intentions to play the leading role in the occupation of the 

Constantinople region. Thus he did not fail to protest vigourously 

against the single-handed British action in precipitating the Armistice. 

The Supreme War Council of the Allies, sitting on October 9, discussed 

the question as to who would conunand the Allied naval forces operating 

at Constantinople. Lloyd George insisted he be British, in view of 

the fact that the Allied fleet was at least 75% British, and the 

British had undertaken almost all of the militb'.}' operations against 

Turkey. Clemenceau urged a French admiraI he put in charge, and the 

French representative at Versailles strenuously maintained the va1idity 

f h ' , 1 o t 1.S p01nt. The fact that the supreme naval conunand in the 

Mediterranean was in French hands lent some weight to this argument. 

On October 15 Lloyd George wrote a letter to Clemenceau 

outlining Britain's argument concerning the supreme naval,authority: 

1 

We have taken by far the larger part of the burden 
of the war against Turkey in the Dardanelles and 
in Gallipoli, in Egypt, in Mesopot<*ia and in 
Palestine. The British Government has agreed that 
the Commander-ln-Chief of the Allied Armies in 
France should be a French General ~ it has agreed 
that the Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies 
in the Balkans should be a French General. l do 
not see how l could possibly justify to the people 
of the British Empire that at the moment when the 
final attack upon Turkey was to be delivered, the 
ccmmand of the Naval Forces which are overwhelmingly 
Bri tish, in a theatre of var associated vith some 
of the most desperate and heroic fightinq by troops 
fran near1y every part of the British Empire, should 
be handed over to a French AdmiraI as well. 2 

Supreme War Counci1, october 9, 1918. 
of David Lloyd Georg~, vol. VI, London, 

David Lloyd George, War MeD:>irs 
1936, pp. 3309-10. 

ç 

2Lloyd George Oetober 15, 1918. Ibid., p. 3310. 
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Clemenceau replied on October 21 emphasizing France's contribution 

to British security on the Western Front as a reason for the 

negligible amount of French troops in the Near East. He also declared 

that as France was Turkey's principle creditor, and as most of the 

banks and business concernS in Constantinople vere French-owned, the 

French had the g~atest interest there. He reminded Lloyd George 

that he had agreed that General Sir George Milne, the British commandet-

in Salonica, should take charge of the operations in the Balkans against 

Turkey, and that he naval operations being in British 

3 
hands. 

October 

remained ad~ant, however, and in reply, on 
/ 

ated more strongly his views of the merits 

of the British case and the absolute necessity of British supremacy 

in that area of the Mediterranean. He believed that French insistence 

on such a view would inevitably "imperil the operation of the all-

important principle of uni ty of conmand in every department of the 

,,4 War •.. 

Meanwhi le the troubled correspondence between the two 

statesmen was rendered somewhat academic by the arrivaI of Townshend 

, a t Mudros on October 20, and Cal thorpe 's cab ling of this news ta the 

British Government, in vhich he declared that the Turks particularly 

vanted to deal with the British and not vith the French. He vas of 

the opinion that 

the effect of a rleet under French command 9Oin9 
up to Constantinople would he deplorable, nor 

3Clemenceau ta Lloyd Georqe, October 21,. 19~8. ~., p. 3311 • 

4L1oyd Georqe ta Clemenceau, October 25, 1918. ~ .. , pp. 3311-2. 

" 
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could anything be more unpopular with the Greeks 
in Turkey. General Townshend thinks that the 
Turks would be willing to send plenipotentiaries 
and that they would allàw the British to take 
over the forts of the Oardanelles if they were 
assured of support against the Germans in Turkey 
and the Black Sea. 5 

Alteady it ap~ared as though Britain would have little difficulty 

in securing a predominant influence at Constantinople and ~e 

Straits - the prlmary aim of British post-war policy in Turkey. 

Calthorpe was thereupon told to inform the Turkish Government that 

he was empowered to si90 an armis tice , and on October 26 three envoys 

from Turkey were brought to Mudros. These included Rauf Bey, the 

Minister of Marinei Reshid Bey, the Under-Secretary for Foreign 

Affairs; and Lieutenant-General Sadullah Bey of the General Staff. 

The French, on learning of this action, sent AdmiraI Amet to work 
/' 

in conjunction with Calthorpe in the negotiations. The British .... 

AdmiraI, however, firmly refused to share the business of the Armistice 

with him. 6 Such was the importance to Great Britain of both the 

immediate and futu~me at Constantinople that France was to be 

denied aIl participation in the Armistice conversations. 

Despite Turkish attempts to favour the British, of which 

,Britàin took full advantage, tte terms of the Armistice of Mudros 

were quite severe. The 9i9Oing of this docwnent opened up the Dar-

danelles, guaranteed access to the Black Sea, and provided for Allied 

5 
Calthorpe to Geddes, qcmber 20, 1918. ~., pp. 3312-3. 

6 
~., p~ 3313. 

c , 
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occupation of the forts along the Dardanelles and Bosphorus. The 

Turkish forces were to be demobilized immediately, except where ne-

cessary to preserve order. Their disposition was to be "deterrnined 

by the Allies after consultation with the Turkish Goverrunent." All 

war vessels in Turkish waters were to be interned in such ports as 

indicated,while free use of aIl ports for Allied vessels was to be 

allowed. Article VII gave the Allies the "right to occupy any strategie 

points in the event of any situation arising which threatens the security 

of the Allies." The Turks were ordered to withdraw aIl troops from 

northwestern persia and Transcaucasia. The Allies were placed in 

control of aIl railroads. They were to occupy Batum, and Turkey was 

to permit aiso the occupation of Baku. (The British, in fact, had 

already established themselves there.) Compliance ~ith orders regarding 

the disposaI of equipmen t, ar:w;, and ammuni tion was manda tory. An 

Allied representative was to be attached to the Turkish Mi~istry of 

Supplies to safeguard Allied interests. Article XIII stipulated that 

"in case of disorder in the six Armenian vilayets, the Allies reserve 

themselves the right to occupy Any part of them." Finally, Turkey 

was to cease aIl relations with the Central Powers. The Armistice 

of Hudros was signed by Britain and Turkey on October 30, with hostilities 

7 to cease at noon the following day. 

_Turkey's surrénder technically to the Entente, but actua1ly 

to Great Britain, left the Straits pretty much in the hands of the latter. 

71armistice of Mudros, October 30, 1918. COIIIIIand 53, "Terms of the 
Armistice conc1uded between the A11ied Governments and the Governments 
of Germany, Austria-Hungary and Turkey", Accounta and Papen, vol. LIlI 
(February 4 - December 23, 1919), pp. 123-5. i 

kt' '. 
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This vas certainly in accordance vi th the fundamental desires of 

British policy. But each ally's desire for supremacy in the Levant 
L.I 

continued to furnish grounds for bitter recriminations on both sides. 

,li 
On October 30 Lloyd George and ~lemenceau were attending an inter-

Allied conference in Paris, and the former reported _ that the Armistice 

vould be signed that evening. Clemenceau and Pichon, his Foreign 

Secretary, inmediately raised the question of Calthorpe 1 s action in 

C. 
refusing ta associate himself vi th AdmiraI Amet in the carrying out of 

the negotiations. A heated argument ensued, the French in,sisting on 

the legal point that the supreme COlIDand in the Me di terranean vas held 

by them, vhile Lloyd "'George maintained that the local command in the 

Aegean, and the whole of the operations against Turkey, vere in British 

hands. The official' record of the debate has recorded the British Prime 

Minister as remarking that 

except for Great Britain no one had contributed anything 
more than a handful of black ~roops to the expedi tion in 
Palestine. 1 vas really surprised at the lack of generosity 
on the part of the French Government. The Bri tish had now 
some 500,000 men on Turkish soi 1. The Bri tish had captured 
three or four Turkish Armies and had incurred hundreds of 
thousands of casualties in the var vith TUrkey. The other 
Governments had only put in a fev nigger policemen to see 
that ve did not steal the Holy Sepulchre 1 When, however é 
it came to signing an armistice, aIl thls fuss vas made. 

British Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour supported 

Lloyd George, and stated that if the French made a point of it, the 

British would refer the problem to the Inter-Allied Military Council 

at Versailles for a general ruling vhether an armistice must be s~gned 

8L1oyd Georqe, Inter-Allied Cœference, P.aris, October 30, 1918. 
Lloyd Georqe, op. 'bit., vol. VI, p. 3314. 
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by representatives of aIl the Allies. The armistice with Bulgaria, 

it was pointed out, had been negotiated by the French General. Franchet 

d'Espérey, single-handedlYi General Milne had not even been associated 

with him. The peace overtures at that time had been made to the British 

Government just as they were, in the case of Mudros, to the French 

Government. Britain was thus arguing that since it had given France 

virtually a free hand in the Bulgarian armistice negotiations, the 

French should return the compliment by permitting the British a similar 

measure of liberty in dealing with the Turk. But just how valid was 

this British argument? British interests th Bulgaria could hardly be 

canpared with those of France in Turkey. While Bulgaria meant virtually 

nothing to Great Britain, the French had very extensive financial and 

economic interests in Constantinople and throughout the Ottoman Emp~re. 

At this late stage in the negotiations, however, there was little that 

the French could accomplish in the way of blocking Britain's first 

step in its determined drive towards supremacy at Constantinople and 

the Straits. In the end Clemenceau consulted with Pichon, concluding 

that since the Armistice had probably al~ady been signed, the French 

9 Governmen t would have to accept the fait aCcompli. 

On Noyember 13 Lieûtenant-General Sir Henry Mai tland-Wilson 

took over as General Office COIIIMIlding of the Allied forces in Con-

9 
Clemenceau, Inter Allied Conference, Paris, October 30, 1918. 
~., pp. 3314-5 • 

.', 
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stantinople. The Turks, with their own authorities and pOlice force, 

~ 

were left to administer themselves. Throughout Asia Minor British 

officers in twos and threes began supervising the surrender of Turkish 

arms and munitions as prescribed by the Armistice. The process of 

disarmament went on smoothly; weapons and warlike stores flowed in 

and were collected in enormous dumps guarded by handfuls of British 

and Indian soldiers. Indeed mere "handfuls Il they were. As late as 

December of the following year Winston Churchill, the Secretary of 

State for War and Air, revealed that British troops in the Turkish 

heartland continued to hold only Constantinople and the Straits, 

Thrace, and Batum, and were only sparsely scattered along the Anatolian 

~RailWay. 10 Even Lord Curzon, the Lord President of the Council, admit­, 
ted that "In Asia Minor (outside the region of British military occupation) 

, Il 
no Allill,d forces had appeared.·· On December 29, 1918 the War Office 

+~ ... 

intimated ~t "the Turks still have to learn that they are a defeated 

nation. ,,12 Y~ in spite of these revelations, the British Government 

persi:ted in the ~uSion that Great Britai~ vas the all-powerful conqueror 

of Turkey proper. I~ interesting to noJ\)that in Lloyd George 1 s . ... 
~'~t 

statement of October 30 he k~AJ:<Cing to palestinian 'l'urkey where 

a half million British troops had secured the decisive victory. He 

made no attempt to distinqulsh between the Arab regions and the Turkish-

10 
Churchill, Dec~r 9, 1919. 122 H.C. Deb. SB. (December 1-12, 1919), 

col. 1112. 
Il 

The Rt. Hon. Winston S. Churchill, The Afteraath (Th. World criBis, 1918-
1928), New York, 1929, p. 382. 
12 

Milner to Deedea, DeC8lllber 29, 1918. F.O. 371/4190/4021 • 

.. 
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speaking heartland. This was typical of Briti~h thinking throughout 

the post-war period: that the conquest and military occupation of 

one part implied the conquest and control of the other. This illusion 

was not easily overcome. Such was the situation at the opening of' the 

Paris Peace Conference in January 1919 - a precarious hold on the 

Turkish nation, now even more resentful owing to the severity of the 

Armistice terms, by the Entente Powers, whose prospects for mutual 

co-operation had suffered a serious blow over the establishment of 

the Armistice itself. 

The Peace Conference of Paris opened on January 18, 1919. 

The British Delegation, ~sofar as the peace settlement with Turkey 

was concerned, arrived in a somewhat confused or, at best, open frame 

of mind. Two months previous1y the Foreign Office had drafted a 

memorandum outlining the general desiderata and policy of the British 

Empire with regard to the Turkish Question. It was a sanewhat curious 
. 

attempt to combine what remained of the secret wartime Agreements with 

the increasingly popular principles of nationalism and local self-

determination. In those areas where there existed a predominantly 

Turkish-speaking population the British Government declared that it 

had no interest in preventing the maintenance of an independent 

Turkish national state. Along this same Une of argument it also 

demanded some effective safèguard for the non-Turkish elements in the 

population, especially for the Greeks in Smyma and other important 

centres on the vest coast of Anatolia. Howevar, despite proclaiminq 

t / 
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these general principles of "no annexations" and "self-determination, Il 

~ Britain still believed that it was "perhaps not inconceivable that 

the Turks in the region adjoining Adalia, which alone was contemplated 

as the Italian zone originally, might seek Italian support and 

13 
assistance." 

with a view to the future of Constantinople, British strategie 

and economic interests demanded a strong British influence. Political 

considerations, however,' played a large part as weIl. The Government 

argued that "since the prestige with which the ottoman Sultan is 

invested by the possession of Constantinople is one of his chief 

supports in the retention of the Caliphate, and since the transference 

of the Caliphate from the Turks to ~e Arabs is distinctly desirable 

from the British point of view ... , the expulsion of Turkey fram 
! 

Constantinople may perhaps be regarded as a British desideratum on 

political~ grounds." The memorandum, though, went on to advise that 

"we should not be tao hast y in making up our minds." It was desired 

that the Straits be placed under effective international control, but 

the British Government was prepared to discuss the methods by which 
~ 

this control vas to be established and did not commit itself to any 

14 
particular solution in advance. 

In Arm~nia Britain emphasized the general principfre of self­

determination, believing it desirable to establish an independent state 

that would ".cure equal justice for aIl religions ~ nationaliti ••• 

13roreign Office, "Memorandum respecting the Settlament of Turkey and 
the Arabian Peninsula", November 21, 1918. Lloyd George Papers, F/209/4. 
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Eventually this state was to become self-governing, but initially 

i t !~~ to be recons tructed for a term of years by a third Power. 
, .... " ( 

This ~ower had to be friendly to Great Britain, and to he capable 

-
of building uPrArmenia into an effective barrier against pan-Tura-

~ 

nianism, and also against the aggression of foreign Powers in the 

direçtion of the Arab ,mandates. Though the choice of a specifie 
" 

mandatory for Armenia was left open, it was understood that the 

United States had the inside track. With regard ta Kurdistan British 

policy emph~sized its geographical proximity to Mesopotamia, thus 

Great Britain desired an exclusive position in Kurdistan as opposed 

ta any other outside Power. The country itself should form an inde- <" 

pendent confederation of tribes and towns. 15 

British policy at the outset of the Paris Peace Conference 

was,further complicated by the personal'prejudicee and philosophies 

of those Cabinet members most concerned wi th the problem of peace in 

Turkey. Each one appeared to stress his belief in the pri.ncipl,e of 

, national self-determination but, in western Turkey particularly, 

i.e. in the area of the Straits and th~ Aegean, various historical and 

strategical factors played a significant role in producing Many 

c;pnflicthrg points of view. These included the questions of the Turks 

in Europe, the Greeks in Asia, and the influence of the wartime par-

tition Agr4àements. The opportunity to rid Europe once and for aIl 

of the Turk and thereby ta lessen considerably Turkish influence at 
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• 
the Straits had finally presented itself. But Constantinople was the 

historical home of the Sultan and the danger of arousing Moslem wrath 

throughout the British Empire was very real indeed. Th,a question of 

Greek political control in Asia based itself on the principle of 

national self-determination and on~eep historical root~ g01ng back 

over 2.000 years. What effect would a Greek presence in western Asia 

') 

Minor have on the security of the Straits? Still, the fact had to be 

faced that Smyrna and the Vilayet of Aidin had been for centuries 

thé economic entrep&t of the Turk. Britain also had to reconcile these 

problems wi th that of the wartime Allied pacts, which promised the 

'nineteenth-century solution of partition. 

A.J. Balfour and Lord CUrzon represented the general view 

of the Foreign Office. In a memorandum of January 2, 1918 curzon 

declared that Turkey had outlived its usefulness in Europe and demanded 

that it be deprived of aIl its European possessions including a strip 

of territory on the Asiatic side of the strait~. COnstantinople and 

the Strai~ shGuld be internationalized under' the League of Nations 

and supervised by a commissidn preferably under American chairmartship.16 

In a second memorandum of Harch 25, 1919 Curzon argued that the Allies 

must immediately take advantage of their occupation of Constantinople 

ta deprive the city forever of the Turk. He cautioned against Allied 

callplacency: "The Old Turk who still hopes to establish the former 

l6curzon MeIIorandua, Jahu&ry 2, 1918. The Rt. Hon. the Earl of 
Ronaldshay, The Life of Lord curzon, vol. III, ~don, 1?28, pp. 
263-4. 
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regime, and the Young TUrk who means to chea t us, if he can, of the 

spoils of victory, look out fram the crumbling watchtowers of Stambul. ,,17 

Balfour agreed entirely that the region of Constantinople and the 

Straits be separated from Turkey and placed under a mandatory who 

would have the double duty "(a) of the local administration and keeping 

peace between the different elements in the population, and (b) of 

guarding a great international interest - in this case, the passage of 

the Straits. n18 On the question of Thrace Balfour was sympathetic 

to the aspj.rations of Greek nationalism~ since "the population of 

Eastern Thrace is almost entirely Greek," the only possible claimant 

was Greece. However, in return for obtaining this new territory, 

the Greeks should be induced to renounce their claims to the Vilayet 

19 of Aidin and its chief city of Smyrna. Thus the Foreign Office 

was prepared to support Greek nationalism only up to a certain point. 

Curzon concurred and elaborated on the dangers involved in the parti-

tioning of Asia Minor. Could Greece, "who could not keep order five 

miles outside the gat~s of Salonika," be trusted to establish peace 

and security throughout the Vilayet of Aidin? He concluded with a 

further warning: 

17 

18 

That the Turks should be deprived of Constantinople 
i9 •••• inevitable and desirable as the crowning 

Curzon MemOrandum, March 25, 1919. ~., pp. 2~4-5. 

Foreign Office Memorandum, January 2, 1919. David Lloyd George, 
'l1le Truth about the Peace Treatiea, vol. :U, London, 1938",' p. 1233. 
19 

Foreign Office Memorandum .. January 2, 1919. ~., p. 1234 • 
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evidence of their defeat in the war •••• But 
when it is realised that the fugitives are to 
be kicked from pillar to post and that there i5 
to be practically no Caliphate at aIl, ••• we 
shall be giving a most dangerous and most un­
necessary sti.ulus to Moslem passions through­
out the Eastern world and that sullen resent­
ment may easily burst into savage frenzy.20 

Thus "there must obviously continue to be a home for the Turkish 

21 
race." The Foreign Office believed that British policy should 

concentrate its efforts entirely on securing a Straits regime con-

ducive to British interests. It was not worth the trouble of 

arousing the wrath of the East over issues of less than primary 

importance. This policy was basically sound for Britain never pos-

sessed the means, militarily speaking, of adequately containing such 

resentment. However, the Foreign Office was soon to fall under the 

influence of Lloyd George and to find itself acquiescing in the Prime 

Minister's opposition to Turkish nationalism and in his policy of 

virtually kicking the Turk from "pillar to post". 

Winston Churchill, representing the War Office, agreed 

with Balfour and CUrzon that Constantinople and the Straits be sub-

jected to an international a~nistration under the chairmanship 

of the United States. He a~cated, however, that the residence of 

the Sultan not be removed from Constantinople, arguing that it would 

be much easier to control him there than sOlllewhere in the Anatolian 

. i 22 l.nter or. A War Office memorandum of J'anuary 16, 1919 wu scme-

20 
curzon Memorandum, April 18, 1919. Ronaldshay, 5?cit., pp. 265-6. 

21 
curzon, February 20, 1919. 33 B.L. Dab. 58. (Pebruary 4- March 27, 

1919), col. 262. 
22 

Harold Nicolson, Curzon: 'l'be Last Phase: A Study in POst-War Oiplaucy, < 

London, 1934, p. 107. 
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what vague and incOI'lclusive on the ,question of Thrace, but qenerally 

leaned towards the position of the Foreign Office. On the question 

of Creek claims in Anatolia, however, the War Office vas totally 

opposed to the views of Balfour and Curzon. It vas- a stronq supporter 

of Greek administration in smyrna and the Vilayet of Aidin. Claiminq 

support for the principle of national self-determination, it no longer 

considered the st. Jean de Maurienne Aqreement as binding: t "The 

handing over of nearly a million Greeks in vestern Asia Minor to 

Italian rule vould be a grosg violation of the principles of nationality 

and self-determination." It is interesting,though, that no mention 

is made of Turkish nationalisme Apparently national self-determination 

vas not to apply to the equally large number of Turks in vestern AnatoiU,a. 

In the strugqle for territory in Asia Minor the ~ar Office argued that 

Id th f th .. h 1 23 the Greeks cou count on e sympathy 0 e Br1t1s peop e. Greece 

could not, however, look for the assistance of British troops. The 

War Office, continually facing the combined pressure of conscripts 

and tax-payers, vas often .forced into progressive troop vi thdrawals 

and periodic demobilization. Since its decisions and policies vere 

generally based on the availability of military power, the Var Office's 

anti-Turkish stand tended to lose its vigour vith both the declining 

fortunes of the Greeks and the constant reduction in the nuaber of 

Bri tish troops in Turkey. However, once the Jk)re iIIportant British 

interests at Constantinople and the Straits vere beinq directly 

23 
War Office Memorandua, .rlmuary 16, 1919. Lloyd ,George, Peace 

• Treaties, vol. II, p. 1235 • 
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threatened by the Turks, the War Office stood wholeheartedly beside 

the uncompromising figure of Lloyd George. 

India Office policy, under the leadership of Edwin Montagu, 

was strongly opposed to Any determinedly anti-Turkish stance. Being 

concerned primarily with Indian Moslem reaction on the subcontinent, 

Montagu continually pressed for a lenient séttlement with Turkey. 

He hoped this would satisfy the agitators in India and enable his 

reform programme there to be introduced in a peaceful atmosphere. 

He had a particularly hard time in opposing Curzon's desir~' to expel 

the Turks from Constantinople and Lloyd George's pro-Greek and 

rabidly anti-Turkish views. Mon~agu's obsession with this question 

cost him his health and eventually his political career. His con-

viction that aIl efforts to main tain law ,and order in India were being 

defeated by a wholly mistaken policy in regard to Turkey manifested 

itself in constant conununication between the Indian Secretary and the 

Prime Minister. For the sake of India, Montagu always stressed the 

need ta be sympathetic towards TUrkey: 

Representing the interests of India 1 have a 
P' special and direct responsibility for the peace 

which is contemplated with Turkey. I.feel that 
a peace Buch as is proposed will be hateful to 
Indian MohammediPls and cannot fail to augment 
the forces already strong which make for dis­
affection in India. 24 

Unfortunately for Montagu, the majority of the British Cabinet had 

about as much respect for the Indian as they had for the Turk. 

24 
Montagu ta Lloyd George, April 15, 1919. S.D. Wal.y, Edwin Montagu: 

A Memoir and an Account of his Visita ta India, Bombay, 1964, pp. 240-1. , 

r~ 



•• 

- 38 -

From the outset not only Montagu' s plans but those of the 

Foreign Office as vell vere rendered difficult of application owing 

to the fact that the British Government had to conteni with past 

agreements leading Along the road to partition. Furthermore, Prime 

Minister Lloyd George adopted the idea of using what still remained 

of the Ottoman Empire as a pool from vhich to compensate his Allies 

for sacrifices demanded of them in more significant areas. He certainly 

had no qualms about kicking the Turk from "pillar to post" as his 

Foreign Secretary had feared. His l~ck Qf concern for the TUrks was 

to prove the vaUdi ty of Cù.r~ôn' s sober prophecy. Tc say that the 

British Prime Minister held little respect for the Turk is, indeed, 

an understatement. Alma.4: inunediately after the outbreak of var wi th 

the Turks in 1914 he waa calling them "a human cancer, a creeping 

agony in the flesh of the lands which they misgovern, rotting every 

fibre of life •••• 1 am glad that the Turk is to he ca lIed to a final 

25 
account for his long record of infamy against humanity." Just over 

two years later Lloyd George, still suffering fram the British deleat 

at the Dardanelles, preached the complete destruction of the Turkish 

Empire: "The Turks have been ruling, or rather misruling, the moet 

fertile and the most favoured lands in the vorld. ••• It will be a 

-great achievement ~ restore these famous territories to the splendour 

they enjoyed in~ the-pa.st, and to tenable them once more to malte their 

25Lloyd George, November 10, 1914. H.W.V. Temperley, A History of the 
Peace Conference of Paris, vol. VI, London, 1924, p. 24. 
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26 contribution to the happiness and prosperity of the wo~ld." He 

seemed content upon throwing caution to the winds in dealing with 

the Turks. He could never forgive them for turning against Great 

Britain, their historical protector. This action confirmed his 

opinion that the Turk was "a blight and a curse wherever he pitches 

his tent he ought in the interest of humanity to be treated as 

27 such." 

Lloyd George's Turkophobia continually pervaded the atmos-

phere of the Paris, and subsequent, Peace Conferences. And British 

policy vas very strongly affected by the Prime Minister's philosophy, 

in spite of initial appeals and arguments of fellow Cabinet members. 

Britain assumed the lead in preventing the Turks fram negotiating in 

, Paris and in demanding fram them extensive territorial concessions. 

However, this would prove to be a very costly policy of irritation, 

for at this time Britain lacked the necessary troops to en force what 

was leading to an extremely harsh peace. Foreign bpposition to British 

hegemony in the Near East, as well as a public opinion concerned only , 

with domestic policy and demobilization, would eventually 8cuttle Any 

attempts to alleviate the situation. NO~ only was this to he a very 

'costly policy for Great Britain, but an unnecessary one as weIl. At 

the time of the Paris Peace Conference and throughout the followinq 

four y~itain was assuredly strong enO~qh at Constantinople to 

26 ) Lloyd George, Poce Trea ties, vol. 1, p. 62. 

27rbid., vol. II, p. 1356. 
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secure its major aima in that vital area. In further demandinq fram 

the Turks extensive territorial and financial concessions in Turkey 

proper, where British military power was virtually non-existent, 

British policy was only 1nviting trouble, as if opening Pandora's 

Box. But the Prime Minister still functioned under the impression 

that Great Britain had performed a great service for aIl mankind in 

forcing Turkey to surrender. He emphasized strongly that Britain alone 

was responsible for "the emancipation of a vast country ••• fran the 

blighting influence of the Turk," and that Bri tain alone had accomplished 

28 
it "after civilisation had failed for hundreds of years." Not only 

was Lloyd George referring to the Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire 

but to the predominantly Turkish-speaking are as as weIl. He was pre-

pared to see the entire Empire reliéved of its Turkish bureaucracy in 

constanti~ and partitioned among the major European Powers. But 

his constant allusion to the fact that it was Britain alone which was 

all-co~ng both tempted Lloyd George into the relatively unknown 

reaches of the Anatolian interior and certainly did not augur weIl for 

Allied co-operation in the distribution 'of the "spoils." The proceedings 
.If 

of the Armistièe of Mudros, detailed above, provided the fir.t example 

of Allied disagreement Along these lines. The long proces8 of achieving 

a final peace with Turkey would continue this "tradition". 

28 
Lloyd George, October 30, 1919. 120 H.C. Deb. 58. (October ,22 -

November 7, 1919), col. 977. 
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The prOb1em of Turkey came before the Peace Conference of 

Paris on January 20, 1919. It appeared that the representatives of 

aIl the .powers (Russia beinq absent) aqreed that the Ottanan Empire 

was to be broken into its component elements. And it was no surprise 

ten days later when the deleqates concluded their labours by adoptinq 

the followinq siqnificant reso1ution: 

The Allied and Associated Powers are aqreed that 
Armenia, Syria, Mesopotamia and KurdistaQ, Palestine 
and Arabia must

2
ije campletely severed from the 

Turkish Empire. 

The internatibnalization of Constantinople and the Straits was 

generally favoured. The question of the military occupation also came 

up early in the discussion. On' a motion of Lloyd Georqe the Powers 

decided to ask the military representatives to report "as to the JOOst 

equitable and economic distribution amonq these Powers of the burden 

. 
of supplyinq military forces for the purpose of maintaining order in 

the Turkish Empire and Transcaucasia pending the decisions of the 

30 
peace conference concerning the government of Turkish territory." 

However, the fact that the powers of the Entente had spheres of 

influence in the various parts of Turkey led to a clash of interests 

and widely differing views as to the ultimate disposition of both 

troops and terri tory • 

29supreme Council Resolution, Paris Peace Conference, J.nuary 30, 1919. '­
David Hunter Miller, My Oiary at the Conference of Paris, vith Documents,\ 
vol. XIV, New York, 1925, pp. 130-1. 
30 

Lloyd Georqe, Pari. Peace Conference, January 30, 1919. David Huntar' 
Miller, The Draftinq of the Covenant, vol. II, New 'lCOrk, 1928, p.' ~~:" 
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The first major problem vas presented by the claims of 

Italy. Vittorio Orlando, the ltalian Prime Minister, declared on 

January 20 that "Italy had only one simple and perfectly just desire, 

namely, that a proper proportion between the Allies should be main-

tained in respect of the occupation of those terri tories. " He asked 

further that "Italy obtain its share of mandates or territories to 

be militarily occupied.·
3l " 

Orlando and Italy vere now demanding a 

place in the Turkish partition. Italian cla~ in Asia Minor rested 

on two documents: the Treaty of London and the st. Jean de Maurienne 

Agreement. 'lbe claim to the ragion of Adalia vas embodied in the / 

Treaty of London and would stand so long as the Treaty vas still acknov-

ledqed by the Allies. By the Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne Italy 

vas promised large additions of territory to the nortbwest of that 

province, including Smrrna itself. Hovever, the Allies never did 

consider this Agreement as binding sinee the general approval of Russia, 

a stipulated condition, vas never fulfilled. 

By April 1919 lta1y vas becoming particularly nenoua, both 

about the Fiume question and Asia Minor. On April 24, because of 

Wilson's opposition to Italian claims in the Adriatic, the Italian 

Delegation vithdrew fram the Paris Peaee Conference. On April 30 it 

announced that Italian varships had dropped anchor in the port of Smyrna. 
, 

1 ta li an troops proceeded to occupy Adalia and a nUlilber of other nearby 

coastal towns before their Delega~OIl returned to Paris on May 5. 

31 
Orlando, Paris peace COnference, January 20, 1919. Ibid., p. 201. ,o. 
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A week later the problem of Asia Minor again came to the forefront. 

Lloyd George took up in earnest the idea of solving the Italian 

problem on the basis of comPensations in Asia Minor. On May 13 

Orlando and Baron Sonnino, his Foreign Secretary, came to see Lloyd 

George, who indicated to th~ on a map 1Ihat he proposed to offer. 

The Italian~ seemed inclined to accept the British Prime Minister's 

idea of an Italian mandate over the Adalia regian but wanted also the 

port of Scala Nova and the mines at Eregli. The reminder of Lord 

Milner, the Secretary of State for the Colonies, of the article of 

the covenant whicl'\ provided for "the consent and wishes of the people 

concerned" apparently evoked considerable mirth.
32 

The same afternoon the Supreme Council met and Lloyd George, 

bent on forwarding his scheme, assumed the role of advocate for ',,-

Italy. He stressed l ta li an resentment at not being treated as a first 

class Power and argued for an ltalian mandate' in Asia Minor. But ' 

Lloyd George's plan was far fram having the united support of his own 
Delegation. Balfour especially was opposed to such a heavy mandate 

for Italy and proposed instead "a zone of commercial and immigration 

interest for ltaly in the region of Adalia."33 Apparently this was 

designed "to do two things: to maintain something resembling an 

32Harold Nicolson, Peacemaking 1919, London, 1933, pp. 333-4. 
33 

Balfour Memorandum, May 13, 1919. ~., p. 334 • 
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independent Turkish Government, ruling over a hom~neous Turkish 

population, the other is to find a position for the Italians within 

the Turkish S~te which will make a sufficient appea1 to the amb~tions 

of the Italian Government. n He admitted that "from every other point 

of view, the plan ••• is a bad one," 34 but unde r the ci rcums tances, 

especia1ly as a result of the Greek occupation of Smyrna on May 15, 

1_-
he ~1 .. ,,~ i .o.ething had to be done for Italy. "They realised 1 

, 
think that the arrangement of pt. Jean de Maurienne would have to 

be revisad, but did not anticipate the revision would take the form 
;' 

f k 
,,,35 

o a Gree occupat1on. Lloyd George handed out Balfour's memo-

I;andum at the Supreme Council meeting of May 17. IDanediately it 

prompted ttalian protests, but these vere disregarded. tndeed, little 

action was taken at aIl, except an agreement to make a joint remons-

trance to Ita1y for its military action in Asia Minor. 

The tta1ian problem proved weIl nigh insoluble at the,Paris 

Peace Conference as Great Britain, France, and the united States 

became increasing1y more frustrated vith Italian po1icy. On May 19 

Lloyd George declared he would not discuss matters further,)unless ltaly 

vi thdrew i ta troops from Asia Minor. The tta1ians claimed that to 

do 50 vou1d be much too humi1iating. The Peace Conference then 

reminded the Ita1ian Government of i ts Adhesion to the f0110wing 

ear1ier dec1aration: 

34 
Balfour Memorandum, "The Prob1_ of ltaly and Turkey in AnatoUaW

, 

May 16, 1919. Ray stannard Baker, Woodrw Wilson and the WOrld S.ttl .... t. 
vol. III, New York, 1922, pp. 303-7. 
35 

Rennell Rodd to Balfour, May 26, 1919. Balfour Papen, 49745 (vol. 
LXIII)/.34. &' 
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No state will be rewarded for prolonging the 
horrors of war by Any increase of terri tory , 
nor will the Allied and Associated Powers be 
induced to alter decisions made in the interests 
of peace and justice by the unscrupulous use of 
mi1itary methods. 36 

Still, ltaly refused to budge from its foothold in southwestern 

Anato1ia. Finally, on June 25, Clemenceau asked what was to be done 

about the Italians. Lloyd George replied that 

the district in question either belonged to the 
Turks or it did not. If it did, the Turk would 
say: "What are the Italians doing here?" And 
the Allies could only reply that the Italian 
occupation had been made without their know­
ledge or consent. 37 

Balfour was equally upset. To him Italian policy: was, "perfectly insane. ,,38 

But despite being so harshly reprimanded, Italy could still not be 

taken too 1ightly, and would ultimately demonstrate ta its Allies, 

especia11y to Great Britain, what an annoying thorn in the side it 

could be. 

To counteract this Italian presence in Asia,Minor Great 

Britain, France, and the United States sanctioned their Greek cohorts 

to occupy the city and district of Smyrna, Lloyd '1:;eorge using the . 

,...­
.! 
) 

36 ".,,,\ 
Supreme Council--;!'ô Czechos1ovak, Hungarian, and Rananian Govern-

ments, June 13, !H9. U.S. Department of State, Papera re1ating to the 
Forei ~lations f the United States: The Paris peace Conference, 
1919, vol. VI, Was 'ngton, 1944, p. 411 (hereafter cited as t.R.U.S.). 

37Lloyd Geor~, par~s peace Conference, June 25, 1919. Miller, 
Diary, vol. XVI, p. 461. 

38Balfour to Renne1l Rodd, March 14, 1919. Balfour papers, 49745 
(vol. LXIII)/.15. 
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pre~xt that the Ita1ians had defau1ted on' their obligation to take 

"an Adequate part in the W'~ against Turkey.1I 39 
This move W'as a1s~ . 

undertaken to p1acate Greek nationa1ism, which had strong demographic 

c1aims in western Anato1ia. The War Office, as expected, ~upported 

this move. The Foreign Office, hitherto so strongly opposed to any 

Greek presence in Asia Minor, swallOW'ed its princip les and'~acquiesced 

in the Prime Minister's po1icy. .Greek interests always clashed 

heavily with those of the Ita1ians, who continued to maintain that 

their general c1aims W'ere secure under the secret treaties of 19~ 

and 1917 which had promised them territorial acquisitions in the Smyrna 

and Adalia regions. Baron Sonnino in particular regarded Greece as 

a troublesane rival in the eastern Hedi terranean and treated it as 

such. But in March 1919 Eleutherios Venize1os, the Prime Hinister of 

Greece, countered W'ith a memorandum to" the Supreme Council. In iolt 

he strongly opposed the anti-Greek aspects of Ita1ian policy: 

In reality lta1ian policy has remained hostile to 
Greece and has systematically taken advantage of every 
occasion to injure her interests. At Smyrna the 
ltalians encourage the Turk to prepare "to oppose Greek 
occupation by force of arma. For this purpose bands have 
been formed with the participation of Italian agents and 
the ltalian Representative is W'orking in close colla­
boration W'ith the Vali General Nouri. 40 

Later that same day Venize10s claimed the Turks W'ere threatening to 

proceed ta massacres "at the firet opportuni ty" and that Italian agents 

vere takJ,ng part in this movement by inciting the Turks to rtse in 

39 
Lloyd George, Paris Peace Conference, May 6, 1919. F.R.U.S., 

vol. V, pp. 484-5. 

4OLloyd Georqe, peace Treaties, vol. II, pp. 1246-7. 
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opposition 1:0 the Greek annexation of the Vil.ayet of Mdin and its 

chief city of Smyrria. The Greek Prime Minister argued further that 

.' 41 
the ltalians vere also "subsidising the Turkish press. ft 1 ta li an 

statesmen, however, did not like the idea of having Any rival to 

ltalian naval power in the eastern Mediterranean. A larger Greece, 

vi. th ports on the coast of Asia Minor, and vi th an overwhelmingly 

maritime population, wo~ld alvays be a constant menace to Ita:fian-- - __ 

influence, particularly when allied to a more formidable naval Power, 

such as Great Britain. By withdrawing its support of Italian territorial 

ambitions in vestern Asia Minor in favour of Greek aspirations, Britain 

vas unnece~sari1y exacerbating an already deteriorating situation in 

Turkey. Here Britain took the first step, over a question of peripheral 

significance, in alienating one of its wartidle A11ies. As a result, 

the subsequent ltalian hostility gradually developed into active 

moral and material encouragement to Mustafa Kemal' s resistance to 

Anglo-Greek partition plans. 

As early as October 15, 1918 venizelos had gone to see 

Balfour to beg that the Greeks be allowed to take their share in 

any occupation in the event of an armistice vith Turkey. The Greek 

Prime Minister vas thinking particularly of the Turkish terri tories 

of Eastern ThraC'e and Western Anatolia, inc1uding the town of Smyrna, 

41 
DDid., pp. 1247-8. ...-
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wh , h h d tr thn h' 1 b . f h' l' 42 ere e a a song e ograp ~ca as~s or 1.S c aune. After 

the Armdstice Venize10s commenced an assiduous campaign with the 

support of the 1eading statesmen of the Entente, including Lloyd 

George. While refraining from àaking embarrassing demands for 

Cyprus or Constantinople, he urged Lloyd George that in view of the 

fact that ther~ had been two and a half million unredeemed Greeks 

under Turkish misrule before the war, the Allies should consent to 

offset the post~ar aggrandizement of Romania and 'Serbia by a comparable 

43 
Accretion of territory to Greece. Lloyd George (according to 

Greek sources) replied that Great Britain wou1d support Greece in aIl 

its 1egitimate aspirations in the hope that it wou1d become a powerful, 

liberalizing factor in the eastern Mediterranean.
44 

In the f01lowing ..... 

42 
80th Greeks and Turks were masters at fixing statistical figures. 

Greek records of 1912 claimed 553,500 Greeks il Smyrna as opposed to 
310,000 Turks; 395,515 Greeks in Eastern Thrace against 344,011 TurksJ 
and 44,000 Greeks in western Thrace compared to 124,000 Turks. Naturally 
~e Turks accepted the Greek figures for Western Thrace and even admitted 
a slight Gr~ek p1urality in Eastern Thrace: 304,537 to 265,359 according 
to official statistics of 1894-7. In Smyrna, however, Turkish records 
of 1912 listed 540,000 Moslems against 300,000 Greeks. In 1914 an inde­
pendent study by Dr. Magie of the United States dec1ared 509,000 Greeks 
in SDlyrna as opposed to 470,000 Turks. Temperley, op.cit., vol. VI, 
p. 39. However, the Third u::nDnConference estimatâi 473,984 Turks and 
468,909 Greeks in the Smyrna Vi1ayet in 1920. Third London Conference, 
February 24, 1921. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. XV, pp. 182-4. 

43 Venizelos to Lloyd George, November 2, 1918. Lloyd Geor<je -'Papers, 
F/SS/l/11. 
44 

Dimitri Kitsikis, Propaganda et pressions en politique internationale: 
La Gr~ce et ses r'vendications ! la Conf~rence de la Paix, 1919-1920, 

.. ~- ~... parIs, 1963, p. 372. 
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four years this promdse would prove to be a costly diplomatie venture. 

On February 3, 1919 Venizelos appeared before the Paris 

Peace Conference to present the claims of his Government. He claimed 

aIl the Aegean islands, including those "which for strategie reasons 

owing to their situation at the entrance of the Straits had not been 

attributed to Greece by the conference of London after the Balkan war." 

. 
He made no demand for Cyprus because he felt that since Britain had 

offered Greece the island during the war the British would now be 

"sufficiently magnanimous to surrender eyptus to Greece." The whole 

~Of Thrace ~as also formally claimed by the Greek Prime Minister. 

\ Bulgaria was to cede Western Thrace, deprivi~ itself of an outlet to 
) 

the Aegean, and to receive access to the Mediterranean through the 

Strai ts, which were ta be internationalized. "MOreover; Greece would 

allow Bulgaria a commercial outlet ,at lCavalla or Salonica. Venizelos 

made no request for Constantinople, however, though "in reali ty ," he 

claimed, "Constantinople was a Greek town. ,,45 The next day he claimed 

aIl of Asia Minor, except the Straits area, west of a line drawn 

between Castellorizo and the Sea of Marmora. Ironically, he based 

this demand on Wilson 1 s twelfth point, emphasizing the geographical 

45venizelos, Paris Peaoe Conference, February 3, 1919. Miller, Ciary, 
vol. XIV, p. 190. It is impossible to define the true ethnical make-up 
of Constantinople in 1919. No reliable set of figures is available. 
'nlough much statistical data fram a variety of sources .,.ists for the 
pre-war period, the innediate effects of the war on the distribution 
of the popul~tion both in Constantinople and throughout the countryside 
is impossible to judge accurately. In light of the many rival claims 
and conflicting statistics one may assume that Constantinople had neither 
a clear-cut Oreek nor Turkish majority. 80th Venizelos and the Turks 
were notorious for fixing figures. 
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and historical uni ty of the country and the Greek majori ty in 

population. Excluding Constantinople, he claimed that 1,132,000 

Greeks dwel~ in Asia Minor, mostly merchant classes living along 

the Mediterranean littoral. At the conclusion of Venizelos' 

statements Lloyd George moved that these Greek requests be examined 

hy an expert committee comprising representatives from Great Britain, 

46 
the United States, France, and Italy. 

It was not until March 6, and then only after several 

meetings, that the Greek Territorial Commission was ready vith its 

recanmendations. AlI accepted the Greek claims in '1llrace, vith 

certain modifications, except Italy. The Ital!ans requested that 

the Western Thracian port of Dedeagach he left ta Bulgaria, and the 

who le of Eastern Thrace he administered hy the proposed separate state 

47 
of Constantinople, whose houndaries had not yet been determined. 

On the question of western Asia Minor the Italians vere part~cularly 

hostile, and practically withdrew from the CoaIIlission. 'l'he subsequent 

1 

Italian defection from the vhole ConferenCe on April 24 left Venizelos 

vi th a golden opportuni ty to exploit the sympathies of the three other 

major Powers. The Greek Prime Minister thus set about convincing 

Lloyd George, Wilson and Clemenceau that RGreece can, only find her , 

real 
48 

future from the mement when she is astride the Aeqean. R 

46venizelos, Paris Peace Conference, February 4, 1919. ~., pp. 199-209. 

47Camnittee on Greek Territorial C1aims, March 6, 1919. ~., VOl. X, 
pp. 286-92. 

48venizelos to Nico1son, May 17, 1919. Nicolson, Peaca.aking r p. 341. 
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To a considerable extent Venizelos succeeded. After serious 

negotiations in the absence of Italy, the Supreme Council agreed on 

May 6 to the dispatch of Greek forces to Smyrna. The American mem-

bers of the Greek Territorial Commission had originally opposed the 

establishment of any Greek sovereignty in Asia Minor, while the British 

and French members had supported the c1aim of Venizelos for Greek 

annexation of Smyrna,49 a clear example of Foreign Office peacebly 

succumbing to the prevailing viewpoing of Lloyd George. For his part 

Wilson overrode his experts and gave his full support to the annexation 

by Greece of the 5myrna district. 50 
The Supreme Counei1 adopted a 

resolution on May 14 providing for the cession of the district of 

Smyrna and the Dodecanese Islands to Greeee in full sovereignty. 

Wilson seems to have supported the Greek case sole1y because of the 

Greek population of the Smyrna region. Lloyd George, on the other 

hand, took the 1ead in championing the Greek c1aims in Asia Minor, 

primarily in the hope that Greek mili tary danination of Turkey, backed 

by British sea power, would guarantee British ascendancy over the 

51 Straits. Lloyd George's proposed support of the Greeks, however, 

was not really necessary in effecting a successful British policy in 

Turkey. British predominance at Constantinople and the Straits had 

been quite definitely effected by the Armistice of Mudros and the 

subsequent overwhelming British occupation. At this critical time in 

history Bri tain r faeed no real threats and needed no guarantees of 

49william Linn Westermann, "The Armenian Prob1em and the Disruption of 
Turkey", what Really Happened at Paris (Edward Mandell Housa and 
Charles Seymour, eds.), New York, 1921, pp. 193-4. 
50 

Wilson, Paris Peace Conferenc&., May 13, 1919. F.R.U.S., vol. V, pp. 584-6. 
51 

Paris Peace Conference, May 14, 1919. ~, pp. 614-6, 622-3. 
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ascendancy at the Straits. 

On May 14, 1919 AdmiraI Calthorpe led an Allied convoy 

of British, AmericélD, Frencli, and Greek warshi];B into Smyrna harbour. 

British marin$s disembarked and ~ediately occupied aIl the major 

public buildings. 'l'W'enty-four hours Iater an entire Greek division 

marched down the gangplanks to supplant the British in the occupation 

of Smyrna and its hinterland. Turkish re.istance was sporadic but 

inmediate, and rioting quickly broke out on a massive scale. The Greek 

population was particularly ag~ressive in revenging itself against 

the Turks. On May 17 Walter Long, the First Lord of the AdmiraIt y, 

informed his French counterpart that there was a wholesale Arrest of 

Turks by Greeks taking place at Smyrna. Long reported that the 

Turks were being badly treated by the Greek III(j)bs and feared possible 

reprisaIs by the Turks in the interior "whence no force has yet been 

~ (italics mine). ,,52 Acceding to the Greek occupation of Smyrna 

was tantamount to stirring up a hornet' s nest in the interior of 

Anatolia. Unfortunately, neither Britain alone nor the Allied Powers 

as a whole possessed the military capacity to defend this "conquest." 

The Greek landing at Smyrna had been declared by the Allies 

to .be in accordance- with Article VII of the Armistice agreement which 

gave the Allies the "right to occupy any strategie points" in the 

event of Any situation arising which "threatens the security of the 

52 
1.0119 to French AdmiraIt y, May 17, ).919. Lloyd George Papers, 

F/206/4/43 • 
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Allies." But it was doubtful whether the Allies' "security" was 

really in danger at this particular timQ, either by the Turks or the 

Italians. As i t turned out, the position of the Allies in Turkey 

became much less ~cure'after~ rather than before, the occupation 

of Smyrna. To the Turks Smyrna was of greater importance than 
Il • .. . 

Constantinople to the economic life of the Turkish home land. lÎ'he 

fa~t that a corner of Asia Minor, and the most significant one at 

that, should be placed under the occupation of foreign troops, 

something which had never even happened throughout the course of 

World War l, strongly aroused Turkish fears and resentment. Moreover, 

the encroachment of Greece upon Anatolia was felt far more keenly than 

that of Any other Power. Not only were the vital interests of the 

Turkish people now being menaced but their pride was also being 

deeply wounded. The Turks did not regard the Greeks as superiors 

or even as equals, the Turks sti 11 looked: l.pOn them as of second 

class rayah status. 

As a result, the ~kish nation was seething with Anger. 

But there was still little in the way of military power to keep it 

in check. In fact, increasing demobilizatio~ was contributing to 

a decrease in the number of ava1.lable Allied troops. Churchill vas 

later to dec1iU'e that the Greek landing at Smyma "opened so many 

53 
new perils when our resources vere shrivelling." Still, the British 

Government wanted a strong and friendly Power in possession of the 

53Churchill, op. cit., p. 388. 
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Aegean littoral. This waà aIl a part of grasping from the mistrusted 

Turkish nation what Bri tain considered to be n spoils of war". 

Perhaps the most difficult problem of aIl to be encountered 
~ 

at the Paris Peace conferenc~ ~~ question of Constantinople and 

the Straits. Here the British were most vitally concerned. From the 

beginning they argued in favour of the freedom of the Straits, i.e. 
\ 

that the Dardanelles and Bosphorus be open, at aIl times, to both 

merchant ships and war vessels. Never again, as during the past war, 

did they want to see the Straits closed and fortified against them 

by an unfriendly power. Their wartime defeat at the Dardanelles was 

~t ~sily forgotten. 
" .. 

The fate of Constantinople and the Straits came up for 

consideration early in the Conference. General agreement, though vague 

and ill-defined, favoured an international settlement under a mandate 

granted by the League of Nations. As early as December 2, 1918 this 

solution had been suggested to David Hunter Miller, a member of the 

American Delegation, by Lord Eustace Percy of the Foreign Office. 

54 
Percy believed the United States might accept such a trust. Later, 

on January Il, 1919, Miller reported meeting vith Lord Robert Cecil, 

Colonel T.E. Lawrence, Lionel Curtis, and cithers, wherein unanimous 

S4 Percy to Miller, December 2, 1918 • Miller, Diary, vol. l, pp. 27-8. 
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sentiment was reached among the British present that "the United 

States should take Constantinople. Il It was a1so agreed that it 

5S should aeeept a mandate for ~nia. The idea that, the Ameriean 

Government take over Constantinople seemed to be general. / ~e 
Bri tish did not want the French there, the French did not want the 

British in oceupation~'and neither desir~d an Italian mandate in 

that vital region. Henee the desire for an American mandate. Lloyd 

George regarded th~ United states as the only Great Power which could 

be entrusted with a mandate beèause of its ilmlWlity from European 

. l' 56 rl.va rl.es. For Britain, Constantinople and the Straits would lie 

in the hands of the United states as a bulwa!:lt> of the British Empire. 

President Wilson, however, feared that the American people 

might he reluetant to undertâke such a task and would he disinc1ined 
Iol 

to send the neeessary troops i.nto Turkey. 'nle PJiesident declared 

that "even if· ft was sugqested that American troops should oçcupy . 
Constantinople ••• it was evident that they could not do so aS they 

were not at war with Turkey. Il He thought it very unwise "to accept 

Any form of mandate until they knew how it vas intended to work. "57 

Wilson's statement filled Lloyd George "with despair. ft The British 
, 

Prime Minis ter , however, refused to let the question die. He vas 

very much coneerned with en~rcing a successful peace and vas anxious 

to get British armies back home and demobi1ized.
S8 

55 
Ibid., p. 74. 

56 
Lloyd George, peace Treaties, vol. II/pp. 1259-60. 

57 
Wilson, Paris Peace Conference, January 20, 1919. Miller, Covenant, 

vol. II, pp. 194-~. 
58 

Lloyd Geo~e, Paris Peace Conferênce, January 20, 1919. Ibid. , 
pp. 200-1. . -
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'!'hus from January to June the question of an American 

mandate was disCllssed intenn.i ttently. On May 14 Lloyd George sub-

mitted a draft resolution to the Supreme Council calling for an 

American mandate over the Straits territories. This resolution 

proposed American acceptance of 

A mandate over the City of Constantinople, the 
Strai ts of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles, the 
Sea of Marmora and a small contiguous territory, 
the frontiers of which shall be determined by 
agreement between the United States, British, 
French and Italian Delegations vhose recammend­
a tions , if unanimous, shall be accepted vi thout 
further reference to the Council. S9 

It was resolved that Turkish sovereignty should cease over Constantinople 

and the Straits, Turkey-in-Europe, and the Sea of Marmora. Wilson 

agreed to accept this offer of a ~andate subject to the approval of 

the Senate, which he said he could not guarantee. On June 27 he 

rei terated that he personally favoured acceptance of the .andates 

for Constantinople and Armenia, but that it vas for the American 

~ 60 
people to decid~. 

In the last meeting of the Supreme Council President Wilson 
,-# 

believed that Constantinople and the Straits should be left as a 

neutral strip !br the present, sinee i t vas alrea.dy ~ Allied 

Qccupation. He desired to see the sultan and bis Govenaent .,ve 

out of Constantinople. Thus the prob1aa of the 'l'urks tha..elves , 
S9 Lloyd George Memorandua, May 14, 1919. Lloyd George, peaoe Treaties, 
vol. II, p. 1263. 
60 . 

Wilson to the Press, June 27. ~9l9. Olarles T. 'lbcapaon, The 
Peace Conference Day bl Day, ~ York, 1920, p. 406 • 
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and the future of thek capital was brought to light. Wilson 

declared that he had studied the question of the Turks in Europe 

for a long time, and that every year had confirmed his opinion that 

61 
"they ought to be cleared out." This question, however, was of 

special significance to the British Government. The India Office in 

particular was always very sensitive to the reaction of Moslem opinion 

in India to the Turkish settlement. And the problem of Constantinople 

took precedence over all. 

In January Edwin Montagu, the Secretary of State for India, 

remarked that he would not abject to the Turks being turned out if 

62 the Americans took over Constantinople. A few months later, however, 

Harold Nicolson, a member of the British Delegatiop, declared that the 

IJldia Office was now becoming "over-nervous" about the future status of 

th 1 d h 1 · h 63 e Su tan an t e Ca l.p ate. In May the Viceroy of India, Lord 

Chelmsford, informed the British Government that~oslem feeling is 

already deeply stirred. Educated opinion is prObably prepared for 

extensive territorial losses, but not for the loss of constantinople. n64 

On June 22 Montagu declared emphatically to Lloyd George: 

Any solution of the Turkish question which turns the 
Sultan out of Constantinople is one which no member 
of the Indian Delegation could accepte Would i t 
be possible for you to relleve Indla fram representation 
on the Peace Conference, so tha t 1 and f'Ay colleagges need 
accept no responsibi1lty for the Turkish Peace? 

6lwilson, Paris Peace Conference, June 25, 1919. D.B.F.P., First Series, 
vol. IV, p. 644. 
62 

Montagu to Nicolson, January 13, 1919. Nicolson, Peacemakinq,p. 233. 
63 

Ibid., p. 346. 
~ 

64 Chelmsford to Montagu, May 14, 19191 QUOted by Lloyd Goerge, Hous. of 
Coamons, Pebruary 26, 1920. 125 H.C.Dab. Sa. (Pebruary 10-21,1920), 001. 1962. 
65 

Montagu to Lloyd George, June 22, 1919. Lloyd George PApelll,P/40/2/55. 
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. Lloyd George, however, was not impressed. He was too intent on 
If 

avenging what he considered to he the bloody tyranny of the Turks. 

This meant removing, "bag and baggage," aIl memories of the Turkish 

Empire frem Constantinople and Europe. But the establishment of a 

straits regime in which the interests of Great Britain would be 

secured did not necessarily imply the expulsion of the Turk from 

Europe. Freedom of the Straits could be supervised as easily by a 

Turkish as by an American or international regime. Unfortunately 

for the British Government, its acceptance of a generally anti-Turk 

policy allowed it to wade unnecessarily in troubled and unknown waters. 

To Lloyd George, in particular, the Turk was forever decidedly foreiqn 

to Western civilization and hence unfit ta stand guard at the Str.its. 

The fatt! of Armenia was closely linked to that of constantinople, 

owing to the fact that British policy favoured an American mandate for 

both regions. President Wilson was personally in favour of some form 

of American assistance and protection being given to Armenia. On 

November 16, 1918 he declared to his State Secretary, Robert Lansing, 

that "My interest in the Armenians is profound and my sympathy for 

66 
them really poignant." Two months later the State Depart:JDent 

drew up a memorandum outlining American sympathie. with Armenia: 

66 Wilson to Lansing, November 16, 1918. F.R.U.S., vol. II, p. 272. 
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It is hel,d that the prirtciple of majori ties 
should not apply in this case, because of the 
condi tions under which the Armenian people 
have lived in the pasto They have, suffered 
from every handicap of nature and man; they 
have been manoeuvred and deported by hundreds 
of thousands; they have been the subject of 
international political intrigue .••• It 
would be a departure from the principle of 
fair dealing if at this Ume their every 
claim were not heard wi th patience, and their 
new state [not] established under conditions 67 
that would in some manner right historie wronqs. 

