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. EDITORIAL FOREWORD
A FOREWORD,which closes a six-volumed survey, should

be brief. The work has undergone considerable modifications

al&*it progressed, owing partly to the advice and suggestions of

crifics and reviewers,^ partly to modifications of plan caused by
the progress of events ^dl certain ‘unexpected modifications in

the international situation. More coyld have been told in the

first thwe volumes had the reveldtions of certain writers been

available«at that 1|^ime. The ‘last three volumes have been
aMe to profi^ by these fortunate indiscretions. In the main,

moreover, the original design has been carried out, which was
to give a description of the woric of the^eac% Conference by
writers who knew their subjects at first hand and had not

infrequently influenced thfi'events they describe.

Endeavours have been made,* so far as possible, to make
use of the work of American as well as of British participants

in the Peace Conference, and, whenever possible, use has also

been made of the works of writers of othef nationalities such

as Nitti and Tardieu. It is probable however, and indeed

inevitable, that the work displays a certain bias in favour of

British and, to a less extent, of American policies. But the

reader, being warned of the tendencies of the compass, should

be able to steer his course aright. In the documents given and
in the quotations made from tj^e German and other enemy
doqiunents there shorfld be enough material wherewith to check

and to criticize any tendencies of this kind.

The last and most agre^ble jjuty of an Editor is to make
acknowledgments to those who have been of service to the

work for which he is responsible. Without the aid of the

Committee of the British Institute of International Affairs

this work could not have been produced at all. Among those

who were specially active and helpful with regard to the
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production of Volumes IV and V, it is right to mention the names*

of Lord Meston the Chairman, of the two Honorary Secrejjaries,

Mr. Lionel Curtis and Mr. G. M. Gathoihe-Hardy, of Mr. J. W.
Headlam-Morley, of Professor A. F. Pollard, and of Sin J. Cepil

Power. It is due to the latter’s generosity and public spirit

that the publication of the sixth volume has been rendered

possible. »r

It would be alike impossible and invidious to make acknow-

ledgments to all those who have ^given* valuable advice and
help in regard to these volmnes aS a ‘whole. But the editor

must mention three namea distinguished in history and in

diplomacy, those of Sir Ernesh Satow, of Sir Adolp];us Ward,
Master of Peterhouse, and of Sir Valentine Chirol, whose i^e
judgment and profound knowledge of history* and politics

have always been ungrudgingly placed at his disposal. In this

volume, as in all the others, the skilled aid of Miss Lilian

Mattingly has been invaluable in dtirecting and verifying the

numerous references and statements which occur in the History.

Mr. J. A. Steers has acted as geographical adviser in the sixth

volume.
*

At the same time it should be imderstood that, while the

work of those mentioned (and of many others not mentioned)

has been of the greatest assistance, they should not be held

responsible for any errors which the volume may contain.

It is certain that the views expressed in these volumes. wiU
not be those of posterity. But it is hoped that a sufficient

contemporary record has been given of the events and motives

which prevailed at the *Peace*Conference;^
^



PLAN OF THE WORK
The sixth volume deals with the various aspects of the

Treaties in Northern and Eastern Europe and outside Europe.
Th% first diapter deals with the Turkish Empire. No military

or diplomatic accouift of ii^ collapse has been thought necessary,

for the defeat was for the moment complete, and the armistice, as

related elsewhere, necessitated an unconditional surrender. The
serious a^>ect of the question here lay in the various obligations

tyid commitments of the Allies, first, to one another, then to

King Husein'and other Arab Chiefs, to Zionism, and to Greece.

The nature an^ extent of these.cqpimit^ents, as will be seen,

involved the encouragement of Arab nationalism mMesopotamia,
Syria, and Arabia, of Jewish nationalism in Palestine, and the

penetration of Greeks into Asia Mipor. These attempts in return

provoked a Turkish nationalistic movement in Anatolia which
was of so strdnuous a nature as ultimately to transform and to

revise the Treaty of Sevres piece by piec^ and step by step.

The great problem of the future of Constantinople was shirked

and not settled in this Treaty, and the results of this inability

to face the question are described to the end of 19S2.

The story of the Turkish Treaty is the story of a Treaty

which the Supreme Council momentarily forced on a defeated

and discredited government, only to find that the provisions

were unworkable because the G?eat Ponirers were not prepared

to enforce them. On the other hand in Poland, with which
the second chapter deals,, there was a serious attempt by the

Great Powers to reconstruct tflht great Polish nation, which
had been for a century and a half partitioned between the three

despotic Eastern Monarchies. As the Great Powers were

prepared to enforce their views, this experiment has for the

time being, at any rate, been successful. As a result of the
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execution of the treaties Poland has not been t|ireatened by*

Grennany, and has been able even to expand at her expe^ by
the Upper Silesian decision. Contrary'to aU racpectation she

has also repelled the Bolshevik dsmger. The ultimate success

of the experiment must depend upon time. It seemed to be

necessary in the History of the Peace Conference to call special

attention to this great constructive experiment on the part

of the Allies. Contrary to the usual plan of this History a short

historical introduction has «been h^'e given, for in this case,

more than in any other, it was to history that the Conference

appealed. Attention ha^ ali^o been concentrated on l^e ideas

actually prevalent at the Conf^rencp itself ^d underlying the

attempted solution^ Developments subsecfuent to the Treie^

of Versailles are more lightly treated, for in this, ‘more than in

any other part of ther History,.it becomes impoi^ant to give the

views of the rec6nstructors of the mapof Europe. For just as the

idea of ‘ Break Austria ’ has determined the fate of one part of

Central Europe for a genera^on, so has that of ‘ Reconstitute

Poland ’ for another. It is these ideas, not the patched or

fumbling expedients by which statesmen subsequently sought

to lessen their forcg or to delay their application, which settled

the weal or woe of Central Europe. Therefore, it is the origin of

these ideas and their interpretation in the Treaties which is of

the greatest importance.

While chapter two deals with 'the still incomplete Polish

experiment, chapter three deals with experiments in forming

or recognizing nationalities which are still more incomplete.

The shadow of the once vastf Riissian Empire hung over the

Conference, for it was not considered impossible that it might,

be shortly reconstituted. Hence the Conference was slow in

recognizing the Baltic natioffiditie^ and made only tentative

attempts to re-establish them. As regards the Bolsheviks

themselves the treatment followed has been different. For they

set out by denying the authority of the Peace Conference and
hence have but a limited relation to its history. They come
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thto it simply in so far as they conform to or approach the

ordinary commercial and diplomatic relations of international

society as interpreted the Peace Conference or by individual

Poysr^ present at it. With the Bolshevik attempt to reconstruct

Society in Russia and to inaugurate a world-revolution else-

where we are only slightly concerned.

tin chapter four an attempt is made to deal with the World
outside Europe. The development of nationalities and of

nations within the Brftish l^pire, is certainly one of the most
startling of the direct, and Indirect, results of the war and of

the peac^ Whether in Canada oriEgypt, in India or in South

Africa, in Jdalta or in Australasia the swell and pulse of new
mqyements and new ideas can be traced. It was deeply affected

by the sacrifices made and the consequent privileges claimed by
the Dominions^ an<{ by the surprising solution n^de by admit-

ting them to the League. For that constituted their introduc-

tion, as it were, into the <kmily of nations. The privileges

claimed by, and the duties imposed upon, a member of the

League seem, in fact, hardly compatible with a dependent status,

and hence admission to the League constitutes a phenomenon
in the history' of the Empire of the most decisive importance.

Apart from the British Empire, Japan played a most
important part at the Conference. It assumed on certain

occasions the status of a fifth Great Power, so that the destinies

of Europe have been permanently affected by an Asiatic State.

The complicated problem of Shantung, as decided at the

Conference, is here fully described. The diplomatic attitude

of the United States, in this as in such matters as the Russian

situation or Mandates, has been outlined, while the American
Treaty with Germany is pubj[ished, as is believed, for the first

time in this country. In the case'll the United States it has

been found possible in chapter five to sketch its internal disputes

which have so deeply influenced diplomacy and international

affairs. The omission to treat another problem, and an almost

equally fascinating one, that of the influence of the war and
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the peace on Latin America, is regrettable. Bnt such topics

would reqxiire a volume in themselves.
,

The last chapter of this concluding volume is devoted to

analysing the developments under that great constructive

experiment, known as the League of Nations. It opens with

an account of the different ideas which led to its formation and
with a general description of its constitution and aims. Certain

special features— Labom, Justice, Mandates, guarantees against

war—are then separately ‘considered. It is believed that the

stress laid upon this featme is justified by the fact that it is now
certain that some of the original provisions of the Peace Treaties

are clearly obsolete and thah more are obsolescent. But the

League contains within itself the possibilities of a great ^md
permanent international instrument, and provides for those

necessities of^growth and. adaptation, for which all experience

shows that no rigid treaty articles can provide. In concluding

this survey it may perhaps be a^well to emphasize the fact

that the League cotild not^have existed in its present form, or

perhaps in any form at all, without the support and the advocacy

of President Wilson.

By way of epilogue a short survey of some of the more
important principles and lessons of the Peace Conference has

been made. It is hoped that this will be found of some value

and that some of the newer information, not previously avail-

able, has been incorporated in it. Attention has been
,
called

particularly to Mr. Lloyd George’s remarkable Memorandum
of the 25th March 1919, and to the manner in which the League
is attempting to handle some of the problems left ui^solved

by the Supreme Council.

The appendices in this volug^e are designed to exhibit the

secret Allied Agreements and' certain other instruments affecting

the future of the Turkish Empire ; the final award as to Upper
Silesia

; the secret Allied Agreements with reference to China
and Japan. In addition the text of the Treaty of the United
States with Germany is added. Two other appendices give
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Ihe present position of the Covenant of the League and the

texts of some typical Mandates.

It has been thougRt necessary to' add editorial notes in

some cas6s to bring chapters up to date (i. e. to December

but the chapters themselves are, in general, studies of the work

of the Peace Conference and not primarily of any later develop-

ments.

A separate index of names is given in this, as in every other,

volume. This volume inclf#des a general subject-index to the

whole six volumes. "This subject-index deals only with subjects

treated in the narrative and text.* The inquirer will find the

complete afiicial index of names and subjects to the German
Treaty in^ Vol. Ill, pp. 380-467 ; and a topical index to the

Austrian, Himgarian, and Bulgarian Treaties in Vol. V,

pp. 477-83. It is hoped that it will be possible^ by the aid of

these various indices, not only to find the chief subjects of

importance readily but to*^est the accuracy of all statements

in the text by comparison with ihe origiaal articles of the

treaties and with other important documents.

Of passion 'and prejudice there has already been enough

and it is hoped that Jthe History may serve to»assuage and calm

rather than to inflame them. Thirty years hence men will not

only view this turbulent scene with more detachment, but they

will know more than we do of the darker secrets of the Peace

Conference. But it is only in this generation, and by the

evidence of contemporary writers, that the knowledge of

certain facts and opinions can be preserved. If only a few of

thes^ are recorded or indicated in this history its purpose will

have been amply achieved.

* J^AROLD TEMPERLEY.

^ In the case of the Treaty of Lausanne (v. pp. 114-7) the story has been
carried into 1923 for the sake of completeness, as in some other instances
(v. pp. 192, 288, 616).
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CHAPTERI

THE NEARANDMIDDLE EAST

PART I

A. THE SECRETAGREEMENTSAFFECTING THE NEAR
ANDMIDDItE EAST (1915-17)

1. The Four Secfet Agreements. The Secret Treaties and
Agreements, four in number, fottning the subject of this

Chapter, a^e those relating to tha Near and Middle East, into
which the Allies entered as exigencies inseparable firom the
war. In chronological order they are

:

(a) The Constantinople Agreement, 18th March 1915. The
‘ Constantinople Agreement ’ regardii^ the futurtf of Constanti-
nople, the Straits, and Fersif, between Great Britain, France,
and Russia, completed on the 18th March 1915.

(b) Secret Treaty of London, 26th April 1915. The Secret
Treaty of London, imder which ItcAy entered the war on the
side of the Entente, signed on behalf of Great Britain, France.
Russia, and Italy on the 26th April 1915. This treaty had
a wider scope than the other agreements, for ft dealt also with

• Italian territorial demands in Austria-Hungary.
(c) Sykes-Picot Agreement, 16th May 1916. The Agreement

between Great Britain, France, and Russia (more commonly
known as the ‘ Sykes-Picot Agreement ’) relating to the future
of certain portions— chiefly the Arab regions— of the Ottoman
Empire, completed on the 16th May 1916.

(d) St. Jean de Maurienne Agreement, 17th April 1917.
The Agreement of St. Jean de Maurieime* respecting Italian
territorial claims in Asia Minor, made between Great Britain,
France, and Italy on the 17th April 1917. This Agreement
was a result of the secret pact oMhe 16th May 1916, from which
Italy was excluded.^

^ Public knowledge of these secret undertakings has been gained chiefly from
Russian sources. Soon after the Bolshevik Gkivemment came into power

—

in October 1017—̂they published to the world, in an attempt to discredit the
so-called capitalist Governments of Western Europe, the documents found
in the archives of the Russian Foreign Office which related to these and other
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2 THE NEARANDMmDLEEAST

In this chapter it is sought to outline, as fully, as documents
and other material now available render possible, the secret

Agre^nents relating to the Near and Middle East to "which
various Allies subscribed during the war ; and, further, to place

these commitments in their proper perspective, and to exhibit

them in the setting to which they inceparably belong —the
gigantic struggle for national survival, which required of the
nations involved in it the use of every expedient permisrible
in diplomacy and war. Unless considered in their true historical

setting the secret Treaties and Agr^sements bear a distorted and
entirely misleading aspect,* and ppssess little relationship with
reality. .

2. The first stage of the* war, 1914-15. The outbreak of

war in 1914 between Great Britaki, France, and Russia, and
Germany and Austria-Hungary, left Turkey, Biilgaria, Greece,
Italy, and Rumania in a position of doubtful or 'precarious

neutrality. All expected to realize their large national
ambitions at fhe cost of ohe or more of their neighbours. Each
believed that participation in the war on the side of the victors

would secure the attainment of these ambitions, and that upon
a scale more satisfying thian imagination had ever suggested
during the long preceding years of peace. On the other hand,
in an upheaval so wide, engaging forces so vast, and containing
such ominous signs of being a struggle to the death, alliance

with the losing side might well involve irreparable national
disaster. Nor would a policy of indefinite neutrality be free ‘

from risk. For these lieutr^s undue delay in making their

decision, to support one alliance or the other, might obviously
land them in dangers hardly less than would unconsidering
precipitancy.

() Turkish Treaty with Germany, 4th Avgust 1914. The
Young Turk leaders pf the 'Ottoman Empire had, as we now
know, already mad^ their decision, and committed their country
beyond recall to support of the Central Powers by a secret

Treaty with Germany, signed on the 4th August 1914.

() Bulgaria. Bi^aria, tdOT under the Tsar Ferdinand, had
also gone far in tlie same direction, though not as yet irrevocably.

The part Bulgaria could play in the war was of profound
secFetcommitmentsofforeignGovemmentsandTsaristRussia. The revelations
so made, though giving much important information, were incomplete, and in
details not always quite accurate. Gp. R. S. Baker, WiUan and World Settle-
meat (1922), 1, 48-72

; and text of discussion of the 20th March 1919, III, 1-19.
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•

importance to»each of the great hostile alliances, whichever she
might .decide to join. Repeated efforts, therefore, were made
by the Entente Powers nnd by M. Venizelos, the Greek Prime
Minister, .to secure the adherence of Bulgaria ; but she was not
to be moved, even by promises of large territorial adjustments
in her favour. Notmng short of decisive military successes by
the Entente would have sufficed to shake the confidence of

Ferdinand and his satellites in the ultimate triumph of German
arms. Ferdinand adopted a policy of neutrality in outward
form which moved steadil;^* towards action with the Central
Powers ; and when,, at last^ the Entente effort to reach Con-
stantinople had plsunly failed, he paused his country to begin
hostilitiei^against Serbia on the 14ith October 1915.^

(c) Greece. In Gteece, dlirin^ the earlier stages of the war,
the situation was more complicated. There, indeed. King
Constantine and his pro-German supporters were following

a policy not unlike that of Ferdinand in Bulgar^. But Greek
public opinion was divided, for M.* Venizelos and his party
were in favour of siding wjth the Entente, and the King had
to go warily and with many temporizations. Thus for some
time Greece was regarded as a possible ally, both by the Entente
and by the Central Powers, and could be neglected by neither.

(d) Italy. At the outbreak of war Italy was the ally of
Germany and Austria-Hungary, a partner of Jong standing in
the Triple Alliance, and her position, in consequence, was one of

exceeding delicacy. The S3anpathies of her people, however,
were less with her Allies than with the Powers of the Entente.
Undeniably, too, she stood to gain more by helping to defeat
her age-long enemy, Austria-Hungary, than by assisting that
enemy to victory and aggrandisement. Her allies, it further
appeared, had decided upon their policy of war without con-
sulting Italy, and thus, had not fulfilled e precedent condition
to obibiining her support under the terms of the alliance.

Faced with this breach of etiquette —committed because it

served the German purpose at .fte time —̂her Government held
that Italy was under no valia treaty obligation to join the
Central Powers, and, on the 3rd August 1914, issued a Declara-
tion of Italian neutrality. Thenceforward, as the one Great
Power of Europe remaining neutral, Italy held a commanding
position in relation to both groups of belligerents.

* For relations of Bulgaria and Greece in 1915 v. Vol. IV, pp. 452-3.
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(e) Rumania. Rumania was anotii^ neutral state which,
by geographical position and military strength, would be able
to exert a considerable influence upoft the course of the war.
She too had come within the orbit of the Triple Afliance^ to
which she had secret contingent commitments.^ Here again
the policy of the soverei^, Kng Charles, a Hohenzollem, was
opposed by the Prime Minister, M. Bratianu, who saw that his

country’s interests lay with the Entente. . Geographid&Hy,
however, Rumania was badly placed. So long as Constanti-
nople and the Straits were under* Turdo-German control she
comd be munitioned only precariously —or perhaps not at all

—

through the ports of Arcfic Russia. Rumanian neutrality,

therefore, was long-continued, and not until the time seemed
altogether favourable did that st&te joH the Entente imder
a secret treaty, Signed on the 17th August 1916, Ydth Great
Britain, France, Italy, and Russia.^ The Treaty calls for no
further remar]c here, havi^ already been examined in an earlier

volume of the present work.
In addition to treaties and agr/^ements designed to secure

the support of neutrals for the Entente, various grave questions
—which existed, or fronv time to time arose —̂between the
Powers of the Entente, also had to be regulated by secret com-
pacts. To this class belong the Agreement regarding Constanti-
nople and the Straits ; the so-called Sykes-Picot Agreement,
and the Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne. They represent,

on the whole, concessions upon policy by the Allies between
themselves, in order to harmonize their aims, and to maintain
the unity of the Alliance in prosecution of the war. They dealt

with the future at a time when the outcome of the war could
not be assured. The fulfilment of each, therefore, was made
contingent upon the ultimate success of the Allies being complete
enough to allow of J;he pact being executed.

3. The ‘ Constantinople Agreement ’ the 18th March 1915,
between Great Britain, France, and Russia, regarding Constanti-

nople, the Straits, and Persia^ The grouping into which the
belligerent Powers fell in the first week of August 1914, seemed
to indicate for Russia a possibility of realizing her traditional

ambitions in Constantinople and the Straits. And when, during
the first week in November, hostile acts by Turkey compelled

^ ». Vol. IV, pp. 218-14.
* Cf. Text in Vol. IV, pp. 615-17 ; w. also ibid., pp. 216-19.
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ilie Entente Powers to declare war upon her, it was evident
that a jnomentous approach towards the realization of Russia’s
dearest ambition had taken place. Between this step and
coipplete, attainment, however, much remained to be carried

through. It was necessary for the Entente to obtain complete
victory in the war ; it was necessary for Russia to seciu'e in

advance the Agreement of Great Britain and France to her
contingent annexation of Constantinople. The first lay in the
lap of time, and the final decision could not be hastened, could
not be prejudged. Ne^otiafions for Jhe second, however, might
be begun —and, from the Russian point of view, the sooner
the better, lest untoward develppnfents should jeopardize
success.

The matter, inde^^, grew urgent when, in January and Feb-
ruary 191^, the Russian position in Trans-Ccfucasia threatened
to become precarious— notwithstanding the disastrous defeat
inflicted on Turkish arms at Sarykaipish, during^the first week
of January. In seeking the assistance of her allies, by suggesting
an AlUed expedition agaia^ Constantinople, the question of

the city’s future was boimd to arise.

The course of the negotiationa upon which Russia now
entered, and the claims she and her Allies in turn put forward,
may be gathered best by quoting from a secret memorandum
of the Russian Foreign Office, drawn up just •before Italy had
entered the war on the 23rd May 1915.*

On the 19th February (4th March N.S.) 1915 the Minister of

Foreign Affairs handed to the British and French Ambassadors
a memorandum which set forth the desire to add the following
territories to Russia as the result of the present war

:

* The town of Constantinople, the western coast of the Bosporus,
the Sea of Marmara, and the Dardanelles ; Southern Thrace as far
as the Enos-Midia line ; the coast of Asia Miilor Jbetween the Bosporus
and thb river Sakaria and a point on the Gulf of Ismid to be defined
later ; the islands in the Sea of Marmara, and the Islands of Imbros and
Tenedos. The special rights of England and France, in the above
territories are to remain inviolate.’*

The claims as thus defined do not, it may be pointed out,

include the Asiatic shores of the Sea of Marmara (except a small

^ Published in the Bolshevik Pravda on the 20th December 1917, and in
the Manchester Gitardian on the 22nd February 1918 ; and see map opposite
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portion along the Ismid peninsula) nor of the Dardanelles.
Xlie memorandum continues : ,

a.

* Both the British and French Governments express their readiness
to agi^ to our wishes, provided the war is won, and provided a nunlber
of claims made by England and France, both in the Ottoman Empire,
and in other places, are satisfied.

*' As far as Turkey is concerned these claims are as follows :

(1)
^ Constantinople to be recomized as a free port for tran^tiof

goods not proceeding from or to Russia, and a free passage is to be
given through the Straits to merchant. ships..

(2) ^ The rights of England and France in Asiatic Turkey to be
defined by Special Agreement between England, France, and Russia
are recognized. •

(8) ‘The Sacred Mohammedan places are to be protfected, and
Arabia is to be under an independent Mohammedan[rule].

‘ The neutral zone in Persia established* by the Anglo-Russian
Agreement of 1907 is to be included in the English sphere of influence.

‘ While recognizing these demands in general as satisfactory, the
Russian Government made several reservations.

‘ In view of the formulation of our wishes with regard to the Sacred
Mohammedanplaces it must now be made clear whether these localities

are to remain under the Sovereignty of Turkey with the Sultan
keeping the title of Caliph, or whether it is proposed to create new
independent states. In our opinion it would be desirable to separate
the Caliphate from Turkey. In any case freedom of pilgrimage must
be guaranteed.

‘ While agreeing to the inclusioi) of the neutral zone of Persia within
the sphere of Engttsh influence, the Russian Government considers it

right to declare that the districts round the towns of Isfahan and Yezd
should be secured by Russia, and also that part of the neutral zone
which cuts a wedge between the Russian and Afghan frontiers and goes
as far as the Russian frontier at Zulfagar should be included in the
Russian sphere of influence.

‘ The Russian Government considers it desirable that the question
of the frontiers between Russia and Northern Afghanistan should
simultaneously be solved according to the wishes expressed at the time
of the negotiations in 1914.

‘ After the entrance of Italy into the war, our wishes were cominuni-
cated to the Italian Government also, and the latter expressed its

agreement, provided the war ended in thp successful realization of
Italian claims in general, and in the East in particular, and in the
recognition by us for Italy within tftfe territories ceded to us of the same
rights as those enjoyed by England and France.’

This Russian memorandum gives a coherent summary of

what had been done. Faced by an almost irresistible combina-
tion of circumstances making for Russian possession of

Constantinople, Great Britain and France had safeguarded
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* I
*

oieir own interests as best they could. Great Britain, in
consideration for reversing her long-standing policy of opposition
to Russian domination 6f Const«mtinople and the Straits, had
seQured an advantageous revision of the zones of influence in
Persia. Of special interest, also, are clauses (2) and (3) in the
section of the memorandum reciting the claims of Great Britain
and France in Turkey as admitted by Russia. Clause (2)
foreshadows the subsequent Sykes-Picot Agreement of the
16th May 1916. Clause (3) bears indirectly but pertinently

upon the same agreemerfl; by requiring an independent
Arabia under a Mohammedan sovereign. How these matters
fell out ^1 be shown later in revifewing the ‘ Sykes-Picot
Agreement ’.

The summary is’ supported by the contents of two offlcieil

and secret telegrams revealed by the Bolshfevik Government,
and is further borne out by an authoritative statement in the
Dumaby the Russian Prime Minister of the timfs

The first telegram is of the 18th March 1915, from M. Sazo-
noff, the Russian Minister bf Foreign Affairs, to the Russian
Ambassador at Paris. It recounts the favourable reception
accorded, especially by Great Britain and France, to the Russian
proposals contained in the memorandum of the 4th March 1915,
the gist of which we have already given. The telegram in

question says

:

‘ On the 8th March the French Ambassador, on behalf of his Go%'ern-
mcnt, announced to me that France was prepared to take up a most
favourable attitude in the matter of realization of our desires as set out
in my telegram to you, No. 937, in respect of the Straits and Constanti-
nople, for which I charged you to tender Delcasse my gratitude.

‘ In his conversations with you Delcasse had previously more than
once given his assurance that we could rely on the sympathy of France,
and only referred to the need of elucidating the question of the attitude
of England, from whomhe feared some objections, before he could give
us a more definite assurance in the above sense. Now the British
Government has given its complete consent in writing to the annexation
by Russia of the Straits and Constantinople within the limits indicated
by us, and only demanded security for its economic interests and a
similar benevolent attitude on our part towards the political aspirations
of England in other parts.

‘ For me, personally, filled as I am with most complete confidence
in Delcasse, the assurance received from him is quite sufficient, but the
Impenal Government would desire a more definite pronouncement of
France’s assent to the complete satisfaction of our desires, similftr to
that made by the British Government.’
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The second telegram is one from M. SazonoS to the Russian
Ambassador in London, and is dated the 20th March 1915

:

•

Referring to the Memorandum of the British Embassy here of the
12th March, will you please express to Grey the profound gftititude of
the Imperial Government for the complete and final assent of Great
Britain to the solution of the question of the Straits and Constantinople,
in accordance with Russia’s desires. The Imperial Government fully
appreciates the sentiments of the British Government, and feels ceit 9,in

that a sincere recognition of mutual interests will secure for ever the
firm friendship between Russia and Grqpt Britain.

^ Having already given it^ promiite respecting the conditions of
trade in the Straits and Constantinople, the Imperial Government sees
no objection to confirmings its assent to the establishment (1) of free

transit through Constantinople* for all goods not proceeding from or
proceeding to Russia and (2) fi;^e passage through the Straits for
merchant vessels. ,

^ In order to feCbilitate the breaking through of the pardanelles
undertaken by the Allies, the Imperial Government is prepared to
co-operate in inducing those States whose help is considered useful by
Great Britain dhd France to jAin in the undertaking on reasonable
terms.

‘The Imperial Government completely shares the view of the
British Government that the Holy Moslem places must also in future
remain under an independent ^oslem rule. It is desirable to elucidate
at once whether it is contemplated to leave those places under the rule
of Turkey, the Sultan retaining the title of Caliph, or to create new
independent States, since the Imperial Government would only be able
to formulate its desires in accordance with one or other of these assump-
tions. On its part the Imperial Government would regard the separation
of the Caliphate from Turkey as very desirable. Of course the freedom
of pilgrimage must be completely secured.

‘ The Imperial Government confirms its assent to the inclusion of
the neutral zone of Persia in the British sphere of influence. At the
same time, however, it regards it as just to stipulate that the districts

adjoining the cities of Isfahan and Yezd, forming with them one
inseparable whole, should be secured for Russia in view of the Russian
interests which have arisen there. The neutral zone now forms a wedge
between the Russian 4tnd Afghan frontiers, and comes up to the very
frontier line of Russia at Zulfogar. Hence a portion of this we(%e will

have to be annexed to the Russian sphere of influence. Of essential

importance to the Imperial Government is the question of railway
construction in the neutral zone, which will require further amicable
discussion.

‘ The Imperial Government expects that in future its full liberty
of action will be recognized in the sphere of influence allotted to it,

coupled in particular with the right of preferentially developing in that
sphere its financial and economic policy.

* Lastly, the Imperial Government considers it desirable simul-
taneously to solve also the problems in Northern Afghanistan adjoining
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‘Russia in thetsense of the wishes expressed on the subject by the
Impeti^ Ministry in the course of the negotiations last year.’

The penultimate pdltagraph of this telegram throws aside

^ pretence that Russia’s intentions in her Persian sphere of

influence were anything less than annexation in the long run.
‘ Full liberty of action ’ was the compensation she took for

agreeing to the extension of the British zone of influence.^
* ^The allusion to Afghanistan covered a proposal put forward

before the war for improving the irrigation of Russian territory

in that region. Lord Ishi^ton stented in the House of Lords
on the 9th January 1918,* that no suggestion affecting the
territorial integrity of Afghanistan h&d ever been made. He
also stated that the Ameer had been assured that no such
proposal would be m§ide or*agreed to at the Peace Conference.

4. Later Russian developments over the Cdhstantinople Agree-
ment, 1916-21.

{a) The 2nd December 1916, Ttepgff’s Declaration, The first

ofiicial statement that the Agreement we have just outlined

existed was made in the Rdssian Duma, on the 2nd December
1916, by M. Trepoft, the Prime Minister. The revelation was
made with the express purpose of reviving if possible, the
national spirit of the Russian people, and strengthening the
position of the Throne and the Imperial Government. Russia
was by this time far advanced in revolution? and Throne and
Government alike were on the eve of downfall. The Prime
Ministers statement was

:

‘ An Agreement which we concluded in 1915 with Great Britain
and France, and to which Italy has adhered, established in the most
definite fashion the right of Russia to the Straits and Constantinople. . .

.

I repeat that absolute Agreement on this point is firmly established
among the Allies.’

Howfar the Russism people had moved from their old beliefs

and ideals was shown by the failure of this announcement to
stir them. The fatuous self-sufficiency and blind incompetence,
not only of their rulers, but of the whole ruling class in general,

and the rank corruption which permeated classes yet wider,

had caused the Russian State, as then organized, to become
rotten. The people were turning eagerly to new ideals. ‘ They
had lost faith and hope, they were, too, already war- weary;
and when the moment arrived, as it were imexpectedly and

> V. also p. 200.
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suddenly, in which the greatest of their national aims came
within resolute grasp, that generation of Russians proved
incapable of seizing it.

*

{b) Bolshevik attitude, 1917. After the Revolujion the
Bolshevik Government formally declared, in accordance with
their theories, that Russia no longer had any ambitions to be
satisfied by the occupation of Constantinople and the Straits.

With the withdrawal of Russia from the war and from*her
alliances the Agreement between her and the Western Powers
lapsed, and the future of Constantinople add its great water-way,
a subject of endless contention and rivalry, remained for the
solution of Time. It is of interest, however, to glance at

subsequent Bolshevik action in Persia and Turkey rdating to

the Allied Agreement of the iSlh March 1915.

(c) BohhemhTreaty with Persia, 27th February 1921. By the
Russo-Persian Treaty signed at Moscow on the 27th February
1921 (the te\t of which was published in the Manchester
Guardian of the 31st March 1921) the ‘Government of the
Russian Socialist Federate Sovieft, Republic ’ formally and
definitely denoimced all Treaties and Agreements concluded
between Imperial Russia and Persia, and all Agreements of

the Imperial Government with other Powers relating to
Persia.^

(d) Bolshevik Treaty with Kemalists, 16th March 1921. By
another Treaty signed at Moscow on the 16th March 1921,
between the Russian Soviet Republic and the Great National
Assembly of Turkey (in other words the Turkish Angora
Government), Bolshevik Russia made a similarly disinterested

gesture towards Nationalist Turkey. The Treaty frees Turkey
from all Agreements concluded with the Tsarist Government,
and from the consequences arising from international treaties

or agreements by » that Government. Russia and Turkey
further agree to open the Straits to the shipping of all nations,

and to confide the preparation of an International Agreement
on the freedom of the Straits to a Conference of Delegates from
the coastal states concerned. The findings of the Conference,
however, were not to be of a kind to affect the independence of

Turkey, nor the security of Constantinople.
6. The ‘ Secret Treaty of London ’, signed on the 26th April

1915, between Great Britain, France, Russia, and Italy, regarding
^ For further details re Persia r. infra, pp. 214-15.
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ihe entry of Iteily into the War. The Treaty of London laid down
the terms on which Italy entered the War on the side of the
Entente Powers.^ •

,
Italy* had, in fact, long-standing and growing ambitions to

realize. Territories peopled by the Italian race were still under
the rule of the Hapsburgs ; the north-eastern frontier imposed
upon her by Austria after previous wars was no better than
tmft of a defeated state. Nor was she without memories of
her ancient past. She desired, from motives of security and
sentiment, to make'of tUe Adriajtic an Italian Sea. With
a teeming population and high birthrate she saw a great and
constant^ emigration of her people to lands not under the
Italian flag. At one time she had looked to Tunis, traditionally
the nearest and wealthiest* African province of old Rome, as
an ideal ^eld for Italian colonization ; but tiiere she had seen
herself forestalled by France. Taught by this experience she
had then, at the cost of war with.Tiirkey, made#ure of Tripoli-
tana, another of her ancient African possessions, only to find
that whatever it might hav4 been under Romeit now presented
few opportunities for Italian settlement. Italy, in truth, was
under all the disadvantages of being a late arrival among the
Powers anxious to acquire colonial possessions.

However, farther afield was Mediterranean Asia Minor,
a rich and fertile region, sparsely peopled, cits great natural
resources undeveloped, its climate not very unlike that of
Southern Italy, its coast not three days’ voyage from Italian
ports. It, too, had once been Roman territory. Towards this
land Italian attention had for some time been directed, as
a promising field for Italian commercial activity —̂perhaps even,
under favourable circumstances, for Italian expansion. With
wise prevision, Italy was, already^ as the result of her war with
Turkey in 1911, in occupation of the Dodecanese Islands, in
part. Covering the western coast of Asia Minor. More and more,
however, during recent years, it had become apparent that
Germany was likely to dominate Asia Minor. The entry of
Turkey, therefore, into the War on the 31st October 1914 in
alliance with Germany, did not make for Italian support being
eagerly thrown in the same direction.

After the Declaration of Italian neutrality on the 3rd August
1914, Italian opinion speedily hardened to the view that Italy

‘ Text is in Vol. V, pp. 384-98.
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should seek the full realization of her national aims by every
means in her power ; and that her policy should be character*
ized by severe practicality —̂that it should, in fact, deal only
with realities, and be influenced neither by prejwhce nor by
sentiment. Obviously Italy’s claims could be more fiilly

satisfied if she found h^df on the side of the victorious Entente
than on the side of the victorious Central Powers, provided
that the Entente had recognized her claims in advance hnd
undertaken to secure their fulfilment. A policy of realities,

therefore, called for suppojrt of the Entente, but for support
to be given imder bond. • »

Germany, nevertheless, did not allow Italian policy to be
shaped against her without making efforts to guide it mGerman
interests. Prince Biilow was dispatched on a mission to Rome
in January 1916, ‘where he used every ariifice to infl;uence the
Italian Government and Italian opinion. His efforts, however,
were hamper^ by the ffot.that Italian ambitions could be
satisfied only at the expense of Germany’s ally Austria, and her
prospective ally, Turkey. '

f

Weare not concerned here with the various articles of this

long and elaborately drawn London Pact except as applying
to the Near and Middle East.^ Suffice it to say that the Treaty
provided for the immediate conclusion of military and naval
conventions ; th» first between Italy and the three other Great
Powers of the Entente, the second between Italy and Great
Britain and France alone.; and that Italy imdertook to prose*

cute the War with all her resources, and to conduct her opera-
tions jointly with her allies against aU enemy powers. Other
articles dei^e with careful exactitude the huge territorial

additioifs Italy was to receive from Austria and her position

in Albania

:

4

Article 8. ‘ Itily shall receive entire sovereignty ov€r the
Dodecanese Islands which she is at present occupying.

Article 9. (This article is of great importance but is fully quoted
below under § 10 a.)

Article 10. ' All rights and privileges in Libya at present belonging
to the Sultan by virtue of the Treaty of Lausanne are transferred to
Italy.’

Article 12. * Italy declares that she associates herself in the
declaration made by France, Great Britain, and Russia to the effect

^ For other treatment v, Vol. IV, pp. 288-01, and for Albania, ibid.,

p. 840.
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‘tiiat Arabia and the Moslem Holy Places in Arabia shall be left under
the authority of an independent Moslem Power.

ABtKXE 16 . * The pre|ent arrangement shall be held secret.*

^
In addition to this Italy acceded on the 26th April 1916 to

the Anglo-French'Russian Declaration of the 5th September
1914 by which the three Governments agreed not to conclude
a separate peace, and that, ‘ whenever there may be occasion
to ^scuss the terms of peace, none of the Allied Powers shall

lay down any conditions of peace, without previous agreement
with each of the othef Allidb ’. It was further t^eed that after

the declaration of war by Italy, a hew declaration of the Four
Powers on the above lines should |^e signed and published.

With*her desired expansion in Europe clearly defined and
covenanted for, her Interestfin maintaining the balance of power
in the M^diterranean'recognized, and the assurance of receiving

a proportionate equality of treatment with her great Allies in

any partition or disposal of Ottoman territory in Asia that
might result from the struggle, Italy declared war on Austria-

Hungary on the 23rd May* tod on Turkey on the 20th August
1915.

How far the provisions of the Treaty of London were
realized in regard to Turkey-in- Asia, and the influence they
exercised, will best be seen when we consider the Sykes-Picot
Agreement and the Agreement of St. Jean di} Maimenne.

6. The Sykee-Picot Agreement and the Sherif of Mecca. To
make the origins and purposes of the Sykes-Picot Agreement
clear it becomes necessary now to glance at a still earlier secret

imderstanding.
Faced with the realities just described, and in prosecution

of the War in the East on behalf of herself and her Allies,

Great Britain, during the year 1915, obtained the support of

the Sherif of Mecca against the 'Ru’ks. Thf Sherif was already
covertly hostile to the Young Turk Government of Turkey, and
had refused his backing to the Jihad decreed by the Turkish
Sultan as Caliph of Islam. He already had large ambitions for

himself, his family, and the independence of the Arab race.

He aimed at nothing less than the creation of an Arab State,

or a Confederation of Arab States, which should embraice the
Arab peoples of Syria, Mesopotamia, and the greater part of

Arabia, with himself as Sovereign or Suzerain.

The understftnding with the Sherif was arrived at in a series
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of letters between him and Sir H. McMahon, who at that time
was British High Conunissioner in Egypt, llie correspondence
remains unpublished^ but has been o^ially described, both in

the House of Lords and the House of Commonsduring 1921 and
192%, as being of a somewhat ‘ inconclusive ’ natme. That“ it

pledged Great Britain to large measures ot policy has never been
disputed, though questions have arisen regarding certain details.