On February 26, 1919 the Armenian Delegation, represented by Avetis 

Aharonian and Boghos Nubar Pasha, presented i ts demands to the Paris 

Peace Conference. The substance of the Armenian claims ineluded 

Ciliciai the six Vilayets of Erzerum, Bitlis, Van, Diarbekir, 

Kharput, and Sivas; and a part of Trebizond, thereby qivinq aceess 

to the Black Sea. Thi. territory was to be combined wi th that of 

the former Russian Armenia, which had declared i ts independence since 

the faLl of Tsarist Russia, to create the new"Armenian state under a 

temporary mandatory of be League of Nations. 68 

However, as in the case of Constantinople, the' question of , 

an JUDerican mandate was not easily determined. President Wilson, 

apparently unwilling to raise a new controversial issue at a ti.me when 

he already faced great difficul ties both in Paris and at home, rejected ) 

as "premature and unwise" proposaIs that6te launch a campaign to 

'. 
If • cv '1 

67State Department Memor4tldum, January 21, 19~9. Miller, Diary, vol. IV". 
p. 259. 

-, 68 • 
_ Armeruan Delegation, Paris Peace Conference, February 26, 1919. 
~., vol. XV, pp. 86-92 • 
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69 "educate" the American people for acceptance of an Armenian mand~te. 

still, he would Agree to accept a mandate subject te the approva1 of 

• 
the Senate, which again he said he could not ~arantee. Lloyd George's 

draft resolution of May 14, though concerned primarily with the problem 

of Constantinople, dealt as weIl with a proposaI to the United States 

to accept 

/ 

( 

1 
) 

./ 

A mandate over the Province of Armenia as 
constituted within frentiers to be agreed 
upon between the United States, British, 
French and ltalian Delegations. whose recommendations, 
if unanimous, shaH be accepted wi thout further 
rèference to the Counci1. 70 

The British Government would have especially desired to see 

an Amerioan mandate for, and hence American troops- in, Armenia. It 

wou~ have meant a great deal for the future stabilization of Trans-

caucasia as a whole. This burden l1ad since the end of the war rested 

upon the weary shoulâers of Great Britain. On November 17, 1918 a 

detachment of the Mesopotamian Expeditionary Force had reoccupied 

71 Baku, and a detachatent of the Salonica Army landed at Batum on 

December 27. The who1e 1ine of. the Transcaucasian Rai1way between 

Baku and Batum was occupied diTectly by British forces. In accordance 

with Article XI of the Armistice of MudroB aIl Turkish troopB were 

forced ta withdraw from Transcaucasia to the 1ine of the pre-war 

frentier between RusBia and the Ottoman Empire. Transcaucasia, 

69 Wilson ta Polk, March 12, In9. Seth P. Tillman, Anqlo-American Relations 
at the Pari. Peace Conference of 1919, Princeton, 1961-, p. 368. -
70 

Lloyd George Memorandum, May 14, 1919. Lloyd George, peac::e Treaties, 
vol. II, p. 1263 • 
71 

p There had been an earlier, abortive occupation of Baku from AU9Ust 4 
to September 15, 1918. 
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however, vas 90 remote from the main field of interest of the sur-

viving Allied and Associated Powers that they grudged every expen-

diture of DIOney and energy in this area. Nothing but the military 

vacuum created by the collapse of Russia had drawn the British into 

it. Thus they vere anxious to shake off aIl commi taents there at 

the earliest possible date. Even Italy, "vho was straining to pick 

up scraps fram rich men's tables in Tropical Africa," refrained at 

the last moment from undertaking a mandate over the mineraI wealth of 
-t 

Transcaucasia which she had been offered by the Supreme Council. As 

a measure of compromise Britain placed its hopes in the United States 

accepting a mandate for at least the Armenian section of Transcaucasia. 

still, vithout vaiting for any compromise measures to be implemented, 

the British troops, under the dbmbined pressure of conscripts and 

tax-payers, began to return home. They were progressive1y withdrawn 

so that by August 28, 1919 the whole of Transcaucasia except Batum 

72 
vas cleared of British troops. 

The question of Kurdistan vas really an appendaqe to that 

of Mesopotamia/and hence will not be discussed here at any great length • 

on February 6, 1919 General Sherif Pasha, a dele9ate fram the congress 

of Liberal Turks of Geneva, presented b~fore the Paris Peace Conference 

a -.emorandum on the claims of the Kurds." . This proposed an independent 

Kurdistan, formed from the Vilayets of Diarbekir, Kharput, Bitlis, 

Mosul, and the Sanjak. of Urfa. Since the Arabs and the Armenians were 

ta be given their independence, it cou Id not be denied to the Kurds.
73 

72 
Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of International Affaj,rs 1920-1923, London, 

1921, pp. 363-4. 

73Sherif Pasha, -MéIaoire sur les r'wnclications des Kurdes", February 

6, 1919. Miller, Di~, vol. V, pp. 131-40. 
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These particular demands, however, obviously conflicted with those 

of the ApDeniçms. Furthermore, Lloyd George was not prepared to 

see British Mesopotamia concede Mosul, and was more interested in 

securing Kurdistan as a buffer between that city and district and 

the Turkish-speaking homeland. 74 Unfortunately, this problem, like 

most of the others concerning the Turkish Question, was never 

.fleriously considered by the Paris Peace Conference, and it virtually 

remained to resolve itself. 

F~r central Anatolia also, little in a positive direction 

was achieved at the Peace Conference. It vas generally accepted 

that this central "rump" should be left to the Turks themselves as 

an indepen~ent TUrkish national state - the Allies sole consession 

to Turkish nationalism. But i t was understood that even this area 

would originally need some form of foreign control. The French 

especially pushed for some sort of financial control. It should be 

noted tha~ the problem of investment in Turkey had a significant 

be~ing upon the divergence between British and French policies. 

French investors held over 60' of the Ottoman Public Debtf the 

British held less than 15\. Because of the Bolshevik repudiation 

of the loans made by France to Tsarist Russia and to the pre-Soviet, 

revolutionary- Russian Government, the French bondholders were fearful 

75 
lest they should also lose their investments in Turkey. The British, 

however, tended to subordinate,financial to political interests. 

74Lloyd George, Paris peace Conference, January 30, 1919. Miller, 
Covenant, vol. II, pp. 220-1. 
75 ' 

Maurice Pernot, La question turque, Paris 1923, p. 240. 
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Furthermore, such British ~nomic interests as there were in Turkey, 

when the Arab~ had seceded, lay in transit into the Black Sea through 

the Straits rather than in the economy of Anatolian Turkey itself. 

Hence, the overwhelming importance of Constantinople and the Straits 

in British polier. Britain's relatively low interest in central 

Anatolia made it less difficult to acquiesce in French demande for 

financial control in that region. It also made it easier to treat 

the Turk with a good.deal of severity, though both unnecessary and 

time-consuming. Lloyd George believed that Britain's large economic 

interésts in the transit route through the~raits would not be injured 

by Any harshness towards the Turks. In the spring of 1919 the 

British Government could not-foresee having to make a determined 
, 

military stand at Chanak to prevent the Turk fram driving British 

influence out of that vital region. 

On May 30 the Supreme Co~cil agreed to grant a request 
/" 

fram the Turkish Government to be permitted to send a delegation 

to the Peaee Conference. The Turkish Delegati9n was headed by Grand 

Vizier Damad Ferid Pasha and laid its elaims before the Couneil on 

June 17, 1919. The Grand Vizier did not candone 'the crimes of Turkey 
'-- ... \ 

during the war, but insisted on a peaçe wi th TUrkey in accordance wi th 

\ 
Wllsonian principles, blsed on the staGtls quo ante bellum. Obviopsly 

-.l', 
v 

he had greatly misinterpreted the ~eriean presidènt's declaratio~. 

It is impossible to, reconcile Wilson's twelfth point, and its argument 

, on behalf of national self-determination in the Ottoman Empire, wi th 
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Damad Fer!d' s calI for the statua quo ante be11um. Nevertheless, , 
in Thrace the Grand Vizier asked for a line northwest of Constantinople, 

a frontier for the defence of both Constantinople and Adrianople. 

In Asia Minor he c1a:iJned the terri tory bounded on the north by the 

Black Sea and on the east by the Tigris Ri ver and the Turko-Persian 

frontier as before the war. Turkey wou1d a1so include the Vilayets 

of Mosul and Diarbekir, as weIl as a part of Aleppo to the Mediterran~an 

Sea. Likewise the islands near the coast would remain Turkish to protect 

the mainland. The Grand Vizier was prepared to discuss Armenian 

frontiers but he declared that the Ottoman people would never accept 

"the dismembennent of the empire or its division under separate 

76 mandates. " 

The Grand Vizier neglected to mention the nature of the 

Straits reg:iJne or anythinq concerning the question of the freedom 

of the Straits. It is quite likely, however, that at this critical 

Ume for the Turks, the Sublime Porte would have readily made this 

concession to the British. If Mustafa Kemal, bolstered by a Bolshevik 

alliance and a resounding victa;y over the Greeks, could concede the 

freedom and demilitarization of the Straits to both commercial vessels 

and ships of war, then Damad Ferid, in his virtually impossible position 

in June 1919, could hardly have thought otherwise. By concentrating 

its energy solely upon its primary goal the a-itish GOvemment could 

760amad Ferid Pasha, Paris peace Conference, June 17, 1919. Lloyd 
George, peace Treaties, vol. II, pp. 1004-8. 
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have accepted the Turkish demands. For France and 'Italy, however, 

they were impossible to accepte Thus Britain, on the surface, 

dismissed the Turkish plea wi th contempt for the sake of Allied 

unity. In reality, however, the British Government deeply mistrusted 

the idea of any large Turkish national state and chose to combat 

this by supporting Greek and Armenian national rights in western 

and e~stern Anatolia respectively. Hence, Britain sacrificed a golden 

opportunity to effect a separate peace with the Turkish Government. 

On June 23 the Supreme Council rejected the Turkish argument 

and gave approval to Balfour's slashing attack on the tyranny and 

cruelty of the Ottoman Government. Balfour had little faith in the 

Turks' abili ty to rule over alien races, arguing that "Nei ther among 

the Christians of Europe nor among the Moslems of Syria, Arabia and 

Africa has the Ottoman Turk done other than destroy what he has 

conquered; never has he shawn himself able to develop in peace what 

he has won by war." As far as the moral and religious plea of the 

Turks was concerned, the British Foreign Secretary inquired: 
ft 

What religious issue can be raised by a war in 
which Protestant Germany, Roman Catholic Austria, 
Orthodox Bulgaria and Moslem Turkey, banded 
themselves together to plunder their neighbours? 

To thinking Moslems throughout the world the 
modern history of the Government enthroned at 
Constantinople can be no source of pleasure or 
pride. 77 

77 lf . f J 23 1919 Ba our, Par1S peace Con erence, une, • D.B.F.P., First 
Series, vol. IV, pp. 645-7. 
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President Wil~on subscribed to this reply "with great satisfaction.·
18 

On June 26 he suggested that the Turkish Delegation be sent home. 

"They had exhibi ted complete absence and a total misunderstanding of 

19 80 
the West." Lloyd George agreed that "this was Turkish diplanacy." 

To the '~rks this reply was the crowning insult ta a 

variety of post-war grievances suffered at the hands of the Allies. 

This list was indeed qui te long: the extreme harshness of the 

Armistice of Mudros 1 the landing of Greek and Italian troops in 

western Anatolia; the threatened 1055 of Constantinople and Thrace; 

the prospects of dwelling under a virtually colonial statua; and now 

this final rebuff at the Paris Peace Conference. It is little wonder 

that the Turk felt betrayed, the same Turk who reqarded himself as 

having stood so gallantly in defence of his capital and national 

haneland. From the British and Allied point of view, Turkey proper, 

like the rest of the otto~an Empire, was looked upon as easy pick~ngs, 

despite the inadequacy of military forces b most of that region. Yet 

for Bri tain, Constantinople was Istill' the most important spoke in 

the wheel. In this connection the British Delegation urged on June 27 

that further consideration of the Turki~ Treaty be deferred until 

• it was known whether the United States would accept mandates for 
" 

18 '1 i W~ son, Par s Peace Conference, June 23, 1919. F.R.U.S., 
vol. VI, p. 576. 
19 , 

Paris Conference, 26, 1919. Ibid. , 111. Wilson, Peace June p. 
8OLloyd George, Paris Peace Conference, June 26, 1919. Ibid. 
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Constantinople and ~ia. 81 British policy thus rested! on this 

American decision. But:it was not absolutely essential that it do '0. 
A satisfactory reqime for the area surrounding Constantinople and 

the Straits c:.ould quite conceivably 1}ave been entrusted to the Turkish, 

Goverment. Waiting for this American decision may be justified, 

but waiting while this period - the lut half of 1919 - produced such 

a significant growth in TUrkish nationalism proved to be a major 

blunder of Bri tish diplanacy • ( 

<'-

8lt.loyd Georqe, Paris peace ConfereJ)ce, June 27, 1919. D.B.F.P., 
pirst Series, vol. IV, p._ ~2 • 
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CHAPTER II 

ALLIED DELAY: THE RIS~ OF TURKISH NATIONALI~M 
() 

The prospects of a successful peace with Turkey dimmed 

even fufther in the last half of 1919. Not only did Britain face 

increasing opposition from the Turks, owing to the fantastic growth 
, ~ 

of Turkish nationalism in this period, but many of the British 

proposals and objectives at the Peace Conference of Paris tended 

.to become seriously undermined. From the beginning the American 

1 problem and the question of mandates for Constantinople and Armenia 

became a thorn in the side of the British Government. Britain was 
/ 

increasingly anxious to rid itself of its great financial and military 

burdèns in these areas by handing them over to the safe-keeping of a 

friendly Power like the United States. This would effectively prevent 

any Franco-Italian attempts at dominance in the Near East which were 

indeed very real~ While France pressed for a French military command 

at Constantinople, Italy gradually adopted a policy of conciliation 

with the Turkish nationalists. This action on the part of its Allies 

represented a strong rebuff to Britain's pro-Greek policy in Turkey, 

.-. 
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• a policy roundly condemned by the S report of October 

1919. Still the British Government ta press for peace upon 

i ts own terms. The qrowinq Turkish period, however, 

was an inèreasingly serious menace ta the paris 

fact that the sobering reports from the British ission in 

Constantinople were qenerally ignored by the Foreiqn Office in London 
, 

did not augur weIl for a succ~ssful peace vith Turkey. 

The firs~ problem vas still the que s tio'}, of the American 

mandates for Constantinople and Armenia. British hopes of American 

acceptance, however, began to fade almost immediately. In July 

president Wilson was struck down by illness and vas confined for a 

good deal of time to the White House. From then onvards he tendéd 

to exercise less and less influence on American or world affairs. 

American opinion, disillusioned by the war, desired only a return to 

"normalcy" and to he rid of aIl external entanqlements. On July 18 

Henry White. now the chief American representative on the Supreme 

Council, reported that President Wilson had informed h~ ~at tbere 
~ 

would be a "very considerable n delay in the decision ofrthe United 
) ~ 

States as ta the mandates. Balfour, nov ~eadinq the British ~ation, 

could 49 little but agree ta postpone the decisi9D of the Council. 

Bri tain vai ted until Auqust- 15 when Lord Curzon queried 

1 White, Supre~ Council, Paris. July 18, 1919. ~., First Series, 
vol. l, pp. 131-2. 
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Lindsay, the British Oarq~ d'Affaires in Vashilqton, as to the 

• "2 
prospects of American acceptance of the mandates. Lindsay replied 

that .. accepta'hce is most unli~ely,'" since Wilson vas leavinq the 

matter entirely in the hands. of Congress. He pointed out that 

public opinion had not ~et been formed on the subject "but 1 

. 3 
confidentially ariticipate it viII he hostile." curzon vas dis-

~ 

gruntled and believed the President was .éking no effort to obtain 

the Assent of the Senate and Cpngress because "he vants his treaty 

[of versaiiles) first."4 On Au~t 18, 1919 Lloyd Georqe explained 

to parliament that 

The Peace vi th Turkey has not been siqned, not 
because c;>f any delay on pur part, but because 
we are waiting for the decision of America. We 
vant to mOllI whether America i.s.,..prepared to take 
her share of guaranteeing protection for peoples 
who, if not protected, viII be subject to torture, 
mis-qovernment, and massacrtK' We have not yet had 
our answer, and until the answer cames, you cannot 
formulate your peace with Turkey.5 

So the British Prime Minister, subscribinq to the belief that the 

Turk was still incapable of treating minorities in a civi1ized manner, 
~ 

was prepared to wait for an American reply" to the question of mandates 

for Constantinople and Armenia, despite the fact that it would prObably 

be a reply in the negative. The attitude of the British Government 

2 
curzon ta Lindsay, August 15, 1919. Ibid., First Series, vol. IV, 

p. 729. 
3 
Lindsay to Curzon, August 16, 19l9~ ~., p. 730. 

4eurzon Minute, August 19, 1919, Balfour to CUrzon, August 18, 1919. 
Ibid., p. 734. 
5 
Lloyd George, Auqust"la, 1919. 119 H.C. Dab. 58. (August 4-19, 1919), 

\ col. 2016. 
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prevented it frOIII seeking a solution through direct negotiations 

wi th the Turks at a time when the Turkish nation was still in an 

extremely weak bargaining position. It waited for a likely dis­

couraging response from the Americans while the Turkish nationalists 

quickly b~~ up am consolidated their strength in the virtually 

unguarded Anatolian interior. Furthermore, while the Bri t:i.,sh Government 

took no constructive steps towards peace, it faced increasing damestic 

opposition, especially demands for immediate demobilization of British 

troops in the Near East. After the British withdrawal fram Trans-

caucasia on August 28, only a small body of troops remained at Batum. 

This force, however, remained primarily as an object of British 

prestige and was powerless against Any major concentration of foreign 

troops. For aIl intents and purposes British policy was sacrific:ing 

Armenia and aIl of Transcaucasia ~ a clear example of the British 

Government',s lack of ~incerity and determlnation in a region of less 

than primary importance. The perimeter around Constantinople and 

the Straits was being slowly reduced. 
/' \ 

The American delay in regard to the mandates continued to 

hold up the Turkish Treaty in the autumn of 1919. Lloyd George told 

the Sup~eme Council on September 15 that the Treaty could not be 
\ 

drawn up until the American reply on the mandates was received. Fr4nk _ ... ~ ... rr~rrr-

L. Polk, the American econ6mic adviser, stated that the position of 

the United States might be clear by the end of OctQber. Lloyd Georqe 

6 
thought this view "rather sartquine" but reiterated his stand wo 

6L1oyd George, Supreme Council, Paris, September 15, 1919. D.B'.:l".P., 
First Series, vol. l, pp. 688-9. 



. L 

- 72 -

(, 

days later at Sheffield by declaring that the Br~tish Government 

could not setUe the Turkish problem until it knew what course of 

7 action the United States was prepared to take. Wilson, according 

to Lloyd George, put the Allies in an "impossible situation" as to 

the Turkish Trec:'-ty. "We were in despair," he wrote in his memoirs, 

"as to what action we could take without risking a breach with 

America. ,,8 It is very interesting that Lloyd George should be so 

concerned with maintaining'harmonious relations with the United 

States while the American Government was content to hold up the whole 

diplomatie peacemaking m~chine in Turkey and thereby to make a 

successful British policy at the Straits much more difficult to achieve. 

Hoping to absolve itself of responsibility for a large chunk of post-

w~r Turkey proper, Britain, a veteran of Near Eastern affairs, found 

Q its policy geared to the whims of a somewhat disinterested neophyte. 

The situation deteriorated even further when the American 

president wasl struck down by a paralytic stroke on September 25. 

?:_permentally an autocrat, wilson had trained no disciple to carry 

on the fight. On th~asir of reports that the President's stroke 

was a temporary ner:ouWeakdown from which there might be a recovery 

in a few weeks, Lloyd George continued to place his hopes in an 

American mandate, rejecting CUrzon's repeated appeals for an immediate 

peace wi th Turkey. On October 10 Lord Grey, who had now been appointed 

7 
Lloyd George, Sheffield, September 17, 1919. Temperley, op.cit., 

p. 28. 

8Lloyd George, peace Treaties, vol. II, p. 1267 • 
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a spe~ial British emissary in washington, h~reported that Ameriean 

aeceptanee of the mandates, sinee the President's illness, seemed 

"altogether out of the question.,,9 CUrzon eabled Grey on October 18 

that the· American delay was already producing "lamentable consequences" 

and might "gravely imperil [the] chances of [the] Peace Treaty with 

10 
Turkey." Grey, however, had failed entire1y in his efforts to 

interview wilson and repeated his contention that "there is no chance 
. 

whatever of Congress authorizing acceptance of Mandates for Constantinople, 

&c. "11 

This delay caused increasing apprehension among the members 

of the~oreign Office, the leadership of which was taken'over by 

Lord CUrzon O}l October 24, 1919. On November 4 he informed AdmiraI 

Sir John de Robeck, the British High Commissioner in Constantinople, 

that the "delay of [the] United States in deciding as to mandates 

coupled with [the] illness of [the] President has made it very un-

likely that any definite t~rms of peace can be announced for some 

time ta come." 12 However, soon afterwards AdmiraI de Robeck reported 

to the British Government that the delay in making peace was having , 
CI 

, 

disastrous effects. The Turks were no longer cowed ~d Mustafa ramaI' s 

13 nationalists were growing rapid1y in strength. On November 17 

9 
Grey to Curzon, October 10, 1919. D.B.F.P., First ser~s, vol. IV, 

p. 798. 
10 

curzon to Gre~, .october 18, 1919. Ibid., p. 827. 

llGrey to curzon, Octôber 22, 1919. Ibid., p. 843. 
12 1 

curzon ta de Robeck, November 4, 1919. Ibid., p. 852. 

l3De Robeck to CUrzon, November 18, 1919. Ibid., pp. 975-6. 

\ ' 

, 

• 

. 
\ 

. . 



! 

\ 

" 

.... 

, , 

.... 
" 

- 74 -

fJ 

Balfour, now having replaced Curzon as Lord President of the Council, 

outlinéd the British attitude: 

It must be a conunon policy and until the 'conunon 
policy is settled it would be an action unfair 
to our Allies and our friends if we were t~ map 
out the Turkish Empire in precisely thé form in 
which we should like ta see that great area of 
the Near East ultimately arranged:14 

\ 

Again British interests were being subordinated to an old, ramshackle 

all~ance. Grey reported on November 23, however, that an American 

decisioh had still not~been reached and recommended that negotiations 

15 
on the Turkish Treaty be begun. 

This was not the only favourable suqgestion ta Curzon. As 

early as November 12 ~ichon, the French Foreign Secretary, had argued 

to his British counterpart that the United States had disappeared 

as a factor in the settlement of the Near .. -East. Thus it was on1y 

France and Great Britain who se interests were to be seriously considered. 

Pichon was prepared for confidential discussions. He wanted some forro 
c-

of Anglo-French understanding before the question was taken up by a 

16 peace conference. Thèse plans would eventua11y come to fruition in 
~ 

the following month, the same month which saw the American Government 

h witbdraw fram active participation in the work of the Supreme Council. 

H~~Vet, hopes for an American contribution to the Turkish settlement 
1, 

oontinued'to linger in the Primè Minister's,Office until finally 
,; 

~4 1 
Balfour" November 17; 1919. 121 H.C. Dab. 58. (November 10-28, 1919), 

col. '768. 
15 ,. f 

Grey to Curzon, Nbvember 23, 1919. O.s,r.P., First Series, vol. IV, 
p. 901. . . 
16curzon-Pichon COIlver8ations, London, November 12, 1919. Ibid., p. 879 • 
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eclipsed on March 19 of the following year, when the Treaty of Versailles 

failed ta command the constitutional majority in the Senate. The 

United states thereupon formally withdrew from the Supreme Council. AlI 

that remained were sad strictures from Wilson's sick bed on the Allied 

proposaIs for the Turkish settlement. In his letter of March 24 he 

ruled out the prospect of American commitments ei ther in Constantinople 

or Armenia. He was willing and able to act only as arbi trator in the 

settlement of the frontiers of the new Armenian state. l7 

This problem of dealing with the United States of America 

brought out strongly the differences in attitude and out look of the 

British Pr1me Minister and his new Foreign Secretary. Lloyd George 

vas little concerned with the TUrks, much more with the fear of 

antagonizing the Americans, fear that 

we should create suspicion in the United Sta~~ 
of America that we were quite willing ta take United 
States help, but that whenever there was any question 
of dividing the mandates over these undeveloped terri tories 
we instantly took advantage of sorne li ttle poli tical 
difficulty in America in order ta divide the whole thing 
among ourselves. That would have been a great political 
blunder which might have resulted in very unpleasant 
consequences. 18 ~ 

The Prime Minister believed that Britain would be, placet in an 

extremely difficult position should the United states refuse to accept 

any responsibility for the protection of the Straits and Armenia. 
1 

17wHson ta Lloyd George, MArch,24
e

, 1920. Lloyd George, Peace Treatie., 
vol. II, pp. U96-1300. Ll 'George still complained that this did 
not stop Americans from se ng "endless teleqrams from the United States 
asking why nothing vas d e ta help Armenia." Lloyd Geotge, First ~ondon 
c8nference, March 5; O. D.B.F.P:, First series, vol. VII, p. 428. 
18 e ( • -. , ~ 

Lloyd George, Ma 25, 1920. 127 H.C.Dab. !:s. (March,22 - April 16, 
1920), col. 657. 
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The unhappy state of British finances was demanding constant demo-

bilization and reduced commitments in Turkey, thereby necessitatîng 

the British Government to look elsewhere, i.e. to the United States 
1 

as a friendly and disinterested Power, for the protection of its vital 

interests. Lloyd George thus argued that by antagonizing the Americans 

and causing them to refuse any contribution to the Turkish settlement, 

Britain would be unable to reduce its very costly overseas obliga~ions 

in Turkey in favour of resolving the immediate domestic problems at 

home. To the British Prime Minister the United States was the one 

and only Power capable of safeguarding British interests at the 

Straits. 

Lord Curzon, on the other hand, was much more concerned 

wi th the deteriorating situation in T,urkey and the increasing problems 

being faced by the TUrkish Government in Constantinople. On November 

12, 1919 he recorded his thoughts in a conversation with Pichon: 

l earnestly deplçred any such postponement. 
By next spring .•• there might very likely be 
no Turkish Government to deal with at aIl. It 
was more than possible that there would be no 
one to accept the sort of treaty which the 
Allies would desire to impose. It was even 
conceivable that the defeated Turk, who would 
then be one of the few parties on the scene 
with a serious force available, would declare 
war upon the Allies, and dare them to en force 
their terms. If this were the case, l did not 
see how we were to conquer Asia Minor, or who 
was ta do it, and the ignoadnious result might 
be that the weakest and most abject of our 19 
foes would end by achieving the greatest triumph. 

19eurzon-Pichon Conversations, London, November ~2, 1~19. D.B.F.P.,' 
First Series, vol. IV, p. 880. 
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Rere CUrzon clearly outlined the whole British predicament. Britain 

was facing large difficulties functioning under the assumption that 

it had conquered Turkey proper when it had forced the Ottoman Empire 

to surrender. And what a prophet Curzon would prove to bel Never-

theless, at the London Conference in March 1920, the British Government, 

including Lord Curzon and the Foreign Office, continued to suppOrt 

Lloyd George and to operate under the above, ill-conceived assumption. 

Again, what disturbed Britain most about the American 

refusaI to undertake any mandates or ~litary responsibilities in 

Turkey was that it made it much more difficult for the British Govern-

ment to reduce its own commitments there. The British could not 

afford to maintain the necessary number of troops in both Constantinople 

and Transcaucasia. Since ~e maintenance of an acceptable regime in 

the area of Constantinople and the straits was the indispensable bul-

wark of British policy in post-war Turkey, it was resolved, especially 

after the United States declined to foot the bill, that the British 

troops in Transcaucasia be wi drawn. Cecil Harmsworth, a member of 

the Foreign Office, e '!-hat "if it[the maintenance of British 

) were te be c9ntinued until settled government 

those regions, it would be impossible to place 

After the withdrawal of ~ritish troops 

on August 28 there was within British governmental 

20 
Rarmsw th, August 14, 1919. 119 H.C. Deb. Sa. (Au 

col. 1678. 
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circles about the possibili ty of future Armenian massacres at the hands 

of the Turks. Balfour remarked to CUrzon that nall the British can 
» 

do is to protest that neither the state of their army nor the state 

of their Treasury permit them to retain a single battalion in the 

Caucasus though every Armenian throat should be eut in co~equence 

of their leavi.ng. ,,21 A couple of months later Lloyd George declared 

in the House of çommons that "We left Armenia because we wanted to 

economise. We cannot really police the world, and we honestly thought 

there were other Powers which might take their share. n22 , 

In fact, another Power, France, did offer to deal with the 

situation by sending a force through Cilicia to Armenia. But o_itain 

was only prepared to accept the Frenc~ proposaI if the force was sent 

by way of the Black Sea throu~ Trebizond or Batum. The British 

complatned that a French expedition to Alexandretta could have no effect 

whatever upon the situation at Kars or Erivan, where the danger lay; 

that the force would never reach Erzerum, a distance of nearly 500 

miles over a country without roads or reaources; and that coming 

from the directicm of Cilicia "it ls much more likely te provoke 

hostility of Turks than it is to save existence of Armenians." From 
" . 

Brit~in's point of view, if the object vas to rescue Armenlans, the 

Black Sea route appeared to he ,the only feasib1e way by which French 

-
troops çould attempt to aid Armenia; "the Prench plan seems not on1y 

C' 

21 Balfour te Curzon, August 31, 1919. D.B.P.P., First seri~s, vol. IV, 
p. 745. 
22 

Lloyd George, October 30, 1919. 120 H.C. Deb. Se. (October 22 -
November 7, 1919), col. 978. 
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'certain to fail, but likely to produce political consequences of a very 

23 
serious nature." These "political consequences" could have manifested 

themselves in a French rnilitary transgression upon Kurdistan, which 

the British regarded as their private sphere of influence. Thus, 

when the French refused to accept the British amendment to their offer, 

the whole ~dea of helping out the Arrnenians collapsed. Petty Alli~d 

rivalry was beginning to take its toll. This fear of French ambiti~n 

was another reason why Lloyd George waited so long for American 

partièipation. 

The French, however, were by no rneans the sole ally with 

whom the British were becoming increasingly annoyed. The Italians, 

for their part, had never forgiven Britain for champioring Greek 

rights in Asia Minor in areas which Italy regarded as its own sphere 

of influence. In Italy Lloyd George was bitterly denounced as having 

selected Greece to be the vessel and instrument of British policy in 

the Levant - a policy rëgarded in Rome as solely designed to put an 

œject in the path of Italian expansion. At the same Ume Venizelos 

was execrated for offering himself as a political mercenary and tocl 

24 
of British hegemony. Ita1y reacted throughout the latter part of 

1919 and ear1y 1920 by very gradua11y moving in the direction of 

conciliation with the Turks, especia11y Mustafa Kemal's Turklsh 

23 Curzon ta Balfour, September 2, 1919. D~)B.F.P. ,First Series, vol. 
IV, p •. 747. 
24 

M.H. Macartney and P. Cremone, Iti1y's F'oreign and Colon!al Policy, 
19l4~1937, LonOon, 1938, p. 173. 
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nationalists. On November 10 de Robeck reported that "the attitude 

of the Italian Government is ambiguous and lends itself to certain 

suspicion. ,,25 'l'wo months later Constantinople was revealing that 

"at present their whole aim is to curry favour with the- Turk and 

26 with this object in view are helping the National Movement." And 

during the London Conference de Robeck complained that there were 

"toc many evidences that official Italian policy hefe is stronCJly 

pro-Turkish ... 27 Though Count Sforza, at the Ume Italian Foreign , 

Secretary, denied aIl accusations of Italian collaboration with the 

k " h " 1" 28 Tur 1S nat10na 1Sts, the British Government found itself hopelessly , 

faced with even stronger Italo-Turkish collaboration the following 

year. But it was this period between the Treaty of Versailles and the 

London Conference which served sufficiently to undermine Anglo-Italian 

relations beyond aIl hope of repair.: 

~t the same time Anglo-Greek relations fared little better, 

but did manage eventually to weather the storm. After the Greeks 

l1pded a,t Smyrna on May 15, they lost no time in expanding from ,the 

bridgehead they had established. At first Venizelos had little 

difficulty in obtain,ing the Allies' approval for further advances, 
J 

250e Robeck to CUrzon, November 10, 1919. D.B.F.P., First Series, 
vol. IV, p. 871. 

26High Commission Memorandum, Constantinople, January 10, 1~20, Webb 
,to Curzon, January 22, 1920. Ibid., p. 1980. 

• 
27 - ,. 

De Robeck to CUrzon, March 2, 1920. Ibid., First Series, .yol. VU, p. 422. " 
28 

Buchanan te Curzon, November 6, 1920. Ibid., First Series, vol. XIII, 
p. 169 • 
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upon the pretext of ensuring the safety of his troops, but within 

a short time it became known that the Greek forces had marred their 

arrivaI in Asia Minor by the murder of Turkish prisoners and by 

atrncities against the local'Moslem population.
29 

AdmiraI Calthorpe, 

who was British High Commissioner for a short time after the Armistice, 

declared from Constantinople that the Gre~k troop movements were 

actuated by political motives and "will cause much further b100dshed and 

transfer the present unrest still further [sic} eastward into the 

30 
country." Lord Hardl.nge, then Permanent Under-Secretary of State 

for Foreign Affairs, wrote in his memoirs' that in the autumn of 1919 

"absolute chaos" prevailed in Smyrna, "for which Lloyd George, who 

31 was under the thumb of venizelos, was more responsib1e tQan anybody.-

Nevertheless, Hardinçe was still among those prepared to acquiesce in 

the British Government's poliey of supporting Greek against TUrkish 

nationalisme In any case the Supreme Council, though it refrained 

from ordering the Greeks to withdraw, estab1ished a commission of 

enquiry to investigate these al1egations and appointed General Milne to 

exercise overa1l co~d in the area and to demarcate boundaries both 

l1etween thé Greeks and the :Italians and between the Greeks anc;t the Turks. 

The Inter-Allied Commission concerning the Greek occupation 

of Smyrna and its hinterland consisted of ~epresentatives fram Great 

29 
Gran~i11e te Curzon, May 24, 1919. F.O. 37l~42l8/79356. 

30 Calthorpe to Balfour, July 16, 1919. D.B.r.p., First series, vol. IV, 
p. 685. 

31Lord Hardinge of Penshur.t, Old Diploma;y, Lond~n, 1947, p. 245. 
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, 
Britain, France, Italy, and the United States. Its report, dispatched 

from COlilstantinople on October 12, 1919, declared that "since the 

armistice the general condition of the Christians of the vilayet of 

Aidin has been satisfactory, and their security has not been threat-

ened. It is obvious, therefore, that this occupation was not 

at aIl justif~able, and violated the terms of the a~stice con~luded 

32 
between the Powers and Turkey." The Commission also drew the 

conclusion that Greece would prove e to maintain its position 

in Asia Minor. It thus seemed possi the Allies would revoke 

their mandate. But towards the end of 1919 Venizelos did much to 

strengtheD the Greek position. He ncreased his troops to 75,000 men , 

and established a perimeter against both Italian and Turkish encroachment. 

~ Moreover, he persuaded Italy to drop its opposition to his claims and 

even to promise to cede to Greece the Dodecanese Islanàs. He there-

fore begged Lloy~George not to expel Greece from Smyrna adding 

that his personal position in Greece was at stake. To thi~ Lloyd 

George replied that the GreeksQshoul~ certainly stay in Smyrna and 

that, as far aR he was concerned, Britain's policy was to support 

33 
Greece, and especially Venizelos, as a close and friendly Ally. 

'. 
50 despite the nighly critical findings of the Smyrna 

Commission, Lloyd George vas still prepared to support the Greeks 

in their claims in western.~atolia. The Prime Minister was thus 

\. 

32 
Smyrna Commission, October 12, 1919. Gaston Gaillard, The Turks and 

Europe, London, 1921, pp. 50-1. 

33L1oyd George - Venizelos Conversations, OctOber 31, 1919. Lloyd 
George Papers, F/92/12/S. 
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satisfyi~g hlmself and his deep-seated hatred of thOy 
favouring a ~i9~y-critici .. d foreign occupation in~ This 

policy was neither just nor necessary for Great Britain,yet the 

majority of the British Cabinet complied. Lloyd George's action 

certainly enabled venizelos to assume a much bolder tone. On 

November 20 he declared to Sir Eyre Crowe, the Assistant Under-

secretary of State for Foreign A~fairs, that "when Greece was asked 

to proceed ta this occupation, not only was there no mention made to 

me 'ts be'ing temporary, but on the cont:r:ary •.• that this occupation 

irst -step towards giving Greéce part of Western Asia Minor. ,,34 

day he reported to the press: "It was our understanding that 

we should occupy a country which has been Greek for 3,000 years pending 

~ .. 
final settlement of the question which would give us title to the 

d
' , ,,35 lstrlct. In January 1920 the Greek Prime Minister used the un-

I 

certainty over the future Qf Constantinople to bis own advantage: .. 

"if it should be declared that the Sultan is to remain in Constantinople, 

l am of the opinion that there is no reason whatever for any additional 

satisfaction 'to be given to him by the application of half measures in 

regard to Western Asia Minor ... 
36 

Thus Lloyd George's ~lliance with 

-Venizelos conside,rably limited the possibilities in Britain's diplOOlatic 

'field of action. By placing himself "under the thumb of Venizelos," 

i.e. by attaching British policy to the always unpredictable course of 

34 . 1 mb 20 1919 B P 't ' Vemze os to Crowe, Nove er , , . O.. F. ., F1rs Ser16s, 
vol. IV, p. 905. 
35 

Venizelos to the Press"November 20, 1919. "The Prob1em of Turkey·, 

" 

The New York Times currènt History, vQl. 11, pt. 2 (January - March ,1920), 
p. 273. , 
36 , 

- Venizelos Memorandum, January 12, 1920. D.B.F .P., First serie&, 
vol. IV, p. 1047. , 
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/ 
Greek polities, Lloyd George was, to a certain extent, forfei~ing 

Britain's independent action in Turkey and running ~ high risk of 

failure and foreign condemnation. ~' little as this Lloyd George-

Venizelos alliance really aided British influence iIlt and contributed 

tot the security of the Aegean and the Straits, it tended to exasperate 

further British Delations with the French and to rekindle the discontent 

of the Italians. While the French were always vary of any British 

attempt at hegemony in the Near East, the Italians, who were now 

developing their relations with the Turkish nationalists and their 
, 

resources in southvestern Tur~ey, feared that Venizelos, operating 

with Lloyd George's seal of appro~~l, had an excellent opportunity 
j 

to encroach further upon their particular sphere of influence. This 

unhappy situation existed at the critica,l time when the Kemalists vere 

quickly building up their resources in the interior of Anatotia, far 

fram any British or Allied pressures. It was little wonder that 

Lloyd George, in reviewing the details of the Smyrna Commission, 

reported to parliament that the Allied Governments had not thought 
>4 

37 
it expedient ta poblish its results. Publication risked raising 

the furor. of world public opinion. Non-publication vas only aqreed 

upon by France and Italy as a syabolic act ta deœonstrate the futility 

of any Turkish show of resistance. 

AnglQ-French ri valry had first made i tse1f felt throughout 

the Armistice proceedings of October 1918. Here the questions of , 
• 

37 ' 
Lloyd George, March 15, 1920. 1~6 H.C.Deb.5s. (March 1-19, 1920), 

col. 1807 • 
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naval and military command were .ost prominent. Despite the fact 

that the French finally adhered to a solelY'Anglo-Turkish Armistice, 

they were always loathe to accept first the temporary command of 

Lieutenant-General Maitland-Wilson, then the permanent command of 

General Milne, over aIl the Allied forces in Turkey. By the latter 

half of 1919 they began to put pressure on the British to redress 

this imbalance. De Fleuriau, the French Charg~ d'Affai~ in London, 

told Curzon that he w~ted Milne replaced by General Franchet d'Espérey , 

. Ct' 1 1 . . 1 1 1 d . . . 38 1n ons ant1nop e, eav1ng M1 ne 50 e y to conunan 1n AS1a M1nor. 

For some time, however, the British were not moved and only very 

grudgingly came around to accepting a French general as supreme 

Commander of aIl the Allied forces in Constantinople. AdmiraI de RObeck, 

who had succeêded Ca1thorpe on September 13, argued that these French 

designs "can only result in grave difficulties in keeping up even a 

semblance of harmony." He concluded by stating that he would prefer 

to see General d'Espérey gone forever: "the necessity for a Generalissimo 

has now dis appeared. n 39 On September 29 Curzon informed Lord Derby, 

the British Ambassador in Paris, to let the French know that the 

British Gove~ment had no intention of recalling General Milne.
40 

In fact, Milne, who had left the capital for Asia Minor, ret~d the 

cQIIIMnd in Con~ tan tinoplf' to Mai tland-Wi lson. The Frent:h Government, 

needless to say, was hign!y u~et that.,effective control there had not 

38 
1 Curzon to Balfour, Auqust 14, 1919. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. ,IV , 

p. 728. 

39De Robeck to Balfour, September 16, 1919. Ibid. ,pp. 766-7. 
40 

Derby, Septellber 419, 1919.: Ibid. , 181. qurzon to p. 
..". 
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41 
been transferred to d'Espérey. 

Th us , when General Milne ordered an Allied occupation of 

the Meander Valley to quell disturbances between the Greeks and the 

Turks, the French refused to comply. Crowe believed the French 

refusal to be "one more move in their game of not recognizing General 

Milne' s authority over allied' troops. ,,42 Shortly thereafter the 

British Government conceded to the idea of recognizing General Franchet 

d'Espérey as Supreme Commander in the TUrkish capital. This concession 

was really no more than another attempt to paint the picture of a 

strongly united Allied front, supposedly to discourage the Turk fram 

exploiting inter-Al lied differences. For the sake of Allied unity 

France had previously agreed to the non-publication of the Smyrna 

Commission report; now, in a sense, Britai~ was returning the 

compliment. The British High Commission in Constantinople, however, 

objected vigourously. De Robeck soon complained that the whole 
o 

s~uation there was being constantly and seriously menaced by the 

attitude of General d'Es~rey, "who is consumedwith vanity and a 

sense of h~ own importance, and who never loses ~rtuni ty to, 

presume up his position as Commandant en Chef -for interfering in 

every ~ind. f matter."· Revealing his frustration the Bri ti!iJh R1qh 
". 

y 

Coaunissioner declared: n~t i8 of course a standing enigma to the 
, 

world at large here, but especially to the Turks, why the Supreme 

Command in Turkey 18 not ln the hands of that country which alone 
, 

43 
overthrew the Turki8h Empire." This Anqlo-French verbal war never 

41 HarcUnge-Cambon conversat~ons, London, October 20, 1919. Ibid., p. 835. 
42 ' 

Crowe to cur~n, November S, 1919. Ibid., p. 856. 

43De Robeck to Curzon, November 10, 1919.. Ibid., pp. 871-2. 

---" 



. ' 

- 87 -• ) 
did die down. It was to result in the defection of another ally to 

the Turkish camp. 

The Anglo-French rivalry over the military command in 

Constantinople quickly led to conflict and suspicion in other areas 

as weIl. As early as July 1919 Lord CUrzon suspected the French pf 

attempting to" achieve a dominant position 1n Turkey at Britain's 
-. '\ 

expense. He dec~red to Derby that "every mail now brought ':!le 

evidence of an active French proj?aganda, designed to convince the 

Türks that France, and France alone, was their friend, and th~t 

Turkey should put her interests in French hands. ,,44 The fear of 

a growing French influence in Turkey pervaded British thinking throughout 

the latter half of the year. Among other things, Curzon was concerned 
1 

that France would try te convert the whole of Turkey, incluâing the 
" , 

Straits area, into a colony for French inte~ational 'finance. 45 He 
• , 

would grudgingly concede French eC'Onomic paramountcy in central :Ana-
, ! 

tolia; British dominance at Constantinople and the Straits, on the 

other han<;I , was regarded as virtually sacred and untouchable. De 

Robeck, meanwhile ,c:alled for more British personnel in, Turkey-. He 

was very much concerned wi th a French threat to the Bri tlsh-controlled 

46 
Anatolian Railway. Finally he wamed from Constantinople of a 

possible new. orientation of French policy in Turkey' "on lin. of 

establishi~g understanding with Mustafa."47 Sv 1920 both France and' 1 , 

44 
curzon te Derby, July 4, 1919. Ibid., pp_ '6b1-2. 

4.5eurJn MiJlute, October 25, 1919, creve to CUrson, ~October 17, 1919 • 
ibid., p. 819. 

461)e Rcbeck to Curzon, November 1.3, 1919. !bicS., p. 882. 

47De Robeck to Curzon, June 23, 1.920. • 
Ibid.,' Firat Serie., '191. XIII, p. ~+ 
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ltaly ve~ threatening Britain vith a possible separa te peac~th 

the Turkish nationalists, 'an exercise in opportunism which nlver 

ceased to annoy the Briti~h Government. 

Turkish nationalism had' never really been. a driving force 

until the arrivaI on the scene of Mustafa Kemal Pasha. From the 

beginning Kemal vas the soul and leader of the Turkish nationalist 

1IIOvement. During the var he had served with distinction as an officer 

in the Ottoman ârmy on severa;J.. fronts, notably in the defence of 

Gallipoli in 1915. His wartime experience had taught him to resent 

, the German influence over _ Turkey, and to oppose the domination of any . 
foreign Power. At the time of the Armistice of Mudros Kemal was 

opposed to the surrender to foreign occupation of the territory he 

regarded as geographically and ~nograPhiCal1Y Tur~iSh. He ha\i. by 

this time developed a Western-style national consciousness of a sort 

not uncODIDOn among educated. Turks, many of them of the officer class. 
J 

Not yet fort y years old, he had already exhibited undoubte~ military 

and organizational abili ty. Since Kemal had also avoided close 

association vith the defeated Ottoman Government, and had quarr'led 

vith its military leader, Enver Pasha, he was almost ideally suited 

for the leadership of the new nationalist movement. His out look in 

May 1919, the IDOnth in which he left Constantinople for the Anatolian 

interior, was as follows: 

. ' . . ~ . 
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Those who 'had driven the people and the country 
into the general conflict had fled and now cared 
for nothing but thei:t own safety. Wahideddin, 
the degenerate oCG:upant of the throne and the 
Caliphate, was s~eking for sorne despicable way 
to save his person and his throne, the only 
ci>jects of his anxiety. The Cabinet, of which 
Damad Ferid Pasha was the head, was weak and 
lacked digni ty and courage. It was subservient 
to the will of the Sliitan' alone and agreed to every 
proposaI that could protect its members and their 
sovereign. 48 

To succeed in reversing the defeat and avoiding partition, Kemal" 

had in the first place to organize military resistance and wage war 

against foreign ocèupation. But along with the fighting went a 

diplomatie campaign which utilized every possible advantage presented 

by the post-war situation. As best he could, Kemal exploited the 

divergence of policy between Britain, France, and Italy, and the , 

greater chasm that separated the Western Powers from Soviet Russia. 

Kemal wou Id negotiate alternatively with Russia or the West, or 

simultaneously wi th both; whatever adV'antages he won on one side 

inereased his bargaining power on the other. At times i t looked as 

if Kemal were the most apt pupil of the nineteenth-century Ottoman 

diplomatists who tried to find salvation by playing pff one 

Power against another. 

In June Kemal launcned his campaiqn by dispatching a 

circular telegram to a number of civil and military authorities in 

the country, setting forth his views. The. opening phzrases set the 

keynote of the nationalist programme during the next four years: 

48 . 
Mustafa Kemal Puha, A Speech delivered by Gbazi Mustapha lCema~, 

Presidept of the Turkish .public, OcbOber 1927, Leipzig, 1929, p. 9. 
» 
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1. Th~ integ'ri ty of the country, the inde­
pendence of the nation are in danger. 

... 

2. The central government is unable to dis­
charge the du}iéS for which it is responsible. 
As a result the nation is regarded as non-existent. 

3. Only the will and resolution of the nation 
can save the independence of the nation. 

The telegram then went on to demand the ~onvening of a congress, 

free from any influence or interference, to assert the rights of 

the nation before the world. Kemal called upon each district to 

send delegates, in secret, to Si vas, "which is the safest place in 

49 
Anat02ia for that purpose." In Sivas plans were laid for a July 

meeting of eastern delegates in Erzerum. 

..." 

1 On July 23, 1919 a congress of delegates from the eastern 

provinces 1 convened by the Association for the Defence of the Rights 

of Eastern AnatoHa, which had been founded on March 3, assembled 

in Erzerum. Mustafa Kemal was elected Chairman on the first day. 

The most"'significant achievement of the Congress of Erzerum, which 

continued until August 17, was the drafting of the first version of 

50 
the declaration whioh later came to he known as the National Pact. 

On September 4 a second and more important congress opened at Sivas, 

-attended by delegates from aIl ~ver Turkey. Once again lt.emal was 

49' d 31 Ib~ ., p. • 

SOIbid., pp. 57-60. The National Pact, in that it becaae the Itoran of 
the whole nationalist movement, is a vital dOCUlD8llt. It consisted of 
a preamble and six articles. The preamble stated that "ccaplete respect" 
for the articles was the only means of assuring "the independence of the 
State and the future of the nation." Thé articles provided for self­
determination of the Arabs, of Batua, Kars, and Ardahan, and of Weste:pl 
Thrace. Constantinople vas to he "protected frca every danger," al though 
the nationlists vould apparently accept SOlDe reqiJle securing the freedola 
of the Straits. Turkish JRinorities vould be protected by troties aiailar 
to those entered into by other European Powers. Turkey would, however, 
accept no financial or eoonoaic servi tulles • Eliot Grinnell Mears, Modema 
Turkey: A PoU.tico= Econœic InterpretatiOll, ~908-l923, Ifev York, 1924, 
PP' 629-31. 
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elected Chairman, and directed the discussions of the meeting. The 

main business of the Congress of sivas was to extend to the who1e 

country the decisions taken at Brzerum, and to modify the organization 

established there accordiIlg1y. The Association for -the Defence of 

the Rights of Eastern Anatolia nOw became the Association for the 

Defence of the Rights of Anato1ia and Rumelia, with a permanent 

Representative commit tee headed by Mustafa Kemal. This new o"'-gan-
~"'--

ization became the instrument of the political struggle ahead. The 

Congress reaffirmed the principles of the Erzerum mAnifesto, demanding 
"' 

the preservation of territorial integrity and national independence. 

It envisaged armed action against the occupying powers if necessary.Sl 

The Congress of Sivas laid most of the blame for Turkey's 

present plight on the Grand Vizier and his Cabinet. Kemal accused 
, 

Adil Bey, the Minister of the Interior in the Constantin9ple Government, 

of engaging "in treasonable conspiracies wi th the enemy against the 

nation. "52 The nationa1ists threatened to "break off aIl relations 

behteen your illegal cabinet and the wbole cQl21ltry. "53 The ilIIIIIediate 

ca~ of these outbursts was an attempt by the Constantinopl,e Government, 

with some British h~lp, to stir up the Kurdish tribes in the east 

against Kemal. These efforts had little effect, and aided in pre-

cipitating a rupture between the Kemalists and Constantinople. 
" 

51Kemal Pasha, op.cit., p. 76. 
52 

Kemal to Adil Bey, September 10, 1919. Ibid., p. 114. 

53Ibid., p. 121. 
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However, in December I919, as a result of nationalist 

persuasion and pressure, new elections were he Id for the Ottoman 

Parliament, which assembled in Constantinople on January 12, 1920. 

The Kemalis ts and their ~ympathizers won a convincing majori ty, and 

among the new members were sorne from the nationalist camp in Anatolia. 

On ~anuary 28 parliament voted the National Pact, based on the 

declarations of Erzerum and Sivas, and formulating the basic demands 

for Turkish territorial integri ty and national independence. Mustafa 

Kemal and his Representative Conmittee, now established in Angora, 

vere in a strong position with a sympathetic Parliament in Constantinople 

and sorne measure of reCognition from the Turkish Government. 

These crucial domestic events in furkey certainly di~ not 

go unnoticed by the members of the British High Commission in Constah-

tinople. Fearing that too many things were now getting out of hand, 

l " 

they stressed the necessity of an early peace with Tutkey. On June 

28, 1919 AdmiraI Richard Webb, acting in the absence of Calthorpe, 
~ 

wrote to Sir Ronald Graham of the Foreign Office, emphasizing the 

"indefiniteness" of the whole situation, and ar~ng that there was, 

an essential need for giving Turkey a very early 
peace. l hope and believe that the peace terms 
will be severe and drastic, but let us,..have them 
quickly. Every day maltes the situation more dif­
ficult and dangerous, and every day adds to the 
degree Qf u:t,e, now extremely intense, which exista 
in this CIOuntry between Moslems and Christians. 54 

54 
Webb to Graham, June 28, 1919. D.B.F. P., First Series, vol. IV, 

pp. 655-6. 
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The foilowing day AdmiraI Caithorpe reported that the British were 

becoming caugh:t in the middle betweE!n the Greeks on the one side and 
, j 

th Tu k th th 'd' th 1 l' 55 ers on e 0 er. He saw ~mme ~ate peace as e on y so ut10n. 

Calth<?rpe also reported that the Italian occupation was 

causing the Turks serious misgi vings. He believed that the Supreme 

Council had now created the impression arnong MOSt Turks that it was 

prepared to gi ve the Gréeks and the Italians a free hand il'l Asia Minor. 

He warned that the Kemalist Movement already threatened to defy openly 

both the Allies and the Cortstantinople GoverlÛnent. He argued that 

the latter was weaker than ever and that the "country is, now confronted 

with [the] possibili ty of rapid disintegration of al! authority and 

56 
all securi ty over wide are as. " Calthorpe ~isplayed the ~Pical 

British fear that the Turkish nationalists, if successful, would 

57 
create an "intensely fanatical and an ti-Europe an Government" in Turkey. 

In any case, a British naval co1lll\issibn, which had been sent to the 

cOastal provinces on the Black Sea on July 3, confirmed that "the 

graduaI extinction or the authori ty of the Central Government is 

undeniabie. ,,58 

Despi te i ts lack of impression on the Government in London, 

the British High Commi$sion continued to argue in favour of SaDe 

definite -action in Turkey. As li solution to the nationalist probIem, , 
AdmiraI Webb proposed COlIlpIete1y wi thdrawing Greek and Italian, trc;>ops 

55 

56 
Cal thorpe to CUrzon, June 29, 1919. 

Calthorpe to Balfour, July 8, 1919. 

~, p. 656. 

~, pp. 666-7. 
57 ' 

Calthorpe to CUrzon. Ju~27, 1919/. Ibid •• p. 704. 
58 T'~_;-

British Naval COIIIIIission Report, -Ju1y 24, 1919. Calthorpe to CUrzon, 
Ju1y 30, 1919. Ibid •• p. 706. 
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from Asia Minor. This would strengthen the prestige and authori ty 

of the Turkish Government and correspondingly woul~ wèaken the 

nationalist movement by depriving it' of its main raison d'être. 59 
, , 

And this was really the only way to get' at, the nationalists. The 

High Commdssion had realized that the employment of military force 

against them was impossible. Even when the Grand Vizier proposed 

'" to se,nd the Sultan's Itroops against the nationalists de Robeck argued 
1 

that this would only end in ci vil war and did not want to risk the 

60 
possibility of th~se troops defecting to Mustafa Kemal. 

AdmiraI Webb, in severely criticizing the Greek and Italian 

occupations as responsible fur stirring up the Turks, argued that 

this foreign presence on Turkish soil served only "to increase racial 

animasi ty and lawlessness in other districts t'an Aidin, and to give 

into the hands of the Committee of Union and progress and National 

Defence, 'leaders a weapon of which they are making full use to work 

up Turkish opinion against the Allies. ,,61 Furthermore, Lieutenant-
• 

Colonel Ian Smith, a mi li tary attach~ in Constantinople,' submi tted a 

memorandum demanding that the Bd tish Government! take sorne posi ti ve 

steps. He declared that "It was high time that England recognized 
( 

that the time had cane for the war wi th Turkey to he considered as 

over," and that 

59Webb to Crowe, Auqust 17, 1919. :Ibid., p. 733. Webb further 
described Greoo-Turkish hostility as "an aJlÏlIIOslty which has te he 
seen to be believed,which is as unreasoninq &s it 18 rabid, and 
which 18, gradually beCOlllinq pretty nearly \Dlquenchable." 
60 

De Robeck ta curzon, Septemer 13, 1919. Ibid., pp. 760-1. " 

6~ebb to Cureon, Auquat 17, 1919. ~, p. 731. 
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if we wanted in the future to have to deal with 
a weil-disposed Turkish nation, and not a hostile 
one, we should show what our attitude was. The 

" more we abstained and gave the impression of ' 
wishing to subdue the Nationalist motJement, the 
more power we gave to the old C.U.P. [Conmittee 
~f Union and Progress] and the more grounQ.s we gave 
for an anti-English feeling to be developed amongs't 
the gener~l run of Turks. 