These, however, do not concern us here.^ ‘ *•

While undertaking to support the scheme of Arab indepen-
dence Great Britain excluded from/ its operation the Turkish
vilayet of Adana, containing the towns of Alexandretta, Adansi,

and Mersina, and the Sypan districts lying west of the
line Aleppo-Homs-Hama-Damascus. The reasons ^ven for

excluding these territories werO that they contained a non- Arab
population and that there France had special claims.^

Subject to these reservations, and to the Sherif of Mecca
making an elective rising gainst the Turks, Great Britain

pledged hersefi to freeing the Airab population from Turkish
rule, and to establishing, not necessai^y over the whole area,

an independent Arab State. In this guarantee France subse-
quently joined. Important results were expected from an
Arab rising led by the Sherif of Mecca—Warden of the Holy
Places —̂not only in a military sense, but still more for its effect

upon the World q! Islam and the prestige of the Sultan-Caliph
at Constantinople. Nor can it be said that expectation was not
justified by results, for the rising proved to be of incalculable

advantage to the Allied Cause.
(a) French attitude.^ Although France concurred, and gave

her support to the projected rising, she viewed with distrust

and anxiety the prospect of far-reaching military successes

being achieved by the Arabs themselves. When the rising

seemed likely to come about she pressed her demands upon
Great Britain for an Agreement regarding Asiatic Tflrkey.
She desired execution of the provision in the Constantinople
Agreement —of the 18th March 1915—̂which required the
definition of Anglo-French rights in these regions by agree-
ment between Great Britain, France, and Russia. She desired,
in fact, to obtain of Great Britain a binding and definite

recognition of French ambitions in Syria and Cilicia. Not-

> c. Part III of this Chapter, passim.
» V. also Chap. I, Part III, A, § 4, pp. 137-28.
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withstanding the presence of German armies on French soil,

Frencl) public opinion and the French Government supported
these claims with remarkable energy and persistence.

In a ^ay there was abxmdant reason for this urgency on
the* part of France. The Arab leaders already held her in deep
suspicion, and made no secret of their hostility to her pretensions

in Syria. They knew that Great Britain had nothing except
goodwill for the Arab aims, and for the tmification of the Arab
race ; they knew that for these aims France had nothing but
irremovable hostility. In short they recognized that Arab and
French aspirations iij Syria were entirely incompatible.

(b) Franco-British compromise^ The general situation,

therefore,* was somewhat as follows

:

Honour demanded that previous British undertakings to the
Sherif of Mecca and the Arabs should be amply fulfilled. It was
at the same time urgently necessary to maintain concord and
unity of effort between the chief European Allies, and—more
difficult still —between European ABies and Arab Allies. It

was necessary to harmonizfthe territorial ambitions of France
and Russia with the vital and traditional interests of Great
Britain, not only in the Ottoman hii\terland of the Persian Gulf,

but also in the international water-way formed by the Suez
Canal and the Red Sea. And it was necessary to provide for

the future of Palestine —or at least of Jeyissdem —without
placing this region, held in world-wide sanctity, under unquali-
fied Arab rule. At this time, too, the clash of interests between
France and the Arabs, and, therefore, between France and
Great Britain, threatened to become acute.

In these circumstances of difficulty the British and French
Government respectively appointed, towards the end of 1915,
the late Sir Mark Sykes and M. Georges Picot, to prepare the
terms of settlement as far as might be possible. The outcome
of thftir labours was a draft of the so*called Sykes-Picot
Agreement.

The draft represented no more than the compromises capable
of attainment at the time, compromises between interests that
were in almost direct and unvarying opposition. In this form
the Agreement was then submitted to the Tsarist Government
of Russia, who recognized, sulnect to certain restrictions, the
arrangement come to between Great Britain and France. The
conclusion of the Agreement by the several Powers concerned
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was effected during the end of April and ihe month of May 1916.
It well may be that maintenance of the interests for, which
Great Britain stood, Arab interests, a»well as British, had not
been rendered less difficult during the early months of 1916 by
the contemporaneous desperate struggle for life in which Frahce
was engaged before Verdun.

7. Terms of the Sykes-Picot Agreement^ 16th ' May 1916.
Secrecy was regarded as essential to the usefulness of « the
Agreement. Knowledge of its terms, even of its existence was
kept, at the time, both from the Italian Government and the
Sherif of Mecca. But of this Secret Agrgement, as of others

into which the Tsarist Government of Russia had entered, the
Bolsheviks published details ^ as soon as they came iilto power.
The Secret Memorandum of the Russian Foreign Office, dated
6th March 1917 and giving these partieulkrs, runs as under

:

‘ As a result of negotiations which took place in London and Petro-

g
rad in the spring of 1916 the Allied British, French, and Russian
overnments came to an Agreement as regards the future delimitation

of their respective zones of influencevand territorial acquisitions in
Asiatic Turkey, as well as the formatiod in Arabia of an independent
Arab State, or a federation of Arab States. The general principles of
the Agreement are as follows i

‘ (1) Russia obtains the provinces of Erzerum, Trebizond, Van, and
Bitlis, as well as territory in the southern part of Kurdistan, along the
line Mush-Sairt-Ibn Omar-Amadjie-Persiaii frontier. The limit of
Russian acquisitioifs on the Black Sea coast will be fixed later at a point
lying west of Trebizond.

* (2) France obtains the coastal strip of Syria, the vilayet of Adana,
and the territory bounded on the south by a line Aintab-Mardin to the
future Russian frontier, and on the north by a line Ala Dagh, Kaisariya,
Ak-dagh, Jildiz-dagh, Zara, and Egin-Kharput.

^ (8) Great Britain obtains the southern part of Mesopotamia with
Baghdad, and stipulates for herself in Syria the ports of Haifa and

‘ (4) By Agreement between France and England, the zone between
the French and Briti^ territories forms a confederation of Arab«States,
or one independent Arab State, the zones of influence in which are
determined at the same time.

^ (5) Alexandretta is proclaimed a free port.

^With a view to securing the religious interests of the Entente
Powers, Palestine, with the Holy Places, is separated from Turkish
territory and subjected to a special regime to be determined by agree-
ment between Russia, France, and England.

^ As a general rule the contracting Powers undertake mutually to

^ In the Izvestia on the 24th November 1017, reproduced in translation
in the Manchester Guardian on the 19th January 1918.
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recognize the cdncessions and privileges existing in the territories now
acquire(l by them which have existed before the War.

^They agree to assum^i such portions of the Ottoman debt as
correspond to their respective acquisitions.’

• *

8. Relation to Treaty of Skires and Tripartite Agreement.
The Sykes-Picot Agreement exercised a patent influence upon

• the .course of subsequent events in the regions to which it

'• appUed, notwithstanding that the Russian Revolutionary
Government repudiated the. provision concerning Russia. The
disclosure of its existence ana terms led speedily to the collateral

Agreement of St. Jeah de Maurienne between Italy, France, and
Great Britain. The disclosure also* strained the loyalty of the
Sherif of Mecca and Jiis sons towards their Western Allies, and,
in particular, fanned Arab hostility against the French. But
for the larger and more serious problems to be solved it served

its purpose well enough for the time —it provided a working
arrangement between Great Britain and France Vhich abated

, causes of dangerous friction, and, in some degree, determined

• the comse of future developments.
With certain variations the Agreement became the basis of

territorial change and control imposed by the Treaty of Sevres
and the related Tripartite Agreement, upon the Ottoman
Empire in Asia.

The more important of these variations wele

:

() That Ottoman territory assigned to Russia remained
Turkish ; and that the greater part of the vilayet

of Adana assigned to France likewise remained under
Turkish sovereignty.

() That in place of annexation the system of mandates was
adopted by the Peace Cpnference for the Arab areas

. in occupation by France and* Gpeat Britain ; and
that these two Powers were invited to become the
mandatories.

(c) That Palestine, instead of being placed under inter-

national control, was made a separate mandated
, area, under Great Britain as mandatory, with special

provision for the creation of a National Home for

the Jews.
(d) And that, by arrangement between Great Britain and

France, the Mosul district was transferred from the
VOL. VI C
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f.

French area of the Sykes-Picot Agreement to the
British area.

A later development was that by the Agreement of Angora ^

France retroceded to Turkey some 10,000 square mifes of the
territory intended to be placed under mandate, including
nearly the whole part of the Baghdad Railway which the Treaty
of Sevres had withdrawn from Turkish sovereignty. « .

The shortcomings of the A^eement in providing for the
complete fulfilment of Arab territorial and political aims do not
require more than passing mention in thi;s chapter. They are
fully treated elsewhere. As, has been shown, these shortcomings
were inevitable in the presence of imperative French* claims to
Syria. But the Anglo-French pledge to redeem the Arab
peoples from Turkish rule has been carried to completion beyond
doubt or question, as also the undertaking to set up a Sovereign
Arab State oy States. In this matter Great Britain, at least,

has honoured her promises to the full extent of the obligations

she undertook. The Sherif of Mecca, as King Husein, rules

over the Sovereign Arab State of the Hejaz. His son Feisal

has been crowned King of Iraq with Baghdad as capital, and
the British mandated territory of Mesopotamia, extending from
the Persian Gulf to Syria, as his realm. And in Trans- Jordan,
an Arab country included in the mandate for Palestine,

another son, Abdullah, has been established as ruler. That the
various Arab States of Central and South-Western Arabia
should not be anxious to come under the rule or suzerainty of

King Husein is a matter for Arab settlement alone, and is

entirely outside the operation of British undertakings.
But the outstanding grievance of Arab Nationalists against

the Sykes-Picot Agreement remains unabated, and without
prospect of remedy, .that the admission of France to Syria,

even in the position of mandatory, places the Arab peoples
imder the control of two separate foreign powers, with the
obviously consequent loss of Arab unity and of the hope of

ever attaining it. In order to show his opinion of the Allied

treatment of the Arab question King Husein of the Hejaz
forbade his representatives at Paris to sign the Treaty of Sevres,

and has not joined the League of Nations.
9. The Agreement of St. Jean de Mauriennet 17th April 1917,

^ 20th October 1921 ; for text v, infra, pp. 33-4. .
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between France, Great Britain, and Italy, regarding Itedian claims
in Turkey-in-Asia. The Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne
defined the gains, territorid and economic, to be received by
Italy in Asiatic l\irkey in fulfilment of the undertaking con*
tained in Article 9 of the Agreement of London, completed on
the 26th April 1915. Already, Great Britain, France, and

* Rug^a had settled between themselves, by the Sykes-Picot
» Agreement, what were to be their own gains in Asiatic Turkey

;

the Agreement of St. Jean 4^ Maurienne was intended to be
the corollary instrument between the same Powers and Italy

in respect of Italian* rights. How^ it failed of its intended
purpose forms an episode of war-time diplomatic history not
as yet disclosed, though report makes no secret of the cause
of failure. Nor have the terms of the Agreement ever been
published. * But there is no difficulty in piecing together from
a variety of sources a broad outline^ of its origin, jmrposes, and
chief provisions.

’ '

» As has been said, the Sykes-Picot Agreement was negotiated

• and completed without the ‘knowledge of the Italian Govern-
ment, who seem to have remained ignorant of its very existence

for several months. It is evident, however, that at the beginning
of the year 1917 that Government were already in possession

of the Agreement, and were negotiating with the other chief

Allies for a precise and binding recognition of Italian claims in

South-Western Asia Minor, admitted in principle in Article 9 of

the Treaty of London. It is evident, moreover, that the
Italian Government were pressing their demand for this

definition and recognition with no little insistence. They were
seeking, in fact, to secure that Italian interests in Asiatic

Turkey should be placed on the same definite and explicit

footing, between the several Allies, as had,been secured for the
interests of France, Russia, and Great Britain by the Sykes-
Picot Agreement.

(a) Treaty of London, 26th April 1915. The governing
passages of Article 9 runs as follows

:

* Generally speaking, France, Great Britain, and Russia recognize
* that Italy is interested in the maintenance of the balance of power

in the Mediterranean, and that in the event of a total or partial partition
of Turkey-in-Asia, she (Italy) ought to obtain a just share of the
Mediterranean region adjacent to the province of A^lia, where Italy
has already acquired rights and interests which formed the subject of
an Italo-British Conveiitioy. The zone which shall eventually be
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allotted to Italy shall be delimited, at the proper time, due account being
t^en of the existing interests of France and Great Britain.

* The interests of Italy shall also be taken into consideration in the
event of the territorial integrity of the Turkish Empire l}eing main-
tained and of alterations being made in the zones of interest of the
Powers.

‘ If France, Great Britain, and Russia occupy any territories in
Turkw-in-Asia during the course of the War, the Mediterranean region

.

bordering on the province of Adalia within the limits indicated fakove ,

shall be reserved to Italy, who shall be entitled to occupy it.’
'

b* *

It will be well now to 'see just what Qttoman territory falls

within the operation of tlyese vague terms. ‘ The Province of

Adalia ’ is clear enough —̂it could only mean the independent
sanjak of Adalia. But ‘the Mediterranean region adjacent
to the province of Adalia and ‘ the* Mediterranean region

bordering on the province of Adalia contain sweeping possi-

bilities. These definitions might certainly be held to include
the independent sanjak *of Itchili and the vilayet of Adana to
the east, and the independent uwjak of Menteshe and the*
great and wealthy vilayet of Smyrna (or Aidin), in the north- «

west. It might even be possible to make these definitions cover
the whole or part of the inland vilayet of Konia and the inde-

pendent sanjak of Karahissar, both of which border the narrow,
coastal ‘ province of Adalia ’ on the north, and come within the
Mediterremean region. Further uncertainty was introduced

—

though not, perhaps, to the complete advantage of Italy —̂by

use of the words ‘ just share On what basis, for instance, was
Italy’s ‘ just share ’ to be computed ? The principle of Italian

rights admitted in the Treaty of London had, in fact, been
given •an application so elastic and uncertain, that when exact
definition of such rights was attempted the widest discrepancies

of interpretation appeared.*

10. Italy and ^ St. Jean de Maurienne Agreement, ITlth April

1917. Discussions with Italy on these various points came to

a head in April 1917. On the 17th of that month the Prime
Ministers of France, Great Britain, and Italy met at St. Jean
de Maurienne and there endeavoured to hammer out terms of

agreement upon the questions at issue. The conflict of national *

interests and aims which had arisen and required solution

before agreement could be reached is partially revealed in the
comments of the Italian jpress at the time. Thus the Rome
Tribuna of the 25th April indicated how large were the Italian
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claims with which the meeting of Prime Ministers had to deal.

This journal spoke of

:

•
‘

. the zone from Smyrna inclusive through the vilayet Konia up
to the limft Adana as the ‘ zone adapted for the satisfaction of those
Italian interests of which the first stone was laid by the coneession of
Adalia and the possession of the Dodecanese.’

.And on the 27th April the Corrwre della Sera of Milan wrote

:

' . .

.

while English interests^mainly centre on Mesopotamia, French
on Syria, and Italian on* the iNlayets of Smyrna, Konia, and Adana,
there was a lively diffe^nce and discussibn ... on certain points, and,
more especiaUy, on Smyrna, Adana, ^d Alexandretta . . . French
opinion claimed all Syria up to the Anti>Taurus, while English opinion

to Alexandretta as the natural Mesopotamia outlet to the
terranean. To setlle these* differences, reciprocal and conciliatory

arrangements were necessary, giving compensations and indemnities,
where occasion arose, on the general principle of keeping to prevailing
agreements with a minimum of renunciations.’

• .
•

Reading between the lines of these comments it appears
that Italian claims included* the sanjaks of Adalia, Menteshe,
and Itchili, and the vilayets of Smyrna and Adana—all on the
Mediterranean seaboard —and part at least of the huge inland
vilayet of Konia. These areas, apparently, were proposed as

a zone for Italian occupation or annexation. But it appears,

further, that Italian claims included an additional zone, a sphere
for exclusively Italian interests though remaining under

’ Turkish sovereignty. This second zone must have comprised
portions of the vilayets of Bmsa and Konia, and of the inde-

pendent sanjaks of Kutahia, Karahissar, Nigde, and Kaisari.

The two zones together covered the southern half of the whole
Anatolian peninsula ; the zone proposed for annexation*formed
by much the greater part of this immense territoiy, and included
the whole southern and south-wes^em coast-Jine {v. infra p. 25).

11* Adjustment of conflicting claims. Other matters apart,

Italian clsdms were in serious conflict with the Sykes-Picot
Agreement, for the vilayet of Adana and a portion of the sanjak
of Kaisari had already been ear-marked for France by that
instrument. It was such directly opposing interests that had
to be harmonized at St. Jean de Maurienne. And neither the
British nor the French Prime Minister was in a strong position

to deny to Italian demands advantages similar to those already
secured to Great Britain and France.
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The Agreement of St. Jean de Mauiienne, soJar as we know
its ternis, rejected the Italian claim to the vilayet of Adana and
part of the sanjak of Eaisari, but conceded wellnigh everything
else. It assigned with these exceptions, to Italy, the ^umexable
zone she sought, including the vilayet and city of Smyrna—these
alone a gain of inestimable importance —̂the sanjaks of Men-
teshe, Adalia, and Itchili, and the greater portion of the inlemd

,

vilayet of Eonia. It conceded, too, the wide zone of special
Italian interest.

But, as has been said, these kfenormous Italian gains were
never brought to realization. Just why,, and in what circum-
stances, has not been offi<)ially disclosed, even by the Italian

Government whose hopes had been disappointed! Report,
however, is not silent on the matter, and credits the Russian
Government with the cause. The story i^, in brief, that Russian
consent to the Agreethent of St. Jean de Maurienne was
necessary ; tjiat this consent was not given ; and that, therefore,

the instrument which iiiight have placed some 70,000 square
miles of Asia Minor under Italian .soverehmty failed to attain *

validity.

The influence of this ^ead Allied compact survives only in

the Tripartite Agreement annexed to the Treaty of Sevres

—

of which both have since been profoundly modified (v. pp. 114-
17 ). Under this,Agreement Italy was accorded, not an annexable
zone, but ‘ an area in which the special interests of Italy are
recognized This area covers nearly the same territory which,

'

under the Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne, was assigned to
Italy in the two zones of annexation and of interest.

^ For Text v, App. I, Part II. For Mosul Secret Agreement v. this cliapter
Part Ilf C, § 4.
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PART I

B. BRIEF SKETCHOF TURKISH TERRITORIAL SETTLE-
MENTSPUBLICLV PRO’tfOSED SINCE THE ARMISTICE i

• •

1. Speeches of Mr. Lloyd George^Sth January, and of President

Wilson, 8th January 1918. An account has been given of the
actual secret obligations and commitments of the Allied Powers
with regard to the ultimate territorial settlement of the Turkish
Empire. A short summary will here be made of the attempts
to translate these agreements into practice an^ to announce
them in public. The first Allied public announcement, indicat-

ing their commitments was in the Balfour Note to President
Wilson of the 18th December 1916, which referred to one of the
Allied ‘ war-aims ’ as the ‘ setting free of the populations subject
to the bloody tyranny of the Turks ; and the turning out of

Europe of the Ottoman Empire as decidedly foreign to Western
civilization Whatever this meant or ^d not mean, it

certainly meant depriving the Turks of Constantinople and
Eastern Thrace. On the 5th January 1918, Mr. Lloyd George,
in a speech defining British ‘ war-aims ’, said ‘ nor are we
fighting to deprive Turkey of its capital, or of the rich and
renowned lands of Asia Minor and Thrace, which are pre-

dominantly Turkish in race . . . while we do not ehallenge

the maintenance of the Turkish Empire in the homelands of the
Turkish race, with its capital at Consl/intinople —̂the passage
between the Mediterranean and the Blact: Sea being inter-

nationaUzed and neutralized —Arabia, Armenia, Mesopotamia,
Syria, and Palestine are, in our judgment, entitled to a recog-
nition of their separate national conditions. What the exact
form of that recognition in each particular case should be need
not here be discussed, beyond stating that it would be impossible
to restore to their former sovereignty the territories to which
I liave already referred ’.

^ Complete to December 1922.
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Whatever else this meant it meant that the Turks were not
going to be turned out of Constantinople and Eastern Thrace.

Lloyd George added that conditi6ns had been ‘ changed ’

by *’ new circumstances, like the Russian collapse ^and |be
separate Russian negotiations He claimed, both then and
since, that the chief representatives of other parties, including
Labour, agreed with him. •

Mr. Lloyd George^s proposed assignment of Eastern Thfacce

and Constantinople to the Turks, committed Great Britain

alone. But on the 8th January 1^18 President Wilson made
the famous speech of ‘ the Eotuteen Points ’, which stated that
‘ the Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should
be assured a secure sovereignty, but the other na^onalities

which are now under Turkish rule should be assmed an . . .

unmolested opportunity of autonomous development, and the
Dardanelles should be permanently opened ... to the ships

and commerce of all nations .tmder international guarantees ’.

This was a definite pledge, and formed part of the pre-

Armistice Agreement which both Germany and the Principal

Allied and Associated Powers agreed to be morally binding
for the Peace Settlement. It is not very clear what it me*ins, for

Wilson apparently retained the Turkish formal suzerainty even
over Arabia, Mesopotamia, etc., and gave only a ‘ secure
sovereignty ’ to ‘ Jthe Turkish portions of the Ottoman Empire ’.

But ‘ the "Dirkish portions of the Ottoman Empire ’ are hard
to define. Are Thrace and Constantinople, for instance, such
^ Turkish portions ’ ? Weknow what Mr. Lloyd George thought
on the 5th January 1918. For on the 22nd March 1920 he
declared to an Indian deputation that both the Gr^k and
Turkish* censuses ' put the Mussulman population of Thrace
in a considerable minority ’, and, on the 27th February 1920,
he declared that the majority of the population of Constanti-

nople was Turkish, in each case referring to his speech of the
5th January 1918. Thus he thought most of East Thrace
Greek, and perhaps Western Thi’ace as well.

2. Arrangements between the Armistice and the Peace Con-
ference, 1919-20. The Armistice with the Turks of the 30th

^ On the 10th November 1914, Mr. Lloyd George spoke of the Turks as
* a human cancer, a creeping agony in the flesh of the lan^ which they
misgovern, rotting every fibre of life. ... 1 am glad that Turk is to be
called to a final account for his long record of infamy against humanity \
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October 1918 *was a pvirely military arrangement, stipulating

for the surrender of all Turkish forces and permitting the Allies

to occupy all necessary strat^c points, notably such as were
neaessa^ to the command of the Bosporus, and Dardanelles.
It will j>erhaps make the situation clearer if we divide the actual
territorial arrangements under the following headings : {a)

AraJ^ia, Mesopotamia, Palestine, Syria ; (6) Smyrna ; (c) Con-
stsmtinople and the Straits

; (d) Thrace
;

(e) Armenia.
(a) ArcMa, Meso'gptarmfl,, Palestine, Syria. The Allied

Powers were already in effective occupation of these areas at
the Armistice, and ’the Turkish forces had been hopelessly

defeated by Genercds Allenby and lifarshaJl. The severance of

these areas from Tiyrkish SQvereignty was practically accepted
by all parties. But President Wilson’s views to a certain extent
prevailed^ for the Peace Conference agreed to have Mandates
for Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia.^ As regards other

Arab territories these had been praotically prorAised indepen-
dence on the basis of self-determination by the joint Franco-
British declaration of the*7th November 1918 which referred

vaguely to their national aspirations.

(b) The decision to allow the Greeks to occupy Smyrna,
6th May 1919. This area might have been held to be assigned

to Italy under the St. Jean de Maurienne Agreement. But the
consent of Russia was necessary to the validfty of this instru-

ment and, as it had never been given, the agreement lapsed. On
the 3rd and 4th February M.Venizelos appearing before the ‘Ten ’

definitely claimed the Smyrna area. In the Greek Territorial

Commission the French and British supported the Greek claim
to Smyrna, while the Americans denied the Greeks any claim
to the sovereignty of any part of Asia Minor. The Italians were
hostile, and practically withdrew fnom the Commission.® Shortly
afterv^ds the Italian Delegation left Pari&''in consequence of

President Wilson’s attitude over Fiume (24th April).® This was
the opportunity of M. Venizelos and he used it with the greatest
ability. Unknown apparently to the American expert advisers,

unknown naturally to the Italians, the ‘ Big Three ’, as they
now were, in deep secrecy not only authorized but invited

^ Wilson refused to accept the Secret Amements and wished arrange-
ments to go by consent of the peoples, v. R. S. Baker, loc. ciL I, 78~5, 79.

* Bowman—in House and Seymour, What Really Happened at Paris,
NewYork, 1921, p. 194.

® V. Vol. IV, pp. 300-1

.
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Venizelos to occupy Smyrna with Greek troops.^* This decision

appears to have been taken between the 5th and the 11th May,
and it was carried into effect on the 15th May with the support
of British, French, and American warships. It resulted at once
in horrible atrocities and massacres of the Turks by the Greeks,
but, serious as these were, they were not the worst result.

Venizelos appeared before the Council of Five on the 16th July
to explain these circumstances, and, as is well known, appea!^d
them by suggesting that insults to ^French troops marching into
Strasbuig might have proyoked similar measures of retaliation.

But these terrible incidents were ‘not the most serious part of

the business. It is, of cotiTse, technically true that, under the
Armistice the Allies had the, right to ocqupy any area in the
Turkish dominions, which they might .consider necessary for

the enforcement*bf order. Technically, too, it was an«Allied and
not a Greek, occupation. But every one knew, as is more fully

explained below (p. 44), thereal meaning of this move. It was
an admission of the Greek claim to Smyrna and to the surround-
ing hinterland. Whether that clmm was to take the form of

annexation or mandate or merely occupation, was immaterial.
It was a definite assertion* of Greek claims on some territory in
Asia Minor and, as such, necessarily provoked the vigorous
resistance of Turkish nationalists, as well as the vigorous protests

of Italy.® It waib significant that Mussulmans of India, with the
Maharajah of Bikanir in the foreground, at once brought protests

,

before the Peace Conference. The ‘ Smyrna affair ’ is also impor-
tant as showing that the American attitude, as laid down in the
‘ Fourteen Points ’, was beginning to be modified by events.

(c) The American Mandate for Constantinople and the

Straits' As regards the ‘ Freedom of the Straits ’, as laid down
both by Wilson and Lloyd George, there seems to have been no
dispute. France ^eerfis to have been equally firm.® A^special
point was made of securing this in the Armistice, though that
might of course refer to purely temporary measures. But the
principle seems to have been generally accepted as both
desirable and necessary. It was, however, largely dependent

^ House and Seymour, op. cit., pp. 194-S, R. S. Baker, op. cit. II, 192^.
The American figures for Smyrna saqjak were 375,000 Greeks, 325,000
Mohammedans, and 8,000 otiiers. v. Statistics at end of this Part for figures
dealing with Smyrna zone as defined in Sevres Treaty.

* On 12th May Italy was permitted to send a land force to Adalia.
’ Poincare, Revue des Deux Mandes, 12th February 1920, says that a French

memoto this effect was presented to the Conference.
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tm one condition, and that was that a large force should be
maintahaed in European Turkey under the control of a single

Power. That could only be done by the United States. 'Rie

idea wa* mooted as early as Februsuy 1919, and seems to have
been regarded with some favour by President Wilson, though
he always made it clear that such a matter could be determined
only by the people of the United States themselves. Later, on
th& 16th April, Colonel House is reported as saying, ‘ they have
all come to think that the only true solution is to have the
United States take it* for while they all oppose each other, none
of them opposes the United States.' But I don’t know that our
people in America want any mandates at all in Europe or Asia
The Peace Conference bore this in mind. The Viceroy of India
in May 1919 informed the British Government, ‘ Moslem feeling

is alrea<]y deeply stirred. Educated opinion is probably pre-

pared for extensive territorial losses, but not for the loss of

Constantinople, especially in view of the recent announcements
made by the Prime Minister and Lord Robert Cecil The
meaning of these utterances was, however, obscured by the
fact that the Allies in their reply of the 16th June to the Germans
went out of their way to proclaim their adherence not only to the
‘ setting free of the populations subject to the bloody tyranny
of the Turks ’ but also to ‘ the turning out of Europe of the
Ottoman Empire as decidedly foreign to Western civilization ’.

These phrases of the former letter of the lOth January 1917 to
Wilson, once intended to cover a Russian annexation of Con-
stantinople, were now apparently invoked to provide an
opportunity for an American Mandate. It must, however,
have been very confusing to the Turks, especially as their

delegates had about the same time received a severe public
letter, signed Clemenceau, which represented their aims and
aspirations in no very amiable light. In private, however, the
French Government advocated the retention of the Sultan in

Constantinople at this time.® According to Lord Robert Cecil
‘ no one ever suggested turning the Caliph out of Constanti-
nople and he was in a position to know the truth in 1919.
But these utterances must certainly have suggested this

^ 16th April 1919, Col. House v. C. T. Thomson, The Peace Conference
Day by Day, pp. :ilO-ll ; Lloyd George in Commons, 27th February 1920.

^ Quoted by Mr. Lloyd George in House of Commons, T9ie Times, 27th
February 1920.

® Pichon in Revue des Deux Mondes of the 12th February 1920.
* House of Commons, The Times, 27th February 1920.
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possibility. In fact the design seems to have been to * Vaticanize ’

the Siiltan, and to govern the Straits and Constantinople through
the Agency of a Mandatory Power. ‘

(i) America refuses the MandcAe. On the 27ih June
President Wilson stated to some press representatives that he
personally favoured the United States Mandate for Constanti-
nople, but that this was, primarily, a matter for the American
people to decide. But the very hostile reception of the Presi-

dent’s peace proposals in America soon made it doubtful even
in early autumn as to whether they’would accept any mandates
at all or even exercise any serious influence over the Turks.

(ii) Franco-British dedsim as to Constantiruyple, December
1919-February 1920. That the uncertainty of the American
attitude delayed the signing o‘f the* Turkish Treaty is evident
from the speech df Mr. Lloyd George at Sheffield (17th Septem-
ber 1919) ‘ We cannot settle Turkey till we know what the
United States* is going tj> do ’. By the end of September,
however, Wilson’s serious illness practically ended any hope of

securing American influence. This caused great fluctuations in

Allied policy. According to Poincare, Clemenceau actually dis-

cussed a suggestion of Lloyd George for turning the Turks out of

Constantinople during his visit to London at the end of December
1919.* On his return to France, however, Clemenceau reverted
to his former view, and Mr. Lloyd George speedily adopted
it. On the 18th February 1920, Admiral de Robeck, British

High Commissioner at Constantinople, officially annoimced that
he had been instructed to make public ‘ the fact that the Allies

had decided not to deprive Turkey of Constantinople ’.

Mr. Lloyd George in a speech in the House of Commonson the
27th FOTruary 1920, endorsed this pledge and, according to
M. Poincare, ‘ advanced the most briUiant arguments in support
of those previouslyunade to him by M. Clemenceau, but which
the French Prime Minister had subsequently been induced
courteously to abandon ’. Meanwhile the Allies (March) sent
strong forces to Constantinople and expelled the Kemalists.

The decision as to Constantinople was now flnal,^ but the
results of the vacillation were not. To quote M. Poincar4 once
more ‘ these changes of view gave renewed vigour to om* worst

* Ba}ue des Deux Mondea, 12th February 1920.
* Allied ultimatum to Turkey of the 19th July 1920 suggested the

question would be reconsidered if the Turks refused to sign the Treaty of
S^'vres.
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enemies, supplied elements which irritated them, and favoured
their resistance to the Peace Conference’. But in fact the
provisions of the Treaty of Sevres were decided at San Remo
on the ^th April 1920.

(d) Thrace. On the dth January 1918, Mr. Lloyd George
had said ‘ nor are we fighting to deprive Turkey of the nch and
renowned lands of . . . Thrace, which are predominantly Turkish
in race’. The Western Thrace question was settled by the
Bulgarian Treaty which ceded it to the Allied and Associated
Powers, Art. 48, 27tli Nov^ber 1919 ; that of Eastern Thrace
was bound up with* Constantinople. It is well known that the
British members of the Greek Territorial Commission backed
the r.lftims of Greece to Eastern Thrace, to which Western Thrace
was necessarily an adjunct.^ It is also known that the American
Delegation, always tender to Bulgaria with*whom the United
States were not at war, did not support these claims, and even
advocated advancing the Bulgarian .frontier to the Enos-Midia
line.^ The Italians appear steadily to have opposed all con-
cessions to Greece in this area. On the 22nd March 1920,

Mr. Lloyd George stated to an Indian Caliphate Delegation that,

according to both Greek and Turkish censuses, the Mussulman
population was in a considerable minority. ‘ If that is true,

and the principle of self-determination is to be applied, the
whole of Thrace would certainly be taken away from Turkish
rule.’ In point of fact Greek forces had just occupied Eastern
Thrace with the consent of the Allies. This principle was
maintained in the Allied ultimatum to Turkey on the 19th July
1920. ^ The Allies can make no modification in the clauses of

the Treaty which detach Thrace and SmjoTia from Turkish
rule, for in both areas the Turks are in a minority.’ ® •

3. The Territorial Terms of the Treaty of Sivres and related

Agr^ments, 10th August 1920. The ‘Treaty of Sevres was
finaUy signed on the 10th August 1920. Representatives
of the United States and the Kingdom of Hejaz were not
present, and the Serb-Croat-Slovene representatives refused
to sign.

1 Bowmanin Seymour and House, What Really Happened at Paria^ p. 192.
According to Tardieu, Vlllusiratixmy WXli December 1920, pp. 452-4), the
French in 1919 did not agree to the British ‘ trace de la fronti^re gr^co-turque
cn Thrace They seem, however, to have favoured some Greek extension
to part of Eastern Thrace.

2 V, Statistical Tables end of this section, p. 39.
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Tie Territorial terms were as follows :
‘

(a) Arabia, Palestine, Mesopotamia, and Syria.^

(i) Arabia. The King of Hejaz was rdbc^nized as independent
and the Holy Places placed under his care. The boundaries of
Turkey were drawn so as to exclude her from control of any
other Arabian States or of Syria, Palestine, and Mesopotamia,
and Turkey also renounced in favour of the Principal Allied

Powers any rights over territory outside Europe that lay
beyond her new frontiers (Art. 1321,

(ii) Palestine and Mesopotamia. Ptdestine was to be
entrusted to a Mandatory Power selected by*the Principal Allies

who were also to define her bdundaries. Syria and Mesopotamia
were ‘ provisionally recognized

_
as independent states ’ and to

be ‘ advised and assisted ’ by a Mandatory Power in each case.

The frontiers and Selection of Mandatories was to be arranged
for by the Principal Allies. It had already been practic^ly
arranged in 19k9 that Franpe should be the Mandatory of Syria,

and Great Britain of Palestine and ^Mesopotamia. The boim-
daries of the latter had also been esrtended to include Mosul,
though originally assigned to the French sphere under the
Sykes-Picot Agreement.* The Powers had anticipated matters
at San Remoon the 5th May 1920 when France was definitely

selected as the Mandatory for Syria and Great Britain for

Palestine and Mesepotamia. These arrangements were, there-

fore, in a sense confirmed at Sevres. Simultaneously on the
10th August 1920 another ^rangement was made for extending
the sphere of economic (and to some extent) political interests

of certain powers in parts of the new Turkey. This Tripartite

Agreement between France, Italy, and Great Britain arranged
for certain spheres of ‘ special interest ’ for Italy in what was,
roughly, the south-west part qi Asia Minor lying outside the
Smyrna area, and a silnilar sphere of ‘ special interest \ for

France in Cilicia (i.e. north of the Syrian boundary). The new
Franco-Turkish frontier now gave up to France the whole Gulf
of Alexandretta (Iskanderun) and the important section of

the Baghdad railway from Karakein as far as Nisibin.

(b) Smyrna and the Greek Isles. The town of Smyrna and
^ Turkey also renounced all rights over Egypt, Sudan, Cyprus, Libya

(Tripoli), Morocco, Tunis.
^ Tardieu, VlUusIrationi pp. 452-53. These boundaries together with the

Franco-British boundary of Palestine were adjusted by a Franco-British Con-
vention of the 23rd December 1920 (Cmd. 1195, Mise. No. 4, 1921), Pari. Paper.
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the Ionian hinterland were to be under Greek administration
for five years, at the end of which a plebiscite was to decide their

fate. Various arrangements were also made as to certain Greek
islands.^!

*(c) Constantinople and the Straits. Full provision was
made for the internationalization of the Straits and for the
demilitarization of contiguous areas. The Turkish boundary
waif drawn in the west near the Chatalja lines, Constantinople
remaining under Turkish sovereignty.

{d) Thrace, Western 'Shrace had already been ceded to
the Allies as a whgle, and. was now ceded by the Allies to
Greece by a separate Treaty of theldate the 10th August 1920.
Eastern Thrace was ceded to Greece up to the Chatalja lines.

{e) Armenia and Kurdistan.' Turkey agreed to recognize
Armenia as ^ a free dnd independent State and to accept a
frontier for Armenia to be decided by the President of the
United States in the area of the vilayets of Erzenjm, Trebizond,
Van, and Bitlis.

Kurdistan was to receiyfi an autonomous government, witli

a possible modification of its frontier in favour of Persia.

4. Results of the Sivres Treaty.
_
This general arrangement

was characterized by Mr. Lloyd George in the House of Commons
on the 24th June 1920 as ‘ a policy of releasing all non>Turkish
populations from Turkish sway. ... If we avowed Mustapha
Kemal or any man of his type to break down that policy Europe
would have failed dismally in its duty ’. It was easy enough
to coerce the Government at Constantinople, but Kemal had
revolted and stirred up the army. He could defy anybody
in Anatolia and declined either to accept the Treaty or to be
coerced. It seems clear that he began threatening both the
British positions on the Ismid peninsula and the Greek ones
to the east of Smyrna in J\me*1920. . With Allied ‘support

and a'British loan the Greeks then proceeded to attack Kemal
and not only defeated him but captured Brusa the old Turkish
capital. These brilliant operations ended with the parliamentary

^ Turkey ceded Imbros and Tenedos to Greece and recognized Greek
sovereignty in Lemnos, Samothrace, Mytilene, Chios, Samos, and Nikaria.
The Dodecanese were ceded to Italy in the Sevres Treaty. But an agreement
between Italy and Greece had been signed the 14th May 1920 by which all

of them except Rhodes were ceded by Italy to Greece, and this was itself an
adaptation of a previous agreement signed the 29th July 1919 between Veni-
zelos and Tittoni. Rhodes was to return to Greece when Great Britain
returned Cyprus, v. infra, pp. 37-40.
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defeat and fall of Venizelos (November 1920). The return of
ex'king Constantine to Greece in face of Allied opposition for

a time compromised the situation. Mr. Lloyd Geoi^, however,
continued to lend moral support to Greece, declaring with refer-

ence to Asia Minor, ‘ The friendship of the Greek people was
vital to us in that part of the world, a part of the world which
was vital to Great Britain, more vital than to any other countries
of the world’ (22nd December 1920).^ The signs of strong
Turkish resentment of this attitude became apparent in January
1921. The Kemalists now defied theii- own Constantinople
Gk)vemment and adopted'^ the National . Pact ’, a document
originally drawn up by some Turkish deputies at Constantinople
in January 1920. It was adopted as a national programme by
the Angora National or Eemalist* Asseml>ly early in 1921.®

They demanded ‘ the security of Constantinople ’ andj^he union
under Turkish sovereignty of all parts of the Ottoman Empire
‘ inhabited by an Ottoman Moslem majority ’. This certainly

meant, in Kemalist eyes, Chat both Smyrna and Eastern Thrace
should be returned to Turkey, while they claimed that a free

plebiscite should be held in Western Thrace to determine ‘ its

juridical status ’. The situation at the beginning of 1921 was
that the Greeks had won brilliant but precarious successes in

Asia Minor, and that the Kemalist tide was slowly gathering
in intensity. Kemal at Angora was defying Constantinople,

the Greeks, and the Allies at once.

5. The London Conference, February-March 1921. (i) With
the view of obtaining some settlement a Conference of the Great
Powers was held in London in February 1921, to which both
Greek, Turkish Constantinopolitan, and Kemalist or Angoran,
representatives were summoned. The terms offered by the
Great Powers to the parties were, in reality, a revision of the
Treaty of Sevres in favour of the Turks. The military clauses

were whittled down.
(ii) As regards Smyrna it was proposed to retain a Greek

force in the town itself, but to place the Ionian area under
a gendarmerie controlled by the Allies, and to have a Christian

Governor of the whole area under the League of Nations. The
^ As at this period a Greek division in the Ismid peninsula was actually

under the command of General Harin^on, the British Commander at
Constantinople, there was some Greek-British co-operation. This arrangement
ended in March 1021, v. Lord Crawford, House of Lords, 21st April 1921.

® Text in App. II, Part II.
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airangement was to be subject to review by the League of

Nations on the demand of either party at the end of five years.

. (iii) The demilitarized area round the Straits reduced in

ext^t, a^d an early evacuation of Constantinople (though not
of Grallipoli and Chanak) was offered.

(iv) As regards Eastern Thrace it was proposed to hold a
statistical inquiry into the character of its population. But
inteifnationalization was definitely refused.

*(.v) As regards Armenia certain threats were made as to not
evacuating Constantinpple if ^Armenian mas8€u:res continued.

It is known, however, that at ^s time negotiations took
place between the Eemalists and France and Italy respectively,

which suggested separate agreements. These are the true
origin of the later Agreement of Angora.

Both Greeks and Turks rejected these term§, and at the end
of March •hostilities were resmned. The Allied Governments
declared their intention of observing a perfect neutrality between
the contending parties. It was Inade clear, h'owever, that
Constantinople was excluded from the field of operations and
that the Allies would not Unction its capture by the Greeks.*

Ultimately the Greeks penetrated far into the interior of Asia
Minor and even got vrithin measurable distance of Angora.
But their offensive wave had become exhausted and by the
autiunn the attempt had failed, and the Greek situation had
become extremely serious.

*

, 6. France and the Angora Agreement, 20th October 1921.
The situation had rapidly worsened from the point of view of
the Allies. The Italiains had been negotiating as early as April
1921 for the withdrawal of their troops from Asia Minor, and
this evacuation had already advanced far by Jime. )n that
same month a Conference of the Allies at Paris offered once
more to mediate between Greece and Turkey but without effect.

Then France sent out M. Franklin-Bouillon to the Kemalist
Government at Angora. According to Lord Curzon assurances
were given by M. Briand that he * had been forbidden to discuss
with the Angora Government the larger question of peace
and was only negotiating for the French evacuation of Cilicia

* Mr. Uoyd George in reply to Col. Aubrey Herbert, Commons, 18th April
1921.

* These and subsequent quotations in Pari. Paper Cmd. 1570. Corre-
spondenee respeeting the Angora Agreement. The text of the Angora Agree-
ment will be found in App. II, Part II, b.

VOL. VI X>
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together with such matters as exchange of prisoners, protection

of minorities, etc. To the amazement of the' world it was
announced shortly afterwards that, on the 20th October 1921,

France had concluded a separate Agreement with the Angora
Government. This Agreement had, however, been already
foreshadowed by the Franco-Kemalist negotiations of March
1921.

(a) Lord Curzon's protest, 5th November 1921. Lord Cu^^zon

addressed a note on the 5th November to the French Govern-
ment protesting against this Agr^ment. He pointed out that
Article 1 provided that ‘ the state of war will cease between
the high contracting parties ’. This meant more than a local

armistice for that ‘ is still technically a state of war He
Agreement also implied ‘ formal recognition of the Grand
National Assembly at Angora as the sovereign authority

in Turkey, in which case a peace concluded with Angora
would be contrary to the Franco-British Treaty of the
4th September 1914, and tb the London Pact, of November
1916 He recorded his opinion also that Articles 3 and 6 ran
counter to the provisions of the Trfeaty of Sdvres for the pro-

tection of minorities and ignored the responsibilities assumed by
the French Government for the protection of minorities in the
zone of their special interests under the Tripartite Agreement.
He next referred to the revision of the North Sj^an frontier

by which the area of the Gulf of Alexandretta and the Baghdad
railway from Adana to Nisibis and Jeziret Ibn ’Umar had been

,

handed back to Turkey by France. Great Britain had not been
consulted though the area in question had been conquered by
British forces. The arrangement might involve ‘ serious

strategic consequences to her (Great Britain’s) position in

Mesopotamia ’. In conclusion Lord Curzon suggested that the
arrangement has the appearance of being a separate Agreement
concluded by one of the AUies with an enemy Government
without consultation with the remainder ’.

(b) French explanation, 17th November 1921. In reply on
the 17th November the French Government denied that it

had ever agreed to remain in Cilicia under the Tripartite Agree-
ment and that evacuation was a ‘ necessity ’. They denied also

that this local agreement constituted either a de facto or de jure
recognition of the Angora Government. As regards the Baghdad
railway the French Government pointed out that a section of it
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actually was in French Mandated territory (the Maidan Ekbez
to Chobun Bey section) and that this section would be closed

to the Turks in case of* hostilities between them and Great
Britain. JThey denied further that there were any secret clauses

in the Agreement. Lord Curzon, in reply to this not very
convincing apologia, maintained his objections to the transfer

of the Baghdad railway. He declined, however, explicitly to
reserve the attitude of the British Government, as ‘ The French
Government admits that when peace is finally concluded the
different agreements which Tiave been negotiated up to date,

including the Angora Agreement, will require to be adjusted
mth a view to taking their place* in a general settlement ’.

The division between the Allies was thus made evident, and
gave great encouragement to the Turks. It probably does a
good deal to explain ^he failure of the renewed attempt at
mediation* between the belligerents made in February and
March of 1922. A further pressure was provided by the
premature disclosure of the views of the Indian Government

' which demanded the Allied Evacuation of Constantinople, the
placing of the Holy Places under the Sultan, and the surrender
of Eastern Thrace by the Greeks.

7. The Paris Conference, February-March 1922. As has
recently been revealed, the situation of the Greeks was known
by the negotiators to be desperate in Februaryk 1922.^ Conse-
quently the terms finally offered to both belligerent parties by
the Principal Allies exhibited a stiU further modification of the
Trehty of Sevres in favour of the Turks. They included (i) a
proposal for an armistice which the Greeks had already accepted,
together with permission to the Turks to have a total peace-
army of 85,000 men, as compared with 50,000 only undter the
Treaty

;
(ii) the whole Smyrna area was to revert to Turkey ;

(iii) the Straits question was altered by tho proposed restitution
of Turkish sovereignty over the Asiatic side of the Straits. But
the demilitarized zone was to extend sixty miles east of Chanak.
The European shores of the Straits were to be constituted a zone
of Allied military occupation as far as Rodosto, on the Sea of
Marmara. An early evacuation by Allied troops of Constanti-
nople was promised ; (iv) a compromise was offered over
Eastern Thrace. It was to be partitioned between Greeks and

• V. The Gounaris Correspondence. Debates in Commons and Lords,
7th, llth-lSth December 1922.
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Turks, the Turkish frontier being advanced westward from the
Chatalja lines to Rodosto ; (v) in the case of. the Armenians
certain vague formulae were used about ‘ the satisfaction of

their traditional aspirations for a national home ’ invoking, of

course, the aid of the League of Nations. These concessions

were accepted by the Greeks and the Turkish Government, but
the K^alists demanded that Greek evacuation of Anatolia
should begin at once and be completed within four months.
Failing that the Eemalists refused to grant an armistice. On
the 15th April the Alli es replied *that they could not agree to
immediate evacuation. After this the negotiations languished.

8. The Italian separate Agreement, April 1922, and the

Kemalist capture of Smyrna, September 1922. Matters were not
improved by the announcement, made to the British Govern-
ment on the April, by the Italians, that they had concluded
an agreement with the Constantinople Government by which
the latter undertook to examine favourably Italian applications

for railways, mines, and public works in Asia Minor ’. They
gave, however, ‘ formal assuranfie^ that the Agreement con-
tained no counter concessions or undertakings on their part
This was, however, a further indication of the growing Kemalist
power and the difference of Britain’s policy from that of her
two great Allies.

In May the Kemalists were reported to have committed
appalling atrocities ‘ as part of a systematic policy for the
extermination of Christian minorities mAsia Minor ’. But the
British Government once more endeavoured to intervene by
sending a Commission of inquiry to Trebizond and threatening
a reconsideration of the Paris proposals in case these measures
liad no effect.^ These negotiations remained practically

without result. Hostilities were resumed. The Kemalists
b^an to move down in fdrce against the Greeks, the latter

retaliated by threatening Constantinople. On the 4th August
Mr. Lloyd George stated that, while the Allies would not
allow the Greeks to attack Constantinople, protection of the
Christian minorities in Asia Minor would be insisted on. The
general tone of the speech was imfavourable to the Kemalists
and highly eulogistic of the Greek Army. Within little more
than a month from this date the Kemalists had swept the Greeks

^ Mr. Chamberlain, House of Commons, 3rd May 1922.
* Mr. Chamberlain, House of Commons, 15th May 1922.
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out of Asia Minor and captured Sm3nna. The Turkish sword
had cut the diplomatic knots, and the dream of Greek expansion
in Asia was over.

9. Remits of non-ratification of Shres Treaty.

{a) Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine. The results of the
non-ratification of the Sevres Treaty had now become very
serious. The formal cession of territory, such as that of

Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine, did not really take effect

until the coming into force df the Treaty. No^e ti^e less in the
latter part of Jmy 1922 the Coimcil^f the League assigned the
Mandates for Syria to France and fcA* Palestine to Great Britain

as from the 1st August. The view was apparently now advanced
that, despite the non* ratificart;ion of the Treaty, these areas had
ceased to be under Turkish sovereignty.^

(b) The Dodecanese. The Italian Government took a different

view as regards the Dodecanese.^ They annoiyiced on the
8th October 1922 that they considered their agreement with
Greece (14th May 1920) ,tb cede to her these islands had
lapsed owing to the non-ratification of the Sevres Treaty.
On the 14th October it was stated that Great Britain had sent

a note to Italy, protesting against this denunciation having

^ The assignment of the Mesopotamian Mandate was delayed for technical
reasons, but it appears to have been held that its independence of Turkey
was established. The change of view necessitated by the non-ratification of

,the Sevres Treaty is illustrated below in the change in the preamble of the
Palestine Mandate. A similar change was made in the preamble of the BYench
Mandate for Syria.

Draft of the Mandate for Palestine
as submitted by Mr. Balfour on the
7th December 1920, to the Secretariat-
General of the League of Nations for
the approval of the Council of the
League of Nations.

‘Whereas by Article 132 of the
Treaty of Peace signed at Sevres on
the 10th day of August 1920, Turkey
renounced in favour of the Principal
Allied Powers all rights and title over
Palestine ; and

Whereas by Article 95 of the said
Treaty the High Contracting parties
aneed to entrust by application of
the provisions of Article 22, the Ad-
ministration of Palestine, within such
boundaries as might be determined
by the Principal Allied Powers, to a
Mandatory to be selected by the said
Powers ; and ’

Mandate for Palestine as con-
firmed by the Council of the League,
12th August 1922.

‘Whereas the Principefl Allied
Powers have agreed, for the purpose
of •giving effect to the provisions of
Article 22* of the Covenant of the
League of Nations, to entrust to a
Mandatorv selected by the said
Powers the administration of the
territory of Palestine, which formerly
belonged to the Turkish Empire,
within such boundaries as may be
fixed by them ; and *
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been made without previous consultation with the other
Principal Allies. «

(c) Armenia. The boundaries of Armenia as di^fined by
President Wilson at the end of 19S0, gave a large extension

of territory to her. But it was impossible to execute the award
in face of the anarchy in the country and the Kemalist and
Bolshevist resistance. •

,

10. TTmAgreement of Mudania, 11th October 1922. Events
marched as rapidly as the Kemalist troops, who entered the
neutral zone and came wi|;,hin fighting distance of the British

troops at Chanak. The Brench troops withdrew, and on the
17th September Italy announced in a semi-official communique,
that, while ' defending the principle of the> liberty of the Straits

. . . she could not contribute with her own military contingent
in case of the spread of the hostilities ’. The Briti^ Govern-
ment, however, stood firm, reinforced her troops and her fleet,

and on the 16th September’ issued an invitation to the British

Dominions and to the Balkan States ^ to take part in the defence
of the zones ’. They also announced that the Turkish troops

would not be allowed to cross into Europe. On the 21st the
French and Italian troops withdrew from Chanak. On the 25th
Mr. Lloyd George informed the press that the freedom of the
Straits would b^ defended, but that ‘ we are not putting up any
fight about the sovereignty in Eastern Thrace This indicated

a concession to the Turks which they could not have obtained*

by force of arms.’

On the 11th October an Agreement was signed at Mudania
between the thi'ee Allied Generals at Constantinople, the
Kemaijst General Ismet Pasha, and the Greek General Mazarakis.
llie preamble announced that the Allied Governments had
‘ decided to hand ovjer Eastern Thrace and Adrianople to the
Grand National Assembly of Turkey An armistice* was to

be enforced as from midnight on the 14th-15th October. On
that date the Turks were to retire to stated distances from
Chanak and the Ismid peninsula in Asia. In Eastern Thrace
the Greek evacuation was to begin at once, and the Turks were
to occupy up to the right bank of the Maritza. The Allies were
temporamy to hold that bank and the Karagach suburb of

Adrianople, pending settlement at a Conference. The Turks

^ It had in fact already been made in a Note of the Allied Powers to the
Kemalists of the 23rd September inviting them to a Ckinference.
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had been prepared to fight for Eastern Thrace, the British for

the ‘ Freedom of the Straits The British had surrendered
Eastern Thrace, and the Turks in effect promised to guarantee
the ‘ Freedom of the Straits

11. The Lausanne Conference, November-December 1922.
The Conference, held at Lausanne in November-December,
didr not register any serious departure from these territorial

concessions. The Allies proposed the following

:

(i) The exclusion of tlil Turks from Syria, Mesopotamia,
Palestine, and Arabia w^s maintained.

(ii) Smyrna was handed back unconditionally to the Turks.
(iii) Constantinople was evacuated but provisions made for

small demilitarized zones on the Gallipoli peninsula.

(iv) Eastern Thrace was handed back uficonditionally to
the Turks.

(v) Vague stipulations for providing ‘ a naticmal home ’ for

Armenians and protecting Christian Minorities in

Asia were made.*

On the last day of December 1922 (the concluding date of

this volume) the Turks had not assented to these terms.
The net result is that the problem is likely to work itself .out

in terms of force, the only influence to which the Turks submit
or w'hich they fully understand, (v. infra pp.lM-l?).

STATISTICAL TABLES

RELATING TO SMYRNA,WESTERNANDEASTERNT1IRA(;E

{Note. It was accepted by the Peace Conference as a firinciple that
Turkish figures subsequent to 1912, in view of niUKsacrcs, cmigristion, &c.,
(‘ould not be relied on.)

Smyrna. *
•

Greek zone as defined in Sevres Treaty.
Greeks. Turks. Others. Total.

Greek figures (1912) . 553,500 310,000 91,000 954,500
Moslems.

Turkish figures (1914) . SMH),000 540,000 44,000 894,000
American Dr. Magie (1914) 509,000 470,000 78,000 1,057,000

Thrace.
Western.*

Greeks. Turks. Bulgars. Others. Total.
(Bulgarian Thrace) 44,000 124,000 29,500 3,000 200,500

* N.B. Above are Greek figures of 1912, of which the accuracy is not
seriously disputed.
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Greeks^ Turks. Bulgars. Others. Total.

Eastern. (West of Chatalja.) •
(Turkish Thrace.)
Greek figures of 1912 . 395,515 344,011 67,843 * 805,869
Turkish official of 1894 ^ 304,587 265,359 72,758 642,654

Grand Total Greek
figures 1912 (Eastern
and Western Thrace) 439,515 468,011 97,343 1,002,869

^ Except for sanjak of Chatalja where the Turkish figures are dated 1897.

Note on certain Aegaean islands. Tl^e islands of Imbros and Tenedos
were ceded to Greece under tha Treaty .of Sevres. Certain other islands,
including Lemnos, Samothrace, Mytilene, Chios, Samos, and Nikaria, were
left by Article 5 of the Treaty of London (SOth May 1913) to the decision
of certain Powers, who assigned them to Greece in a note of 13th February
1914. Turkey, however, refused to recognize this decision, but was obliged
to cede them to Greece in the Treaty of Sevres (Article 84). These cessions
did not include the*Dodecanese and islands within three miles gf the coast
of Asia.



CHAPTERI

THE NEARANDMIDDLE EAST

. b/rt II

THE NON-ARAB TERRITORIES OE THE OTTOMANEMPIRE
SINCE THE ARMISTICE OF THE 80TH OCTOBER1918

»

1. The Nature of the Settlement in the Near and Middle East.

The making of peace ih the non- Arab territories of the former
Ottoman Empire was like the weaving of Penelope’s web. The
material was unravelled as fast as it was put together. Two
additional features in the story have, however, to be considered,

• if the metaphor is to be lyctrked out. In the first place, the
threads successively unpicked from the original design were
straightway taken and woven into another, and a more durable,

pattern ; and, in the second place, there was a transposition of

the mythical tasks of night and day. Penelope used to weave
by day and unweave during the secret watches. But the
Supreme Council after the Armistice, like the- Allied Govem-

•ments during the War, generally wove their Oriental policies

in darkness and mystery, while the contrary process of dis-

integration and recomposition, which remorselessly overtook
their handiwork, went forward in comparative publicity.

The unravelling began at the very moment when the pre-
liminary sketch of the official design was being completed.
In April 1917, the Secret Agreemeilt contracted * at St. Jean de
Maurienne by the British, French, and Italian Prime Ministers,

determined the prospective share of Italy in the direct and
indirect partition of the Ottoman dominions. In the same
month, two successive Liberal Russian ministries, holding office

before the second or Bolshevik Revolution and indisputably
entitled to speak in the name of the Russian people, solenmly
and publicly renounced all annexations and indemnities. Thus

^ This part deals only with the situation up to June 1922.
* In pursuance of Art. 9 of the Agreement of London, dated the 26th

April 1915. V. Part I, § 9. pp. 19-20.
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Russia abandoned her Eastern claims under the Secret Treaties ^

at the moment when Italy was staking hers out ; and from that
time onward the political destinies of the East shaped them-
selves simultaneously on two distinct planes, which came to
bear less and less rdation to one another. The Secret Agree-
ments made before the Armistice governed the negotiations at
Paris and thereafter, and the substance of them was embodied
in the Treaty of Peace with Turkey, signed at Sevres on the
10th August 1920, and still mow faitMully in the Tripartite

Agreement of the same date, between the British Empire,
France, and Italy, respecting Anatolia. On the other hand,
the self-den 3dng ordinance of Russia, to which successive

Russian Governments adhered throughout the subsequent
internal convulsions of the Russian st&te and people, set in

motion a train of very different forces.

{a) Results of Russia’s collapse. The disappearance of the
Russian military' power, while relieving the peace-makers at
Paris of some obvious embarrasslnents, involved them at the
same time in others. If Russia had not collapsed, her geo-

graphical and strategic£il position would have enabled her to

enforce with ease whatever settlement the victorious Powers
might have agreed upon for the northern provinces of Tiukey.
But her fall ha4 left an immense gap in the iron ring of hostile

armies by which Turkey had previously been encircled. The
Western members of the Alliance, though able to break the>

Turkish resistance on the two southern fronts, to impose a
severe armistice, to occupy the Arab provinces effectively, and
to control the remainder of the Empire as far as this could be
done from the sea, had not a 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 —̂a supervision which was, as it happened, quite

effective during the six months that elapsed between the
Armistice of the 30th October 1918 and the disembarkation of

Greek troops at Smyrna on the 15th May 1919, but which
depended, in the last resort, not upon adequate military force

but upon the prestige of the victors and the willingness of the

^ Claini to Constantinople and certain territories commanding the
Bosporus and Dardanelles, recognized by the British and French Govern-
ments in 1915 (v. supra pp. 5-8) ; and claim to the north-eastern territories
of Asiatic Turkey, recognized in the Secret Sykes-Picot Agreement of i6th
May 1916. v. supra pp. 16-17),
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vanquished to accept a just verdict at their hands. In this

situation, the Allied statesmen ought to have made peace with
Tiurkey quickly, and to have offered her terms which were
scrupulously moderate and equitable, seeing that, in this r^on
at any rate, the consent of the conquered was in^pensable for

any genuine settlement. In fact, however, they procrastinated
and failed to agree. First, the settlement of accounts with
Germany (a far more urgent matter from a Western point of

view) absorbed the theughtstend energies of the few individuals

in whose hands political power •y^s unduly concentrated as
a result of the War. Then, the gnosts of old rivalries, dating
back not only to the generation immediately before the Anglo-
French Entente but to the Napoleonic W^ai's and even to the
diplomatic encounters of Francis I and Henry VIII, rose up
disconcertingly between them, found voice in a war-stricken
and hysterical Press, and repeatetUy frightened the negotiators
away from this haunted Oriental ground. In consequence, the
settlement with Turkey wqs*perpetually postponed ; but events
did not wait upon the leisure or the moral courage of the Allied

and Associated plenipotentiaries. Every month of diplomatic
inactivity rendered the British, French, and Italian troops
which had been retained, since the Armistice, in Mesopotamia,
Syria and Cilicia, Trans-Caucasia and Constan^nople, more and
more impatient to be demobilized. The cordon drawn round
the unoccupied continental core of the Turkish Empire began
to wear thin. Some sections of it were breaking. Would the
control-officers scattered over Anatolia still be able to keep
conunand of the situation ?

This was the practical problem with which the Supreme
Council at Paris were confronted as a result of their procra.stina-

tion, and their policy regarding it was the critical issue in the
Eastern Question as it shaped itself after the Armistice. Two
sharply opposed alternatives were open to them. Either they
could make peace immediately upon terms which, while putting
an end to Turkish dominion in the Arab and Balkan countries,

would leave the Turkish " homelands ’ substantially intact, and
would not drive the Turkish nation to despair. Or, on the other
hand, they could postpone the settlement until such time as
they felt more capable of grappling with it, and could retain
their eventual power of enforcing their will by commissioning
one or more of their lesser Eastern Allies to undertake military
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commitments which their own soldiers and tax-payers were
becoming increasingly imwilling tov shoulder. This second
alternative had the supreme attraction of putting ofi a com-
paratively uninteresting and at the same time delicate and even
dangerous task. But political, like monetary, bills have to be
sold at a discount, and Greece, the small Power from whom
a military sacrifice in ready money was solicited, would naturally

not be prepared to perform services without receiving a com-
mission. Hence, on the 6th May 1919; the Supreme Coimcil
(in agreement with M. Venizelos), decided that the nuliti^
commitments in Northern 'Turkey which the Russian Empire
(had it survived) would have undertaken in return for the
acquisition of Turkish Armenia and Constantinople, and which
the Western Powers, in the absence *of Russia, could not
undertake themselves, should be taken over by Greece on
consideration of her acquiring Smjnma and an adjacent zone
on the mainland of Anatolia.

(b) The bargain with Greece. ‘The territory contemplated
as the reward for the services of Greece, and eventually assigned

to her (provisionally) imder the Treaty of Sevres, was not large

compared with the areas respectively ear-marked by Russia,

France, Italy, and Great Britain in the previous Secret Treaties.

Moreover, Greece had a claim on grounds of nationality which
was not possessed by these other Powers. At Smyrna, and in

other parts of the Sevres zone, there was a substantial Greek*
element in the population. The percentage of Greek inhabitants

was unknown, for no census had ever been taken, and, two
years after sending the Greek troops to Smyrna, the Allied

Governments confessed their ignorance on this point by pro-
posing themselves to appoint a commission to inquire into
statistics of population both in the Smyrna zone and in Eastern
Thrace.^ Still, the Greek element was admittedly important,
and the collation of existing estimates (nearly all of them ex
parte) enabled the Supreme Council to maintain, at the time
when they were drafting the Treaty, that in the Smyrna zone
the Greeks were artually in a majority. This belief will hardly
be shared by any one who has travelled over the district. In
1921, the Turks still had the appearance of being in a strong
majority in the countryside, and of constituting approximately
half the population of Smyrna city. At the same time, even

* Conference of London, February-March 1921, v, supra p. 88.
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when the question of this Greek population is regarded (as it

should be) as an item in the problem of minorities, it is an
important and difficult e:$ample of this problem, and llie Greek
kingdom .had a legitimate interest in the satisfactory solution

of it.

Here, however, the fatal error in the policy of the Supreme
Council came in, for, when full weight ]^d been given to the
claims of |;he Greek minorities in Anatolia and to the right of

Greece to do her best for t)^em, it remained a fact that the
disembarkation of Greek tnoops at Smyrna was the worst
conceivable means of attempting to meet the situation. In the
first place, Smyrna, though it has liot the same hold upon the
imagination and sentiment of the Turks as Constantinople,

is of greater importance than the capital to the economic life

of Anatolia (the ‘ homeland ’ of the Osmanli nation). It is of

infinitely ^eater importance than the north-eastern provinces
claimed simultaneously by the Russian Empire and by the
Armenians. In the second place, Turkish fear and resentment
were bound to be aroused by the encroachment of Greece upon
AnatoUa far more keenly ‘than by that of any other Power.
Of course, if Russia had actually acquired the Armenian
vilayets and Constantinople (as her Allies had recognized her
right to do in 1915 and 1916), the remnant of a nominally
independent Turkey would have fallen almost as completely
under her control as Khiva and Bokhara. B'ut for a century

, and a half before the European War, the Turks had become more
and more conscious of the strength of the old Russia. Since the
Russo-Turkish War of 1768-74, a prophecy had been current
that the sceptre of Osmanwould pass to a fair-haired dynasty ;

the Russian protectorate, so nearly estabUshed over ^{orthem
Turkey during the ‘ thirties ’ of last century, had been regarded
ever since as inevitable by the Tmkish population of Anatolia.
They might fear and loathe the prospect; but, had Russia
emerged victorious from the Emopean War, they would neither
have been surprised at the doom imposed on them, nor have
attempted to resist it. Nor, again, did they attempt —̂before

the Greek landing in May 1919—̂to resist the imposition of

British, French, and Italian military and political control, for

though (as has been explained above), that control rested on
rather slender foundations, it did not inflict any deadly wound
on Turkey’s pride or menace the vital interests of the Turkish
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people. The Turks admitted to themselves that the Western
Powers were in every way their superiors ; their control (even
if exercised largely in their own interest) would be a lighter

yoke than the rule of Abdu’l-Hamid or that of the Committee
of Union and Progress ; and, above all, the Western nations
were not likely to send swarms of colonists to Anatolia and to
expropriate the Turks from their homeland and last citadel.^

For these reasons, the Turks showed as little inclination to
resist Western control as, undar other circumstances, they
would have shown to resist Russiten annexation.

(c) Effects of the Greek Ending ai Smyrna, ISth May 1919.
The Greek landing produbed an utterly different reaction.

The Turks did not regard the Greeks as their superiors or even
as their equals ; they were mortally afraid of the consequences
if the Greek State were to gain a foothold on the Anatolian
mainland ; and, on the other hand, they were not*’ afraid of

meeting Greece in single combat. The fear that a Tmkish
population would be supplanted, in the literal physical sense,

by a Greek, was the strongest eleiiient in their emotions. For
a centmy, Greece had steadily been acquiring Ottoman pro-

vinces in Rumelia, and in these provinces the Turkish element
had subsequently dwindled away. From the Turkish point of

view this was bad enough, oven when it was only affecting

Turkish minorities overseas. It became a question of life and
death when the process began in Anatolia. If once Greece
pushed her frontier on to the Anatolian mainland, the Turks <

foresaw that she would continue to advance, engulfing territories

in which the Turkish element was still in the majority, and
beyond which the Turkish nation had no city of refuge into

which it could retire. For these reasons, the news of the Greek
landing at Smyrna on the 15th May 1919 (and of the regrettable

excesses which accompanied it) produced an electric effect

upon the Turkish population through the length and breadth
of Anatolia (an effect which the Supreme Council and
M. Venizelos had failed to foresee). The ‘ will-to-war ’ was
again aroused ; a national consciousness (in the full Western
sense of the term) was awakened ; and eventually a Government
of National Deience was established at Angora, which was not
(as its opponents declared) a hoax staged by a few adventmers,

* Except possibly the Italians, and they were the least capable of the
three Powers of imposing their will by force.
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but the organized and foitnidable effort of a nation fighting for

its existence.

The outcome of this \^as a new war, for the Greeks, on their

side, werp not prepared to give in. They hated and looked
down upon the Turks as much as the Turks hated and looked
down upon them. They felt it an obligation of honour to

protect the Anatolian Greeks (who had been compromised by
’ their landing) ; they had the elation of having been on the

victorious side in the War ai^d at the Peace Conference, and
the expectation (produced bjithe experience of a century) that
Greece must increase and Turkey must decrease. Finally, they
had a romantic tradition that eveiy'thing that had belonged to
the Mediaeval East Roman Empire, or even to the Ancient
Greek World of cityrstates in its widest extension, w^as theirs

by right of inheritance*. Thus, the Turkish efforts to resist the
Greek invasion aroused corresponding efforts on the part of

Greece to break the resistance of the Nationalists. Both parties

mobilized their resources until, at tKe beginning of the campaign
, of July 1921, each had 200,000 soldiers under arms. The

military conflict was indeasive (for inevitable reasons which
are irrelevant here) and resulted in stale-mate. But, long before

this, the Anatolian War had swept away almost every vestige

of Allied control. As early as March 1920 the control officers

disappeared from the scene, on both sides of the front ; by
February 1921 the Powers (with no means of action left except
.diplomacy) were unsuccessfully attempting to mediate between
the belligerents. In May 1921, two months before the beginning
of the chief military operations in Anatolia, they officially

declared their neutrality in a joint proclamation issued by their

High Commissioners at Constantinople.
This confession of impotence was utterly incompatible with

the assmnption of omnipotence that pervades the text of the
Treaty of Sevres. The two planes of development had diverged
so far that they could never again merge into one another, and
it was evident that the statesmen could not much longer
straddle between the two, but would have definitely to abandon
one in favom of the other. At the date when this chapter was
written (mid-June 1922), the drama had not yet been played
out, but the denouement could already be foreseen with reason-
able certainty. The plane of the Secret Treaties was doomed,
for, although a number of imposing and voluminous state
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papers had been produced upon its siuiace, they had not
seriously affected the lives and sentiments of nations or
individuals. On the other hand, the plane of action upon which
the Russians had entered when they repudiated anne^tions in
April 1917, upon which the Supreme Council had entered when
they sent Greek troops 1x> Smyrna in Ma}' 1919, and upon which
the Turks had entered when they resisted this step by force of

arms and organized their National Movement, had proved
itself to be the plane of reality, tq which the ideals in the minds
of diplomatists would have to covlorm. . Even in the realm of

state papers, this plane of action had asserted its superiority.

State papers must be judged, not as potential archives, but as

instruments of the will of human beings ; and, from this point
of view, the two Russian manifestps of April 1917, the Angora
National Fact gf January 19S0, the Russo-Turkish Treaty of

March 1921, and the Franco-Turkish Angora Agreement of the
20th October, (». pp. 33-^ were of greater importance than
the stately e^ce of the Treaty of Sevres and its pendants.
The Supreme Coimcil’s original design was destined to be sup-
planted by the new web woven on aplane not of their choosing,
and in a pattern not to their taste.

The broad lines of this pattern were becoming visible. It

was not going to be a product which could exactly be described
as a ‘ peace-settlement ’ or be brought into a precise and
exclusive relation to the foregoing European War. In the Near
and Middle East, at any rate, that War (overwhelming cata-

strophe though it had proved itself to be there also) was
indivisible from a long series of events preceding it. Hence
the re-establishment of equihbrium after these events, rather
than qfter the specific upheaval of the War, was the essence
of a settlement, if there was to be one. As a matter of fact,

if one examines more closdy the confused, painful, and long
drawn-out drama, wliich held the Oriental stage after the brief

interval between the 30th October 1918 and the .15th May 1919,
one can discern that, amid the waste and suffering and destruc-

tion, a settlement (in the wider sense of the word) was emerging.
Its nature can be made clearer by a recital of its principal

' concrete featm'es.

2. lAquidalion of the Ottoman JEmpire.
(a) Western ncttiondlistic injltiences. The liquidation of the

old Ottoman hlmpire (which began as early as 1699) was entering
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upon its final phase. This Empire, with its internal ‘ cultural

autonomies’ and its external economic, juridical, and even
political servitudes to foreign states, had been completely non-
Westem in its structure. It was now giving place to a mosaic
of sovereign, independent, ‘ self-coloured ’ national states

consciously constructed on the Western model. Hitherto, the

,

process had gone no farther than the secession and reorganiza-
tion* of the non-Turkish populations in the border provinces,
leaving the trunk of the Emp^e maimed and bandaged, but not
itself inwardly transfoi^ed. 'But the appearance of a Turkish
National consciousness in Anatolia, and the formation of a
Turkish National State by the same procrustean methods as

had been employed in the creation of Serbia, Greece, Rumania,
and Bulgaria, changed^ the character of the conflict and fore-

shadowed, its termination, by assimilating 'the conflicting

forces to one another. The truceless struggle between the
Western and the Middle Eastern tradition, between the new
and the old, was now replaced by the less hopeless strife of

’ molecules approximating to one another in structure, which,
in the process of nature, might eventually arrive at an organic
harmony.

This definite triumph of Western Nationalism (which was
affecting not only the Turks but the Arab populations south of

them, the Persians and Afghans to the east# and even the
‘ Turanian ’ kinsmen of the Osmanli in Transcaucasia and
Central Asia) was, in the truest sense, the settlement of an issue

which had long been doubtful and had always been important.
The political development of these peoples had not been bound
to take this peculiar turn. Down to the last quarter of the
seventeenth century, it seemed that the original institutions

of the Ottoman Empire —under which the nationalities, while
distinguished by religion and economic employment, were not
segregated geographically nor divided by unbridgeable linguistic

gulfs —̂might arrive at an equilibrium by working out a satis-

factory system of cultural autonomy. Then, from 1699 to 1814,
it seemed as though the Ottoman Empire would be wholly
dismembered, and the gobbets swallowed and digested by
other multi-national empires (the Hapsburg, Romanoff, iand

Bourbon Powers) of the dynastic and bureaucratic type then
prevalent in Western Europe. Indeed, when, after 1814, the
‘ nationality solution ’ entered into competition with the other

EVOL. VI
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two, and produced the embryos ol modem Yiigo-Slavia and
Greece, the new tendency seemed to be hopelessly overmatched
by the forces already in the field. »For a century, however,
it gained ground ujmn them, and the rise of the Turkish National
Movement, coinciding in date with the break-up of the Hapsburg
and Romanoff monarchies, decided the issue.

(b) Need of stabilizing fronUers. One important aspect of

this triumph of a particidar political principle was that the
abnormal instability of frontief^ in the East, which had
characterized the conflict of incompatible principles during two
full centmies, might now d^e down.

(c) The minorities ‘probUm. The most valuable consequence
of such a stabilization of frontiers would be that the problem
of minorities might become soluble for the“ first time since 1699.

The progressive changes of frontier, brought about by the
operation of the Western concept of political nationality in

Near and Middle Eastern, minds during the preceding two
centuries, had been causally related (in several ways) to the
progressive worsening of the position of minorities, during the
same period, both in the pollarded trunk of the Ottoman Empire
and in the new national states fashioned out of its former
branches. In the first place, the ideal of a nationally homo-
geneous population exclusively occupying a sharply defined

national territory —̂an ideal which arose naturally out of West
Emopean conditions —̂acts as a subversive and even a homicidal
force among populations in which nationalities happen to be
geographicdly intermingled and economically interdependent.
Ilie mere introduction of the idea into such an environment
almost inevitably entails violence and bloodshed, and when
once the geographical segregation of national groups, by these
methods, has begun, the process generates a chronic condition
of fear, which in turn generates violence and bloodshed by
a vicious circle of states of mind. The evil becomes more acute
as the process approaches completion, for when the various
local majorities have respectively succeeded in organizing them-
selves into national states, their chief remaining opportunity of

expanding at one another’s expense is to lay hands on territories

adjoining their frontiers, in which the presence of minorities
of their own nationality gives them a certain pretext and
a certain leverage. As the struggle for existence goes on and
the tension increases, the presence of alien minorities in border
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provinces, or even in the interior, becomes a constant source of

anxiety to the ruling majority in every national state, especially

in the case of states which have been losing rather than gaining
groimd. In such cases, fear creates a temptation first to oppress
the minorities, then to evict them, and in the last resort to
exterminate them by systematic massacre. This horrible

tendency, which has been increasing dining the past two
centuries, not only among the Turks but among all the non-
Westem populations of tl^^ area affected by the Western
nationality idea, can only be combated by removing its cause.

If frontiers became stable, the fear prevalent on either side of

them would diminish with time, and effective machinery for the
protection of minorities would become easier to put into

operation. ,

(d) Negjo religious ouilook. A fourth elemen^ in a permanent
settlement, which had to be taken into consideration at the
time when this chapter was writt«i, was a possible change of

Western sentiment towards Jbhe Turks and the Greeks, or, on
a wider range, towards the Islamic and the Oriental Christian
worlds. For centuries the development of the ‘ Eastern
Question ’ had been profoundly influenced by the traditional

sympathy of the Western public for ^ Christians ’ and ‘ Euro-
peans ’ and by their antipathy towards ^ Moslems ’ and

Asiatics But, between 1914 and 1922, many factors had
been imsettling this ancient habit of mind. The European War

*had made an almost unprecedented schism in Western society.