, 

----------

He concluded tltat the Armistice cauld not last farJver and emphasized 

that the British Government now had the chance ta effectt a peace which 

would leave, the future of Turkey looking to Great Bri tain fOl{. future 

help and direction, rather than as the Power which had done aU i t 

could to suppress the Turkish nation.
62 

It is very interesting that 

both Webb and Smith should associate Mustafa Kemal' s national movement 

with thé wartime C.U·.P. It serves to illustrate the British Govern-

ment's misunderstanding and mistrust of Turkish nationalisme Kemalism 

did not encompass the Moslem fanaticism of the Young Turks who had 

. 
declared a jihad against the Western powers in 1914. Britain, however, 

in light of its unfavourable experiences with the Turks during the 

decade from 1908 to 1918, could not envisage a Western-style national 
, 

movement, such as that led by Mustafa Kemal, arisinq from the "back-

ward" interior of Anatolia. ~ a result, the Kemalist Hovement was 

discredi ted in the eye"s of the Bri tish fran the beg;i.nning, vi th i ts 

leader regarded as little more than a cOJlll\On bandit. The British 

Governmént was .till misled enough to believe that i t W&s not sitting 

on a political powder keg. It refused to take the .. Tu1'kish, nationalist 

6~Smith Memoranctum, September .30, 1919. de Robeck to CUrzon, 
October 6. 1919. Ibid., pp. 792-4, • 
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movement seriously. In' the aqt'Umn of 1919 the General aritish 

attitude was that the present Turkish Government as constituted in 

Constantinople conformed roost with the desires of the Supreme 

Council, and that it was hopeless to negotiate with Mustafa Kemal 

as long as the allies themselv~~ were ignorant of the decisions to 

be taken at the proposed London Conference. 

With the December election in Turkey the British Government 

hoped the result would prove that Kemal' s movement was merely a 

temporary enth"J1siasm. When this failed to materialize, and a large 

nationalist majority was returned, Churchill quip~d from the War 

Office: "The Allies were loyal to the principle of representative 

government; accordingly the Turks had voted. Unhappily, they had 

63 
almost aIl of them voted the wrong way." The British High CoIllllission 

in Constantinople, knowing the dangers that now lay ahead should the 

final terms of peace be very severe, dispatched a few last warnings 

to the ,Government in London. On Movember 18 AdmiraI de Robeck argued 

that "if the peace te:r:ms with Turkey are to inc1ude the dismemberment 

of the reqions predOlllinantly Ottoman in population ••. the possibility 

64 
of warfare, regular or ql;lerilla, must be envisaged. Il Then, at the 

~ 
outset of the London Conference, de Robeck cabled to Curzon to 

\,emphasize the benefits of a lenient peace with Turkey: "If [the] 

peAce ~erms are indeed to be merciless, i.e. if they involve the 

separation from Turkey of Constantinople and Smyrna and creation of 

\ 
63Churchill, op.cit., p. 397. 
64 

De Robeck to Curzon, November 18, 1919. 
vol. IV, p. 896. • 
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. 
even a relatively great Armenia, [the] Allies must be definitely 

prepared to impose them by force. Il 65 Finally, during the Conference 

itself, 'the British High Comnissioner made first mention of a possible 

Turko-Boishevik combination against the Allies. 66 By the beginning 
, 

of 1920 it was obvious to the High Commission in Constantinople,though 

not to the Cabinet in London, that Allied control of Turkey went just 

as far and no farther than the naval guns could fire and the soldiers 

could march. This lesson was being painfully learned week by week, 

almost day by day, by the British representatives in Constantinople 

and by the handful of British soldiers in the rest of Turkey. But 

i t did not seem to be absorbed by the poli tical masters at home. 

Towards the end of December an Anglo-French meeting was 

scheduled to take place in London. This was the end product of the 

Curzon-Pichon conversations of the previous month. This meeting was 

to serve as a preliminary round of talks to diseuss some of the mOre 

outstanding issues pertainLng to the final peace settlement wi th Turkey. 

The main subject of controversy at these conversations in rpndon was 

to be the question of Constantinople. Prime Minister Venizelos had 

already argued for the remo~al -of the Turk from his capital, both as 

a symbol of his defeat and because his continued presence in Constantinople 

would be a challenge ,and a danger in years to come. He wanted to see an 
j 

international administration in the Strai ta area, headed by a high ccm-

missioner appointed !>y the League of Nations. curzon, however, cautioned 

65De Robeck to Curzon, P'ebruary 6, 1920. ru!:.., p. 1086. 

66De Robeck to CUrzon, March 10, 1920. Ibid~, First Series, vol. VII, 
p. 500. 
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Venizelos that India would regard the expulsion of the Turks from 

Constantinople as an intolerable insult to' Islam, and wou1d'argue 

that' this would be followed by disturbances and rebellions in aIl 

parts of the Eastern world~ CUrzon, as a fonner Viceroy of India, 

67 
believed that such views could not be ignored altogether. ,But 

ignoring the Indian viewpoint was precisely what the British Foreign 

Secretary would do througho~t the course of the Anglo-French 

conversations 1 

This was, indeed, a most auspiciQus time for India to 

launch another offensive with regard to the Turkish settlement as a 

whole and Constantinople in particular. Not only CUrzon but the 

Prime Minister as weIl received numerous telegraphic appeals from 

. 68 . 
Moslems in all parts of India on behalf of the Turks. Edw1n Montagu 

again acted as spokesman for their cause. For hint, the danger of 

the Turks being depri ved of Constantinople was very real. Previously, 

the British Government had not worried about the Indian Moslem danger 

in oriejinally giving Constantinople to the Russians. Montagu declared 

that if the taking of Constantinople from the Turks was to be the 

resul t of the wat, Great Bri tain ought never to have asked the Indians 

to have taken part in the strugg1e against Turkey. He added further 

in a statement ta the press that "from one end of Indla to another, 

a11 those who have expressed an opinion on this subject, of whatever 

67Curzon to Granville, October 21, 1919. :rbid., First Series, 
vol. IV, pp. 835-6. 
68 

Curzon to Crowe, October 30, 1919. Ibid., p. 847. 
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race or creed, believe that non-interference with the seat of the 

Caliphate is indispensable to the internaI and external peace of 

, 69 
India." To Montagu, Lord CUrzon offered the same dipicmatic statement 

he had given Venizelos - that the Foreign Office must necessarily 

consider" other points of view as weIl. A rather amusing anecdote 

taken from the London meeting, whièh serves to iIIustrate the vast 

complexities of the whole problem, was vividly described by Churchill 

in his memoirs: 

On the question of the reconsecration of St. 
Sophia, Mr. Montagu urged that it had been a 
Mohanmedan mosque of great sanctity for up­
wards of 469 years. We were aH much swayed 
by this, unti 1 Lord Curzon rejoined that i t 
had bee~previously a Christian Church for 
915 years. Then the argument seemed very , 
nicely balancedi a substantiai modern title 
as against twice as lengthy an original pre­
scriptionl This was one of those questions 
the rights and wrongs of which might weIl be 
debated by the university 'students of almost 
any country. 70 

Unfortunately, the vital question was not whether to permit the 

retention of Constantinople but how to establish a favourable poli tical 
.1 

regime there and at the Sttai ts • 

.on December Il Clemenceau crossed to London to di.scuss 

wi th Lloyd George the question of the future status of Constantinople 

and the Straits. The French Prime Minister felt that the Straits aust 

be kept in the hands of an Allied force and "taken altogether out: of 

the hands of Turkey." HOII(Pver, he also be1ieved it vould be a aistake 

69 
"The Tur:lts to ~tay in Europe", The New York Tbaefs CUrrent Btstoxy. 

vol. 12 (April - Sept:ember 1920), p. 103 • 

700lurchi11, op. cit., p. 395. 
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if the Turks vere fotced out of COnstantinople. He thus considered 

Constantinople as separate from the Straits. Clemenceau argued that 

it vas in both British and French interest to leave a certain amount ..,. 
of prestige to the head of state in central Anatolia. If the Sultan 

vere to govern in the interest of the Allies, the more responsibili ty 

the Allies could gi ve him the better. It vould be easier to gove~n 

through the Sul tan as an intermediary, and for this reason i t would be 

b 1 h ·· . 1 71 etter to eave 1Dl ln Constant1nop :e. 

Lloyd George agreed that the Straits must be placed under 

SOlDe form of international control. He recalled that "owing to the 

,Straits being in the hands of hostile pavers, the var had probably . . 
been prolonged for a period of 'two years beyond what vould have been 

the case if the Straits had remained open. n But the Prime Minist.er 

emphasized that the British Government feIt objections to leaving 

Constantinople in the h~n.ds of the Turks. He argued that "complete 

control of the Straits would not be assured unless Constantinople 

also vas in the hands of some international force. n Be believed the 

Turks in Constantinople could too easily close the Bosphorus, even ., 

though the Dardanelles would remain open. Thus troop8 vou Id be 

required to police the straits and Lloyd George felt that no Allied 
\ 

Power vou1d be vi1.ling to carry this ·burden: "The straits oaght to be 

• 72 
made self-suppo~ng, but this oould not he done without constantinople." 

71 .• 
Cle118nceau, Anglo-Franch Beetinq, London, DecSeaber Il, 1919. 'D.B.'F.P., 

FUst Series, vol. II, p. 128·. 
72 

Lloyd Géorqe, Anq1o-Prench Meeting, London, Deceà)er 11, 1919. Ibid. 
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Lord CUrzon strongly reinforced the ~ime Mini~~er\s 

argument. The British Foreign Secretary POint~ut the difficulties 

of an intemational administration of the Dardaneliês which did not 

.' 
èxtenq to the Bosphorus. He want~d to see complete Allied control 

1 

of the Straits and felt that giving in to the Turks would not raise, 

but more likely lower, British prestige in the Moslem parts of their 

Empire: "The Mahometan world would say that the Turk had never been 

.. 
l>eaten at aIl, and to prove i t the~ would point to· the fact that he 

was still in possession of Constantinople and Adrianople, fram which 

places he continued to exercise his full powers as Khalif."73 This 

ar~t was in direct contrast to that of the Indian Secretary. 

~in Montagu believed that the Moslem world would never be content 

" 
~ithout Constantinople and hoped that Great Britain would be sufficiently 

magnanimous to reb.lm to Islam. the control of this city of such 

religiçus significance. Such was the stubborn intra-go~ernmental 

conflict which carried on for another two years - solely for the sake 

of British prestige - while the spectre of Turkish nationalisa grew 

increasingly more threatening) 

The prime Minister and the Foreign Office were both adamant 

in their desire to see the Turk driven off the European continent. 

73 
curzon, Anglo-French Meeting, London, December ~l, 1919. Ibid •• p. 730. 

Lord Hardinge very much aqreed: • Curzon and 1, who after aIl know as much 
about Indian Mohauaedan feeling as JDOst people [Hardinqe was also a former 
Viceroy of India], are strongly of the opinion that it is very desirable •.• 
to inflict a severe blow on the prestige of the Sultan wbich !DaY in the long 
run lose hi. the Caliphate and will,be a severe blow to Pan-Islamism." 
Bardinge to Hohler, Dacember 15, 1919. C.J. Lowe and M.L. Docltrill, 
'l'he Mirage of Power, vol. II, British FOreign Po1icy 1914-22, London, 1972, 
p. 408. 

" 



.: 

'C' 

- 102 -

After Clemenceau returned to France, both \ launched a campaign in 
< '- -

parliament against the more moderate French views. Speaking on December 
~ 

18 Lloyd George reminded th~ Rouse of Commons of the Turks' fOIe in the 

past war by asking: "Can we leave those gates which were Sl~d in our 

74 face under the same gatekeeper?",- Lord Robert Cecil, speaking on beha1f 

of the Foreign Office, believed nit would be' a disaster" if Turkish 

d . . Il d " t' 1 75 omLn10n vere a owe to rema1n 1n Cons tan 1nop e. 

After this short break the British and French resumed their 

meeting on December 22. Lord Cuq:on, representing the views of both 

Lloyd George and Balfour, favoured the policy of expelling the Turk from 

Europe and establishing an international regime in Constantinople and 

the Straits area. The British proposed to demilitarize tUe coastline 

and to demolish aIl fortifications on the south shore of the sea of 

Marmora. But despite a good deal of bargaining between Curzon and 

~/.~ < 

Berthelot, the Director-General of the Quai d'Orsay who was now heading 

the French contingent, this issue remained unsettled. However, the~ 

vere four primary axiomà for the Turkish settlement upon vhich agreement 

vas reached. These vere, firstly, that Ottoman militarism should he 

suppressed once ,and for aIl; secondly, that ~ Straits shou1d be 

permanently neïtraliZed~ thirdly, that the Armenian desire for an 

indepen~ state shou1d be gratified; and fourth1y, that aIl connections 

should be severed between Turkey, on the one hand, and Syria and the 

76 
other Arab states, on the other. 

74 
Lloyd Georqe, December 18, 1919. 123 H.C.Deb.58. (Deoember 15-23, 

1919), cols. 767-8. 
Ir 
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Cecil, Qeoe.t:ler 18, 1919. Ibid., col. 730. 

76 
AIlCJ1o-French Meeting, tondOll, December 22, 1919. D.B.P.P., First 

Series, vol. IV, pp. 957-62 • 
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The discussion then moved to the subject of an arrangement 

for protecting French financial interests in return for French 

agreement to a form of internationalization for the Straits. These 

financial interests were to be regulated by an international council 

with Bri tain and France alternately providing t.he chairman. In 

Asiatic ~rkey there was to be a scheme of direct financial control 

77 
exercised by the Allies over~e economy of the country as a whole. 

After exhausting the financial question' a variety of marginal issues 

were discussed at this London meeting. It was contemplated that Italy 
, 

receive economic concessions in southern Anatolia; that Greece receive 

substantial territory i~ Eastern Thrace and the Vilayet of Aidin; 

and that Kurdistan and Armenia be assured of separate development, in 

spite of the fact that both' Britain and France agreed that no mandate 

was possible for Kurdistan as a whole (the only possibility being'one 

for the more settled areas in the south - Mosul) and that it was clear 

that neither the United States, France, Italy, nor Great Britain was 

prepared to accept a mandate in Armenia. Still, Curzon believed that 

the above conditions could be accomplished successfully if the Allies 

remained un~d and determined. 78 Unfortunately, they did note 

Before leaving London the French vere persuaded by the Foreign 
,;:::; 

Office to abandon their position on Constantinople. Berthelot, according 

to a memorandum drawn up by Montagu on January l, 1920, accepted the 

77 
Anglo-French Meeting, London, December 22, 1919. Ibid., p. 963. 

78 . 
Anglo-French Meeting, London, December 22-3, 1919. Ibid., pp. 965-8. 
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British argument of complete Turkish withdrawal in deference "aux 

d t b · . ft 79 f' h . d vues u gouvernemen rl. tannl.que • CUrzon, owever, vas l.ncense 

at this last remark and claimed in a counter-memorandum of January 4 

that it was "a characteristic French endeavour to thrust upon us the 

responsibility for a decision which will be unpopular with the more 

Chauvinistic section of their own people, and which they hope will 

cause us difficulties in the East." Still, CUrzon seemed to revel 

in this little victory of his. Like Lloyd Georqe, he threw ,caution 

to the winds, desiring to place the TUrk "under so much foreiqn 

financial and administrative control as to ensure that he should not 
/ 

repeat there [Asiatic Turkey] the outraqeous mis-government of which 
, 

he has for centuries been quilty in Europe." The British Fo~eiqn 

Secretary was prepared to let the Sultan exit qraciously to the capital 

of his choice. Believing himself to be the Allied expert on Eastern 

affairs, this was the most he could do for the Turk: 

If there is anyone who by political upbrinqinq and 
tradition would be inclined ta faveur consideratio~ 
for the Turk, 1 suppose i t would be myself. If there was 
anyone who wou Id ex hypothesi desire ta conciliate Moslem 
opinion throuqh the Eastern world it would be one who had 
been for many years head of the Government of India and 
who had spent Many years of his life in travellinq amonqst 
and studying MohaJlllledan peoples. And yet l remaln profoundly 
of the opinion not only that the present opportunity ouqht 
to be taken for terminatinq the connection of the Turk with 
Europe, but that if i t be not taken we shall be layinq up 
for oursel ves a heri taqe of future trouble, intrique, and 
wars in Eastern Europe which we shall ~ret for qenerations. 

He concluded his statements by borrowinq froa Lloyd George's well-worn 
. 

argument 1 "we should IlOt sacrifice the opportunity presented to us 

79Montaqu Memorandum, January l, 1920. ~., p_ 993. 
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by the defeat of an enemy whose entrance into the war prolonged i t 

for at least two years and cost us millions of treasure and tens 

of thousands of lives, to settle onOeand for aIl a question which 

more than any single cause has corrupted the poli tical life of Europe 

80 
for nearly 500 years." 

Bad the decisions of the Foreign Office meetings been 

adhered to there would have been, as Curzon described it, two parts 

of Turkey: Il the one was to be an area taken frOID the Turks and governed 

by an international body. The other was to be an are a left under the 

sovereiqnty of the Turks but subject in certain re'spects, that is, 

finance and gendarmerie, to international supervision. n81 This latter 

area, possessing only limited sovereignty, represented Curzon's and 

the British Governtment's concession to lia home for the Turkish race." 

Opposition, however, at once sprang up in the Cabinet against any plan 

for expelling the Turks fran Europe, the War Office and the India 

Of'fice providing the stronqest pressure for a Turkish Constantinople. 

At the eleventh hour a majority within the British Cabinet was won 

over ta this point of view. Thouqh strongly supported by curzon and 

Balfour, the Anglo-French scheme for Constantinople was rejected by 

the Cabinet on January 6, 1920. Lord CUrzon was so qreatly upset 

at the outcane that be drafted an official letter of protest fran 

the Foreign Office: 

80 
CUrzon Memorandum, January 4, 1920. Ibid. ,pp. 993-1000. 

81 
curzon, Anglo-Prench Meetinq, London, Dec8lllber 22, 1919. Ibid. , 
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l believe this to be a short-sighted ànd, in 
the long run, a most unfortunate decision. 
In order ta avoid trouble in India ••• we 
are Iosing an opportunity for which Europe has 
waited nearly five centuries, and which may 
not recur :82 

Curzon blamed India for softening the Cabinet's stand 

against the Turk. This, however, was far from the real reason. 

, . 

Though the War Office and a majority of Cabinet members had supported 

Montagu on the question of the Tur~ish presence in Constantinople, 

they were led primarily by military considerations and thus had acted 

in the Turkts favour for entirely different reasons. The War Office 

argument was in no way a demonstration of ei ther an understanding of 

the Indian problem or sympathy for the Turk. The military advisers felt 

that control of the Sultan and his ministers would be easier if they 

remained in the old capital, whereas in Anatolia they would be 

accessible to the influence of the nationalists. This was a powerful 

argument swayi~g Lloyd George from Curzon's side, although he was 

later to claim that this change of position was in deference to French 

d l l . . 83. i f th f th h d i an ta 1an V1ews, 1n sp te 0 e act at Franc~ a 9 ven way 

to Britain at the Foreign Office meeting of December 22, 1919. Indeed, 

in a debate in the House of Commons on February 26, 1920 he explained 

the new position: 

82 

l ask my noble friend [Lord Robert Cecil) if he 
were an Armènian would he feel more secure if he 
knew that the sultan and his ministers were 
overlooked by a British garrison and that ou~' 
in the Bosphorus the British ships were within 
reach of them than if he were .at Konia, hundreds 

CUrzon Memorandum, January 6, 1920. Nicolson, CUrzon, p. 113. 

83Ll~d George, Peace Treaties, ~l. II, pp. 1070-2. 

, 
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of miles across the Taurus mountains from the 
nearest Allied garrison and the sea with its 
great British ships and its guns out of sight and out 
of mnd. 84 

This statement of Lloyd George was a real concessi~n to the fact 

that Britain possessed no control at aIl of the Anatolian interior 

and that its only real sphere of influence was located at Constan-

tinople and the straits. A further objection to the project for 

driving the Turks from Europe was that it was impossible to decide, 

in that event, w hat the future status of Constantinople and the straits 

would be. It was easy enough to paste the slogan "internationalisation" 

over inter-Allied suspicions, jealousies, and fears, but when the 

prOblems of devising a form of international administration, which 

had never worked elsewhere, were faced, there was an immediate recoil. 

Andrew Bonar Law, the Lord Privy Seal, explained the difficulties in 

the House of Commons on February 26, 1920: 

1 can tell the House that when we tried to put 
it in black and white it was the contemplation 
of what such an international state would mean that 
made us decide that at least vas impossible. It was 
not really commonsense. It has been tried in many ~ 
cases. Can anyone point to a single instance where 
this kind of joint dominion had succeeded? And can 
one find a case less difficult that that of Egypt. 85 
in which this joint control nearly brought us to wax? 

To these questions no answer came. 

The paper which resulted from the Cabinet discussion on 

January 6 was prepared jointly by the India Office and'the ailitary 
,) 

84 Lloyd George, February 26, 1920. 12,5 H.C.Deb.Ss. (February 10-27, 
1920), col. 1969. 
85 ' 

Bonar Law, February 26, 1920. Ibid., col. 2054. 
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section'of the British Delegation ta the approaching London Conference. 

It opened by accepting the four principles already agreed upon at 

the Foreign Office meeting wi th the French .'in December. Fi ve more 

were added. Armenia was ta be definitely constituted as an independent 

state, the question of its boundaries being reserved for the time 

being. The national aspirations of the Arabs were ta be given 

satisfaction. Article 292 of the Treaty of Versailles, which in 

effect provided for aIl pre-war German concessions in the ol~ Ottoman 

Empire ta fall into the hands of the Entente Powers, was ta apply 

ta Turkey. No reparations were ta be claimed fram Turkey in view 

of its bankrupt candi tian. Turkey was ta be left with a foothold 

in Europe, but the status of Adrianople was left undecided. The 

Montagu draft then went on ta propose a permanent Allied force ta 

safe<1Uard the neutrali ty of the Straits and an inter-Allied commission 

for the control of Turkish finance. Smyrna was ta become a free 

port, though whether under Turkish or Greek sovereignty was left 

open. Finally, Italy, as in the conclusions of the Foreign Office 

meeting the previous December, was ta be compensated wi th economic 

" 
rights in southern Anatolia for the withdrawal of Italian forces, 

vhich vas insisted upon. The Dodecanese, however, were ta be given 

- 86 ta Greece. 

Despite the concession of Constantinople, British intentions 

towàrd the Turks vere still harsh. They vere still a far cry fran 

vhat the ~kish nationalists vere prepared ta accepte And it was 

86 
Montaqu Draft, January 12, 1920. D.S.F .P., Fust Series, vol. IV, 
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these same nationalists who now dominated the Ottoman Par1iament 

and who were quickly becoming a fonnidable military force in the 

Anatolian interior, far fronl the reach of any British soldier. 

The Kema1ists were quick to note that Allied (most1y British) 

mi li tary power in Turkey was dwinQling, and that such of i t as 

remained was diminished by Anglo-French discord on such issues as 

that of the nationality of the Supreme Allied Conunander and the 

87 
site of the final Peace Conference. The British had already 

retired from the Caucasus and their withdrawal fram Syria and 

Cilicia had been agreed in September and was completed by Novernber 1, 

1919. Late that same month the War Office, in order to speed up 

the process of withdrawal, proposed to abandon the Anatolian Rai1way 

" 1 88 ent1re y. Apparently the maintenance of forces in Turkey was 

costing Britain some 24,000 pounds per day. To Many it seemed better 
t. 

to use this capital to build houses or to initiate other reconstruction 

schemes which would provide increased employment and alleviate distress. 89 

But the unemployment question did not really become serious 

until after March 1920. previous to this date a flood of peacetime 

87The choice of London as the site of the peace conference was another 
Anglo-French point of contention. Alexandre Millerand, who had succeeded 
Clemenceau as Prime Minister of France in January 1920, was canpletely 
~se to gQing to London, arguing that aIl the previous peace treaties 
resulting trom the war had been worked out in the Paris area. CUrzon, 
however, 'las not prepared to see the French monopolize aIl the qlory 
and claimed that the present nindustrial position" in Britain prevented 
British ministers from 1eavinq the country for any lenqthy periode Derby 
to Curzon, January 31; 1920; Curzon to Derby, February 2, 792 >,' Ibid. , 
pp. 1082-3. 
88 Curzon to de Robeck, November 26, 1919. Ibid., p. 906. 
89 Lunn, November 27, 1919. 121 H.C.Dab.5s. (November 10-28,1919), 
col. 1876. 
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orders created a short-lived economic boom. The real problem facing 

Bri tain at this Ume was one of finance. The settlement of inter-

Allied war debts in particular vas very difficult, for nE!lther France 

nor Italy vas able oc willing to settle vith its creditors until 

. 
money was forthcoming from an economically-distressed Germany. Foilowing 

pi tt • s practice, Britain had once again become the paymaster of Europe. 

~e was also a heavy internaI debt. The strong reliance on borrowing, 

with high interrutt rates for the vealthier classes, vas inflationary 

and created an almost unbearable National Debt, whose service 1:ook 

half the national revenue. Thus the high costa involved in the main-

tenance of British peacetime troops on foreign soi 1 vas b~ing increasingly 

attacked in Parliament. DelOObilization was the password of the day. 

From Constantinople, however, came the warning that Allied 

mili tary strength was now sa reduced that it should be considered 

when discussing the final peace terms. De Robeck rem~nded the British 

Government that "aU real power i5 still in the hands of the Nationalists" 

and warned of a possible Turkish resurgence as a result of hA.fsh 

90 
peace terms. On February 3, 1920. however, c!rcumstances forced the 

.' war Office to propose the vi thdrawal of the British c:tarrison from 

Batum. Apparently the evacuation had been decided on purely mi li tary 

grounds, to replenish the garrison at Constantinople, which had bee~ 

91 
depleted by the orders of General d·Es~rey. Howetter , Oliver Wardrop, 

9°De RObeck to Curzon, December 23, 1919. 
vol. IV, p. 971. 
91 
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the Qritish Hiqh Commissioner in Transcauéasia, reacted in a fashion 

similar to that of de Robeck in Constantinople and requested that 

these evacuation orders be revoked immediately. He warned that this 

move would result in a lowering of British prestige throughout the 

92 East. CUrzon agreed. In a Cabinet memorandum of February 9 he 

declared that the evacuation of Batum would be an "act of betrayal" 

against the friendly, fledgling Governments in Transcaucasia. He 

warned that it would be regarded by others as a "fresh sign of 

93 
failing strength." Thus on Febru~ry 20 the Cabinet agreed to 

postpone the British evacuation of Baturn. B~t this postponement 

lasted only five months. In July financial and popular pressure 

made i t impossible to carry on <there any longer. As the road became 

rougher the British Government again clearly demonstrated the lack 

of any sincere or determined policy in a question 80 far removed 

from Constantinople and the Straits. 

r' 

In his memoirs Churchill reflected that. "It was very strange 

to watch the vast shrinkage of our mi li tary power, while at the same 

time the increase of danger and hostili ty in almost every quarter 

could be 80 plainly, discerned. n94 In Britain there were no soldiers, 

no money, and no favourable public opinion. For British policy in 

Turkey the tide vas definitely ebbing. Diplomatically, aIl hope of 

Anglo-American hegemony in post~ar Turkey had been dashed by the 

92 ~ , 
Wardrop to Cur zon, February 6, 1920. Ibid., p. 559. 

93 Curzon Memorandum, February 9, 1920. Ibid. . , 
94Churchi11, op.cit.,pp. 392-3. 
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United states' refusaI to accept mandates for Constantinople and 

/" Armenia. AS Britain was in no position, 'either financially or 

militarily, to assume this task alone, it was forced to make 

concessions. The British Government accepted the French argument 

of permitting the Turks to retain political control of ConstantinopleJ 

Arménia was left to its own resources. The Straits, however, vere 

another matter, for they were still the real linch pin in Britain's 

post-var policy in Turkey. Bri tain continued to preach the "freedom 

of the Straits" for both commercial and var vessels of aIl nations, 

to be safeg~rded by an international commission affiliated vith the 
......... / 

League of Nations. It vas still very much avare and fearful of French 

and Italian opportunism in the Straits area now that the united states 

had withdrawn from the Turkish QUestion. Lloyd George thus attempted 

to replace the Americans with the Greeks as a major force in British 

policy. As far as he was concerned, a strong Greek presence in Asia 

Minor would not only ensure a satisfactory settlement of the Straits 

question but also act as a strong deterrent against the ever-increasing 

pressure of the 

. coali tion would 

Turk~sh nationalist movement. rOUgh this Anglo-Greek 

soon outrage Franco-Italian susceptibilities, it vas 

immensely convenient for a financially-troubled Great Britain under 

the influence of Lloyd-Georgian foreign policy. 

, . 



• 
CHAPTER III 

LONDON AND SAN REM:>: ATTEMPTIN(,; A PEACE 

The Montagu draft represented the main position of the 
... 

British Government in the so-called First London ConferenCe of 

the Supreme Council which opened on February 12, 1920, the abject 

of the Conference being to prepare the final terme of sett1ement 

with Turkey. There was general agreement at the outset that no 
~ 

purpose would be served by waiting further for news of the ~rican 

attitude on the question of a mandate in the Near East. The 

princip1e of the retention of Constantinople by the Turks vas then 

approved, Lloyd George affecting to believe that it was pressure 

fro .. the Allies which had induced him to accept that principle, 

whereas it had been sèttled on Other grounds in the cabinet on 

January 6.
1 

The discussion then passed to the problelll of the 

control of the Sti:aits. It was agreed that the watenray shoàld 

be neutrallzed and managed by an international body, the melllbers 

1 
Lloyd George, Pe.ce Treaties, val. II, pp. l27l~2. 
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of which would be appointed by Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan 

2 
and, if American opinion was agreeable, the United States. 

'nle most heated argument, however, sprang from the 

proposed French scheme for the creation of an inter-Allied commission 

to ~e over the entire control of the financial life of T,urkey. 

Lloyd George arqued that any such scheme was impracticable 1 he 
1) 

believed it would amount to governing the country from the outside, 

involving the Allies in wholly indefinite cammitments. The British 

Prime Minister demanded to know 'Why4- after the liberation of Arabs, 

Armenians, and Greeks, the Powers should not then allow the remaining 

Turkish "rump" to administer itself in its own way. Paul Cambon, 
,} 

the French Ambassador in London, arqued that somebody must administer 

the Turkish debt. A great opportunity now presented itself !,f 

governing Turkey on the right lines, which would prevent the Turks 

3 
frcm merely relaxing into their o"id, corrupt ways. 

What upset Lloyd George most was the French demand for 

special financial and economic concessions in Cilicia, where ainee 

November 1, 1919 British troops had been replaced by a French military 

occupation. Berthelot argued that a systeDl of control, both financial 

and administrative, would obviously have to be applied to the whole 

of Turkey, and the same control would thereby apply to Cilicia. 'nle 

2 
Fir;Bt London COnference, February 14, 1920. D. B. F. P., Pirst Series, 

vol. VII, pp. 45-7. 

3pirst LOndon Conference, February 14, 1920. Ibid., pp. 57-8. 
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only difference would be that advisers and councillors servinq in 

-f 
Cilicia would be French. Lloyd George, however, maintained that 

such a form of control undoubtedly constituted a French mandate: 
H 0 

He feared this would lead to a partitioning of Turkey, whi~the 

-';""'Cil had decided not te do. He woul.d go no further than" 

ass'bciate himself with Allied claims for priority of economic develo,PIDent, 

Le. spheres of economic influence in Turkey,,; such as had heen con-" 

templated for Italy in southwestern Anatolia. The British Prime 

Minister claimed that,France w~s deliberately throwinq over the 

mandatory principles of the Covenant of the League of Nations by 

establishing a reg~ whereby aIl the advantages of a mandate were 

abtained without any of its responSibil~ties.4 

LQ.rd Curzon, attempting a compromise, believed that if the 

, Treaty appeared to partition Turkey into outzight poli tical s'pheres, 

it would never.Qe acceptable to the Turks, the United States would 

also reject it, and the sentiment of the civilized world would be 

offended. If, however, Turkey .hould ask for Allied assistance in 
, 

either judi~ial, economic, or political administratibn, the Powers 

could' then arrange among themselves the establishment of particular 

spheres of influence, to be created along the lines of the British 
1 .. ,~ 

'principle of the "self-denying ordinance." This provided that thoU<}h 

each power vould have ita own area of special intereat in Turkey, 
1,\ 1.'0 

this area would not he eiètusi Vè to any one Power. One Power vould 

" 4 
Lloyd George, First London Conference, Peb~ 17, 1920. Ibid., 
~ 100-1 • 

, 
1 
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(,.. , 

,< always be at liberty to receive concessions within another powerls 

special sphere. 'nle major point in CUrzon 1 s argument was that 

the Turks should first "ask" for Allied assistance; when this was " 

forthcoming no one Power should have exclusive rights in one particular 

area. However, after much debate Curzon's attempted compromise was watered 

doWn so considerabl y - • that the original French viewpoint virtually 

prevailed. His proposaI was accepted but only with the qualification 

that this particular kind of "sphere of influence would be set up 

regardless of whether the Turks asked for Allied assistance. 
5 

'!'hen 

on March 3 the following Allied agreement completed a French victory: 

Any one of the Great Powers who enjoys \pecial 
economic inten!sts in any part of the Turkish ~ 
Empire shaH accept therewith the responsibility 
for supervising the provisions of the treaty 
in that a~.6 

The British Goverpment a9ain ba~ed 'off when the goinq qot tough. 

Years later, while referring to the London Conference 

",,' 
in his memoirs, Lloyd George wrote: "The grab for a sphere of 

foreign .soil he~e and there came to an end, and for it was 

substituted a search fof' spheres ~or commerçial explQitation and 
." 
1 

for securing opportunities to develop raw material." one could , 

possibly accept this argument in the case of trance, but Italy, on 

the other hand, was still searching for somethinq, seemlngly anything, 

to soothe i ts ambi ti....on. Fral)cesco' Nitti, Orlando' s successor as 

5 
Curzon, First Lon~ Conference, February 17, 1920. Ibid., pp. 100-1. 

6 
Allied AqreeJllent, Piat London Conference, March 3, 1920. Ibid., p. }81. 

1 
Lloyd Geo~ge, Pa.ce '!'reatia., vol. II, p. 1282. 
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Prime Minister of ltaly, felt he was occupying an increasingly "ridiculous 

position. Il He claimed that every day he was being made to give 'up 

somethinq, and as a result his personal position in Italy was daily 

becoming more difficul t. Each ~of the Allied cçuntries had obtained 

sanething from the war. ~taly had merely obtained,a few barren, 

\ 
unproductive hills from Austria, "which only represented a dead loss." 

The value of Trieste wou Id soon di~appear because nAustria had died." 

As for colonies, Italy, which possessed the largest number of emigrants 

and the smallest area of colonial control, found its situation at the 

end of the war in no way improved. Finally, in Asia Minor, Nitti 

argued that ltaly h~d been guaranteed equi table treatment under the 

Treaty of London, but the net result would appear to be that it would 

receive nothing. Under these circumstances the question arose 

"whether i t would not be better to refuse to siqn the treaty, and 

whether it would not be better to enter into direct relations with 

8 
Turkey. Il Lloyd George' s only reply was that the Italian Prime 

Minister took an unduly dismal view of the situation. 

'.' 

The British Prime Minister also claimed in his meJOOirs 

that "the policy of mineraI, industrial and financial conces'sions was 

9 
gradually disintegràting the War ideal of racial emancipation." 

Bere undoubtedl.y, Lloyd George was referring to the Greek and 1 

Armenian problems in Turkey. He definitely believed that SJuYma 

ouqht to qo to Greece. He c1aimed tha t the p<?pulation wu Greek, 

8Nitti , Pirst London Conference, February 20, 1920. D.B.F.P., Pirst 
Series, vol. VII, p. 161 • 

9 
Lloyd George, peace Tr.ati.s, vol. II, p. 1284. 
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and that Greek interests predominated in trade, in intellectual lire, 

and in "practically everything." He did not want to throw over 

Venizelos. In fact, convinced that Venizelos would faU fran power 

if Greece relinquished Smyrna, Lloyd George determined to save his 
III 

friend from this humiliation, and thus exploited bis position as 

Chairman to overcome aIl opposition. Wlten Millerand argued that 

Greece must leave Asia Minor to secure a lasting peace, Lloyd George 

retorted that Smyma constituted the bridgehead of the Entente.
lO 

'\ 
He refused to betray the Allied promises to ~enizelos merely in order 

to placate the Turks, and on February 16, 1920, ignoring Millerand' s 

previous objections, he appointed a camnission to hear the Greek 

claims. Its brief was to make recommendations concerning the geographical 

boundaries of the district of Smyma upon the assumption that this 

district would be subject to Greek administration, though not necessarily 

Greek sovereignty. Venizelos, for his part.. did not like the idea 

of Turkish naninal sovereignty over Smyrna. Be stated that during 

the past eight months Greek forces had withstood aIl attacks by the 

Turkish irregulars, and he felt confident that with the siqnature of 

11 
peace 'the likelihood of Any such attacks wou1d soon disappear. ' 

The Commission, after due deliberation, unaniJlously re-

commended a Greek administration for a limited zone around s.yrna, 
1 

in which (it was said) there vas a substantial aajority of Greeks.
12 

This proposaI offered to Greece a greater .-easure of control than 

10 
Lloyd George, Pirst London Conference, Pebruary 14,1920. D.B.P.P., 

First Series" vol. VII, pp. 66-60. 

llvenizelos, Pi.rst Lon4àn Conference, Pebruaxy 16, 1920. l:bid., pp. 65-7. 
12 

The ec-iIlSiOll based ib findings on AIleri.can figures: 11081_ 
325,000, Greeks - 375,000. Lloyd George Paper., F/206/3/18. 



• 

• 

- 119 -

either ~oreign Office or thé Quai d'Orsay had envisaged. 

Nevertheless, Lloyd George succeeded in securing i ts acceptance. 

Not only this, but he also won for Greece both Eastern and w~ern 

Thrace in full sovereignty. By astute bargaining, he persuaded' the 

French to agree that the Chatdlja Lines should consti tute the Greco-. (, 
Turkish frontier in Europe in return for a token concession ta the 

13 
Turks - the retention of nominal sovereignty over the Smyrna zone. 

In the drafting of these terms CUrzon had somewhat feebly 

acquiesced. Nevertbeless, he had grave misgivings, especially after 

receiving de Robeck' s expression of great apprehension over the 

proposals to cede to Greece aIl 'lbrace up to the Chatalja Lines and 

ta maintain Greek administration in Smyrna. De Robeck warned that 

"ve are placing territories overwhelmingly Turkish in population 

under the rule of the Turks' secular enemies, under whose rule 

previous experience in Thessaly, Crete and Macedonia has shawn that 

it is almost impossible for Musulmans to existe n The British 8igh 

Commissioner warned, somewhat tongue-in-cheek, that 1 

The terms are such that no 'rlU'k, COIDDittee of 
Union and progress or pro-Entente can very well 
accepte 'lbe Supreme Council, thus, are prepared 
for a resumption of warfare 1 they are prepared 
to do violence to their own declared and 
cheri shed principles; they are pf:epared ta 
perpetuate bloodshed inde fini tely in the Near 
East. 14 

De RObeck' s argument as to Thrace made no impression upon CUrzon 

who had always fought aqainst any Turkish c1aims in Europe. For 

Smyrna, on the other hand, the High CoDDissioner was more sucees.ful • 

13 
First London Conference, February 18, 1920. D.B.P.P., First 

Series, vol. VII, p. 122. 
1408 B_'Io.-ck _._' w __ 

-..- to ~uuOD,' ~ch 9, 1920. Ibid., ,.irat series, vol. XIXI, 
pp. 17-9. 
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De Robeck, hitherto not taken very seriously at the Foreign Office, 

was able to exploit the Foreign Secretary's special concern for 

the problem of the Greek presence in Asia Minor and to persuade 

him to attempt to secure sorne modification of the terms. Thus 

curzon wrote personally to Lloyd George: 

We must be on very sure and strong ground if 
we are to override a11 this. l am the last 
man ,to wish to do a goOO turn to 1he Turks ••. 
but l do want to get something like peace in 
Asia Minor, and with the Greeks in Smyrna, 
and Greek divisions carrying out Venizelos's 
orders and marching about Asia Minor, l know 
this to be impossible.15 

Lloyd George, however, was not prepared to chang~ his 

views. In his papers are two documents which strongly endorse 

the Greek case. The first was drawn up by his private secretary, 

--------

Philip Kerr. It set out the Greek case and argued that it wou Id 

be absurd to abandon the principles of self-determination when 

the Allies enjoyed aIl the advantages, including a huge Greek army 

wi th more Greek soldiers in reserve. 16 The second was forwarded 

to Montagu. It asserted that after careful consideration of aIl 

the available figures there was no doubt that the areas assigned 

,to Gree ce had 
1 

contained predominantly Greek populations before the 

(war. It conéluded by strongly attacking the pro-Turkish case: 

J 

15 

If Mr. Montagu's argument means that the peace. 
terme should be determined not by considerations 
of justice, but by ease of enfor(lement, i t is a 
plea that the Allies impose a peace which they 
think unjust to the Greeks, Armenians and other 

CUrzon to Lloyd George, April 9, 1920. Lloyd Geo~ Papers, 
F/12/j/24. 
16 

lCerr to Lloyd George, April 7, 1920. Xbid., F/90/1/44 • 
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peoples, and biassed in favour of the Turks be­
cause they have not the resolution or the courage 
to insist on what they believp to be right ••. 
the truth would seem to he that ;it la difficult 
to realise that the war has shattered once and 
for aIl the ancient but tyrannical and oppressive 
Empire of the Turks over their neighbours .17 

Lloyd George apparently never replied to Curzon' s letter. Curzon, 

however, did not make a big issue of this difference' of opinion. 

He quietly acquiesced in the Prime Minister' s assumption of leader-

ship over British foreiqn policy. He quite readily submitted to 

the policy of supporting Greek and Armenian nationalism over that 

of the Turks. 1 

The policy of further reducing the power of the ~k by 

setting up an Armenian national home in eastern Anatolia possessed 

both a political and a geographical aspect. The political aspect 

included the creation of an indepenélent Armenian state. AlI the 

Allies had previously pledged themselves to the ach.ievement of that 

end. Thus, the geographical aspect, Le. the consideration of the 

char acter and boun6aries of the new .Armenia, vas regarded by the 

Conference as requiring the most attention. In this connection, 

however, two distinct parties existed. Those in faveur of the 

establishment of a laJ:qer Armenia wanted to include the eastern 

portion of the Vilayet of Erzerum, including the fortress-city 

of Erzerum, and Trebisond on thé Black Sea. The British military 

authori ties, however, represen ting thoae favourinq a saaller and 

more manaqeable sute, opposed the inclusion of the fortress of 

l7Lloyd ~orge to Montagu, April 25, 1920. Ibid., P/40/3/S. 
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Erzerum. since it was deep1y coveted by the Turks and would constitute 

a standing menace to the new Armenia. Their memorandum of February 12 

claimed that the pre-war population of Erzerum. even according to 

Armenian figures. contained a large Moslem majority. and that "the 

AJ:menians have not the necessary majority to enforce their will 

without direct assistance." It envisaged the AÏ'menians having to 

deploy their whole future Army. estimated at sane 40,000, on their 

western frontier. thereby leaving their eastern frontier at the 

Mercy of not only their Transcaucasian neighbours but the growing 

threat of Bolshevism as weIl. Since the American return to isolation 

and the apparent inllbility of the European Allies to send forth any 

military help, the British military authorities urged that Armenian 

territory he confined to an area which the Army could defe~ J they 

reooumended the eKclusion of Erzerum. The report warned that otto 

occupy this hostile area and to maintain herself therein is likely 

to prove a mi1itary commitment heyond the present resources of 

Armenia, and it seems prà:>able therèfore that the responsibility of 

enforcing the decision would rest u1timately vith the Allies." But, 

to canplicate matters further. if this district vere to be included 

for political reasons. then "military considerations require that 

the frontier be drawn to include Trebizond and Erzinjan, which 

dœdnate the approaches converging on the open Western side of 

Erzerum frOID the Black Sea coast and Anatol1a. "18 

18 War Office ""'randua, February 12, 1920 based ia findings on 
Armenian figures: Turks - 240,000, lCurds -: 75,000, other Mos ..... 
30,000, Araenians - 215,000, Greeks, 12,000. Ibid., P/206/4/14. 
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Both France and Italy agreed that the Armenian state 

should not he tao large; it should be in a position to defend 

itse1f. The British Government, however, despite the War Office, 

did not deny that i t supported the argument that Erzerum should 

form part of Armenia. Finally Lloyd George suggested, as in the 

Greek case, that the whole question be referred to a commission. l9 

The Armenian Commission deliberated for 1ess than a fortnight and 

.was ready wi th i ts proposaIs on February 27. Along wi th any access 

to the Mediterranean, it argued that both Trebizond and Erzinjan 

should not he included within the boundaries of Armenia. However, 

the entire Vilayet of Erzerum was recommended by the Commission-as 

an indispensable bulwark against Turkish encroachment and thus should 

be included in the new Armenian state, in spite of the fact that it 

was already solidly under the control of Turkish nationalist forces 

and the prospects of Allied aid in taking the area vere very slight 

indeed. The Commission, however, went no further than these mare 

20 recommendations. Thus the Supreme Council, after li ttle debate, 

agreed to another delay to digest the resu1ts of the Commission and 

to diseuss them further at a future peace conference. 

An appendage ta the Armenian problem concerned the questions 

of Batum and Lazistan. Lord Curzon, 100king for an ArwIenianloutlet 

on ~e Black Sea, argued tha~ the Powers should create a free port 

19 
~.irst London Conference, February 16, 1920. D.B.F.P., First 

series, vol. VII, pp. 81-6. 
20 

Armenia eo.aiss1on, First London Conference, February ",7, 1920 • 
Ibid., pp. 280-5. 
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at Batum with a small surroundinq zone of territory to be placed 

under the custody of the League of Nations. He also desired to see 

Lazistan, adjacent to Batum in northeastern Turkey, handed over to 

Armenia. Nitti agreed but Berthelot warned that the de facto 

Government of Georqia had virtually submitted an ultimatum to the 

Allied Powers, to the effect that it would he unable to tàk.e steps 

to oppose the advance of Bolshevism unless it were CJiven Lazistan 

and th~ port of Batum. He aqreed that Batum ouqht not to be given 

to Georgia, but he thought the question of Laz'i.stan required further 

'd ' 21 conS1 era tion. The report of the Armenian CoDlllission on February 

27 officialized the decision to establish Batum as a small, free 

state, similar to Danzig in Northern Europe. 'lbe Commission also 

proposed the crea~on of an autoncDoUB State of Lazistan under the 

'l ' f ,22 nouuna suzera1nty 0 Armen1a. The Georg.i.an Delèg ation, as expected, 

was quite upset at these proposaIs and the following day Tcheidse, 

their chief representative, wrote to Lloyd George, outlining the 

Georgian case for both Batum and Lazistan. He declared emphatically 

that "La province de Batoum est considerée par le peuple géorgien 

conne son patrimonie légitime et incontestable" and that "La 

d.négation géorgienne croit devoir ajouter aux raisons historiques, 

thenoqraphiques et autres présentées A la camaission, et militant 

, ,.1_ 23 pour l'attribution du Lazistan a la \lIaUrgie." The Georgians had 

always been quite disappointed sinee the British had not permitted 

them to occupy BatlDll after the Turks had evacuated i t at the end 

21 
First London Conference, February 16, 1920. Ibid., pp. 02-4 • 

22 
ArMnia ec-ission, First London Conference, PebruAry 27, 1920. Ibid. , 

pp. 281-2. 
23 

Tcheidse to Lloyd George, 
i 

Pebruary 28, 1920. Ibid., p. 522 • 
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of the war. Gegechkori, the Georgian Foreign Secretary, comp1ained 

to Oliver Wardrop that Batum, despite the British military occupation, 

was in reality still governed by Russian bureaucrats whose rule 

provoked increasing lawlessness and disorder. Sabakhtarashvili, 

the Assistant Foreign Secretary, proposed to convert the port into 

a permanent military base and coaling station for the British if 

they would only agree to its a~exation by Georgia.
24 

Wardrop 

sympathized wi th the Georgians, but the Armenians did not want 

Batum to go te Georgia. Having no out1ets on the sea, they preferred 

to see the port internationalized. And for their sake, the Supreme 

Council in London complied. 

Every day the growing Turkish nationalist strength was 

forcing the prospective peace terms into the realm of the impossible. 

During the First Conference of London an event occurred which showed how 

unreal were these various plans. This was the serious defeat 

inf1icted on the French Army at Marash, the 1argest city in Cilicia, 

by a force of some 30,000 regular Turkish troops, who were believed 

to be acting at the instigation, if (lot under the direct orders, of 

Mustafa Kemal. In London Lord CUrzon was greatly alarmed over the 

reports of Turkish nationalists massacring Armenians in Cilicia in 

the wake of the French defeat. He claimed to have received ward from 

the Coamander-in-Chief of the Hedi terranean Fleet at Constantinople 

to the effect that "Dürinq and after the fighting Many Armenians were 

24 
Piruz Kazemzadeh, The struggle for Tranacaucaaia (1917-1921), 

Qxford, 1951, pp. 201-2. 
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massacred, possibly between 15,000 and 20,000. The French troops ... 
in Cilicia were not more than l2 ,-000 i the enemy forces 25,000 

to 30 ,000." Reports such as this served only to bols ter the 

Bri tish belie f in the unci vilized nature of Turkish nationalisme 

In British eyes the despised C. U. P. had been reborn wi th the emergence 

of Kemal' s nationalist Representative Coumittee. 

Curzon proposed two plans of 'action. He first wanted 

to see political action taken at Constantinople. He argued that the 

Turkish Government must be held responsib1e for the massacres, now 

realizing that Mustafa Kemal undoubtedly maintained close relations 

with the Government at Constantinople, and acted with their approval 

and support. Consequently, the strongest action should be taken in 
1 

the capi tale But Curzon was also looking for some way in which local 

action cou1d be undertaken. He favoured more native French troops 

in Cilicia and thought it desirable ta send sorne British warships to 

M 
. 25 

erS1.na. Cambon, however , doubted whether any threats made at 

Constantinople would stop the massacres. He believed that these 

massacres were due 'ta local disturbances, raised by Mustafa Kemal, 

and that the Sultan had no control over the nationalists, despite 

direct relations between Kemal and Constantinople. Cambon argued - ~ 
that a nationalist army had been created and had acted independently 

f . 1 26 o Cons tant1.nop e. 

Still, at the next session of the Conference, it vas 

agreed that i t would he impossible for the Allies to tolerate this 

insu1 ting de fiance of them by the Turks. Lloyd George feit that 

2S 
CUrzon, First London Conference, Pebruary 28, 1920. D.B.P.P., 

f!.rst Series, vol. VII, pp. 291-4~ 
26cambon , Fir.t LondoO Conference" ,.ebruuy 28, 1920. Ibid., p. 296. 
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i t was now no longer enough just to wam the Turks; .. i t was time 

for strong action and something dramatic." But Churchill, like 

Cambon, doubted whether any action taken by the Allies at Constantinople 

would have any very considerable effect. He pointed out that aIl 

of Turkey was disorganized, wi th no strong central control. Lloyd 

George replied that Allied action now would test the extent of the 

th k
o 27 

control of e present Tur 1sh Government. 

On February 29 de Robeck reported from' Constantinople that 

the influences making for resistance to the decisions of the Peace 

Conference were more than ever in the ascendancy. Apparently the 

Allied High CammissiÔners were being flouted by the nationalist 

organization which the Govemment could not control: "i't is useless 

for the High Camnissioners to continue to address demands to the 

Porte, which are invariably rejected or evaded ... 28 In London Lloyd 

George was determined to prove to aIl the Turks that the Allies, or 

at least Great Britain, meant business. He was prepared to see the 

British Government make a contribution to decisive action and, though 

he preferred inter-Allied action ta show a united front, he vas also 

29 
quite prepared to do the work required al one if necessary. Churchill, 

however, was still pessimistic and wamed of one of the fundamental 

weaknesses in the British policy: the refusaI to dis tinguish betveen 

Constantinople and the rest of Turkey proper. He warned that in the 

interior of Asia Minor Britain possessed no power or forées sufficlent 

27 
First London Conference, February_ 28, 1920. Ibid •• pp. 300-5. Sir 

Henry Wilson, the C.I.G.S., thought keeplng the"TUrkillh Govemment at 
Constantinople "under 'our quns" vould b. a "poverful deterrent frca '·.vil 
doinq. Il Lowe, ànd Doekril.l, op. cit., vol. II, p. 408. '.: 

28De Robèdf to curzon, PebruarY 29, 1920. D .. B.P.P., Pi~t Seriea, 
vol. VII, p. 378. 
29 ....il.... • 

Lloyd Georqe, rlRJ1t Lcm&m Conference, JIarc:Ib 3, 1920. Ibi4., p. 363. 
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to exercise any satisfactory control: that military operations of 

the first importance must be contemplated if the Conference desired 

to enforce its decisions; and that it must be fully realized that 

the Turkish Armies in Asia Minor could not be controlled by any 

decision extorted fram the Turkish Government in Constantinople. 

Consequently, "whatever actio~ miqht be taken at Constantinople, the 

saDIe would never resul t in compliance by Turkey as a whole, and, 

furthermore, the Allies did not possess 8ufficient forces to take 

, 'd ~-' 1 n
30 

the necessary act10n OUtS1 e OOnS~cult1nop e. 

Nevertheless, the three Allied Powers felt that someth~ng 

had to be done in the wake of the Turkish action in Cilicia. Thus 

. 
it was decided to step up the occupation of Constantinople by an 

Allied seizure of a number of the more important Government .offices. 

On March Il curzon, speakinq in the House of Lords, re~erred to 

a spirit of arrogance and defiance "growing in Constantinople" which 

bodes ill for the future.
Jl 

He declared that the Allies "cannot 

My longer acquiesce in a state of affairs in which they are flouted 

32 
at Constantinople while persecution and massacres occur elsewhere." 

On March 16, 1920 the occupation took place. The Turkish Ministries 

of Defence, Marine and Posts and Teleqraphs 'vere seized1 all cOlllll\U1icationS 

and traffic in the Bosphorus vere placed under Allied control; martial 

lav was proclaimedl landinq parties from the Allied ships vere sent 

on shorel both sides of the Strai. ta vere \ by the fleeta, 

30 
Olurchill, Pirst Londpn 

3lcurzon, March Il, 1~20. 
001. 419. p 

32 curmn, Marœ Il, 1920. 

Conference, March 3, 1920. ~., p. 364. 

39 H.L.Deb.5s. (February 10 April 28, 1920) 

I:bid." 001. "23. ' . 
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and Allied vessels were stationed in various ports in northern 

Turkey. General Mai tland-Wilson, acting in the absence of Gel)eral 

, 
d~ Espérey, ordered the arrest and deportation of aIl Young Turks 

and other suspected nationalist sympathizers. Some 150 were 

arrested in aIl, including a nwnber of Turkish politicians, who 

were deported to Malta. Inmediately a~er the occupation, the 

~ Allies dispatched a joint communiqu~ to the Turkish Government 

declaring: 

1. The occupation ls provisional. 
." 2. The Entente Powers have no intention 

of destroying the authority of the Sultanate. 
They desire~n the contrary to rein force it in 
aIl places which shall remain in submission to 
the Ottoman administration. 
3. The Entente Powers' continue in their in­
tention not to deprl ve the Turks of Cons tantinople , 
but if - which God forbid - any general troubles or 
massacres occur, this decision will probably be 
modified. 33 

,The results of the occupation would now test the extent of control 

of the Sublime Por~e beyond Constantinople. 

As it turned out the Allied occupation of the old capital 

fur.ther antagonized the increasingly critdcal situation in Turkey. 
'--

It did prove to the' 1tiies, however;' the definite lad of both the 

o 

Sultanes and their awn control over the vast majority of Turkey 

!? propeir. Turkish reaction was almost instantaneous. Colonel Jar 

'l!ayar o~anized a resistance IDOvement in Thrace', proposing to 
0' ~ 

establi~h an independent government in the Vilayet of Adrianople. 

He refused to accept orders fran Constantinople, all telegraphic 

33AlU• d F~iqutf, March 16, 1920. Mears, op.cit., p. 631. 

• 
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\ OOIIIIIIUIrications being eut. The terms of the Armistice were no longer 

regarded as being in operation and their Allies were warned that 

they would be opposed by foree if their troops attempted to enter the 

Vilayet. Tayar declared further that he would only recognize peace 

34 
terms accepted by a representative Turkish Government. In Asia 

Minor Mustafa Kemal also respond~d immediately. He began by arresting 

'" aIl the Allied control officers upon whom he could lay his hands. 

He then proceeded to drive the small Italian detachment out of 

Konia and the equally small British detachment out of Eskishehr.
35 

In Constantinople itself, the Ottoman Parliament, after unanimously 

voting a resolution of protest against the arrest of some of its 

members, p:orogued i tself inde fini tely on March 18. The following 

day Kemal called for elections ta a new emergeney assemb1y te meet 

in Angora, where his Representative Committee had been established 

sinee December 27, 1919. There the new Turkish Grand National 

Assembly was estab1ished on April 23, 1920.
36 

From this moment 

there vas no longer Any doubt that the seat of power in Turkey had 

shifted to the interior. 