The Entente nations on the one side, dnd the Germans, Austrians,

and Magyars on the other, had persuaded themselves, in the
heat of the struggle, that their Western adversaries of the
moment were more barbarous and ‘ unspeakable ’ than their

non- Western allies. Their mutual disillusionment had shattered
their ancient common faith in the unity and superiority of

Western civilization, and after the Armistice they had each
begun to realize that they were not altogether innocent them-
selves of the crimes of which they believed their opponents to
be guilty. In this chaos of moral valuations, ‘ Philhellenism ’

and * Turcophobia ’ were also losing their sharpness of outUne.
Englishmen found themselves disinclined to believe that Greeks
were nobler than Irishmen or Turks baser than Germans.
Moreover, the victorious Western nations, which had not
only retained but enlarged their Oriental dependencies, had
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concrete motives for levelling the old moral barriers. There was
not merely the motive of expediency (a motive which was not
necessarily unscrupulous, since the ’mcuntenance of internal

peace in these dependencies during the critical post-war period

was of great importance to the world). There was also a genuine
sentiment of gratitude towards those Indian and North African
Moslem soldiers who had helped the French and British to
defeat the Germans. This comradeship in arms with Moslem
fellow-citizens made it difficult 1J;)ienceforth for the Western
peoples to feel that the Turk, merely because he was a Moslem,
was therefore beyond the pale. Thus, at the time of writing,

the old prejudices and predilections were in process of trans-

formation, and it was difficult to foretell how they would reshape
themselves. They might either kindle, still more destructive

passions, or else*give place to more liberal and rational relation-

ships than had prcAdously subsisted between the great divisions

of mankind.
3. Boundaries and character of (he area with which this section

is concerned. These considerations no doubt appear vague and
general, yet they are important in themselves, and in June 1922
it was difficult yet to discern the form of the coming settlement
in the East with greater precision or in fuller detail. The section

is concerned not only with a limited period —that subsequent
to the 30th October 1918—but with a limited area. Egypt and
the. Arab countries in Asia —areas which did, after the European
War, experience something more like a peace settlement in the'

usual sense of the word—have been dealt with elsewhere.^

There remains, however, to be considered the whole northern
half of the former Ottoman Empire, an area with ah extreme
length *of little less than a thousand miles, and an extreme
breadth of nearly four hundred. Its boundaries on the west
were the European hinterland of the Black Sea Straits (known
as ‘ Eastern Thrace ’) and the Aegean Sea ; on the north-east
the Trans-Caucasian territories retained or recovered dc facto
by Russia ; on the east Persia, a coimtry which between 1907
and 1917 had seemed doomed to partition, and which had been
unable to prjivent the belligerents from fighting all over its

territory during the War, but which had been miraculously
reprieved by the break-down of Russia ; and on the south by
the Mediterranean and (further east) by the Arab provinces of

^ Part HI, passim, Arabs ; Part IV, Egypt ; and Part V, Persia.
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the old Ottoman Empire, the independence of which had been
recognized, on the one hand, by the Turkish Nationalists in

the first article of their 'National Pact (28th January 1920),

and on the other hand by the victorious Western Powers in

the Treaty of Sevres (10th August 1920), in the Covenant of the
League of Nations, and, to a partial extent, even in the Secret

. Treaties.

{a) Geographical unity of Anatolia ; Angora Agreement,^ 20th
October 1921. This area had /[^rtain important features of imity.

The first of these was geographical, and was discovered, at
points widely distant from one another, by the French and the
Greek General Staffs, when, after the Armistice, they attempted,
in Cilicia and the Smjrna zone respectively, to occupy militarily

certain limited lowland districts along the littoral. They found
that the lowlands were not divided by any pronounced physical

barrier from the central plateau. This plateau, with its pendant
strips of coast, forms a peninsula washed on three sides by the
sea ; and, before this section .was written, the Turkish National-
ist Government at Angora? had extended their frontiers, and
established their effective authority, up to the edge of the
plateau at almost every point where it abutted on to the main
mass of the Asiatic continent. On the north-eastern rim of the
Anatolian table-land, they had forced the Armenian Republic
of Erivan, in December 1920, to cede to them the two districts

of Kars and Ardahan, which the Russian Empire had conquered
'from the Ottoman Empire in 1878. This cession had been
confirmed in the Russo-Turkish Tredty signed in March 1921 at

Moscow, and re-confirmed in a Treaty signed in the following
October at Kars, on the one side by the Angora Government,
and on the other by the three Soviet Republics in 'Trans-
caucasia, which were nominally the allies of, but actually the
dependents of, the Soviet Government &t Moscow. On the
southern flank of the plateau, the whole situation was changed
by the Agreement signed on the 20th October 1921, at Angora,
by M. Franklin-Bouillon for the French Republic and by
Yusuf Kemal Bey for the Government of the Great Nation^
Assembly.^ Not only did it procure the French evacuation of
the Cilician plain (a ^strict which the Treaty of Sevres had left

under Turkish sovereignty), but it also brought about the
retrocession by France to ^^lrkey of a long strip of territory

* V. Text, App. II, Part 2, b.
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running, west to east, from the Gulf of Alexandretta to the left

bank of the Tigris opposite Jeziret-ibn-'Umar. The Turkish
frontier was thus not only pushed s6uthward again to within
a few miles of the port of Alexandretta and the city of Aleppo,
but the Amanus tunnel, and the entire track of the Baghdad
railway, from the bridge over the River Jaihan in Eastern
Cilicia to the temporary terminus at Rasu’l-'Ain in Northern
Mesopotamia, were brought once more imder Turkish
sovereignty, except for the loop i^nning down to Aleppo.

The geographical unity of the region was thus emphasized
by the fact that on the land side, where the physical boundaries
of the plateau-peninsula are of course least sharply drawn, the
politicsil and military frontiers of the Turkish National Govern-
ment had been carried up to, but nowhere very far beyond, the
foot of the escarpment. A second feature of rmity^was that,

throughout this area, adherents of Islam were in a decided
majority ; a third, that these Moslem majorities were also

almost entirely Turkish ^ in theiij. vernacular language and in

their national sentiment, except in the extreme north-east,

between Trebizond and Batum, where the Moslem majority
consisted of Lazes (a nationality speaking a Georgian dialect),

and in the south-east (the vilayets of Kharput, Diarbekr, Bitlis,

and Van), where it consisted of Kurds.
A fourth feature of unity was the fact that the whole of

this region was claimed for Turkey in Art. I of the National
Pact. In this article, the members of the Ottoman Parliament,'

subscribing to the Pact, first renounced the claims of Turkey
to ex-Ottoman provinces inhabited by Arab majorities and
situated south of the Armistice-line laid down on the 30th
October 1918. On the other hand, they claimed that the non-
Arab Ottoman Moslem population north of this line constituted
an indivisible politic&l unit, de facto and de iwe^ and, since the
element thus defined was in a majority throughout the rest of

the Empire, they demanded the whole of that area for the new
Turkey on the principle of self-determination. In other articles

they called for a plebiscite in Western Thrace, where there was
a Moslem (partly Turkish and pertly Pomak Bulgarian)
majority, and assented to the taking of a second plebiscite in

the Transcaucasian districts of Kars, Ardahan, and Batum

—

^ The chief exceptions being Greek-speaking refugees from Crete and
Circassians from the Caucasus.
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districts in which the Moslem (Turkish and Georgian) population
may possibly have been more numerous than the Georgian and
Armenian Christians, thbugh no light had been thrown upon
this by the first plebiscite, taken under almost farcical condi-

tions,^ during the Turkish military occupation in 1918.

(6) Armenia and> the Harbord Report^ 16th October 1919.
A fifth feature of unity, which is of permanent historical interest

and might have been of the utmost practical importance, was
the view presented in the r^^ort (dated the 16th October 1919)
of a military mission, under the command of Major-General
James G. Harbord, which the United States Government had
dispatched to Armenia.

‘ The Covenant of the League of Nations contemplates that “ certain
communities formerly belonging to the Turkish Empise ” shall be subject
to a mandatory power for an unstated period, thus appearing to recog-
nize in advance the dismemberment to some degree of that Empire.
[The italic is ours] ... •

‘ A power which should undertake a mandatory for Armenia and
Trans-Caucasia without contrQl of the contiguous territory of Asia Minor—̂Anatolia —and of Constantinople, with its hinterland of Rumelia,
would undertake it under most unfavourable and trying conditions,
so difficult as to make the cost almost prohibitive, the maintenance of
law and order and the security of life and property uncertain, and
ultimate success extremely doubtful. With the Turkish Empire still

freely controlling Constantinople, such a power would be practically
emasculated as far as real power is concerned . . .

‘ Conceded that there shall be a mandate for Armenia and Trans-
Caucasia and one for Constantinople and Anatolia, there are many
considerations that indicate the desirability of having such mandates
exercised by the same power. If separate powers exercised such man-
date, the inevitable jealousies, hatreds, exaggerated separatist tendencies,
and economic difficulties would compel failure. With all its faults,

the Turkish Empire is an existing institution, and it has sotne rusty
blood-stained political machinery which, under control of a strong
mandatory, can be made to function.* The peoj)lcs in question live in
adjacent territory and. Whether they wish it or not, are neighbours.
A single mandatory for the Turkish Empire and the Trans-Caucasus
would be the most economical solution. No intelligent scheme for
development of railroads for Trans-Caucasia and Armenia can be worked
out without extension into Anatolia . . .

‘ It has been very evident to this Mission that Turkey would not
object to a single disinterested power taking a mandate for her territory
as outlined in the Armistice with the Allies, and that it could be accom-
plished with a minimum of foreign soldiery, where an attempt to carve

%

^ Practically the whole Christian population having previously fled the
country.
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out territory for any particular region would mean a strong foreign

force in constant occupation for many years . .

.

* Syria and Mesopotamia, however, not being considered essential

to the settlement of the Armenian question or as being the field for
possible American responsibilities and interests in the Near East as
contemplated in the instructions to the Mission . . ., have been considered
by us as excluded from our considerations, as is for a similar reason
Arabia.’ *

The above passages have not been quoted in order to

prejudge the very controversial pl^tical questions with which
they deal. At the time when this section was written, both
official and unofficial opinion in the West was inclined to feel

that, on the balance, the arguments in favour of establishing

a territorially segregated ‘National Homq’ for the Armenians
were stronger than those against this method of handling the
Armenian probl^. The purpose of the quotation is, first, to

show why this area was treated as a unit in the History of the
Peace Conference after the European War ; and, secondly, to

enable the reader to see in advai^e why the attempts which
were actually made, after the Armistice, to deal with the region

piecemeal, turned out in many ways so disastrously, not-

withstanding the strong countervailing reasons for embarking
upon these experiments. Even for the historian, the dissection

of this unit into subdivisions is not altogether satisfactory, and
the classification adopted in the following survey is given with
the warning that each topic is only artificially abstracted and

^

has an intimate bearing upon every other. At the same time,

the subject can probably be treated with least inconvenience
imder the following headings : The Straits and Constantinople,
with their European hinterland in Eastern Thrace ; the
Greek ininority in the area and the disposal of Smyrna ; the
Armenian minority in the area and the establishment of an
Armenian ‘ National Home’. The constitution of the future
Turkish National State. And lastly, the problem of pro-

tecting the considerable minorities, of almost every nation-
ality and denomination in the Near and Middle East. These
are bound to be left on the wrong side of the line after

any partition of the region, or of some particular part of

it, into sovereign independent territorial national states,

1 Geiieral Harbord’s Report, 16th October 1919, is printed in full in
No. 151,* June 1920, pp. 275-802, American Association for International
Conciliation.
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however disinterestedly and equitably the frontiers may be
drawn.

4. The Boundaries in 'detail.

{a) The Straits^ Constantinople, and Eastern Thrace {Treaty

of Stores, Arts. 36-61, 84, 178-80). The problem of the
Black Sea Straits, to which those of Constantinople and Eastern
Thrace are incidental, is a point of very much greater inter-

national importance than the others with which this section

is concerned. Warfare between Greeks and Turks in Anatolia
may arouse dangerous passions in the Western World on the
one side and in the Islamic World on the other ; the fate of the
Armenians may touch the conscience of all mankind ; but the
control of the Strai|;s is a matter of life and death for half

Europe, and of grave concern for half the nations and states of

the world. There are great countries inside the Straits which
have no other available channel for exchanging their products
with those of the rest of the world ; and these products ai‘e

so important (especially during the post-war reconstruction
’ period) that the rest of the world cannot do without them. The

control of the Straits has been a vital question since the dawn
of history. The Trojan War was probably fought on account of

it ; the issue of the Peloponnesian War was decided by it ; the
ancient Greek colony of Byzantium was founded, and after-

wai’ds transfoimed into the imperial capital of Constantinople,
in order to secure it ; the commercial prosperity of mediaeval
Yenice and Genoa largely depended upon it. The question has
grown more acute in modern times, as the improvement in

artillery has made it more and more difficult to force a passage
against the will of a Power occupying the shores. The invention
of floating mines has made the position of any party in po&*session

practically impregnable —at any rate, against attacks from the
outer or Aegean side, that is, in a direclion contrary to the
current maintained by the discharge of the Black Sea water.

The changes produced by the European War in the map of

Central and South-Eastern Europe and of Russia complicated
the question still further, by depriving large land-locked areas
(like the basins of the Danube, Dnieper, and Volga) of easy
alternative outlets to the Adriatic and the Baltic. Austria and
Himgary were now cut off politically from Trieste and Fiume,
Russia from Libau, Riga, and Reval, and Bulgaria from the
Aegean. When the new frontiers were drawn, it was evident
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that, however successfully these political barriers might
eventually be overcome by economic co-operation, a certain

diversion of trade was inevitable, and the stream thus diverted
was bound to seek an exit into the Black Sea, and out through
the Straits into the Mediterranean.

Geologically, the Bosporus and the Dardanelles are both
ex-river valleys, ultimately turned into salt-water straits by
the subsidence below sea-level of the area in which they were
situated. Geographically, it is ilWminaJting to regard them as

a river still, with the Sea of Marmara and the Black Sea as

lakes strung along their course, and with the Danube and the
rivers of Southern Russia as their tributaries. When the
Straits are envisaged in this way, the immensity of their ‘ basin ’

becomes apparent, and the watershed of4;his ‘ basin ’ is far from
being the boundary of the commercial hinterland dependent
on the lowest reaches of the water-way, that is, 'on the section

between the northern entrance to the Bosporus and the
southern exit from the Dardanelles.

,

The economic problem, and th’e political problems which
it carries in its train, were dormant, however, during the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when the Ottoman Empire
included Budapest, Bukarest, and the Crimea, as well as Varna
and the still undeveloped sites of modemConstanza, Odessa,
Nikolayev, Kherson, and Novorossisk. The ‘ basin ’ of the
Straits, vast though

,
it was, was largely under the direct or

indirect sovereignty of the state which commanded the Straits'

by maintaining its capital at Constantinople. Those Russian
portions of the ‘ basin ’ which lay outside the Ottoman sphere
of inflpence were still economic^y undeveloped, and traded
little (at least in bulky commodities) with the outer world. The
difficulties began after 1699^ when Austria had started to push
down the Danube and Russia to obtain a footing on the Sea of

Azov. They became acute towards the close of the eighteenth
century, when Rumania and the Crimea were partly or wholly
detached from Turkey, while at the same time the steppes were
opened up to agriculture, to supply food for the new industrial

urban populations of Western Europe. It was as if, when the
Middle West of North America was opened up by settlers coming
from the Atlantic sea-board across the Alleghanies, NewOrleans
had still remained under the French flag, so that the new
farming population of the prairie states could never be sure
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whether, in any given year, it would be able to export its grain,

and import its agricultural machinery and other manufactured
goods, by the water-way of the Mississippi. That situation

would have led to bloodshed, as the parallel situation in the
‘ basin ’ of the Straits has led to it repeatedly during the last

two hundred years. In America, however, where society was
recently planted and was still capable of transplantation and
grafting, it was comparatively easy to erase frontiers and to
make the territories of ^states jboincide with the units of economic
geography. The whole Mississippi basin was incorporated into

the United States, the prairie hinterland of the St. Lawrence
into the Dominion of Canada. An attempt to attain similar
‘ natural frontiers ’ .was the economic and social force behind
the old imperialism o£ Tsarist Russia. But in^ this part of the
world human life was old, and, with the progress of time,
political frontiers have furrowed the map more and more deeply
and thickly, like the wrinkles of age. During the eighteenth
century, it looked as though the dominion over the ‘ basin ’ of

the Straits would pass from the Osmanli to either the Romanoff
or the Hapsburg. But the control of a strategic position is

difficult to divide; the rivalry between the two expanding
empires checked the progress of both ; and under the shadow
of the * Balance of Power ’ the new-fangled Western doctrine
of nationality seeded itself in the minds of the native populations
and produced the phenomenon of ^ Balkanization ’. Russia

’ grasped, once more, at Constantinople in 1915, but in reality her
prospects of acquiring it had vanished with the establishment
across her path of the sovereign independent national state of

Rumania(1861-78), just as the Drang nachOsten of the Hapsburg
Monarchy had its way stopped by the rise of the national
state of Serbia. The break-up of the Hapsbmgand the Romanolf
Empires in 1917-18 removed, once and for all, the possibility

of solving the question of the Straits by any kind of political

reunification of their hinterland. In this part of the world,
as has been explained above, nationalism definitely triumphed,
as a consequence of the European War. But that only made
a solution of the Straits Question much more difficult as well a^
much more necessary. Without some international control of

the Straits, in which the principal maritime Powers should
participate as well as all the riverains of the ‘ basin ’, the
politicm map resulting from the War could not fail to reduce the
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economic situation ad abmrdwm. Under the Treaty of Sevres,

Constantinople was to remain the capital of Tm*key, and, in

June 1922, it was probable that Tirnkey would obtain more
rather than less of the European littoral of the Straits assigned

to her under the Treaty. But even if ell the territorial claims

set out in the Turkish National Pact were realized, Turkey,
while retaining her sovereignty over all the shores of the vital

water-way, would stiU only possess an insignificant portion of

the economic hinterland. It woul()|include that part of Anatolia,

possibly a third of the whole penins^a, wluch fin^ its commercial
outlet at ports along the coasts of the Marmara, the Bosporus,
and the Black Sea. The remainder of the hinterland —̂Trans-

Caucasia, Southern Russia, the Danube B^isin, and Bulgaria

—

would be under other sovereignties, and nothing but some
effective international control of the Straits would make the
situation tolerable either for them or for the shipping interests

of Great Britain, France, Italy, and the United States.

The difficulty was concrete. It had arisen before the War
and would recur after it, if and whenever Turkey again became
a belligerent. The capital of a belligerent state is one of the
principal objectives of its enemies ; and, under modem con-
ditions of warfare, an attack on Constantinople, whether by
sea or by land, would almost inevitablj^ entail the closure of the
Straits to commercial traffic. Thus a local war between Turkey
and Greece or Turkey a,nd Bulgaria- might paralyse the economic
and financial orgaiiization of Russia and Rumania, ruin great'

shipping interests in distant countries, and adversely affect the
prosperity of the world. The ‘ Freedom of the Straits ’, if it

meant anything, meant that commerce should be able to count
on a free passage through them, whether the riverain Power or
Powers were at peace or at w.ar.

(i) The ‘ Freedom' of the Straits ’. The ‘ Freedom of the
Strmts in this sense, was provided for in the Treaty of Sevres.

The relevant provisions fall under three heads. In the first

place, the sovereignty over the Gallipoli Peninsula and all

Eastern Thrace up to the Chatalja lines was transferred from
Tmkey to Greece, in order to ensure that, whether or not it

should prove possible to inaugmate a successful scheme of

international control, no single state, at any rate, should there-

after exercise sovereignty over the entire littoral. Greece and
Turkey were unlikely to find themselves on the same side in any
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war, and if either Power attempted at any time to use its

command of part of the shore-line in order to hold up the
traffic, it would be comfiaratively easy to bring it to reason
by military operations based on the territory of the other
state, whereas a state commanding the entire littoral had
been proved, during the Evtropean War, to possess the power
of closing the Straits with impunity. This redistribution

of territory was certainly open to grave objections on other
grounds. It was of doubt^vfl justice from the point of view
of nationality, and if Constantinople was to remain the Turkish
capital, it was hardly wise to bring the frontier of a hostile

state up to within a few miles of its suburbs. At the same time,

it did afford a practical, if crude, guarantee for the maintenance
of the freedom of the. Straits, and, in so far as it did this, it

promoted an international interest of first r&te importance.
In June 1922, it was becoming evident that the dispositions of

the Treaty of Sevres in regard to. Thrace^ would have to be
altered, but it remained non$ the less clear that, in considering

the naWeand extent of these alterations, the maintenance of

the freedom of the Straits could not be left out of account.

The second head comprises those articles in the Treaty
(178-80) which placed a military sanction in the hands of

Great Britain, France, and Italy. A zone of territory was
laid down, including the whole of the Asiatic and the European
shores of the Dardanelles, Marmara, and Bosporus, and the

’adjoining territorial waters,® within which the three principal

Allied Powers alone were to have the right of maintaining
armed forces, while Turkey and Greece, the territorial

sovereigns, were prohibited from doing the same (with two
insignificant exceptions). All fortifications in this zorte were
to be dismantled permanently.

A third group of articles (37-61) definfed the freedom of the
Straits and set up a ‘ Commission of the Straits ’ to regulate it.

The definition (which agrees with that given above, in the
present section) ran as follows (Art. 37)

:

‘ The navigation of the Straits, including the Dardanelles, the Sea
of Marmara, and the Bosporus, shall in future be open, both in peace

1 These dispositions were given practical effect a month before the Treaty
was signed, by a military oecupation of the territory on the part of Greece
with the sanction of the Allied Governments.

* Art. 178. Also the islands of Lemnos, Imbros, Samothrace, Tenedos,
and Mitylene, and all those in the Sea of Marmara, (v. p. 40).
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and war, to every vessel of commerce or of war and to military and
commercial aircraft, without distinction of flag.

‘ These waters shall not be subject ,to bloclmde, nor shall any
belligerent right be exercised nor any act of hostility be committed
within them, unless in pursuance of a decision of the Council of the
League of Nations.’

The ‘ Commission of the Straits ’ was to be composed
(Art. 40) of representatives appointed respectively by the
United States of America (if an<^ when that Government was
willing to participate), the British Empirb, France, Italy, Japan,
Russia (if and when Russia became a member of the League of

Nations), Greece, Rumania, and Bulgaria and Turkey (if and
when the two latter states became members of the League of

Nations). Each Power was to appoint one representative. The
representatives 'of the United States of America, the British

Empire, France, Italy, Japan, and Russia were each to have
two votes. The representatives of Greece, Rumania, and
Bulgaria and Turkey were each to, have one vote.

The Commission, so constituted, was to have two distinct

though logically connected functions. On the one hand, it was
to organize and administer the freedom of the Strsdts ; on the
other hand, it was to report upon any interference with it.

The first and normal function of the Commission was con-

ceived in very wide terms. On the analogy of the older Danube
Conunission, everything relating to ‘ conservancy ’ was brought
within its jurisdiction. It was charged (Art. 43) with the'

execution of harbour works and with lighting and buoying, and
with the control of pilotage and towage, anchorages, wrecks
and salvage, and lighterage, as well as with the application in

the points of Consteintinople and Haidar Pasha of the regime
prescribed in Arts. 335-45 of the Treaty for ^ ports of inter-

national concern ’. It might raise loans, buy out existing rights

and concessions, and take up concessions on its own account.
It was to levy dues from merchant shipping passing through
the waters vmder its control, and to exercise jurisdiction over
their crews (^krts. 50-3), though alterations in existing dues were
only to be made with the prior assent of the Coxmcil of the
League of Nations and for the execution of duties specifically

assigned to the Conunission by the Treaty. The Commission
was further empowered to raise a special police force under
foreign officers (Art. 48) ; to enjoy ffiplomatic privileges and
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immunities (Art. 41 ) ; to exercise its powers in complete
independence of the local authority ; and to have its own flag,

its own budget, and its separate organization (Art. 42).

Thus, in its administrative functions, the Commission was
endowed by the Treaty with something approaching to

sovereignty, but, on the other hand, it did not acquire the
sanction, possessed by most sovereign bodies, of imposing its

own will by force. In this sphere, its function was passive and
advisory. By Art. 44, the |Commission, in the event of its

finding that the liberty of passage was being interfered with,

was to inform the representatives at Constantinople of the
Allied Powers furnishing the occupying forces provided for

in Art. 178. These representatives were thereupon to conr«rt
with the naval and military 'commanders of the said forces such
measures as might be deemed necessary to presAve the freedom
of the Straits. Similar action was to be taken by the said

representatives in the event of any, external action threatening
the liberty of passage of the ^traits.

These articles relating to the Straits, Constantinople, and
Eastern Thrace were the least unsatisfactory part of the Treaty
of Sevres (as far as it related to the non- Arab part of the former
Ottoman Empire, which is the subject of this section). In view
of the unwillingness of the American nation to undertake
responsibilities in this part of the world, these provisions

represented an honest and not incompetent attempt to grapple
•with a difficult problem, and the instrument embodying them
was duly signed by the Governments of Athens and Constanti-
nople, as well as by those of the principal and minor Entente
Powers (with the exception of the Serb-Croat-Slovene Kingdom
and the Hejaz). But the Treaty was not ratified, tftid the
problem itself was not necessarily capable of solution in the
settlement after the European War. There were at least four
obstacles. The most immediate was the traditional rivalry

between France and Great Britain ; behind that there were
the fears and ambitions of Turkey and Greece ; and farthest
in the background, though ultimately the most formidable of
all, lay the interests of Russia, resting on permanent geogra
phical factors which could not be affected by the substitution
of Lenin for Nicholas or of the works of Karl Marx for the
Orthodox Liturgy.

(ii) Anglo-French rivalry. The Anglo-French rivalry was the
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first obstacle to assert itself. The trouble began immediately
after the Armistice, with the sudden elimination of the over*

whelming common fear of Germany, 'and the joint occupation
of Syria and Constantinople. The question of which nation
was to exercise the military command over the various Allied

contingents at Constantinople became the subject of inter-

minable and ill-humoured diplomatic negotiations, but this did
less harm than the accomplished fact of the naval ascendancy
of Great Britain. Sea-power wqs boimd to be the principal

sanction for maintaining in the Straits that regime which the
Treaty envisaged, chiefly for technical reasons of strategy, but
partly also because the three guarantor Powers could keep
warships on the spot with relatively little increase in their

normal expenditure on their Mediterranean squadrons, while
the maintenance of military garrisons would involve totally

new expenditure which none of the Governments concerned
could permanently persuade their tax-payers to provide. It

was evident, therefore, that if the provisions of the Treaty were
to be maintained by material sanctions, those sanctions would
practically be co-extensive with the respective naval forces of

Great Britain, France, and Italy, operating in the ratio of their

relative strength. Such a sanction, however, could be expressed

as ‘ British naval predominance in the Straits ’ from an
Anglophobe point of view, and this view gradually gained
strength in France. This cimrent of French feeling was partly

fed by traditional beliefs (probably erroneous, but none the'

less disquieting to those who held them) regarding the cir-

cvunstances in which an Anglo-French condominium in Egypt
had once given place to a solely British occupation. Resentment
at the' alteration of the Secret Treaties in favour of Great
Britain, on the questions of Mosul and Palestine, also played
its part. But the 'most important factor was the actual
diplomatic and administrative ascendancy of Great Britain at

Constantinople and in the Straits after the Armistice, an
ascendancy which was not only immistakable but impressive,

whether or not British naval predominance was the cause of

it. Before the Treaty was signed by the French Government,
a section of French public opinion had made up its mind that,

in the interests of France, even a restoration of unfettered
Turkish sovereignty over the Straits was preferable to the
confirmation of this British ascendancy, which appeared to be



65OTtOMANEMPIRE SINCE 1918

the only alternative. This party in France did not, after the
si^ature of the Treaty, either cease to preach its doctrine or
fail to gain fresh adherents.

(iii) Greek attitude. The mental reservations of the Greeks
regarding the Treaty offered a certain justification for such an
attitude on the part of France. It is true that M. Venizelos, in
laying the claims of his country before the Peace Conference,
had pointedly refrained from asking for Constantinople and the
other strategic positions comipanding the Straits, on the express
assumption that some* kind* of international control would be
established there. That, however, did not mean that either
Greece or her Prime Minister had abandoned their ultimate
aspirations in that quarter. They calculated that if Eastern
Thrace were annexed to Greece and the frontier carried up to
Chatalja, while at tile same time Turkish ‘sovereignty at
Constantinople were subordinated, in effect even more than in
theory, to foreign military and {idministrative control, the
Greek element was bound very soon to become predominant,

’ in every respect, in the popufation of the city. If the situation
created by the Treaty continued long enough, Constantinople
might, therefore, pass to Greece by a bloodless and perhaps
hardly perceptible revolution. But many Greek observers
thought that they discerned a short cut to their goal. In their
sanguine imagination, that British naval ascendancy in the
Straits, which the French feared but which the Greeks welcomed,

•was boimd to become, if it had not already become, a conscious
object of British policy. In that event they were confident that
Great Britain could not dispense with the local support of
Greece. Mr. Lloyd George, they thought, would assign to
Greece the place in the British scheme of world-policy which
Disraeli had assigned to Turkey. The seeds of this relationship,
they believed, were sown in the provisions of the Treaty,
and if only they were ^ven a chance to germinate, the Treaty
would involve ultimate advantages for Greece far greater than
those allotted to her explicitly in the text of it. Thus the Greeks
did not desire the permanent working of the regime laid down
in the Treaty, though they looked forward to a process of
evolution, and not to a violent reversal.

(iv) Conferences of London, February-March 1921, and of
Paris, March 1922 ; Turkish attitude. The Turks, on the other
hand, naturally desired a reversal, because they took the same

OL. VI -p
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view of the facts as the Greeks and the French, and had an
interest identical with that of France, and contrary to that of

Greece, on the assumption that the tacts had been correctly

interpreted by these three parties. It is true that, as a result

of the Conferences held respectively at London in February and
March 1921, and at Paris in March 1922, a number of mo^ca-
tions of the Treaty were proposed by the Allied Powers, in order
to make the terms more palatable from the Turkish point of

view. The contingent expulsion of, Turkey from Constantinople
(Art. 36) in the event of her failing to execute certain provisions

of the Treaty, was to be waived. The zone reserved exclusively

for military occupation by the three principal Allied Powers
was to be confined to the positions commanding the Dardanelles,

and Turkey was to be allowed to maintain an effective garrison

in Constantinople. As regards the Commission of the Straits,

while no diminution of its fimctions or of the area in which
they were to be exercised -was suggested, Turkey was to be
given not only two votes, like the principal Powers represented,

but the permanent presidency. Finally, the frontier between
Turkey and Greece in Eastern Thrace was to be carried sub-

stantially further westward, so as to give Turkey a militarily

defensible line, out of range of Constantinople, running from
Ganos on the Sea of Marmara in a north-north-easterly direction

to a point on the Bulgarian frontier.

These concessions, in the aggregate, were very considerable,

but they could hardly satisfy the Turks because they would
not fundamentally sdter the general situation. The British

aspiration to naval ascendancy (if correctly diagnosed) and the
Greek aspiration to eventual sovereignty over Constantinople
would hot be inhibited, and the Turks were encouraged to be
intransigent by the (possibly, correct) belief that these modifica-

tions were likewise inadequate from the French point of view. The
rival Turkish Governments, of Constantinople and of Angora,
agreed in holding out for the retrocession of : (i) Adrianople

;

and (ii) the Gallipoli Peninsula. If the Allies satisfied the latter

claim they would, of course, not only exclude Greece from the
possession of any territory militarily commanding the Straits,

but they would replace all such territories under the sovereignty
of Turkey. If these territorial claims were conceded, both
Constantinople and Angora expressed themselves ready to
agree to the freedom of the Straits ; but, at any rate in the
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National Pact, this concession was accompanied by a significant
reservation.* ,

‘ The security of Constantinmle, the capital of the Empire and the
seat of the Caliphate and of the Ottoman Gk>vemment, must be beyond
the reach of any infringement. When once this principle has been
formulated and admitted, the undersigned are ready to subscribe to any

* decision which may be taken, in common accord, by the Imperial
, Government on the one hand and by the interested Powers on the other,

in order to assure the opening of the Straits to world commerce and to
international communications ’ (Art. 4).

This claim involved, and consciously involved, the restora-
tion of full Turkish naval and military control over the water-’vay
and its littoral, and sucji control, as has been explained already,
is incompatible with the freedom of * the Strmts in the only
genuine meaning of the phrase. In peace-time, perhaps, there
might be little danger that Turkey would use such military and
navd control in order to interfere with the Commission of the

• Straits in the exercise of its rights and duties as laid down by
' the Treaty. In peace-time, even under the old regime, when the

functions assigned to the Commission were still attributes of
Turkish sovereignty, the Turkish Government did not unduly
interfere with the shipping which availed itself of the waterway.
The fundamental, and insuperable, difficulty of the Turkish
claim lay in the proneness of Turkey to be involved in any war
which arises anywhere east of the Atlantic and west of the
Straits of Malacca. It would be quite unsafe to assume that
Turkey will be more immune from war in the future than she
has been in the past ; and, under the conditions specified by
her, the freedom of the Straits would invariably be interfupted
whenever she was at war. If the zone of the Straits were to
return within the militery (as distinct •from the political)
frontiers of Turkey, it would become the legitimate, and indeed
the essential, military objective of her adversaries. The only
means of permanently neutralizing this zone is to prohibit the
militaiy utilization of it by Turkey herself as well as by her
potential enemies, and to place it, instead, under the naval and

‘military control of other parties representing the general
interests of the world. The logic of these facts can hardly be
questioned, and the Turkish attitude regarding the provisions

^ Text of National Pact of Angora in App. II, Part 2 a.
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of the Treaty relating to this question was, therefore, a serious

obstacle to a settlement. .

(v) The Russian attitude. The particular settlement en-

visaged by the Treaty might possibly find its most serious

opponent in Russia. Between May lhl9 and June 1922, the
relations of Russia to Turkey had approximated to those which
prevailed during the interval between the Russo-Turkish Treaty
of Unkim-Skelessi (8th July 1833) and the Anglo- Austro-Prusso-
Russian Agreement concerning tiiC Pacification of the Levant
(15th July 1840). There was, in fact, an extraordinary similarity

between the two situations in which these peculiar relations

arose. In the earlier period, the Turks had lost their Arab
provinces to MehmedAli, and were threatened in their ‘ home-
lands ’ by the advance of the Pasha of Eg5^pt’s forces to Kiutahia,
the strategic centre of Western Anatolia. After the Armistice of

1918, the Arab provinces were again lost, and the Turkish
‘ homelands ’ again threatened by a foreign military invasion,

though on this occasion Kiutahia ^as occupied, not by the same

«

military Power as had driven the Turkish forces out of Syria, but
by a separate enemy, the Greeks, conducting an independent
campaign from a base on the Aegean coast. In the two cases,

a broadly parallel situation produced, a parallel rapprochement
on Turkey’s part towards Russia. The loss of the Arab pro-

vinces made Turkey too weak to stand alone, and the hegemony
of the great Northern Power, however alarming, was at leas):

preferable to the conquest and subjection of the remnant of

Turkey by a neighbouring people formerly subject to her. In
both cases, again, Turkey was driven into Russia’s arms by the
fact that her local enemy enjoyed the formidable support of

another Great Power—̂France having stood behind MehmedAli,

as Great Britain afterwards ‘stood behind Greece. In the earlier

instance, the growing ascendancy of Russia over Turkey, to

which the rapprochement between two parties of such unequal
strength inevitably led, was interrupted by the successful

conclusion of a general understanding between all the Great
Powers, which resulted in a relaxation of the local pressure upon
Turkey and in a general resettlement of Near and Middle
Eastern affairs. In June 1922, it was impossible to say whether
the current situation would eventually resolve itself in a similar

d&nouement, or whether, on this second favourable occasion,

Russia would establish her suzerainty permanently over the
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area dealt with in this section, including the Straits and
Constantinople. In consequence of the Revolution, Russia
enjoyed two advantages ^hich she had never possessed before.

By abandoning centralization in favour of local national

autonomies in the vast block of territory and population under
her sovereignty, she had given way at last to the spirit of the
times, and so improved her chances of making that block still

larger —̂in the form of a multi-national federation. In the
second place, a number of ,the minor nationalities in Russian
territory which had thus acquired territorial autonomy, spoke
Turkish vernaculars and were adherents of Islam. Indeed, the
Moslem Turkish population of Russia was more than twice as
numerous as that of Turkey herself, and now that these Turkish
Moslems had obtained opportunities for self-expression inside

the Russian State, it was conceivable that the lesser mass of

Turks would be attracted by the greater. The ancient question
of the Straits might yet be solved by a federation of riverain

national states, including Turkey, under Russia’s presidency.

One thing only was certain. The solution would not take the
exact form contemplated in the Treaty of Sevres.

(b) The Greek Minority and the Disposed of Smyrna (Arts.

65-83).

(i) The Greek Minority. The two points comprised in this

heading were linked together in the policy of the Supreme
Council and in the dispositions of the Treaty of Sevres ; but

•they were not essentially connected, and, in June 1922, it seemed
probable that they would be settled, if at all, independently
of one another. Certainly the zone on the Anatoli6m mainland
delimited round Smyrna in the Treaty (Art. 66) and provision-
ally assigned to Greece (Art. 69), contained some of the districts

of Anatolia in which the Greek, element was at its highest
percentage of the total local population, ’and even spots (such
as the towns of Aivali and Moskhonisia, parts of the Cheshme
peninsula, and certain quarters of Smyrna city) in which it was
in an overwhelming majority. But it also contained important
districts, like those of Bayndyr, Tire, and Odemish in the upper
basin of the Cayster river, in which the Greeks were in an
insignificant nunority ; while, on the other hand, important
Greek minorities were to be found far beyond its boundaries.
In the absence of census-returns, any figures are conjectural,
but it is at any rate probable that, of all the Greeks resident in
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Anatolia at the time of the Peace Conference at Paris, when the
frontiers of the ‘ Smyrna zone ’ were plotted out, 66 per cent.,

at the lowest estimate, were resident •in districts outside those
frontiers. Moreover, the separation of the Smyrna zone from
Turkey and the attachment it to Greece could not be defended
on the groimd that it was to be a ‘ reservation ’ for all the Greeks
of Asiatic Turkey, on the analogy of the ‘ Indian Reservations *

of the United States. The North American Indians were a
nomadic and also a dwindling race^ The Anatolian Greeks were
sedentary, they were increasing m number, and they were
scattered among a non-Greek majority for a definite economic
reason. It is true that there were Greek peasant communities
along the littoral of the Trebizond and Samsim provinces, and
a very few similar communities in the neighbourhood of Kaisari

and Konia, which might have been transplanted to vacant
agricultural lands elsewhere —̂with great economic loss and
personal suffering, no doijbt, but stiU without altogether

depriving them of their means of ^livelihood. But even if the
transplantation of these populations were really contemplated
by the Supreme Council and by M. Venizelos at the time of

the Peace Conference, there was no special reason for settling

them in the neighbourhood of Smyrna. In soil, in climate, in

distance from their homes (measured by what is the only
practicable route in the East for successful mass-migrations
on a large scale, that is, the passage by sea), Smyrna was as
alien to them as Macedonia or Thrace, and they might just as'

well have been settled in the great vacant spaces existing in

those fertile but under-populated Emopean provinces. These
peasant communities, however, were not the main problem.
The bulk of the Greek element in Anatolia, inside the Smyrna
zone as well as outside it, in Smyrna city as much as at Amasia
or Trebizond, consisted of people engaged in commerce (great

and small) and in the professions. They were differentiated

from the surrormding majority not only by their nationality

but also by their economic occupation, and while their national
consciousness (a state of mind borrowed at a recent date from
Western Eu’’opt and adjusted to totally different conditions)
might incline them to segregate themselves from the Turks and
to live exclusively among their own kind, the necessity of

gaining a livelihood made it imperative for them to stay in the
environment to which economic motives had originally attracted
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them. To concentrate all the Greeks of Anatolia in the Smyrna
enclave would be rather like collecting the representatives of

half a dozen professions In the United Kingdom into a single

county and removing from that county all other previous
residents, in order to make room for the new-comers. Such
a tour de force would be still more fantastic if the county
selected for this experiment were London or Lancashire, and u
this ‘ reservation ’ were then divided from the rest of the country
by a political frontier. Yei; this is not an unfair hypothetic^
parallel to the actual prb visions of the Treaty inregard to Smyrna.

Smyrna was, in fact, the most inappropriate site which
could be selected for the centre of such an enclave. If the
statesmen were bent on making the experiment, they could
have discovered districts in Anatolia where it might at least

have had more chance of success from the geographical and
economic point of view. On the Aegean coast, for example,
not very far north of Smyrna, there was the purely Greek town
of Aivali ^—a community subsisting on the produce of its olive

groves, and in the commercial sense almost isolated from the
hinterland. Or there was the district of Trebizond, isolated

from the rest of Anatolia by a wall of mountains parallel to the
coast of the Black Sea, where, during the Middle Ages, a Greek
State had maintained a separate existence for more than two
and a half centuries. It is true that, at the time of the Peace
Conference, the Greek element in this district probably did not

•amount to more than 10 per cent, of the local population, but
at any rate the geographical and economic difficulties here might
possibly not have proved insuperable. The selection of Smyrna,
however, as the centre of the Greek enclave in Anatolia meant
the ruin of the chief port in the country and a corresponding
dislocation of the economic life o( the interior. In May 1919
Smyrna was a commercial city with ti mixed population
(Turkish, Greek, and Western), in which no single element
possessed an unmistakable absolute majority, though such
a majority was claimed by both the Tmks and the Greeks.
Smyrna had risen to this eminence not as a local administrative
capital, but as the entrepot of trade between the Anatolian
peninsula on the one hand, and Western Europe and Amierica
on the other. This trade had attracted Greeks and had largely

* Just within the northern boundary of the Smyrna zone as actually
demarcated.
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increased the Greek element in the population of the city

during the preceding 1 50 years. But the commercial connexions
between Anatolia and the West through the port of Smyrna
had been built up, since the latter part of the sixteenth century,

by colonies of French, Dutch, Britifh, and other Western
merchants who had settled there ; and the producers and
consumers who indirectly came into contact with one another
at this mart, were not Greeks for the most part. They were the
Western World on the one side and the predominantly Turkish
population of the interior of Anatolia on the other. The
commercial hinterland of Smyrna in the interior had been
steadily extended by Western enterprise, the chief instruments
of this extension being the two railways, bjiilt respectively with
French and British capital, which' had been started after the
Crimean War and successively prolonged and ramified until the
outbreak of the European War. In ^ this economic develop-
ment, the Greeks took little more than a middleman’s part, and
even in this they were overshadowed in importance (though
not, of course, in numbers) by the local Western colony.

Thus the occupation of Smyrna by Greek troops in May 1919
was inunediately felt over more than half Anatolia. The Turks,
reedizing that it portended the separation of Smyrna from
Turkey in the forthcoming Treaty, resisted the Greek invasion

by force of arms, as has already been mentioned. The conse-

quence was a new wsff, which spread all over Western Anatolia
and which paralysed the commerce of Smyrna by setting up'

a military front between the port and the hinterland.^

The prejudicial effect of these events upon the position of

the Christian minorities on the Turkish side of the front was
analysed in General Harbord’s report

:

‘ The events of Smyrna have hndoubtedly cheapened every Christian
life in Turkey, the landing of the Greeks there being looked upon by the
Turks as delilMrate violation by the Allies of the terms of their armistice
and the probable forerunner of further unwarranted aggression. The
moral responsibility for present unrest throughout Turkey is very heavy
on foreign Powers.’

By June 19^2, the forebodings of the American Mission
of Inquiry had not only been fulfiUed, but the Turkish popula-
tions in the Smyrna area had also been ill-treated by the Greeks.

* Organized atrodties started in April 1921 on the Greek side, in June 1921
on the Turkish.
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The consequences for the minorities would, indeed, have been
bad enough even if the decisions of the Supreme Council could

have been carried into effect instead of being frustrated by
resulting in war. If this fresh war had not broken out, the
Smyrna zone would almost certainly have become a Greek
* reservation ’, whether that was the Allied intention or no.
By gentle or by violent pressure the Turkish population in the
zone would have been squeezed out, while, on the other hand,
the Greek village-shopkeepers and urban merchants, pro-

fessional men and artisans from all the rest of Anatolia would
have been herded into it, with the result of bringing economic
ruin to both these sets of enforced emigrants, and of undermining
the prosperity of the entire country. In the light of what
actually happened, however, such a dinouement would have
been relatively a happy one. By June 1922’ it had become
probable that, wherever the frontiers might eventually be drawn,
some such inter-migration of minorities would have to be

,
arranged. The inconclusive military operations had degenerated
into a war of extermination, and feeling on botli sides had been
so much embittered that it was hardly credible that Greek and
Turkish elements could continue to live together in the same
towns and villages, as they had done in the past.

The picture is one of almost unrelieved gloom ; and yet the
Smyrna question, if rightly handled, ought neither to have been
so important nor so difficult to solve as the problem of the

'Straits. Great and growing though the commerce of Smyrna
was, it did not concern half the world, like the traffic passing
through the Bosporus and Dardanelles. Turkey and Greece
were the only parties politically involved, and the issue was
comparatively simple. The Smyrna question acquired the
paramoimt importance that it did through the accident that
the Supreme Council committed a greater blunder in dealing
with it than in their handling of any other part of the Eastern
settlement —a blunder so hopeless that it produced a fresh war,
and a protracted one. This Graeco-Turkish War in Anatolia,
and its adverse influence upon the relations between the
Western and the Islamic Worlds, were the features which
invested the Smyrna question with the historical importance
to which it undoubtedly attained.

(ii) Projected constUtUion of the Smyrna zone. It remains
to glance at the details of the constitution sketched out in the
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Treaty (Arts. 65-83) for the Smyrna zone, but the reader must
bear in mind that these articles have no more than an academic
interest. They had not been put intb effect, though two years
had passed since the Treaty had been signed. On the one ^nd,
the Treaty had never been ratified; and, on the other, the
territory of the zone had become a theatre of war, in consequence
of the Greek landing, long before the relevant part of the
Treaty was cast into its final form. As early as February 1921,
all parties saw that at any rate this portion of the Treaty could
not stand. In the meantime, the districfs actually under Greek
military occupation, which extended far beyond the Sevres
frontiers, were governed partly by a Greek Civil High Com-
missioner with dictatorial powers and partly by the Greek
military authorities. ‘

.

The Smyrna zone, as defined geographically in Art. 66 of

the Treaty, lay wholly within the two areas in which the right

of Italy to establish her direct and indirect authority respectively

had been recognized by the French and British Governments
in the Secret Agreement of St. Jean de Maurienne (April 1917).

This instrument, however, contained a legal flaw, as has been
mentioned in a preceding section, and the claims of Italy were
still further weakened in May 1919 by the de facto occupation
of Smyrna on the part of Greece, which was accomplished with
the approval and assistance of the three other principal Allied

and Associated Powers. The oecupation occurred at a time
when the relations between Italy and her AUies were strained*

almost to breaking point over the question of the Adriatic, and
it was precipitated by a belief that siie was intending to create

a fait accompli at Smyrna in her own favour. Eventually,
Italy acquiesced in the assignment of the zone to Greece, and
the signatures of her plenipotentiaries were not withheld from
the Treaty of S^vre^, in which the title of Greece was given
recognition. Various reasons for this remarkable self-efface-

ment on Italy’s part may be conjectured. Her own title was
weak ; M. Venizelos had made concessions to her in other
directions ; but the determining factor may well have been the
danger —very real during 1920—of revolution at home, and the
unmistakable repugnance of the Italian working-class towards
any further adventures in overseas imperialism involving fresh

sacrifices of soldiers’ lives. In June 1920, only two months
before the signature of the Treaty of Sevres, Italian troops at
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Trieste and elsewhere, when ordered to Albania as reinforce-

ments, refused to embark ; and the Italian Government had
virtually to capitulate tor the Albanian national leaders.^ In
these circiunstwces, the claims to territory in Anatolia which
had been staked out by Italy at St. Jean de Maurienne, had
little intrinsic value ; and, besides this, the experience of the
Greeks, since their landing, had already demonstrated that the
prize of Smyrna covdd only be secured, if at all, at a formidable
cost in blood and ti'easure.

,
Italian statesmen found it better

policy to let the Greeks be, to take advantage of them as a foil,

and to play for future benefits by assuming towards the Angora
Government the r6le of a friend in need. Whether this policy

would have borne fruit, as far as the competition between Itidy

and Greece was conceded, "will never be known, for it iailed

through an omission to reckon with France. "At the critical

moment, after the labours of nearly three years, Italy was
eclipsed in the favour of the Turks, by the brilliant diplomatic
triumph of M. Franklin-Bouillon.^

Meanwhile, the Treaty of Sevres awarded to Greece, not
indeed the immediate and absolute sovereignty over the whole
vilayet of Aidin except the sanjak of Denizli (the area which
M. Venizelos had claimed when he laid his case before the
Council of Ten), but the provisional administration of a smaller
territory. The boundaries of this territory (laid down in

Art. 66) included, approximately, the two sanjaks of Smyrna
end Mnnisa, less the port and district of Scala Nuova on the
south, but with the addition, on the north, of Aivali and
Moskhonisia. The frontiers were artificial. They cut river-

valleys and railways at right-angles, and bore little or no
relation to the distribution of nationalities. Towards thtf south,
alone, they followed a physicfil line of division. Onthis side, they
coincided with the water-shed of the Cayster valley, but in order
to conform here to what was the natural line from the physical
point of view, they had to include in their sweep a particularly

large district containing an almost purely Turkish population.
In the zone thus carved out of Anatolia, Turkish sovereignty

was technically not abolished but suspended. Turkey was made
to transfer to the Greek Government the exercise of her rights

» V. Vol. IV, pp, 843-5.
^ Franco-Turkish Agreement at Angora of the 20th October 1021. Text

in App. II, Part 2 b. v. supra pp. 88-5.
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of sovereignty over the city of Smyrna and the said territory

(Art. 69). The Greek Government was to be responsible for the
administration (Art. 70), to appoint* the officials who were to
conduct it (Art. 70), to maintain military forces in the zone
(Art. 71), to establish (if it chose) a customs boundary along
the frontier line and to incorporate the zone in the Greek
customs system (Art. 76). As for the inhabitants, such of them
as were of Turkish nationality and could not claim any other
nationality under the terms of the .Treaty were to be treated on
exactly the same footing as Greek nationals, and Greece was
to provide for their diplomatic and consular protection abroad
(Art. 79). These provisions make it evident that, had the Treaty
been ratified and thereby been brought, into operation, the
provisional nature of the Greek administration would have been
somewhat fictitious, and that Greece would have had treaty

sanction for assimilating the administration of the zone, to all

intents and purposes, to that of her own dominions.
There were, however, certain qualifying provisions of

genuine importance. A local parliament was to be set up with
an electoral system calculated to ensure proportional repre-

sentation of all sections of the population, including racial,

linguistic, and religious minorities. Within six months of

ratification, the Greek Government was to submit an electoral

scheme to the Coimcil of the League of Nations, whose approval
was obligatory (Art. 72) ; but since Greece was already occupying
the zone de facto, any difference of opinion between the Council
of the League and the Greek Government would merely have
the effect of leaving the zone for a longer period under arbitrary

Greek administration, without any constitution at all. The
value df the electoral law was also dimimshed by the provision

that the relations between .the Greek administration and the
local parliament were to be determined by the said administra-
tion in accordance with the principles of the Greek Constitution
(Art. 73). What if that Constitution were to prove incompatible
with local franchises

!

A more valuable safeguard was contained in Arts. 75 and 86,

which, taken together, extended to the Smyrna zone the
benefits of the ‘ Minorities Treaty ’ which was signed by Greece
on the one part and by the principal Allied Powers on the other
on the same date and at the same place as the Treaty of Peace
with Turkey.
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Finally, when a period of five years ^ should have elapsed

after the coming into force of the Treaty, the local parliaiment

might, by a majority of vbtes, ask the Council of the League of

Nations for the definitive incorporation in the Kingdom of

Greece of the city of Smyrna and the zone. The Council might,
as a preliminary, require a plebiscite under conditions which
it would lay down. In the event of incorporation in these
circumstances, Turkish sovereignty was to cease (Art. 83).

Apparently, a request for the reincorporation of the zone in

Turkey was not placed within the competence of the local

parliament, and the choice was to be coi^ned to one between
complete incorporation in Greece or the continuance (for an
unspecified period) of the interim regime. Since, howt>ver,

even this latter contingency was not expressly provided for,

it was apparently presmned that, after the five yeMS, the
complete incorporation of the zone in Greece was a certainty.

This article deserves more severe stricture than almost any
other in the Treaty, for, in order to save the faces of the
Supreme Coimcil, it exposed the non-Greek population of the
zone to possible dangers of the gravest character. The logical

dilemma is absolute. Either the makers of the Treaty expected
that the population of the zone would not appreciably change
in composition during the five years’ interval, or that a sub-
stantial change would occur.® In the former alternative, why
did they not ascertain the wishes of the population at the

•earliest possible date,® as they arranged to do in Masuria,
Upper Silesia, the Klagenfurt district, and other plebiscite

areas ? In the latter alternative, by what means was a change,
so substantial as possibly to produce a different verdict on the
question of ‘ self-determination ’, expected to be broughf about ?

In nearly all instances in which .the Supreme Council decided
that the local population was to be consulted, it generally

arranged, that the consultation should take place at the earliest

possible moment, and also that, during the necessary interval,

the district in question should be brought imder effective inter-

^ During this interim period, citizens of the zone were not to be subjected
to compulsory military service (Art. 74), but, as the Treaty was not ratified,
this safeguard did not come into force, and, by June 1922, Ottoman 'Greeks
liad been conscripted in considerable numbers for the Greek Army.

* The repatriation of Greeks deported by the Turkish Government before
the Armistiee has not to be taken mto account, as Art. 72 provito that the
local parliament itself shall not be constituted until this has been carried out.

* i.e. immediately after the completion of repatriation.
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Allied supervision, and even in some cases under military

control. It was obvious that the prospect of a plebiscite would
be an incitement to the outbreak of violence between the rival

nationalities, if they were left to themselves. But these states-

manlike precedents, established by the Supreme Council itself,

were ignored in the case of the Smyrna zone. The final decision

was deferred till a date five years later than the ratification of

the Treaty, and in the meantime the local nationalities were not
merely left uncontrolled, but a sovereign state akin to one of them
was deliberately placed in full command of the territory during
the critical period of waiting. Under such conditions, few states

could have resisted the temptation to misuse their power. It is

not, of course, suggested that th? Supreme Council exposed
Greece to this temptation with the intention that she should
succumb to it. The charge against them is rather that they
carelessly introduced into the Treaty a piece of shocking diplo-

matic workmanship through a loss of nerve. Conscious of the
unsoundness of their policy, and of the improper considerations

(suggested at the beginning of this section) on which it was
largely based, they shrank, at the last moment, from awarding
the zone to Greece outright. From their point of view. Art. 83
was no more than a tactful circumlocution, and they did not
trouble to think out its possible consequences for parties that
were far more vitally concerned than they were.

(iii) IrUernational Clauses. The-most creditable provisions of

,

the Treaty with regard to Smyrna were those which attempted
to preserve the intercourse between the port and its former
economic hinterland, irrespective of the much narrower political

frontiers which the Treaty had set up. In Arts. 335-45, a
liberal regime was prescribed for the administration of a number
of ports (including both Smyrna and Constantinople) which
were schediiled as being ‘ ports of international concern ’. Not
only was the free use of these ports, on a footing of equality,

secured to all states members of the League of Nations, but
provision was made (Arts. 341-4) for the establishment of

a ^ Free Zone ’ in each of them. Goods imported into this zone
were to be exempt from the customs of the state locally

sovereign, and to pay nothing but a ‘ statistical duty ’ not
exceeding 1 per mille ad valorem (Art. 342). Persons, goods,
postal services, ships, vessels, carriages, wagons and other
means of transport coming from or going to the ‘ Free Zone ’
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and crossing the territory of the state under whose sovereignty

or authority the port was placed, were to be deemed to be in

transit ^ across that state If they were going to or coming from
the territory of any other state whatsoever.

In addition to this, freedom of transit (extending to postal,

telegraphic, and telephonic services) was accorded to Turkey
. over the territories and in the ports detached from her, in order

to ensine to her free access to the Mediterranean and Aegean
Seas (Art. 349). Moreover, jn the case of Smyrna, it was laid

down specifically, in a* special article (Art. 350), that Turkey
should be accorded a lease in perpetuity, subject to deter-

mination by the League of Nations, of an area which should be
placed under the general regime of free zones laid down in

Arts. 341-4, and should be used for the direct transit of goods
coming from or going to that state (Art. 350).

These arrangements were excellent in themselves. Indeed,
economic agreements on this model are essential in all those
regions of the Near and Middle East in which multi-national

‘empires have been superseded by a mosaic of comparatively
* small national states as a result of the triumph of the Western

nationality idea. At the same time, the benefit of such attempts
to make political frontiers innocuous from the economic point
of view can only be secured in cases in which the political

settlement itself has been more or less peaceably accepted by
the several parties concerned. In the present instance, if the
Turks had resigned themselves to the provisional establishment
of Greek administration in the Smyrna zone, and to the pro-

spective annulment of Turkish sovereignty over this territory

after the lapse of five years, the economic arrangements of the
Treaty might have operated to reduce the dislocation* which
the poUticd dispositions of the Treaty would inevitably have
caused. On the other hand, from the momhnt that the attempt
to enforce these political dispositions had precipitated a new
war, the economic safeguards were bound to become a dead
letter. In June 1922, they were inoperative both de iure

and de facto —de iure because the Treaty had never been

,
ratified, de facto because the economic hinterland of Smyrna was
devastated by military operations and cut in two by a military
‘ front ’.

^ By Art. 828, goods in transit were exempted from customs duties and
from discriminating freight-charges.
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(c) The Armenian Minority and the Armenian ‘ National
Home’ (Arts. 88-93).

(i) Armenia up to the Treaty of Sivres. The position of the
Armenians in Anatolia was in most respects parallel to that
of the Greeks. They were a widely distributed minority,

consisting partly of peasant conununities ^ and partly of urban
colonies, exercising the same professions and performing the
same economic functions as the Greek urban conununities in

other districts. In general, the Armenians and the Greeks filled

the same r6le in the eastern and western portions, respectively,

of the area with which this section is concerned though the
distribution of the two communities overlapped in Pontus,
Central Anatolia, Smyrna, and Constantinople.

The Armenians had attained their^^eatest prosperity in

the period between 1821 and 1878. After the outbreak of the
Greek Wai‘ of Independence, which compromised the vast Greek
interests in the Ottoman dominions outside the frontiers of the
new Greek national state, the Armeidans to a large extent
inherited the position which the Ottoman Greeks had formerly

'

enjoyed in the public and private service of their Turkish
masters. At the same time, that part of the Armenian nation
which lived in Trans-Caucasia, beyond the Ottoman frontiers,

greatly benefited by the establishment of Russian rule south of

the Caucasus Moimtains (1783-1864). Their position changed
for the worse, however, after the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-8.

During the negotiation of the San Stephano and Berlin Treaties*^

the Armenians became a pavm in the geime of Anglo-Russisin

rivalry in Asia. At San Stephano the Russians stipulated for

reforms, in favour of the Armenians, in the north-eastern

provinces of Asiatic Turkey which they had occupied during

the war, and for the continuance of the Russian military

occupation of these province's imtil the reforms had been carried

out. The British negotiators at Berlin insisted that the Russian
evacuation of the provinces in question should be inunediate

and unconditional, but they could not dismiss the project of

ameliorating the condition of the local Christian minority,

when once the Russians had put it forward. They therefore

introduced provisions for reforms into the Treaty of Berlin,

1 Which were at their highest percentage in the vilajret of Van and in
parts of Bitlis and Erzerum, as the Greek peasants were in Pontus and in the
neighbourhood of Smyrna, v. Harbord Report above cited.
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though in vaguer terms than those employed in the Treaty of

San Stephano, and without adequate guarantees. The Russian
military occupation, the attraction of the Armenian Question
into the orbit of Western international politics, and the momen-
tary concentration of public attention in the West upon the
' Eastern Question ’, had somewhat the same effect upon the
Armenians as the Anglo-French struggle in the Levant, and
the military occupation of the Ionian Islands, had had upon
the Greeks during the Napoleonic Wars (1798-1814). It

produced a mental ferment* and a sudden influx of Western
ideas. Western political nationalism infected the Armenians,
just as it had previously infected the Greeks, Serbs, Rumanians,
and Bulgars, and was afterwards to infect the Turks and the
Arabs. The Ottoman Government began to look upon
Armenian aspirations with fear and hostility, and at the same
time Armenian Nationalism made itself obnoxious to the
Russian Tsardom, a Power still organized on the eighteenth-
century dynastic and not yet qn the nineteenth-century national-

• istic Western model. Indeed, the Russian Government, being
more energetic and efficient than the Turkish, usually repressed
the Armenians with a heavier hand ; and in 1895-7, when the
Armenians in Turkey were massacred, they received no succour
from the two Great Powers morally responsible for looking
after them. Russia ostentatiously held ^oof, and the naval
power of Great Britain was impotent to produce any effect in

the interior of the Anatolian plateau. The massacres recurred
again in Cilicia, during 1909, and then, on an unprecedented
scale, during the European W^ar, when Russia and Great Britain
were united against Turkey, when the Armenians had been
alienated' by past atrocities and the fortunes of the Ottoman
Empire in greater jeopardy than they had ever been. The
war of exteimination was not initiated or even approved by
the mass of the Turkish population, and some officials ventured
to oppose it, but it was deliberately organized and put into
execution by the ‘ Union and Progress ’ Government at
Constantinople.

Thus, though the process by which multi-national empires
in the East were replaced by national states, did not seriously

affect the Armenians until it had entered upon its last phase,
they suffered from it more severely than any other local popula-
tion during the forty years between the Treaty of Berlin and the

VOL. Vt Q
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Armistice of 191 8. The reason for this was that the geographical
distribution and economic functions of the Armenians were
particularly unsviitable for the constitution of an Armenian
national state. When the Greek national movement began,
there were at any rate som.e districts, like the Islands and the
Morea, in which there was a homogeneous, or very nearly homo-
geneous, Greek population, and such districts could be made,
and in fact were made, the nucleus for a Greek national state on
the French pattern. Ibe Armenians, however, had no such local

base of operations. It is true that th^ were in a plurality in

the Ottoman vilayet of Van ^ and in the Russian Government
of Erivan, as well as in parts of the adjoining districts ; but
even in tUs region the Turkish, Kurdish, Georgian, and Az^-
baijani elements were so strong that there was nothing approach-
ing a homogeneous Armenian population. Moreover, while in

the Greek, Serbian, Rumanian, and Bulgarian cases, the doctrine

of the Balance of Power had decreed that territories detached
from Turkey should be formed jnto independent states, and
should not be added to the dominions of any Western Empire,

'

the Trans-Caucasian borderland between the Russian and
Ottoman Empires was so remote from the West-European
centre of gravity that Russia was able, even in 1878, to take for

herself what Turkey lost in this quarter, without encountering
insurmountable opposition from Great Britain or the Hapsburg
Monarchy. Thus the Ottoman Armenians, in their almost
impracticable aspirations for territorial independence, had
behind them, not a sympathetic independent state of their own
nationality, as the Anatolian Greeks had in the Greek Kingdom,
but an alien Russia —willing to use the Armenians to furthei'

her own ambitions, but thoroughly hostile to Armenian national

aims. Indeed, while the nucleus of an independent Greek
national state has existed since 1821, the independent Armenian
national Republic of Erivan only came into existence at the
close of 1917, as a consequence of the Bolshevik Revolution and
the dissolution of the old Russian Empire.^

|| A representative of the Armenian Republic signed the

' The Moslem population being split between the Turkish and the Kurdish <

nationalities.
* The gain to the Armenians, however, was largely cancelled the blow

to Armenian interests in Tiilis, Baku, Batum, and other conunercial centres
in Trans-Caucasia outside the boundaries of Erivan, which the simultaneous
creation of the national states of Geoigia and Azerbaijan involved.
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Treaty of Sevres, and provision for an independent Armenia
was made in that instrument (Arts. 88-93). It must be noted
in passing that, if the Secret Treaties had stood, the Armenian
Question could never have been raised at the Peace Conference.
The utmost extent of territory that was ever claimed by the
Armenians themselves, had been swallowed up in the two
conterminous zones, carved respectively out of north-eastern
and south-eastern Anatolia, which had been placed at the
disposal of Russia and France in the Sykes-Picot Agreement of
May 1916. It must notTbe assumed, however, that this abortive
arrangement would have been entirely to the Armenians’
disadvantage. It was no doubt discreditable to the Entente
Powers, which, at tl^at very time, were exploiting Armeriian
atrocities in their propaganda and were encoiuraging Amionians
to enlist in their armies by affecting to favour their national
aspirations. If the Sykes-Picot Agreement had come into force,

an Armenian national state would never have come into
existence. On the other hand>, the principal area of distribution

*of the Armenian nationality would have been brought under
the comparatively effective and impartial rule of nations foreign

to the area, and the Armenians would thus have been shielded
from the worst eventualities.* As things actually turned out,

these eventualities overtook them. This area, like the remainder
of the area dealt with in this section, escaped from external
control (except for the anarchic influence of the Western idea
df nationality working in Eastern minds), and there was a
renewal of the merciless striiggle for existence between the
local nationalities, in which the Armenians, being the weakest
numerically ^ and the rnost widely scattered, inevitably went
to the wall.

*

(ii) President Wilson’s arbitration. The Treaty of Sevres
did much for Armenia on paper. Turkey,* in accordance with
the action already taken by the Allied Powers, had to recognize
Armenia as a free and independent state (Art. 88) ; and Turkey
and Armenia agreed to submit to the arbitration of the President

^ Though this cannot be asserted with confidence of the Russian zone,
* since, during the Russian military occupation of 1916-17, General Yudenich

assigned lands, left vacant by the deportation of the Armenians at the hands
of the Ottoman Government to Cossack colonies, for which Trans-Caucasians
(i. e. practically all Russian Armenians) were ineligible.

* Since the atrocities of 1915 in Turkey and the consequences in Trans-
Caucasia of the Bolshevik Revolution and the Turkish invasion.
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of the United States of America the question of the frontier to
be fixed between their respective territories in the Ottoman
vilayets of Erzerum, Trebizond, Van, and Bitlis and to accept
his decision thereupon, as well as any stipulations he might
prescribe as to access for Armenia to the sea (Art. 89). The
frontiers between Annenia and Azerbaijan and Georgia respec-

tively were to be determined by direct agreement between the
states concerned. If in either case the states concerned had
failed to determine the frontier by agreement at the date fixed

by the decision of the President of the United States, the
frontier line in question was to be determined by the Principal

Allied Powers (Art. 92).

President Wilson accepted the task of^ arbitration which the
Principal Allied Powers (aware of their inability to employ
effective sanctions) had slmmk from undertaking themselves.

In due course, he annoimced a line wliich awarded to Armenia
the major part of the four provinces specified in the Treaty.

It started from the Black Sea coast, well to the west of Trebizond
(which was thus awarded to Armenia), and described the arc*

of a circle, running in a south-easterly direction, so as to

include in Armenia Erzerum, Mush, and Van, before it finally

impinged upon the Turco-Persian frontier.^ This award would
have provided a territory capable, from the economic and
administrative point of view, of constituting an independent
state, though, for years to come,^ the Armenians could not have
risen to be a majority of the population. But neither the
President’s award, nor the articles of the Treaty in virtue of

which it was made, bore any relation to the events which were
actually taking place in the districts in question.

(iif) The Bolsheviks and Armenia. The permanent geogra-

phical features of Anatolia and Trans-Caucasia could not be
affected by the victory of the Western Powers in Palestine, in

France, and on the sea, or by the drafting of the Treaty of

Sevres, which ultimately followed. As before, the political

destinies of this region remained in the hands of Turkey and
Russia, and other Powers could only have a voice in the local

settlement indirectly, through possessing either Turkey or,

^ The cynical reader will be amused to learn that the territory thus
assigned, by a disinterested arbitrator, to an independent Armenia, almost
precisely coincided with the zone placed by France and Great Britain at ttie

absolute disposal of Russia in the Secret Agreement of May 1916.
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Russia as their ally. Had the Tsardom survived, or had
General Denikin’s campaign succeeded. Great Britain and
France and Italy would have had a de facto Govemmeut of

Russia as their partner (though it is evident that, in either case,

they would have had little actual influence over Russian policy
as far as the Armenian Question was concerned). As it turned
out, they not only lost their Russian partner, but manoeuvred
the revolutionary Governments at Moscow and Angora into
forming a counter-entente fdr resistance to the eastern aims of

the victorious Entente of the West. On the wide plane of

international politics, this strange regrouping of forces resulted

in an inconclusive trial of strength, and in June 1932 it

seemed that the Western Elntente on the one hand, and the
Russo-Turkish Entente on the other, were bound sooner or
later to come to an understanding. But, long before this,

Armenia had fallen a victim to this conflict of greater Powers.
The Government of the new Republic of Erivan had been of

, a ‘ Tashnakist ’ (or in Russian terminology ‘ Menshevik ’)

complexion. Like Georgia and Azerbaijan, it had broken with
the Bolsheviks ; but, unlike them, it took care to keep on good
terms with Denikin, because from the Armenian point of view
a ‘ White ’ Russian restoration was a less unpleasant alternative

than conquest- by the Turks, while the chief menace to Georgia
and Azerbaijan was from the side of Russia. The Erivan
Government were also devoted adherents of the Western
Powers, to whom they continued, with pathetic persistence, to
look for salvation. These affiliations, however, were equally
obnoxious to Moscow and to Angora, to whoma ‘ pro-Denikin ’

and " pro-Entente ’ state, intervening between their terijtories,

was a common danger. At that time the Bolsheviks, having
disposed of Denikin, had got possession of the Black Sea port of

Novorossisk and of the overland railway route to Trans-Caucasia
via Baku. From Novorossisk they immediately began to send
the Turkish Nationalists munitions, money, and other sinews
of war. But the sea-route to Trebizond was precarious. The
Entente navies still commanded the Black Sea, and the Greek
fleet might at any moment blockade the north-eastern ports of
Anatolia. It was essential, on military grounds, to open up an
alternative route by land, and these considerations sealed the
doom of Armenia. In the autumn and early winter of 1930,
the Red Army and the Turkish Nationalist Army simultaneously *
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took the offensive. Kiazym Kara Bekir Pasha captured Ears,
and imposed on the Erivan Republic a treaty^ ceding the
western and south-western half of its exiguous territory to
Turkey.* On the other flank, the Soviet troops, which had
already conquered Azerbaijan and were about to conquer
G^rgia, invaded Erivan from the north-east, bringing with
them a Soviet Armenian Government. The Tashnakists fell,

the Armenian Bolsheviks reigned in their stead, and it was they .

who signed the treaty with Kara Bekir.

,

(iv) The eUmtion in 1921-2. These deplorable events were
taken into account by the Western Powers at the London
Conference of February-March 1921. Among the concessions

which they offered to Turkey on this occasion was the abandon-
ment of the ‘ Wilson Line ’, on condition that the Turks would
agree to the establishment of an Armenian ‘ National Home’.

The phrase was borrowed from the famous ‘ Balfour Declara-
tion ’ promising a ‘ National Home ’ to the Jews in Palestine.

Its meaning was impenetrably obsdure, and while no doubt that

,

was an advantage in a war-time promise, it was already proving
very awkward in Palestine now that the occasion had arrived

for honouring the bond. The importation of this ambiguity
into the Armenian Question might therefore be considered

a doubtful blessing. On the other hand, the ‘ Wilson Award ’

was still-bom, for the Allied statesmen would not have referred

the question to the President if they had felt capable of solving

it themselves, and the American people had already displayed
in the most decisive fashion their determination to incur no
further commitments west of the Atlantic. The new propoital

was therefore at any rate not more impracticable than its

predecessor, and, in the case of the . Armenians, there was
a crpng need which fixed and defined the meaning of the
Balfourian phrase.

As has been su^ested above, it would have been better

‘ Signed at Alexandropol, and afterwards confirmed in the Russo-Turkish
Treaty signed at Moscow in March 1921, and in the Treaty signed at Kars in
the foUowiim October between Angora on the one part and the three Soviet
Republics of Tran*' -Caucasia on the other.

^ The Turkish Nationalists aimed at recovering the three districts of Kars, •

Ardahaii, and Batum, which Russia had taken &omTurkey in. 1878. The
cession of these three districts was one of the provisions of the Treaty of
Brest- Litovsk, which, as between the Nationalists and the Bol^eviks, had
never become invalid. Under the new treaties of 1920-1, Turkey acquired
Kars and Ardahan, while Batum was placed under a Russo-Turkish con-
dominium.
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for thO' Armenians if Nationalism had never gained an entrance
into the Eastern consciousness. But, for good or evil (amd, in the
case of the Armenians, hitherto wholly for evil), that momentous
event had occurred. The Armenian minorities in Anatolia and
Trans-Caucasia had already suffered all possible evil from the
progress of Nationalism among the Turks, Georgians, and
Azerbaijanis. They had been ruined, evicted, and massacred.
The survivors of the atrocities of 1915 in Turkey, who had
escaped at the time to the* Russian lines, were still crowded,
in June 1922, on to the remnant of the Erivan territory.

There were over 300,000 of these refugees ; the territory was
quite unable to support such an addition to its population ; and
the mortality from starvation and disease was terrible. ‘The

numbers were swelled by refugees from Azerbaijan and Georgia.
Moreover, the evacuation of the Cilician plain by the French
in the early winter of 1921, in accordance with the Franklin-
Bouillon Agreement, was accompanied by the departure from
that province of almost all the Armenians who had been re-

patriated there since the Armistice. Some of these refugees

found a temporary shelter in Northern Syria, and a few in

Greece, but they had ho prospects of permanent settlement.
The scattered Armenian nationality had been uprooted every-
where. Tlie only chance of preserving the lives of the survivors
was to concentrate them in some territorial ‘ reservation ’,

.however small, which they might call their own. If the East
was to be reorganized in a mosaic of national blocks, an
Armenian block must be inserted somewhere in the pattern,
or the nation would perish altogether.

At the Conference held at Paris in March 1922 the Foreign
Ministers of the three Western Powers referred the question of
the Armenian ‘ National Home’ to the. League of Nations,
and, by June 1922, no further action had been taken. The
Armenian colonies in Western Europe favoured a site in Cilicia,

on the ground that a * Home’ established there could be pro-
tected by the sea-power of the Entente, while a ‘ Home’ in
the region of Erivan would be at the mercy of Turkey and Russia.
The first part of this argument was disproved by the precedents.
Sea-power had done nothing for the Cilician Armenians in 1909,
1915, or 1922.^ The second proposition was true, but not

^ The diplomatic difficulties were also insuperable, for Great Britain had
surrendered her title to intervene in Cilicia to France in the Tripartite Agreement
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necessarily fatal to the establishment of the ‘ Home ’ in that
quarter. In the first place, the greater part of the surviving
Armenians was already concentrated there. It would be far

easier to transport 50,000 Cilician refugees to Erivan than
three-quarters of a million Armenians ^ from Erivan to the
south. Concentration was their only hope of survival, and the
argument in favoiH' of settling Greek emigrants from Pontus
or Earaman in Macedonia rather than in an enclave round
Smyrna told equally in favour 6f gathering the Armenians
together in the neighbourhood of Erivan rather than starting

an alternative national centre round Adana. The principal

argument, however, concerned Russia. It is true that a national

home round Erivan would be in the power ©f Turkey and Russia,
but would these two states always exerdise their power for the
same ends in the future, and if their policy diverged, would
not the power of Russia inevitably be exercised in favour of

Armenia ? If an Armenian National Homewere established in

this quarter, it was evident that Russia would have a vital interest

in its preservation. Russia (whatever her constitution and her
foreign relations) could hardly live without controlling the oil-

field of Baku. If Azerbaijan (in which Baku is situated) were
to join forces with Turkey, that control would be in jeopardy.
The establishment of an Armenian * National Home ’ between
Turkey and Azerbaijan would, therefore, be a valuable safe-

gueu'd from the Russian point of view. There was much to bq
said in favour of establishing the ‘ Home ’ in proximity to a
Great Power which would have not only the means of protecting
it, but an interest in doing so. But in June 1922 the settlement
of this .question still lay beyond the horizon.

5. The Fviwre Turkish State. The subjects hitherto dis-

cussed in this sectign did not occupy the major part of the
Treaty of Sevres. The majority of the articles were concerned
with what was to be left of Turkey —with the territorial extent,

sovereign rights, and political, economic, and jiuidical obligations
of the future Trukish State. But in June 1922 these portions

of the Treaty were even more difficult to discuss than the others,

because the uncertainty regarding them was still greater. On
the one hand, the Treaty imposed so comprehensive a system
of servitudes as to extinguish the sovereign independence of

of the 10th August 1920, and France had surrendered hers to Turkey in the
Angora Secret Agreement of 20th October 1921

.

^ Including the original Armenian inhabitants and the refugees.
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Turkey in fact if not in name. On the other hand, the Tirnks
themsdves, captivated by the Western doctrine of Nationalism
and stimulated by the comparative freedom of action which
they had enjoyed during the War,^ were demanding the abolition
even of pre-war shacldes and restraints, and were altogether
refusing to contemplate the imposition of additional restrictions.
The Turkish attitude (which was not a new phenomenon, but had

» been taking shape during the past two generations), was summed
up in the sixth and last.article of the National Angora Pact

:

‘ In order to ensure our national and eeonomic devoloj)ment, and
with the object of endowing the country with a systematic up-to-date
administration, the signatories of the present Pact consider the enicy-
ment of w entire independence and a complete liberty of acti';ii as
a sine qua non of national«existehce.’

This proposition was quite irreconcilable with the principles
underlying the Treaty of Sevres, and it was difficult to see how
any compromise could be effected. In June 1922 the issue was

• still being fought out by force. In the Turkish territories
• occupied by the Greeks and by the three Western Powers,

Turkish sovereignty was effaced even more completely than the
Treaty had intended —̂these territories being still (June 1922)
under a foreign military occupation. On the other hand, the
complete sovereign independence claimed in the Angora Pact
had been established de facto in the vastly larger territories
controlled by the Nationalist Government at Angora. Neither
party recognized the legality of the other’s position, and the
position of neither was ultimately tenable if that of the other
remained unchanged. It was impossible to forecast how long
this situation would continue, but if a conjecture weye per-
missible in regard to the iiltimate result, it might be prophesied
tiiat, however far short the Turks might fall of attaining the
ideal put forward in the Angora Pact, they would at least
recover more substantial mastery in their own house than they
had enjoyed at any time since the signature of the Treaty of
Euchuk Eainarjy in 1774. As early as the London Conference
of February-March 1921 the Allied Powers offered Turkey

• concessions in regard to the restrictions upon her sovereignty

* The Ottoman Goverament denounced the Capitulations before they
intervened in the War, in respect not only of the Entente Powers but of
Germany and Austria-Hungari^. Germany subsequently negotiated with
Turkey a fresh series of treaties, to replace the Capitulations, on a of
reciprocity.