"It May he asked," Lloyd George later vrote in his memoire 

of the Peace Conferences, "why, in the face of this formidable 

Nationalist movement, the Allies did not pause in their schemas for 

34 
De Robeck to Curzon, March 17, 1920. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. XIII, 

pp. 40-1. Tayar's revoIt, however, oollapsed on April 21, 1920. Webb to 
Curzon, April 22, 1920. Ibid., p. 64. 
3S. la 249 N100 CIl, CUrzon, p. • 

36Bernard Levis, 'l'he s.erqenoe of Modern Turkey, London, 1968, p. 261. 
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37 
the partition of Turkey?" It may indeed. It may indeed be asked 

why the British Government should voluntarily become so involved in 

the boiling cauldron of central Anatolia, a problem of lesser 

sign~ficance to Great Britain, in which a successful solution would 

benefit not so much the British but prÜDarily the French and 

Italians, Greeks and Armenians. Lloyd George, however, gave no clear 

answer why Britain and the Allies did not reconsider their complicated 

plans of partition, apart from stating the opinion that, had Venizelos 

received the proper Allied backing and support from his own people, 

he would have been fully capable of holding Smyrna and its hinterland 

against the Kemalists. However that may be, the Allies continued 

their deliberations at San Remo in April 1920. 38 Here the Supreme 

Council received a somewhat sobering slap in the face by the military 

report presented by Marshall Foch of the French General Staff. This 

memorandum declared that the Allies would need at least twenty-seven 

divisions to en force the prospective Treaty. If these troops were 

not available, the Treaty would be at the mercy of the Turkish 

nationalists. If Turkey were te be disarmed, and if the protection 

37 Lloyd George, Peace Treaties, vol. II, p. 1292. 

38The choice of San Remo once again resulted in petty Anglo-French 
friction. Lord CUrzon pointed out it had been agreed that, as a compliment 
te Prime Ministec Nitti, the next plenary session of the Supreme Council 
should talte place in Italy. Cambon admi tted i t vas true that a 
meeting had been fixed provisionally at San Remo at the end of April, 
but nit had always been understood that negoti.tions in respect of 
the Turkish Treaty should be conducted in Paris." curzon, however, 
disputed this, maintaining that "no agreement had been reached which 
ruled out the discussion of Any point of the Treaty ei ther in London 

1 

or at San Remo. ft The Marquis Imperiali, the Italian ambassador in 
London, not surprisingly"'supported Lord CUrzon, swaying the balance 
in favour of an April meeting in ltaly. Pirst London Conference, 
March 25, 1920. D.Q.P~P., Pirst Series, ypl. VII, pp. 630-5 • .. 
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of minorities were to be guaranteed, the existing forces vere not 

sufficient and would have to be vastly strengthened. 39 

Foch's report affected the Armenian question most directly. 

It did not believe that the Armenians could take Erzerun unaided. 

It is interesting that this report oompiled largely by the French 

General Staff should compare so favourably with the memorandum 

presented by the British military authorities to the London Conference 

on February 12. It certainly appeared as if the generals were taking 

a much more realistic view of the situation ,than the politicians, who 

' .. vere greatly overreaching themselves. Despite the weakness of the 

° , 

Armenians,neither Lloyd George nor Millerand nor Nitti vere prepared 

to send any troops. In light of Foch' s report, however, othe British 

Prime Minister was prepared to reconsider the London decision to 

reooDDlend the cession of Erzerum to Armenia. He nov argued that if 

the Turks vere to he deprived to Erzerum, they would prObably answer 

by massacring Armenians, just when the Allied ~rs vere in no 

position to assist them. He warned that as the Armenians could not 

conquer Rrzerum themselves, nits cession to Armenia would be a purely 

40 provocative measure." 'l'be French, however, argued in favour of 

retaining Erzerum for Armenia as an indi.spensable means of defence, 

the fortress of Erzerum being among the strongest in the Hear East. 

Curzon, much to the displeasure.l'f Lloyd George, supported this 

French arqt:lllent against his own PriAe Miniàter. 41 Eventually, at 

39 
Foch Memorandum, San Remo Conference, April 20. Ibid., "iret 

series, vol. VIII, pp. 55-7 • 
40 

Lloyd Georqe, San ~ Conference, April 22, 1.920. Ibid., pp.108-l2. 
41 ' 

San ReJDo Conference, April 22, 1920. Ibid., pp. 109-1.0. 
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the instigation of Lloyd George, a comp~iae was reached with the 

decision to make a final appeal to the United States to aceept 

mandatory responsibilities in Armenia. The British Prime Minister 

had long regardéd the United States alone as "qualified alike by 

its sympathies and material resourees" to undertake a mandate for 

Armenia on behalf of humani ty. Regardless of what the American 

answer on the mandate would be, the Allies asked President Wilson 

to.arbitrate the western boundary problem between Armenia and 

Turkey, and reqardless of whether it accepted both mandate and arbitration, 

the United States was asked to provide volunteer forces or military 

assistance for the defenee of Armenia and, even more urgently, an 

American loan to set Armenia on its feet. 42 

Thouqh President wilson readily aqreed to arbitrate the 

Turko-Armenian boundary, the United States, in the following months, 

liquidated its last connections with the Turkish settlement. On 

May 24 the President appealed to Congress to accept the mandate: 

"In response to the invitation of the COuneil at San Remo, l urgently 

advise and request that the Congress grant the Executive power to 

43 
accept for the United States a mandate for Armenia." At this 

eritical time, however, Wilson carried virtually no real weight 

in American po1itica1 life. Not on1y was he a lame-duck President 

but a Democrat attemptinq to impress his idealistic concepts upon 
"\ 

42 
Lloyd George, San Remo Conference, April 27, 1920. Lloyd George, 

peaee Treaties, vol. II, pp. 1325-13. 

43 ~ Wilson ta Congresa, Hay J:4, 1920. Tilt.an, gp. eit., pp. 374-5. 
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a Senate and Congress contain,ing a Republican ~jori ty. This legis-

lature had already demonstrated its independence in rejecting both 

the Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations. Public opinion, 

moreover, was now be~ond the President's grasp, the average American 

desiring no more than a return to the isolation of the pre~ar 

years. Thus on November 30 it was no surprise that Wilson reported 

to the Supreme Council that the Senate had rejected the Allies' 

invitation. As to the request for military assistance and,credits 

the President replied: 

l am without authorization to offer or employ 
military forces of the United States in any 
project for the relief of Armenia, and any material 
contributions would require the authoritization 
of the Congress which is not now in session and 
whose action l could not forecast. 44 

The initiative in resolving the Armenian question had thus been , 

forfeited to the Turks. 

Likewise in the case of Kurdistan no viable protector cou Id 

t>Et found. The British Government was little attracted to the idea of 

support for Kurdish nationalism. The major British problem in that 

area was solved after oil-rich southern Kurdistan, consisting of most 

of the Vilayet of Mosul, was j~lously attached to British Mesopotamia. 

The territory north of Mosul was really quite ~nown and of little 

practical use to Great Britain. Besides, it vas found impossible to 

find Any representative Kurd in such a "backward" area. Curzon ~> 

complained that "no Kurd appeared to represent anything more than 

44 \ 
wilson to supreme Council, NoveJdJer 30, 1920. ~, p. 315. 
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his particular clan." But it was still felt that the Kurds nèe~ed 

some protector. Outside of J4osul, Bri tain was not prepared to 

undertake the task. Thus i t was decided to leave northern Kurdistan 

at least as an autonomous state under the prot.ection of the Turk. 

45 
QUipped Lord Curzon: "The country was used to TUrkish rule." In 

Batum, however, the Allies appeared to fare a trifle better. The 

Conference f~ared an eventual confrontation with the Russians as 

the Bolshevik forces continued to move southwards. CUrzon claimed 

that the port was still legally Turkish,by the Treaty of Brest-

Litovsk, thus the Bolsheviks must be kept out. Finally, on Lloyd 

George's insistence, both Millerand and Nitti offered to send a 

battalion of troops eaqp to support the weak British forces there.
46 

with the situation in eastern Anato~~~ - Armenia, Kurdistan, 

and Batum - deteriorating 80 drastically, the British Government 

placed its hopes on enforcing the prospective TUrkish Treaty aquarely 

on the shoulders of Gree ce . Circumstances had forced Bri tain to aIl 

but give up its support of a strong Armenia in' eastern Anatolia. 

In the west, however"the Greek position was still strong. Thua 

Britain was able to continue its policy of defending the acquisitions 

of Greece in Asia Minor. The official explanation of Bri tain' s 

pro-Greek policy'was outlined in a memorandum of December' 20, 1920 

by Harold Nicolson, one of the strongest advocates of the Greek 

" 'case: 

45 
CUrson, San Remo conference.: April 19, 1920. D.B·Ji'.Pr', First 

Serin, vol. VIII, pP'- 42-3. 
46 ' 1 San "-' Conference, April 21. 1920. Ibid., pp.l0Q-l. 
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., 
The idea which prompted our support of Greece 
was no emotional impulse, but the natural ex­
pression of our historical policy - the pro­
tection of India and the Suez Canal. ••• Geo­
graphically the position of Greece vas suong 
,enough to save us expense in peace, and veak 
enough to be completely subservient in var. 47 

In reality, however, British policy vas basically negative. A pro-

Greek P9licy vas hardly designed to alleviate the situation in 

Indla vhile the Aegean littoral vas located at a considerable 

di~tance frccn the Suez Canal in Egypt, where local sympathy vas 

generally pro-Turk. Britain defended the Greek presence in Smyrna 

and the Vilayet of Aidin primarily to deprive this territory from 

the mistrusted clutches of Turkish nationalisme 

Lloyd George had no doubt that tite Greeks, .i th six 

divisions in Smyrna and three in Macedoni~, could enforce the 

sections of the Treaty relating to themselves. Nor would he 

countenance Nitti's suggestion that Greece should not control. Gallipoli 

and that its presence in Asia Minor vould lead to war. He steadfastly 

refused to modify the frontiers of either Thrace or smyrna, insisting 

that the Allies could not drive out Greece who was a civilized Power. 

The French, despite their misgivings, vere arud.ous to avoid alienating 

the British whose support they needed on the Rhine, and they there-

fore refrained from endorsing the ltalian arguments. Thua Lloyd 

48 
George vas able ta maintain the London terms vith only minor modifications. 

47 
Nicolson MemOrandum, December 20, 1920. Ibid., rjtrst! series, vol. XII, p. 551. 

48 
San Remo Conference, April 21, 1920. Ibid.,pp. 90-2. 
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Through Lloyd George' s support, Venizelos had achieved the substance 

of his demands, and this he açknOllledged in a letter of April 26. 49 

But he vas under no illusion that he cou1d rely upon the unequivocal 

co-operation of the British Government. On March 19, at a meeting 
->-

at the War Office wi th Churchill and the Commander of the Imperial 
. 

General staff, Sir Henry Wilson, he had discovered that they foresav 

for Greece a long and exhausting struggle in Asia Minor. Furthermore, 

Churchill explained that although Greece might obtain sympathy, and 

perhaps arma and ammunition, fram Great Britain, it cou1d expect 

neither financial aid nor troops. Neverthe1ess, Veniz.10s remained 

confident that he was undertaking nothing which vas beyond the power 

50 
of Greece. 

The terms of the Peace Treaty vith Turkey were presented 

to a de1egation representing the Government in Constantinople on 

May Il, 1920. Terri torially speakin~, in Europe, Turkey was to 

retain the city of COnstantinople and a sma11 hinterland westwards 
... , 

to the Chatalja Lines. In Asia the Turks re,tained Asia Minor east-.. , 
vards as far as the yet-to-be-d~termined frontier of the new State 

of Armenia, southwards to a line excluding the Gulf of A1exandretta, , 

and thence running due east to the banks of the Tigris. A neutralized 

zone vas set up surroupding the Strai ts - the Dardanelles, the Sea 

of Marmora, and the Bosphorus - oovering the waters ~elves, a 

49venizelos to Lloyd George, April 26, 1920. Lloyd George papers, 
F/55/1/8. 
50 

War -office-Venlzelos Conversations, London, Marcb 19, 1920. Ibid. , 
F/199/9/2. 
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strip of land on both sides, and those lslands in the Aegean Sea 

near the mouth of the Dardanelles. This zone was plaeed under 

an international commission, eharged to seeure the free navigation 

for ships of aIl nations in peace or war, save as deereed otherwise 

by the Supreme Council of the League of Nations. Article 37 of 

l' 

the Treaty illustrated elearly the British concept of the freedom 

of the Straits: "The navigation of the Straits, including the 

Dardanelles, the Sea of Marmora and the Bosphorus, shall in future 

be open, "bath in peace and war;.,- to every vessel of ccamerce or of 

war and to military and eonnereial aireraft, without distinction 

of flag. ft 

Those terri tories severed from Turkey included the islands 

of Imbros and Tenedos, which were given to Greece. 'rhe Greeks also 
, 

reeeived those parts of Turkey-in-Europe outside the Constantinople 

hinterland; this included the Gallipoli Pep.insula. Armenia was 

established as an independent state, with' Ù:s western frontiers to 

. 
be settled by the arbitration of President Wilson of the united 

States. This decision would also determine the fate of Lazistan. 

Batum was set up as a Free State Along the lines of those previously 

. 
determined for Danzig. ICurdistan, east of the Euphrates and north 

of the Vilayet of Mosul, was qranted local autonaay under Turkish 

sovere!qnty. However, according to Article 64: "If within ODe 
~ 

year from the cominq into force of the present Treaty the lCurdish 

"'les shall address theaselves ta the CoWlCil of the Lëa~ of 



, 

i:" 
t, 
~l 
~', : 

- 139 -

Nations in such a manner as to show that a majority of the population 

01 

of the se areas desires independence from Turkey, and if the Council 

then considers that these peoples are capable of such independence 

and recommends that it should be granted to them, Turkey hereby agrees 

to execute 8uch a recommendation and to renounce aIl rights and title 

over these areas." Syria, palestine. and Mesopotamia were made 

independent states, subject to supervision by a man da tory power appointed , 
by the League of Nations. The Hejaz was made an independent state in 

its own right. The Turks were forced to renounce aIl rights of suzerainty 

over their former territories in North Africa. They officially 

recognized British·administration in Egypt and the Sudan, that of 

Italy in Libya, and that of France in Tunisia, Algeria, and Morocco. 

The British annexation of Cyprus was accepted, and the Dodecanese 

Islands were formally ceded to Italy (with the understanding that the 

51 Italians would hand them over directly tO,the Greeks). The smyrna 

area in western Anatolia was to remain nominally under Turkish 

80vereignty but to he administered by Greece, through a local repre8entative 

assembly, for the next five years. At the conclusion of these five 

~ years it ?ould become officially Greek territory if this assembly, 

or the population of the area by plebiscite, so wished. 

Apart from these lasses of terri tory, actual or potential, 

~rkey was to suffer still further restrictions. The Turkish Army 

was to be limi ted to 50,000 men wi th compulsory mi li tary servi ce 

abolished and a limit placed on the total nud>er of armaments. 

51 
,The Italians, by a treaty of May 14, 1920, had promised to cede certain 

of the Doclecane.e Islands to Greeoa. On October 8, 1922, after the Greek 
defeat, they repudiated this treaty and reUined all ialeds of the 
Dodecanese in their own hands. 
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The Army was to be subjected further to the advice of the Allied 

or neutral states. The Navy could also not exceed certain fixed 

maximums. Allied commissions of control were authorized tQ super-

vise the execution of these clauses. 

Financially speaking the Treaty provided that Turkey's 

finances be placed under the control of a financial comndssion 

representing Great Britain, France, and Italy. Its function was 

to supervise Turkey's budget, control its expenditures, secure the 

meeting of i ts external debt, and appropriate any surplus towards 

meeting th, cos~ of the Allied Army of Occupation and war indemnity 

\ 
which Turkey was liable to pay. In short, virtually aIl the aspects 

of Turkish economic life would he under a powerful fareign influence. 

To undermine Turkish sovereignty even further, the capitulations, 

whereby certain states had before the war secured extra-territorial 

status for their nationals in Turkish territory, were re-established 

and extended to aIl the Allied powers. 52 A Tripartite Agreement, 

drawn up simultaneously with the Turkish Treaty, had already estab-

lished regional spheres of influence for the three major Allied 

Powers. Italy was given the right "to help Turkey ta develop her 

resources" in southern Anatolia and Adalia, France the same privileqes 

in Cilicia and western Kurdistan. 53 Britain c1aimed no special region 

52 
Treaty of S~vres, August 10, 1920. Command 964, "Treaty of peace 

with Turkey, signed at S~vr.8 10th Auqust 1920", AccoWlts and Papers, 
vol. LI (February 10 - December 23, 1920), pp. 609 ff. 
53 

Tripartite Agreement, Auquat 10, 1920. Comœand 963, "Tri-Partite 
Aqreement'between the British Empire, France and ltaly respecting 
Anatolia, signed at ~vres 10th August 1920", Ibid., pp. 43-8 • 
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of interest in Turkey proper. 

As if Turkey had been in a vacuum for the last seven-

teen menths, this Treaty was produced to be acoepted and ratified 

by the Turks and enforced if necessary by the Allies. It seemed 

as if the Treaty which emerged from the labours of the Allied Powers 

was drawn up as though Mustafa Kemal ~d the passions he aroused 

among his countrymen had never existed. 
\. 

Even the 8ultan's delegation 

was 50 upset over the terms that i t continually asked for postpone-

ments in the s-igning of the Treaty. Th ough France and ltaly readily 

agreed to this procrastination, the British believed the Turks to 

be stalling for time and for nationalist sucoesses. On June 23 

Lloyd George declared in the House of CODmOns that this Treaty was 

intended as 

a policy of releasing aIl non-Turkish populations 
from Turkish sway •.••. If we alloved Mustapha 
Kemal, or any man of his type, to break down that 
policy Europe would have failed dismally in its 
duty.54 

Lloyd George had considerably more sucoess in convincing the Bouse 

of Couaons of the soundness of the Turkish Treaty than did Millerand 

the Chamber of Deputies. 'lbe French Chamber, in lig~ of the recent 

events in Cilicia, was nov inclined to pay more attention to Mustafa 

• IC.ema1 and vas very much- foncerned about France overextending i ta 
,0". 

limited. resources in t:l'ti'--.a.rly post-war period. The Rhine frontier 

54 
Lloyd George, Junè 23. 1920. 130 H.C.Deb.5s. (June 7-25. 1920), 

col. 2260 • 

J 
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vas still upperD:>st in the Frenchman's mind. By the middle of 

J\Ule 1920 the Forei9ll Office was informed of the unlikelihood of 

the French parliament: ratifying the proposed Treaty as i t stood.
55 

In spi te of this, however, Lloyd George persuaded both 

the French and ltalian diplomatic plenipotentiaries, as another 

c<Xlcession t.o A11ied unit y, to regard the Turkish Treaty not as one 

primarily designed to stifle the national aspirations of the Turks 

but as one to emancipate oppressed minorities fram Turkish misrule. 

In this connection the Allies dispatched the following ultimatum 

to the Turkish Government on July 10: "The Allies can malte no 

modification in the clauses of the Treaty which detach Thrace and 

Smyrna from Turkish rule, for in both areas the TUrks are in a 

i 
. .56 m nor1ty. However, in light of the recent rumblings fram both 

French and Italian parliamentarians as to the sO\Uldness of the 

proposed Treaty, and in· light of the fact that the cession of both 

Thrace and Smyrna to Greece vould result in the creation of an 

Anglo-Greek strang1ehold in this very 9Î9Ili ficant quarter of the 

Near East, the sincerity of the French and lta-lian signatures oI;l 

this document left very much to he desired. Ultimately the Treaty 

~ 

vas signed by 1;he reprelilentatlves of the Turkish Government, at 

~vres, six mi~s southwest of paris .. on August 10, 1920. It was 
\ 

agreed to, howe~r, only tmder protest, and "as foll~owed by an 

officially declared tÜ\Y of 1IIOurning throughout Turkey. 

55Grah_ ta CUrzon, Jww 15, 1920. D.B.F.P., Fir8t series, vol. 
XIII, p. 96. 
56 . 

Drafit Beply to '.l'urJcey, July 10, 1920. Ibide, Pirst Series, 
vol. VIII, p. 55.. '. 
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Though the Tteaty of Sèvres was signed, it was never 

ratified by the' Turldsh 'Government: The Foreign Office placed 

as much pressure as possible bpon,th:-Turks ta ratify it, but to 

no av~l. On October l Curzon warned that "Should the present 

Grand Vizier refuse to do so, it would then be time to consider 

the questi<:>n of finding a sucaessor who would he more amenable. ,,57 

The Sublime Porte, however, ins,isted upon dispatching a mission 

to Angora ta confer with th,e Kemalists before any final ratification 

58 
of the Treaty. Still, even after the Allies had permi tted this 

mission to be sent to Anatolia in December the'Turkish Foreign 

office deèlared that ratification at this particular time was 

highly inoPportune and would throw the nationalists compietely 

into the arms of the Bolsheviks.
59 

The Constantinople GOvernment 

4-
stood strongly behind this decision, thereby providing further 

<> 

, , 

evidence of the Allies 1 weakening control over Turkey. Cons tipl tinople 
L----, 

was now defying the Entente Powers in a manner similar to that of 

the nationalists. 

As for j:he nationalists, Sir Horace Rumbold, who had 

succeeded AdmiraI de Robeck as B~tiSh 

tinople on November 20, 1920, repo~ 
Higb Commissioner in Constân-

that their position was so 

. 
strong that "they could count upon revisjon even after (the) 

Central Government had ratified ... 60 "'lbe Porte, however, defiantly 

refused ta do so. The Constantinople Government had by now lost all 

57 ' 
Curzon to Derby, ,October l, 1920. Ibid., Pirst séries, vol. XIII, p. 153. 

58De Robeck to curzon, NoVember "10, 1920. Ibid., p. 172 • 

59Rumbold to Curzon, DeceJllber 21, 1920. Ibid., p. 206. 

60_~_ld 7 ~ to Curzon, November 2 , 1920. Ibid., p. 193 • . 
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" 

patience with British policy in Turkey. After the British-imposed 
• 1 

1 

Armistice of Mudros .. the British Foreign Secretary' s Sl;11ing attack 

against the Grand Vizier and the Ottoman Government, and the 1argel~ 

British occupation-of ConstantinOple, this very severe Treaty of , 

sèvres destroyed the last vestiges of the TUrkish Government' s 

syupathy for Bri tain wbich had once been so high. The Porte, more-

over , had by now been strongly affected by the nationàlist ideals 

of the KemalistMovement.lti9 interesting that both France and , 
Ita1y also vere upset vith the resulting Al)glo-Greek daninanoe in 

-dhe Near East and believed that Mustafa Kemal should be given 

greater consideration. For these reasons the French and the Italians 

> , 

refused to ,ratify the Treaty of Sevres and thus took their first 

major steP in the direction of compromise with the Turks, away f~m 

the Ang1o-Greek coalition. Finally, after the fall of Venizelos in 

~cember, both insisted thàt these new circumstances demanded a 

61 
modification of the Treaty. By the end of the year it was useless .. 
for the British Government to make Any further representations to 

the Turks in favour of iDaediate ratification. 

Not only did rBritain face the technical question of Turkish 

, 
ratification but the more practic;al question also arose of who cou1d 

or wopld in such circumstances force the Turks to accept the actual 

teme of the Treaty. The initiative in TUIklsh pèlitical lile had 
-, 

r ~,.r.. ... ~ 

now pused'-t:ô Ailgora in the interior. Even the Sublime Porte looked 
• 

61sardinqe ta CUrzon~ ~oè.ber lZ, _ 1920-~~~'-Ibid., p. 202.' - , 
" '. 

. 
o • 

.. 
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t~ Mustafa Kemal as the one major hope for a new and independent 

Turkey. After the signing of the Treaty of Sèvres, British relations 

with Constantinople steadily deteriorated. Britain' s relations with 

i ts twe Allies, France and Italy, had aIse reached a major turning 

point by mid-1920. Not only were the French and the Italians not 

prepared to force '=he Turks to accept the peace Treaty but they even 

refused te ratify it themselves. They now realized that "Mustafa 

. 
Kemal was the real power in Turkey and were prepared to take the 

oPPortw'li ty to open conversations wi th him. British policy, on the 

other hand, spurred on by the Prime Minister's Turkophobia and the 

Foreign Secretary's strong belief in the sanctity of a signed document, , 

desired to force the Treaty in its entirety. Unfortunately, however, 

the British now held li ttle or no weight àt aU in Turkish affairs, 

either militarily or diplomatically. Thus from the very beginning , 

the Turkish Peace Treaty was in dire jeopardy, if not actually still-

bom. In the words of RaJlllond Poincar~, the future Prime Minister 

of France, the Treaty of S~vres was as "fragile as the porcelain 

62 
vases" for which that quiet Parisian s\Jburb was famous. Having 

li ttle fai th in the Greeks' abili ty, te enforce the TurÜsh Treaty 

on behalf of the Great Britain, Sir Henry Wilson, the C.I.G.S., 

conf~ded to his diary: "The Frocks ••. are caapletely out cL 

touch wi th reali ties • They seem to think that their wri t runs in 

k 
. . ,,63 

Tur ey l.Il Aal.a. winston Churchill exclaimed sarcastically: 

62 Thomas ones, Lloyd Georqe, .Cambri4ge, Mass., 1951, p. 198. 
63 
, Major-General Sir C.E. Cal1well, Pield-Marshall Sir Henry Wilson: 
His Life and Diaries~ vol. II, London, 1927, p. 229. 
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"At lut peace vith 'l'Urkey: and to ratify it, Wu vith Turkey:w
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CHAPTER IV 

MILITARY INADEQUACY: FIœTING BY PH>XY 
'< 

By June 1920 the 'l\1rkish nationalist movement, which had 

qrown steadi1y since i ta inception in 1919, had established firm 

control over the centre of Anéltolia, vith its capital in Angora. 

From here it vas exertinq military'1>res~ure against what it reqarded 

as foreiqn encroachmenta upon Turkish soil~ notably the Greeks who 

had forces in the Smyrna area, and the British troops who vere 

qarrisoninq the Ismid Peninsula which defended the approaches to 

constantinople. cm the niqht of June 14-15, 1920 Turkish nationalist 

forces attacked these British troops in the region of Ismid. By 

June 16 the fightinq assumed such a formidable aspect that the 

War Office resorted to emergency measures and ~ilized imme~atel, 

2,000 British and Indian troops from Malta. Thouqh this move had 

the effect of quellinq aIl disturbances for the tilDe beinq, the 

British military was loathe to face Any future pressure from the 

Turkish nationalists. The Cabinet, however, con~luded "that havinq 

regard to the very stronq and even dramatic 1ine of policy taken 
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by the British plenipotentiaries in regard to the Treaty of Peace 

with Turkey, to retire from Constantinople before a bandit like 

Mustapha Kemal would deal a shattering blow to our prestige in the 
, 1 

East." When it became apparent that neither the pw,rench nor 

the Italians were prepared to sand out the reinforcements which .. 
General Milne deemed necessary, the British military, despite its 

disdain for the Greeks, sought their help to relieve the situation. 

On June 18 Venizelos informed the British Cabinet that he 

was prepared to increase his forces at Smyrna and to conduct a major 

operation against the nationalists provided that it was understood 

that he would advance no farther into Anatolia. Moreover, he offered 

to relieve the British position at Ismid at once, by placing a Greek 

division under General Milne' s canmand. This offer the Cabinet 

decided to accept, and resolved to consult the Allies concerning 

Venizelos' proposa1 for a Greek offensive against the nationalists. 2 

This who1e question was brought up at the Second Conference 

of Hythe on June 20. Here the Greek Prime Minister, then in the 

high noon of his influence, offered the Allies some 90,000 Greek 

troops to repel the Kemalists. Millerand, on behalf of France, was 

anxious to relieve the pressure on his forces in Cilicia and agreed 

not only to the initiation of a Greek operation in Asia but a1so to 

the iumediate Greek occupation of Thrace, hitherto garrisoned on 

lCabinet Resolution, June 17, 1920. A.E. Mœtgomery, "Lloyd George 
and the Greek Question", Lloyd George: Twelve Essays (A.J .P. Taylor, 
ed.), London, 1971, p. 265. 

2Cabinet Meeting, June 18, 1920. Elid. 
, , 



• 

- 149 -

(;> 

behalf of the Allies by a predominantly French force. For his 

part, Lloyd George welcomed the opportlmity to strenqthen the Greek 

position in Asia Minor and to make the Thracian part of the Treaty 

a fait accomPli.3 He took the view,' as he explaine.d to Lord Ridde1l 

a few days later, that Britain must decide whom it was going to back: 

The Turks nearly brought about our defeat in the 
war. It was a near thing. You cannot trust them 
and they are a decadent race. The Greeks, on the 
other hand, ~e our friends, and are a rising 
people ••.• We must secure Constantinople aJ\d the 
Dardanelles. You cannot do that effective1y 
without crushing Turkish power. 4 

Thre~years later, however, the St~aits settlement at Lausanne was 

to prove the Prime Minister wrong on this point. British policy 

stubbornly waited unti1 1923 before finally accepting that the 

security of Constantinople and the freedom ôf ,the Straits could be 

maintained under the Turk. 

Commencing on June 22 the Greeks acted rapidly and 

efficiently. Wi th British naval support, they occupied Thrace 

within five days, and proceeded to drive the nationa1ists from 

Brusa and Panderma, oompleting their planned operation by the end 

of July. For Lloyd George it was a moment of triwnph: "1 believe," 

he stated in the House of Commona on June 23, "that we shall be able 

5 
to estab1ish authority in the se areas." A month later the BritisJ; • 

. 
Prime Minister, confident that the Greek successes had vindicated)1tis 

3 
Second Hythe Conference, June 20, 1920. D.B.F.P.,First Series, 

vol. VIII, pp. 307-8. 
4 
Lloyd ~rge to Ridde1l, June 23, 1920. Lord Ridd.e1l, Intimate 

Oiary of the Peace Conference and After 1918-1923, London, 1933, pO. 208. 
S 

Lloyd George, June 23, 1920. 130 H.C.Deb.5s. (June 7-25, 1920), 
col. 2260. III 
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po1icy, declared to Parliament: 6 
"Turkey is no more." His 

confidence in Venize10s was now un1imited; he was confirmed in 

his opinion that the mi1itary experts were wrong. ,From that moment 

onwards Lloyd George was convinced that the Greek soldiers could 

always, if ,requested, quell a nationalist rising in Asia Minor. 

But although the Greek successes had revealed the 60mparative 

weakness of the Turkish forces, the limi ted character of the Greek 

operations had enabled the Turks to wi thdraw beyond the Greek zon'e 

and thus escape annihilation. Venize10s realized that Kemal would 

constitute a standing menace to this Greek territory unless his forces 

were complete~y destroyed. He therefore offered to launch a further 

operation ta accomplish this object, provided that the British 

Government undertook responsibility for initiating the offensive, 

participated in the operations, and supplied Greece wi th the necessary 

financial and mili tary aide For his services Venizelos demanded a 

substantial political priee: the creation of a Pontine Greek state; 

the expulsion of the Turks fran Constantinople; .. and the formation 

of an independent state ccmprising Constantinople and the Straits. 

On October 10 the British Cabinet gave these proposaIs serious consi-

7 
deration. There was no longer any doubt that the Greek Army was a 

first class weapon. Indeed, the C.I.G.S., hitherto sceptical' of the ' 

qua1ity of the Greek troops, now believed that they might be able to 

6 
Lloyd George, July 21, 1920. 132 H.C.Deb.5s. (Ju1y 19 - August 6, 

1920), col. 479. 
7 
cabinet Meeting, October 10, 1920. Montgomery, op.cit. , p. 266. 
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reach as far as Anqo~a. The cabinet, howeve;, understood tha~ the 

1 

adoption of Venizelos' plan implied the destruction of the peace 

Treaty ~ich the Sultan had sigll8d at S~vres on August 10. Moreover, 

the Government, conscious of a <1rowing danestic opposition to its 

Eastern policy, had given an explicit insurance to the House of 

8 COUIllons that i t was under no obligation to the Greek Army. For 

these reasons, and because i t appeared imp rob ab le tha t ei ther ,.France 

or ltaly would give its consent, the Cabinet decided to shelve Venise los , 

proposaIs. The Greek forces ,however, remained upon a war footing in 

Asia Minor. 

So it appeared as if the British were prepared to fight 

the Turks by proxy. Their own military weakness as opposed to the 

forces of the Turkish nationalists was now quite c1ear. Even before 

the Greek Army was invested with its new responsibilities, a British 

General Staff memorandum strongly recoomended a reconsideration of the 

Turkish peace terms. Otherwise, the British Government, if it still 

intended to uphold the Treaty of S~vres as it stood, must he prepared 

to face another war. This, of course, wou Id necessitate, the very 

unpopular measure of conscription, for the General Staff claimed "there 

are now no reinforcements available, ahd indeed our mili tary resources 

9 
are strained to a dangerous extent in meeting our existing COIIIIÙ. tments. " 

'-----
~-- _. -~---------

8 " ... Lloyd GeOrge, June 23, 1920. 130 H.C.Deb.5s. (June 7·25, 1920), col. 2260. 
9 

General Staff Memorandum, April l, 1920. D.B.F.P., First Series, 
vol. XIII, p. 55 

! ,,-
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These coumitments included the demoralizing civil war in Ireland, 

where twenty-eight infantry battalions vere stationed, an irreducible 

minimum. By the end of 1920 the 

in Turkey proper incl\lded 18,000 

approxima te number of Allied troops 
\ 

British and Indians, J,o~o French, 

and 2,000 Italians. However, the 8,000 Indian troops were soon to 

return home, and the British and French garrisons were to be drastically 

reduced. The Greek and Turkish nationalist amies both numbered around 

10 
100,000 men. 

Thus it vas because of the Greeks that the British and Allied 

posi tion remained tolerable. In Thrace their control was unchallenged, 

and al though in Asia Minor they remained upon a wa~ footi~g, they had 
, 

recei ved a mandate fran the Allies to occupy a much vider area than 

that laid down in the Treaty and vere the appointe~ guardians of the 

Allied position\at the straits. Then the situation vas unexpectedly 

transformed by danestic events in Greece. On October 25, 19~0 the 

young Greek King, Alexander, died fram the effects of .eptic poisoning 

after having been bi tt81 by a pet monkey three veeks earlier. Prime 
\ 

Minister Venizelos procured the appointment of AdmiraI Conduriotis 

as Regent, pending the arrivaI of the late King's younger brother, 

Prince Paul, who vas {avoured by the Government. However, Paul declared 

he would accept the crown only if the Greek people decided that they 

did not desire to see the return of his fathet, ex-J(i.nq Constantine. 

10 
David Wa1der, The Chanak Affair, London, 1969, pp. 105-6 • 

.. 
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constantine, as a strong opponent of the Venizelist regime and as 

the brother-in-1aw of Kaiser William II of Germany, was a man for 

whom the Allied Powers held no sympathy whatever. As a l:lesult, the 

complexion of the impending Greek elections was altered considerably, 

now becoming a test of confidence in the Government of Venizelos. On 

November 14 the Greek Prime Minister and his supporters were overwhelming1y 

defeated and at once resigned amid what looked like the ruins of their 

Eastern policy. In their place was elected a Government, headed by 

Rhallys as Prime Minister, pledged to recal1 W:> the throne ex-King 

constantine, whom the Allies had expelled fram Greece as a Germanophil 

in 1917.
11 

Venizelos now understood the lesson already learned by 

Woodrow Wilson, that statesman-like prestige abroad does not guarantee 

political success at home. 1 Lloyd George was understandably dismayed 

at the results of the Greek elections and the subsequent resignation 

of Venizelos: "r was deeply shocked and distressed to see the resu1ts 

of the Greek Elections. 
12 

It almost makes one despair of Democracy. M 

He noted that since the Peace Conference of Paris Wilson haq been 
," 

s truck down by illness, Clemenceau had retired, and Orlando had been 

defeated. NoW, with Venizelos gone also, thê Briti~h Prime Minister 

lamented: 
13 

"I am the only one left." Still he praised Venize10s 

Il 
King COnstantine, "hen he left the country over three yeara earlier, 

made no formaI renunciation of the throne. 
12 

Lloyd George to Venizelos, November 17, 1920. Lloyd George Papers, 
F /55--/1/4l. 

13Churchill, op.cit., p. 411 • 
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as "the greatest statesman Greece had thrown up since the days of 

perieles. ,,14 

This turn of fate seemed to the French and the Italians 

a convenient pretext for the Allies to rever~e their policy and 

seek a reconeiliation with the Turks. But this Lloyd George was 

not prepared to do. Defending his policy in the House o~ Commons 

on December 22, he deelared that it was impossible to alter it 

merely because of a Greek election: 

Because there is a general election in Greece, '. 
the result of which we abhor 1 do not let us 
change the whole of our policy in the East. 
The Medi terranean is vi tal to Bri tain. We 
want the friendship of the Greek people - of 
the Greek people, a people whose friendship 
i5 vital to us in that part of Ile world', 
whatever we do. 

stressing the importance to Great Britain of Greek friendship in 

the Mediterr~n~an, he begged the British public not to "rush into 

tearing up treaties which took a great deal of reflection, which were 

based upon principles of policy which are vital to the British Empire," 

and thus not to "restore conditions which very nearly proved fatal 

15 
to us in the great War from which we have emerged." Within the 

" 
Cabinet,he resiste~ pressure fram his oolleagues to modify the Treaty, 

and he s'ecured their agreement to uphold the Savres policy until such 

time as a change of circumstances ahould warrant its revision. British 

14 
Jones, op.cit., p. 411. 

15 
Lloyd George, December 22, 1920. 136 H.C. Deb.Ss. (December 13-23, 

1920), ools. 1899-901 • 
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c.. , ' 

policy thus continued to support Greek nationalism as a weapon 
~ 

against any serious TUrkish resurgence. 

In maintaining this course Lloyd George had the support 

of CUrzon, who despite his former opposition to ~e Greek presence 

in Smyrna considered that Great Britain, having signed the Treaty 

of S~vres, was bound by its promise to the Greeks, and that modifica-

tion of the terms would constitute a humiliating concession to the 

Turks. Thus when Cari>on, the French Ambassador, suggested that in 

the event of Constantine's recall the Allies should make a joint 

declaration refusing to recognize him, Curzon emphasized that he 

regarded such action as impracticable and unvise. He believed the 

Allies' main du~y vas to save the Treaty if they possibly could, 

\ ~\for no one could tell what might happen if they themselves proce~ded 

to destroy it or allowed it to founder witbout making an effort to 

save . t 16 
1 • 

From November 26 to Decèmber 4, 1920, the Allies met 

in Lon-d6n to diseuse the new situation. 
/ 

Lloyd George had kept in 

touch vi th Venizelos who, though hopeful that a concerted Allied" 

threat might prevent Constantine 1 s return, took the view that the 

eseential task vas to preserve the Treaty and had advised the British 

Government to recognize the ex-King if necessary in return for a firm 

promise to execute the peace terme. In accordance with thls advice 

" Lloyd George, anxious to prevent a premature condemnation' of Greece, 

propdSed that the Allies should invite tpe royalist regime te explain 

17 whetber or not it was still prepared to execute the Treaty. But 

Georges Leygues, who had succeeded Millerand as the French PriJle 
J 

16 
CUrzon ta Derby, ~ovelllber 22, 1920. Lloyd Georqe Papen, P/13/1134 •• 

17 
Lloyd Georqe, Second J.OndOll Conference, NoveD1ber 26, 1920. D.B.P.P., 

Pirst Series, vol. VItr, p. 810. . 
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Minister in Septelli>er 1920, opposed the proposaI and refused to co-

operate vi th any poli tical regiJne endorsing King Constantine. The 

French demanded drastic action - the Alliea should refuse to 
,/ 

reoognize Constantine, break off diplomatie relatio~s with Greece, 

terminate financial aid, and give notification that they could 

not entrust important strategie positions to an unfriend1y Government.
18 

It is true that public opinion in Franée vas strong1y against the ex-

King, largely because of his wartime role. However, ,the return of 
., . 

COnstantine to the Greek throne also offered a very convenient 6pportunity 

or pretext for the French to cut aIl ties vith the-British Goveri1ment's 
." .-J 

pro-Greek policy "and to mave further toward establishing direct 

contact vith the Turkish nati<»lalists. Against Leygues' proposaI, 

Curzon reasoned that the Allies should trust Greece until it should 

C:< 

prove either unable or unwilling to co-operate. He denied that 

its presence at the Straits could, as the French had suggested, 

constitute a threat to the Allies, and he declared thàt it vas a 

practical impossibili ty to expel the Greek forces from Smyrna. He 

"-....proposed that if Constantine returned he should be asked to accept 

a set of stringent conditions vhich would give Ithe Allies effective 

19 
control over Greet policy. ~, The. French, however, insisted upon ~, 

iJlmediate counter-measures against Gree ce • ,'!bese Lloyd George 
( . ~ 

rejected stating that the Allies had no power to modify the provisions 

of the 'lftaty and he categorically refused to plà,ce Smyma unde'r 

,/ 
\ 

18 ' 
Leyques, Second London Conference, November 26, 1920. Xbid., p. 816. 

~19 
Cùrzon MemorandUlll, Second London é~feJ;ence, November 27, 1920. Ibid., 

pp. 837-40. '\ 
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the :Turkish heel. ft Nevertheles~ he expressed his personal hostili ty 

to ,Constantine and agreed that the Allies sho~ld issue a formaI 

warning to the Greek Government that they hèld themselves free to 

take what action they thought fit if the ex-King were recalled.
20 

/' 

On December 3 the French again pressed for a revision of 

the Treaty, suggesting that the return of Smyrna might reconcile 

1 
~tafa Kemal to a peaceful settlement. But Lloyd, George refused, 
/ 

,( to reconsider the tetms.. until the policy of the royalists became 

-'" clear. tt was quite pd'ssible, he thought, that the Greeks would 

reject Constantine; if the king returned, however, the Allies 

had given fair warning that they would wash their hands of their 

'b'l' , d 21 .respons~ ~ ~ties towar Greece. The fol1owing day the Allies hit 

the Greeks at their weakest po~nt - finance. Greece was ,now more 

than ever in debt, especially to Great Britain. In February 1918 

the British had of(ered the Greeks credit 'of over 10,000,000 pounds. 

Venizelos had so far drawn 6,500,000 pounds. On December 4, 1920 

the Allied powers informed the new Greek Government that "in the 

event of the return of Constantine to the Throne of Greece no further 

financial assistance will be granted to that COWltry •••• "22 

Thua, despite his desire to main tain the "rreaty, Lloyd 

, . 
George, partly because of his personal antipathy 'to Constanti.~, 

20 
Lloyd George, Second London Conference 1 Deoember 2, 1920. Ibid. , 

pp. 832-3. 
21 ' 

Lloyd Goerqe, Second London Conference, December 3, 1920. Ibid. , 
pp. 843-4. 

22Al1ied lteso1ution, Second London Conference, DecedHtr 4, 1920. Ibid. , 
po 864. 

. " 
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had allowed the French to manoeuvre him into an equi vocal position. 

He had coâmitted Great Britain to punishing Greece if Constantine 

returned, despite the fact that his policy depended upon Greek co-

operation. On December 5 a plebiscite vas held in Greece to 

determine whether the Greek people desired to see the return to the 

throne of ex-King Constantine. The result was overwhelmingly in 

favour of Constantine's return. Thus the Allies' pie ce of polite 

blackmail had not deterred the tGreek voters in any way. Now the 

British Government had no choice but to collaborate ~ith the French 

in accordance vi th the declaration of December 4. They imposed 

a financial embargo upon Greece and suspended the dis patch of war 

materia1. These drast!c me as ures notw! thstanding, the British 

Government still hoped that Constantine might yet complete the 

task assigned to Greece under .;the 'freaty of S~vres. In spi te of 

the French and the Italians, and in spi te of unfavourable public 

opinion in Great Britain, Lloyd George's Turkish policy still depended 

upon Greek co-operation. 

Indeed, the Greek King' s policy added a large measure of 

irony to the whole problem. Venizelos had earlier c1aimed to' Lloyd 

George that aIl of this political turmoil vas evidence of the war-

23 
veariness of the Greek people. Constantine, however, had no interest 

,) 

vhatever in ending the war vith TurkeY1 inétead he decided to pursue 

23 
Venizelos to Lloyd George, November 27, 1920. Lloyd George 1 peace 

Treaties, vol. II, p. 1346. 
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the campaign in the following spring with even greater vigour. 

Thus, Constantine, who was willing to continue and even to accelerate 

Venizelos' policies of doing battle with the Turks in the name of 

the Allies, returned to a heavily debt-ridden'state whose prospe~ts 

for financial aid (and hence military victory) had now been destroyed 

by those very Allies whom the Greek King was willing to 'serve. The 

whole crisis was clear evidence of the Allies' pri~e being hurt. 

The Kaiser was now peacefully sawing logs in exile at Doorn; that 

his brother-in-law should'return triumphantly to his Kingdom was 

thought to be intolerable. The majority Allied opinion was summed 

up by Churchill, "For the salte of ven~lOS much had to he endured, 

but for Constantine less than nothing. ,,2 

Despi te the pronouncements of the Bri tish Government, 

it was clear that support for Greece in Asia Minor would be hard to 

defend vith British opinion so long as Greece was ruled by a brother-

in-law of the ex-Kaiser. "In England," Churchill wrote, "the feeling 

was not resentment, but a total extinction of sympathy or even 

interest. ,,25 In France and Italy the feelings were even stronger and 

were intensified by the discovery that the British Prime Minister, 

reluctantly but firmly, continued his support of the Greek Government. 

These Allies now saw the folly of putting off and complicating further 

their relations with Kemal merely to give satisfaction to Constantine 

and his Anatolian escapades. Henceforward, despite continued British 

24Churchill, op~cit., p. 412. 
25 

Ibid., p. 411-2. 
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sympathy, Greece was to f~. its perils alone. 

But Greece was not the only ane left isolated. Armenia, 

for its part, had been left to fend for itself sinee the Ameriean 

refusaI to accept a mandate. At the time of the First Conference 

of Lond9n the only Allied troops in the area were those meagre 

British forces stationed in Batum, under the command of Brigadier-

General W.J. Cooke-Collis. 'At this time, tao, the Bolshevik threat 

from Ciscaucasia was Decoming very real. On March 15, 1920 Oliver 

wardrop wrote to Lord Curzon expressing his fear of a possible 

junction between Bolsheviks and Turkish nationalists. He thus urged 

that Batum be reinforced with sufficient British or Allied troops to 

26 stiffen the resistance of the local governments. On April 4 General , 

'" Milne warned the War Office of those SaDIe possibilities. 27 But 

no positive replies were forthcoming. Throughout April wardrop 

atbempted to convinoe the Foreign Office that Batum was the key to 

aIl of Transcaucasia and that the failure to hold this port city, 

populated mostly by Lazes and Ajars (Moslem Georgians), would be 

lia disaster of enormous magnitude. n28 Milne estimated the Bolshevlk 

forces threatening Transcaucasia at some 50,000 men. He advised 

holding only a small area a~und Baba. If this were impossible, 

29 
they must withdraw oompletely or become a uselesB sacrifice. 

26 Wardrop to Curzon, March 15, 1920. D.B.F.P., Pirst Series, vol. XII, 
p. 574. 

27Milne to Churchill, April 4, 1920. Ibid., p. 585. 
28 wardrop to CUrzon, April 25, 1920. Ibid. , p" 597. 
29 ... ~ 

De' Robeek to Curzon, April 27, 1920. Ibid., pp. 597 .. 8. 



- 161 -

On April 27 the Foreign Office bluntly informed the High 

Commission in Transcaucasia that the British Government would in 

no way qive active military support to either Georqia or Azerbaijan 

in the event of an attack on them by Soviet forces, and "you should 

be careful not to put any such interpretation on Mr. Bonar Law' s 

statement of February 24th." 30 'l'wo days later Ccrnmander Harry S. 

Luke, acting in the absence of Wardrop, reported the resignation of 

the Azerbaijani Government and its fall to the Soviets. He then 

warned that a joint Turko-Bolshevik attack on Armenia seemed "pro­

bable. ,,31 Curzon responded by contacting Sir George Buchanan, the 

Bri tish Ambassador ~n Rome, and Lord Derby in paris, to persuade the 

Italian and French Governments to fulfill the agreement made 

àt San Remo by sending a battalion each to Batum.
32 

After due con-

sideration France refused to dispatch any native French troops, 

contenting itself with the preparation of an Algerian battalion.
33 

34 
Italy decided to suspend the dispatch of any troops altoqether. 

Nredless to say, the Foreign Office was very much perturbed: "It 

is exceedingly difficult to puraue any consistent policy when we 

are subject to ühese extraordinary oscillations on the part of our 

Allies.,,3S In frustration Britain turned once aqain to the United 

30 
On February 24, 1920 Bonar Law had sta'ted in the Rouse of CamDons 

that the Britis~ GovernmenttDuld qive the frontier states of Soviet 

..... 

Russia "every possible support" i CUrzon to Wardrop, April 27, 1920, Ibid., p. 59 
31 

Luke to CUrzon, April 29,1920. Ibid., p. 603. 
32 ' -d 

Curzon to Derby/Buchanan, May 6, 1920. J..Oid., p. 603 • 

.r
33

Derby to CUrzon, May Il, 1920. Ibid., p. 607. 
-'Ol"34 

Buchanan to Curzon, May 17, 1920. Ibid., p. '612. 
35 

Curzon to Derby, May 10 , 1920. Ibid., p. 606. 

/ 
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States with another appeal for military aid, this time spec-

36' 
ifically for Batum. But even befora the expected negative reply 

could be received,the necessity of reinforcing the military needs 
. 

of Constantinople effected the c~plete evacuation of aIl British 

troops from Batum. Batum was turned over to Georgia without any 

proviso about the establishment of a British naval base in that port. 

The only conditions were that Georgia grant both Armenia and 

Azerbaijan free access to the port across its territory. On July 7, 

1920 General Cooke-Collis handed Batum over to General Kvinitadze, 

37 the conmander of the Georgian troops. There were nOW no Bri tish 

or Allied forces left in Transcaucasia. 

At the end of September the Turkish nationalists, in 

conjunction with the Bolsheviks, suddenly and without a declaration 

of war attacked Armenia. The Turks captured first Kars and Ardahan, 

then Alexandropol in a wholly one-sided contest. Britain attempted 

to help the Armenians in a material way, CUrzon informing Colonel 

Stokes, who had officially taken over from Luke on July 14, that 

"everything possible is being done to arrange' [the] dispatch of 

mili tary supplies." 38 But ul tirna tely on November 7 the Armenian 

Governrnent in Erivan, now ccmpletely eut off from contact with every 

36 
Hardinge to Geddes, July 7, 1920. Ibid., p. 631. 

37 Kazemzadeh, op.cit., p. 202: ' -
38 

CUrzon to Stokes, October 29, 1920. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. 
XII, p. 643. 
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one of its friends, was compe1led ta sign an armistice with the 

Turkish Government in Angora. At the same time Soviet Russia 

/ 
dispatched to the harassed Republic an ultimatum demanding free 

passage for Soviet and Kemalist troops through Armenian terri tory; 

Armenia's renunciation of the Treaty of S~vres; and its cessation 

of all relations with the Allied powers. 39 The Armenian Government 

refused to comply with these demands and ca1led upon the Allies for 

help. But circumstances made it impossible for any effective 

, assistance to be given. By this time France end Italy were obvious1y 

not prepared to commit any troops against the Kema1ists. The British, 

on the other hand, were sympathetic but could not afford to send any 

military assistance. Britain already had its hands full in defending 

the Straits while domestic affairs continued to demand ever-greater 

attention from the Government. 

It was almost pathetic that at this critical time President 

Wilson should present his decision as te the final boundaries of 

the new Armenian state. It was to receive much more Turkish territery 

than the European Allies had real1y expected. This terri tory included 

the four Vilayets of Erzerum, Bit1is, Van, and Trebizond, thereby 

• 40 
giving Armenia direct access to the Black Se8. But this was a1l 

for nought, for on December 2, 1920 the Turks and the Russians signed 

39 Sir Harry Luke, Ci ties and Men: 
(1914-1924), London, 1953, p. 199. 
40 
. Westermann, op.cit., p. 203. 

An Autobioqraphy, vol. II '-
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the Treaty of A1exaI}dropol. This was the first international 

agreement to be contracted by the Angora Government ~ i t restored 

to Turkey its traditional eastern frontier along the banks of the 
., , 
Aras and tHe Arpa Chai, including the fortresses of Kars and Ardahan, 

41 Alexandropol reverting to Russian control. With the fall of Armenia 

the fate of Georgia was inevitably sealed. Tiflis fell to the 

Bo1sheviks on February 24, 1921. There was a race for Batum between 

Moscow and Angora which ended ~e in a joint Russo-Turkish 

Condominium. Eventually the port fell solely. under Bolshevik 

control, much to the chagrin of the Kemalists who still based their 

claims to Batum on the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. 

These upsetting events in eastern Anatolia opened the 

eyes of many in British governmental circles. Thereafter, any 
.0 

pr~blem concerning the Turkish nationalists could not be lightly pushed 

..lï.de. Rumbold soberly remarked from Constantinople that "it is 

useless to regard Mustapha Kemal any longer as a brigand chie~42 
Lord Curzon, in a letter to Aneurin Williams, the Chairman of the 

Armenian Refugees' Fund, outlined very succinctly the predicament in 

attempting to establish an Armenian national home: 

if Armenia is in the plight that she now i8 
it has beenm no sense due either to action 
or inaction on our part but exclusively to 
circums tance s, geoqraphical, political or 

\ , 

41 
Treaty of Alexandropol, December 2, 1920. Kazemzadeh, op.cit., 

p. 289. 
42 

Rumbold to curzon, January 20, 1921. D.B.F.P., First Series, 
vol. XVII, p. 21. 

, 
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strategical, for which the responsibil!ty is 
not ours, which we have done our best to 
counteract, but which i t is impossible to 
overoome wi th out the use of forces which we 
do not possess, wi thout a campaign which not 
ten men in the House of Commons would support 

. by their votes, and without an expen.diture of 
money which, in view of our own needs, nei ther 
the treasury nor the House of Commons wo\\ld 
be found to sanction. 

CUrzon concluded with a penetrating statement which perhaps should 

have been emphasized back in March 1920: 

You cannot expect this country, (or indeed 
Any other) arbitrarily ta select a portion 
01 Turkey, to eject aIl other races, ta 
concentrate within a ring of British bayonets 
a large number of destitute refugees and so 
ta organise an Armenian national existence 
at inunense expense to the British taxpayer. 
The idea is chimerical. 43 

This very revealing letter was cèmposed by CUrzon in December 1921, 

a full year after the fact. The Armenian question was thus summed 

up from a much broader perspective. ,In a sense Curzon was washing 

his hands of Armenia, realizing that its plight was hopeless. By 

that time even much of the British Government 1 s mere sympathy for 

Armenian national aspirations had di.d. The l.,ack of both financial 

capital and military force had induced the Foreign Secretary to 

accept thi'\s fait aCOOIl'-i-li in Armenia and to recognize Mustafa Kemal 

as a serious military rival vith whom to contend. 

The Turkish situation as a whole was now particularly 

" 
43 CUrzon to Williams, December 6, 1921. Ibid., pp. 515-6 •. 

; 
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gloomy for Great Britain. The growing strength of the Kemalist 

Movement had succeeded in severely disrupting British policy. In 

eastern Anatolia, the Armenians' desires for a national home had 

been defeated and Britain's plans for Turkey now faced ~ joint 

Turko-Bolshevik threat. In western Jbatolia, the Turkish 

nationalists also made their presence felt by seriously compromisiQq 

the Greek posi tion~ By the beqinning cf 1921 the Greek forces had 

become bogged down, the Kema\ists being successful in effecting a 

stalemate. As a result, Britain lost a most valuable means of 

" en forcing its 'FUrkish policy. Furthermore, Kemal vas quite successful 

in disrupting inter-Al lied relations. British policy became increasingly 

more isolated in the face offt"ench and Italian demands for the revision 

of the Treaty of S~vres • Moreover, sinee the ~sition of the 

Treaty, the Turkish Government in Constantinople had virtually been 

won over to the nationalist cause in Angora. It is little wonder 

then that British policy ultimately agreed to mate concessions to 

the Turks and even invited a Kemalist Deleqation to an inter-Allied 

The idea to keep th.e Treaty of 

!' 
conference in London in March 1921. .. 
Sevres as i t stood was nov also as chimerical as AnMmian national 

existence. The fall Qf Armervi.a, Lazistan, and Bat~, and the return 

il 
of Mustafa Kemal as a great war leader; the 'faU of Venizelos and the 

return of Constantine; the continuing Anglo-Greek solidarity and 

the Franco-Italian IIIOve towards the ~ks 1 the emerging Soviet 

threat and the DOW proven ~eakness of British military power in 
t' 

the Turkish interior 1 these aIl callbined to force Bri tain t;o 
J 

Accede to a revision of the Treaty of s~vres. , 

/ 
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œAP'l'ER V 

INTER-ALLIED CONFLICT: SHIFl'ING SYMPATHIES 

On January 20, 1921 the British Cabfnet met to discuss 

the now C?ritical situation in Turkey. There was general aqreement 

that Great Britain could no lonqer resist some ravision of the 

peace terms, and it was decided to approve curzon's proposaI that the 

Allies should invite both the Turks and the Greeks to an international 
" 

conference to discuss the problem.' Lloyd George emphasized, hdWever, , 

that if concessions were to be made, they must be at the expense of 
. l 1 

the Allies as a whole, artd not merely of Greece. 