90 NON-ARABTERRITORIES OF THE

which the unratified and unexecuted Treaty had sought to

impose, and though these suggestions led to no agreement at

the moment, they pointed to the direction which an adjustment
would inevitably take if it were made. In this state of uncer-

tainty, it is useless to do more here than briefly to summarize
the provisions of the Treaty under this head, in order to present
the reader with a starting-point for studying the revision which
was bound to follow. The relevant provisions may conveniently •

be emalysed under the following i^b-headings
: (1) Territorial

extent of Tmkey ; (2) Local (hminutions of her sovereignty

;

(3) Allied Control over her Army and Navy (Treaty, Part V,
Arts. 152-207) ; (4) Allied Control over her Finance (Treaty,

Part VIII, Arts. 231-60, -1-2 Annexes) ; (5) The Capitulations

(espy. Arts. 128, 136, 149, 261, 264, 316, 426), Minorities (Art.

140-61).

(a) Territorial Extent. This has been described by implica-

tion, in the other sections of this chapter dealing with S3rria and
Mesopotamia, and in the previous portions of this section dealing •

with Eastern Thrace and the Straits, the Smyrna Zone, and
Armenia. According to the Treaty, the territory of Turkey was
to be coextensive with the area with which this section is con-

cerned, except for the Smyrna Zone and the ex-Ottoman
districts assigned by the ‘ Wfison Award ’ to Armenia. It was,
however, doubtful in reality whether either of these regionswould
ultimately be detached from Turkey, while under the Franklin;
Bouillon Agreement of the 20th October 1921 Turkey had
already recovered a strip of territory along the Syrian border.

(b) Local Diminutions of Turkish sovereignly. These were
imposeyd, without extinguishing Turkish sovereignty altogether,

in the Zone of the Straits, in Kurdistan, and in the ‘ areas of

special influence ’ astsigned to Italy and France in the Tripar-
tite Anglo-Franco-Italian Agreement which was signed simul-

taneously with the Treaty of Peace.' The Zone of the Straits

has been dealt with (v. pp. 60-5).

In the case of Kurdistan, an inter- Allied Commission was,
within six months from the coming into force of the Treaty, to

draft a scheme of local autonomy for the predominantly Kurdish '

areas lying east of the Euphrates, south of the southern

^ The Smyrna Zone does not fall within this category, as the permanent
extinction of Turkish sovereignt}’^ was contemplated there at the end of
five years.
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boundary of Armenia, as determined by the ‘ Wilson Award and
north of the frontier of Turkey with Syria and Mesopotamia

—

that is, in effect, for all territories east of the Euphrates over
which Turkish sovereignty was otherwise to continue (Art. 62).

If within one year from the coming into force of the l^aty the
Kurdish peoples within the areas thus defined were to address
themselves to the Council of the League of Nations in such a

• manner as to show that a majority of the population of these
areas desired independence ‘from Turkey, and if the Council
then considered that these peoples were capable of such inde-

pendence and recommended that it should be granted to them,
. Turkey was to renounce all rights and title over these areas.

In that event, no objection, would be raised by the Pritn-ipal

Allied Powers to the vdluntary adhesion to such an independent
Kurdish State of the Kurds inhabiting that part of Kurdistan
which had hitherto been included in the Mosul vilayet (Art. 64).

The last clause in this article was interesting, since it involved
t a possible diminution of the area included in the British mandate

( for Mesopotamia —though the principal Kurdish (and oil-

bearhig) districts under that mandate would not be affected,

since they fell within the boundaries of the ex-Ottoman vilayet

of Baghdad. These clauses must not, however, be taken too
seriously, since in March 1921 the AUied Governments declared
themselves ready, in regard to Kurdistan, ‘ to consider a
modification of the Treaty in a sense in conformity with the
existing facts of the situation.’

The territorial provisions of the Tripartite Agreement were,
diplomatically, on a weaker basis than those embodied in the
Treaty of Peace, for Turkey herself was not a party, to this

instrument, and was therefore under no obligation to facilitate

its execution to her own detriment. Qn the other hand,
territories of more vital importance than Kurdistan, both to
her and to the Allies, were at stake. In Art. 5 of this Agreement,
and in the map officially attached to it, two zones in Anatolia
were demarcated which corresponded respectively to the zone
at the absolute disposal of France in the Sykes-Picot Agreement

• of May 1916, and to the two zones placed severally at the
absolute and the restricted disposal of Italy in the Secret
Agreement of April 1917. In the case of the French zone, the
coincidence of area was exact. The Italian zone was diminish ed
by the excision of the districts round Smyrna (see pp. 74f-6 above),
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but extended, as if in compensation, towards the north-west.

In every aspect, however, except the cartographical one, there

was a great gulf fixed between the provisions of the public
Tripartite Agreement and those of its secret predecessors.

Under the new instrument, the ConL'acting Powers imdertook,
in the event of the Turkish Government, or the Government of

Kurdistan, being desirous of obtaining external assistance in

the local administration or police of the areas in which the
special interests of France and Italy were respectively recog-

nized, not to dispute the preferential claim of the Power whose
special interests in such areas were recognized to supply such
assistance. This assistance was to be specially directed towards
enhancing the protection afforded to .racial, religious, or
linguistic minorities in the said areas (Art. 2). These arrange-

ments represented a half-hearted attempt, on the part of

France and Italy, to secure the benefits promised to them in

the Secret Agreements, crossed with an effort, on the part of

Great Britain, to secure additiofial protection for minorities

,

as a quid pro quo. Whether, under certain circumstances, the
provisions of the Tripartite Agreement might have led to the
establishment, de facto, of the very different situation avowedly
contemplated in the Secret Agreements, seems doubtful. In
the present instance, however, the issue was speedily deter-

mined by the fact that the Turkish nation still had the ‘ will-

to-war ’ for territorial stakes in Anatolia, while no such will

existed among the populations of Italy and France. The title

acquired by France in the Tripartite Treaty was tacitly aban-
doned in the Franklin-Bouillon Agreement with Angora, a
diplomatic coup which incidentally cut away the ground from
under ‘the feet of Italy. By June 1922, it already seemed
safe to regard the Tripartite Agreement as a dead letter in

so far as Turkey was concerned, though it might still give any
one of the signatories an advantage over the others in questions
affecting its special zone.

(c) Allied Control ofoer the Turkish Army and Navy. The
provisions under this head did not differ in principle from those
imposed on other defeated ex-enemy states. The numbers of

the Turkish Army were to be limited, voluntary enlistment only
was to be allowed (Art. 165), and an AUicd control was to be
established to see that the details of these stipulations were
carried out.
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Apart from the Sultan’s bodyguard, the armed forces at
the disposal of Turkey were to consist of two elements : troops
of gendarmerie intended to maintain order and security in the
interior and to ensure the protection of minorities and special

elements intended for the reinforcement of the troops of

gendarmerie in case of seiious trouble and eventually to ensure
the control of the frontiers. The foimer were to be limited to
35,000 and the latter to 15,000 men, including all ranks and
services (Arts. 152-7). Officers supplied by the various Allied
or Neutral Powers were to collaborate, under the direction of
the Turkish Government, in the command, the organization and
the training of the gendarmerie (Art. 159). Enlistment was to
be open to all subjects of the Turkish state equally, wit’.iuut

distinction of race and religion, the Moslem and non Moslem
elements of the population of each region being, so far as
possible, represented on the strength of the corresponding legion

of gendarmerie (Art. 165). Stocks of munitions, and the output
of fresh stocks by local manufacture, were also to be limited in

’ amount (Arts. 173-4). The naval (Arts. 181-90) and air

(Arts. 191-5) clauses corresponded to the military. All these
clauses were to be executed by Turkey and at her own expense
under the control of inter- Allied * Commissions of Control and
Organization ’ (Art. 196), and the rights, duties, and emoluments
of these commissions were elaborately provided for (Arts.

197-205).
* Though the Treaty was never ratified, the Allied Powers
established their control effectively over the naval and air

forces of the Ottoman Empire, and, during the first six months
after the Armistice, they succeeded in bringing the old Ottoman
Regular Army down to 19,000 men. But this procfiss was
interrupted and reversed after the Greek landing at Smyrna,
and by July 1921 there were 200,000 Turkish and 200,000 Greek
troops on a war-footing on the mainland of Anatolia. In these
circumstances, any prediction regarding the eventual size,

organization, and control of the Turkish Army was impossible.

(d) Allied Control over Turkish Finance. While the military,

naval, and air clauses of the Treaty of Sevres were in general
conformity with those contained in the Treaties of Versailles,

St. Germain, Trianon, and Neuilly, the financial clauses were
very much more drastic —not in respect of the amount of

reparation which it was proposed to extract from Turkey, but
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in view of the fact that there was a virtually complete sup-
pression of her financial independence. Even when the pre-war
financial servitudes of the Ottoman Empire were taken into
consideration, the Treaty contained a startling innovation of

principle. It is true that Turkey had been partly in the hands
of her foreign creditors since 1881, but these creditors had been
private individuals ; the Ottoman Government had com-
pounded with them by transferring to the service of the Debt
the proceeds of certain specific revenues; and though those
revenues were thenceforth administered by the Council of the
Ottoman Public Debt, a body representing the creditors, the
Council was in law a private corporation, whose privileges and
activities did not conflict with Turkish sovereignty. The test

of this arrangement was its practical working, and it is generally

admitted that, during the thirty-three years previous to the
European War, the relations between the Council of the Debt
and the Government had been harmonious, and the system
mutually advantageous to the creditors and to Turkey. The
Treaty, however, thrust the Council of the Debt into the back-

'

groimd, and even contemplated its eventual dissolution (Art.

246), in favour of a Financial Commission representing the
British, French, and Italian Governments and armed with
extraordinary powers.

By the Treaty of Versailles (Part VIII, Annex 1), Germany
had been made responsible for. the reparations due from her
former Allies, and the Entente Powers, therefore, waived
their claims for reparation from Turkey in the Treaty of Sevres
(Art. 231). At the same time, ‘ desiring to afford some measure
of relief and assistance to Turkey,’ they ‘ agreed with ’ the
Turkish Government that the Financial Commission above-
mentioned should be appointed, and proceeded to define its

powers, of which the principal were tlie following. The budget
to be presented annually by the Minister of Finance to the
Turkish Parliament was to be submitted, in the first instance,

to the Financial Commission, and was to be presented to

Parliament in the form approved by that Commission. The
Commission was to supervise the execution of the budget and
the financial laws and regulations of Turkey. Tliis supervision
was to be exercised through the medium of the Turkish
Inspectorate of Finance, which was to be placed under the

^ With certain reservations.
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direct orders of the Fin ancial Cominission, and whose members
were only to be appointed with the approval of the Commission
(Art. 23%). The Commission was also to have the last word in

the regulation of the Turkish currency (Art. 233), and the
Turkish Government was not to contract any internal or
external loan (Art. 234), or to grant any new concession either to
a Turkish subject or otherwise (Art. 239), without* its consent.
The Turkish Government was to transfer to the Financial

* Commission all its rights under the provisions of the Decree
of Mouharrem ^ and subsequent Decrees. The Council of the
Debt, after being purged of the representatives of bond-holders
belonging to states which were ‘ ex-enemy ’ from the point of

view of the Allied Powers, was to continue to operate as in tae
past. Indeed, the serVipes of the Council were to be used by the
Commission as widely as possible for the collection of Ottoman
revenues, beyond the limits of the revenues assigned to the
service of the Debt.- The administration of the Customs was
to be under a Director-General appointed by and revocable by

•the Financial Commission and answerable to it. No change
• in the schedule of the Customs charges was to be made except

with the approval of the Commission. In order to increase the
Commission’s powers, its creators even contemplated setting

aside the rights of private property. The three Governments
were to decide, by a majority and after - consulting ’ the bond-
holders, whether the Council should be maintained or replaced
by the Financial Commission on the expiry of the current term
of the Council (Art. 246). The Commission was given authority
to propose, at a later date, the substitution for the pledges at
present granted to bond-holders, in accordance with their

contracts or existing decrees, of other adequate pledge.ss or of

a charge on the general revenues of Turkey (Art. 247).® Further,

^ Of December 1 881 ,
establishing the Council of the Debt, and transferring

certain Ottoman revenues to its administration.
^ There were good precedents for this, and it was a fruitful suggestion.
^ After the ratihcation of the Treaties of Versailles, St. Germain, and

Trianon, the former holdings of German, Austrian, and Hungarian nationals
in the Ottoman Debt passed to the Reparations Commission, and the bulk
cf the remainder was held by private corporations or individuals of Allied

* nationality. In regard to these holdings, the powers assumed b^ the Allied
(Governments in Arts. 246-7 of the Sevres Treaty were no doubt justified, for
private Allied creditors would never have got anything out of Turkey at all

but for the power and willingness of their respective Governments to coerce
her. But as regards neutral (e.g, Dutch) creditors, these Articles could hardly
be legally binding.
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the Commission was to be entitled to assume, in agreement with
tile Turkish Government and independently of any default of

the latter in fulfilling its obligations, the control, management,
and collection of all indirect taxes (Annex II, Art. 3).

No member of the Commission was to be responsible,

except to the Government appointing him, for any action or
omission in the performance of his duties (Annex II, Art. 4).

On the other hand, a certain safeguard was provided by the
stipulation that the Commission should publish annually
detailed reports on its work, its methods, and its proposals for

the financial reorganization of Turkey, as well as regarding its

accounts for the period (Annex II, Art. 5). Its existence was
to come to an end as soon as the claims of the Allied Powers
against the Turkish Government, as laifi down in Part VIII of

the Treaty, had been satisfied and the Ottoman pre-war Public
Debt had been liquidated (Treaty, Art. 257). The date thus
prescribed would have bean so distant as hardly to be worth
taking into account, and the Financial Commission would have
become, to all intents and purposes, a permanent institution,

had not circumstances prevented it from ever taking up in fact

the powers so lavishly conferred upon it on paper.

{e) The Capitulations. This technical term covers a body of

relationships between Turkey and certain foreign Powers which,
by long tradition, have come to be regarded as a coherent whole,
though it would be almost impossible to codify them in a
precise and logical form. The Capitulations consist partly of

written treaties, partly of customary rights ; they concern not
only the diplomatic relations of states, but the personal status

of individuals ; and they extend from the political into the
juridical, financial, and economic spheres of social intercourse.

Their main common chsiracteristic is that they are a peculiar

relationship only to be found existing between parties belonging
respectively to two different classes : Western or Westernized
States and their nationals, on the one hand, and non- Western
States like Turkey, on tlie other. The relationship which they
establish is essentially unequal and lacking in reciprocity. They
impose servitudes on the inferior party without secmii^ to it

any corresponding rights as against the other. This inequality,

however, has grown imperceptibly, and was not inherent in

the relationship from the beginning. It has developed in

consequence of a differentiation in the power, efficiency, and
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degree of civilization of the respective parties, and being thus
based on a broad and genuine diversity, it is more difficult to
remove than if it were nothing but an arbitrary injustice. The
problem of the Capitulations presents itself, in fact, as a dilemma.
It is generally admitted that some, at any rate, of the privileges

thereby secured, in Turkish territory, to the Governments,
nationals, and ' protected persons ’ of foreign Powers are

^
indefensible ; and that, in general, the existence of the Capitula-
tions is a formidable barrier to Turkish administrative and
judicial reform. On tlie other heind, until reform in these
spheres is effected, foreign interests in the country (which have
established themselves there in reliance upon the Capitulations,

and which in some crises perform valuable if not indispenr.ible

services to Turkey) can hardly be expected to surrender the
privileges which alone safeguard them against the dangers of
still unremedied misgovemment. The Turks have long felt

that they cannot breathe until the strangle-hold of the
Capitulations is broken, and they accordingly denounced them,

^
unilaterally, as soon as the Great Powers of Europe had begun
to fight one another. On the other hand, the Allies, after the
Armistice, refused to recognize a denunciation which could not
be justified in international law. The Turks, however, persist

in regarding the abolition of the Capitulations as only second in

importance, from their point of view, to their territorial claims
in the first five articles of the National Pact of Angora.^ It is

Evident that no satisfactory solution can be found except through
negotiation and compromise, but the provisions concerning the
Capitulations which were inserted in the Treaty of Sevres erred

in the same direction as the Turkish denunciation of 1914.
They took a high line on a matter in which neither party
was sufficiently master of the situation to be able to practise

high-handedness with any permanent success.

According to the Treaty, the capitulatory regime resulting

from treaties, conventions, or usage was to be re-established in
favom of the Allied Powers which directly or indirectly enjoyed
the benefit thereof before the 1st August 1914, and was to be

. extended to the Allied Powers which did not enjoy the benefit

thereof on that date (Art. 261). The Allied Powers did, at the
same time, provide in the Treaty for the replacement of the
Capitulations, on their judicial side, by a new system ; but they
proposed to carry this change through on their own motion,

^ For text v, pp. 605-6.

HVOL. VI
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without giving Turkey herself so much as a vote in deciding

what was perhaps the most important outstanding problem of

her domestic politics. An An^o-Franco-Italo-Japanese Com-
mission was to be set up witl^ three months of the coming
into force of the Treaty, to prepare, with the assistance of

technical experts representing the other Capitulatory Powers,
Allied or Neutral, a scheme of judicial reform to replace the
existing capitulatory system in judicial matters in Turkey.
This Commission might recommends after consultation (i.e. not
necessarily agreement) with the Turkish Government, the
adoption of either a mixed or a unified judicial system. As
soon as the Principal Allied Powers had approved the scheme,
they would inform the Turkish Government, which was to

accept the new system in advance. ' The Piwcipal Allied Powers
reserved the right to agree among themselves, and if necessary

with the other Allied and Neutral Powers concerned, as to the
date on which the new system was to come into force (Art. 136).

Thus Turkey might have imposed upon her a substitute more
objectionable to her than the Capitulations themselves, with no
means of opposing the change other than by communicating
her views to the all-powerful inter- Allied Commission.

On the other hand, Turkey was offered the prospect of

certain compensations. The traditional prerogatives and
immunities granted by past Sultans to the non-Moslem races

of Turkey, while reconfirmed in a general manner by the
Treaty, were to be overridden (if the case arose) by any modifica-

tion of the Turkish judicial system which the Treaty might
introduce (Art. 149). Even more important was the provision
that (subject to certain reservations and conditions) the
Finandal Commission should be entitled to authorize the
application by Tiu^key to the persons or property of the nationals

of the Allied Powers of any taxes or duties which should
similarly be imposed on Turkish subjects in the interests of the
economic stability and good government of Turkey (Art. 264).

All judicial decisions given in Turkey by a judge or comi
of an Allied Power between the 30th October 1918 and the

coming into force of the new judicial system referred to in

Art. 136 were to be recognized by the ']\u*kish Government,
and the latter was, if necessary, to secure the execution of such
decisions (Art. 426). This provision was intensely humiliating

to Turkish pride, but might otherwise have had no serious
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permanent consequences. Far more serious was the provision
that any company incorporated in accordance with Turkish law
and operating in Turkey which was at the time, or should
thereafter be, controlled by Allied nationals, should have the
right, within five years from the coming into force of the Treaty,
to transfer its property, rights, and interests to another company
incorporated in accordance with the law of one of the Allied
Powei^ whose nationals controlled it, all this being without
prejudice to the full transiuission to the new company of the
original company’s rights and privileges (Art. 316). More
momentous still was the stipulation that —̂notwithstanding any
provisions of Turkish law to the contrary —̂Turkey must
recognize any new nationality which had been or mighl be
acquired by her nationals uhder the laws of the Allied Powers
or new states, and must regard such persons as having, in

consequence, in all respects severed their allegiance to their

country of origin (Art. 128). If advantage were taken of this

clause on any large scale by foreign Governments (e.g. by
Greece or Italy) on the one hand, and by Turkish nationals
(e.g. by those of Greek or Armenian race), on the other, it was
evident that the effective exercise of Turkish sovereignty in

Turkish territory might become impossible. Certainly this

clause had the effect upon the Turks of exasperating them
against all the provisions of the Treaty regarding the Capitula-
tions, thus making an agreed settlement of this problem still

more difficult to achieve than it would in any case have been.

(/) The Protection of Minorities (Arts. 140-51). Provisions
falling under this head have already come under consideration
in previous parts of this section. The dangerous facilities for

change of nationality, discussed just above, were off course
introduced into the Treaty on this account (though the ultimate
effect, when the all-important factor of the psychology of the
Turkish majority is taken into account, might well be the
opposite of that intended). Additional local sanctions for the
protection of minorities were incorporated, as has been men-
tioned, in the Tripartite Agreement (Arts. 1, 8, and 9). A special
stipulation in favour of the Assyro-Chaldeans and other racial

or religious minorities scattered among the Kurds was included
in the provisions relating to Kurdistan (Art. 62) ; and the
Allied Governments were careful to repeat this when they
offered concessions to Turkey regarding other aspects of the
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Kurdish question in March 1921. The protection of minorities

was, indeed, one of the most difficult and at the same time
urgent problems raised by the political remoulding of the Near
and Middle East on the lines of nationality, because, as has been
emphasized already, the nationalities in this area were intimately
intermingled, and could never be completely sorted out into

homogeneous and territorially segregated blocks of population.
Subject minorities of every nationality were therefore bound
to find themselves, at the end of the process, left outside the
boundaries of their national state ; and, conversely, every
national state was bound to find alien minorities still embedded
in it. The welfare of these several minorities, and loyalty on
their part towards the respective majorities and the majority
Governments, were therefore desirable an the interest of all

parties concerned, and these objects could only be secured by
general provisions applied to, and accepted by, each minority
and each state in the area, without distinction of nationality or

denomination. Common interest# however, did not actually

produce an atmosphere of reasonableness and moderation, and
this owing to several causes.

In the first place, these Eastern peoples, with the fanaticism

of converts, were carrying the Western creed of nationalism to
extremes from which the Western World, with its greater
experience and commonsense, had generally recoiled. In their

imcontrollable thirst for absolute sovereign independence within
the frontiers of their own national state, they were ready tof

sacrifice the kindred minorities abroad rather than to allow
rights secured to these to become precedents for the establish-

ment of similar rights for the aliens domiciled in their own
territories. During the post-armistice period, the Turks,
Greeks, and Armenians displayed a remarkable and profoundly
discouraging unanimity of feeling on this point. It was almost
the only doctrine upon wliich they agreed, and they could
hardly have chosen a more disastrous one for the purpose.
Everywhere the minorities succumbed, and their tragedy
seldom became known to the world until it was too late to

avert it. Genuine horror at their fate, and sincere attempts to

devise and bring into operation some general scheme for saving
the remnants of them from extinction, emanated, for the most
part, not from their more fortunately situated kindred who
foimd themselves in a local majority and were absorbed in the
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ruthless exploitation of their advantage, but from the public
and the statesmen of Western Europe and North America.

In the second place, there were two rival and hardly com-
patible concepts of the status of minorities in the field. On
the one hand, there was the traditional Middle Eastern system
of cultural autonomy, evolved under the ancient Persian and
Arab Empires and reproduced in the ^ millets ’ set up by the
Osmanlis. A ‘ millet ’ (which may be translated ‘ nation ’ or
‘ denomination ’ with, eqifal inexactness) was a minority
corporation recognized by the public law of the land and
enjoying far more extensive ecclesiastical, scholastic, and even
judicial autonomy than modem Western Governments, with
their zeal for unifownity, have ever tolerated. On the other
hand, the ” millet ’ organization, while securing to its members
great liberty of action in their mutual relations, generally left

them on a footing of gross inequality with the ruling denomina-
tion or nation in the state, and offered them almost no protection
at all against illegal oppression or against occasional outbreaks
of homicidal violence. In contrast to this Middle Eastern
tradition, the improvement in the position of minorities in the
West (which set in very tardily and did not become a strong
current in Western politics until after the French Revolution)
proceeded on- quite different lines. The modemWestern state,

always jealous of rival forms of corporate life, did not show much
enthusiasm for giving the minorities the opportunity of self-

protection and self-expression in their corporate capacity. It

preferred to give the individual equality with all other indivi-

duals in the eye of the law. In other words, it reconciled the
enfranchisement of minorities with the preservation of^its own
full sovereignty by tacitly excluding from the purview of the
state those sides of social life in which thp differences dividing
minority from majority happened to express themselves.

This principle was at the bottom of the minority clauses

incorporated, after the European War, in the main treaties

of peace, or else embodied separately in subsidiary instruments.
Inasmuch, however, as these safeguards were to apply, for the
most part, to Oriental or semi-Oriental countries and popula-
tions, provisions were freely borrowed from the Oriental
system ; and the result was a syncretism which betrayed its

origin in a sudden, overwhelming need, and lacked the surety of
touch which can only be derived from experience and tradition.
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This chsuracteristic was apparent in Part IV of the Sevres
Treaty, which was put together out of the three following

elements : (1) Special and most essential provisions for righting,

to the small degree possible, the wrongs committed against
Ottoman Greeks and Armenians since the outbreak of the
European War (Arts. 142-4); (2) Provisions more or less

closely corresponding^ to those of the standard ‘Minority
Treaty ’ evolved by the Peace Conference, as exemplified in the
Treaty signed at Sevres, on the shme date as the Treaty of

Peace with Turkey, by the Principal Allied Powers on the one
part and by Greece on the other (e.g. Arts. 140, 141, 145, 147,

148, 160) ; (3) A stipulation that the Turkish Government
should confirm and uphold in their entirety >the prerogatives and
immunities of an ecclesiastical, scholastic, or judicial nature
granted by the Sultans to non-Moslem races in virtue of special

orders or imperial decrees, as well as by ministerial orders or
orders of the Grand Vizier (Art. 149).

This combination of incongruous elements was a weakness ;

and, indeed, it might have been perceived a priori that the
‘ millet ’ system had become an anachronism. It was part and
parcel of the old Oriental conception of society which the
invasion of Western nationalism had overthrown. That
system, with its defects and its good qualities, had grown up as

a vmity, and it was impracticable to preserve one fragment of

it while accepting the ruin of the remainder.
The Turkish Nationalists, very significantly, took their

stand without hesitation on the new ground, and made their

attitude public in Art. 5 of the National Pact of Angora

;

‘ Thrf rights of minorities will be confirmed by us on the same basis
as those established to the profit of minorities in other countries by the
ad hoe conventions cancluded between the Entente Powers, their
adversaries, and certain of their associates. On the other hand, we
cherish the firm conviction that Moslem minorities in neighbouring
countries will enjoy the same guarantees where their rights are
concerned.’ (v. p. 606 ).

Thus the Turks repudiated the ‘ millet ' system in the same
instrument in which they abandoned their prescriptive title

* The correspondence was not complete. For example, fireedom of
religious practice was only secured to all inhabitants of Greece so long as the
practices of the particular religion were ‘ not inconsistent with publm order
or public morals ’ (Minority Treaty, Art. 2). In the case of Turkey, the same
freedom was introduced, but without the qualification (Peace Treaty, Art. 141 ).
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to be an imperial people ruling over alien majorities. The two
steps were consistent, for both were logical corollaries of the
Western nationality idea. It was evident that Part IV of the
Treaty would have to unde^ corresponding modifications, and
that safeguards for minorities in Turkey could in practice only
be secured as parts of a charter of universal application. Even
on this basis, however, it must be confessed that, already by

• June 1922, the outlook was not promising. Rigid reciprocity of
conditions might overcome ‘the obstacle of pride, and might
induce Oriental nations to accept restrictions on their

sovereignty, for the benefit of minorities, which they would
obstinately reject so long as there was any suspicion of differen-

tial treatment. But it was tp be feared that, even if a cnnimon
charter were drafted amicably, and in conference, by the several

states concerned, they would concur in restricting its provisions

to the utmost degree possible, in their common infatuation for

the sovereignty of the national state. This, too, is on the
• supposition that the Eastern settlement took the most favour-

able course. In reality, however, any round table conference
between the states concerned did not appear, in June 1922,
to be a very likely contingency. It seemed more probable
that the Near and Middle East would remain, for an indefinite

period, in a state of war, and that the mixed nationalities

would become more and more exasperated against one another.
In these circumstances, the protection of minorities in situ

might prove impossible, and statesmanship might have to
resort to intermigration —a desperate remedy in the East,
where it involves an appalling amount of mortality and of

economic destruction. In regard to territories un<|ergoing
a change of sovereignty, the Treaty of Sevres contained the
customary clauses r^arding the right to, opt, within a given
period of time, for whichever nationality the individual inhabi-
tants of the transferred territory might prefer, with the proviso
that persons opting for a state other than that which was in

future to be sovereign over their homes, must transfer their
residence to the country of their choice (Arts. 123-7). This
represented the ordinary practice of Western Europe, with the
additional feature that Turkey was bound over to carry out any
measures which might be prescribed with this object by the
Council of the League of Nations (Art. 127). At the same time,
the principle was wisely extended in the Treaty of Sevres so as
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to cover, not merely territories undergoing a cha^e of sove-

reignty, but the whole area with which this section is concerned.

Turkey was to recognize such provisions as the Allied Powers
might consider opportune with respect to the reciprocal and
voluntary emigration of persons belonging to racial minorities.

Within six months of the coming into force of the Treaty,

Greece and Turkey were to enter into a special arrangement
relating to the reciprocal and voluntary emigration of the

,

populations of Turkish and Greek »race in the territories trans-

ferred to Greece and remaining Turkish respectively. In case

agreement could not be reached as to such arrangement, Greece
and Turkey were to be entitled to apply to the Council of the
League of Nations, which was to fix the terms of such arrange-

ment (Art. 143). At the Conference helddn Paris in March 1922,
the Allied Powers referred the question of minorities to the
League once again. It was fraught with difSculty, yet the
League was in a better diplomatic position than any other party
concerned for discovering a soluti6n.

,

EPILOGUE, AUGUST1923

6. (a) Defeat of Greeks and Armistice at Mvdania,
11th October 1922.

By mid- June 1923, just a year after the preceding sec-

tions of this Part were written, Penelope’s web had been
unravelled almost to the last threads, and the rougher fabrid

woven out of the tom and tangled materials progressively

discarded from the first design was on the verge of completion.
Long before the Treaty of Lausanne was signed, however, the
Treaty* of Sdvres had become an historical curiosity, and the
space devoted to it in the present work might therefore at
first sight seem disproportionate. Yet the preservation of

historical curiosities is one of the functions of history, and the
Treaty of Sdvres, while its positive provisions fall under that
category, was at the same time, in its negative aspect, a
phenomenon of permanent historical importance. A treaty
thus conceited was doomed from the outset to failure, but
the impossible experiment need never have been attempted,
and in that case the relations between the victorious Western
Powers and the Near and Middle Eastern peoples after the
Armistice of 1918 would undoubtedly have taken a very
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different course fr(»n that which they actually followed. From
this point of view, the attempt and the error embodied in the
abortive diplomatic instrument exercised an enduring influence

upon international affairs, and students of its after-effects

might, for many years to come, turn back with interest to
a ‘ scrap of paper ’ which had stimulated such practical and
effective opposition.

Between June 1922 and June 1923 the attempt to impose
peace terms upon Turkey by force through the agency of the
Greek Army, upon which the Principal Allied Powers had
embarked in 1919, had ended in a sensational disaster. On
the 26th August 1922 the military stale-mate, which had
characterized the preceding eleven months of the Gv;;.t;co-

Turkish War in Anatolia (since the failure of tlie Greek oiiensive

ageunst Angora), was terminated by a complete collapse of

the Greek Army’s moral. An attack launched by the Turkish
Nationalist forces encountered no serious resistance ; a fort-

night’s marching carried th6 victors from Afiun Kara Hissar
to Smyrna ; within a few days more, every Greek soldier

on the Anatolian mainland had been either taken prisoner
or shipped away ; and the screen which the military effort of

Greece had interposed, since the summer of 1920, between the
Turkish Army and the meagre Allied garrisons at the Straits

and Constantinople, was suddenly torn down. During the
three weeks following the Turkish reoccupation of Smyrna,
the Principal Allied Powers, who were not yet formally at
peace with the impotent Government of the Sultan-Caliph at
Constantinople, found themselves in imminent danger of war
with the Government of the Great National Assembly at
Angora, with whom they had as yet established no definite

relations either of amity or of belligerency. The tension was
not really relaxed till- the 11th October 1922, when a new
Armistice Convention was signed at Mudania by General
Harington on behalf of the Allied Powers and Ismet Pasha
on behalf of Angora —a Convention to which Greece acceded
three days later. ^ The object of the Mudania Armistice was
to prepare the way for a fresh peace conference, in which a
settlement was genuinely to be negotiated with the Turks by
the Allies instead of being nominally imposed upon them. In
the meantime, the diplomatic situation was simplified by the

> c. also §S 10-11 of Part I B. pp. 88-9.
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formal abolition of the Sultanate and of the Sublime Porte at
the hands of the Great National Assembly. The Assembly
vested the sovereignty of Turkey in its own coiporate per-

sonality on the 1st November, and the ex-Sultan-Cauph Vahyd-
ed-Din Khan was evacuated from Constantinople on board a
British warship on the 17th of the same month. The revisionary

peace conference between the Allied signatories to the Treaty
of Sevres and the now sole and undisputed Nationalist Govern- .

ment of Turkey was opened on! the 20th November 1922
at Lausanne, and its second session was still dragging on,

owing to a temporary deadlock over a single remaining point
at issue, at the time when the present postscript was written,

seven months later.

{b) 20th November 1922, Opening of Lausanne Conference.

At that date the situation was still technically indeter-

minate, since no general treaty ‘ in substitution for that of ,

Sevres had been signed or ratified ; but in reality a peace
settlement was this time in sight and a formula for agreement
had been found on the most important questions. A new
draft was in fact put into shape at Lausanne by the Allied

Delegations before the close of the first session ; and although
this session eventually broke down on certain issues, many
sections of the Allied draft, particularly those dealing with
territorial questions and with the future regime at the Straitsj

proved acceptable to the Turkish representatives. A settlement
of the frontier between Turkey and Iraq in Kurdistan —̂the

single major territorial issue on which there had been no
agreement —was provided for by an. informal arrangement
(described below) between the British and the Turkish Govern-
ments ; and separate instruments concerning the exchange
of Greek and Turkish populations, the release of able-bodied

men, and the reciprocal restitution of interned civilians and the
exchange of prisoners of war and interned civilians, were signed

by the two Governments concerned. By June 1923 it was
thus possible to give, in brief, a substantially correct accoimt
of what the settlement was to be. In attempting this, it seemed
simplest to take the arrangement of the previous sections

a guide, and to note in order the principal changes produced by
the intervening twelve months in the situation as there described.
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(c) TerrUorial arrangements.

(i) General.

The events of these months had primarily been disastrous

to Greece, and the renunciation on her part of virtually all the
territorial gains assigned to her by the Sevres Treaty at Turkey’s

•expense was no longer an open question at the Lausanne
Peace Conference, since it had been one of the essential pre-

liminary conditions of the Mudania Armistice. Since, how-
ever, Greece had originally embarked upon her unfortunate
enterprise in Anatolia on the initiative and for the benefit

of the Allied Powers, .her defeat carried with it the frustration

of the Allies’ war aims dgainst Turkey as well as her own ; and
although the Allies had by successive steps abandoned and
disavowed their agent before the final disaster overtook her,

they were themselves overtaken by poetic justice before the
•new conference had run its tedious and laborious course.

• Having exacted the sacrifice of the Greek claims to the Smyrna
zone and Eastern Thrace as the price of the Mudania Armistice,

the Turks compelled the Allied Powers at Lausanne to suiTcnder
in succession their contemplated control over the Straits, their

traditional privileges under the Capitulations, and even to
some extent the contractual rights of their nationals who
happened to be the Turkish Government’s concessionnaires
or creditors, before they could be brought to sign a peace
treaty. If Turkey’s success was to be measured in terms of

her Angora Pact, her triumph was absolute, but it also had
its tragic side ; for the parties most intimately affected Jby the
deplorable events of the past four years had not been the
Greek, Turkish, and Principal Allied Powejs and Governments
but the populations of the Graeco-Turkish war zone. These
unhappy people, who had not had the least voice in the draft-

ing of the Treaty of Sevres, were ruined, uprooted, and destroyed
by its consequences with no discrimination whatever of nation-
ality or religion. Turkey, with her depopulated territory and
devastated villages, towns, and railways, emerged from the
ordeal in hardly less miserable a condition (judged by any
practical or human criterion) than Greece with her multitudes
of destitute, bereaved, and disease-stricken refugees ; and a
fraction even of the Allied nations was involved in a comparable
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disaster through the ruin of the western colonies at Smyrna
and the prospective ruin of those at Constantinople.

(ii) Minorities.

In general outline the liquidation of the old Ottoman
Empire, as sketched in a previous section, had proceeded
during these twelve months according to expectation. Almost
the last vestiges of the earlier system had been obliterated by‘
the rising tide of Western Nationalism ; on a basis of national
majorities, frontiers had made a distinct approach towards
stabilization ; the few surviving minorities (e. g. the Turks
in Western Thrace and the Greeks and Armenians in Con-
stantinople) seemed likely on the whole to benefit (thou^
precariously) by the relaxation of tension ; and the attitude

towards one another of the Western, Near Eastern, and
Middle Eastern peoples had changed or was changing beyond
recognition.

«

(iii) Territorial Unity.

The territorial unity of the area with which this section

is concerned, which has been discussed previously from several

points of view, was asserted politically at Laus£inne by the
complete realization of Article I of the Turkish National
Pact.^

(iv) (1) Constanthiople and Thrace, Smyrna, Armenia.

In detail the Pact was realized on the North-West by the
re-establishment of unrestricted Turkish sovereignty over
Constantinople and Eastern Thrace up to the Bulgarian
frontier and the Talweg of the Maritsa, and by the practical

restoration of Turkish naval and militaiy control over the
coasts and waters of the Bosporus, the Sea of Marmara, and
the Dardanelles. Along the new European frontiers of Turkey,
her sovereignty was only to be limited by the creation of

a neutral zone to a depth of about 30 kilometres (a zone of

equal depth being created simultaneously on the Greek and
Bulgarian side). The demand (Pact, Art. III)^ for a plebiscite

in Western Thrace was waived, but Turkey succeeded in

recovering a fragment of tliis territory also. During the first

^ O. p. 605.
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session she was assigned, on the western bank of the Maritsa
opposite Adrianople, the terminus of the tramway running to

the nearest station on the broad-gauge main line of the Oriental

Railway at Karagach. During the second session Greece
further retroceded to Turkey, by direct agreement, the suburb
and railway-station of Karagach itself, together with several

miles of the railway on either side, in settlement of the Turkish
claim to reparations for devastation which Greece acknowledged
herself to have committed in the Anatolian campaign. As
regards the ‘ Freedom of the Straits ’, the territorial guarantee
consisting of the division of the sovereignty over the European
and Asiatic shores of the Dardanelles and the Marmara between
two different states \vas of course extinguished by the relio-

cession of Eastern Thrace to Turkey. The military sanction

previously placed in the hands of Great Britain, France, and
Italy likewise disappeared. Four zones (one on each side of

the Bosporus and the Dardanelles) were taken over from
the Sevres scheme, though AVith important reductions in their

^
area, but they were no longer to be open to the Allied and
closed to the Turkish forces, but were to be demilitarized for

all parties (as well as the Aegean islands commanding the
southern entrance to the waterway) ; and demilitarization

was interpreted in tenns far less favourable to the Allies than
to Turkey. An}^ right of the Allies to the potential occupation
or precautionary inspection of these zones was forfeited ah
fdlentio ; while on the other hand it was expressly stipulated

that Turkey might maintain a garrison in Constantinople, as

well as in its insular and Asiatic suburbs, up to a maximum
strength of 12,000 men ; that she might utilize the demilitarized

zones for lines of communication between her forces in Asia
and Europe; and that she might anchor her fleet in the
demilitarized waters. The Commission of the Straits was
likewise maintained, though with diminished functions and
powers, and was placed under Turkish presidency and under
the auspices of the League of Nations. The three Principal

European Allied Powers and Japan further pledged themselves
to resist any violation of the security of the demilitarized

zones or of the freedom of navigation (elaborately provided
for, in the case of warships as well as merchant-ships, according
to the possible permutations and combinations of belligerency

or neutrality on the part of the various parties concerned).