On January 24 Lloyd George and CUrzon visited Paris 

to discuss the position with the new French Prime Minister, Aristide 

, Briand. At this so-called Second Conference of Paris they had no 

difficulty in securing his aqreement to a future international 

conference in London, but when curzon sugqested that the Allies should 

1 
1 Cabinet Meetinq, January 20, 1921. MoIltgomery, op.dt., p. 270. 
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i C t ti d d 't' 2 recogn ze ons an ne upon agree con 1 10ns, Briand replied 

that the Greek forces (which had suffered a minor reverse at Inonu 

on January la) were unreliab1e and that the Allies should exploit 

con.tantin~' '! difficu1 t posi tion and put pressure on Gree ce : "Was 

i t really s~e to base Any policy which depended to a substantia1 

. 3 
extent on the Greek army as 1 a fighting force?" Count Sforza, the 

Ita1ian Foreign Secretary and representative at this Paris Conference, 

argued that a permanent sett1ement of the Turkish ("Question could • 

on1y be àttained by bringing the Turkis,h nationalists into the ar-

4 rangement. To these French and Italian pronouncements Lloyd George 

retorted that he did not want to ex change the friendship df the Greeks, 

those "great and democratic people," for that of the Turks. Again 

reviewing the detai1s of the past "war he asked: "Of what use to the 

Allies was the friendship of the Turks?" He argued that- the overthrow 

of Turkey was a matter of particular concern to the British Empire. 

But when France and Ita1y continued to express anti-Gteek and pro-

~ish sentiments, the British Prime Minister exc1aimed in exasperation: 

5 "What a wretched conclusi6n to a great story l " In Any event it was 

decided to convene a conference in London in February to discuss the 

settlement of the Turkish Question. Not only the Greeks but both the 

Su1tan's government and the Kemalists were to be invited. 

2 Curzon, Second Paris Conference, January 25, 1921. D.B.F.P., First 
Series, vol. XV, p. 32. 

3 ' Briand, Second Paris Conference, January 25, 1921. Ibid., p. 33. 
4 Sforza, Second Paris Conference, January 25, 1921. Ibid., p. 30. 
5 Lloyd Georgy, Second Paris Conference, January 25, 1921. Ibid., 
pp. 34-5. ~ 
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Me anwhile , Venizelos continued to furnish a constant 
~ 

streaIll'of advice. He disliked the idea of an international conference 

and urged Great Britain to collaborate vith Constantine rather than 

6 
abandon the Greek cause. He still hoped that it might be possible 

to get rid of his enemy thus enabling the Allies to return to their 

original politty. To this end he suggested that Great Britain should 

offer the Greek Government a financial inducement to persuade 

Constantine to abdicate.
7 

But Lloyd George was by now cOllvinoed 

that the besb course for the Allies vas not to rely upon the Cons tan-

tinist regime standing firme He told Curzon that he doubted whether 

the Allies could force Greece to leave Smyrna. If Constantine put 

up a good fight and if the Allies offered some concessions on their 

part there vas a good chance that the Kemalists could be bought 

off and persuaded to tum their ambitions eastwards. 8 

on F~ruary 17 the Foreign Office drew up a memorandum 
, 

which proposed to make Smyma an autonomous province under Turkish 

sovereignty. The administration of the Province of Smyrna vould he 

carried out by a Greek High Commissioner, whose appointment would he sub-

jected bo the approval of the Suttan. The High Canmissioner would be 

assisted by an elective council on which the Turks vould be pro-

protionally represented. The Province vould ,also ,pay tribute te 

Turkey in the shape of a contribution te the Ottanan Public Debt.
9 

6 
Kerr to Venizelos, January 26, 1921. Lloyd GeOrge Papers, F/90/1/36. 

7 
Kerr to Lloyd George, February 4, 1921. Ibid., F/90/1/37. 

8 
Lloyd George te Curzon, February 16, 1921. Ibid., F/13/2/32. 

9 ' 
Foreign Office Memorandum, February 17, 1921. D.S.F.P., First 

Series, "Dl. XVII, p. 63. ~ 
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\~ 
Thus, 'in effect, it was an attempt to create a twentieth-century 

Eastern "Rumelia. The fo11owing day Lloyd ,George met vi th 

Kalogeropolous, who had succeeded Rba11ys as Prime Minister of Greece 

on February 7, 1921, and who vas now heading the Greek Delegation in 

London. Kalogeropolous, questioned as to the ability of Greece 

to defend its new frontie'rs but assured of Great Britain' s friend-

ship, answered confidentiy that the Greek Army was in a position 

to scatter the Kemalist .,forces if the Allies gave the word. When 

Lloyd George explained that CUrzon had proposed making Smyrna an 

autonomous prOvince under Turkish sovereignty, Kaloger0Polous stressed ' 

that Greece could never Agree to return the Province to the Turks. 

This ansver pleased Lloyd George, who declared that he relied upon 

the spirit of the Greeks. Nevertheless, they should he plJepared 

to comprcmise a li ttle for i t vas important that if the impending 1 

London Conference broke down, the onus of responsibility should fall 

10 
upon the Turks. 

Having assure'i himself of the Greeks' determination to 

main tain the S~vres policy, Lloyd George set out to shelve the yor­

eign Office's autonomy proposaI. At the opening of the Third Con-

ference of London on February' 21, he informed the French that the 

Greeks were detennined to keep Smyrna and that they coul'd not be 

driven out by force of ëUlDS. 'lbe Allies vere really, being bluffed 

10 
Lloyd ~rge-KalOCJeropolous Conversations, London, February 18, 

1921. Ibld., First Series, vol. XV, pp. 125-6. , 

\ 

Il 
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by Kemal, whose forces the Greeks could defeat with ease. He refused 

te listen to Briand's arguments that the Greeks were in desper4te 

d f f · . 1 ·d Il nee 0 1nanC1a a1. The French warned the Conference of the 

growing strength of the Turkish nationalist troops. General Gouraud, 

the French connander in Syria and Cilicia, believed the Turks to 

be better equipped in the east than in the west. Thus if the Greeks 

advanced ïarther, they would find themselves confronted by an enemy 

far ''more dangerous t.q.an the one wi th whom they had dealt in the 

smyrna hinterland. He reminded the Conference of Marshal Foch's 

recommendation that twenty-seven divisions ~ere necessary to con-

quer Asia Minor. General Gouraud also emphasized that, since the 

fall of Armenia, the Turkish nationalists were no longer short of 

war mater~al, now being directly supplied overland by the Bolsheviks. l2 

Kaloqeropolous, however, had recei ved instructions from his Govern-

ment in Athens to take an uncompromising stand. He. thus informed 

the Conference that Greece would noi ahate its daims in either 
, 

Thrace or Asia Minor. Nor would he modify this position under pres-

sWie. In reply to the French argument that the Turkis)Y'ôppos1t.!on 

vas formidable, he claimed that the Kemalist Army cOnètituted .. ~ 
. 
rabble vorthy of little or no consideration," and 

\,. .-UI i vas best fitted to juuge the military s tu~tion, 

aS8er~d that Greece 

a contention which 

13 
Lloyd George endorsed. That same ~vening Lord curzon, somewh~~ 

11 Lloyd Georqe, Third London Çonference, February 21, 1921. Ibid., pp. 127-30. 
12 .. . '. 

GçMlraud, Third London COnference, February 21, 1921. Ibip., pp. 155-6., 

T 

13Jta1oqe,ropo1OUS, Third LoI\dOft Conference~ Pebruary 21, 1921. Ibid., pp •. i49-53. 
~ 'Georg. argued that -surrender ta Mustapha lCa .. l would not bring peace, 
but fresh trouble in ~ Eaèt." Lloyd Georqe, Cabinet Meeting, February 18, 
1921. ' Lowe ~ DockriU, op.cit., vol. II, p. 409 • .. 

f 
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upset at the day's events, declared to his wife that "The Prime , , 

minis ter is as convinced a Venizelist and phil-Hellene as ever, 

and uses aIl the advantage of his position as chairman in that 

di . "14 rectl.on. Yet Curzon was hardly pro-Turk himself. Though 

originally opposed to any Greek presence whatever in Asia Minor, 

the Foreign Secretary still supported an effective Greek administration 
\ 

in Smyrna and the Vilayet of Aidin. Whether this region be under 

,,7 Greek or Turkish nominal sovereignty, the issue apparently at hand, 

was not rea11y such a significant' question. 

;.-te.#"" 

On February 24 the Turks were gi ven an opportuni ty to 

put forward their arguments. The representatives of the Constantinople 

Government were led by Grand Vizier Ahmed Tewfik Pasha, while those 

of the Angora Government were headed by Foreign Secretary Bekir 

sami Bey. The presidency of the combined Turkish Delegation was 
<> 

entrusted to the latter, who presented its œma.nds to the Conference in 

the form of a single memorandum. The Turks desired the Greek evacuation 

of aIl of Eastern Thrace and its restitution to Turkey; their southern 

boundary in the east te be delimited Along national lines; and their 

.. 
eastern boundary to follow the old Turko-Persian frontier line, and, 

subsequently the 'Une to he fixed by a treaty to come between Turkey 
!' 

and Soviet Aimenia on the buis of the principle of nationality. 

The memorandum decÎared that "Turkey h~ the intention of maintaining 

ber full and entire Iovereignty over the terri tories thus delimi ted 

without any reservation or restrictions." Furthermore, Smyrna and 

14 
Curzon to Lady,curzon, Febtuary 21, 1921. Ronaldshay, op.cit., 

vol. lIt, pp. 277-8. 

( 
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all Greek-held terri tories in Asia Minor were ,t? be"evacuated and 
, ' 

maintained under the full and complete sovereignty of Turkey." The 
/ 

Turks also demanded l the abolition of the Capitula~ions and complete 

financial and economic independence. They did agree, however, to 

the protection of racial, religious, and linguistic minorities and 

to the limitation of their military and haval forces to assure "internaI 

order in Turkey and the security of her coasts and frontiers." More 

-.:'r""" important, they ~ccepted not only equal freedom of navigation oft~ 
....... 

the Straits for the flags of aIl nations, but also the demilitarization 

of the Straits and the institution of an international commission 

of supervision, provided that Turkey was represented with the deliber­

ative,vote. 15 Thus the Turks were prepared to concede Britain's 

basic requirements concerning the future security of Constantinople 

and the Straits. By this time, however, British policy had become 

much too involved with the Greek struggle in Asia Minor and the 

implementation of an unnecessarily harsh Treaty of Sêvres. This 

great concern with issues of lesser importance served only to make 

a successful solution of the Straits question much more difficult 

to achieve. 

80th the Turks and the Greeks then praceeded ta offer 

conflicting statistics as ta the respective populations of Smyrna 

and Thrace. Bath refused to recognize the validi ty of each other' s 

figures. Thereupon the French and the Italians proposed that the 

Allies should attempt to reso1ve the deadlock by appointing a com-

15Turkish Memorandum, Third London Conference, February 24, 1921. 
D.B.F.P., Pirst Series, vol. XV, pp. 180-1. 
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mission of enquiry to investigate the ethnographie fi~es for both 

16 
Smyrna and Thrace. This prèposal Lloyd George felt unable to re-

ject, but he insisted that a corollary,to the offer must be the 

Turks' unconditional acceptance of the remainder of the Peace Treaty. 

As a result of this debate it WlS proposed, in the draft submitted by 

Lord Curzon, to refer the question of the populations of Smyrna 

and Eastern Thrace to an international commission appointed by the 

Powers. Turkey and Greece would be compelled to accept the resul ts 

of such an arbitration and to agree that "the remaining clauses 

of the Treaty of S~vres shall remain unaltered, and shall be loyally 

accepted both by Turkey and Gree ce . " Supplementary conditions at-

tached to this proposaI included an immediate cessation of hostilitiesi 
li 

an exchange of prisoners on conditions to he examined and laid down; 

and guarantees for the securi'ty of minority populations in the 

17 
interva1. 

The Turks replied first wi th Bekir Sami speaking this 

time on beha1f of the Angora Government only. The Angora Delegation 

• 
agreed to accept the results of an international commission provided 

that an international administration be substituted for Greek ad-

ministration in Smyrna'and Eastern Thrace "in order to ensure the 

unhampered action of the canmission." The nationalists, however, 

wou1d not accept the remainder of the Treaty unaltered. They agreed 
, 

to quarantees for œdnorities and to an ~ediate cessation of hos-

16 
Third London Conference, February 2'4: 1921. Ibid., pp. 189-93. 

17
eurzon 

p. 193. 

. 
Draft, Third London Conference, Feb~ 24, 1921. Ibid., 

J 
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tili ties, as weIl as to an exchange of prisoners of war and poli tical 

prisoners between aIl interested Powers. In return, Greece shou1d not 

send any fresh troops into the se districts, and not move in any 

18 
direction the forces which were already there. 

It was quite obvious that the idea of a commission of 

anquiry would be distastefu1 to the Greeks. Thus on February 25 

Lloyd George sent Sir Maurice Hankey, one of the British secretaries 

at the Conference, to advise the Greeks not to incur the odium of 

rejecting the Allied proposaI out of hand, but to consult the Greek 

. mb1 . th 19 const1tuent asse y 1n A ens. This the Greek Delegation did, 

but Kalogeropolous let i t be known that he regarded the proposaIs 

as unjust: "The Greek Governrnent was now asked to nullify a ti t1e-

deed which bore the signatures of the Great Powers, whi1st, on the 
1 

other hand, Ile other section$-Jof the treaty were to be duly respec-

d 
,,20 

te • He feared that the enquiry would be virtual1y pre-de ter-

mined by the biassed attitude of the French and the Ita1iansJ he 

Id 1 th 1 f th 
. -, 21 

cou not contemp ate e oss 0 bo terr1tor1es. Whereas Rum-

bold reported from Constantinople the "gratification" of the Turks 

towards the proposed commission,22 Lord Granville, the British 

Ambassador in Athens, emphasized the "indignation" of the Greeks. 

18 Angora Reply, Third London Conference, February 24, 1921. Ibid., 
pp. )1202-3. 
19 

Hankey to Lloyd George, February 26, 1921. f60yd George Papers, 
F/2S/1/l!. 
20 

Ka1ogeropolous, Third London COnference, February 25, 19210 DoB.FoP., 
First Series, vol. xv, p. 200. \ 
21 

Granville to Curzon, March l, 19210 F.O. 371/6467/3101. 

~2RÙmbold to CUrzon, Febraary 27, 1921. D.B.F.P., !irst ~ries, vol. XVII, 
p. 66. ? 

'\<\ .. ' 
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He argued that the appointment of a conunission "seems to admit that 

previous decisionswere taken care1ess1y and that [the] Powers 

allowed themse Ives to be hoodwinked by Monsieur Ven izelos • Il 23 

On March 4 Ka10gerop010us inforrned Lloyd George that 

Greece rejected the Allied proposaIs. He offered Great Britain 

political guarantees in return for credits for Greece's impending 

military operations, but this offer Lloyd George ignored. The British 

Prime Minister cautioned the Greeks that the French were adopting 

an increasingly pro-Turkish line, and that the TUrks had agreed 

to accept an enquiry. In these circumstances Greece should recon-

sider the possibility of offering Mustafa Kemal a fair compromise. 

It should be prepared to accept the administrative control of a 

reduced Smyrna zone f under Turkish sovereignty, and should make 

the TUrks a financial offer, in the fonn of a tribute payment, to 

24 
induce them to accept such an arrangement. ~us Lloyd George 

was returning to the orl.ginal argument of the Foreign Office put 

forward on February 17. The Turks, lowever, would accept no compro-

mises concerning Smyrna. Bekir Sami stressed Turkey's firm inten-

4 

tion to regenerate itself, and that Smyrna was ab80lutely essential 

te this regeneration. Greece could exist without Smyrna1 Turkey 

could note Where Greece was in danger of bei~g humiliated, TUrkey 

23Granville to CUrzon, Februaq 28, 1919. Ibid., p. 67. 

2'\.loyd George-KalogeropoloulJ Conversations, London, March 4, 1921. 
Ibid., First Series, vol. XV, pp. 265-9. 
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stood on the brink of! destruction. 25 

Although he had counselled the Greeks to compromise, 

Lloyd George was convinced that feeling was noW so high on both 

sides that the issue would 
26 

probably be settled by force of arma. 

He therefore determined to ensure that in the event of the Conference 

failing the Greeks should be at no disadvantage. On March 4, when 

Briand and Sforza proposed that the Allies should place upon Greece 

the onus for rejecting the enquiry, Lloyd George retorted that thé 

Turks, who had refused to accept the rest or the Treaty unconditional1y, 

were equally intransigent. The Greeks might yet be forced to yield 

on the Smyrna issue. In any event, if the Conference broke down, 

the Allies should observé strict neutrali ty. Moreover, if the Greeks 

found their posi tiQns threatened, they should be.n no doubt as 

to their right to 'retaliate. The Alli~d p~ers should therefore 

\ 

inform the Greeks that they were at liberty to take whatever action 

, they deemed necessary lest the y should aubsequently b1ame a disaster 
/ 

( 

upon the Allies. 27 To this Briand aglteed, and after this meeting, 
1 

t,loyd George sent Hankey to inform Kalogeropolous, who thereupon 

notified Athens that 1;jJIle British Prime Minister had no objection 

to the Greeks undertaking operations against Kemal in the event that 

25 
Lloyd George-Beldr SaDli 

Ibid., pp. ~69-78. 

26Lloyd George to Churchill, 
F/9/J. 

,27 Lloyd George, Third Lon~on Confe 
First Series, vol. XV, pp. 280-3. 

'C " 

,London, March 4, 1921. 

1921. 'Lloyd George- Papers, 
1 

March 4,1921. D.B.F.P., 
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their advisers con:;idered it necessary for the security of their 

28 
army. 

Nevertheless, Lloyd George now took the lead in initiating 

a fresh attempt to reach a peaceful settlement. The Allies should 

offer to Greece some modification of Curzotl's original ~'autonomy 

proposaIt!, and 10 the Turks further revision of the main clauses 

of the Treaty. On March 10, together with Curzon, he offered this 

proposaI to Prime Minister Kalogeropolous and to War Minister Gounaris, 

the so-called "strong man" of the Greek Government. There would be no 

question of Greece having to leave the whole of the Smyrna zone; 

it would retain full control wherever a Greek majority existed. 

Gounaris, however, insisted ~hat Greece must complete its mission 

of implementing the ~eaty of S~vreg by military force. Kalogeropolous 

then asked Lloyd George to confirm Hankey's message. This he did, 

emphasizing that, if the Greeks considered an attack vital, the Con-

29 
ference could no longer take the responsibility for restraining them. 

ThouCJh his sympathies lay with the Greeks the British Prime Minister 

was most concerned with absolving the Allies, especially'Britain, 

of any responsibility. He now realized that Britain was in no position, 

politically or militarily, to ohallenge or influence effectively 
" 

either the Turks or the Greeks. Lloyd George and Curzon, however, did 

28 A.P. Frangulis, La Grèce et la crise mon~iale, vol. II, Paris, 
1926, p. 207. 

29Third London Conferen~, M4rch 10, 1921. D.B~F.P. , First Series, 
vol. XV, pp. 366-70. 
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\ 
have their opportunity to establish at the Straits a regime most 

favourable to British interests. Unfortunate1y, this was again 

sacrificed for the sake of issues of secondary significanée. 

The weakness of the Allies was further illustrated in 

the discussions concerning Armenia am Kurdi!:itan. These talks 

were short and to the point, and reflected the dominant position 

1 
which Turkey now held in these two areas. Bekir Sam! announced that 

the Angora Government was quite prepared to recognize an independent .,.. 

Armenia capable of e~isting. However, aIl territorial claims would 

have to be based on the doctrine of nationality, and in this connection 

he wou1d concede only Alexandropo1, which now lay under Soviet control, 
;~ 1 

as having an Armenian majority. He flatly refused to give up Erzerum, 

Kars, and Ardahan. As for Kurdistan, Bekir Sami claimed that the 

Kurds desired to live together with the Turks like ~rothers, as they 

had previously lived for centuries; Il there' was no greater differençe~ 
, 1 • , 

between the Kurds and the Turks than between an Englishman and a 
, 

Scotchman ... Barely a whimper was heard from Lord Curzon, wpo was 

chairing this particular meeting. 30 British policy had already 

given up on the rocky ~ad in eastern' Anatoli~. 

",,' 

" 
The only significant achi~vements of the meetings at 

• St. James's Palice were the Franeo-Turkish and Ita1o-Turkish 

Agreements providing for French and Italian evacuation of Ci1icia 

30 
Bekir Sami, Third London Conference, February 26, 1921. Ibid., 

pp. 213-6. 

// 

\ 



1 

\, 

.. 

• 

, 

" 
- 180 - ,;.;--" 

and Ada1ia r~spective1y _ As early as 

reported from Constantinople that the 

has been pro-Kemalist and there is no 

'. 
)~ 

November ~2, 1920 Rumbold had 

"whole It~ian atmosphere 

doubt that \ta1ian agents 
~ 

have had deal:i.ngs with '[the] Nationalists. Il He cited the visit to 

Angora in June of Lieu,tenant-Colonel Fago who canmenced discussions on 

aspects relating to the supp1y of war material to the Turkish nat-

ionalists; the expert of grain and raw'materials from Anatolia to 

Italy; and those economic concessions desired by Italian commercial 

interests. '1be "whole attitude of '{the] Nationalists towards Italy makes 

i t morally certain that they regard her as being on a special footing 

and pursuing [a] policy of good relationship as opposed-to that adopted 

by [the] other Allies." Ada1ia was the,only occupied area without ~ cor-

responding nationalist "Batt1e spite." Rumbold outlined further . ., 
that Italian ships in Black Sea ports enjoyed i~unity from interference 

by the nationalists, whereas "ours are boycotted and refused entry. Il 

On the italian side, he cited the long continued presence in Rame 

of two Kemalis t envoys: Ghalib Kemali Bey and Lieutenant-Colonel 

Edib Bey.3l On February 5, 1921 de Martino, the new It~lian AIIb-

\ 

assador in London, reported to Sir Eyre Crowe that Count Sforza 

proposed to send anQther Ita1ian officer to Mustafa Kemal at Angora, 

ther,e to act as an unofficial agent and mouthpiece of the Italian 

32 
Government. 

31 Rumbold to curzon, November 22, 1920. Ibid., First Series, 
Yol. XIII, p. 182. 
32 ~ 

Crave-de Martino Converaat~oJl., London, February 5, 1921. Ibid. , 
2 

First Series, vol. XVIl,,p. 43. 
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At the sarne time the French also got into the actt. As 
• 

early as December 12, 1920 Lord Hardinge, who had succeeded Derby 
" 1/ Il 

as British Ambassador in Paris, warned the Foreign Office, that 

France's overextended commitments in Syria and Cilicia were making 

33 
an agreement with Mustafa Kemal essential to French foreign policy . 

• A month later Crowe, who had replaced Hardinge as Permanent Under-

Secretary of state for Foreign Affairs, reported receiving in for-

mation from th~ FrenC~Chargé d'A~faires in London, de Fle~riau, 

that France could no longer afford to main tain a footholg in cil­

icia.
34 

This was revealed to the London Conference on March 10, 

1921 when Briand declared that it would be "impossible" for French 

, , 'l" 35 troops to rema~n 1n c~ ~C1a. 

Shortly thereafter, on March 12 and 13, Bekir Sami con-

cluded in London, on behalf of the Angora Government, separate 

formaI Agreements with Briand and Sforza respectively. Essentially 

these provided for the withdrawal of French and Italian troops from 

Cilicia and Adalia. Moreover', Italy pranised to support Turkey' s 

demands for the resb$ration of Thrace and Smyrna, and France agreed 

to a ~ko-Syrian frontier south of that provided by the Treaty of 

S~vres. In return the French and the Italians were granted 

33-
Hardinge to CUrzon, December 12, 1920. ~, First Series, vol. XIII, p. 202. 

~~crowe-de Fle~iau Conversations, London, January 7, 1921. Ibid., First , 
Series, vol. XVII, p. 6. 
35 

Briand, Third LOndon C6nference, March 10, 1921. Ibid., First 
Series, vol. XV, p. 389. ' 
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'1 ~\ 
economic concessions in southeastern and southwestern Turkey res-

. 1 36 pect1ve y. These in effect para1"le1ed the zones of the Triparti te 

Agreement; France and Italy haà thus deserted the British-backed 

Greeks for the Turks. 

As expected the Foreign Office was infuriated by these 

separa te pacts. It was particularly upset over their violation 

of some of the clauses of the Treaty of S~vres. On the Ita1o-Turkish 

Agreement Curzon 1amented: "it is to me a matter of sincere regret , 

that •.. one of the allies should pursue independent negotiations 

without giving their full confidence to their partners in the alliance. ,,37 

He believed this Italian action to be "an indefensib1e breach of 

faith W1.' th an ally." 38 A f th F Tu k' h A t C s or e ranco- r 1.S greemen urzon, 

after receiving no satisfactory explanation from the French Govern-

ment, declared that "the answer of the Quai d'Orsay leaves me no 

choice but to protest against the conclusion of a secret pact by one 

of the allies with one of their camnon enemies. ,,39 

Unfortunately for Bekir Sami, however, 4s looked dif­

ferent to him than te Kemal and many other Turkish nationalists. 