110 NON-ARABTERRITORIES OF THE

Whether this Convention saved the faces of the Principal

Allied Powers is a question that must be left to the reader

;

but it is obvious that it did not settle the concrete problem of

the Black Sea Straits as sketched at the beginning of the
previous Section 4 (i).

(iv) (2) Smyrna ; The Migratory Clauses.

The disposal of Smyrna no, longer presented the Allied'

diplomatists with the insoluble difficulties that had baffied

them at Sevres, having been accomplished by the worst possible

method (that is, by war) in the only possible sense, that is, by
the reunion of the artificial enclave of the Smyrna Zone witb
the remainder of the Anatolian Penihsula under the full

sovereignty of the Turkish State.* Unhappily, however, the
violent solution of this wantonly created problem had already
proved fatal to the Greek minority in Anatolia, the wholesale
flight or expulsion of which to Greek territories overseas had
accompanied the evacuation of the Anatolian mainland by the'

Greek Army. During the first session at Lausanne the Greek *

and Turkish Governments signed a separate convention for the
compulsory interchange of Turkish nationals of the Greek
Orthodox religion and of Greek nationals of the Moslem religion

established on their respective territories as delimited by the
new frontiers. The only parties exempted were the G^reek

inhabitants of Constantinople and the Turkish inhabitants of

Western Thrace. The deportees were to be free to take with
them their movable property without restriction or charge.

Unportable as well as juridically ‘ immovable ’ property was
to be 'registered and valued in both countries by a mixed
conunission, which was to include three neutral members
chosen by the Council of the League of Nations and was
always to operate under neutral chmrmanship ; the proceeds

of liquidation were to be paid over to the Government in whose
territory the property was situated and credited to the Govern-
ment into whose territory theformer private owner had migrated

;

and the two accounts were to be balanced, any difference

between the total amounts debited and credited respectively

to the two Governments having to be paid over in cash by
the Government to w^hich the balance proved adverse. At
the same time the individual emigrants were to be informed
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by the Commission of the valuation at which their former
property had been liquidated, and were to be entitled to
receive from the Government of their new country property
equal to and of the same natiu*e as that which they had left

behind. This compulsory intermigration was much criticized,

both inside and outside the Conference, at the time when the
Convention was being n^otiated. The flight or expulsion of
nearly all the Greek minorities from Turkey was, however, an

'accomplished fact, and the establishment of the Mixed Com-
mission was the only means of possibly mitigating the economic
hardships of their lot, while the introduction of reciprocity,

though it might bear hardly upon the individual Moslem
inhabitants of Greek ^territory, at the same time enabled the
Greek Government, in the last resort, to make more room for

the multitudes of Greek refugees from Anatolia and Eastern
Thrace who were flocking across the new frontiers.

, (iv) (3) The Armenian Minority.

' The Armenian Minority suffered a fresh blow through
the collision between Armenian irregulars and Turkish troops
which occurred in the Armenian quarter at Smyrna a few days
after the Turkish occupation and which appears to have been
the inunediate cause of the great fire. The armed resistance

to the incoming Turkish Army was reported to have been
organized by Armenians from elsewhere, but the Smyrna com-
munity inevitably paid the penalty for the activities of their

compatriots. At the time of writing, the Armenian community
in Constantinople and a few other smaller isolated groups
(such as the Catholic Armenians in the town of Angorsr) were
all that remained within the Turkish frontiers of the former
Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire. During the
first session at Lausanne, suggestions on the part of the Allied

Governments for an Armenian ‘ National Home’ in Turkish
territory met with a categorical refusal from the Turkish
plenipotentiaries, and were not pressed because the Allies had
no power to insist on them. The territorial arrangements
(mentioned in a previous section) which had already been made
independently by the Turkish Government at Angora and the
Soviet Government at Moscow in regard to Trans-Caucasia
were wisely passed over in silence and thereby implicitly recog-
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nized at Lausanne. By June 1923 it was still more evident

than it had been in June 1922 that if the Armenian nation

had any political future, it lay on the Russian and not on the
Turkish side of the Russo-Turkish frontier.

(v) The twelve months’ interval had also decided the irre-

concilable conflict between the standpoint of the Treaty of

Sevres and that of the Angora Movement in regard to the
future of the Turkish State by a ‘ knock-out blow ’ in favour

^

of Angora. The territorial claims asserted in Article I of the
Angora Pact were not only endorsed at Lausanne with the
single exception of Southern Kurdistan, but within the frontiers

thus attained the Turkish Government succeeded in establish-

ing its complete sovereignty.

(v) (1) Southern Kurdistan.

Southern Kurdistan, Anhich had been included by the
Treaty of Sdvres in the area maifdated to the British Empire

.

under the name of Mesopotamia, also fell within the scope of

Article I of the Angora Pact as being inhabited by a non-
Arab Ottoman Moslem (though a Kurdish and not a Turkish)
majority. After each party had marshalled its historical,

ethnological, geographical, strategic, and economic arguments
on this issue during the first session at Lausanne, without any
approach towards agreement, -the British plenipotentiary

announced his intention of referring the case to the League
of Nations. Eventually the Turkish Government accepted the
arbitration of the League in return for an undertaking on
the part of the British Government to postpone the appeal to

the League until twelve months after the ratification of the
prospective Treaty of Lausanne, with a view to arriving, if

possible, at a direct 'settlement with Turkey during the interval.

Pending this, both parties were to maintain the staim quo.

(v) (2) No heal diminutions of Turkish sovereignty.

There was no further question of the local diminutions of

Turkish sovereignty involved in the provisions of the Treaty
of Sevres regarding Northern Kurdistan and in the Tripartite

Treaty (of the same date as the Peace Treaty of Sevres) between
the British Empire, France, and Italy.
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(v) (3) No restrictions on, Turkish military and naval forces.

There was no further question of Allied control over the
Turkish Army and Navy.

(v) (4) Turkish finance.

Tliere was no further question of Allied Control over
Turkish finance. More than this, Turkey was released from
any claim on the part of tfie Allied Powers to reparations on
account of the European War. At the time of writing, the
outstanding financial issue was that between the Turkish
Government and the pre-war private creditors of the Ottoman
Empire. The creditors were asserting a contractual right to
receive their dividends in sterling ; the Turkish Government
was declaring itself unable to discharge its obligations in that
currency at the prevaihng rate of exchange, and was offering

to pay in French francs at .their contemporary value. Many
* compromises had been suggested, but none had been accepted

so far by both the parties concerned.

(v) (5) The Capitulations and the Guarantees.

At Lausanne the Allied Powers did not challenge the
abolition of the Capitulations but concentrated their efforts on
securing the maximum amount of juridical guarantees in sub-
stitution for them. The practical wisdom of these efforts was
questionable, for the efficacy of the Capitulations had lain less

in the written word than in the naval and military ability

of the Capitulatory Powers to enforce their own interpretation
of these traditional privileges. Even if comprehensive paper
substitutes for the Capitulations had been successfully imposed
upon the Turkish Delegation at Lausanne, it was evident that
under post-war conditions there would have been little or no
material force forthcoming in order to impose them in Turkey

;

and this effect might well have been to exasperate Turkish
feeling against foreign residents without securing to the latter

any compensatory protection. As it turned out, however,
Alhed nationals in Tm*key were preserved from this possible

peril by the ill-success of their Governments at Lausanne.
During the second session (in which this question was one of

the principal items on the agenda) it was agreed that, for
VOL. VI I
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a txansitional period of five years, the Turkish Government
should select fotu: legal councillors, who were to be nationals

of States that had been neutral during the European War,
from a panel drawn up by the International Court at the Hague.
These councillors were to redde respectively at Constantinople,
Smyrna, Samsun, and Adana. They were to have no judicial

functions, but were simply to observe the working of the
Turkish courts, facilitate appeals, and bring complaints to the
notice of the competent Turkish authorities. The Allied

negotiators, in their last stand, attempted to insist that the
Turkish authorities should be required to inform the local

councillor before they proceeded to arrest a foreign national

;

but the Turks victoriously carried, even tins final position, and
it was decided that, when an arrest had been effected, the
councillor should be informed of the accomplished fact as

expeditiously as possible.

(v) (6) The Proiectichi of Minorities.

The problem of protecting minorities was simplified by the
almost complete extrusion of the Greek minority from Turkey,
which was sanctioned after the event by the Graeco-Turkish
Convention for compulsory interchange which has been described

above. As far as the issue remained a practical one (as it

still did in several important areas of Greece and Turkey,
such as Western Thrace and Constantinople), it was settled ajt

Lausanne on the lines of the minority clauses or treaties im-
posed, after the European War, upon defeated or aggrandized
States in Europe, and not on the lines of the traditional Middle
Eastern ‘ Millet ’ System which had previously prevailed in

the Ottoman Empire. Superficially, the loss of the cultural

autonomy of the ‘ liCllets ’ was as heavy a blow to the minorities

as that of the extra-territoriality of the Capitulations was to

the foreign colonies. In the one case, however, as in the other,

the l^eoretical status was of doubtful value in itself, while the
actual situation had already been transformed by a process of

historical evolution, of wmch the juridical revolution was a
consequence and not a cause.

(d) SigruOwre of Peace.

The Treaty of Lausanne was actually signed on the 24th July
1923 (almost three years after the signature of the Treaty
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of Sevres), and was ratified by the Great National Assembly
of Turkey at Angora on the 28rd August of the same year.

Many of the arrangements discussed above were provided
for, not in the principal instrument, but in a number of

conventions and protocols signed by some or all of the
parties, partly during the first and partly during the
second session of the Lausanne conference. Certain questions

I were disposed of in imilateral communications, the most
important of which was the Declaration regarding the adminis-
tration of justice in Turkey made by the Turkish delegates on
the same date as the signature of the Treaty. On further
points, the interpretations or intentions of one party were
elucidated in letters ‘addressed to the other parties. Finally,

in regard to several e*conomic and financial matters (among
them the question of the currency in which the foreign bond-
holders of the Ottoman Debt were to be paid) the heads of the
Allied Delegations formally Reserved their right to reopen the

• issue should their Governments fail to be satisfied by the
Turkish Government’s action. These, however, were small
matters compared with those on which formal and precise
agreement had been reached ; and the Treaty of Lausanne,
with its Annexes, seemed destined, in all human probability,

to inaugurate- a more lasting settlement, not only than the
Treaty of Sevres, but than the Treaties of Versailles, St. Ger-
main, Trianon, and Neuilly. At first sight this judgment might
appear paradoxical in the case of an instnunent which had
been so tardily and laboriously constructed, and which bore
in its text such conspicuous marks of its painful gestation. But
closer consideration might suggest that the very difi^culties

which had attended its birth were the best guarantees of its

vitality. The preceding treaties were easily.and rapidly drafted
in comparatively logical form because they were the work of

one party only and were imposed by the victors upon the van-
quished without negotiation. In other words, they lacked the
essence of diplomatic instruments, which is that they should
embody adjustments between two or more programmes and
points of view. The merit of the Lausanne Treaty (with all its

obvious imperfections) was that it represented an agreement
between the principal parties concerned, in which each had to
make sacrifices and bear disappointments but none was sub-
jected to impossible commitments or intolerable humiliations.
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The Turks substantially secured their national independence
and sovereignty within their ethnographic frontiers. On the
other hand, the liberation of the ex-Ottoman Arab provinces in

Asia completed the liquidation of the former Ottoman Empire
by exempting the last non-Turkish majorities from Tur^sh
rule (with the exception of certain Kurdish populations which
remained, and others which might be reincluded, within the
Turkish frontiers). Of all the parties concerned, the minorities

lost, or stood to lose, the most ; but the violent catastrophes
(massacres, exoduses, deportations, epidemics, and beggary)
which had overtaken them were the consequences, not of the
Lausanne settlement (which was subsequent to these calamities),

but of the disastrous policy of the Principal Allied Powers during
the fom years following the Armistice. ’ In point of status, the
minorities were in any case bound to be affected by the redis-

tribution of the Near and Middle East into national states —̂an

inevitable process for which particular governments or states-

men were not responsible. The ‘ Millet System ’ and the

,

‘ Capitulations ’ were anachronisms which could not last, and
in the Treaty of Lausanne, with its Annexes, their disappear-
ance was recorded. It should be noted, however, that both
the native non-Moslem communities and the foreign commercial
colonies retained their juridical autonomy in matters of

‘ personal statute ’
; that the rights secured to the native

minorities were now placed, with Turkey’s consent, imder the
auspices of the League of Nations ; and that foreign residents

were guaranteed exemption from military service, forced loans,

and capital levies.

Th§ best augury for the success of the Treaty was the spirit

in which it was received on both sides. Inasmuch as it

registered a melodrjunatic discomfiture of the Pmicipal Allied

Powers within less than five years after their apparently over-

whelming trivunph in the European War, the late victors

might have taken it with a bad grace as a bitter humiliation,

while the victors of the moment, with their sympathizers in

other parts of the non-Westem world, might have exulted over
it as a first success in a counter-offensive against the existing

ascendancy of the West. Happily, however, the long-drawn-out
negotiations, wearisome and at times exasperating though they
were, had the effect of damping down the war-spirit and of

calling out much-needed reserves of rationality and moderation.
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In the allied countries it was frankly recognized that the Turks
had scored a success and that it would be undignified, as well
as impolitic, to grudge them the fruits of it. At the same time
the Turks admitted, to themselves no less than to the world,
that the harvesting of these fruits in the social and economic
field would be a more difficult task than their political and
military achievements, and that the latter would be barren
unless they were followed up with unremitting determination.
The better feelings which at this time prevailed on either side
were felicitously expressed in a statesmanlike message from the
Agha Khan (who had been present at Lausamie during the last

phase) to the Moslems of the British Empire and the world.
At this momentous stage in their relations, both West and Ea-i
thus showed a disposition to profit by their recent tragic experi-
ences in common, and to shrink from further provoking the
Envy of the Gods.

TREATYOF LAUSANNE*(24 JULY 1923) RATIFIED BY
TURKEY, 23 AUGUST

Territoiiial Adjustments mainly in Europe. Certain Aegean
Islands. The decisions taken with respect to cession to Greece in

19ia-'14 (u. p. 40 n.) are confirmed with some exceptions.
Greece obtains Mytilene, Chios and Nikaria, Lemnos and Samothrace,

(Articles 12-13.)
Turkey receives Imbros and Rabbit Isles. (Article 14.)

Italy {v. p. 31 n.) obtains the Dodecanese (Article l5), including
Rhodes, Astropalia^, Calki, Scarpanto, Casos, Pscopis^ Misiros, Calym-
nos, liCros, Patmos, Lipsos, Sini (Symi) and Cos and adjacent islets,

and Castellorizzo.
Bulgarians frontier is readjusted as compared with the Treaty of

Ncuilly.
Greecens frontier stops at the Maritza. •

Demilitarization Areas. Straits Convention. (24 July 1923,

annexed to treaty), •

Thrace. A demilitarized zone stretehes from the Aegean between
Makri and Ibrile Burun to the Black Sea between Ambaler and Serbes

Burun.
The Straits Area. Following are demilitarized.

() The Constantinople area on both European and Asiatic shores of

the Bosporus.

() All the islands of the Sea of Marmara except Emir Ali Adas.
(c) The European and Asiatic shores of the Dardanelles (area reduced

from Treaty of Sevres).

(d) Samothrace, Lemnos (both Greek) ; and Imbros, Tenedos, and
Rabbit Isles (all Turkish).

^ Also known as Stampalia. ^ Also known as Tilos.
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THE EMERGENCEOF A]^B NATIONALISM

A. GREATBRITAIN ANDTHEARABSUPTOTHEARMISTICE
OF THE BOTHOCTOBER1918

•

1. Beginnings of Arab Nationatism. <1116 relations of Great
Britain with Arab peoples have been for a century more frequent
and intimate than those of any Power except the Ottoman. In
the Arabian Peninsula during that period hers were the only
territories' held by a Christian state, the only foreign Protec-
torates, and the oi^y effective foreign treaties with native rulers.

The three adjacent seas were acknowledged peculiarly her
sphere, and habitually were patrolled by her warships alone.

With Arab-speaking peoples outside the Peninsula her relations

were, of course, less exclusive. France has long ruled or
occupied large Arab or Arabised provinces in Northern Africa
and one smaller district on the western Red Sea coast, while
at the same time she has observed a protective attitude toward#
certain Syrian communities, and others less important in

Northern Mesopotamia. Italy imposed herself a generation
ago on Arab elements in Eritrea, whence her influence passed
over the Red Sea to the Yemen coast ; and subsequently she
annexed a North African province. While Germany hardly
affected Arabs except through a Turkish medium, and Spanish
relations with them were co:^ned to Moorish territory, Holland
and the United States must be reckoned Powers with Arabian
interests, though both were concerned with Arabs chiefly as
immigr ant aliens. Since Great Britain, however, could set off

against all these interests those created by her occupation of
Egypt, by her East African Protectorates, and by a diplomatic
position hardly less important in Syria than that of France, and
much more important in Mesopotamia, the balance on the
whole account remained greatly in her favour.
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On this account primarily (secondary reasons co-operating)

the first fomenters of Arab Nationalism were disposed to seek
support from Great Britain before appl 3dng to other Powers.
Arab Nationalism is of recent growth. Though the individualistic

instinct of the race and its intolerance of any but a minimum of

administrative control have manifested themselves in word and
deed ever since the establishment of the Ottoman Empire
south of the Taurus, they did not find expression in terms of

nacionahsm before the present century ; nor, when they had
begun in an unavailing regret for lost spiritual primacy with an
ideal, rather religious than political, did they foster cohesion or
beget a programme of action until 1908. The general call by the
young Turks to constitutional liberty was misinterpreted in
Syria as licence for racial and local groups to decentralize them-
selves and take in hand their own local government. Of what
followed —of the formation of Arab committees with head-
quarters at Constantinople or Damascus or Beirut and branches
in the Arab provinces ; of their formal suppression one by one
at the hands of the Turks during the years 1909 and 1910 tUl,

after the Balkan War, little more survived of the movement than
a secret imderstanding among Arab officers in the Ottoman
Army and a freemasonry of discontent among Arab intellectuals,

landed notables, tribal and family chiefs, and ambitious men of

substance —of all this it is needless to speak further here, since

through lack of single aim, of effective organization, and of strong
leading, nothing practical came of it before the outbreak of

war in 1914:. Moreover, themks to energetic measures which
the Turks proceeded to take during the following year in Syria,

no revolutionary organization that existed there before 1914
was able to exert any influence worth mentioning on tlie course

of the War or to further appreciably the ultimate victory of the
Arab cause.

2. First steps in the War, 1914. Nevertheless, these abortive
Syrian activities, like those also of a stillborn nationalist move-
ment in Lower Iraq, initiated contemporaneously by Seyyid
Talib en-Nakib of Basra, had important indirect results.

Advertising the existence of widespread Arab discontent, they
caused representatives of Great Britain and France in the East
to take cognizance of an Arab factor in the Eastern Question.
In particular Lord Kitchener and his staff in Egypt —̂the land
which offered the readiest asylum to Syrian malcontents —̂had
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their attention so directed. During the spring of 1914 Abdullah,
second son and Foreign Secretary of Husein, Emir of Mecca,
while on a visit to the Khedive, made the British Residency
aware of his father’s desire for administrative autonomy in his

Sheiifate, where, a year before, Talaat and the Committee of

Union and Progress had b^un to take measures to increase

central control. Lord Kitchener, therefore, who had long been
concerned about German penetration of the Ottoman Empire,
was already contemplating the possibility of an autonomous
Arabia between Teutonized Tmkey, on the one hand, and
Egypt and India on the other, before war was so much as

dreamed of. Nor shoiild it be forgotten that the Syrian com-
mittees, by provoking Jemal Pasha to the drastic purgation,

which, in 1915, filled Emir Husein’s antechamber with refugees

and his heart with mingled pity and fear, started the chain of

cause which was to eventuate, in 1916, in the outbreak of the
Hejaz revolt.

{a) First negotiations with Emtr Husein, 1914. In August ,

1914, a prospect of Turkey actively joining the Central Powers
was not overlooked ; and as the weeks brought ever fresh news
from Ottoman provinces of mobilization and popular hostility

towards nationms of the Allies, Lord Kitchener foresaw a day
approach when the Moslem world would be summoned by the
Caliph to wage Holy War upon British, French, and Russians.

Should this call evoke a general response, grave trouble would
arise both in Africa and in the Indies. Bethinking himself,'

therefore, of Nationalist or Separatist feeling in the Arab block,

which divides Turkish Moslems from those controlled by our-

selves and France, and desiring to procure a religious counter-

poise to the Caliph’s call, sufficient to prevent local religious

sentiment from overriding political ties, he decided to invite

the Holy Arab Cities to abstain from such jihad. In the
first days of autumn, Abdullah received a message of inquiry

about the intentions of Husein, should be proclaimed, and
a hint of mutual advantage that, in the event of the Ottoman
Empire becoming involved in the War, might result from
co-operation of Hejaz with the Allies. The reply, received on
the eve of Turkey’s declaration, committed Husein to no
positive action, but indicated that he would take, of his good-
will, no measure in the Turkish interest. On the next day,
when Turkey had come into the War, an assurance was sent to
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Husein of our support of his dynastic independence, and our
readiness to assist in the liberation of the Arabs, subject, in his

case and theirs, to active participation on our behalf. A month
later an unequivocal promise from Husein, that he would
abstain from helping our enemy, dispelled all present fear of

the Holy Cities endorsing the Holy War.
There the matter was to rest awhile. Until many months

later no communication passed between ourselves and the Emir.
We, for our part, found no good occasion to press him to
develop his benevolent neutrality into active co-operation. He,
for his part, had to test, by letters and embassies, the temper
and intentions of other Arab leaders, and also was minded,
before burning his boats, to watch the progress of our war with
Turkey, for which purpose he had sent his third son, Feisai, to
Syria and to Constantinople. For the moment he filed our
pledges, the one given to himself, and the other, as he inter-

preted it, to all of Arab race in Asia, and not merely Arabs of

,the Peninsula. Though later commimications from London
made it evident that, in fact, those responsible for framing the
second part of our pledge had not in view the Arabs of Asia
outside the peninsula any more than those of Africa, the word-
ing justified Husein’s interpretation, and sowed seeds of mis-
understanding not only with him and with om‘ Allies, but
also with the Government of India.

(b) Government of India negotiates with Sheikh of Koweit and
Ibn Saud, 1915. The Government of India hastened to take
similar measures to detach powerful Arabs of the Peninsula
from the Holy War. The Sheikh of Koweit was encouraged to
repudiate his nominal, and always unwilling, allegiance to the
Turkish Sultan ; and our Agent at his court. Captain ShaCespear,
went up to Riadh, to use persuasion with Abdul Aziz ibn Saud.
Before his hapless end on the 24th January 1915, Shakespear
learned that Mecca was consulting Riadh about the pi’opriety

of passive resistance to the jih^ summons. Like Husein,
Ibn Saud had been initiated some time before this date into the
councils of the Syrian Arab Movement ; and by expelling the
Turks from Haaa and Katif, in 1913, he had manifested willing-

ness to take action in its cause. Latterly also he had been
solicited by Sey3dd Talib to support Nationalist action in Iraq
which might forestall a foreign occupation. He was, therefore,

not likely to take the Turkish side in any event. In the first
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week of November 1914, the Government of India proclaimed to

the Indian Moslems that the Arab and Mesopotamian Holy Cities

(with express inclusion of Jiddah) would remedn outside our
operations of war. Such an unconditional pledge, going farther

than the policy already formulated by the Imperial Govern-
ment, was mo<hfied ten days later by an instruction from London
that no operations were to be attempted in Arabian territories by
our sea or land forces, except at the request of, or in co-operation ,

with, local Arabs. Aproclamation foUowed, which was circulated

in Egypt and the Sudan. It recited our ancient friendship

towards Arabs, and pledged its continuance provided they
should take no hostile action. The distribution of this declara-

tion, by sea-planes in Hejaz and by aeroplanes in Palestine and
Syria, was mscontinued some months later on representations

from Husein to the effect that the papers fell among illiterate

men, who, canying them for interpretation to enemy quarters,

found themselves punished for unlawful possession.

(c) Plans in the West. Syiia and Alexandretta, 1915.,
A strategic plan for detaching the Arab-speaking from the ,

Turkish-speaking lands was ready when Turkey entered the
field against us, and preparations for military offensives on both
their western and their eastern flanks were in hand. No Arab
leader, however, not even the Emir of Mecca, was made party
to this plan. On the west, it was not proposed that Syrians or

other Arabs be armed or encouraged to rise, until the main
Turkish forces should have been penned back by an Allied

landing in the district of Alexandretta : otherwise local popula-
tions, committed to rebellion, might rush into premature action.

Our consideration in this matter was to avail them little in the

event :*for, when the landing at Alexandretta had been aban-
doned in deference to French objections, and the Turkish High
Commandhad learned what might have been, such drastic

treatment was dealt out to all Syrians suspect of Nationalism
that any possibility of a serious rising was eliminated.

(d) Indian Gofvemment and Mesopotamia,. On the eastern

flank, however, the plan was realized. Here the native popula-
tion, for geographical reasons, could not be screened by a zone
of British military occupation and left to work out its own
salvation; and the direction of policy and of operations fell

naturally into the hands of the Government of India, which
used troops not expected to accord well with Arabs, and was
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unwilling to renounce in advance the territorial rights of

military conquest. Therefore, native co-operation was not
invited, except in the maintenance of peaceful order behind our
war-front ; an offer by the Muntafik chief, Ajeimi, to take and
hold Basra for us was ignored ; and Seyyid Talib, waiting at
Koweit, was advised that India would be safer residence than
Iraq, lliereupon Ajeimi and numerous Bedouin elements took

,
part, though half-heartedly, in Turkish operations for the
recovery of Basra. Subsequently the risk of arming the tribes

with weapons of precision was considered greater than the
value of their military co-operation ; and it was not tiU after

our capture of Baghdad, and then only in the western desert

fringe, and with a view not to our Mesopotamian operation^: but
to the ultimate reduction of 'Medina by famine, that Bedouin
elements were encouraged to fight. The missions of Colonel
Leachman, and others, had a consistently sedative and contra-
propagandist purpose, which was fulfilled if the tribes behind

,our front remained passive, while those ahead were still hostile.

, No suggestion of ultimate sovereign independence was ever
conveyed to the Mesopotamian Arabs by anyone who conducted
our operations or administered territory in our occupation;
nor, in our proclamation issued upon the fall of Baghdad, was
anything foreshadowed beyond self-government imder tutelage.

This Indian policy, however, though it could be, and was,
consistently carried out in war-time, was inconsistent with the
rtcognition of Arab solidarity to which the Imperial Government
had assented already, and continued more and more to commit
itself, as will be seen.

3 . British Commitments, 1915. In the spring of 1915 Great
Britain was still free from any obligation to assist Arabs In war-
fare against Turks : but she was no longer free from obligations

to recognize Arab independence, whenever and wherever it should
be self-established, and, further, to accept the substitution of

an Arab Caliphate for the Turkish, if the Moslem world were
to pronounce for it and bring it* to pass. In the Arabian
Peninsula, in particular, she had committed herself to the
establishment and support of an Arab sovereign state, con-
trolling the Holy Cities. All these commitments, announced
already to the Arab world in November 1914, were confirmed
by the distribution of a second proclamation in the following
June. From this position to active alliance, was but a short
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and inevitable step ; and in more Arab quarters than one we had
betrayed already our desire and intention to take it. This aim
was manifested not only in the conditional clause of the Imperial
Government’s undertaking with Husein of Mecca, but also in

the Indian Govenunent’s conversations with Ibn Saud; and
this latter govermnent advanced a step farther by the negotia-

tions which it authorized the Aden Administration to initiate

first with a prominent sheikh on the Yemenborder, Mohammed

,

Nasir Mukbil of Mawia, and next, with Mohammedel-Idris

(commonly called Idrisi), prince of Sabbia in the Asir Tihamah.
Apprehensive (with good reason) of a Turkish invasion of the
Aden district, and even of attack on the weak garrison of the
port, the Government of India had desired to enlist on our side

the Yemenite Imam, but deferred negotiations to a more
favourable opportunity in view of his known Shiite fanaticism

against all Christians, and his recent accord with the Ottoman
occupiers of his land. Idrisi, less potent, but more ambitious,

not only had been lately at ww'with the Porte and its loyal,

Asiri tribes, but subsequently had rejected Turkish overtures,
^

among them one from Enver Pasha himself, conveyed in

a special letter written in December 1914. When, in early

April 1915, the Government of India, without previously

consulting those concerned in negotiations with western Arabs,
ratified a treaty with this Arab, under which he agreed to attack
the Turks in the Yemen Tihama and we to protect his coasts

the while, it went the whole of the way ; and as no more thah
a natural consequence Aden proceeded to supply Idrisi with
mimitions of war.

{a) Arrangement with Ibn Savd. With Ibn Saud the
relatiofis of the Government of India developed only a httle

less quickly to the same end. The conversations interrupted by
Shakespear’s death were resumed, and in November 1915, were
crowned by a treaty of alliance signed at the port of Ajer. In
consideration of a guarantee of his territories against all external

aggression, Ibn Saud undertook to have the same friends and
the same enemies as Great Britain, and in foreign relations to

av'ait her sanction. In all its explicit provisions this treaty

followed the model of pre-war Gulf pacts : but the circumstances
under which it was made implicitly committed both parties to

active co-operation against the commonenemy in being.

(6) Husein’s letter, Auguet 1915. Three months before it was
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signed, other steps had been taken towards what was to prove our
final and comprehensive commitment to military alliance with
Arabs. In the early days of August 1916, a letter written in

July by Emir Husein came to hand at Cairo. The attitude

assumed by the writer and the proposition that he made were
equally unexpected. Husein, claiming to speak for an Arab
Nation-to-be, asked Great Britain to acknowledge the potential

' sovereign independence of all the Arabs of Asia from the Indian
Ocean to the 37th parallel N. latitude, and from the Red Sea
and Mediterranean shores to the borders of Persia, Aden
territory alone excepted. This overture had been inspired, and
the nature of its terms had been determined (as we learned in due
course), by Syrian exiles at the Sherifian court, who prev.iiled

over doubts excited by Feisal’s report of our ill-success in

Gallipoli, by appealing to the natural S3unpathies of Husein
for Syrian distress, and to his fears lest Ahmed Jemal Pasha’s
reign of terror might reach Hejaz. If there was to be any Arab

• Nation to be made, or a prince of the Abadilah House to make
it, little time was to be lost.

This letter, with its proposed extension of the War into

a remote and peculiarly inaccessible theatre of operations, and
its claim that Arab sovereignty be recognized outside the
Peninsula in areas which, in the event of even complete victory
over the Turks, were unlikely to be at the free discretion of the
British Government, caused much searching of hearts. On the
one hand, stood the obligation created by oiu' own earlier over-

ture to Husein himself, as well as our fear of an extension of the
jihad, recently revived by certain effects of the ill-success of our
arms in the Eastern theatres, and also a new doubt for the safety

of the Red Sea route. On the other hand had to be weighed
the undefined but lately reasserted Frencji interests in Syria,

and also the declarations and intentions of the Government
of India in regard to Mesopotamia. A temporizing reply served
only to draw from Husein an emphatic reiteration of the Arab
territorial claim, which, as he held, we were unsympathetically
ignoring. But, by the time this second letter came to hand,
arguments in favour of encouraging him to revolt had been
reinforced by information that, if we did not grip the Arab
Nationalists, and especially the Arab party tunong Ottoman
officers, the German advisers of Turkey would do so.

(c) The British Reply, November 1916. Since, however.
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conversations with the French Foreign Office about the pro-

spective status of S3rria, in the event of an Allied victory, were
a^eady contemplated, any encouragement of Husein had to be
tempered with reservations. Om: reply reached Mecca early in

November. It conveyed the most definite commitment into

which, up to that date. Great Britain had entered with Arabs.
While it explicitly ruled out of the negotiations all the Turkish-
speaking districts which Husein had claimed as Arab, and all .

Arab societies with whose Chiefs' we already had treaties

—

while, further, it reserved to French discretion any assurance
about the independence of the Syrian littoral, or the freedom
from tutelage of the interior, i. e. the districts of the four towns,
Damascus, Homs, Hamah, and ;^eppo— while, by reserving

other Arab regions in wMch France “might prefer peculiar

interests, it left the Mosul district and even, perhaps, F^estine,
in doubt —while, finally, it stated expressly that no guarantee
for the unconditional delivery of ejther Lower or Upper Iraq to
the Arabs could be given by us ; —in spite of all these reservations .

and exceptions it recognized an Arab title to almost all the vast .

territories which Husein had claimed, including Mesopotamia,
and therein promised our support to Arab independence, subject

only to limiting but not anmdling conditions. This our recogni-

tion and support was to depend, of course, on abstention by the
Arabs from helping the enemy’s side and on their positive

co-operation with ours. An offer, which the Emir had madej,

of exclusive commercial advantages to Great Britain, was
ignored in favom of a stipulation that the future Emopean
advisers of the Arab independent states should be only British.

This last condition also was allowed eventually to lapse sub
silentio.'

Husein lost no time in nailing to the counter our acknow-
ledgment of a prospective Arab title to Iraq. On behalf of the
Arab Nation he agreed to an indeterminate British occupation
of so much as was in our hands at iliat moment—̂i. e. part of

Lower Iraq only —but against a compensatory payment, whose
amoimt and term should be settled later. He agreed to nothing
about Upper Iraq, and to none of our reservations about Syria
or Palestine ; and during the interval which had still to elapse

before the Revolt, he would never budge from his original

position, but on the contrary took every occasion to insist on the
integrity of the Arab national claim to those lands, conceding
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only Cilicia to our insistence that it was Turkish. Beirut in

particular, he protested, the Arabs would never dismiss from
their case. We, for our part, neither modified our reserves, nor
gave them greater precision. At the end of the year Husein,
convinced at last that territorial questions were insoluble at

that stage of the war, wrote to put them aside against the hour
of an Allied victory, asking cmly for a pledge that Arab

,
belligerents should not be deserted by the Allies in the conclusion
of peace, and for financial and other help towards his prepara*
tions for action. These requests were agreed to ; and, with a last

warning that in peace Great Britain would regard her obligations

to France with the same eyes as in war, Husein was left to pick
his day for revolt.

4. Effect of Husdn’s move on French policy; Russian
attitude, 1916-17. The importance of this negotiation was not
limited by its definite commitment of Great Britain to co-

operate in an Arab rising. Questions of Arab title, however
.imperfectly they might have been determined, were bound, by
the mere fact of being raised, to affect others than the Arabs
and the Turks. In fact they did affect two governments, which
had taken no direct part in the negotiation, the Government
of India and the Government of France. That the policy of

the first in its Mesopotamian sphere was compromised irre-

trievably by the Imperial Government’s admission of Lower
and Upper Iraq into negotiations with a professed spokesman
df an Arab Nation, was sufficiently obvious. It did not fail

to evoke a protest from Simla. As for the French Government,
a new Arab factor was introduced into the conversations with
Great Britain about Syria, which had already been long con-
templated and actually began in November 1915. Though the
possibility of a successful Arab rising pnder Husein was
minimized in those conversations, and the probability of any
rising in Hejaz taking effect upon Syria was ignored, an Arab
claim to some measme of independence in Syria could not but
be envis^ed. In the event, while the conversations began and
ended with an assumption that the French had an inde-
feasible right to exclusive paramountcy in all Syria north of
Palestine, and resulted in recognition of a similar paramountcy
for British infiuence south of the French limit, an Arab right
to independence under varying d^ees of tutelage, whether by
one Power or by all the Powers, within those zones, as without
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them, was conceded explicitly or implicitly by both parties.

In the Agreement, in which the conversations issued alter their

conduct had been delegated to Sir Mark Sykes and M. Georges
Ficot on the 16th May 1916, the Russian Government having
become a party, the three governments engaged mutually
to support and recognize an Arab National State in the interior

of Syria with probable centre at Damascus, whenever estab-

lished by the Arabs themselves.^ This Agreement was signed
in May 1916, when the actual outbreak of an Arab rising

was still imcertain and seemed remote.^ In the following
year Russia ceased to be party to it and published its terms.
Husein and the Arabs generally would hear of it for the first

time in December 1917, and then not unnaturally protest that,

since they had not been privy before belligerence to an Agree-
ment determining the political status of a section of their

nationals, they could not be expected to subscribe to it after

bearing a part in their own liberajtion.

5. HmeirCs Revolt, May 1916. The situation as between
the Allies and the Arabs remained static far into 1916. On the
one side great difficulties were encountered in our effort to
supply Husein with the means of warfare ; when spring was far

advanced, nothing like adequate mxmitions had been introduced
into Hejaz. On the other side, Husein continued to presume
(though without warrant of any kind) that, previous to

action on his part, the Allies proposed to land in Syria. He
declined to forecast any precise date for his own rising, and,
as we had reason to know, had received from his son, Feisal,

discouraging reports (well enough founded) of our progress in

the Eastern theatres of the War. The only steps taken by him
during' this period, which signified a will to action, consisted in

some preparation of the Bedouin tribes owing allegiance to his

Emirate, and of the minds of the Meccan townsfolk ; and in

tentative, and ultimately abortive, overtures to Idrisi and to

the Imam Yahya of Yemen. In March he asked unexpectedly
that our blockade of the Hejaz coast be more rigidly enforced,

in order that his people might be persuaded more quickly of

the price they were paying for sufferance of the Turk. But
by May 1916 it had become very doubtful whether he would be

^ For fuller treatment v. above. Chap. 1, Part I, S§ 6-^, cp. R. S. Baker,
I, 75, who says the French did not know the terms of the Husein Agreement
till March 1919.
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able or willing to take the field within any interval during which
his tudive co-operation would serve the purposes of our warfare.