On his return te Angora he was attacked by Kemal and the Grand National 

Assembly for having given- ~ too muc};l to the two Western Pow~rs. , , 

His attitude .èowards RUBsia was a1so questioned; it was important 

for the Turks not to alienate this soUrce of- he1p. A strong ~roup 

---
36 

Franco-'l'tlrk:ish Agreement, Much 12, 1921; Italo-Turkish Agreement, March 13, 
1921. Harry J. psomiades, The Ea n Phase, A Stud 

~~~~---~~~--~~~---------------------~--------~ in Greek-Turkish Dip101l1acy, Salonica, 
3., 

Curzon to Buchanan, March 29, 1921. D.B.F.P., Series, vol. XVII, pp.96-7. 
38 

Curzon to Buchanan, April 15, 1921. Ibi<1., p. 126. 
39 

Curzon to Hardinge, Mareil 29, 1921. Ibid., pp. 97-8. 
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in the Assèmbly professed themsel ves "Easterners," placing more hope 

in a Russian orientation than in negotiation with the West. Kemal 

insisted that Bekir Sami resign as Foreign Secretary, saying that 

he had exceeded his instructions. The Assembly then rejected the 

40 ' French Agreement and did not even consider the one with Italy. 

Despite his forced resignation, however, Bekir Samits work was not lost. 

In June the Italian GOVernrnent, primarily for economic reasons, began 

to evacuate its forces from Asia Minor without compensation of any 

kind. Being weaker in naturai resources and industrial development, 

Italy had feit the burden of the war more acutely than Britain or 

France. Its domestic position was now extremely difficult. In 192~ 

the country witnessed much economic distress amid periodic scares of 

revolution from both the Left and the Right. The French, meanwhile, 

exhibited eagerness for new conversations with the Turks. , They 

~iewed with mistrust Anglo-Greek intentions in the Near East and, in 

light of their costly defeat in Cilicia, were resigned to the fact 

that Mustafa Kemal was now the real power in TUrkey. 

Any semblance of unit Y among the Allied Powers had by this 

time been completel~ shattered. ,Anglo-French and Anglo-Italian 

~relations hereafter,deteriorated drastically. As a result, .tnor 

disagreements were easily blown up into major sources of conflict and 

40 Roderic H. Davison, "Turkish Diplomacy fram Mudros to Lausanne", 
The Dip10mats 1919-1939 (Gi'rdon A. Craig and Felix Gilbert, eds.), 
Princeton, 1953, p. 189. 
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) 

friction. The question of the mi li tary canmand at Constantinople was 

a prime example. Anglo-French mistrust over ,this problem p~aked in . . 
the spring of 1921, but the seeds of dis content had b~en sown a year 

earlier when both AdmiraI de Robeck and General Milne had cause to 

complain of the high-handed actions and atti tudt! of General FJnchet L-

d • Esp«rey, 'the Supreme Cc:mnander of the Allied Armies in ce~tantinoPle. 

Even Paul c~n, the French Ambassador in London, confessed to Lord 

curzon that General d' Es~rey "had shawn a complete lack of tact and 

, 41 
judgment." CUrzon then addressed a letter to the French- Ambassador 

proposing that diEsplrey retain control of "the Allied forces in 

Turkey-in-Europe exclusive of Constantinople, in accordan~e with 

his original role. He ~intained the view that "General Milne 
" 

must henceforward be regarded as so~ely r:esponsible for the exe~tion 
" 

• > 

of the military measures in ConstantiJj.<>ple necessary to give effect 

to the Allied policy." 42 Soon ~e Fre~ch gave in and General' d' Es-

~rey was granted long and indefinite leave. "The French Gove~nt 

realis~d that; it would be agreeable news to His Maj-;sty's Govem-
. . 

ment," remarked Sir George Graham, a British Embass1 official in 
..,. 

Paris, when he confided the decision to LQndon.
43 

., 41 Curzon 
p. 41. 
42 

Curzon 

to Derby, March 17, 1920. O.B.F.P., First Series, vol:. Xt~I, 

to Cambon, Marc::h 18, 1920. Ibid., p. 58. 
43

Graham to Curzon, April 5, 1920. Ibid.I
., p. '60. ;\ 
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.. The r~oval of one tempestuous general, "desperete Frankie" 
(,..--.....'-. 

as he was known to the Briti~h, did not, however, solve the ba'ic 

prOblem of co-operation. After the departure of d'Esp~rey, General 

Milne took over effective command of the AllieQ forces in Constantinople 

until he h~elf was r~placed on November 8, 1920 by Lieutenant-General 

Sir Charles Harington. With the arrivaI of Harington the British 
. .. . 

Government hoped he would be officially accepted by the French as 

supremÉ!' Commander ,in Constantinople. But this was no easy task • 

The French dis liked the idea of ,~such an extended period of British 

~ military commando Because of the Franco-Turkish Agreement and the 

corresponding deterioration of Anglo-French relations in the sp~ing 

of 1921, this question quickly developed into a highly camplex and 

irritating affaire By April Curzon was still plugging for Harington 

while the French kept alluding to the fact that aIl the m~or commissions 

in Turkey as established by the Treaty of Sêvres were headed by Britons. 

But Curzon felt that this question was not as urgent at this particular 

time since the Treaty had not yet Qeen ratified. The qqestion of 
,.. , 

mili tary command, however, was important now in view of the Greco-

Turkish hpstilities.
44 

On April 22 Hardinge informed the British 

Government that Briand was nwilling to agree that [the) military ! 

command be assumed by General Harington wi thout de1ay. Il Bri tain, . '\ 

" 
however, must reply favourably regarding the French request to redresa 

the existing imba1ance in the leadership of the major Turkish com- ~ 

44 
CUrzon ta HArdinge, April 16, 1921. Ibid., First ser~, vol. XV'II-, 

pp. 1~O-1. 
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" 45 nuSSl.ons • To this CUrzon declared,that the British Government 

t , d n th ob ' , "46 enter al.ne e strongest )ectl.ons. 

Eventually the French gave in, but only grudgingly. General 

Harington was finally accepted as Supreme Allied Commander by the 

1 
QUai d'Orsay, but it took a long while before the French in 

Constântinople would recognize him as such. On July 2 Frank Rattigan, .. 
acting in the absence Xf old, reported that "Nei ther the French 

nor the Italian High C issioner have [sic] acknowledged General 
'-' "\ 

Harington's notification of his having assumed united command and 

l had to press [the] former hard before he would acknowledge that he 

had been informed by his Government of [this] decision. ,,47 Even 

General Charpy, the present conmander of the French troops in Cons tan-

tinople, had not received any instructions fram the French War Office 

as to the official unit Y of command under General Haringtoa.
48 

Although Harington's status was finally settled in principle, the 

question of his actual powers was still a JUl:ter for disagreement. 

The French and ltalian High Commissioners cl~imed he was directly 

responsible to the three Allied High COmmissions in Constantinople. 

Harington, however, argued that he was directly responsible only to 

the Ailled Governments. 49 The British Government supported this 

latter contention and the argument continued throuqhout the summer. 

45 
Hardinge to CUrzon, April 22, 1921. 

46 " 
curzon to H~ April 28, 1921. 

47 
Rattigan to Curzon, July 2, 1921. 

48 . 
. Rattigan to Curzon, Ju1y 14, 1921. 

4~Rattiqan to Curzon, July 4, 1921. 
" 

Ibid., p. 156. 

Ibid., p. 157. 

Ibid., p. 295. 

Ibid., p. 317. 

Ibid., p. 295. 
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It wa's resolved. But H~ington continued to act as 

" he saw there was little that the French or the Italians could do 

At the sarne time Anglo-Italian relations, severely strained 

after the Third Conference of Londo~, s~ffered heavily as a result 

of the Pali tana Incident - a sanewhat pal try event that was maqnetized 

out of aIl proportion. In May 1921 a British commercial vessel, the 

s.s. Palitana, was at dockside ~n the port of Adalia, technically 

~1thin the Italian sphere of influence, where it was boarded forcibly 

by some Turkish military pol-ice agents who were looking for thirteen 

Turkish prisoners. The British Government was particularly upset since 

it believed that the Italian Carabinieri, who were responsible for 

the maintenance of law and order in the area, should have intervened 

to prevent such an incident from occurring. The F-oreign Office was 

50 incensed that it was willing to resort to gunboat diplomacy. 

On May 24 Lord Curzon instructed Sir George Buchanan to inform the 

Italian Government that a British man-of-war was being prepared to 

50 
be sent to Adalia. Four days later CUrzon launched a verbal 

attack on wha~ 'he regarded to be I~alian irresponsibility: 

The ground on which [the) 1 ta li an Government originaUy 
proceeded to the occupation of Adalia and on =which we 
presume they justify its C?ntinuance is the maintenance 
of order. While glad to know that the Italian Government 

50 . 
Curzon to Buchanan, May 24, 1921. Ibid. ,p. 219. 
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~have asked for explanation and satisfaction from 
Angora, His Majesty's Government cannat absolve the 
Italian Government of all responsibi1ity and fee1 that 
the local Italian authorities ought to have been in a 
position ta avert this very unpleasant incident. 51 

As a result a formaI protest was lodged. 

Count Sforza, however, argued that the Italian Government 

cou1d not be he Id responsible br the Pa1itana Incident any more than 

the British Government could be held re$ponsible for the death of 

52 ~~ ) 
Italians ki1led in the recent troubles in Egypt. Ta this argument 

Edmonds of the Foreign Office declared: 

We cannot admit the 1east ana10gy wi th the 
disturbances in Egypt. In Egypt the British 
and Egyptian authorities dealt efficientIy 
with a big popular riote At Adalia the'It­
a1ian authorities made no effort whatever 
to restrain the Turkish authorities from 
acta of violence. 53 

But in his own argument Edmonds was not taking iI}to account Buchanan' s 

declaration of May 22 that "Italian authorities were not •.• in a 

position to prevent the unexpected incident as they did not hear of 

54 
it until after it had occurred." Thus both,..t:lle British and the 

Ita1ians were on1y toc wi11ing to b10w up this whole thing beyond 

the bounds of reason, thereby reflecting the nOIr irreparable damage 

in Anglo-Italian relations. Eventual1y cooler heads prevailed and 

51 curzon to Buchanan, May 28, 1921. !eid., p. 200. 
52 Buchanan te CUr zon, May 30, 1921. Ibid., p. 206. 

. . 
53 

Edmonds Minute, June 1, 1921, E!uchanan to CUrzon, 
Ibid. 
54 Buchanan ta CUrzon, May 22, 1921. 
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the British withdrew their threat td send a man-of-war to Ada1ia. 

But the fact that a minor Act on the part of the Turkish nat-

ionalists could precipitate such a major crisis in inter-Allied re-

lations clearly illustrated that Allied unit y was now a hoax. As 

a result, the TUrks were free to indulge in their time-honoured game 

of playing off one Power against the other. 

The resumption of hostilities by Greece on March 23, 1921 

was widely attributed in both France and ItalY to direct British 

encouragement. But the British Government immediately took steps 

to establish its neutrality. It relinquished control over the Greek 

1 divisions at Ismid and inforrned Rizo-Rangab~, the Greek Charg~ 

d'Affaires in London, that in agreement with the Allies an attitude 

55 
of strict neutrality would be adopted. Furthermore, Curzon, on 

the advice of his legal advisers, imposed an embargo upon arms ex-

ports including private sales. This, Lloyd George complained to 

Curzon,was contrary to the normal rules of neutrality and he argued .. ' 
that Greece should be entitled to normal bel1igerent riqhts ta pur-

chase in the open market. Curzon, however, was adam~ant and r~plied: 

l have always thought i t very important not 
to take sides - we have on the whble success­
fully preserved neutrality. If {e help Greece 
we will take their side and will lessen the 
chance of caning to terms wi th the Turks. 56 

55 
Crowe-RizO-Rangabd Conversations, London, April 22, 1921. F.O. 

371/6510/4746. 
56 ' 

Curzon te Lloyd George, April 20, 1921. Lloyd George Papers, 
F/13/2/15. 
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This point appeared to have been well taken for on the 

fol1owing day Lloyd George declared in the House of Conanons that 

"this country is in roway finally committed to either side •.• we 

are not io the 1east helping the Greeks. ,,57 And throughout the summer 

he con~inued to maintain that "we shall he absolutely neutral ..• 

there will he no distinction drawn between the b~lligerents. ,,58 

But his persona1 sympathy for the Greeks was very strong and this 

was understood by both sf'des in the conflict. Despite the fact that 

Britain no longer supplied an~ arms, money, or~ssistance to Greece, 

and had no control over the decisions of the Greek King, his politicians, 

or his generals, the British profession of neutrality in the Greco-

Turkish War carried no conviction whatever in Angora. The Turks were 

t/ 
convinced that aIl Greek actions were somehow inspirad by the machi-

59 
nations of Lloyd George. Moreover, in their turn, the Greeks 

from the King downwards, were equally convinced that in an emergency 

the British, or at least th~ir leader, would come to ·their aide 

The Greeks, in the words of Churchill, still believed that "the great 

man is wi th us, and in his own way and in his own time and by his 

60 own wizardry he will bring us the vital aid we need." The Greeks, 

of course, were deluded, but in fairness to them\~t must be said 

57 Lloyd George, April 21, 1921. 140 H.C.Deb.5s. (April 4 - 22, 1921), 
col. 2057. 
58 Lloyd Goerge, August 15,1921. 146 H.C.Deb.Ss. (August 8 - 19,1921), 
col. 938. 
59 Rattigan to CUrzon, May 29, 1921. D.B.F.P., l'irst Series, vol. 
XVII, p. 204. 

60Churchill, op.cit., p. 417. 
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! 
that Lloyd Goerge neVer could bring himself to disillusion them. 

This vas to prove very frustrating for British policy in Turkey. 

It vas also a dangerous situation for the Greeks, and was to prove 

equally dangerous for iloyd George. 

The Alli~Q profession of neutrality helped set ~_~age 

for the future criais at Chanak. In May 1921 neutral zones~urroun­
! 

1 

ding the Straits and the Sea of Marmora were publicly proc1aimed by 

Great Britain, France, and Italy. As a result of the pre-occupation 
, 

of the Greeks with their eastward offensive, ehe defence of 

Constantinople and the Straits against the likelihood of an attack 

by the Kema1ists vas left entirely up to the Allied forces themselves, 

still represented ~ a predominance of British troops. On June 30 

CUrzon declared that "if the Turks enter the neutral zone they will 

be gutlty of a hostile act against the Allies vho viII be compelled 

to resist by every means in their power ... 61 This, however, vould 

be no easy task. The Turkish nationalist forces vere much stronger 

and better organized in the sunaner of 1921 than they vere a year 

\~~14er at Ismid. '!bey now availed themselves of much closer con-

nections vith the Bolsheviks. The te~dency tawards co-operation 

between Moscaw and Angora vas becoming increasingly marked, the 

joint attack on the Armenians being onlY,the most striking example. 

Ideologically the two movements had Little in common, for the in-

f-------------------61"------~ 
" ;curzon to Rattigan, June 30, 1921. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. 
XVII, p. 286. 
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1 

fluence of Marxism on the iIliterate and devoutly Moslem peasantry 

~ 

of Anatolia was negligible. Hence, the communist propaganda that 

came along with the Russian aid was rejected. Kemal even formed 

his own "official" Canmunist party to deflate the small one that 

had germina~ed on turkish soil. Nevertheless, the' Turks and the 

Bolsheviks were united, for the time being, by a common fear of the 
t 

Western Powers, and above aIl Great Britain, and by a common hos-

tility of the Treaty of S~vres. The'Bolsheviks were deeply alarmed 

by its provision for free acceSB to the Black Sea for warships of 

aIl nations, since this seemed to expose theii southern coastline 

to naval attack. To offset this danger,semi-official diplomatie 

relations had been opened between Moscow and Angora in May 1920 and 

a Bolshevik representative was formally received at Angora in November. 

Finally, official diplomatic relations were established by the Treaty 

of'MoscQW of March 16, 1921. This provided for the drawing up by 

aIl those states with a Black, Sea coastiine of an international statute 

to regulate the r~gime of the Straits. This clause, if it,could be 

put into practice~~ exclude frpm the Straits and the Black Sea 

the Western influence which both signatories so much disl!ked.
62 

.. 
This was a clear example of how British procrastination on the question 

of the Straits in favour of involvement in les8 important matters 

in the Turkish interior permitted and ev en encouraged strong opposition 

i 62 
Tre~ty of Moscow, March 16, 1921. S.D.P.P., vol. l (1917-1924), 

pp. 237-42. 
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to the attainment of the complete freedom and demilitarization of 

the' Straits - the fundamental goal of British policy in post-war 

Turkey proper. 

The Allies' task of defending Constantinople and the Straits 

would also prove extremely difficult because of the obvious hostility, 

which had grown considerably since the terms of the Treaty of ~vres 

were made public, in the Turkish capital itself. The Allies were 

now up against an increasingly formidable "fifth column " as represented 

by the Sultanes Government in Constantinople. Sir Horace Rumbold 

reported its undoubted sympathy with the Kemalist Movement: "On the 

estion of war with Greece they are in sentiment wholly at one with 

Ang a. 
,,63 Still, the British and Allied declarations .of neutrality 

and conàcious limitation of their authoritative control to CQnst~tinople 

and the straits was very revealing evidence of their declining strength. 

This confessio~ impotence was utterly incompatible with the assumption 

of omnipotence that 'p~vaded the text of the Treaty of S~vres. 

The spring offensive of the Greeks met with stiff Turkish 

opposition. The reorg~n~éd Turkish regular forces proved much 
, ,.' 

superior to 
1.,": .... t~~ 'f ~ 

the ir~·egu;ra:t units of 1920, while the Greek Army itself .. " . 
had deteriorated following a ~inter in Anatolia and political purges 

in the ranks of the officers after the royalist victory at the polIs. 

The Northern Army failed to reach the strategie railway junction of 

Eskishehr and hy \pril ., 1921 Greek forces had withdrawn ta their 

63Rumbo1d to Curzon, May 4, 1921. 
p. 166. 

D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. XVII, 
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positions béfore March 23. This was a severe setback for the Greek 

Government, ,which i~diately wrote to Lloyd George expressing 

the hope that this "temporary and local reverse" would not shake 

64 
his confidence or deprive Greece of his support. 

But Lloyd George's confidence was indeed shaken anduwhen 

the British military told the Cabinet on May 31 that the situation 

was serious, he was prepared to listen. General Harington feared 

a Greek collapse with dire consequences to the Allied cause, and 

the Cabinet decided to appoint a special canmittee to consider the 

best course of action. This committee decided, in the light of 

advice tendered by Venizelos, to revive the London proposaIs with 

a view to imposing them impartially upon whichever belligerent re-

65 fused to accept them. It was agreed that France should be asked 

to co-operate, and CUrzon took pains to ensure that Lloyd George's 

draft proposaIs 'should make clear to the French that there was no 

intention of giving unilateral assistance to Greece. It would receive 

aid only if it placed itself in the hands of thè Powers, while the 

66 
Turks for their part tejected ~e Allied p:oposals. On June 19 

Curzon was in Paris to offer these proposaIs to Briand, who though 

willing enough to support a fresh peace initiative refused to con-
" 

67 
template Any propOsaI to coerce the Turks. Thus the scheme was 

64 ~ 
Granville to CUrzon, April 24, 1921. F.O. 37l/511~5l42. 

65Cabinet Meeting, May 31, 1921. Montgomery, op.cit., p. 275. 
66 Curzon to Lloyd George, June Il, 1921. Lloyd George Papers, F /13/2/29. 
67 Briand, First Paris Conversations, June 19, 1921. D.B.P.P., First 
Series, vol. XV, pp. 594-6. 
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emasculated fran the start, and Gounaris, now Prime Minister of 

Gr~ece\ had/ no incentive to accept the Allied' terms which differed 

little from those offered to him in March. 

On July 2 Greece opéned a fresh ofîensive. Its forces 

had been reconditioned and were now more efficient than ever b&fore. 

Deficiencies had been made good and the changes of leadership had 

on the whole proved beneficial'
iJ 

On July 20 the Greeks reoccupied 

Eskishehr and paused to regroup their forces. In Greece this succes~ 

was acclaimed as a decisive victory. AlI Lloyd George's hopes in 

\ 

the Greeks revived and he canplained bitterly to Sir Laming Worthington-

Eva~s, who had replaced Churchill.as Secretary of state for War in 
1 

February 1921, of the War Office's ignorance of the impending hosti1ities 

and its fai1ure to assess the qua1ity of the Greek Army accurately. 
68 

Anxious that nothing should impede the Greeks' chances of success, 

Lloyd George raised the question ôf the arma embargo at the Third 

-Conference of Paris on August 10. He complained that the restriction 

exceeded the legitimate rules of neutrality and discriminated unfairly 

against the Greeks since the TUrks suffered fram no such impediment 

in their acquisition of arms from the Bolsheviks. In the transformed 

situation the Greeks miqht weIl become the arbiters of peace, and 

69 
the Allies should therefore do nothing to estr&nge them. 'Ibis 

68Lloyd George to Worthington-Evans, July 21, 1921. Lloyd George 
Papers, F/16/3/27. 
69 

Lloyd George, Third Paris Conference, August 10, 1921. D.B.P.P., 
First Series, vol. XV, pp. 653-4. (' 
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argumènt was a strikihg example of the British attitude varying 

with the ebb and flow of the Greco-Turkish front. To the British 

Prime Minister's demands Briand retorted that the Greeks had had 

no difficulty in get~ing round the restrictions,and obtaining supplies 

from France. Nevertheless, under pressure fram Lloyd George, he 

agreed to a joint tlec1aration which rearfirmed the prinçiple of 

neutrality, but added a qualification that this would not prevent 

the purchase of arros through normal commercial transactions.
70 

In a speech to the House of Commons on August 16 Lloyd 

George defended the Greek presence in Smyrna, and made it clear that 

he considered "fighting it out", to be the best solution. Though 

he spoke of the' Greeks learning their limits, he castigated the 

arrogance of the Turks, and he hinted that a Greek victory would 

71 lead to a revision of the Treaty of SÈ!vres in 1beir favour. But 
/ 

later that sarne month a resumed Greek offensive was checked by the 

Xemalist forces on the Sakharia River. A two-day struggle ensued 

during which the Greeks took the first line of the Turkish defences '. 
and approached' to wi thin thirty miles of Angora. But, despi te high 

~ 

morale, they failed te turn the flank of the Turkish positions ud 

in September, abandoning their campaign, they retraced their steps 

to Eskishehr. Their losses had been heavy ahd there was now .very 

indication that the relative qua1ity of the Turkish nationalist 

.. , 
70 

Briand, Third Paris Conference, August 10, 1921. Ibid., pp. 654-5. 
71 Lloyd George, August 16, 1921. 146 H.C.Deb.5s. (Augush 8-19, 1921), 
col. 1234. 
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Army would improve. For the present, however, the military position 

w~s a stalemate. 

But there was certainly no stalemate on the diplomatie 

front. Neither the French nor the Turks had let the fai~ure of 

the Franco-Turkish Agreement of March 1921 de~er them from 

activel~ seeking renewed conversations. The French, unlike the 

British, were not encumbered by philhellenism. They rèalized 

that if Kemal were to be crushed, it could not be with French 

forces, and hence that Britain and Gr~ece would be the beneficiaries. 

50 on June 9 Henri Franklin-Bouillon, a former Chairman of the Foreign 

Relations Committee of the French Chamber of Deputies, acrived iri 

Angora on an "unofficial" mission: Briand told Curzon that Frankliin-

Bouillon had gone there merely as a French journalist to report on 
:' 

th 
'. . 72 

e Sl..tuat1on. But Frank Rattigan warned from the British High 

Commission in Constantinople that there was a good chance of France 

making a separate peace with the Kemalists. He argued further that 

the French as weIl as the Italians had so far been instrumental in , 

73 
supplying the Kemalists with arms, equipment, and ammunition. But 

throughout the summer the French repeatedly assured the British Gov-
\ 

ernment as to the insignificance of the Franklin-Bouillon ~ssion. 
\ 

'Briand claimed tha~ Franklin-Bouillon was authorized "to negotiate 

72 1 

Bri.and, First Paris Conversations, June 19, 1921. D.B.F.P., 
First Series, vol. XV, p. 596.'. ' 
73 ' 

Rattigan te CUrzon,~ly 14,1921. Ibid., First Series, vol. XVII, 
p. 317. 
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on behal! of the French Governmen t as to French ptisoners, protec­

tion of minorities in Cilicia and other points in~Ved in the evac­

u~tion of Cilicia by French troops. ft 74 S~ill, Bri~ ~~ntinued -bD re~ive alarminq reports fram Constantinople. On September 20 
.' 

Sir Horacê Rumbold,declared: "There'is little mind that 
• 

than the M. Fra~lin-BoUillon' s ~:g~tiati<!llnS co,r a wi 

exchanqe of prisoners." The British, ~ared that Franklin-Bouillon's 

status was sufficiently ambiquous to allow his Government to recog­
• .1 

nize any achiev~nt and to disavow ahy failure. 

These fears soon ProYad bD be well-founded as a result 

of the Franco-Turkish Treaty of Angora concluded between Franklin-

Bouillon and Yussuf Kemal Bey, the new Foreign Secretary in the 
1 

Kemalist administration, on OctOber 20, 1921 • The aqreement boré 
.:J 

V' 

every sign of beinq a separa~ peac~, and was therefore contrary 

to the still unratified''rreaty of SÈ!vres. Pranco-Turkish hostilities 

were to cease immediately while France agreed to evacuate Cilicia 

and to retrocede to Turkey a tract of territory ~n northérn Syria 

amounting to 10,000 square miles, which had been entrusted 
,/ 
r French by the Conference of San Remo as part of the Syrian 

In a note annexed to the Treaty Yussuf Kemal indicated that France 

vas bD recei ve in return concession for' the exploi ution of iron, 

si1ver, chrome, and other ainerals in the new Turkey and permissio~ 

for French capitalistst.bo acquire an interest in Turkish banks, 
'" 

74 
Cheetham to CUrzon, OCbDber S, 1921. Ibid., p. 418. 

7SRuIIIb61d to CUrzon, sep~ 20, 1921. 
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ports, waterways, and railways. The French also agreed, though the 
\ 

British did not secure "confirmation of this until ~anuary 1~22, 

to leave behind large supplies of military équi~nt and arms, in­

cluding airplanes, on their withdrawal from Cilicia.
76 

Many t~usands 

of Turkish troops were now free to move against the Greeks. Fraàco-

"-
Turkish relations were henceforth close, and Franklin-Bouillon con-

tinued to shuttle back and forth until the final Armistice of Mudania. 

This agreement, which clearly aligned the French along-

side the Turkish nationalists, Curzon regarded as blatantly disloyal. 

He was upset over what he regarded as official French recognition 

of the Angora Government as the legal Government of Turkey. He lamented 

that the French were leaving the Christian minorities in Cilicia 

unprotected and that the Tripartite Agreement had now been 

virtually destroyed since the ~ench and the Turks we~e both con-

ceding rights pertaining to aIl of Turkey, not merely to Cilicia. 

What really disturbed Curzon was the fact that Cilicia and the,ceded 

territory in northern SYfia had origina11y been taken fram Turkey 

as a result of a post-Armistice occupation'not by French troops, 

or even by Allied troops, but by Bri tish troops alone. Furthermore, 
, ,1 e 

this territory contained most of the Baghdad Rai~y, thu&providing 

the Turks with virtlually unhindered trapsportation ~astwards to 
( ~ 

British Mesop6tamia. "Supposing that we had ·made an arrangement 
.. f. 

of this sort, involving.a serious possible risk to the French area 
J 

( 
•• 

76 ' Treaty of Angora, October 20, 1921. 
pp. 606-8. 

'T~19y, op.cit., vol. VI,· 
r, 
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in Syria, wou1d not the French Ambassador have come down in a great 

hurry to Downing Street, and wou1d he not be addressing me in 1ang-
l ' 

uage of ~ven greater surprise than that which 1 was now emp10ying 

to him?" Lord CUrzon was utter1y amazed at this product of French 

diplomacy: "that a local arrangement of a relatively minor character 

for the evacuation of French troops, or the release of French pris­
\ 

oners, should have been expanded in this elastic fashion ta inc1ude 
/ 

this vast mot1ey of interests and concessiyns seemed to me one of 

77 
the most unusual diplomatie achievements of which 1 had ever heard." 

On November 5, 1921 Lord curzon comp1ained to the new 

French Ambassador in London, Count Sai~ulaire, that "it wou1d 

also appear that the agreement involves formaI recognition by France 

of the Grand National Assembly of Angora as the sovereiqn authority 

in Turkey, in which case a peace concluded with Angora would be con-

trary to the Franco-British Treaty of the 4th September , 1914, and 

78 
to the London Pact of November 19015." Four days l~ter Curzo~, 

still fumdng, informed Hardinge in Paris that 

77 

A French Mandate for the organisation and control 
of [the] Ottoman gendarmerie throughout Turkey would 
involve (the) repudiation of aIl the above­
mentioned agreements between the Allied 
Govts. Any claim to such [a) ~date wauld 
constitute a flagrant breach of faith and 
H.M.G. could not admit either its award by 
the Angora Govt. or i ta acceptance by the 
French' Govt. 79 

Curzon to Hardinge, November 3, 1921. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. 
XVII, pp. 462-5. 

78These treaties had stipulated that no one Ally should siqn a separate peace 
vith Any one of the enemy countriesl CUrzon to Saint-Aulaire, November 5, 1921. 
Command 1570, "Correspondance betwean His Majesty's Government and the French 
Government respecting the Angora Agreement of 20th October 1921-, Ac::oounts and 

.." Papers, vol. XXIII (February 7 - August 4, 1922), p. 64. 
79 

CUrzon to Hardinge, NoveDlber 9, 1921. D.B.F.P. ~ First- Series, 
vol. XVII, p. 472. 
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Before receiving any replies from the French, the Foreign Office 

was informed by the High Commission in Constantinople as to its 

views conce:r;ning the effects of the Treaty of Angora. Sir Horace 

Rumbold reported that nit has undermined the whole position of the 

Allies vis-il-vis the Nationaliste," and in regard to the real nec-

essity of presenting a united front towards the Turkish nationalists 

"1 can only characterize French independent action in this matter 

as dishonourable, and having greatly increased our difficulties.,,80 

This viewpoint was very similar to that taken up by the majorlty 

of the British press. The unanimi ty of i ts condemnation of the 

1 Treaty of Angora appeared to be broken only by the Daily Herald, 

which branded British policy in the Near East since the Armistice 

of Mudros as Ha monstrous folly," thereby compelling the French to 

conclude a separate peace with Turkey. Yet the Quai d'Orsay looked 

in vain for further approbation in the columns of British newspapers. 

The Moming Post, which could always be counted on to ali90 itself 

energetically against Lloyd George's Near Eastern policy, regretted 

that the French had come out openly in support of the I(emalists • .. 
Little or no ~itference of attitude was revealed in the conservative 

or radical newspapers. The Daily Telegraph and the PaIl MaIl G!zette 

were as violent in their disapproval as The Manchester Guardian and the 

80 Rumbold to curzon, Novelllber 10, 1921. Ibid., p. 473. 
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81 
Daily News, aIl of which carried bitter cricitisms of the Quai d'Orsay. 

On November 7 The Times deplored the fact that the British and French 

Governments had not been able to come to an understanding over the 

problem of Cilicia and to work out a problem together, "designed 

82 to establish a general peace with Turkey." 

On November 17 de Montille, the new French Charg~ d'Affaires 
, 

in London, presented France's view of the situation in light of the 

British arguments. 'l His reply was very diplomat1c but evasive, lac-

king any real substance. De Montille claimed tryat the French Gov-

ernment had ne ver contemplated that Any engagement could be entered 

into on the subject of peace with Turkey, ,except in close agreement 

with its Allies "and particularly with the British Government." 

However, he argued that cirucmstances had now forced France to acc~pt 

one of two alternatives: 
c 

Either to main tain her effectives [sic] and to 
continue the war in Cilicia, or 

To negotiate with the de facto authority 
which was in command of the Turkish troops in 
this region. 

It was claimed that French public opinion forced the Government 

to decide in favour of the latter. De Montille continua11y attempted 

te downgrade the significance of the Treaty stating that it was 

strictly an arrangement of local importance and did not really con-

fi tute a treaty of peace. He claimed the whole thing had been 

83 
grossly misinterpreted by Lord Curzon. ... 

81Henry H. CUnming, ~ranco-Bri tish Ri va1ry in the Post-Wu Near East, 
èfndon, 1938, pp. 155-6. 

The Times, November 7, 1921, p. 9. 

83De Mantille to Curzon, November 17, 1921. COmmand 1570, op.cit., 
pp.76-9. 
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CUrzon, however, was still dissatisfied and argued that, 

since the French had forfeited to the Turkish nationalists the pro-
" 

tection of minorities in Cilicia while receiving 'QJ guarantees for 

these people beyond a general declarationcr the Kemalist Government, 
~ 

the Treaty of Angora violated the Tripartite Agreement. Curzon 

also emphasized his dislike of the return of a substantial section 

of the Baghdad Railway to Turkish control, seeing this as a poten-

. 1 . th . . 84 t1al y ser10US reat to Brit1sh Mesopotam1a. Desp~te the pre-

sence of special French representatives in Cilicia te supervise 

the evacuation of French troops and the protection of minorities, 
<> 

de Montille did concede that "the protection of minorities in Cilicia 
'r 

will doubtless largely depend upon the fidelity with which the 

Kemalist GoVernment keeps to its engagements." On the question of 

a possible Turkish threat to Mesopotamia the French Charg~ d'Affaires 

assured the British Government that "the French Government is 

determined to forbid at aIl times, on the Syrian section of the 

Baghdad railway, any movement of troops capable of being directed 

against Bri tish mandated terri tory. ,,85 

There was really little that the British Government could 

do. France had presented Britain with a fait accompli that was 

a very heavy blow te British policy in Turkey. As a result, British 

, policy continued to reduce the size of its perimeter, withdrawing 

1 
84 

Curzon to de Montille,Nevember 25, 1921. Ibid •• pp. 85-6. 

85ne Montille to CUrzon,~cember 6, 1921. Ibid., pp. 91-3. 
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from aIl sides in the direction of Constantinople and the Straits. 

From this time onwards Britain began to concentrate its attention 

on the safety and defence of this vital reqion, the real keynote 

of British policy in post-war Turkey proper. In this increasingly 

deteriorating situation Whitehall looked to the Quai d'Orsay for 

assurances against the Turkish nationalist forces in the event of 

the latter advancing on Constantinople: "His Majesty's Government 

presume that the conclusion of a local agreement regarding Syria 

and Cilicia in no way affects the French contingent of the inter-

allied forces of occupation at Constantinople, but they would be 

grateful to receive a definite assurance on this point.,,86 But 

throughout the critical year of 1922 no definite assurance was forth-

caning. Frustrated with the "very loose ideas of honesty [of] those 

foreign statesmen"Lord Hardinge lamented: "1 wish very much that we 

could chuck both the French and Ital1ans and made our own terms wi th 

the Turks. ,,87 The British Ambassador in Paris should have included 

the Greeks as welle Going i t done would have been the best course 

for British policy as early as 1919. 

86 . 
Foreign Office Memorandum to Briand t December 20, 1921. D.B.F.P., 

First Series, vol. XVII, p. 531. 
87 

Hardinge to Curzon, May 10, 1922. Lowe and Dockri11, !?R.cit., 
vol. II, p.' 369. 
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CHAPTER VI 

TURKISH INTRACTABILITY: BRITAIN LOSING CONTROL 

By the end of 1921 the TUrkish nationalists vere once 

more in an intractable frame of mind. The results of the recent 

Greek fighting had given them reneved confidence. The conclusion 

of the French agreement had shawn to them how little real union 

there vas amongst the Allies. Sir Horace Rumbold reported fram 

Constantinople that circumstances vere now such that there vas no 

chance whatever of the nationalists accepting a procedure which would 

entail their placing themselves in Allied hands with the object of 

securing a peace treaty. The utmost that could be expected fram 

them was that they might Agree to attend a conference at which the 

main lines of a treaty in substitution for the Treaty of S~vres 

would be laid down. "1 fear no course of action is very likely te 
1\ 

bring about definite settlements vith [the) Nationalista on terms 

acceptable ta us so long as they remain in [theirl present frame of 

, d ,,1 
mlll •. 

lRumbold to Curzon, November 25, 1921. Ibid., p. 494. General Harington 
repoX'ted that "if we now hold out a hand ta Mustapha he would reject it 
vith scorn." The War Offiqe as'ked b1untly "Can we not usefu11y withdraw 
nov and by so doinq counteract the advantagep:lDm by the French in their 
recent policy?" Harinqton to Worthinqton-Eva'n8, May 25, 1921; War Office 
Me1IIOrandUlll, Novaber 9, 1921. Love ,and Dockrill, OR.cit., vol. II, pp. 408-9. 
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Through the winter months of 1921-2 Mustafa Kemal 

refused to butlge an inch. It was becoming ever so clear that 

there was not the slightest hope that Angora would accept anything 

short of the National Pact. On January 15, 1922 Rumbold informed 

the Foreign Office that the Kemalists were out "not merely for 

recovering Smyrna and Thrace in complete sovereignty but they are 

against real safeguards for minorities, capitulations, and any form 
, 

" of control, financial or otherwise. ,,2 Later that same month he 

declared that the "Turks could not contemplate the Greeks having 

sovereignty over Any portion of the shores of the Dardanelles or 

sea of Marmora." At the same time, however, 1he British High COJf\-

missioner reported that "They were ready to give Great Britain Any 

guarantees for which she asked that [the] Straits shoul~ remain 

absolutely free and unfortified. ,,3 Unfortunately, Turkish 

pronouncements such as this latter statement continued to hold \ 

little or no weight with the Government:il London which was always 

extremely cautious concerning the question of the Straits. The 

present high state of Turko-Bolshevik relations did not sit weIl 

with Lloyd George, whose mistrust of the Turks was increased consi-
, 

derably. From December 1921 onwards the British Government held one , 

or two battalions in readiness to proceed at short notice as rein­

for~nts for the region of Cons tantinople and the Strai ta. 
4 

2RumbOld to Curzon, January 15, 1922. D.B.F.P. , First Series, 7xvn
• p. 574. 

3
Rumbold to CUrzon" January 26, 1922. Ibid., p. 583. 

4 
Worthinqton-Evans, Décember 12, 1921. Plumer to Lloyd George Papers, 

F/207/1. 
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As the Turkish nationalists became increasingly more in-

tractable the Greeks were becoming much more amenable. The Turko-

Greek sta1emate on the battiefield at the end of 1921 was in reality 

a defeat for the Greeks. In the words of Winston Churchill, now 

Secretary of State for the Colonies, "the Greeks had involved them-

selves in a politico-strategic situation where anything short of 

dec~ victory was defeat: and the Turks were in a position where 

5 
anything short of overwhelming defeat was victory." Henceforth, 

, 
although there was still a large Greek Army in Anat01ia, it was to 

be an Army on the defensive. Lord Granville reported fram Athens 

that Greek public opinion was slowly ooming around to believing that 

a Greek relinquishment of Asia Minor would he the only sOlution.
6 

Thus Curzon was optimistic that ~ opportunity was ripe fot the 

Allies to make a fresh attempt to mediate between the two sides. 

Gounaris was anxious to go to London te discusB the situation and 

it appeared likely that he wou1d accept some face-saving formula. 

Curzon therefore determined to press the Greeks to accept the pro-

posaIs of the Paris Conversations of June 1921 and to abate their 

claims to Smyma. If he succeeded, he planned te sUlllDOn an'Allied 

7 conference to reach agreement on the precise terms. 

On October 27 he met Gounaris, whom he reminded that the 

British attitude towards Greece had been friend1y and sympathetic 

5 Churchill, op.cit., p. 424. 
6 Granville to CUrzon, OctOber 21, 1921. D.B.F.P., First Series, 
vol. XVII, p. 1143. 
7 CUrzon Memorandum, OCtober 7, 1921. Montgomery, op.pit., p. 277. 
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_ throughout. In his opinion the Turkish demand for Greece té> withdraw 

fran Smyrna was unreasonable, but in the circ\.Ul\Stances he saw no 

choice for Greece but to Agree. Moreover, in view of the hostile 

attitude of France, Greece would probably have to accept also some 

modification of the frontier in Thrace. He advisedd the country to 

place itself in the hands of the Powers. There was no quarantee 

that ei ther the French, the Italians, or the Turks would accept the 

solutions he had outlined, but it would immensely strengthen the 

Greek position to accept mediation. In response to the se urgings, 

8 
Greeks formally acceptrd Curzon's.proposals on November 2. the 

1 
Before serious;hegotiations on the Turkish Question could 

be resumed it vas essential for Great Britaih to restore a working 

relationship with France. In December Lloyd George attempted an 

aIl-round settlement of Anglo-French differences by offéring the 

French a pact assuring them of British mili tary aid in the event 

of German agCjJression against the soil of France. This was the so-

called "Treaty of Guarantee" which the French had been pressing upon 

Bri tain far so long. In spi te of all the problems Invol veel ln 

obtalning a satisfactory peace settlement in Turkey, the German Question 
" 

was still uppermost in both the British and French mind. France, in 

particular, was most concerned vith the security of its Rhine frontier 

and vanted an assurance of armed intervention in the event of future 

8 
curzon-Gounaris Conversations, London, October 27. ,1921. Ibid., 

pp. 277-8. ...... 
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German aggression. Britain, however, had always been reluctant to 

attach itself to such a binding commitment. As ~ result, Anglo-French 

diplomatie relations had become seriously strained in the early post-

war periode And this estrangement often carried over into the Turkish 

Question. Turkey often served as the receptacle for the effects 

of the greater Anglo-French struggle concerning the implementation 

of the Versailles Treaty in Europe. Thus Lloyd George felt it . 

necessary to seek a general solution of Anglo-French difference~ in 

order to establish a viable working relationship with the French 

over the ~~ion of the Turkish peace settlement. 

In return for this pact the French vere asked to ~tand 

t 
at Britain's side in presenting a revised Treaty of s~vres to the 

9 Turks. For a time it seemed that, despite French dissatisfaction 

wi th the terms of the British offer, a deal would be possible, and 

at the Conference of Cannes in January 1922, Lloyd George told 

Gounaris that the guarantee p'~ct offered the chief hope of r\aching 

a settlement. Even 90 Greece must be prepared for substantia1 

sacrifices - a complete withdrawal from fmyrna and the modification 

of its frontier in Thrace. The only course for Greece was to place 

its~lf in Curzon's hands. This Gounaris agreed to do, coneedinq 

, 10 
that GreeceJcould no longer force an issue, militarily, in Asia Minor. 

Britain had thus achieved a diplomatie victory here in receivinq such 
.. 

a concession fram the Greek Prime Minister, a man' whOlll Lloyd George 

9 Lloyd George-Briand Conversations, Paris, December 5, 1921. 
D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. XV, p. 786-7. 
10 4nglo-Greek Meeting, cannes, January 12, 1922. Ibid., Piret Series, 
vol. XVII~ pp. 572-3. 
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described a year earlier as "a dastardly traitor who would betray 

the AUies at the first oPIDrtunity."ll 

Almost inmediately, however, the whole carefully-constz:ucted 

diplomatie pyramid came crashing down. The aecumulated dislike in 

France towards the British Prime Minister for the opposition the 

French had endured at bis hands sinee October 1918 was suddenly 

discharged in their reaction ta a press photograph of a game of golf 

at Cannes, in which Lloyd George was seen acting the teacher and 

Briand the foci. This was the catalyst which forced Briand' s GOvern-

ment fran power.. His successor, the unbending former President, 

Raymond Poincar~, when visited by CUrzon in Paris on January 16, 

was in no hurry to see the Turkish imbroglio settled. He laid down 

unacceptable conditions for the "Treaty of Guarantee" and told CUrz6n 

that he was not prepared ta attend a conference on the Near East 

untii the British came closer to meeting the French view. He said 

12 
he wouid reply to Curzon's proposaIs, but on1y later and in writing. 

It was not until March 22 that an Allied meeting could he oo11ected 

together in Paris. 

Before these conversations could qet under vay, hqwever, 

that one major thorn in the side of British policy, the Irlliian , 

Question, which had been smouldering throuqhout the period of the 

Turkish peace settlement, flnal.ly boiled over and exploded. In 

Il 
W.N. Medl.icott, British Par.tg!! Policy since versailles 1919-1963, 

London, 1968, p. 39. 
12 -

CUrzon-Poincar. Conversations, Paris. January 16, 1922, ".0. 371,f7853/692. 
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India Mahatma Gandhi was tncreasing his activities and his following 

and was beginning to be worshipped almost as a saint. His "non-

Go-operation" movement was taking hold, and the business of keeping 

law and order was becoming ~ncreasingly'difficult. This situation 
!'<' , 

was one which the Viceroy and the Secret~iy of State w.re perpetually 
.. 

urging the Government in London to remedy. P61iticians, such as 

L~oyà George, with no experience of India, forgot the basic facts 

of the Indian Empire. This "brightest jewel" in the imperial crown 

was a conquered state. Since the Great Mutiny of 1857 its British 
li-

administrators had always hidden away in the inner recesses of their 

minds the fear that it could happen again. India was an armed camp. 

The princes , from the Nizam of Hyderabad>, repUt.edly the lflichest 

man in the world, who ruled an area as large as a Balkan state, 

down to the petty nawabs who had only a few villages, aIl ~aintained 

their own state f9rces. In Hyderabad, Gwalio~1 and Kashmir these 

were each equivalent t~division~ in the smallest states the army 

diminished to, a platoon. Thus there was always the prospect of trouble 

from the armed forces of the princes. To deal with it in British India, 

\~.e. those terri tories not ruled by the princes, an Indian Army 

offidered b~ the British was maintained at something like 200,009 men. 
\ 

In addition there was a vast garrison of the British Army which . 

controlled aIl the artillery save ~ few light mountain guna. 
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• Now in this Indian Army the larger part of the recrui,ts 

came fram the so-called ~tial races~ of the PunjaWfand were Moslems. 

'lbere were also, of course, Sikhs, Rajputs, and Dogras, as weIl 

as the mercenary Gurkhas, who were aIl df.ffering castes of Hindu. > 

eut sinee the mutiny the British had tended to rely more and more 

• 

upon Moslems fran the north as soldiers and as poliçeme". 'lbe Moslems " . \ \ 

too r as a minority fearful of being engulfed in an indeP~dent Hindu-e 

dani.nateg.~dia, tended . .,to support the British Raj. They~ere, in 
.. ~=--~.,.~ 

a se~e, more "loyal." 

Therefore when Moslem leaders and communities showed 

signs of dissaffection. the administration, {rom district officer 

to viceroy, bel:aDle concerned. Although Gandhi' s following was 

largely Hindu, large sections of the Moslem population were beooming 

anti-British because of the British attitude to TurkeYi the 

, 
princip le of "di vj.de and rule," never voiced but often practised, 

was in danger of co1lapse. Consequently, Lord Reading, the Viceroy 

of India sinee 1921, and Edwin Montagu constantly tried to impress upon 

Lloyd -Georg~ the ha~ that was being done in India by Britain' s 
, 1 

continued occupation of Constantinople and- l'ta appar~nt _intention" 

to hand OV'er a large part of Turkey to the Greeks. 

',' 
It is easy to see why t1Weir arguments fell on deaf ears. 

'lbe counter-ar91JlD8nts vere siJlple. The alleged strenqt:h of Mo.lem 

reliqious f~elill9 was not difficult to decry. Durinq WOrld War t, 

.1 

-1 
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Arabs led by the Sherif of Mecca had fought against the Sultan and 

Caliph. Mos em soldiers of the Indian Army had cheerfu1ly fought 

the Turks. As 1ate as 1921 there were sti1~ eight, Indian batta1ions 

serving in th Allied occupation of Constantinople and the Straights 
" ) 

area. The British Government thus tended to view the Moslem religion 

as no more than a vehic1e for propaganda,'useful as a ra1lying 

cry, and as a sta1king horse in foreign po1itics. 

On October 11, 1921 Lord Reading argued that "H.M.G. 

shou1d now wi th out delay make sorne aru'louncement of Policy wi th 

regard to the restoration of Thrace and Smyrna and general1y to 

-
the Turkish position. Il He also ci ted the common be:fief now he1d 

in India that both the-- French and the Italians were prepared to 

p1acate the Turks, but that the British were solely and effectively 

blocking any such united A1lied action.
13 

But Montagu's influence 

in the' Cabinet was no longer as stronq in 1921-2 as it was earlier 

in 1919. The majority of the Cabinet generally believed that it 

had so far made honest concessions to the Turks and that a fair 

canproaise must reflect the ultimate outcane. Curzon, unimpressed 

by Montagu's concern for India, arguéd in the House of Lords that 

both sides of this question must be considered: "we are also a 

great Christian POW'er and we must see that justice is done to 

Greece. ,,14 Curzon thus demonstrated his subservience to the spirit 

of the Treaty of S~vres. Earl!er in 1919 he had been strongly opposed 

to Any Greek presence whatever in Asia Minor, demanding simply 

13Reading 
14 Curzon, 
col. 29. 

f 

to Montaqu, October 11, 1921. Lloyd George Papers, F/41/1/27 • 

February 7, 1922. 49 H.L.Deb.Sa. (February 7 - April 4, 1922), 
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the removal of the Turk from European soil. Nov the Foreign Secretary 

acquiesced qui te enthusiastically in the Government 1 s poUcy of ; 

supporting Greek nationa1ism against any possible Turkish resurgence. 

Frustrated, the Vicerqy of India offered on February 9 

to send a telegram formally placing on record the views of the 

ministers, the legislature, and the people of India as to the 

necessity of altering the Treaty of S~vres. This would amount to 

the ultimate step which the Viceroy could t~e to enforce his 

15 po1icy, short of resigning his office. Montagu immediately 

welcomed this suggestion. Thus encouraged, Reading dispatched 

a telegram on March 1, 1922 stressing once more the intensity of 

feeling in India regarding the necessity for a revision of the Treaty 

of S4!vres. 

we" are conscious that it may be impossible to 
satisfy India's expectations in their entirety. 
Bût we urge upon His Majesty' s Government three 
points which, due provisiol\ having been made 
for the neutrality of the Straits and the se­
curi ty of the non-Turkish population, we our­
selves regard as essential: 

First, the evacuation of Constantinople. 
Second, the Sul tan 1 S suzerainty over the 

Holy Places. 
Third,restoration of the ottoman Thra~, 

including the sacred Moslem city of Adrianop1e, 
and the unreserved restoration of Smyrna. , 

The telegram ended wlth the fatal words: "So important is it for the 
,J 

Government, of India ta range itself openly on the side of Moslêm 

India, tha t we press for pe~on to publish the foreqolnq ••• 

15 
Readin~ to Montagu, February 9, 1922. Waley, 0i.cit., p. 271. 
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f thw 'th "16 or 1 • Montagu, after a short time, authorized publication 

without consulting his colleagues, both because he thought this 

unnecessary (the views of the Government of India had been known 

for many months) , and because he did not expect an early Cabinet 

meeting. 

CUrzon, when told by Montagu what he had done, was speech-

-less, but did manage to write a letter of proteste It contained 

some qood CUrzon broadsides: 

That 1 should be asked to go into Conference 
at Paris while a subordinate bratfch hf the 
British qovernment 6,000 miles away dictat~s 
to the British government what line it thinks 
1 ought to pursue in Thrace seems to me quite 
intolerable. . •• if the Government of Indià, 
because it rules over a large body of Moslem&, 
is entitled to express and publish its views 
about what we do in Smyrna or Thrace, why not 
equally in Egypt, the Soudan, Palestine, Arabia, 
t!te Malay Peninsular, or Any other part of the 
ibsl~ world? ls Indian opinion always to be a 
final Court of Moslem appeal? 1 hope this may 
be, the ~ last of bese unfortunate pronouncements. 17 

It was. On March 9 Lloyd George summoned Montaqu and fired him • 

"'nl.e dismissal of Montagu will make an undoubted impression both 

18 
in Paris ·,and Angora." 

That same day of MOntagu' s dismissal Lord CUrzon, still 

fuming, wrote ta Austen Chamberlain, the former Chancellor of the 

Excequer who had in March 1921 succeeded Bonar Law as Lord privy 

Seal upon the latter's retirement, conoerning the present Indian 

16Readinq to MoI}tagu, March l, 1922. Inclitl Officet~Po1itlcàl and 
Secret Department), TurkeX: Peace 'l'reaty (of Sevres, lOth August 
1920): Revision &c., fil. 4995/1919, pt. 4 (1922-23), pape 916. 
17 

curzon to MOntagu, Narch '6, 1922. Waley, op;èi.t., p. 274. 

18L1oyd George to CUrzon, March 9, 1922. Lloyd George Pepere, 
F/13/3/11. 
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Look at the position in which it has p1aced me. 
l am about, by the desire of the Government, to 
enter into negotiations of the utmost difficulty 
in Paris in which the dice are already loaded 
heavily against me and in which my chances of 
success are ~mal1. Just at this-lllOIIlent, on the 
eve of the Conference, my pitch is queered, my 
hand is shattered, by a declar~ion from a branch 
of the British Government, claiming far more for 
the Turks than even in their wildest moaents they 
have dared to ask for themse 1 ves, or than i t is 
possible for a British statesman to concede. When 
largue to Mustapha Xemal or to Poincar~ about 
Adrianople or the Straits they have merely to 
brandish against me this fatal declaration. l 
have now no desire to go te Paris at aIl. l 
conceive that my mission is doomed by the Act of 
one of my colleagues to certain and Inevitable 
faHure •••• 

The British Foreign Secretary concluded this harangue in typica1 

Curzonian fashion. "If the policy of H.M:G. is the policy of the 

Viceroy and Montagu, then let Montagu go to Paris in my place, and 

fight to obtain Adrianople and Thrace for his beloved Turks. He will 

then have the failure which his own action will have rendered in-

19 
evitable instead of thrusting it upon me." 

British policy had already suffered heavily as a result 

of- previous diplanatic failures both at Cannes and at Paria. New, 

undermined considerably by the scandalous Indian ~ublication, it 

vas prepared ta accept an iumediate Greek evacuation of Anatolia 

r 
19 Curzon to Chamberlain, March 9, 1922. Rooaldshay, OR.ci t. , vol. III, 
pp.' 28S-6. Tc Hardinge Curzon adcled that Moota9U's dismissal was Ra 
fortunate riddance for he has pretty vell ruined Iodia." CUrzon te 
Hardinge, March 9, 1922. Lowe and Dockrill, op.cit., vol. II, p. 409 • 
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20 by arrangement with Angora. This deèision was bolstered by in for-

mation received fram Britain's representatives abroad. F.O. Lindley, 

the new British Ambassador in Athens, had previously warned that 

unless the Greeks recei ved some sort of financial support .. i t would 

be rash to count upon their being able to remain in Asia Minor pending 

21 
a settlement." Later, Rumbold reported from Constantinople that 

the morale of the Greek troops was poor and that they appeared dis-

heartened. He feared that "if [the] Nationalists are ever in a 

22 
position to press an attack home they [the GreeksJ will crumple. n 

Curzon now personally favoured a Greco-'lurkish armistice as a "first 

condition of successful mediation. ,,23 

Despite his discouraging lamentations to Chamberlain, 

Lord Curzon crossed te Paris on March 22, 1922 to meet with Poincar~ 

and Schanzer, the new Italian Foreign Secretary. From the beginning 

Curzon found himself defending the Greek position against Poincar~ 

whose aggressive hostility towards the Greeks complicated negotiations. 

Even6i\1IY, unable to match the obstinacy and 

opponen~, who skillfully exploited the recent 

sharp tactics of his 

diplo~tic controversies 

to his own advantage, CUrzon was forced to go much further to meet 

24 
the Turks than he had originally anticipated. The basis of the new 

Allied proposaIs was the conclusion of an immediate armistice which 

would be followed by a conference at which the Allies would ask the 

belligerents to accept a package sett1ement. This included the total 
~ 

20 
Curzon to Lind1ey, March 6, 1922. D.B.F.p., First Series, vol. XVII, p. 645. 

21 ~ 
Lindley to CUrzon, March l', 1922. Ibid., p. 642. 

22 
Rumbold to Curzon, March 13, 1922. Ibid., p. 652. 

23curzon to Hardinqe/Gr~, March 18, 1922. Ibid., p. 660. 
24 ---~ \ 

Second Paris conversations, March 22-6, 1922. Ibid., pp. 661-763. 
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withdrawal, under Allied military supervision, of Greek troops fram 

Smyrna and the rest of Anatolia, and the drawing up of a new code 

for the protection of minorities in Turkey, its execution being 

entrusted to the League of Nations. The League was to ~ aaked te 

co-operate in finding a solution to the Armenian question consistent 

with Armenian aspirations for a national home. '11le shores of the 

straits were to be demilitarized and the Galliopoli Peninsula, as 

far as Rodosto on the Sea of Marmora, occupied by Allied forces. 

An international commission was to be created to supervise the 

Strai ts. Constantinople would remain Turkish but encircled by a 

demilitarized zone of considerable depth while Eastern Thrace was 

to be Greek, though with a substantial modification of its frontier 

in favour of the Turks. Military service in Turkey was to he on a 

voluntary basis and strictly limited. ~ Capitulations were to 

25 '.J remain in a revised forme 

The Greeks accepted the proposed armistice but reserved 

their reply to the other proposals since these went much further than 

CUrzon had let Gounaris to expect. Moreover, Greek public opinion wu 

becoming highly incensed. Lindley reported from Athens that it seemed 

to be hardening against the Allied proposaIs and that "most papers 

have puhlished very violent articles against them.,,26 The 

guarantee for the protection of Christians in Asia Minor vere 

o 
generally regarded as insuffiaient. Lindley "arnecS that no Greek 

2S 
Command 1641, "Pronounaemetit by Three Allied Minietera for Foreign Affaira 

respecting the Hear Eastern Situation~. 27th March 1922", Aaoounta and Papen, 
vol. XXIII (February 7 - ~ugust 4, 1922), pp. 637-42. 

26Lindley to curzon, March 30, -1922. D.B.F.P., Firet Serie., vol. XVII, 
p. 768. 
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Government vould be able to begin evacuation before it could persuade 

the Greek people that the Greek population of Asia Minor could remain 

27 
secure in its home after the Greek forces had vi thdrawn. 

This question, however, vas never put to test since 

the proposaI for a truce on this basis vas rejected by Angora on the 

grounds that, before Any armistice came into effect, the Greek evacu-

ation of Asia Minor should be completed, the nationalists suggesting 

28 
four months for this operation. The British found it difficult to 

accept such a request. They believed it vould be impossible to com-

pIete such an operation in 50 short a time. The War Office stated 

that even if the evacuation vere to commence at once, it vas highly 

29 unlikely that it could be completed successfully in four months. 

The British Prime Minister, supported by the House of Commons, agreed 

vith the Greeks that..ta accept Slch terms meant giving up the Greek 

population of western Anatolia to massacre if Greek troops dwindled 

veek by veek before the cease-fire was actually effective. "The 

Greeks," Lloyd George said, "could not retire and leave 500,000 of 

their nationals to the mercy of the Turks without guarantees against 

30 
a recurrence of the Pontus massacres.- The British Prime Minister 

27 j 
Lindley to CUrzon, April l, 1922, Ibid. 

28Rambold to Curzon, April 5, 1922. Ibid., p. 773. 
29 

Wu Office Minute, April 7, 1922, Rullbold to CUrzon, April 5, 1922. 
Ibid •• p. 774. 
30 

Lloyd George, Auqust 4, 1922. 157 H.C.Deb.Ss. (July 24 - AU9V8t 4, 
1922), cols. 2001-2. 
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had still not altered his views on the nature of TUrkish nationalisme 

The situation had again reached a deadlock. The French 

categorically refused to consider imposing the Allied terme upon 

the bel,~gerents and wished to accept the recent Turkish proposaI 

conference. poincar§ maintained that the opening 

of " 
~--~--~~&-~----------

afforded the best chance of an even-

tuaI He urged the Allies to consider meeting at Ismid, 

a site which would probably ensure the presence of Mùstafa Kemal 

himself. He believed the prolongation of negotiations would make 

the renowal of Turko-Greek hostilitios more diff~~~~ut this 

the Foreign Office refused to consider, re rding it_~~---a' deliberate 

attenpt to modify the March decisions in the Turks' favour. On 

April 25 Rumbold stated that Angora' s reply was simply a "tactical 

manoeuvre in [an] attempt to drive us into a position where (the] , 
responsibility for [al breakdown of negotiations can he thrown upon 

32 
the Allies." Curzon wanted no further delays. He believed that 

both the Turkish nationalists and the French wished "to involve us in 

protracted negotiations with a view ta whittling-down the Paris 

33 
proposaIs." Hence he rejected poincar"s acceptance of theae "e?ur-

parlers pr«paratoires", arguing further that "the conference he (Poincar'] 

propoNS ia quite inconsistent with the Paris plan seeing that it 

31 
Hardinge ta Curzon, May l, 1922. D.B.P;P., pir.t Series, vol. XVII, p. 803. 

3aRtllbo1d to CUrzon, April 2S, 1922. 

33eurzon ta RuIIIbo1d, April 29, 1922. 

Ibid., p. 794. 

~, p. 800 • 
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abandons both the important stipulation that [the1 opening of 

negotiations must be preceded by [the] acceptance of [an] annistice, 

and that evacuation is dependent upon [aJ qeneral acceptance of (the] 

Paris conditions. "34 

When Sir Horace Rumbold oposed to accept the Franco-

35 
Turkish conditions only as a last r sort "in order to avoid rupture," 

Lord Curzon countered wi th a s-trongly-worded minute on May 25: 

My view of the case is that we should decline 
to be shuffled or squeezed or sh()uldered out 
of the Paris agreement letter by the tactics 
of Angora or the disloyal ty of M. poincaré • 
••• when we know, as we do, that M. Poincaré 
is secretely promising the Turk his assistance 
and telling them that the Paris terms will never be 
enforced, and when we collate this knowledge with 
the proposa! to hold the meeting on a French ship 
with a French Chairman, - we can have little doubt 
in our own minds .•. that what M. Poincaré 19 really 
after is a rupture, the responsibili ty for which can 
be laid upon us. 36 

On June 7 the Foreign Office offered two alternatives to the French 

proposaIs: (a) a further cœmunication to the three Governments 

of Athens, Constantinople and Angora on the 1ines definitely agreed 

upon at Paris, reiteratinq the Allied offer and demandinq a definite 

acceptance or refusaI of it wi thin a given period. or (h) the 

liquidation of the Paris plan and the subsequent publica.~on of the 

entire correspondence that h&d passed between the Allied and the 

three be11igerent Governments, Qn the one hand, and bebreen the A11ied 

34 
Curzon to Rumbold, Àpril 29, 1922. :Ibid., p. 826. 

35 
Rumbo1d to CUrzon, May 23, 1922. Ibid., pp. 833-4.' 

36 
Curzon Minute, May 25, 1922, ~1d to CUrzon, May' 23. 1922, 
~, pp. 834-5. 
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37 (t;overnments themselves, on the other. Poincaré, however, refused 

38 to discuss the question until July. This p:'ODlpted Sir Eyre Crowe 

to declare that "the immediate object of the French govt. is to 

delay à settlement, and meanwhile to supply Angora with a constant 

supply of arms & ammunition so that after a certain time, no arm-

istice having been conc1uded, the Turks will have sufficiently streng-

thened their position to be able to undertake another forward move-

39 ment against the Greeks." 

In the meantime the Foreign Office continued to count 

upon the Greeks' ability to maintain their position in Asia Minor. 

As the French stalled the Greek Government became desperate, especially 

after Poincar~ refused to accept the British alternative suggestions. 

The Foreign Office i tself, however, was also becoming somewhat nervoua 

over the delay and announced to the French Government that it would 

be prepared to accept the French proposaIs on four conditions: firstly, 

that the Allies exchange formaI assurances in advance that their 

representatives, throughout the preliminary conference, loyally abide 

by the Paris resolutions and present a united front on this basisl 

secondly, that the invitation to the conference specify Beicos or 

some other convenient site on land and near Constanti( )e as the 

place of meeting instead of Ismid; thirdly, that the Greeks b.e 

permitted the right to visit and se arch aIl private vessels carrying 

contraband of war ta the Turks; and fourthly, that the Alli.s Agree 
~I 

not to exclude the possibility of strengthening the Paris re.oluti,n 
-, 

37 Foreign Office Memorandum, June 7, 1922, Balfour to Hardinge, June 7, 
1922. Ibid., p. 845. 
38' - , 
lIardinge-Poincar' Conversations, Paris, June 19, 

..r-
1922. F.O.371/1866/6283. 

39 
Crowe Minute, June 21, 1922, Hu;dinC)e to Balfour, June 11, 1922. 

D.B.P.P., Pirst 5eries,·vol. XVII, p. 851. 
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regarding the provision of safeguards for the protection of minorities 
G-

in the final treaty of peaee.
40

Fra. Constantinople Nevile Henderson, 

acting in the absence of Rumbold, dampened many British hopes by 

reporting that it was highly unlikely .that Mustafa Kemal wou Id agree 

to Beicos as a meeting place for the preliminary eonference.
4l 

To 

this Curzon lamented de je ete dl y from his sick-bed: "the Near East 

is weIl nigh insoluble if Mustafa Ke~l will not come to Beieos."42 

From Paris not even a discouraging reply to the above British conditions 

was heard. 

The over-nervous Greeks were now growing increasingly 

impatient. On July 23 Lindley reported that the Greek Government 

intended shortly to inform the Powers that "Greece must reas.ume 

the liberty of action which she had renouneed when she placed her 

43 
case in their hands last autumn." Four days later King Constantine 

determined to play for the highest stakesi he withdrew two of his 

di visions from the Smyrna region and disembarked them at Rodosto 

on the European shore of the Sea of Marmora vi th the object of seiz-

ing Constantinople fram under the noses of the Allies. In utter 

amazement Balfour, now acting in the place of Curzon, deelared: 

"1 ean scarcely believe that [the] Greek qovernment can do anything 

so insane as to attack territory in Allied occupation.·
44 

Immediately 

40 P'oreiqn Office MemorandUlll, July 5, 1922, Balfour to Oleetham, 
July 5, 1922. Ibid., pp. 877-8. 
41 Henderson ta Balfour, July 23, 1922. Ibid., p. 890. 
42 

CUrzon to Balfour, JU~y 27, 1922. Balfour Papen, 49734 (vol. LII)/'239 • 

43L1iuUey to Balfour, ~ 23, 1922. D.B.P.P., Fir~::~ies, vol. XVII, p. 891. 

~lfour to Bentinck, July 28, 1922.' Ibid., p. 899." Balfour vu in tea- ':' 
porary cbuge of the Forei.gn Office while Curzon wu 8Iay 8id.: - "the effect 

" of hia Z'OUIJh tnataent &t the handa of Lloyd Geozgre,· acoor41Dg to A.J.P. 
Taylor, •• a.&é .,sm 1914-19S ••• YO., 19?O, POl .190. . 
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the Allied Military Command in Constantinople began taking measures 

to resist by force any encroachment on the neutral zone. On July 29 

Cavendish Bentinck, the British Charg~ d'Affaires in Athens, was 
:1 
f 

invited to the Greek Foreign Office, there to receive an official 

note fram Baltazzis, the Foreign Secretary. The note stated that 

only the Greek occupation of Constantinople would bring about the 
! 

" 45 
conclusion of peace. Naturally enough King Constantine and his 

advisers were attrac~e~by the idea of ~aking the ancient capital 

of the Byzantine Empire, with aIl the consequent prestige they would 

thereby gain. A triumphant entry into Constantinople would easily 

outweigh the reverse at bhe Sakharia River. However, Baltazzis 

did promise that Greek forces would on no account enter the nèutral 

zone without Allied consent. 46 

In any event the Allies, especially Britain, took no 

chances. General Harington believed the Greeks seriously intended 

to attempt to take Constantinople, or at least march up to its walls. 

The very same day that Bentinck recei ved word of the Greek intentions 

Harington issued a proclamation stating that Any attack on Cons tan-

tinople fraD whatever direction, 1. e. fraD either the Greeks or the 

Turks, would be opposed unhesi tatingly by the Allied forces. The 

French and ltalian High COIIIIlissioners in Constantinople, General PelU 

and Marquis Garroni, both approved. Harington then suqqested that . 

Cl 

45Bentinck to Balfour, July 29, 1922. D.B.P.P., rirst series, vol. XVII, p. 900. 

46Bentinck to Balfour, Ju1y 29, 1922. Ibid., p. 902 • 
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all Greek warships in the Constantinople area be ordered to remain at 

anchorage; that aIl further movement of Greek troops between Mudania 

and Rodosto be stopped; and that Allied warships make demonstrations 

on the flanks of the Thracian frontier. 47 As a résult, the Chatalja 

Lines were reinforced with British and French troops under the command 
1 

\ 
of General Charpy. The newly-appointed Mediterranean Commander-in-

Chief, Admiral Sir Osmond Brock, put to sea from Const~ntinople taking 

with him five other capita~ ships, a seaplane carrier, and nine dest-

royers. This Third Light Cruiser Squadron took on fuel and ammunition 

at Malta and steamed full speed eastwards aoross the Mediterranean. 

Greece now understood that ~ British Government was prepared to 
---

support the aspirations of Greek nationalism only up to a certain 

point. While the British supported Greek nationalism as a ua.fui 

weapon against Turkish resurgence, they opposed it whenever it 

directly threatened important British interests. 

Faced wi th this powerful Bri Hsh fleet in the Sea of Marmora 

and a strong Anglo-French force holding the Chatalja Lines, the Greek 

./Government thought better of the challenge and refrained fram. further 
, ~ 

action, complaining bitterly that ,Britain had gravely complicated 

the issue. But the British were only defending what they valued most. 

They were' prepared to tolerate setbacks in the interior of ~ia-Minor 

and throughout practically aIl of-~~èy proper, where British inte~ests 

vere not parmnount. But the area of Constantinople and the Straits 

47 Harington te Worthington-Evans, July 30, 1922. LlOyd G4lQrg'e Papers, 
F/207/l. 

',' 

, . 
',' 

~ ~ J i 
• .•. v<t.'h.~.~ 



• 

.. 

was still a different matter. 

" 

- 226 -

(] 

Britain's whole war effort against 

the Turks had been undertaken largely to reopen and prote ct forever 
" , 

this historie waterway. Greek control of Constantinople would almost 

certainly necessitate a remilitarization of the Straits area against 

an expected Turkish backlash. 'ftlis, of course, ran counter to the 

British policy of an open, demilitarized zone. Thus Britain remained 

detêrmined to preserve order in thi! vital area, and to safequard the 

now sacred British principle of the freedom of the Straits. Such 

was"'the unenviable position in which continued support fo~ Greek 
C' 

aspirations had placed British policy. Since 1919 Britain had backed 

Greek policy in Turkey proper primarily as a reaction against the 

accelerating growth of Turkish nationalisme The Greek presence in 

Eastern Thrace and western Asia Minor was apparently supposed to 

be looked upon as a positive factor in maintaining the securi ty and 
~. 

freedan of the Straits. But by 1922 this Greek ambition, carefully 

fostered by the British( was threatening the very ragion it was 

supposedly helping to safeguard - Constan~inople and the Straits, the 

most important goal of the British policy in, post-war Turkey • 

Interestingly enouqh, the Greek threat to Constantinople 

may not have been aIl for nought. Shortly thereafter the French 

Goyernment, after a lenqthy silence, flnally agreed to acceplT Britain' s 

48 latest set of conditions ooncerninq the preliminary peace conference. 
o " 

When the Turkish nationalists still Objected to the proposed site of 

48 
CUrzon to lbDIbold, Auqust 10, 1922. D.!.F.P., First Series, 

VQl. XVII, p. 921. 
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Beicos, the British Government agreed on August 18 to accept Veniee 

" as a suitable location. But ten days later, in the midst of renewed 

Turkish successes on the battlefield, the French recanted and 

demanded a further modification of the original Paris proposaIs to 

the extent that, in the words of Lord curzon, it would be -a direct 

invitation to [the] Angora delegates to refuse [the] paris proposaIs 

~ 49 and put forward counter demands>." This time, however, there was 

to he no return te a stalemate. 

• 
The whole situation exasperated Lloyd George who had fol-

lowed the Constantinople affair closely. On August 4, 1922,he left 

no doubt as to his sympathies in a notorious speech to the House 

of Commons. He reminded the Comnons that the Turks, Great Bri tain 1 S.fl 

wartime enemies, were untrustworthy and had rejected aIl the peace 

overtures of the Allies. Their atrocities necessitated the provision 

of suitable guarantees for the minorities of Asia Minor. The Turks 

had enjoyed the inestimable advantage of hav1ng their capital de-

fended for them against the G~eeks by the Allies. Continuing 

briskly Lloyd George stated: 

49 

There are even suggestions, not al~ether with­
out foundation, that the Kemalist for~ are be­
ing re-equipped fram Europe. The Greek~, under 
other conditions, would have been enti tled to 
blockade the coast of Asia Minor. Had it been 
any other belligerent, they would have been en­
titled ta search ships, and to prevent arma 90-
ing ta the Kemalists. They are not a110wed ta 
do that ••• on the contrary, one of the unfair-

Curzon to Rullbold, AUÇJU8t 28, 1922. Ibid., p. 934. 
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nesses of the situation is that~ey are driven, 
by the position we occupy there, into not giving 
a fair field and no favour to fight the issue 
out. Peace the Kemalists will not have, because 
they .ay we will not give them satisfactory ar­
mistice terms; but we are not allowing the Greeks 
to wage the war wi th their full strength. We 
cannot a110w that sort of thing to go on indefi­
nite1y.50 

This speech, Lloyd George's last effective intervention 

on behalf of the Greeks, was perhaps his MOst disastrous. Tempor­, 
arily, it buoyed up the hopes of the Greek GOvernment, which, 

~ 

anticipating real aid from Great Britain, included extracts fram 

'. 

the speech in its Military Orders of the Day and requested the British 

51 Government to facilitate a 10an. Greece was sudden1y prepared 

for great things, as Bentinck reported on August 29: 

the Greeks are now expecting deeds to fol10w 
words and already a certain amount of restive­
ness ls evident in the press that no ACt ot 
Any kind has followed the fUr words of the 
Prime Minister which had raised 90 much enthu­
siasm in the country. The army is now being 
led to hope that assistance of some kind is 
within sight; that the British Prime Minister 
shares their disappointment that the dream of 
Hellenism has not yet been reali.ed; and will 
it not even be encouraged by the recent cir­
cular to the army containing extracts of Lloyd 
George's speech to be1ieve that somehow or 
another the prophesies may even yet come true 
and that King Constantine and QUeen Sophie May 
shortly be crowned Emperor and Empress of Byz- 52 
antium at St. Soph~a - tbanks to the British lion. 

But for the time being Lloyd George' s woreis were simply jus.t. that -

SOLloyd George, August 4, 1922. 157 H.C.Deb.Ss. (July 24 - August 4, 
1922), ools. 2004-5. 

51Bentindk to Balf~ur, August S, 1922. D.B.P.P., Pirst Séries, 
vol. XVII, p. 917 • 

52sentinck to Curz~, AUo9\1St 29, 1922. Ibid., p. 939. 
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"words" - and served primarily to convince Mustafa Kemal that he 

must strike before the British eould terminate their poliey of 

neutrality and lend their aid to Greece. 

In the first half of 1922 Bri tish influence in the 

Turkish QUestion reached ita lowest point. Franco-Italian aoquieseenee 
, 

1. in the Turks' stubborn resistance to all Allied proposals further 

isolated the British intn, the now disintegrating corner of the 

Greeks. But there vas really little, short of a:med intervention, 

that the British Government could do on behalf of Greees. Diplomatie 

fa Hures at both Cannes and Paris combined vith the scandalous 

Indian publication seriously undermined British foreign pOÎiSY in 

general and elearly illustrated Britain losing control in the 

TUrkiah QUestion. Britain vas being foreed to comp~ise further 

vi th the Turks, much to the detriment of Greek aspirations. 

Eventually even tbe Greeks revolted against British policy and 

threatened to attaek Constantinople. The picture of Britain 

standing alone at Chanak vas beqinning to come into focus. 

, 
1 toi 

, .. 
.. 
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CHAPTER VII 

CHANAK: DEFENDING THE STRAITS 

Lloyd George's parliamentary speech of August 4, 1922 

has been variously interpreted as due to the Prime Minister's "evil 

, 1 2 
genius" or to his sense of fair play as between Greeks and Turks. 

It certainly served to publicize the rift in Allied attitudes 

through which the diplomatie pressure of the Kemalists poured. The 

French were unprepared to back the Greek venture. So were the 

Italians. Although the Opposition at Westminster applauded the 

Prime Minister's declaration, the seizure of Constantinople by the 

Greeks, at which Lloyd George seemed to be conniving, could only 

be tolerated if the Allies had agreed to abandon entirely their 

responsibili ty for peace wi th Turkey. The Prime Minister acknowledged 

this fact in another passage of the sarne speech. "They were our 

troops ," he said, "who overthrew the Turks, and therefore the responsibili ty 
i 

for the establishment of peace in Turkey must be 0m: responsibility. 

We cannot abrogate the predominanCe which has be~ made by the 

sacrifice of our own people." 
3 

1 Ronaldshay, op.cit., vol. III, p. 298. 
2 
Nlco1aon, CUrzon, p. 270. 

3L1oyd Georqe, August 4, 1922. 157 H.C.Deb.5s. (JUIl' 24 - A~t 4, 
1922), 001. 2902. 
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On August 18, however, Mustafa Kemal launched his final 

offensive. This action soon split the Greek forces, which had pre-

viously been weakened by the loss of troops to the Thracian Front 

and by the increasing inability, through the 105s of financial aid, 

to main tain an adequate bridgehead in Asia Minor, and sent them 

reeling back toward Smyrna and the Aegean. The Greeks pleaded with 

Great Britain fo~-a loan, stating emphatically that they could not 

maintain their armies in Asia Mînor without one. But CUrzon, weIl 
l 

aware of ~e critical situation, thought otherwise, declaring with 

4 resignation that "No loan can save them now." As the British 

Government had previously given up on Armenia, Kurdistan, and Batum 

when the pressure became too great, .,$0 now was i t prepared to '. 
sacrifice its support of Greek nationalism in western Anatolia. 

On September 2 RiZO-Rangab~, the Greek Chargé d'Affaires 

in London, admitted that "the Greek Army is no longer capable of 

5 
coping with the enemy offensive." 'l:'hat same day Bentinck reported 

that the Greek Government had made a definite request of the British 

Government "to arrange an armistice for them on [the) basls of [the] 

evacuation which Kemal had demanded sinee last March but to which 

6 
up till now [the] Greeks had not been prepared to agree." But the 

TUrks delayed their answer9 to any armistice proposaIs and continued 

to wage a spectacu1ar1y victorious campaign in the field. On September 

9, at 11 :00 a.m., the Turkish cava1ry marched into Smyrna. Ref,erring 

4 Curzon Minute, September 2, 1922, Bentinck to CUrzon, August 27, 1922. 
D.B.P.P., First Series, vol. XVII, p. 933. • 

5Rizo-RangabS to curzon, September 2, 1922. ~., p. 946. 

6Bentinck to CUrzon, September 2, 1922.- ~., p. 948. 
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to thls hard-fought Turklsh comeback fran the depths of 1918 Lord 

Vansittart :.:emarked: "lt was as if a boxer, after being counted 

out, had risen from the ring, stunned his opponent, knock.ed the 

7 
referee through the ropes, and "levanted with the purse." This 

spectacular turn of events was a deep personal setback for Lloyd 

Georq~, who attempted to soften the blow by stressing what li ttle 

chance there had always been for a euccessful Greek policy against 

the growing strength of the Turk "Prom the moment Greece threw 

over Venlzelos & placed lts destinies in1the hands of Constantine 

I realised that a pro-Greek policy in Anatolla was doomed.,,8 

Contrary to the British Prime Minister's statement, however, there 

.. 
was a relatively close Anglo-Greek relatlonship even after the 

return to the Greek throne of King Constantine. Historical evidence 

has not backed up this after-the-fact statement. 

setting 

Meanwhile in COnstantinople Sir Horace Rumbold was \ 

the stage for the impending crisis at Chanak. On sep~ 4 

he announced to representatives of the Constantinople Government 

that even if the Turks did dispose of the Greeks "they will still 

have to reckon vith us. n9 He pointed out to CUrzon that Britain 

would have two alternative sources of action: "complete surrender 

10 to the Kemalists backed by the French- or "stronq"independent action.-

7 ~ 
Lord Vansittart, The M1st Procession, London, 1958, pp. 289-90. , 

8 
Lloyd George to Curzon, SepteD>er 15, 1922. Lloyd George Papen, 

F/13/3/33. • 

.. 

9 . 
Rulllbolèl to CUrzon, September 4, 1922. D.B.F.P., First Series, vol. XVXJ:I, p. 6. 

10 
RuIIIbo14-.tO CUrzon, SepteJlber 4, 1922, Ibid. 
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It eventually chose the latter. At a Cabinet meeting of September 7 

Lord CUrzon argued that the real question now was that of the Straits. 

If Britain yielded to the Turks then "the whole of the fruits of 

11 
the war as to the Balkan situation wou Id be thrown away." 

Re-emphasizing his now well-worn statements Lloyd George agreed: 

"In no eirqumstanees could we allow the G~lipoli peninsula to be 

held by the Turks. It was the most strategie position in the'world and 

12 the closing of the Straits had prolonged the war by two years." fiord 

Lee, the First Lord of the Admiralty, who had just returned from 

Constantinople, contributed the reassuring news that in the Turkish 

capital British prestige was still far higher than that of either 

the French or the Italians. Thus inspired, the Cabinet deeided that 

CUrzon should continue his diplomatie efforts with the Allies; that 

the naval forces be increased in the area to prevent the Kemalists 

from gaining access to the Gallipoli Peninsula; that in the Penin­

sula i tself, which at present:~s occupied by French troops, there 

should now he British troops as ~l; and that if the Turks attacked 

in the Ismid Peninsula General Harlngton should be at liberty to 

wi thdraw ta COnstantinople, but any Turkish attempt ta cross the 

Bosphorus "should be resisted by the full strength of the British 

lleurzon blaaed everything on "the consistant treachery of the 
French" who had supplied Angora with "&DlS in large quantities." 
CUrzon, Cabinet Meeting, 5epteœber 7, 1922. Walder, op.cit., pp. 178-9. 

l2Lloyd George, Cabinet Meeting, September 7, 1922. Ibid., p. 179 • 
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forces by sea and land. fi Finally, despite the hopes of the Prime 

Minister with regard to a last stand by the Greek Army, it was 

agreed that British civil ships should be diverted to Smyrna to 

13 evacuate refugees. " 

By September 11 it was probable that Mustafa Kemal 

would saon threaten Chanak or demand that the British troops there 

be withdrawn. Therefore, at the prime Minister's country home 

at Churt, jt was decided at a meeting which included Worthington-

Evans of the War Office and Lee of tl;e AdmiraIt y that the British 

troops sh~~i~ withdrawn before the de~d was made. This decision 

was conveyed to General Harington who was told that, if the Turks 

threatened, the British troops in Chanak and Ismid should be trans-

fered to Gallipoli and Constantinople respectively. The onl~ dis-

cretion allowed to Harington was that if French or Italiàn troops 
1 

were sent to Chanak the evacuatien there might be postponed. 

If the Allies did net co":operate, then Bri tain would If Act alone" 

14 
in defending the Straits from the European side only. But both-__ 

• 
Rumbold and Harington disagreed with this Cabinet decision. Rumbold 

argued that any wi thdrawal fram Chanak or the Ismid peninsuloi 

15 
could have a deplorab1e effect on the prestige of the Allied Powers. 

Harington warned that bath the Dardanelles and the Bosphorus could be 

spanned by gunfire fran ei ther shore, thus no one side could be 

l3Cabinet Resolution, September 7, 1922. ~, p. 180. 
14 
cur~on ta Rumbold, Septelllber 11, 1922. D.B.P'.P. , P'irst Series, 

vol. XVIII,p. 20. 

lSRumbo1d to Curzon, September 13, 1922. ~, p. 22. 
" ... 

'~ 
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eonsidered in isolation fram the other. If the Gallipoli 

Peninsula were to be defended and the Dardanelles dominated, then 

Chanak had to be defended as well. Gallipoli was held to be more 

important than Constantinople sinee it controlled the ·Dardanelles 

and thus any aceess to the BosphorusJ Constantinople had already 

been promised to the Turks at some future date. Harington, realizing 
\ 

the inadequacy of his pitifully small forces, eontinued to stress 

the need for at least symbolie Allied unity: "1 am as confident 

as ever that [the) Kemalists will not attack if [the) Allies really 

stand firm. "16 

Harington had already ordered Colonel D.I. Shuttleworth 

ta take command at Chanak and put it into a pasi tion to repel 

an attack 50 as to prevent the Turks fram crossing into the neutral 

zone and threatening the Dardanelles. Wi th limi ted forces 

Shuttleworth eoncentrated on defending on~y,.the t.wn of Chanak 

and Noçara Point, six miles to the north. The aetual neutral 

zone boûndary was eighty miles l?ng and vas ~ssible to defend. 

In London the Cabinet, through notieeably split in its degrees 

of enthusiasm, eventually ac:quieseed to HarinltrR .. and Rumbold' s 
l , 

desires and agreed ta support a united Allied defenee of Chanak, 

a small Turkish town tbat virtually no one in Britain had ever 

heard of the week be fore. Thus fram September 12, 4espi te a hostile 
-< 

16 Harington ta Worthington-Evans, September 14, 1922. Lloyd Geox;ge 
Papers, F/207/l. 
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press and at best an indifferent population in Britain, the build-

up of military defences and forces prooeeded at an accelerating 

pace. For the sake of Allied uni ty the French and the Italian " 

High Commissions in Constantinople agreed to offer token support 

to the British at Chanak. On September 13 a small contingent of 

Italian troops arrived; an almost equally smail French contingent 

arrived three days later. As expected the British provided the 
A 

bulk of the military and naval forces, the majority of which vere 

summoned from their base in Malta. General Harington remarked that 

Lord Plumer, the Governor of Malta, sent to Chanak "everyone he had. 

His staff, his battalions, his gunners, his ordnance officers and 

his chaplains 1 He literally cleared out Malta. ,,17 

At the Cabinet meeting of September 15 it was decided to 
'. 

force, the Turks to accept a negotiated peace befere they set foot 

in Europe. Lloyd George fel t the time had cane to do something 

concrete and hoped that the Greeks, the Romanians, and the Yugoslavs 

woùld be villing to help out. He believed that if some combination 

could be formed, then the British representati ves at the future peace 

conference would not have to "throw themselves at the feet of 

M. Poincar~." The Czechoslovaks, who had strong ties and influence 

18 
Vi, the French, vould be bound to stand i~ vith Romania and Yu90s1avia. 

l, • 

l1General Sir Charles Harington, Plumer of Messines, London, 1935, 
p. 247. 

I8L1oyd George, Cabinet Meetinq, Septelllber 15, 1922. Halder, op. ci t. , 
p. 213 • 

\ 
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The idea of yet another international conference appeared attractive 

to the majori ty of the Cabinet. But i t was to be a conference which 

would not only include the two belligerents and the major Al1ied Powers 

but as many other interested parties as could be persuaded to attend. 

The British at this point,needed aIl the help they could get and 

soon in a~st everybody's mind, save CUrzon's, was the picture of 

a gigantic alliance of nearly aIl of Eastern Europe opposed to the 

Turks. Curzon expressed his personal misgivings in a very blunt 

letter to Lord Hardinge: 

The P.M. is convinced that Roumania and Serbia 
'have merely to be approached and flattered to 
produce large armies. He also cherishes the 
familiar but fantastic notion that the F.O. has 
been grossly culpable in not arranging this al­
ready, that our ministers to those states are 
incompetent noodles, and that an anti-Turk Balkan 
confederation has only to be mentioned to spring 
into being •••• l do not share this sanguine 
belief. l9 

The idea of imperial help was also put forward with suggestions that 

20 
both Australia and New Zealand be asked to co-operate • 

. 

One look at the final decisions of thls Cabinet meeting 

showed that the British Government was willing to try something 

of everything. Approaches to the Balkan nationa would be made 

to encourage military preparation, their reward being their presence 

at the proposed international peace conference. The Greeks in 

particular wou1d be asked what they could do to help defend the 

19 
curzon to Hardinge, SepteDll:>er 16, 1922. Lowe and DocJtri11, op.èdt., 

vol. II, p. 370. 
20 

Cabinet Meeting, Septellber 15, 1922. WaIder, op.cit., p. 213. 
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straits. Once again Gen~ral Harington would be dele~ated to provide 

infonnation on the state of the Greek Anny. Lord Curzon would 

see Poincaré and inform him that if the French would send rein force-

ments to Constantinople, then so would the British. Reserves 'WOuld 

not be called out and leave would not be stopped, but a division 

lfould be put in a state of readiness. Battalions at Malta and 

Gibral tar would continue ta mave forthwi th. 'l'wo squadrons of 

1. 

airplanes would soon mave fram Egypt. AdmiraI Brock would be 

authorized "to take any action he May deem necessary to secure 

or destroy" Any transports conveying TUrkish forces to Europe. 

Finally, Churchill would draft a telegram for Lloyd George to 

be sent to the Dominion Prime Ministers, inviting their co-operation 

"i th d h f 'l' , f "21 n e espatc 0 DU ~tary re~n orcements. 

On September 20, 1922 the War Office outlined the British 

military priorities in Turkey to General Harington: 

The foundation of aIl our poliéy is the 
Gallipoli peninsula and the freedom of the 
Straits. For this it is of the highest 
importance that Chal'lak should be held 
effectively. It has nov become a point of 
immense moral siqnificance te the prestige 
of the Empire, quite apart from its military 

. importanoe. If i t could he retained ve t. 
" should regard it as an invaluable achievemen • 

A blow at Chanak iB a blow at Britain alone, 
whereas Constantinople and :rsaid are matters 
of international consequence affectinq a11 
the Allies. Compared ta Chanak lie think 

2lcabinet Resolutions, Septelllber 15, 1922. Ibid., p. 214 • 

"-
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22 Constantinople comes second and Ismid third. 

On September 24 Lloyd George publicly stated that the British 

Government 

have regarded it as a matter of paramount 
importance to the interests of European peace 
that the war in Asia Minor should not spread 
into Europe. We have ••• taken steps to 
strengthen our position in the Dardanelles ••• 
with a view of achieving two objects: First, 
that of securing the freedom of the Straits, 
and second, that of preventing the prairie 
fire, which devastated Asia, from crossing the 
narrow seas and lighting the dry timber in the 
Balkans. 

We do not wish to hold Gallipoli or Chanak 
in the interests of Bri tain alone. We do not 
claim that Britain should have the sole 
responsibility. On the contrary,lwe believe 
that these important shores should be held urider 
the auspices of the League of Nations in the 
interest of aIl nations alike. 23 

Unfortunately for the British prime Minister, it did appear to 

the world at large as if he really wished to hold the Dardanelles 

in the interests of Great Britain alone, especially after the 

Government' s call to ~e Balkans and the Dominions •. 

On September .. lS the F:orélgn Office had invited the co-, 

operatiop of both the Romanian and the Yugoslav Governaents in 

the defence of the freedan of the Strai ta. At the same time the 

Colonial Office\asked the various Bri~ish Dominions whether they 
~I ~ 

wished to associ'ate themselves with the action of the Government 
l 

22 ~~- "~ 

Wo~in9ton-Evans to Harington, September 20, 1922. D.B.P.P., 
Pirst Series, vol. XVIII, p. 62. ' 
23 ' 

Lloyd George, The Times, Septeut>er 25, 1922. Lloyd George 
Papers, F/209/S. 

" 
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of the United Kingdall, and whether they desired to be represented 

by a- contingent of troops.,' The prospect of a contribution fram 

the Dominions appeared quite favour~le, especia1ly fran AustraU.a 

and ifew zealand. Both tbese countries had previously engaged a 

large number of troops in the wartime Dardanelles campaign. 

Mo,reover, both had strong traditional interests in the security 

of the Strai ta. Th,e Balkan nations, on the other hand, were less 

predictable. A Foreign Office memorandum had earlier argued that 

the Ramanian Government would certainly wish to assis~ in preserving 

the freedom of the Straits, yet "they will hesitate to translate 

the~wishes into practical action in view of the effervescence 

.in Transylvania and for fear of a Bolshevik attack [on Bassarabial." 

Although Yugoslavia might be willing to send troops to prevent 

the entry of Mustafa Kemal into Europe, "she wo~.tld only do so at 

her own priee." This priee included British support against Italy 

o~er the Adriatic Question and ia demanding fran Greece very large 

concessipns regarding the pox:t of Salonïca. Finally, Bu1garian 
, 0 

co-operation with Britain, though never officia11y requested, could 
\ ) 

only be secured at a priee far in e,,<=ess of ita actual value. 

This included the offer of western Tbrace, the release fr~ aIl 

reparations payments, and the right to iiltroduce COIIlpulsory 

24 
service in Bulgaria on a limi~ scale. 

o r 

24 • 
Poreign Office Me.orandum, September 14, 1922~' Ibid., F/13/3/32 • 
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Nevertheless Churchill, who had often expressed 

misgiv\ngs con'cerning the Prillle Minister' s Greek policy, wished 

to reaffirm the Al1ied pos~tion at the Straits: 

l found myself in this business [he wrote after­
wards) wi th a sma11 group of reso1ute men: the 
Prime minister, Lord Balfour, Mr. Austen Cham­
berlain, Lord Birkenhead [the Lord Chancellor], 
Sir Laming Worthington-Evans. ••• We made common 
cause. The Government might break up and we might 
be relieved of our burden. The natron might not 
support us: they cou1d find others to advise ~ 

them. The Press might howl. the Allies might 
boIt. We intended to force the Turk to a 
negotiated'peaqe before he set foot in Europe. 25 

From this conclave there emerged for publication the notorious 

communiqut of September 16 cal1ing upon the assistance of Remania, 

" Yugoslavia, ~nd the British Dominions. It was drafted in characteristic 

style and submitted immediately to, the press by Churchill. It set 

out the position, en1arged on the dange~e of a Turkish incursion 

into Europe which would have nullified the effects of the First 

Wç:>rld War, and called on the Allies for support. Neither Lord 

CUrzon nor the Foreign Office was consulted. When the Foreign 

Secretary read the statement in a Sunday newspape~, he denounced 

it as a "flamboyant manifesto." He feared it would iumed!ately 

26 and fatally alienate both France and Italy. The fault lay not 

in the ccamuniqu" stone but in i ta timing. lt was quickly 

published and read in the capi tals of the Dominions bafore the 

25 
Churchill, op.cit., pp. 423-4. 

26 
Ronaldshay, op.cit., vol. III, p. 302 • 

~ 
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British appeal to them for support had time to be deciphered. 

It was this, together with the unwillingness of Canada and 

South Africa to'be involved in the Near East, which made the 

Chanak crisis a classic episode in the history of the independence 

of the Dominions from British foreign policy. 

New Zealand, Australia, and Newfoundland automatically 

pledged their suppor~ to Great 8ritain at Chanak while South 

Africa and Canada pla'yed for time. The former two especially 

felt themselves affected closely by any change in the regime at 

the Straits. The Straits were always'of special significance in 

imperial communications. Lord Jellicoe, the Gove~or-General of 

New Zealand, replied ilrmediately on september 16 that the "Govern-

ment of New Zealand desire to associate themselves with action 

27 six days later 
being taken and will send a contingent." 

he reported over 12,000 volunteers, when still no calI for them 

had been issuedt28 Prime Minister William Hughes of Australia 
, 

announced that the Australi~ GOvernment wisbed to associate 

itself with the-British Government "in whatever action ia deemed 

necessary to ensure the freedan of the SUai ts and the sancti ty 

of the Gallipoli Peninsula, and would be prepared, if circumstances 

required, to send a contingent of Australian troops. ft However, hé 
~ 

let i t he known that he despised the methods of procedure of the 

British Government in his strongly-worded, three-part telegram 

27Jellicoe to Churchill, Septelllber 16, 1922. Lloyd Georqe Papers, 
P/209/2. 

28Je1liooe te OlurchUl, Septemer 22,1922. Ibid • 
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dispatched by Governor-Genera1 Forster to Churchill at the Colonial 

.v' 29 
Office. 

Churchill was quick to respond vith apologies to the . 

Australian Government, p1acing the blame upon "the rapidity wi~ 

which the situation has deve10ped."30 But Hughes had not yet 

fini shed his argument with the British Government. In the second 

part of Ilis long teleqram to the Colonial Office Governor-Genera1 

Forster declared that Prime Minister Hughes was very "indignant" 

at the publication in the British press of an appea1 to the Dominions 

before th~y were even consulted on the subject. If danger ~eal1y 

threatened Britain or the Empire, Australia would he1p to the ."last, 

man and last shilling" but wanted the fullest knowledge of the 

31 
situation before taking any definite act~on. The third part of 

the te1egram, dispatched on the same day, concluded with the 

statement that 

The Australian people. are sick of war. • •• 
they have no sympathy wi th King Constantine' s 
ambitious projects •••• the Deminions ought 
not to be asked whether they wi 11 èlSsociate 
themselves with Britai~2after Britain has in 
effect committed them. 

Despite this verbal ons1aught the Australians vere still prepared 

to send a sorely-needed contingent of troops to the straits area. 

In doing this they were not backtraclting. The Australian Government, 

frOID the beginning, was never against the actual dispatch of forces 

29 
Forster to Churchill, Septeilber 20, 1922. Ibid. 

30 
Churchill to Forster, 8eptember 20, 1922. Ibid. 

31 
Forster to Churchill, SepteJllber 20, 1922. Ibid. 

32 
Forster to Churchill, September 20, 1922. Ibid. -



- 244 -

te Chanak; what it objected to most was the very undiplomatic way 

in which Britain had called for aide This British actio n had been 

viewed as a bitter blow to Australia's growing independence in 

foreign affairs. Newfoundland was also willing to contribute 

militarily and, in the manner of New Zealand, without question. 

"1 believe," wrote Captain Horwood f the acting Prime Minister of 

Newfoundland, "that as in the past Newfoundland will be ready to 

render aIl aSlsistance available. ,,33 

The South African Government, on the other hand, declared 

that it cou Id not commit itself until it consulted Parliament. 

In reality it was playing for time. South Africa had little 
( 

interest in the Straits (in fact it stood to gain if the whole 

Medi terranean were closed) and i t never did consult its Parliament. 

Finally on September 25 Governor-General Arthur Frederick conveyed 

Prime Minister Smuts' message that the "position lat ChanakJ appears 

to have altered materially for the better and no longer to calI for 

the active intervention of the Union .N
34 Canada likewise stalled 

1 

for time and was perhaps even more disenchanted. To the Canadian 

House of Commons Prime Minister Mackenzie King told the story of 

not only hearing through the press that severai Dominions had 

been invited to send contingents to the Near East but, even before 

his own notification from the Br~tisb Government had been decoded, 

that New Zealand had volunteered a contingent. This, according 

to Lord Byng, the Canadian Governor-General, caused .. a most em-

33 Horwood te Churchill, September 18, 1922. Ibid. 

34prederick to Olurchill, Septeaber 25, 1922. Ibid. 
" 

/ 
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b . i . "35 arrass1ng s tuat~on. Mackenzie King emphasized that the note 

was the first and only intimation that the situation in the Near East had 

reached a critical stage. In this connection Byng reported "The 

Government's view is that public opinion of Canada would demand 

authorisation on the part of parliarnent as a necessary preliminary 

hi . i i . ,,36 ta despatc ng a contingent to part1c pat~ n Near East op'erat1ons. 

Churchill attempted-to assuage Canadian fears by revealing that 

"the actual need for despatching the contingent ••• 5eems most 

improbable and in Any case it is contemplated that it would be only 

of a very moderate size. ,,37 still, Mackenzie King insisted upon 

daily Cabinet sessions and, if necessary, the calling of parliament: 

"it is neither right nor proper for Any individual, or for Any 

group of individuals to take Any step which might limit the rights 

of Parliament ••• in a matter which is of such concern ta aIl the 

38 people of our country." Britain got no further with the Canadian 

Government. 

Britain's appeal to the Dominions was at waret a fiasco 

and a severe jolt to the Government, at best a partial success 

but with a bad after-taste and the makings of an identity crisis 
"-

within the British Empire. Lloyd George, throuqh Churchill, arqued 

that Britain was only defending the vital interests of the British 

39 
Empire and not supporting the imperialist aima of King Constantine, 

35Byng ta Churchill, September 17, 1922. Ibid. 
36 Byng to Churchill, september 18, 1922. Ibid. 

37ChurchilÎ to &ynq, September 18, 1922. ~. 
38cwendo1en M. Carter, The British Coumonwealth and International 
Security: The RaIe of the Dominions, 1919-1939, Toronto, 1947, p. 87. 

39Churchill to Dominions, Septeaber 21, 1922. Lloyd Geo:r.'CJe Papere. 
F/209/2. 
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\ '. vhi1e Churchill claimed that aH he real1y intended was the 

orqanization of Dominion contingents to dèmOnstrate "the solidarity 

of the Empire in safeguarding the results of the War' in the 

Eastern theatt-e. ,,40 But this proved to be impossible. The 

Balkan reply, emanating first from Remania, vas initially encouraging. 

To the surprise of Lord Curzon Sir H. Dering, the British Ambassador . 
in Bucharest, reported on September 19 that the Romanian Government 

would be prepared to supply a military contingent for the defence 

f th 
. 41 

o e Stra1.ts. But shortly thereafter Duca, the Roaanian 
r 

Foreigp Secretary, consulted vith the French Ambassador and on 

the fOllowing day the Foreign Office vas infonned that RoGania 

vould be unab1e to participate in oommon action at the Straits 

unless it received immediately munitions of var needed for the 

d f f . ts f' . i i 42 e ence 0 1. eastern rontier agal.nst Sovet Russ a. 

Yugos1avia vas likevise too closely tied to French influence, ~ 

its priee, as predicted by the Foreign Office, proved too high. 

The coDllluniqu4 of September 16, 1922 certainly did not 

endear the Government to British public opinion or to Britain's 
\ 

Allies. Lord cr_· of the Foreign Office thouqht that "perhaps 

nothing 50 unfortunate wu dOlle by that Government sinee it first 
.< 

40 
Churchill to Dominions, Septeaaber 20, 1922. Ibid. 

41 
Dering to Curzon, SepteJaber 19, 1922. D.B.F .P., First Seri~s, 

vol. XVIII, p. 37. 
42 

Derinq to - Curzon, September' 20, 1922. Ibid. 
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The fai th of the man in the street in the 

politicians and their promises was oon$iderably shaken by the 

disillusionment of the immediate post-war years. Lloyd George 1 s 

own glamour, as a man sprung from humble origins who had led his 

country to victory, had faded as he appeared more and more in 

industrial and eoonomic matters to be in the pockets of the 

bosses. The British public, traditionally indifferent to foreign , 
affairs, had little reason to paya great deal of attention to 

the war between the Greeks and the Turks. Wi thin recent memory 

of every adult, at least one qeneral var had arisen fram a 

Balkan squabble. That another should rise again vi th in four years 

.. 

seemed intolerable, especially as the causes appeared so unimportant. 

The British public, despite the late war, did not hate the Turks; 

they had no particular feelings about the Greeks, who were now 

44 
defeated anyvay. lt had been four years since the Armistice 

of Mullros and public thinking had by nov been turned away fram 

foreign affairs and the tho~ght$ of old wartime enemies and allies 

to domestic affairs and the tmmediate problem of reconstruction in / 

a period of post-war economic slump. That the Turks n~ vanted 

Turkey and Constantinop'ie did not seem, on the surface, unreasonable. 

The public resented the thought of the possible sacrifice of men' s 

43 
M4.rquess of Creve, "The Hear East and the Late Government", !!!!. 

Conbemporary Review. vol. 122 (November 1922). p. 553. 
44 

Walder, op.cit., p. 227. 
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lives for an abject which seemed merely to be a hangover from ' 

the peace treaties~ 

On the home front the idea of a foreign war was highly 

unpopular. A foreign war at this time would be a most heavy burden 

\ upon the British people. It was a very depressing period in 

British commerce and industry1 the unemployment figures still 

stood at nearly 1,500,000. The trade unions resented the imposed 

cuts in wages in this stagnated economy. There were labour disputes 

in Wales, political murders in Ireland, and continued unrest in 

India. The Prime Minister's stock as a European diplomatist had 

fallen further with the Soviet-German Treaty of Rapallo. The 

nHonours ScandaI" in Parliament certainly did not help. In this 

abmosphere the Iooming crisis over the Straits sèemed to Many • 
as merely the crowning example of incompetence or worse. These 

warlike measures and utterances Iooke,d suspiciously like the 

efforts of desperate men forced to de tract public attention from 

the conditions at home by drumming up enthusiasm for seme 

patriotic adventure abroad. On September 21 the Oaily Mail 

45 
headlined "Get out of Chanak 1" The Times printed a letter of 

Lord Grey declaring that the Government had made " a terrible 

mistake" in releasing the Churchill caDIDtmiquA to the public before 

46 
any official consultation with the French Governmènt • 

. 
On Septembar 21 Lloyd George received a de1egation of 

450ailY Mail, September 21, p. 1. 

46r.ord Grey, 'lbe Timea, Septed>er 19, 1922, p. 7 • 
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some thirty members of the General Council of the Trades Union ' 

/ 
/ , 

Congress, including tQur Labour Members of Parliament. J. B. Williams, 

the Chairman of the T.U.C., headed them, but his ~mly task was to 

introduce the members. '!he' spokesmen were J.H. Thomas, M.P., 
, 

Ben Tillett, and Margaret Bondfield. Til~ett declared that both 

trade-union and working-class opinion were "absolutely antaqonistic 

to the war. W. ahould be opposed to war and would organise 

opposition against Any form of war." 80ndfield believed that 

"a new war would be the beatinq of the dead, because they died to 

prevent any IOOre war." Thomas canp1etely censured Lloyd George: 

"We believed that of all the things which have contributed towards 

this ,~ifficulty the chief has been your own attitude." Lloyd 

, 
George countered, in somewhat curzonian fashion, wi th a persuasive 

discourse on recent Near Eastern history. ~The'meeting was ultimately 

47 
s~ttled on terms of a mutually agreed notice to the press. 

11'1 a sense i t was a victory for Lloyd George. For the mcment. the 

official leaders of the T.U.C. would remain quiet, as would the 

Labour members in the House of Conmons. Yet in the harsh terms 

of practical poli tics Lloyd George had not increased his support 

in the country, he had only gained acquiescence that wu both 

telllp(?rary and condi tional. 

80th the French and the 1talians, but particularly the 

French, were enraged over the contents of Churchill' 8 cc.auniqœ. 

47Lloyd George-T.U.C. Converaat.ions, London, Septellber 21,1922. L10yd 
George Papers, P/209/6 • 
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Previously Prime Minister Poincar~ was prepared to respect the 

Allied neutral zone around Constantinople and the Straits and to 

48 
share in its defence. But after the publication of the coumuniqœ 

Lord Hardinge reported fram Paris strong opposition in the French 

press to Bri tain • s energetic policy. The p:ess protested against 

being entangled in à "new war" which was represented as an attempt 

by Great Britain to establish a second Gibraltar at Constantinople. 

Hardinge concluded that "It ~e Press be a correct indication of 

French policy, there seems but small chançe of inducing [the] 

French government to qive thei~ active support in the defence 

. 49 
of the Dardanelles against [the] Kemalists." That very same 

day - September 18 - Poincar~ stated that France was "absolutely 

in accord" on the necessity of preserving the freedom of the 

Straits, but differed with Whitehall over "the proper means to ,\ 

realize it."SO 

, 
He w~ most upset 

\. 
over Britain' s wooing ~~ /) 

!H 
Rananian ally. The lo11OWing 

of all French troops notJ merely fran Chanak but fr 

other ports Along ~ardanelles as weIl. The l 

the 

qui ck ly 

followed this example and Britain vas left 

the Straits. 

48 
Hardinqe to curzon, September 14, 1922. 

vol. XVIII, p. 31. 
49 

Hardinge tt> curzon, September 18, 1922. 
F/208/3. 
50 

Harry N. Howard, The Partition of Turkey: 
1913-1923, Rew York, 1966, p. 269. 

,51 
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On September 20 CUrzon crossed to France to attempt 

to settle vith poincar' this latest crisis in Anglo-French 

relations. CUrzon arqued that Bri~ had not for a moment 

vavered in, its support of the French forces at the Chatalja 

Lines in discouraging the Greeks fram attempting ta seize Cons-

tantinople. '!'hus he could not understand why the French should 

refuse to support the British forces at Chanak in discoura~ing 

the Turks fram seizing control of the Straits and moving into 

Europe. But in reply to CUrzon's request for assistance the 

French Prime Minister stated that "it was both a moral and 

physical impossibility for France to resist the TUrks if they 

advanced," and "French public opinion would not admit of a 

shot being fired against a Turk." In his opinion the Turks could 

not be kept back and théy could cross to Europe whenever they 

pleased. Still CUrzon continued to main tain that "the British 

Empire could never agree to conditions which would place Gallipoli 

52 
in danger, or sacrifice the entire results of the war." Later 

that same day the negotiations vere joined by Count Sforza, now 

the ltalian Ambassador in paris, but they again ended in stalemate. 

poincar6 inw~ted that "French public opinion would not tolerate 

the death of a single French soldier at the hands of a Turk or 

of a single Turk at the hands of a Frenchman." To CUrzon this 

statement meant that "the French ven at liberty to teu up the. 

52Third Paris Conver.atlons, September 20, 1922. D.B.F.P., 
First Series, vol. xyIII, pp. 38-50. 
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. 53 
alliance'as scon as a French life was imperilled." These 

conversations resumed the next day with Curzon continually having 

to oppose a Franco-Italian bid for what would virtually amount 

to Allied acceptance of the National pa~ prior to Any international 

peace conference. The British Foreign Secretary declared it was 

absurd to convoke a conference for which the major questions of 

the securi ty of the Strai ts a~a and the occupation of Eastern 

Thrace had been decided in advance and in the absence of others. 

He claimed that, if cirCWIIStances dictated it, Britain not only 

meant but was able to Act alone. Finally, he assailed the French'" 

Government, arguing that France's position in Turkey was morally 

\teak and that France had deserted its ally from "admitted motives 

~}of 54 
fe~r. " 

~e following day - septemer 22 - wi tnessed the lowest 

point in Ang~o-French relations throughout the entire period 6f 

the Turkish QUestion. Lord CUrzon persi~ted in dwelling upon 

his belief that France had acted in bad faith in blatantly and 

mercilessly jandoning its Ally. A heated A.rCJUlllent ensued, "of 

quite unp~dented description," which developed into a veritable 

diPlomaJc fiasco. curzon sublllitted the following report of the 

incident to Lord Hardinge: 

Septellber 20, 1922. Ibid. ',. pp. 50-61. 

54curzon , Third P dmrar:s.tions, 5epu.ber 21, 1922. Rarding8 
to Crave, 5eptellber 21, 1 Lloyd George Papers, 11'/208/3. 
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Poincar~ lost all cOlllIland of his temper and for 
a quarter of an hour shouted and raved at the 
top of his voice, putting words into my mouth 
whiêh l had never utte~ed, refusing to permit 
th~slightest interruption or correction, saying 
that he would make public the insult ta f"rance, 
quoting a telegram from Athens to the effect 
that the British Minister had asked the Greek 
government to furnish 60,000 men for the defence 
of Thrace and [the] Straits, and behaving llle a 
demented schoolmaster screami~g at a guilly 
schoolboy. l have never seen so dep10rable or 
undignified a scene. 55 

CUrzon apparently left the room in tears, right in the midst of 

Poincar~' s harangue. This action prompted Sforza to remark tha t 

the British Foreing Secretary's "soul was still that of an Oxford 

& student who weeps because he has not won a prize. ,,~6 Nevertheless, 

as to his accusation of French abandonment of Britain at Chanak 

and the Straits, Curzon claimed that Poincar~ was Most upset because 

"the sting ,lay in its incontestable truth. ,,57 
,-

~J ln the end CUrzon, Poincar~, and/Sforza agreed ta the 

' ..... ".Q.e"match of a joint Allied Note to the TUrkish' nationalists on "" -.....,. ~ 
"~e~tember 23. This Note invited the ~rks to an international 

conference on Near Eastern affairs to be held upon the successful 
1 

conclusion of an armistice, technically between the Greeks and the 

" Turks but, <in reallty, to prevent the outbreak of war between 

55 CUrzon Report, Hardinge ta Crowe, September 22, 1922. D.B.F.P., 
First Sewies, vol. XVIII, p. 78. 
56 Count Carlo Sforza, Malters of Modern Europe: . Portraits and 
Personal Impressions and Recollections, Indianapolis, 1930, p~ 95 
57 ' 

Curzon Report, Hardinge to Crowe,., 5eptemJ;>er 22, 1922. Lloyd 
George Papers, F/20B/3. , . 
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Bri tain and Turkey. As a basis for'~elarmis~ice the note promised 

the Turks all of Eastern Thrace up to the Maritza River, including 

Adrianople. It demande d" from the Turks the recognition of the 

freedom of the Straits under the auspices of the League of Nations 

and the establishment of demilitarized zones on both sides of the 

Strai ts and on both sides of the future Turko-Greek and Turko­

Bulgarian frontiers.
58 

Thereupon the Allies vaited for the 

Turkish reply. 

,On, September 19 General Harington sent the following 

message to Colonel Shuttleworth in Chanak: 

You should hold Chanak as long as possible with 
the forces 1 have available. 1 am conmunicating 
the decision to the Government. In my opinion 
in view of the French wi thdrawing from Chanak, 
Kemal will challenge British policy there. In 
aIl probability he will stop to reflect~ if you 
stop him there vith naval support~ Your stand 
there may avert further trouble. 5 

The followi~ day Harington argued to the Wax Office that 

58 

59 

• 
If we continue to show our determination, 1 am 
of opinion that the British will be able to carry 
through the task wi thout them [France and Italy] , 
150 that 1 do not consider you need feel concern' 
for their action.o According to my information 
his [Kemal' s] ministers are being summoned to Smyrna to­
morrow for a conference. Evidently this is to decide 
whether he viII take England on vith her Dominions.

60 
,~ own opinion i8 that they will not dare to do so. 

Allied Note, September 23, 1922. The Times, September 25, 1922, p. '10. 

Harington to Shuttleworth, September 19, ~Churchi11, op.cit., 
p. 457. 
60 ' 

Harington to Worthington-BVans, Septellber 20, 1922. Ibid. 
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But on the sarne day that the Allied Note was delivered to Angora, 

the Turkish cavalry in force çrossed the boundary of the neutral 

zone in the vicini ty Of?anak. Lieutenant Naylor, who met them ... 
at Saracheli, abou seven miles from Chanak, reported that they were 

pacifically . clined, with rifles slung over their shoulders and 

muzzle~ownwards. Yet the Turks were still determined which 

prompted the f01lowing analysis fram Colonel Shuttleworth1 

The situation was qui~ unantieipated. Peace­
.LuI penetration by armed men who did not w:iah 
to fight, and yet refused either to withdraw 
or to haIt, had not been foreseen ••.• 61 

The Turks ul timately "holed up" in Erenkeui, just outside the 

boundary of the neutral zone, when they heard of the news of the 

projected peace conference. 

The Turkish forces, however, scon re-entered the neutral 

zone and for some days, the situation was extremely tense with 

nothing but barbed wire separating the two 1ines. On Septemher 25 

Mustafa Kemal demanded that the British evacuate the Asiatic side 

.) 

of the Straits. He knew of the disunity of the Allies; the public 

lack of enthusiasm in Britain for war; and the generally pacifie 
\ 

intentions of Harington. But Kemal may have been underestimating 

his oppofients iq deliberately delaying his reply te the Allied 

Note and by calling for an immediate British evacuation. This 

delay worked te his disadvantage, for the British defences at 

Chanak and British military and naval powe~ in Constantinople 

61 Shuttleworth to Harington, September 2., 1922. Walder, op.cit., 
p. 244. '\... 1"""' .. 
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and the Straits area continued to grow unchecked. Harington hoped 

to force the Turkish nationalists out of the neutral zone without 

firin~ but declared that he could not let them stay there for 

62 
too long unmolested. In this conne1tion Kemal was informed that 

Britain would stand firm, Lloyd George declaring: "If we were 

to retire from Chanak we should be in a very weak position and 

should have made a concession which would render it very difficult 

for the Secretary of state for Foreign Affairs to maintain the 

British position at the forthcoming conference.,,63 If necessary, 

Britain was prepared to force the Turks to respect the neutr~l 

zone. 

This wpole idea of respecting neutral zones and neutral 

boundaries made no impression at aIl upon the~~ To Mustafa 

Kemal the neutral zone surrounding the Straits did not even exist. 

He claimed that no formaI zone of neutrality had ever been 

established between the Allied Governments and the Grand National 

Assemb1y of Turkey. The British were unmoved as they quick1y 

built up their forces and Harington continued to argue that Kemal 

would not attack seriously: "He is trying to force me into fi ring 

the first shot. ,,64 At this point Harington's own personal 

62Harington to Worthington-Evans, September 26, 1922. Lloyd G ecrge 
Papers, F/207/1. ' 

63 Lloyd George, Cabinet Meeting, September 27, 1922. D.B.I\.P., 
First Series, vol. XVIII, p. lOI •. 
64 . -

Harington to Worthington-Evans, September 27, 1922. Lloyd 
George Papers, F/207/2. 
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philosophy vas determining ~ain's policy in Turkey: 

1 vant to reach a conference with British troops 
standing unaided at Chanak vithout losing a life 
and vith British troops in Constantinople having 
kept order and calmed the Christian population • 
••• you could tllen withdraw vith great honour. 
1 think i t can be done. 6S 

Privately te Hugh Trenchard, the Air Chief Marshal, Harington 

revealed with disqust the mess in which the ups and downs of 

British foreign policy had pl~ced hiuu "This is the rummest sort 

of var 1 have e~er lIeen. It is mixed up vith diplanats of aIl 

nations, soldiers and sailors, Greeks and Turks, infidels of 

every kind and Bolsheviks, and the town is a seething mass of the 

1 66 
dirtiest-looking devils you evef sav." 

Meanvhile in Greece events vere taking place which 

would soon have direct bearing on the Anglo-Turkish crisis'at 

Chanak. What had begun as a military and naval mutiny on Chios 

and Mltylene on september 23 erupted into a full-scale revolution 

in Athens. On September 27 King Constantine was forced to abdicate 

in favour of his son, Crown Prince George, as Greece fell before 

aI conspiracy of colonels, led by one Colonel Plastiras. Apparently 

the professed aima of Plastiras vere to reorganize the Greek Army 

\ 
and te fight for Eastern Thrace. Lindley reported frOID Athens 

that the revolutionary movemen~ vas primarily concerned vi th the 

65 . Harington ta Worthington-Evans, September 28, 1922. Ibid. 
66 Harington ta Trenchard, September 29, 1922. Wa1der, op.cit. , 
p. 257. 
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reinforcement of the Thracian Front, adding that "no one here 

, 67 
expects Kemal to accept' [the Allied1 invitation as i t stands." 

Just as Constantine'on his return had been unable to reverse 

Venizelos' policy in Anatolia, so Plastiras, having ousted 

Constantine, could not advocate the acceptance of Mustafa Kemal's 

demands. Military dictators do not achieve power on a platform 

of national humility. Smyrna and the Greek colony in Asia Minor 

were ~one forever, but there was still Eastern Thrace which could 

he represented as Greek. Plastiras began to prepare the Greek J 

Army and people to combat what he regarded as a Turkish invasion 

of the homeland. 68 

The events in Greece likely persuaded Mustafa Kemal 

to delay even more. The advent of Plastiras recreated the prospect 

of the old dangerous, triangular situation between Greece, Turkey, 

and Great Britain. Britaip was opposed to Turkey at Chanak; now 

Greece again was opposed to Turkey in Eastern Thrace. The missing 

link was the connection between Britain and Greece. The possibility , 

of conjunction again betwe~n Lloyd George and Venizelos was obviously 
J 

a dangerous one for Kemal. General Harington, however, did not 

welcane this arrangement at aU and believed that his diplomatie 

posi tion would become "perfectIy impossible" unless this Greek re-

67 . 
Lindley to C~zon, September 27, 1922. D.B.F.P., First Series, 

vol. XVIII, p. 101. 

68psaniades, op.cit:, p. 42. These events led ta the trial and 
exeèution of some of the more important Constantinist ministers. 
At the end of 1923 the venize1ists scored an ove~elming victory 
at the poll~, Kinq George left the country, and Greece was pro­
claime~ a repUblic in May 1924. 

) 



- 259 -

organization was stopped at once. He feared a Turkish ~eaction 

69 against his own forces. Previously Harington had even demanded 

th~removal of the Greek gendarmerie fram the Gallipoli Peninsula 
~ 

and the Greek military and naval missions from the neutral zone 

since he believed that their presence in those places was now 

"provocative.,,70 Britain had already tried and failed to use 

Greek nationalism successfully against a Turkish resurgence. The 

Greeks were not to be given a second chance. 

These contentions were supported in the British Cabinet 

by Lord Curzon, much te the chagrin of Lloyd George and Churchill. 

He revealed his distaste of the situation to Austen Chamberlain: 

1 was very much alanned at the idea put forward 
[At a recent Cabinet meeting] that we should 
once again seek the precarious and as 1 think 
worthless alliance of the Greeks, and very likely 
find ourselves once more at war with Turkey, with 
Greece alone on our side. Nothing in my opinion 
would reconcile the Country to such a development, 
and it would, 1 think, bring about the fall of 
the Government. It would also destroy at one blow 
the Allied unit Y which 1 was sent to Paris to 
endeavour to rebuild. 71 

Indeed, it seemed that CUrzon and Harington were the only ones pre-

pared to seek a diplomatie solution. On September 30 the Foreign 

Secretary revealed to his wife his displeasure at the atmosphere of 

increasinq bellicosity within the Cabinet: 

69 Haringten to Worthington-Ev!pl8, September 29, 1922. Lloyd George 
Papers, F/207/2. 
70 

Haringten to Worthington-Evans, September 26, 1922. Ibid. 
11' ----

curzon to Chamberlain, September 27, 1922. Ronaldshay, op.cit., 
vol. III, p. 305. 
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I have had to sus tain the battle sinqle-handed 
against all the fire-eaters and war-mongers • 
••• I hope there is still a possibility of 
keeping peace, though if left to ~emselves 
they would wreck it twice a day.7, 

But though Lord CUrzon clashed with the majority of the Cabinet on 

this question, he did not really disagree with the ultimate aim of 

Britain' s Chanak policy. In seeking a diplomatie rather than a 

mili tary solution, he concentrated his objections entirely upon the 

means of this policy' s enforcement rather than upon the hoped-for 

<'end results. In Any case, British prospects for both a peaceful 

and successful solution in Turkey now rested squarely on the shoulders 

of General Harington. 

At Chanak Harington was prepared to wait still longer, 

but in London the majori ty of the Cabinet was losinq patience 

and was anxious to bring matters to a head. On September 29 the 

worst of Curzonls fears were realized. The followinq teleqram was 

dispatched ta General Harinqton' in Constantinople: 

72 

The Kemalists are obviously continuing to move 
up troops and are makinq efforts to net you in. 
(The] General Staff advises that the defensive 
position will be seriously endanqered if this 
is allowed to continue, and that the time has 
cane tp avert this disaster. It has therefore 
been decided by the Cabinet that Lmmediate not­
ification?is to be sent to the local caœmander 
of the TurUsh. troops around Chanak that unless 
his troops are' withdrawn by a time to be fixed 
by you, at which time our combined forces will 
·be in their proper positions, aIl the forces at 

~ 

Curzon ta Lady Curzon, Septellber 30, 1922. Ibid., p. 307 • 
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) 
our disposal,.- naval, mili tary and air Wi1l~Open 
fire on the Turks. The time limi t gi en ... ' 
should be short. It should not be forgotten that 
we have been warned by intelligence reports of 
the 30th September as the date of possible attack. 73 

, The British defence force at Chanak and Nogara Point had by now 

been renamed the 28th Division and contained some 3,500 men. It 

was opposed by seme 23,000 Turkish soldiers. The British troops, 

however, were backed up by some very impressi ve and formidable 

naval power in the Dardanelles. 74 ~ soldiers at Chanak had 

\ kept their heads, but the statesmen in ~ing street, led by 

the Prime Minister, had pulled the triqger. For Lloyd George 

this predicament was a far cry from the portmadoc Debating Society 

where he had once launched a scathing attack on Gladstone's defence 

of the Suez Canal against an Egyptian nationalist revoIt. 
75 

Here 
6 

he was fort y years later determined to preserve at aIl costs the 

J "freedom" of a strategically similar waterway against a similar ) 

nationalist revoIt. 

Upon receipt of orders to present an ult~atum ta the 

Turks at the MOst favourable opportunity General Harington intimated 

ta the Cabinet that it could rely on his éarnest efforts ta carry 
\ , 

out its policy. But as if to warn the Cabinet of his real intentions, 

he stated further that "My actions are only governed by the desire 

73worthingtan-Evans to Harington, September 29, 1922. D.B.F.P., 
First Series, ~l. XVIII, p. 118. 
74 

walder, op.cit.,pp. 270, 277. 
75 

Lloyd George, Portmadoc DebatiDg' Society, November 13, 1882, "The 
Lata Wu in Egypt", North Wales Express, Novamber 24, 1882. Lloyd 
George Papers, A/6/l/2. 
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to save England frem war if i t can be done with honour .,,76 On 

peptember 30 he dispatched a flurry of telegrams to the War Office 

discounting the need for Any military action. He argued that 

General Marden,"who had replaced Colonel Shuttleworth in Chanak 

on September 26, was becoming stronger and better organized wi th 

every day' s delay and that "t see no danger i~ the present situation." 77 

Later, he explained that he shared the Cabinet's desire to end the 

procrastinations of Kemal and that he noted the decision of the 

Cabinet but "1 would earnestly beg that (the] matter be left to 

my judgement [sic) for [the] manent." Then sanewhat perturbed he " 

concluded: "1 have been incessantly working for peace which l 

thought was the wish of His Majesty's Government. ,,78 Finally, he 

passed along a message from Marden which declared that the British 

forces were no longer in danger at Chanak and that "as every day's 

79 
delay makes us stronger [1] do not favour sending ultimatum." 

Harington did not, and was supported by Rumbold, curZon, and the 

Foreign Office. Harington later wrote in his memoirs tha.t "1 did 

not think of the telegrams in my pocket. l only thought that our 

80' 
nation did not want another war so soon. n In adopting this 

atti tude he was obviously playing down the danger to his own troops 

at Chanak, and was perhaps over-~ùiZing the amiability of the 

Turks. Nevertheleès, his stubborn resistance to London' s impatience 

76Harington to Worthinqton-Evans, September 29, 1922. 

77Harington to Worthington-Evans, September 30, 1922. 
78 
Harin~ton ta Worthington-Evans, september 30, 1922. 

First Series, vol. XVIII, pp. 118-9. 

~., F/207/2. 

~., 

D.IF.F:P. , 

79 
Marden to Harinqton, september 30, 1922. Lloyd Georqe Papers, F/207/2. 

80General Sir Charles 

1940, p. 126. 
Harington, Tim Harinqton Looks Back, London, 
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eventually proved succassful, for on October l, 1922 he was informed 
\. 

that Mustafa Kemal was prepared to meet him at Mudania in conference 

81 
with the other Allied generals. Upon hearinq, this news the 

British Cabinet shelved.its contemplated vote of censure aqaihst 

Harinqton 1 S recent conduct and beqan ta draft sane very precise 

instructions for the Supreme Commander of the Allied Armies in 

. l 82 Constant.l.nop e. 

Accordinq to the Foreign Office the sole object of the 

Conference of Mudania was to fix a line of ~tirement for the 

Greek troops in Eastern Thrace, in agreement vith the Greek and 

Turkish military authorities. rn return the Turkish nationalists 

were "not to send troops either before or durinq (the] final'peace 

conference into [the] neutral zones and not to cross [the] Straits 

83 of Marmora." Qn'October 3 General Harinqton crossed to Asia\ 

and met General Ismet Pasha at Mudania. The latter, encouraged 

by the presence of Henri Franklin-Bouillon, demanded that Turkish 

81rt has been stated, quite melodramatically, that the s:ritish 
Government "challenqed the arme'd might and the qenius of Kemal 
with a few battalions - and won. rt was the last occasion on 
vhi~ GJ',i'eat Bri tain stood 'up ta a potential agqressor before the 
outbre~ of the second world War." Robert Boothby, l Pight to 
Live, London 1947, p. 28. Kemal vas hardly an "aggressor." 
He vas merely reclaiminq Turkish terri tory and, knowing he would 
qet this at a peace conference, had little intention of going to 
var vith the British Empire. 
82 
. For his diplomatie efforts General Harington received hiqh praise 
from Lord Curzon: nI have fought alone against this Ephesian b.and 
[the Cabinet]. They even want~ to faU upon poor Harinqton who 
has shawn far superior judgemeJ\t [sic] and discretion ta theira, and 
tear him to pieces." curzon to Hardinqe, October l, 1922. r.owe and 
Dockrill, op.cit., vol. II, p. 409. 
83 ' 

CUrzon to Rumbold, October l, 1922. D.B.P.P., Pirst Series, 
vol. XVIII, p. 120. 
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forces be allowed to cross the Straits and to OCC;UPy Eastern 

Thrace immediately. This the French and Italian Foreign Offices 

were prepared to accept, but Haringtoh had other ide as • He was 

prepared to "summon" ~ Greeks to leave Eastern Thrace at once 

but wanted Allied, not TUrkish, troops to replace them pending the 

outcome of the final peace cQnference. To this the French and 

Italian military agreed, but Franklin-Bouillon's oontinued machinations 

served to produce a deadlock. ~Apparently this French diplomat vas 

even willing to support a full realization of the National Pact, 

including the total abolition of the Capitulations. Sir Horace 

Rumbold reported to the Foreign Office that "Franklin Bouillon's 

personal influence and intervfntion with Mustapha Kemal have been 

prejudicial to British interests. In his anxiety to be set up 

as a peace maker he has probably offered [the] Turks more than 

Great Britain and perhaps even France is prepared to give."84 

On October 5 Harinqton gave up and returned ta Constantinople. 

The following day Lord curzon once again,crossed to Paris 

for personal discussions with Poincar~. Pending the result of 

the se conversations Harington was not ta return to Mudania. 

In Paris CUrzon, PoincarA, and Galli, the ltalian Charg& d'Affaires, 

carried on two days of difficult negotiations until curzon finally , 
persuaded his Allies to accept the British viewpoint. The three 

Allied Governments now agreed that the Greek troops in Eastern 

84Rumbold to CUrzon, October 4, 1922. ~., p. 140. 
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Thrace should be invited to retire as soon as possible to the 

west of the Maritza River. In the territory thus evacuated the 

Allies were to ensure by means of a provisional inter-Allied 

occupation \he maintenance of order and public ~ecurity until the 

estab~iShmen~ere of a Turkish administration and gendarmerie. 

This Turkish occupation was to take place within a period not 

exceeding a month after the evacuation of Greek troops. Upon 

the expiration pf this period Allied troops would continue to 

occupy, during the sitting of the final peace conference, only 

certain points on the east bank of the Maritza. Th ose sections 

of the Straits area presently under Allied military control would 

85 
not be affected. On paper at least the Allies were united. 

Accordingly'General Harington cou Id present these terms ~ Ismet 

Pasha on behalf of the Entente, requesting the withdrawal of 

Turkish troops from the British posi tions at Chanak and the Ismid 

Peninsula as compensation for the prospective Greek withdrawal 

beyond the Maritza. 

Isme.t '.5 response was still not encouraging. He continued , 

to argue in favour of immediate Turkish occupation of Eastern 

Thrace and backed up his demands by increasing the number of Turkish 

troops in the regions of Chanak and Ismid. Again the British 

Cabinet lost patie~ce and demanded appropriate action. On October 9 

85 
Pourth Paris Conversations, October 6-7, 1922. ~. 1"> pp. 155-76. 

l 
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Harington received a teleqram authorizing him to begin military 
~ 

86 87 
,operations. A second arri ved confiraing the first. 

The flicker of A1lied \Dli ty kept going by Curzon had had i ts 

effect upon Lloyd George, pr~ting him to resume his 

traditionally intolerable attitude towards the Turk. As a result, 

Harington had now been placed in a similar position to that which 

he had occupied ten days previously. This time, however, vi th 

the situation appearing so hopeless, he passed the ultimatum on 

to General Marden in Chanak vi th the necessary instructions 

attached. Fortunately, at the eleventh hour Ismet accepted the 

Allied comprarlse. 'l11is was just in time, for apparently 

Harington"s order of cancellation arrived only seventy-five minutes 

before Marden wou Id have given the order te open fire.
8S 

On OCtober 11 the Armistice of Mudania vas signed by 

aIl bllt the Greek representative, General Mazarakis, who claimed 

no authority and who anyhow could not contact Athens by wireless. 

- The convention was to cane into force at midnight October 14. 
;1 

Its operation was delayed by one day when at the last moment the 

. Greek Government finally signified its ass~nt, vithout ever ha"ing 

the heart to si:gn the document. By the terms of the Armistice 

of Mudania the Allies vere to occupy the east bank of the Maritza, 

86WOrthington-Evans to Harington, October 9, 1922. 
Papers, F/207/2. 
87 

WOrthington-Evans to Harington, October 9, 1922. 
88' 

Harinqton, Tim Harington, p. 126. 

Lloyd George 

Ibid. -
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, including Adrianople, until a final treaty of peaoe had been 

concluded. Thé evacuation of Eastern Thrace by the Greek troops 

was to begin as soon as the Armistice came into force. Civil 

authori ty was to be transferred from the Greeks to the Allies to 
,. 

the Turks wi 1:.hin a maximum period of thirty days after the evacua'tion 

of the Greek trooP!il had been concludéd. 'Allied contingents were to 

occupy Eastern Th,race to .intain law and order and to Act in 

support of the inter-Allied civil missions. The withdrawal of 

the inter-Allied missions and contingents was to take place thirty 

" days after the canpletion of the evacuation of Greek forces. The 

Allied forces in the area of Constantinople and the Straits would 

be withdrawn, as in the case of those stationed on the east llank 

. 
of the Mari ua, only wi th the completion of the final peace treaty. 

AIl Turkish troops were to stop their forward movements in Asia.
89 

For the moment, all sides Observed the convention loyally. 

l: 
There can be no doubt that the Cabinet in London would 

have committed all the force it could muster to repel a Kemalist 
() 

attack upon the British position at the straits. Only here, o~ ~l 

the places in Turkey proper, was Britain determined to make a definite 

stand. Yet there were those still vehemently opposed to any return 

whatever of the Turks to European soil • On October 17 sjk Maurice 

Hankey confided to his diary that_ Winston Churchill "qui te fr~ly 

89 
Armistice of Mudania, October 11, 1922. Hears, op.cit •• pp. 658-9. 
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regretted that the Turks had not attacked us at Chanak, as he felt 

that the s\U'render to them of Eastern Thrace was humiliating, and 

" that the return of the Turks to Europe meant an inflnity of trouble." 

Hankey then remarked that 

1 don't think the Prime minister felt very 
differently. 1 was~constantly with him during 
the crisis,' lunching and dining with him; and 
even the nigh,t before the armistice was signed, 
when info~tion came in that,the Turks were 
"'-olating the neutral zones, he thought, and perhaps 
hoped that the [Mudania1 Conference would break 
down. He ta1ked constantly of the possible 90 
occupation of the Chatalja lines by the Greeks .••• 

Indeed, Lloyd George revealed in his own memoirs that 

It was not a bluff. 1 certainly meant to fight 
and 1 was certain we should win. Had the Turks 
been checked'in their victorious chase of a 
broken and a broken-spirited army, they would 
have been easier to deal with [at Lausanne}. 
The Greek arD1J" had not. been annihilated. The 
veterans of the Balkan War and the Great War had 

/ not been slaughtered. '!bey could have been re­
fonned and re-equj..pped. Wi th the British troops 
behind thèm, this resuscitated army would have 91 
swept back Kemal' s tired anddl1-equipped forces. 

What would have been the consequences of an opèn l'Ar 

between Britain and'Turkey is a question which no one can really 

answer. In spi te of Lloyd George' s determination Bri tish public 

opinion on this matter vas leaning heavily towards the peacemakera • 

... 
In~this connecti~n General Harington vas applauded by the nation 

~; 

90 Stephen Roskill, Hankey: Man of Secreta, vol. 2 (19~9-1931), 
London, 1972, p: 295. 

• g}Lloyd George, Pa.ce Treaties, vol. II, p. 1350. 
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for his diplomatie efforts to maintain the peace, King George V 

declaring: "you have earned the gratitude of your fellow-countrymen 

• 92 ' 
for the wisdom, tact, patience and firmness displayed by you." 

The Armistice of Mudania was also generally hailed by the press 
.J 

as the "tri umph of Lorci'"'CÜ-rzein";'" in that a Jjèa:cef.l,!l, diplomatie 
\ \ 

s~lution had been effec~d. This was the first stage in the 
\, 

~ recovery of the Foreign Office fram its hitherto secondary position 

of weakly acquiescing in the unrealistic policies of Lloyd George. 

Hardinge was especially delighted: 

" 

l-cannot tell you how pleased l am that the credit 
for this achievement should fall,to you, as it 
must ••• give you a pred0ll!inant position in the 
Cabin€~ in all matters concerned with Foreign A~~ 
fairs. To one like myself whose whole life has 
been bound up w±th the F.O. it is most satisfactory 
to see the F.O. coming into its own again and l 
trust that the Garden City of Downing Street will 
now have its wings clipped. 93 

The Bri~ish Ambassador in Paris correctly appraised the situation. 

Despite working towards a common goal at Chanak, Lloyd George and 

Lord Curzon differed primarily over the means of reaching that end 

result. The Prime Minister attempted to vindicate his war-like pol~~ 

94 and to place elsewhere much of the re8ponBibility for i t. In his 

memoirs, however, he forced hi .... elf to recoqnize the ug1y faq; that 

95 "the average Briton had had enouqh of fiqhting." For Lord Curzon 

t'the peacemaker, Il the challenge of ettectinq a final treaty of Turkey 

lay ahead. For Lloyd George "the warmaker," the worst vas still to cOme. 

92 Stamfordham to Harinqton, Octlober 13, 1922. Harold Nlcolson, King 
George the Fifth: Hia Life and Reiqn, London, 1953, p. 369. 
93 Hardinge to Curzon, Oct:aber 11, -1922. Lowe and Dockrill, op.cit., 
vol. II, p. 374. 
94 Lloyd George, Manchester, October 14, '1922. The Times, OctQber 16, 1922, p.l7. 
95 Lloyd George, Peace Treaties, vol. II, p. 1350. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

LAUSANNE: SALVAGING THE WRECKAGE 

Before a conference to negotiate the final terms of a 

settlement with Turkey could meet, Lloyd George's Coalition Govern-
~ ~ ,.-

ment had fallen. At a celebrated meeting at the Carlton Club on 

Thursday, October 19, Bonar Law and Stanley Baldwin led a majority , . 
of çonservatives in the decision to break with the Prime Minister. 

r 

The latter handed in his resignation on the same day and a wholly 

Conservative administration was formed with "JilOnar Law as Prime 
'''' , 

Minister, which ,was confirmed at a general election on Novemqer 15. 
\ 

Curzon, after the Ch~ak cd.sis had shawn what little weight he 

really carried wi th Lloyd George in foreign affairs, played a sane- " 

what ambigaous but decisive role in the cominqs and goinqs amonq 

Unionist lea<rers precedinq the conclusive meeting on the 19th. He 

remained in office and carried on as Foreign Seèretary in the new 

reqime 1 the "Cabinet of the Second Eleven." 

It was the cOlllbination of Irish and domestic -questions 

70 

" 
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which ruined the Coalition, but the Near Eastern criais played a 

large part. The traditional Tory respect for the Turks was one 

factor. More important, the Conservative rebels against Lloyd 

George correctly appraised the mood of weariness which had spread 

through the country. This was the theme daninating the Conservative 

manifesto at the general election, bringing relief after the wide-

ranging diplomacy of Bri tain 1 s wartime leader. "The crying need 

of the nation at the moment," it ran, "is that we should have 

: 
tranquillity and stability both at home and abroad so that free 

scope should be given te the initiative and enterprise of our 

citizens, for it is in that way far more than by any action of the 

Government that we can hope to recover from th~ economic and social 

resul ts of the war." l With respect to the Turkish QUestion, the 

Conservatives were thus r~nouncing the' imJrialistic adventures of 

the former Prime Minister. 

The site of the final Peace Conference was to be located 

in a neutral country, which automatically implied Switzerlaqd. 

Geneva, however, was ruled out as being the seat of the League of 

Nations and therefore possib uncanfortable for the Turks and the 
:>-' 

Russians. place, Lausanne was agreed upon by all 
't 

concerned. This ity a180 had the advantage of 1ying on the direct 

1 ' 
Conservative Election Manifesto, November 4, 1922. I\Qbert Blake, 

The Unknown Prime Mini.ter: 'ftle Life and Times of Andrew Bonar 
Law 1858-1923, London, 1955, p. 466 • 
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route of the Paris-Constantinople Orient Express. But this did not 

make it any easier in getting the delegates to Lausanne and the 

Conference under way. The political crisis and the resuiting 

general election in Great Britain had already caused a considerable 

delay. Furthermore, Curzon was careful, before he left London, 

to make his Allied counterparts understand that the British 

Government would refuse to attend any conference unless formal and 

explicit understanding was reached in advance with France and Italy. 

The Foreign Secretary made his intentions perfectly cle~ 

George V: 

l do not mean to go untii l have some clear 
idea whether Allied unit Y me ans something or 
absolutely nothing. Wh~ther in fact we are 
going to stand out on any point, 'or whether 
l am to get on to my stomach and crawl. If this 
latter, l had sooner crawl in Downing St. than 
before the eyes of the world at Lausanne. 2 

) 

to~ 

This was certainly a much ,vbolder tone on the part of the Foreign 

Office. Hitherto Lord Curzon had always stood in the shadow of 

Lloyd George, exercis!ng a less than primary raIe in determining 
',> 

British foreign policy. Now, under the new Copservative administration, 

the power of the Foreign Office vas restored. 'r~na~ Law was 
• . ;, 

.' 
inexperienced in foreign affairs and gave Curzon virtually a tree 

hand in determining a peace vith Turkey. Yet Cur2:on made no 

signi ficant changes in the operation of Bri tain • 8 Turkish poli cy. 

He did not bring British foreign policy into line vith the Cons~rvative 

desire for "tranquillity and 8tabiIity." Defpite 'the opportunity 

/ ' 
2 
NicoIBon, King George, p. 373. 
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" to break with the past, Curzon resolved to conduct Lloyd George's 

Chanak policy to its logical conclusion, even to the point of 

launching military operations. 

00 November 18 the British Foreign Secretary once again 

crossed to Paris to diseuss the situation with the French prim~ 
~ , 

Minister and the Italian Ambassador. To poincar~ Curzon insisted, 

before any dealings with the Turks, upon constituting a united 

front among the three major Allied Powers. But this united front 

which he had hoped to integrate was for the moment dislocated by 

the fact that the Sultan of Turkey had escaped on the previous 

day fram his palace and taken refuge aboard a British battleship.3 

Lord CUrzon, however, was able to convince Poincaré that this 

gesture on the p,rt of Mohammed VI was no pre-arranged plot by the 

British Government but a perfectly natural motion of escape fram 

the encroaching Kemalists. After five hours of discussion, an 

agreement upon a joint basis of policy was reached. A communiqu~ 

was published to the effect that this latest round of talks in .. 
Paris had fully confirmed the complete unit y of the three Allied 

4 Powers on aIl matters to be discussed at Lausanne. 

. 
The new 

Ita1ian Prime Minister, Benito Mussolini, who had seized power 

just eleven days after the fa1l of Lloyd George, was brought into , . 
5 the fold at Territet, just outside Lausanne, on November 19. 

- / 

3The Sultan' s brother, Abdul Mejid, succeeded him as Caliph (until 
the abolition of the caliphate in 1924) but not as Sultan. 
4 " Fifth paris Conversations, November 18, 1922. O.B.F.S., First 
Series, vol. XVIII, pp. 292-307. 

STerritet Conversations, Novemtfer 19, 1922. Ibid., pp. 308-17. 
,-

-. 
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The Conference of Lausanne formally opened on November 
• 

20, 1922. Those nations represented included Great Britain, France, 

ltaly, and Japan 1 Greece, Ranania, and Yugoslavia 1 Turkey (now 

represented solely by the Grand National Assembly as a result of 

the resignation of the Constantinople government on Novemb7r 5 and 

the flight of the Sultan on November 17) ~ and Bulgaria and the 

United States (in observatory capacities only). As early as 

October 26 Soviet Russia had been invited to the Peace Conf~rence, 

but as a participant only in discussions pertaining to the Straits 

regime. The Allies had acceded to this after thè Soviet Foreign 

Office had warned that any decision on the Straits taken without 

Russian consent would never he final and would merely "sow the 

seeds of new conflicts. ,,6 The Soviets, however, were not moved 

by this token concession and demanded representation on all'the 

COnference committees. Chicherin, the Soviet Foreign Secretary, 

insisted that nothing ~ould justify the summoning of a conference 

on the Near East, with the participation of several Powers, inc1uding 

Yugos1avia, Romania, and even Japan, but excluding Russia, "which 

7 
ia most concerned in the settlement of these matters." On November 

2 Chicherin presented Lord CUrzon with the fo1lowing emphatic 

dec1aration: 

6 
Karakhan to CUrzon, 5eptember 24, B22. S.D.F.P., vol. 1. (1917-

19)24), p. 335. 
7 \ 
Chicherin to Curzon, OctOber a9, 1922. Ibid., p. 339. , -
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the Soviet Government cannot in any ciroumstances 
agree that it should be invited to participate 
only in the discussion of the question of the 
Straits and not in the whole work of the con-
ference ••••• 

Their [the Allies) refusal to invite Russia 
to participate in the conference, apart fram the 
di3cussion of the Straits question ••• represents 
an attempt ta violate the rights and the interests 
of the Russian Republic in the field of foreig~ 8 
affairs and to damage its international reputation. 

CUrzon replied that lhe three Alli~d Powers had invited to Lausanne 

only those states "which are not actually in a state of definite 

9 peace with [Turkey]. n Obviously this did not satisfy the SOviets. 

Curzon's preceding statement was quite vague and open to wide inter-
, 

pretation but it is difficult to Qelieve that Soviet Russia was in 

more of "a state of definite peace" with Turkey than were Japan, 

BUlgaria,and the United States. The Soviets, however, really had 

no choice but to acquiesce and to accept what little they had 
) 

achieved. 

At the Lausanne Conference there was, for the first time 

since the Armistice of 1918, a spectacle of a negotiated rather than 

a diCtated peace. The ata:>sphere was extremely tense, all the 

delegates realizing ~at British and Turkish troops still stood 

virtually face to face-on the edge of Asia Minor. An early stalemate 

in negotiations or breakdown in the Conference had ~ good chance of 

resulting in war. The British Government, represented by Lord Curzon 

80liche;in to CUrzon, f NOvë-.Ji'" 2, 1922. Ib!d., pp. 343-4. 
9 CUrzon to Peters, November 10, 1922. D.B,r.p., First Series, 
vol. XVIII, p. 248. 
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(Chairman of aIl the political and territorial'discussions) and 

Sir Horace Rumbold, was determined on peace, but only at a certain 

priee. Curzon was in Lausanne to salvage what he could fram the 

mistakes of the old Coalition Government and at times his rather 

intractable and arrogant attitude raised the level of discussion to 

a fever pi tch. This probably ups.et Prime Minister Bonar Law JlDst 

of aIl. The last thing he wanted was war with Turkey. It was 

t 
precisely the danger of such an Anglo-Turkish conflict - at the 

time of Chanak - which was the immediate cause of Lloyd George's 

downfall and the replacement of the coalition by the present 

Conservative Government. War with Turkey would be a bad start 

for $e Prime Minister's policy of "tranquillity." 

The three most important points for the British at 

Lausanne were the questions of the Straits, the Turko-Soviet .. 
alliance, and Mosul. For Britain, a favourable solution to the 

first question would mean prodding a favourable response from 

Turkey. In turn, this would imply a corresponding solution to the 

second question. since the problem of t1* future regulation of 

the Straits was stressed by the Soviet Foreign Office as the 

cornerstone of the Turko-Soviet alliance; and ~ince Soviet policy . 

as;to this vital waterway was': so 'violently opposed to that of Great 

Britain, any resultintl Anglo-Turkish ag~eement in .this area would 

severely undermine future Turko-Soviet relations. As a resul t, 

Cr 
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the Straits question tended to become an Anglo-Soviet issue, 

with the Turks, though technically allies of Russia, trapped in 

the middle. 

Great Britain advocated complete freedom of passage 

• 
through the Straits for bath commercial and military vessels of 

aIl nations. Russia, on the other hand, was prepared ta see the 

waterway opened for commercial'vesSels but sought ta close the 
, \ / 

Strai ts al together ta ships of war. \ The control and closure.jf 

the Straits by Turkey during the recent war had proved to he a 

serious handicap for the Allies in the prosecution of thé war. 
\ 

Despi te the faU of Lloyd George, the British Government still 

argued that "in no circumstances should Turkey obstruct the passage 

of the British fleet into the Bla~k &ea.~ Great Britain at least -

even if France and Italy did not - now regarded it -an advantage to 

be able to hold Soviet Russia in check by keeping the Straits 

open to warships under international control. Bri tain feared 
1 
'P 

that "the closing of the Straits would retlder her [Russia] almost 

inv'ulnerable, and would leave her free t9 treat the Black Sea as 

a Russian lake, to isolate Roumania and Bulgaria, and ta use the 

valuable communications between Odessa and Batoua for the transport 

of troops ta the Middle East." The British vere aIso somewhàt 

apprehensive 'of the growing French influence in the ~ans. The 

Foreign Office, concerned vi th the fate of Eastern Eu%ope, &rCJUed 

that 

-
/ .. ", -, '. 

, 

, 

.' 
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If such countries as Bulgaria and Roumania, 
to say nothing of Turkey, are rendered immdne 
either to pressure or assistance arising from 
command of the sea by !lfome other Power (e.g. 
Great aritain), Fran~ will be able to exercise her 
influence with greater facility. It is hardly an 
exaggeration to state that if we are precluded from 

-sending the British fleet into the Black Sea, if, that 
is, the mouths of the Danube flaw into a permanent 
Russo-Turkish lake, the whole oonnexus of Danubian 
allianc~s and int~i:.-?~pendencies which centre round 
the Little Entente: wili tend aU the more 'to fall 
within the orbit either of France or Russia. ID 

If necessary, the British Delegation at Lausanne was prepared to 

tackle the-Straits question alone. 

By opening the Stral ts to both mili tary and commercial 
-i) 

vessels the British would have virtually nothing to fear. Their 

naval superiority gave them an advantageous position over the 

Black Sea Powers and particularly Russia,- as Allied intervention 

in Russia, possible largely through the opening of the Straits, 

had clearly demonstrated. The Soviets, on the other hand, had 

found the free passage of Allied warships and troop transports into 

the Black Sea, and assistance thus given to the enemies of the 

-' 
Boishevik Revolution, most disagreeable. In view of the utter 

inadequacy of their disorganized Black Sea fleet and their slender 

hope of ouilding a strong naval force, their position was exceedingly 

vulnerable. On November 5 Leon Trotsky, the Soviet War Minister, 

declared to the press that "The freedom of the Straits is nothing 

but~a military dictatorship of the Black Sea for the country possessing , 

10 
Nico1son Memorandum, November 15, 1922. Ibid., p. 975. 

--,i 
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11 the biggest fleet." The Soviet Delegation at Lausanne therefore 

fought for closure of the Straits to warships of aIl nations at 

aIl tf'mes. 

When the Straits question was taken up by the Lausanne 

Conference for the first time on December 4, 1920, Ismet Pasha, 

now Turkish Foreign Secretary, declined an invitation from CUrzon 

to speak first, éIld it fell to the newly-arrived Soviet delegate 

tQ make >the opening statement. Chicherin, who spoke as head of 

a Delegation representing "Russia, Ukraine, and Georgia" (a 

è6Ïttposite group including Vorovsky and' Mdivani), gave a sound 

exhibition of poli shed diplomacy: 

There must be lasting guarantees for the main­
tenance of peace in the Black Sea, the safety 

, of its shores, peace in the Near East, and the 
securi ty of Constantinople; that is to say, the 
Dardanelles and the Bosphorus must be permanently 
closed both in peace and in war to warships~ 
armed vessels, and military aircraft of aIl 
countries except Turkey. 

In making an exception of Turkey Chicherin argued that the Turks 

should be permitted to militarize the Straits: 

Il 

() 

The Russian Government and i ts allies insist 
further on the fact that the Turkish Government 
will only be in a position to defend the Straits 
and the Sea of Marmora effectively against aIl 
atta~s if i t recei vas express recognition of 
its right to fortify and arm its coasts, to possess 
a var fleet and to apply to tàe defence of the 
Straits and of the Sea of Marmora al1 the technica1 
accessories of DDdern warfare. 

Trotaky ta the Press, HoVUlber S, 1922. S.D.F.P., vol. 1 
(1917-1924), p. 345. 
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Chicherin concluded his opening're~ks by re-emphasizing Trotsky's 

az<JUDent of the, preViO~~lOSing of the Straits to 

warships is also in accordance with the'\principle of equa1ity 

between all states, whereas the opening~ oe Straits to warships 

12 
would confer a preponderant position on the trongest sea Power." 

'nlis formula, however, was vigourously opposed by the 

Ro~ian Delegation on behalf of the Little Entente, the members 

of which would have been left in the Black Sea area to face Soviet 

military power had the Soviet proposaI beeI! adopted. The Romanians 

also could not agree to "the key of the Straits being in the pocket 

13 . 
of one Power alone. Il with Remania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and 

Greece aIl declaring for the Wéstern view, Curzon put to the 

obviously embarrassed Ismet the blunt question whether he accepted 

the Russian case as the case of the Turkish Government. Ismet 

replied that, while "among the various proposaIs submitted to' tpe 

c01erence those of the Russo-Ukrainian-Georgian delegatioo seemed 

to him to correspond vi th the point of view of the Tur 

he vas still "obliged to examine" any other proposaIs 

be made.
14 

A narrow wedge had thus been skillfu11y in 

_. the Soviet and Turkish Delegations. It was to widen draJlliat:±t:~J. 

as the Conferertce proceeded • 

..lJOd2rin, Lausanne Confesence, Decelllber.4, 1922. ec-and 1814~ 
"Records of proceedings of the Lausanne Conference 00 Heu Eastern 
Affairs, 1922-1923, and Draft Tera of peace", Accounta and Papen, ~ 

vol. XVI (Noveaber 13-6, 1923), p. 129. 
13 " 

Duca, Lausanne Conference, Dece.ber 4, 1922. Ibid., p. 131. 
14 

la_t, Lausanne Conference, De~r 4, 1922. Ibid., p •. 135. 

------------------- • . . 
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on December 6 Curzon claimed that Chicherin's formula 

would give to Soviet RUBsia a position of exceptional and 

indefensible advantage within the Black Sea. ke contended that 
" 

even though "Russian and Turkish warships have the right under 

international law to free passage through the Suez, Panama and 1 
Kiel canals and through aIl t~e other straits of the world, 

M. Chicherin prop~es to deny these rights to other nations ·in 

regard to the passage between the Mediterranean and the Black 

Sea." In response to Chicherin's argument that the opéning 
-\ 

of the Straits)o warships would be to the advantage of the 

stronge~t na~ Power, Curzon declared that the Soviet Foreign , 

-"\ 

Secretary had neglected to mention that the 'closing of the Black 

Sea would place the other littoral coun(-ries ,at the mercy of the 

strongest land forces, i.e. Russia' itself!. "In fact, Il said 

Curzon in conclusion, "the more closely wé examine the Russian 

programne, the more closely does it elberge that it has on1y one 

object in1view, viz., to convert the Black Sea into a Russian 1ake 

1S with Turkey as the faithfu1 guardian at the gates." Çurzon'e 

argument, however, is a good dea1 exaggerated. In 1922 RUBsia 
, . 

had just finished suffering throuqh an exhàusting civi~ WU and 

was in no position whatsoever to âdopt an agqressive toreign 

policy in southeaste!:n Europe. Militarily, Rusai~"did not <lare 

15 . 
, CUrz~, Lausanne Conference, Decellber 6, 1922 • 

.. 
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launch a ~ampaign against Romania,' the closes~ littoral Power. ~ 

The Romanians, as members of the Little Entente, were POlitiCàllY[ .' 
supported by the West. Russia's Black Sea fleet, .""",>rflj'l'- , w as 

utterly inadequate and thoroughly disorganized'wi no 

hope 'of building a strong naval force for some time 

Curzon, though, was able to exploit the Russophobia majo:üty 

of the representati~s at Lausanne by painting the picture of a 
,. 

'gr~at Bolshevik peril. , 

WlIen rsmet Pasha finally,did make a formaI statement 

o~ behalf of the'Turkish Government, he concentrated his attention 

on the security of Constantinople and its hinterland. He argued 

that the non-fortification of the Straits amounted to leaving the 

most vulnerable and important districts of Tuzkey defenceless and 
l, 

'-at the mercy of a sudden attack. He pointed out that noneof the 

~ers represented at Lausanne had been deprived of the right to 

\ 
defend its capital. But despite these statemel1ts rsmet did .not 

dismiss the British proposal from consideration. What he was 

really after was some form of international guarantee to safeguard 

Constantinople, the Straits, and the Sea of Marmora against any 

16 
surprise attack by land or sea. 

The official Allied draft proposaI for a Straits convention 

was submitted to the Conference on Deced>er 18, 1922. In attempting 

to gain 'favour fram the Turks, it wu a somewhat watèred down var-
~ 

" 

sion of the ori.ginal British pmposal. However, i t did not de tract 

/' 
16 

lamet, Lausanne COnference, December 8, 1922, Ibid., pp. 157-8 • 

.... 

',- • 
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from the underlying principle of the freedom of the Straits. The 

official draft proceeded as foll~s: 

The maximum force which any one Power may send 
through the Straits into the Black Sea is not 
to he greater than tllat of the most powerful of 
the littoral Powers of the Black Sea existing 
in that sea at the time of passage, but wi th 
the proviso that the Powers at aIl times and 
under aIl ci,rcumstances r.eserve to themsel ~es 
the right to send a minimum force of three ~hips 
into the Black Sea, of which three ships no l 

individual ship shal.l exceed 10,000 tons. /} 

Smaller demilitarized zones were to be set up around the Bosphorus 

and the Dardanelles. AlI the islands in the Sea of Marmora, with 

,the exception of Emir Ali Adan, were to be demilitarized. In 

the Aegean Sea the islands of Samothrace, Lemnos, Imbros, Tenedos, 

and the Rabbit Islands were also to be demilitarized. The Turks 

/' 
were to be permitted a garrison of 12,000 at Constantinople. 

An arsenal and a naval base could also be maintained there. The 

safety of the whole ~rai ts area was to be guax-anteed through 

the offices of the League of Nations.
17 

The Soviet draft scheme was submi tted the fOl:lowing 

day. Its whole major argument appeared to be quite clearly 

èontained in its pehultimate article: "The contractinq Powers 

,... 
are agreed to elaborate and sign within three IIDnths fram the 

adoption of the present regulation an international Act reaogniaing 

the Black Sea as a mare clauaUJD of the littoral Powers, E!ven in' the 

l?Al.lied Draft proposaIs for Straits convention, Lausanne Conference, 
December 18, 1922. Ibid., pp' •• 244-9. 

\ 
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event of being'" made in the regime of the Straits which 

lOCldify . l' .. 18 st1pU at10ns. The So~iets, in atteJll>ting to 

the impression that they vere seeking to dominate the 

Bla Sea alone,launched a strong eampaign espousing the rights 

and interests of Turkey vi th 6stentatious e~hasis. Chicherin . 
claimed tbat the draft convention submitted b~ the Western Pàwers 

vas "tantamount to depriving the Turkish people of control over 

transit and of effective ~overeignty in the Straits" and "a 

flagrant violation of the sovereig.ty and independence of Turkey." 

Undeterred by i ts formhl exclusion from negotiations 011 the peace 

treaty, the sovitt Delegation Submit~ed a long memorandum 

emphasizing the injustice to Turkey of the terms proposed by the 

Western Allies.
19 

The Soviet argument, however, vas rejected outright by 

aIl the Allied and Associated Pavers. The overwhelming majority 

of the Conference supported the latest British proposals. And 

since the Turks had committed themselves by the National Pact to 

accept any solution for the Straits vhich the Conference approved, 

they accepted the British propOsaI on condition that the Straits 

territory received an international guarantee. To this the Allies 

readily agreed. The National Pact, huwever, "as not the sQ1e reason \ 

for Turkish acceptance of the British proposai, in fact, it "as 

19Chicherin, Lausanne confer~ce, De08llllber 19, 1922. Ibid •• pp. 265-78. 
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no sudden concession at aIl. It was clear that the Turkish 

Delegation at Lausanne was more embarrassed than flattered by 

Chicherin's eager championship. The Straits question was a matter 

of keener interest to Soviet Russia than to Turkey. Moreover, 
1 

quite enough traditional anti-Russian feeling survived in Turkey 

to make the Turks unwilling to see themselves permanent~y face 

to face with Russia in the Black Sea, with the Western Powers, to .... "'\.. .. 
whom they had owed so- much in' the past, locked out. The Turkish 

Delegation at Lausanne, having discovered itneou1d purchase other 

advantages; by thrawing over the Soviet alliance, was prepared to 

do 50 without regard to the feelings or interests of ~e Soviet 

Delegation. An example of th'is was the Turks' decision to join 
, 

the League of Nations, which was not recognized by Soviet Russia 
\ 

and which Chicherin had labelled "only a coalition of certain 

20 Powers. \. Chicherin thUS found himself in the latter stages of 

the ~ce both isolated and deprived of the main argument on 

which he had choseil to rely. In the closing word~f Ismet Pasha: 

"What do the Allies demand? Demilitarisation of the Straits, 

passage of commercial vessels and ships of wart as prov,idea in 

the scheme for the freedom of the Straits? We accept these 

practically in toto." 21 With this dramatic Turkish decision 

1"-

( 
20 

phicherin, Lausanne Conference, December 19; 1922. S.D.P.P., 
vol. 1 (1917-1924), p. 357. ~ 
21 

Ismet, Lausanne Conference, Deeember 20, ~922. COIIIDand 1814, 
. op. ci t., pp. 280-5. 
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Britain had just solved twé major problems at once. The straits 
\, 

ques~ion had been settled favourably and the Turko-Soviet alliance 
" 

h~d received a severely damaging blow. The Straits Convention, 

eventually signed on February l, 1923; was in general a victory 

for (the Western and above aIl British point of view. 

On Decemher 31, 1922 Lord Curzon was forced to paya 

hurried visit to Paris for the purpose of consultation with 

Bonar Law who, after the comparative failure of the London 

Reparation Conference of December 9-11, had decided, through 

personal conversatîôns, to attempt to dissuade Poincar~ from 

occupying the RuhI{. Faced as he vas by the .. impending rupture of 

the Anglo-French alliance, Bonar Law desired that the Turkish situation 

be liquidated upon ~y terms. If the Turks advanced upon the 

Strai ts he would see to i t that the British Government not go to 

war alone and that the British fprces "withdraw altogether even from 

Gallipoli. 
,,22 

This attitude at this particular time could only , 

hurt British policy in Turkey~ The Straits, Convention had not 

yet been formally signed and Curzon's hard-fought dipl~matic 
, 

victory was ,immediately placed in jeopardy. On January 4, 1923 

the Paris Reparation Conference col:~apsed. One wéek 1ater- French 
• 

troops occupied the Ruhr. The united frcmt which Curzon had 

4 

.' 

striven 80 industriously to foster and to maintain was severeJy damagadf.1 

22Bonar Law Report, Crowe to Curzon, Decemer 27, 1922. D.B.F.P., 
First Series, vol. XVIII, p. 417. 

, 
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The èhief Fr~ch .delegate àt Lau!?anné, Bard!re, pleaded . .ill-healtll 

and réturned to the French Embassy in !ù>me. Nevile Henderson, 

" -acting in the absence of Rumbold, reported from Constantinople that 

the. ~ailure of the Allied meeting in Paris had gi~n, rise- to greater 

optimism BO~ at Angora and at Constantinople ~o ~ outcome of 

J 
hlle Lausanne Conference: "It is clear .... that [the) Turks now consider 

[the) A11ied front to be broken and ~eir task thereby facili tated. ,,23 
1 • A' • 

Growing Tdrkish intractability was to be ~strated with the 

unpopular question of· Mosul. 

As could be expected Curzon was deeply discouraged by 

the atti tude of Bonar Law, declaring upon his return to Lausanne 

that "the feet of the Prime Minister were glacial". Po~3itively 6lacial. ,,24 
, 

ln a New Year's greeting to his wife Curzon revealed with much 

frustration the real attitude of his Prime Minister: "1 found 

Bonar Law longing to clear out of Mosul, the Straits, Constantinople; 

wi11ing to give up everything and anything rather than have a row; 

astonished at the responsibility l have assumed at Lausanne and 

, 25 
prepared for me to back down eve~here." Lord CUrzon, however, 

in spi te of the French, Bonar Law, and the British public and press, 

was not about to gi va up now. The Foreign Secretary could not he 

con tro11ed by Bonar Law in the manner of Lloyd George and hence was , 
23 

Henderson to Crowe, January 7, 1923. IRid., p. 432. 

24eurzon to Staff Member, January 2, 1923. Nièols<?n, .curzon, 
p. 324. 
25 

Curzon ta Lady CUrzon, January l, 1923. Ron&1d8hay, op.cit., 
vol. III, p. 332. 
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, , 
!. 

./ 

, 
prepared to see British policy in aU matters concernd.ng Turkey 

carried on to its logical conclusion and not interrupted mez;ely 

to placate the pessimism of the present Prime Minister. In other 

words, CUrzon "as prepared to vindicate the Chanak policy as 

originated by the previous Lloyd George administration. Personally, 

this was not so difficult for hi,m -to do. He had never' had any 

qualms ab0ut the ul timate aims of this policy; i t was' only the 
1 

means of carrying i tout which he had hi therto opposéd. 

Throughout Decel1i>er 1922 and January 1923 the British 

Foreign Secretary argued stronglY,in favour of the retention of 

the Vilayet of Mosul as an integral- part of British Mesopotamia. 

'Ibis was the final içortant question for British policy at Lausanne. -Curzon believed that unless Great Britain was able to impose i ts 

wishes upon Turkey in this area, its prestige would suffer, not 

only in Mesopotamia, but throughout the Middle East. The Mosul 

q~estion was the only outstanding controversy between Turkey and 
• 

Great Britain in which Britain stood completely alone. The 

interests of no other Power were involved1 thus Britain could 

look for no outside support. In the ~rds of Harold Nicolson, 

a mel1i>er of the British Delegation at ·Lausanne, th!s Anglo-Turkish 

conf~t was "clean-cut to the point of nudity. ~26 

At the time of the Armi.tice of Mudro! British troops 

bad occupied IIIOst of the v1layet of Mosul but Dot the towri. or the 
1 

26 
Nicolson, curzon, p. 328. 
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" 
'whole area which cUrzon was nCM claiming. 'lbis area was subsequently 

t. 
occupied as a "point of strateqical inportance." 'lbus Britain could 

\ . 
,not, wl. th ~t confidence, da im the 7hole Vilayet by right 

of military conquest,alon~. Moreover, the British had encou~aged , 
the "ASsyrians" to "rise against the Turk~ 'and were' under a IOOr:'l 

r 
obligation not to replace their home pasturages within Turkish .. 

( 

frontiers. Already some,35,OOO Nestorian Christians had taken 

refuge in Mesopotamia. The Kurds, however t who were il\ the 

majori ty, presented the biggest headache. It seemed that whenerer 

f 

the Brit1sh wanted them to feel 'race'-conscious, they refused to 
I~ 
l,... 

manifest any such desire. And this made it especially difficult . 
for Britain since CUrzon's strongest argument in preventing the 

Vilayet of Mosul from reverting to the Turks was based on grounds 

of nation~lity~ AS a result, neg~iations ~ere to drag on beyond 
.1 

the boundaries of the Conference of Lausanne itself. 

'Ibere was also the question of oil in Mosul. On June 27, 

1914 the Turkish Petroleum Company was institu~ed and obtaiped 

ï-...J 
exclusive rights over the oil deposits in the Vilayets of Baghdad 

and Mosul~ British interests held 75\ of the shares while the , 

r~ing 25\ were accorded to German interests. Under the Sykes­
~ 

Picot Agreement the Vilayet of Mosul had been placed' within the 

French zone, but the French Government had agreec:l, insofar as 
a 

- British intexests wer'è concemed, to xecognize the above ooncession. 

In 1918 Lloyd George induced Clemenceau ~ agree to surrender to 

Great Bri tain the Vllayet of Moeu1 provided that the French obtainad 

. . 

• 

.. ' ' 
1 
1~ <C, 
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a share, )ihich would not· he less than the former German share, 

in these oil deposits. The latter promise was subsequently 

embodied in the Long-Berenger Agreement of April 18, 1919 and in 

the Cadman-Berthelot Agreement of April 24, 1920. 

/ 
The struggle over Mosul began vith an agréement ta 

recognize~e differing yiewpoints on the legal posi~ion, since 

thé Turks had never accepted, and ~uld ndt be persuaded ta accept, 

either the Sykes-Picot Agreement or the revis ion of that Agreement, , 

when the French agreed to recognize Mosul. as part of the British 

mandate for Mesopotamia. AlI the initial arguments vere carried 

out by means of closed correspondence between Ismet and CUrzon. 

When Ismet argued in favour of the incorporation of Mosul inta the 

new Turkey along 'racial' lines, Curzon countered by presenting 

the latest population estimates of the Vilayet which clearly 
, 

indicated an overwhelming K".-d ish majority. Even the Arabs vastly 
J 

outnumbered the Turks: "The proportion of • Turks' ta Arabs can be 

shawn most effectively by the statement that the 'Turks' in the 

whole of the Mosul Vilayet are less numerous than the Arabs in 

the tO'fll of Mosul alone." Moreover, Curzon claiDled that the "Turks" 

of Mœul vere not Ottoman Turks. ,'lbey called theJDSelves Turkomans, 

and the Turanian "language they spoke reseabled Azemaijani rather 
1 

than the Turkish of COnstantinople. Curzon argued further that the 

concession of Mosul ta \rurkey would make the posi tien of 

... Mesopotamia "untenabl.-, that Mosul had alvays had strQnq hi8toric~ 

J 

• 
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,. 

connections with Baghdad; and that the "economic relations of 

the Mosul Vilayet are entirely with Baghdad and with the Arab 

. , 
city of Aleppo, both of which cities the National Pact leaves 

27 
outs ide the boundaries of Turkey." , 

Ismet countered by producing statistics to show ~at 

• 

the Arab element in Mosul was inconsequential as compared to an 

overwhelming.Turko-Kurd majority. He claimed that the dialect 

spoken by the Mosul Turks was the same as that of Anatolia; "It 

is enough for us to state that the Anatolian Turks are Turkomans 

and that these two vords mean one and the same thing." He lumped 

both the 'Purks and Kurds together sirrce they were as inseparable 

as the English and the Welsh. He claimed further that, historically, 

Mosul had been in Turkish hands for over eleven centuries; geographically, 

it was closer to AnatoHa than to Baghdad; economically, Mosùl -

southern Anatolia relations were far lOOre important thari economlc 
:l . 

relations with Baghdad; and strategically, the Persian frontier 

had been for centuries as near to Baghdad as thè frontier line 

28 
Turkey vas now proposing. 

.... 
'lbree days ~ater CUr2;on replied aqain, claiming that 

the Turkish figures were entirely inaccurate. On Ismet's theory , 
that the Turks and ~e Kurds were of the SaDIe stock, Curzon argu'ed 

27 '. • 
Mosul Population Estimate, 1921: KUrde - 454,720, Arabs - 185,763, 

Turkomans - 65 ~ 895, Chtistians - 62,225, Jevs - 16,865, CUrzon ta 
Ismet, December 1., 1922. COumand 1814, op.cit., pp. 364-6. 
28 .~ 

:rsmet «:'0 Curzon, Dec8lllber 23, 1922. Ibid., pp. 373-9. , 
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there wa& no historical or other evidenc~ of any weight, and it 

was one "which the Kurds themselves would rejeet vith seorn." 

H~ admitted that a small Turk~~h minor~ty might desire reunion 

with Turkey but he truly doubted ~at the 'Kurds or Arabs would, 

stating somewhat,sarcastically that "it is open to anyone te form 

an independent judgment as to whether, the Southern Kurds would 

prefer to accept an arrangement whieh, while connecting them with 
,0 

their market and suppl Y centre, Baghdad, leaves them free-to use 

their own language, to be governed by their own tribal leaders and 

officiaIs, and to develop their native institutions, or to ~e placed 

under a Government whose representatives can find nothing to say 
1 

29 to their national demands except that aIl Kurds are Turks. Il Ismet, 

however, contin1,led to claim that the "Kurds would never agree 

te be separated from their Turkish brethren in a land redueed to 

f
.. . .. 30 the status 0 autonomous terr1tory. 

The Grand National Assembly felt strongly on the subject 

of Mosul and the Turkish Delegation at Lausanne thus exhibited a 

good deal of deterudnation. The prospect of an'equally determined 
. 

British stand, however, appeared to encounter opposition fram a 

far wide.r spectrtUD than simp1y the Turks themse1ves. 'ftle British 

House of CODlDOns was cet.'ltainly 1es8 keen. Bonar Law, CODIIlitted as 

he wâs to a policy of peace, was arudous to c1ear out of Mesopotamia 

29 Curzon to Ismet, December 26, 1922. 

. J01smet to CUrzon, Deceaber.a9, 1922. 

Ibid., p. 384 • 

Ibid., p. 391. 
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, 31 
"bag and baggage." He feared that the Turks might seize upon 

Mosul as grounds for which to break up the Conference. "This 

would be the most unfortunate thit:l9' which could happen in every 

way, as half of our pwn people and the whole of the world would 

say that we have refused peace for the sake of oil." 32 Tc Curzon 

he expressed two othe:t' convictions: ' 
~ 

The first is that we shoua.d nQt go to war for 
Mosul, and second thàt, if the French - as we 
know to be the case - will not join Us, we shall 
not by ourselves fight to enforce what remains 
of the Treaty of sl!vres. I feel so stronqly on 
both these points that, unless something qui te 
unforeseen should change ~ view, I would not 
take responsibility for any other policy.33 

The Piime Minister's views were echoed I;>y the popular press. Lord 
, 

Beaverbrook' s Daily Express, paraphrasing aismarck' s famous 

statement, declared that "Mosul is not worth the bones of one 

single British soldier." "Mespot" was merely a wastepot, a' miserable 

wilderness of swaup and desert; indeed, its proposed evacuation 

. 34 
had been a paramount issue in the 1922 election. . CUrzon, haweVllr, 

.. 
"as determined to assert British interests in Mosul to the utmost 

1 

li.mit short of wu. He continued to exploit Bonar r.aw's lack of 

experience in foreign aff'airs. Thus, despi te freqt,lent outbprats, 

the Prime Minister held virtua1ly no influence at all over British 

policy at Lausanne. 

3lBonar Law 

111/12/38. 
32Bonar Law 

33Bonar Law 

34 
Nicolson, 

to CUrzon, ~cember .. ,5, 1922. Bonar Law Papen, 
.., 

, \ 
to curzon, becpllber 28, 192~. Ibid., lll/12/54. 

to cuiZon, January 8, 1923. Ibid., lll/12/!S, .. 

curzon, p. 331. 
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Curzon also had the advantage of. knowi~g more abQu~ Mosul 
, 

than Ismet who, when the problem was finally brought'before the Con-
~J' 

ference in an official capacity on Januar.y 23, 1923, délivered, in 

support of the Turkish claim, a long~ monotQnous, and often inaccurate 

~. ~ 
lecture of an historical and statistical kind. Curzon made haVQc 

of his facts. with his typical supply of sarcasm he replied to 

Ismet: nIt was reserved fcr the, Turkts~ dèlegation 1;..0 discover for 

th~ first timè in history that the Kurds wer~ ~ks. Nobody has 

" ever found 'it out of before." He concluded with the proposaI that 

the entire question of the frontier be referred to the League" of 

Nations. 35 The idea of submi tting th~ question to the League was 
',' 

certainly not condUcive to an earl,y elimination'of aIl Anglo-Turkish 

points of friction. It did not exac~ly ~lease the ,Prime Minister. 

U But Curzon was able to win oVer strong support at the Colonial 

~ '" 
Office, which was now responsible for the affairs of "British 

36 Mesopotamia. 

Ismet at first refused tb accept this suggestion while .. 
li 

the Angora, Governmént; according to the French Hlgh C~ssioner in 

Constantinople, appealed to France to suppott i~ proposal foi a 

o 37 ' \ 
plebisci te for Mosul. 'lbe French though, as wel~ as the ttahan 

and Japanese Delegations, threif their weigbt behi.nd Lord CUrzon, 

" 
'0 

35, 4 

CUrzon, Lausanne COnference, Janua~ .23, 192~. 1814, 
ge.cit., pp •. 356-61. 

,36crowe to CUrzon, January l2, 1923. 'D.'.P.P., Pirat Series,' 
vol. XVIII, p. 442. 
37 
Hen4ers~ to L1~ay, JanWl1Y 2'. 1923: Ibid., p •. "'70 • .. 
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thereby forcing, the Turk-s to give in. In sUpPortill<j Britain on 

this point, despi te strained fFrench relations over the recent 

occupation of the Ruhr, France y have bee~ lOO~1ng for compl .... tary 

British support on th.e economic d financial questions. In any 

case, the French had little to gain frôm being obstinate. Undér a 

coq>romise reach~d on February 4, t:welve months of Anglo-Turkish 

negotiations on the subject of Mosul vere provided for. ~/these 

failed, the British plan for submitting the dispute ~e League , 
of Nations vould cOme into effect. Thi~ formula, vith the twelve-

month period reduced to one of nine months, vas Accepted at the 

resumed Confêrence _on June 26 and written' into the text of the Treaty 

of Lausanne. 'lbe question vas not "finally resolved until 19~6. The 

Anglo-Turkish talks ve~ duly held, there vas discussion'in the 
V/ 

Supreme Council of the League of Nations and a decision by the 

, 
Permanent Court. Finally a treaty concluded b~ Britain and Turkey'-

on June 5, 1926 recognized Mosul as lying vithin the borders of 
," 

Mesopotamia. 'lbe eventual Turko-Iraqi frontier, as it stands 

today, is practically identical vi th that proposaI by Lord Curzon 

at the COnference of Lausanne. 

{ 
;--

Despite Lord Curzon's ability to achieve successfully th~ 

major goals of of British policy at Lausanne, the Conference vas 

doomed to break dovn over other issues, less important to Bri tain, 
Il 

" 
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but, ironically, more siqnificant to its Frençh and Italian Allies. 

These issues, embodied in the Draft Treaty'of January 31, concerned 

primarily judicial and financial questions. Whil~ the Turks 

demanded nothiZ:g less than the conplete abolition of the Capi tUlitions , , ~, 

France and Italy claimed that present Turkish law was incapable 

of meeting aIl the requirements and necessities of IlX)dern life. 

Financially, these two Western Allies had placed a very heavy 

smphasis on concessions, which prompted Ismet to declare that if 

'I~r key were to accept the economic clauses of the treaty as now 

proposed by the Allies she would be placed in a position of eoonomic 
1 

servi tude. ,,38 Despi te some very dralDatic barg.aining in the Beau 

Rivage Hotel on ~ebruary 4, 1923, with Curzon's train waiting in 

the winqs, no oonpromise solution was agreed upqn.. The Turks did 

~ffer to conclude peace by signing a treaty embodying aIl but the 

judicial and financial questions, which ~ere to be left open fpr 

further discussion. Ironically, this was a very tempting offer . 

of a separate peace between Great Britain and Turkey. But Curzon 

knew that British public opinion would judge his s9-cceSS or failure 

entirely by whether the whole Treaty h~d, or had not,} been signed. 

// 
Thus, in deference to his Allies, he declined this Turkish invitation, 

1 

anci the Conferer o~ Lausanne broke down oompletely. 

1 

38 
Ismet, Lausanne Conference, February.4, 1923. COIIIIIalld 1814, 

op. cit., p. 846. 
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But what seemed an apparent fai1ure for Britain cou1d 

equa1ly be regarded as a signal success. Al~ough the Treaty had 

not been signed and the Dai1y Mail had expectedly headlined the 

39; . 1 
"Fai 1 urE! of Lord Curzon," the F.rench press, hi therto not exact y 

Britain's or Curzon's best friend, hailed the British Foreign 

Secretary' s "triomphe" in avoiding war and in enabling British 

prestige in the East to be 1argely re-established. The ironie fact 
r 

had emerged that the peculiarly British desiderata had aIl but been 

accorded, whereds the financial, economic, and capitu1atory clauses, 

in which the Fren~h and the Ita1ians were most interested, were stilt~ 

subject to acute controversy. France and Ita1y were thus faced with 

the rather appall~ng realization that, whereas they had gone to 

Lausanne confident that Turkey regarded Britain as the ~jor enemy 

and themselves as friends, it was the former who managed to obtain 

its desires and the latter who failed comp1ete1y to win Any 

consessions from the Turks. 

When the Conference collapsed, British troops were once 

again put on a war footing in the Straits area. The British Cabinet 

was prepared, if necessary, to order the British forces at Constantinople 

and on the Ismid Peninsu1a to b~ withdrawn to support the main body 

. 40 
of trQOps at Gallipoli and Chanak. Despite the 'absence of Lloyd 

George, the British Government was still prepared to fight for the 

39 
Dai1y Mail, February 5, 1923, p. 1. _. 

40 
Lindsay to Curzon, Januafy 30, 1923. D.B.F.P., First Series, 

vol. XVÎII, p. 481. 
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security of the Dardanelles. This time, however, the crisis took 

place at Smyrna. By the terms of the Armistice of Mudros the 

Allied Powers were permitted, by the stationing of warships fn the 

IIDSt strategie ports, to safeguard the rights of their nationals in 

Turkey. At Smyrna Britain maintained only one ship, the H.M.S • 
.o.P 

Calypso. But two days after the breakdown at Lausanne the ~ 

Government demanded that aIl foreign warships of more than' one ~usand 
tons leave Smyrna harbour before midnight February 7. .. Nevile Henderson 

was prepared to maintain the British and Allied position under the 

Armistice of Mudros and refused to submit to any resb:ictions on 

the movements of warships. AdDdral Brock reaffirmed this principle 

by the dispatch of the H.M.S. cura~ao fram Constantinople to Smyrna. 

He proposed to warn the Smyrna authorities that if British warshi~ 

41 
were interfered with, the town would be bombarded. For bis part, 

Lord Curzon declared that the Turkish SUJœDns couIc! not be accepted 

and that no ships would be withdrawn before the deadline. "If attacked 

42 
they are to defend themselves." Again Curzon vas deJIK)Dstrating 

his now absolute command of British foreign policy. Ignoring the 
II> 

pacifie utterances of SOnar Law, he was prepared to llake a strong 

military and naval stand against the Turk. This vas a JlleaftS of 

e~forcement much more conduci ve to the interests of Lloyd George. 

It represented the military solution which the Foreign Secretary 

41 
Henderson to Curzon, February 6, .1923. Ibid., p. 509. 

42 
Curzon to Henderson, February 7, 1923. Ibid., p. 515. 

l 
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had hitherto consistently opposed when promulgated by the former 

Prime Minister. Indeed, British policy in Turkey was still very 

Lloyd-Georgian, though without the presence qf Lloyd George. 

After the first deadline was passed without incident 

and the H. M. S. Curaçao safely entered Smyrna l;larbo.ur, the Allied 

High Comadssions in Constantinople agreed to send a joi~t note 

of protest to Adnan Bey, thè Turkish representative in the old 

. al 43 cap1t • The Turkish reply was at first vague, stating that 

the Government was prepared to "discuss" the issue. 44 '!ben on 

February Il the Foreign Office was informed that the French High 

Commissioner had received a virtual ultimatum from the Turks de-

manding that if aIl Allied warships were not withdrawn from smyrna 

within three days, the Mudania convention would be regarded as having 

45 
been broken. Curzon' s immediate reaction was, to draw up a draft 

note strongly supporting the Allied case. He argued that the 

Armistice of Mudros still governed relations between Turkey and the 

three Allied Governments. Thua "the allies regard themselves as having 

full liberty to send ships to Smyrna to protect their nationals, the 

property of their nationals, and the carrying on of peaceful commerce 

46 
~tween the allies through this port." 

,. 

43 
Henderson to Curzon, February 8, 1923. Ibid.., pp. 517-8. 

44 to curzon, February 10, 1923. Ibid. , 532. Henderson p. 
)1 

45 to curzon, February 11, 1923. Ibi'd. , 533. Henderson p. 
46 CUrzon to Hender.on, February 12, 1923. Ibid., p. 538. 
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By February 13, i.e. the day before the second deadline 

èxpired,Henderson reported the Turkish attitude to be softening once 

again and endeavouring to back down without abandoning the pretentions 

to i~se restrictions on foreign warships in Turkish ports. An~OUld 

never abandon this claim. At the sarne time the TUrks would not 

~attempt to enforce it unless they regarded themselves as seriously 

threatened. "They are looking for [an) excuse to get out of [the] 

si tuation without losing too much face. ,,47 After the deadline had 

again been passed without incident, the Allied High Commissions 

again sent a joint note to Angora similar to that of Curzon's 

original draft.
48 

Eventually the British Government decided to 

withdraw the Curaçao and other supporting vessels, leaving the 

CalypSO alone in Smyrna as before. CUrzon emphasized that this 

move was si~ply "a sign of conciliation and friendliness" and in 

no way did it indicate the abandonment of the priciple affirmed by 

the original dispatch of the CUraçao and maintained • by the retention 

of the Calypso. He hoped "by thus extricating the Turks from a 
\ 

difficult situation to close the incident and also to strengthen the 

49 hands pf Ismet pasha and of the lIlO<Ù!rate party at Angora." 

~ough not without difficulty, ~Curzon's nopes vere 

eVéntually fulfilled. Originally the de~uties of the ~rand N~tional 

47 
February 13, 1923. Ibid. , 543. Henderson to Curzon, p. 

48 
Henderson ta Curzon, February 15, 1923.' Ibid. , p. 549. 

49curzon to Henderson, February 24, 1923. Ibid., pp. 564-5. 
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Assembly, after rejecting the Draft Treaty, had criticized 

Ismet and, more seriously, Kemal. As a foretaste of things to 

come, Kemal fina11y disso1ved the Assed:>1y and elections were 

he1d throughout Turkey. 'Th~~ was in rea1ity only one party: 

his own. The resu1ts, as expected, conflrmed hint in power, and 
., 

the continuance of negotiations with the Allies was authorized. 

On March B a note to this effect was sent to the Allies by Ismet 

pasha which propOsed, among other things, that the economic clauses 

50 
be detached from the rest of the Treaty and discussed separately. 

Curzon at once took up the ideas contained in the Angora note 

and invited the A1lied Powers to meet in London. A brief conference, 

with Bompard of France, Garroni of Italy, and Baron Hayashi of 

Japan present, was held at the Foreign Office fram Marah 21-B, 

1923. Once accord was reached among the Allies, yet another note 

~ '\ 
was dis~atched to the Turkish ~ernment, in which the Allie's declined 

to separate the economic 51 clauses fram the rest of the Treaty. 

On tnis understanding the Conference of Lausanne resumed its sessions 

on April 23. 

From the British point of view the second session of the 

Lausanne Conference was anti-climatic. CUrzon did not partioipate, 
('" 

his place as head of the British Delegation being ASsumed by Sir 

Horade Rumbold. In fact, most of the other Delegations vere headed 

5°Rumbo1d to CUrzon, March 10, 1923: Ibid., pp. 582-7. 

51eurzon to Rumbold, March 28, 1923. Ibid., pp. 666-9. 
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by lesser personages. By the time resumption took place agreement 
\ 

had already been reached in pri~~iple on the 'abolition of the 
1 ~ 

Capitulations, as required by the National Pact of 1920'. The only 

question was that of the form of judicial protection for foreigners 

in Turkey. The Allies, as in the first session, suggested a panel 

of foreign counsellors to advise the Turks on their lega1 system and 

in some cases actually to sit in Turkish courts. This was reje~ed 

as inconsistent ,wi th Turkish sovereignty. The most that the Turks .. 
wou Id Agree te> was the appointment of a number of foreign jurists' 

to serve for a period of not more than fi ve years in the Turkish 

Ministry of Justice, for the purpose of advising on legislation 

and hearing complaints from resident foreignerSl they were to have 

no part in the administration of'Turkish law. This vas the sole 

remnant of foreign lega1 control which remained. after the passing 

f th . f th 'l' 52 o e reg1me 0 e Cap1tu at10ns. 

In mu<$ the same way, ~e old machinery of a foreign-

dominated coUllcil for ensuring the payment of the Ottanan Public 
" 

Debt ~as swept"' aw~y by the Treaty of Lausanne signed on July 24, 1923. 

Henceforward Turkey was to have charge of the administration of its 

own revenues vi thout external interferen'ce. The residue of the Ottanan 
(j 

Debt vas "distributed between 'l\1rkey itself and the successor states 

of the old Ottoman Empire. Alone of the states which surrendered 

in 1918 Turkey paid no reparat10ns to its"conquero'rs." Turkey thus 

52 
Lausanne Conference, De~r 28, 1922. eommand 1814, op.cit., 

pp. 482-92. 
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{ 
re-entered into the enjoyment of its sovereign financial rights. 

From the British and Turkish points of view the Conference of 

Lausanne hc;td been a success. Angora had acceded to the British 

princip le of the freedom of the Straits and to the British 

proposafs concernin~osul. In return Turkish sovereignty was 

officially recoqnized throughout Anatolia, :il Thrace as far as the, 

Maritza River (including the west bank city of Karagach), and on the 

Aegean islands of Imbros and Tenedos near the mouth of the Dardanelles. 

The Greeks, interestingly enough, as a result of the return to the 

diplomatie scene of Venizelos, fared quite weIl at Lausanne. There 

the former Greek Prime Minister gained for his country virtually aIl 

of Western Thrace from its pre-war possessors, Bulg~ria and Turkey, 

as weIl as the vast majori ty of the islands in the Aegean Sea. 

The Treaty of Lausanne a~so proV~ded for a compulsory exchange of 

Greek and Turkish populat1ons ~entlY under foreign rule so that 

the Greet minority in western Asia Minor should not become once more 

53 
a source of conflict. This exchange, howeyer, did not apply to , 

'the Greeks of Constantinople or to the Turks of Western Thrace. 

53 
Of the approximately 1,100,000 Greeks resident in Asia Minor before 

the Greek defeat, only .500,000 remained. 320,000 additional Greeks 
l}ad fled from Eastern 'l'hrace. The Greek Government vas therefore 
faced ~ the problem of hOW$lll9 and supporting close ta a million 
refugees. On the other hand, there vere same 450,000 Turks reaident \ 

. on Greek terri tory. Dr. Na,nsen of the League of Nations sU9ges~ 
these populations be exchanged. Curzon much disliked thts sch8llll!l . 
which 1)e regarded ai!I inhUlDall. -1 detest," he .&id, "havi"q anythinq 
ta do vith it." In the end the .chame, oonsi4erinq the'difficultiea, 
worked amazingly \rell. Nicolson, CurZOft, p. 302 • 
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Substantially the Treaty of Lausanne was an international recognition 

of the demands formulated in the National pact.
54 

The completed Treaty evoked conflicting judgments. 

55 
Church11l called it a "peace of mutual respect," Lloyd George a 

56 
"rout." But it was given permanence and solidity by one over- , 

riding virtue: it faced facts. It acknowledged that Ionia could 

never bn-reek; that the Armenians were taO few and too scattered 

to form the basis of astate; that Bri tain was determined to keep 

the Straits open and under international control. The Treaty of 

Lausahne was not ratified by the British Government until AuguSt J, 

1924. This de1ay was due not only to the vexatious prOblem of 

Mosul but to the fact that Canada, despite aIl i~ previous in-

ferences of dissociation fram the Turkish Question in September 1922, 

'had been resentfu1 over what it considered its inferior representation 

at Lausanne, and thus refused to consent to the Treaty. This I1fob1em, 

though, was probably the least of Bri tain' s worries throughout the 

, 
entire periode once officially recognized, wrote an observer in 1924, 

. 
the "Treaty of Lausanne with its Annexes seemed destine<1, in aIl 

human probabi1ity, to inaugura te a more lasting settlement, not only 

than the Treaty of savres, \lut than the Treaties of Versailles, 

St. Germain, Trianon and Neuilly •• 57 The generation vhich folla.Md 0 

was to confirm this judgment. 

54 .....' C<lnmand 1929, "Treaty of Peace wh.u Turkey, and other Inat:ru.ents, 
signed 1lt Lausanne on 24th July, 1923, vith Aqre'.ll1ts between Greece 
and TUrkey># signee! on 30th January, 1923, and Subllidiary ~ta 
foxming part 'Of the Turkiah Peace Settl~t·, Accounta and P!p!!!, 
vol. XXV (Pebruary 13 - NoveIber 16, 1923), pp. 5.10-721. _ 
55 ' 

Churchill, Op.cit., p. 437. 
56 

Lloyd George, Peaoe '!'reaU •• , vol. II, p. 1361. 

57Tuperl.ey, <?R.git., vol. 1 vi, P .• U5. 

-' 
, .., 

(,.r~ ~~ 

l.? 'I".L!co; .. "~."è".rA ~ 



• 

o 

• 

CONCLUSION 

"Injustice, arlJogance, displayed in the hour of 

triumph will never be forgotten or forgiven." So declared Prime 

Minister Lloyd George at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. He 

argued further that "it seems to me that we ought to endeavour as 

if we were impartial arbiters, forgetful of the passions of war. ,,1 

The above statements refer ta frmany but. placed in the TurU.h 

context, they throw some very!interesting light on the influence 

of emotion in intern'ation~l diplanacy. As il result of his intense 

Turkophobia, the Prime Minister treated the peace settlement with 

Turkey in exactly the opposite manner fram which he preached for 

dealing with Germany. He strongly believed ·that the Turk was unfit 

to rule and he was foreve:t arquing that, by closing the Straits, 

the Turks had prolonged the aqony of war for at)least a further two 

years. Lloyd George was most definitely affected by the "passions 

of war;" he was at no time the "impartial arbiter". His "arrogance" 

in particular, "displayed in the hour of triumph," wu not at aIl 

condueive to il suceeBsful settl_nt with the Turk, who neither 

forgot nor forgave • 
... 
l. 
Martin Gilbert (e4.) p Lloyd George, Englevood Cliffs, 1968, pp. 62-3. 
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Yet Lloyd George must not bear the sole responsibility 
, 

for Britain's unrealistic polioy in dealing with the Turkish peace 

settlement. Most of the time the Prime Minister received support 

from th'e majori ty of the Cabinet. The Foreign Office under Balfour 

and Curzon, the War Office under Worthington-Evans, and the Colonial 

Office under Churchill aIl acquiesced in Lloyd George's quite 

b'latantly anti-Turk policies. This does not mean ta say that there 

were no differences of opinion wi th in the British Cabinet. There 

were, indeed, many and varied opinions, but they must not be over­

emphasized. Neither B}lfour nor Curzon nor Worthington-Evans nor 
........ 
) 

Churchill was really principled enough to stand up to the opposition 

of the Prime Minister. Not one understood when he should resiqn 

and was unable to employ at critical junctures the threat of resignation. 

They quite readily allowed themselves to be forced onto the bandwagon 

qf Lloyd George. Even after the Prime Minister had fallen from power, 

Lord Curzon freely coriducted Lloyd George's Chanak policy to i~ 

'logical conclusion. Sonar Law, though not entirely disinterested in 

foreigrr affairs, was ine~eriencet in that field and, unlike Lloyd. 
, 

Geo~ge, had virtually no control over CUrzon or influence in the 

ultim&te Turkish settlement. Still, the Foreign Office wu as 

uncompromisinq with the Turk in 1923 as it had ever been sinee 1918. 

, There is no truth to the legend that Mustafa ICeluI WaB the "benefU:iary 

of the Carl ton Club."2 Edwin Montaqu at thé India was the only cabin.t~ 

2 , 
The Riqht Honourable H.A.L. Pishar, _A Hi.tory o~ Bur<?p!, v.ol. III., 

The Liberal E!f!riment, London, 1935, p. 1182 • 
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member principled enough to oppose consistently the anti-Turkish 
, 

policy of Lloyd George. This unflinching attitude cost him his 

political career. 

The British Government's opposition to Turkish nationalism 

manifested itself in the support of rival national movements, i.e. 

those of Greece and Armenia. The British deeply aU.sunderstood the 

Turkish national movement under MUstafa Kemal. They associated 

Kemalism vith Moslem fanaticiSm and the vartime Cammittee of Union 

and Progresse 'l1le Government vas therefore quite distrustul of it. 

One Young Turk ~volution had already been enough for Great Britain. 

To counteract the growing strength of Turkish nationa1ism, Britain 

)t. 
supported the national aspirations of both Greeks and Armenians. 

But it supported the latter two only so long as direct British 

interests vere not imperilled. The primary function of the Greeks 

and the Armenians vas to keep the Turkish position weak. In this 

sense, British policy in Turkey vas rea11y quite neqative. Bd,tain's 

1ack of positive support for Greek and AJ:menian nationalism aqainst 

tha t of the Turk vas evidenced by the ~ri tish abandonment of the 

former whenever the qoinq qot too rough. The Armenians in eastem 

Anatolia vere 1eft to he "sandwiched" unmercifully betveen the 

forces of lCemalism and Bolshevism. "" .. At Smyrna, in western Anatolia,- "'; 

British support .lso vanishe , alloving the Turks to drive the Greeks 

riqht out of Asia Minor. 

1 . 
- 1-
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The British Government could .. afford to let this happen 
~ ~ 

since Asia Minor represented interests ot basically second~ 

importance to Great Bri tain. The funslamental 'problem for Bri tain 

within the Turkish QUestion was to establish at Constantinople and , 
th~ Straits a reqime conducive to British interests, i.e. a reqime 

which would safequard the openinq of the Straits at all times ta , 

both coll\!llercial vessels and ships of war of a11 nations. At the 
. " 

end of 1918 Constantinople was already under anleffective Bri~ish . ~ 
military occ:rupation while the rest of Turkey proper remained quite 

\ 

passi ve. There was no M14stafa Kemal or TuAish nationalist movement 

at this critica1 time. Britain was in an extreme1y good situation 

to obtain from the_ Turk a fa"J!O~able solution to the question of 
If 

the Straits regime. But Lloyd George's distrust of this Turk 

persuaded the British Gover~nt to support strongly Greek and 

Armenian c1ailfts in Asia Minor as 
'\--). . 

terri tory into Allied spheres of 

..,. ----
w~ as the division of this 

influence - issues of on1y secondary 

importance to Great Britain. In effect, the British Government 

preached the complete destruction of the Ottanan Empire, even to 

, .. 

the point of dismember.itng Turkey propar. It was deemed most advantageous 

for Britain to take the opportunit~ to continue hitting the TUrks 
! \ 

while the, were apparently down and out. 

, Unfortunately for British policy, however, . the Turks bad 

• 'Ilever really been Jc.nocked out by the war. The, Turk may have loet 

\ 
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.,. 
bis Empire but not his homeland. The Turkish-speakinq heartland 

of the Ottoman Empire had nevÇr been conquered durinq the w~r, 
( 

either by British or Allied troops. And Mustafa Kemal saw to it 

that it was not "conquered" by the Treaty of Savres. The Kemalist 

Movement was like a hornet' s nest in the middle of Asia Minor, 

~arinq the British to reach into the unknown to wipe it out. The 
1, 

Bri tish Government, in ~ll i ts arrogance, could not resist. Spurred 

on by the PriBMf, Minister·s intense Turkophobia and by the deception 

of havinq conquered militarily the whole of Turkey proper, Britain 

, was sucked in and stung badly; four years of crucial diplomatic 

activity'were needleSS1Y~ Asia Minar aside f .... Mosul, was 

a question of primary importance to Frànce and ltaly, Greece and 
, , 

Armenia,' but only of secondary interest to Great Britain. For her, ., v 
there were no vital economic interests in that region. Such British 

\ 

economic' interests ~ there were in Turkey, when the Arabs had 

seceded, lay in transit into the Black Sea through the Straits 
" 

rather than in the econauy of Ana~c:»lian Turkey i tself. 

So, by arroqantly prCDOtinq secondary issues under a faIse 

,concept, Bri ttsn policy wmecessarily "&sted four years of diplomacyl' 

before sè<::uring at Lausanne in 1923 what oould have easily been 

acoomp~ished at Paris i~ 1919. It took Britain until the end of 1922 

to realize that Asia Minor was just too biej a JIIOuthful to svallow. 
"" 

• 
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From both the political and military points of view Britain finally 

came to realize \ât it was as impossible to deal with Mustafa 

Kemal and th~ Anat)Han interior by merely holding a position at 

Constantinople as (i\t, '\tas to deal wi th Sinn Fein and the Irish 
'- ) 

countryside by simply sitting at Dublin. 

By sveeping into the fray Britain came up against a 

variety of problems, both external and danestic, all of which made 

a favourable solution to the Straits question considerably more 

difficult. The British Government invited trouble and got it in 

the form of the wavering attitudes of France and Italy, and the 
(1 

unwillingness of the united States to do more than exho/t fram 

afar, the unsteady poli tics of Greece, md the constant plea for 

an Armenian national home. At the same time there were distracting 

domestic questions such as the Irish Treat~ negotiations, the un-

employment problem, and the increasing discomfort of the Conservatives 

with their position in the Coalition. 

But despite the trauma of the Turkish QUestion, British 

diplomacy suffered little permanent damage.' Anglo-French relations 

settled down after Lausanne, being freed fran the angry collisions 

and confrontations of the years iumediately following the Armistice , 

of Mudros. Anglo-Italian relations were easily re-shaped after the 
( 

comirig of the Mussolini regime. 'l'be sama wu tru, for Anq-lo-Greek 

relations, the loss of Slayrna and Eastern Thrace leaving no deep .car . 

If ••. 

, '. 
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Only the Armenian and Kurdish secessionists were 1eft to nourish 

thoughts of Perfidious Albion, but their importance on the world 

3 
scene was minimal. In any event Kemal himself broke vio1ent1y with 

the Ottoman tradition of mistreating minorities. Indeed, the 
\ 

Kemalist revolution neithe~ petered out nor turned into an aggressive 

mi li tary dictatorship. Instead i t transformed Turkey into a reformed 

but essentially stable and conservative state. There was nether 

revanchism nor lingering hatred of the peacemakers. The British 

position in Egypt, Cyprus, and the Arab mandates was not canplicated 

by Turkish irredentism. British commercials vessels and ships of 

war could come and go in the Levant' and thtough the Strai ~s wi thout 

hindrance from Angora •. In view of its fundamental aims and wartime 

"conquests ," for what more could Bri tain seriously have hoped? 

-

3proposals for an Armenian national home vere put forvard at Lausanne 
but vere refused by the Turks and not pre88ad by any of the otber 
Powers. Even le88 consideration vas given to the lCurds. A lCurdieh 
revo1t in 1925 was suppressed l?Y the Turks vith considerable brutality. 
It vas followed by le8ser ri.inge in 19~9 and 1930. 

c 
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