With surprise, therefore, Cairo received, late in May, from
a patrol-ship in the Red Sea, a telegrapUc message to say
that Husein’s hour was at hand, and his son, Abdullah, must
meet British representatives at 6nce. These, hastening in a
cruiser to a desert shore south of Jiddah, found not Abdullah
but his yoimgest brother, Zeid, and learned that not only had
the elder son ^ready gone toicollect the tribes, but the two other
brothers, Ali and Feisal, were closing on Medina. The raising of
South Hejaz was timed for the third day. The die was cast and
the British officers were to be consulted only about the future,

about immediate reinforcement of Husein with funds, supplies,

and munitions of war—to procure which, inclusive of batteries

with Moslem crews, he was assured that no pains should be
spared —̂and about Allied co-operation in Syria, of which no
immediate prospect could be held out. The motive of Husein’s
sudden resolve was said to be news of large reinforcements in

* Medina. Later, more was learned about these. The Ottoman
Command, advised by its Allies to turn to better account the
strong position gained a year previously by Ali Said Pasha over
against Aden, had enrolled a picked expe^tionary force, which
was to march south through Hejaz to Yemen. With it started
a party of Germans, expert in wireless telegraphy and propa-
gandist work, who might extend operations to East Africa. Jemal
Pasha, however, by forbidding these Christians to approach
the Holy Cities, obliged them to detrain at el- Ala and go down
to the coast. There, unable to proceed by sea, they tried to pass
south by land, but got no farther than Yambo. Now, as detach-
ments of the expeditionary force appeared one after hnother
in Medina, Ali and Feisal warned their father that the garrisons
in South Hejaz might shortly be so strengthened as to preclude
all successful revolt ; and on this advice Husein took his action.

(a) First stage. May to September 1916. The course of the
Hejaz Revolt is not our concern here. It is hardly necessary to
insist that, although Husein, in seeking a personal as well as
a nationed interest, chose his own time, used at the first only his
own personnel, and repudiated our control, he was instigated and
encouraged by us to rebel in our interest. And he maintained
his rebellion even when disappointed of the Allied co-operation,
which he had looked for in the northern Arab lands. It is less

notorious, but not less true, that he and his sons were constantly
VOL. VI K
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exhorted by us to promote the expansion of their local revolt

into a pan-Arab rising. As time went on, their forces were
more and more equipped, directed, and guided by us towards
a goal outside Hejaz, tiU in the endFeisal came to commandwhat
was a flying right wing of AUenby’s invading army in Palestine
and Syria. To the first phase of the Revolt, which ended with
the fim of Taif, and the Pilgrimage of September 1916, it is true
that we rendered little direct assistance, beyond supplying
funds, stores, and munitions : but, nevertheless, it should not
be forgotten that oiu' naval guns and planes co-operated with
the Sherifian forces at Jiddah, two Egyptian batteries from the
Sudan helped to reduce both Mecca and Taif, and our ships not
only enabled Husein to occupy Lith and Yam^, but also assured
his main base at Rabegh, where British and French officers

acted on shore as agents for supplies. Moreover, through the
British representative at Jiddah, projects for operations on the
confines of Syria and for inciting Arabs outside Hejaz to join

the Movement were propoimded ^thout any intimation being
given to Husein that he should confine his own aims and

'

activities to his Emirate.
(i) Second stage, September 1916 to January 1917. In the

second phase of the Revolt, which ended with the occupation of

Wejh in January 1917, less was said to Husein about Syrians or
other Arabs outside Hejaz for a threefold reason. First, because
temporary danger of local collapse had discouraged in both
parties thoughts or plans of wider movements : second, because
Husein’s own conception of his future relation to the Arab lands
grew embarrassingly imperial (on this account the Allies refused
to recognize in November 1916, his self-conferred title of King
of the Arabs, and restricted him to the Kingship of Hejaz)

:

third, because as our own advance towards Palestine progressed
that autumn after t'he battle of Romani, we ceased to contem-
plate a Syrian rising as essential to our success. On the other
hand, our direct control of and participation in the Sherifian

operations, and our direction of them northwards became more
patent during this phase. Aeroplanes with British pilots, for

which Hxisein £.sked at the beginning of August 1916, were
flying inland from Rabegh in December. In response to
requests from Feisal early in September, and subsequently
from his father, a British brigade was all but embarked for

Rab^h : a project for a British occupation of Akaba was long
and seriously contemplated : and direct liaison with Feisal
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through Colonel T. E. Lawrence resulted in the northern Arab
army being supplied for a northward advance which originally

had been suggested by ourselves. Weensured its success by
naval operations at Wejh: and, once Feisal was established
there, we steadily increased our contribution of British, jBVenchj

and Egyptian personnel, and watched complacently his negotia-
tions for eventual extension of the Revolt to the Syrian borders.

(c) 1917. In the two following phases, which saw the
Sherifian head-quarters movfed ever northwards from Wejh to
Akaba (August 1917) and from Akaba to the neighbourhood of
Maan, where they remained till the summer of 1918, the control
of the Revolt fell more and more into our hands. British and
French officers were advising all the Sherifian leaders ; they
accompanied and directed the raids upon the railway ; they
fought in cars and aeroplanes ; and it was on British advice
that Akaba was seized as a base from which touch with our
Palestine army might be established. There a large camp, was

.formed practically under British control ; thence went inland
detachments of British, British-Indian, and French-Algerian
troops to fill gaps in Feisal’s effectives, officers to serve on his

staff, and British camel-corps to render the railway south of
Maan once for all useless to the Turks. There too, with our full

knowledge, active measures were taken, from October onwards,
to bring Syrian tribes into the field. The area of Sherifian
operations was extended into Trans-Jordcm ; the help of
Sherifian tribes was requested for Allenby’s movements across
the river ; and plans were concerted between his staff and
Feisal’s for co-operation in a decisive thrust towards Damascus.
That these plans were acted upon in the fifth and final pjiase of
the Revolt is known to every one from the dispatches of our own
Commander-in-Chief. Feisal’s force was deputed to deal with
one enemy army, while Allenby dealt with the rest, the Arab
operations up to the Arab occupation of Damascus on the last

day of September being carried out step for step in accord with
a general plan, formed and rendered feasible by ourselves.

(d) 1918. It was not, however, only the commanders of
Allied military and naval forces who committed us to' an
identification of the Sherifian cause with Arab Nationalism in
general. Although the Allied Governments maintained silence
till 1918 about the Tripartite Agreement of 1916, and habitually
ignored in their communications with Husein his pretension to
a determining interest in the future status of more than Hejaz,
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their diplomatic representatives admitted the subject of Syria
into more than one conversation with him, and gave to him
as spokesman of his Nation certain provisional undertakings
about its future and that also of Mesopotamia. Moreover,
before Feisal’s forces had penetrated beyond the Bekaa, we
communicated to certain representative Syrians in Cairo an
assurance that, subject to unspecified interests of France,
Great Britain would recognize ^ab sovereignty in all pl{u;es

liberated by Arab (i.e. Sherifian) arms during the War. These
last words were interpreted by the Arabs to convey a prospective
as well as a retrospective pledge ; and in virtue of them Feisal

would claim in the event both Damascus and Beirut, and take
hardly the refusal which we could and did base on the clause
conditioning om- promise as a whole.

6. British commitments to Husein and Feisal. In general
terms, the import of this condition was known by this time to
both Feisal and his father : for the Turks had taken care to
pass on what they had learned in the previous autumn from the^

Russian revelation of the Agreement of 1916. The Arab leaders’

were aware also of the other limitation of ultimate freedom of

action in Syria, to which Great Britain and her Allies had
committed themselves by the Balfour Declaration of the
2nd November 1917, although it cannot be said that Husein
imder stood its precise import.^ The subject of Palestine

was not raised specifically with -or by him until he was already
aware of both the Secret Agreement and the Balfour Declara-
tion —̂that is, not before the end of 1917. Palestine had been
claimed implicitly for the Arab Nation by his original mani-
festos in the autumn of 1915 ; and when in our final reply
we hatf reserved districts west of Damascus in particular and
also others in general, in which the French might prefer special

interests, he may, or may not, have thought that Palestine
was in our mind —̂if indeed it was so. Certainly he never
withdrew his claim. But equally certainly he had foreseen
throughout that his Christian AlUes would stipulate for some
exceptional treatment of that part of the Arab area ; and when
the Balfom- Declaration was communicated to him ofiicially,

in January 1918, he took it philosophically, contenting himself
with an expression of goodwill towards a kindred Semitic
race, which he understood (as his phrase made clear) was to

lodge in a house owned by Arabs.
^ That Palestine should be ^ a national home for the Jews ’

; v. infra

pp. 187-38.
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7. Position at the Armistice, Mth October 1918. When
the Allied warfare ceased everjrwhere in the Arab area

—

not till three months after the general Armistice so far as

Hejaz and Yemen were concerned —̂the position was this.

The Turks had been evacuated from all districts (excej)t

Yemen, where some soldiers and civilians had transferred their
allegiance, temporarily or permanently, to the Arab ruler).

. Of the princes who had ever admitted any sort of vassalage to
the Porte, all were enjoying independence de facto and assured
sovereignty. Three of the four, who had co-operated really or
nominally in our war, namely Idrisi, the Sheikh of Koweit, and
Ibn Saud, were severally in treaty relations with us, though all

were not in accord with all. The last named, whose original pact
with Great Britain had been expanded into an offensive and
defensive alliance, was augmented in status by our recognition
of a new title, Sultan, which we supported, under certain
conditions, with a subsidy. . Idrisi, who had yielded all north

. of Hali Point, with a bad grace, to King Husein, was compen-
, sating himself with expansion into the YemenTihamah. The

fourth prince, Husein himself, was bound to us by no express
Treaty ; but he had entered into possession of the independent
Emirate, which we had undertaken to recognize and to guaran-
tee, up to boundaries beyond any within which his prede-
cessors for many generations had exercised effective control.

If, by the strict letter of International Law, all these sovereign-
ties had to await confirmation by the Treaty of Peace, their

validity in the future, as in the present, was not doubtful.
Not so assured, however, was the status of the Asiatic Arabs
outside the Peninsula. Their territories (except the peijennially

independent deserts) were being held in suspense under alien,

if benevolent, military occupation. No Arab sovereignty was
recognized yet in any part of the extra-peninsular Arab area

;

but provisionally, native civil administration was being suffered

in inland Syria and Trans-Jordania. That this status of a part
was no more than an instalment of what had been provided for
all the Arab lands by the Secret Agreement of 1916 seemed to
Arabs to lessen its worth as a recognition of their own share in
the work of liberation. If so much was to have been done
in the dry tree, what should be done in the green ? To ask in
effect this question Feisal went to Paris.^

^ V. infra pp. 186-87 sqq,

;

and R. S. Baker, op, cit, 1, 75-6.
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THE NEARAND MIDDLE EAST

PART in

EMERGENCEOF ARABNATIONALISM

B. SYRIA ANDPALESTINE

1. Syria since the Armistice of Mudros, 30th October 1918

1. Boundaries of Syria. Syria, like Macedonia or Albania,

was before the War a term of loose application. It usually

included Palestine and some territory east of Jordan. But
since the War, more particularly, since the Paris Peace Con-
ference, the name Syria has acquired a more exact political ,

meaning. Palestine, with Trans-Jordan or the territory east

of Jordan, has become a mandated dependency of the British

Elmpire, \rith a definite northern frontier. The western frontier

of Iraq —another mandated British dependency —̂is also

definite. So, too, is the southern frontier of Turkey. Syria

at the present time, therefore, is the portion of Asiatic Turkey
which has been placed under mandate to France, and is bordered
by the Mediterranean, by Palestine, by Trans-Jordan, by Iraq^

and by the new Turkey.
Such are the boundaries of modem political Syria. But

in the present Chapter we shall, when necessary, refer to
events cmd movements in the wider geographical and liistorical

Syria covered by the name before the War.
2. Agreements affecting Syria. The history of Syria since the

Armistice of Mudros (fiOth October 1918) is mainly a story

of disappointed aspirations —of nationalist and racial ambitions
circumscribed and repressed, though not entirely thwarted,
by a secret agreement concluded between three of the Entente
Powers as an unavoidable exigency of the War.

The provisions of this undertaking (the so-called Sykes-
Picot Agreement of the 16th May 1916) ^ were adopted by the

^ V. Chap. I, Part I, A. f 6, 7 ; pp. 18-19 ; for negotiations with the Sherif,
V. Part III, A, § 8. pp. 128-27, 182.
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Paris Peace Conference as forming a predetermined basis for

the settlement of the regions to which the undertaking applied.

But Syrian history of the period has also been influenced

by two other undertakings, or pacts. The first is that com-
prised in the somewhat loose series of promises given by Great
Britain to the Sherif of Mecca in 1915. By itself it would have
been entirely favourable to the realization of Syrian and Arab
aspirations; but in combination with the subsequent Sykes-
Picot Agreement the Arab prospects created by British promises
were, to say the least, greatly confused and diminished. Tlie

other undertaking is the much better known Balfour Declara-
tion of the 2nd November 1917, whereby the British Government
declared their policy of creating in Palestine a National Home
for the Jews. In spirit^ if not in form, this Declaration lecorded
an understanding between the Entente Powers and world
Jewry, and was an acknowledgment of support given or to
be given by Jewry to the Allied cause. These various agree-

iments and understandings broadly represent the degree in

which Syria and the remainder of the Arab regions were in-

extricably involved in vital Allied interests —̂interests, let it

be said, whose origins and existence date from a time far earlier

than the outbreak of the War. Each agreement was a wai'-

measure, called into being not merely, nor even chiefly, for the
protection of the interests of individual Allies, but still more
for the general purpose of securing Allied victory. Each has
been dealt with elsewhere.^ Suflice to say that but for them,
but, indeed, for the Sykes-Picot Agreement alone, the whole
course of recent Syrian history would have been entirely

flifferent.
^

3. French and British -policy in Syria. The history of

Syria during the period assigned to this Chapter begins with
the Armistice of Mudros, when the whole country was in

effective occupation of a British Army which had swept it free

of Turco-German forces in one great campaign. Even the
success of this campaign, a success of momentous advantage
to the Allied cause, contributed to Allied difficulties in the
ultimate settlement of Syrian questions. The same French
sentiments, susceptibilities, and ambitions, which the Sykes-
Picot Agreement had been designed to soothe or to satisfy,

were grievously wounded by the fact that rhe conquest of
' V. pp. 18-18.
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Syria was made by British arms. A French detachment,
flattered by the courtesy title of a division, and a yet smaller

Italian detachment, had displayed their respective flags under
Lord Allenby’s command. But nothing, certainly not the pre-

tentious telegrams which appeared at the time in the French
press, that the French ‘ Division ’ had taken Beirut, could
dilute the plain truth that in the brilliant conquest of Syria
France had taken an insignificant part. From the inhabitants *

of Syria, least of all, co^d this lact, so injimous to French
prestige, be hidden.

French public opinion deluded itself with the fond notion
that the majority of the inhabitants of Syria regarded France
with love, and longed for French protection. The truth was that,

apart from a number of wealthy Syrian ’families whose cultural

home was Paris, the greater proportion of the mixed population
of Syria distrusted and disliked both France and the French.
They might be divided, as indeed they were, in the form of

their political aspirations. . For some favoured complete Syrian,

independence, some independence as part of an Arab Con- •

federation, and many others pinned their hopes on a period of

benevolent protection by Great Britain. And even among
those who rejected foreign control, the majority, at least,

turned towards Great Britain for sympathetic support and
protection rather than towards France, for reasons that it is

needless to analyse, or to emphasize. Sufiice to attribute this

preference to the personal knowledge of the Syrian people that

a great and victorious British army had just passed through
their country as deliverers, and to the successful Arab move-
ment ip the Hejaz for independence which had been fostered

by British promises to the Sherif of Mecca (now King Husein
of the Hejaz), and .made possible by generous British support
in gold, arms, munitions, and food extended to their Arab
Allies.

4. Relations wUh the Sherif of Mecca. The manner in

which this Arab movement was brought into close relationship

with the movement for Syrian independence calls for a few
words at this point.

In moving their troops northward to the head of the
Gulf of Akaba, in July 1917, and thence towards Syria,

King Husein of the Hejaz and his son, the Emir Feisal,

were actuated by a dear and definite policy. Their ultimate
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aim was the creation of an Arab Empire extending from

the Red Sea to Persia and from the Yemen to the Mediter-

ranean. But this grandiose scheme, as they knew well,

could not be realized, if at all, for many years. It must, at

best, be preceded by an intermediate stage, which, they

believed, might be within their power to attain at the con-

clusion of the War. Their immediate aim, therefore, was to

, secure the establishment of independent Arab States covering

the Arab regions which had* been, or still were, under Tmldsh
rule, and to imite these states in a Confederacy under King
Husein as Suzerain, or perhaps as Sultan.

The Hejaz was already an independent sovereign state.

Great Britain was pledged by her undertakings to the Stierif

of Mecca to “ recogirize and support ’ Arab independence

within certain areas which included the greater part of Syria.

British operations against Palestine and Syria, therefore,

indicated plainly what the next step in the Arab scheme should

,be. From Akaba, onwards, the Arab army under the Emir
Feisal was to cover the right flank of the British advance
towards Syria. 'Rie Arab leaders sought at this stage to found

in Syria another independent state, to be ruled by the Emir
Feisal, a state that should include Damascus as capital and
be. by population, wealth, and influence, the key State of the

future Arab Confederation. With Feisal and his troops actually

in Syria the Sherifian leaders hoped to realize this vital part

of their ambitions. They knew of French designs on Syria,

of French hostility towards this aspect of Arab nationeilism,

and they may have suspected the existence of the Sykes-Picot

Agreement. But they hoped, at the conclusion of the yfax, to

present France Avith the accomplished fact of a Syrian Arab
State sufficiently consolidated and strong to render the execu-

tion of French designs diflicult and unprofitable, if not altogether

impracticable.

The terms of the Sykes-Picot Agreement were revealed to

the King of the Hejaz by the Turkish enemy as the result of

BolshcAuk disclosures at the end of 1917. The Arab leaders

were startled by the revelation ; but their behef in the good

faith of Great Britain wast strong, and the discovery did

not affect thdr loyal co-operation with their British Ally.

They became the more anxious, however, to obtain an actual

footing in Syria, where they still hoped to defeat French aims
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and prevent execution of the terms of the Agreement. Thej
hoped, too, that Great Britain and France would fall out, and
that, at worst, the Agreement would be revised.^

5. Opinion in Syria. But in Syria itself the execution of

the Arab scheme was faced by difficulties. Various committees
for securing Syrian independence existed and the aims of

these did not altogether coincide with the aims of the Shermans.
Many Syrian leaders, in fact, were opposed to the idea of .

Arab domination. Educated Syrians regarded Arabs of the
Hejaz as uncivilized tribesmen compared with themselves,
and Sherifian rule as a danger to be resisted, even though the
Emir Feisal himself was well known in Syria, where, before

the War, he had many friends.

Among the Syrian population of Christians and Moslems
the Christian element was almost negligible in political influence.

The Moslems comprised two broad classes —the intelligentda,

and the remainder. The intelligentsia were lax in the profession

and practise of their Faith, cosmopolitan in their interests,,

and filled with western political theories. As they controlled

the press and were the writers in it, their views, as far as caution
permitted, found general expression. From this class chiefly

were drawn those whq, by means of various committees,
agitated for Syrian independence. But though active in

political agitation and intrigue they displayed little readiness to
incur danger or sacrifice in support of their views. They were
most active in the safety of Cairo, Paris, Rome, and NewYork.
They were industrious and vehement in prompting ; but they
looked to others to free them from the Turk —̂to England, to
France^ and, upon Syrian terms, to the Sherifian Arabs.

The remainder of the Syrian population were Arabic-
speaking Moslems, ignorant, no doubt, but a people to whom
their Faith meant something. They had decided leanings

towards Pan-Arabism, some, even, towmds Pan-Islamism. It

was upon obtaining the support of this class, the largest

element in the population, that the Sherifian leaders mainly
depended for success.

6. Feistd in Damascus, October 1918. In this situation the
Emir Feisal played his cards well. Before the British and Arab
advance reached Damascus he had obtained the secret support
of various Syrian committees. And his official entry into

^ V. also Part III, A, §§ 5-6, pp. 28-82 ; and also pp-. 131-83.
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the ancient Syrian capital, on the 3rd October 1918, was
exceedingly calculated to impress the population and rally

it to his side. After severe fighting, which had ceaused outside
Damascus only two days earlier, he entered at a gallop, at
the head of 1,500 Arab cavalry shouting and firing as they
went —he entered, in fact, as previous Arab Emirs of history
had done, only that he came as a deliverer, at the head of

(Arab troops. After this dramatic introduction, and having
first obtained Lord Allenby’^ sanction, he had the Arab flag

hoisted over the city ; his next important step was to nominate
one of his Syrian Arab supporters, Ali Pasha Riza el Rikabi,
a.*! Militery Governor. These two highly significant acts were
thus officially explained in the House of Commons on the
31st October. Lord Robert Cecil

:

‘ General Allenby was authorized on 1st October to allow the
Arab flag to be hoisted at Damascus, and this has presumably been
done. In accordance with the laws and usages of war the occupied
enemy territory is under military administration. The Military
Governor of Damascus, Ali Pasha Riza el Rikabi, is responsible to

• Lord Allenby.’

On the 7th October the Emir Feisal issued a proclamation
to the Syrian people in which he announced, in the name of

his father. Ring Husein, that an independent government,
for the whole of Syria, had been formed at Damascus. The
proclamation also stated that Ali Pasha Riza el Rikabi had
bben appointed Arab Commander-in-Chief ; that the Syrian
people must prove by their acts that they were worthy of

independence ; and that the new Government had its founda-
tion equally in all Arabic-speaking peoples, whatever their

race or faith.

Installed thus at Damascus under the Arab flag, and with
a provisional Government professing to represent an indepen-
dent Syria, the Emir Feisal ingratiated himself with the people,

Christian as well as Moslem, and diminished opposition to his

rule by adopting Syrians as his advisers and appointing them
to places in the administration he was forming. He even
obtained suitable Syrians from outside the boundaries of
Syria. Educated Syrians found him, too, a figure and personality
that disarmed their general prejudice against an Arab Prince
from the less civilized interior becoming then ruler. His aim
was to revive the ancient Emirate of Damascus ; and in pur.suit
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of this purpose, satisfactory to S3uian Moslems and harmonizing
lYell enough with King Husein’s project of a Confederation of

Arab States, the Syrian and Sherificm movements for indepen*
dence virtually joined forces. So far the Sherifian scheme for

Syria had gone well.

With the Emir established thus the British and French
Governments concluded a convention on the SOth October,
regulating the administration of the country during the British.,

military occupation. Broadly, it 'provided for French adminis-
tration being set up in certain areas, but under the control

of Lord Allenby.
At this stage active hostilities between the Allies and Turks

were ended by the Armistice of Mudros (30th October 1918).

It found British troops in occupation bf Syria and Palestine

;

and the Emir Feisal endeavouring to strengthen and con-

solidate his position, but anxious to avoid giving unnecessary
cause of offence to the French y for with initial success had
come a more accurate perception of the difficulties before

him. He and his father still hoped, however, to prevent the,
French obtaining a definite footing in Syria.

7. The Franco-BrUish Declaration, 7th November 1918.
Syrian history now becomes for a time the story of a triangular

stru^le of conflicting interests. The story of the Emir Feisal’s

efforts to realize his ambitions; of French hostility to the
Sherifian movement in Syria, and, later, to the Emir himself

;

and of British endeavours to honour the undertakings given
to the Arabs and the French. The struggle was carried on
not only in Syria, but at the Peace Conference as well, when
that assembly began to take up Eastern problems. Bearing
upon the struggle may be noted a dawning British recognition

of the fact that, under the Sykes-Picot Agreement, the con-

quest of Palestine and Syria had been little more than a
vicarious sacrifice by Great Britain. Complete execution of the

Agreement was impracticable owing to the course of events,

and some other arrangement was reqiiired. And the more so

that the French showed every sign of exacting to the letter

the rights conterred upon them by the agreement.
On the 7 th November 1918, an important Joint Declaration

by Great Britain and France, regarding British and French war
aitns in the East was issued to the press. Its vital passages are

:

‘ The object aimed at by hYance and Great Britain in prosecuting
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in the East the war let loose by German ambition is the complete and
definite emancipation of the peoples so long oppressed by the Turks,
and the establishment of National Governments and administrations
deriving their authority from the initiative and free choice of the
indigenous populations.

‘ In order to carry out these intentions France and Great Britain
are at one in encouraging and assisting the establishment of indigenous
Governments and administrations in Syria and Mesopotamia, now
liberated by the Allies, and in territories the liberation of which they

• are engaged in securing, and in recognizing these as soon as they are
actually established. Far from •wishing to impose on the populations
of these regions any particular institutions, they are only concerned to
ensure by their support and by adequate assistance the regular working
of Governments and administrations freely chosen by the populations
themselves. . . . Such is the policy which the two Allied Governments
uphold in the liberated territories.’

This Declaration had a great influence upon Eastern
opinion, not only in Syria, but in Arabia, Egypt, Mesopotamia,
and Palestine. Among Syrians and Arabs it was regarded,
rightly or wrongly, as superseding or at least qualifying, the

•provisions of the Sykes-Picot Agreement. It is evident that
• nothing in the verbal form of the Declaration was inconsistent

with a strict adherence by the Allies to the terms of that
Agreement. But the spirit, apparently, was quite different.

The promise that the native populations should exercise the
right of self-determination regarding the form of National
(lovemment under which they should live was thought con-
clusive. Indeed, it convinced the people that they were to
have a free choice in wider questions than, perhaps, the
Declaration ever intended, and fanned the spirit of nationeilism

in the Arab countries. After the armistice on the Western
front Syrian expectation turned towards the approaching
Peace Conference. In the meantime the British Government
were taking steps to obtain a revision pf the Sykes-Picot
Agreement.

During December 1918, M. Clemenceau came to London
and endeavoured to persuade Mr. Lloyd George to recognize

the Agreement anew. Mr. Lloyd George is credited with having
replied that as to Cilicia and Syria he saw no difficulty, but
that he desired the Agreement amended with regard to the Mosul
Vilayet and Palestine. He asked that Mosul should be included
in the British sphere of influence. He also asked for Palestine

—

the Balfour Declaration, it may be noted, was issued by the
British Government on the 2nd November 1917.
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After his return to Paris M. Clemenceau consented to the
surrender of the Mosul Vilayet. He admitted, too, that the
French Government wished to escape the expense of administer-
ing Palestine, though they would have preferred to see that
area under international control.^

On the 30th January 1919, the question of still further
revising the Sykes-Picot Agreement seems to have been dis-

cussed at an interview in Paris between Mr. Lloyd George and

,

Sir M. Hankey, and M. Clemenceau and M. Pichon. At this

meeting, and subsequently —so the French allege —̂Mr. Lloyd
George put forward proposals for further great reductions of

the area to be assigned to France. The French Government,
however, regarded these proposals as absolutely inacceptable,

and quite incapable of being defended in the French Chamber.
8. Feisal in Europe. British advice to the Emir Feisal

to come to terms with the French had not been wanting so

far. But in furtherance of their desire to bring about a settle-

ment acceptable alike to the Arabs and French, the British,

Government now invited the Emir to visit London as their ,

guest, for further consultation before the Peace Conference
should assemble. He came, in fact, as the representative of

his father, the King of the Hejaz. A British cruiser brought
him to Marseilles, where he landed on the 26th November,
and he then proceeded to Paris as the guest of France. He
called on President Poincare on the 6th December, and sub-

sequently was shown over the French front, and treated with
the honour due to the representative of an ally of France.

Emir Feisal arrived in England on the 10th December 1918,
and two days later was received and decorated by the King
with the Chain of the Royal Victorian Order. His stay in

England was marked by a display of great cordiality and good-
will which left him in no doubt of the sincere desire of the
Government, as well as of the whole country, to do what, was
possible in furtherance of legitimate Arab and Syrian aspira-

tions. At the same time it was made clear to him that Great
Britain had no intention of falling out with France on Syrian
questions, ana he was advised to accept French control in

Syria. This advice appears to have convinced him of its

sincerity, though not of its soundness; at least it corrected

his views as to the realities of the Syrian situation. He was,

* u. also Part III, C, § 4. pp. 181-82, . .
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however, tied by the instructions of King Husein and by
the large and growing expectations of Syrian opinion, which
became more and more opposed to any division of the country.

It remained for him now to lay the Arab claims before the
Peace Conference and await its decision.

Meanwhile the Emir’s visit to Paris and London had
inevitably given fresh impulse in France to discussion on the
future of Syria, and to reiterated assertion of the inalienable

rights of IVance in that country. At this time the Central
Syrian Committee of Independence, a body hostile to the
Sherifian movement, and formed to subserve French aims,
addressed a letter to M. Clemenceau drawing his attention to
the necessity of maintaining Syrian unity. In his rf’piy,

written while the Emir Feisal was still in Paris, the 1‘Vench

President of the Council did not commit himself to more than
reassuring generalities, behind which appeared, however, the
resolve of the French Government to maintain the rights

acquired under the Sykes-Picot Agreement. He stated that the
French Government were determined to ensure that Syria
should work out her own evolution to a peaceful civilization

;

and that, at the approaching Peace Conference, they would
defend the interests of the Syrian nation to the utmost in

discussion with the Allies.

9. French -policy declared, 29th December 1918. Speaking
in the French Chamber on the 29th December, M. Pichon put
the views of the Government more plainly. French rights in

Syria, the Lebanon and Cilicia, he said, were based upon
historic ti'adition, upon agreements and contracts, and upon
the aspirations of the inhabitants. Referring to the Franco-
British agreements affecting these regions he declared that
Prance admitted the complete freedom of the Peace Con-
ference. and its right .to give the agreements their proper
conclusion ; but that these agreements were binding both upon
England and France, and that, as between Great Britain and
France, the rights recognized in them had already been
acquired.

In shaping their Syrian policy at this time the French
Government could not ignore the strong hold which the Emir
Feisal and the Sherifian movement had already secured among
the Syrian population. In a sense the Emir was in possession
in Syria, and was supported in his claims by a majority of



lU EMERGENCEOF ARABNATIONALISM

the people. It became, therefore, the aim of French policy

to use the Emir, if possible, as the means of securing peaceful

Syrian acc^^uiescence in the control of the country by France.
10. Feisdl and the Arab Delegation at Paris, 1919. The

Emir returned to Paris, from England on the 7th Janueiry

1919, in order to attend the Peace Conference which was to
assemble on the 18th January. On the 4th February a French
army order annoimced that he had received the Croix de^

Guerre with Palms, and summarized his exploits as Commander'
of the Hejaz Army.

As already remarked, the Emir had learned much during
his visit to London and Paris. He had at last recognized that,

in the relationship existing between Great Britain and France,
there was no prospect of Great Britain seeking or accepting the
Mandate for Syria. But Arab opposition to France, and to

the control of Arab territory by more than one foreign Power,
was in no way diminished by this^ discovery. As an alternative

to Great Britain the Sherifian leaders now appear to have
turned towards America. Before the Conference met the^
Emir had, in fact, said privately that he proposed to submit

*

to it a project for a Confederation of Arab States, free of

Turkish domination, and placed under the guidance and pro-

tection of the United States.

On the 6th February, the Emir, accompanied by Colonel

T. E. Lawrence, stated the Arab case to the Conference —̂to

the President of the United States, and the Prime Ministers

and other representatives of the Allied and Associated Powers
and Japan.

The views of the Arab Delegation were well enough known
in advance. They were that the Arab-speaking regions, in-

cluding Syria, Mesopotamia, Jezireh, Nejd, and the Yemen

—

the Hejaz was already independent —should be given their

individual independence imder an Arab suzerain, and the whole
placed imder a single mandatory. In the course of time it

was hoped that the Confederation so established would be able

to stand alone. With these as their hopes the Arab Delegation
were opposed to the division of Arab territory into spheres of

influence assigned to different foreign Powers.
But in placing the Arab case before the Conference the

Emir and his adviso's do not seem to have thought it politic

to be quite so explicit. The Emir, who asked for no extension
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of his father’s territories, confined himself to pleading for the
independence of ail the Arab countries, and uigingthat together

they formed a racial and economic unit. He does not appear
to have referred to the question of what Power or Powers
should be given control. It is said that he asked for an inter*

national Commission of Inquiry on the subject.

11. The Franco- Briiiah dieptUe ooer Syria, February —March

^
1919. The Conference took up Syrian and Arab questions
again on the 13th February by hearing the views of the Central
Syrian Committee, and of Dr. Howard Bliss —̂himself bom in
Syria —̂well known as President of the American College at
Beirut. The Syrian Committee represented the French interest,

and the views they expressed were strongly hostile to the aims
of the Emir Feisal and the Sherifians as far as thcc>e aims
affected Syria. Dr. Bliss, on the other hand, supported the
proposal for investigation by an International Commission.

Meanwhile a struggle was going on within the Conference
^itself upon Syrian and Arab matters, a struggle between Great
'Britain and France represented by Mr. IJoyd George and
M. Clemenceau. Mr. Lloyd George held that subsequent
developments had rendered the Sykes-Picot Agreement of 1916
impracticable and largely inoperative, and that radical re-

vision was necessary. As we have seen, he had already secured
M. Clemenceau’s consent to important modifications as to the
Mosul region and Palestine. But these changes had left Syrian
questions untouched, and it was in S}Tia that the present
difficulties had arisen regarding Arab independence and the
claims of France. In Mr. Lloyd George’s view still further

modification of the Agreement was needed —̂a need, he claimed,
recognized by the Allies, in the latest expression of their

Eastern policy embodied in the Anglo-French Declaration of

the 7th November 1918, which had, in effect, already abandoned
the instrument of 1916. M. Clemenceau, however, stood out
stiffly for the complete and unchanged validity of the Agree-
ment as between Great Britain and France.

In following the decisions of the Conference it has now
become possible to refer to the secret minutes ^ of a meeting
of the Supreme Council, held in Paris on the 20th March 1919.

M. Pichon began by outlining the Sykes-Picot Agreement,

* Given in Woodrow Wilson and World Settlemmt, Vol. Ill, pp. 1-19, by
R. S. Baker. Heinemann, 1922.
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the French view of the situation created by it, and the sub*
se(juent negotiations between the Governments of Great
Britain and France for amendment of the Agreement. He
stated that what France asked for now was (1) that the whole
Syrian r^on should be treated as a unit, and (2) that, as the
mandatory system had been adopted since the Agreement was
signed, France should become the mandatory of the League
of Nations in this region.

In reply Mr. Lloyd George stated that if the Conference
asked Great Britain to take the mandate for Syria, Great
Britain would refuse. The British Government had definitely

so decided because otherwise it would be said in France that
they had created disturbances in Syria in order to keep the
French out. The question of the extent to which Great Britain

cmd France were concerned in these r^ons had been cleared

up during the interview at which he had asked M. Clemenceau
for Mosul and the adjacent territory and Palestine.^ There
was no question between Great Britain and France regarding
Syria.

Mr. Lloyd George then recalled that the whole burden of

the Syrian campaign had fallen upon Great Britain. The
British Elmpire, including India, had maintained in the Near
East 900,000 to 1,000,000 men. Their casualties had exceeded
125,000. The cost of the campaign to the British people had
run to many hundred millions .of pounds. The French troops
taking part in the war in Syria had been so few as to make
no difference. Sometimes they had been useful, but not on
all occasions. During 1917 and onwards the heaviest casualties

in France were those incurred by the British. He referred to
this fa^ in order to show that the reason Great Britain had
made such efforts in Palestine was not because she had not
borne her part in Frsmce.

Passing to the territorial aspect of present French claims in

S3nia Mr. Lloyd George pointed out that M. Pichon had omitted
one impoiiant fact in the statement just made. He had not
explained that the coastal zone of Syria, assigned to France
by the Sykes-Picot Agreement as an area in which France
might establish direct or indirect administration as she thought
fit, did not include the cities of Damascus, Homs, Hama, and
Aleppo. Those dries lay within the zone of French influence

» See pp. 141-2, 181-2.
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in which area France, under the Agreement, was ^prepared
to recognize and uphold an independent Arab State or Con*
federation of Arab States . . . under the Suzerainty of an
Arab Chief Was France, Mr. Lloyd George asked, prepared
to accept that ?

This, however, was not a question between Great Britain
and France, Mi*. Lloyd George continued, but a question

.between France and an agreement which Great Britain had
signed with King Husein of the Hejaz.

M. Pichon here remarked that all he asked was that, if

the League of Nations gave a mandate over these territories,

France should have that part set aside for her.

Mr. Lloyd George said that could not be done. The T..:ague

of Nations could not 'be used for setting aside the British

bargain with King Husein. He asked whether M. Pichon
intended to occupy Damascus with French troops. If he did
it would clearly be a violation of the treaty with the Arabs.

, M. Pichon replied that France had no convention with

,
King Husein.

Mr. Lloyd George then quoted extracts from the letter of

the 24th October 1914, sent by Sir H. McMalion (at the time
British High Commissioner in Egypt) to the Sherif of Mecca.
These extracts (reproduced in the minutes of the meeting)
showed that the only strictly Syrian area excluded from the
territory over which Great Britain undertook to recognize and
sifpport Arab independence was the narrow portion of Syria
lying west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama, and
Aleppo.

Continuing, Mr. Lloyd George said that it was on th* basis
of this letter that the Sherif of Mecca had put all his resources
into the field and helped most materially to win the victory.

France had for practical purposes accepted the British under-
taking to the Sherif of Mecca in signing the 1916 Agreement.
This had not been done by M. Pichon, but by his predecessors.
He was bound to say that, if the British Government now
agreed that Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo should be
included in the sphere of direct French influence, they would
be breaking faith with the Arabs, and that contingency they
coxild not face.

At a later point M. Pichon asked how France could be
bound by an agreement the very existence of which was
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unknown to her when the 1916 Agreement was signed.^ She had
imdertaken to uphold ‘ an independent Arab State, or Con*
federation of Arab States but not the King of the Hejaz.

At this stage President Wilson pointed out that Russia
had been one of the parties to the 1916 Agreement, but had
now disappeared, and the partnership of interest had therefore

been dissolved. However, the only question from the American
point of view was as to whether France would be agreeable,

to the Syrians. It might not be his business ; but, if the
question was made his business by being brought before the
Conference, the only way to deal with it would be to discover

the desires of the population of these regions.

12. Wilson’s Commission of Inquiry. President Wilson,

in effect, proposed that a Commission' of Inquiry, composed
of an eqiial munber of French, British, Italian, and American
representatives, should be sent to Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia,
and Armenia. This Commission was to have complete freedom
to teU facts as they found them. Finally, the meeting accepted,

the Commission, and President Wilson, at Mr. Lloyd George’s •

request, undertook to draft its Terms of Reference.
For unity of narrative the history of the Commission had

better be completed now. Investigation on the spot by an
international body was violently opposed in France and by
the Syrian Committee. The French Government, indeed,

conscious that the result of such an inquiry would be against
their Syrian claims, used every effort to prevent the investiga-

tion. By the third week in May the Commission had not yet
been constituted. British and American representatives had
been pominated, but M. Clemenceau still hesitated. The
French Government finally abandoned the project and the
British Government felt it impossible, in the circumstances,
for them to do otherwise than withdraw also.

President Wilson, however, was resolved to have an inquiry,

and at the end of May dispatched an American Commission,
of which Mr. H. C. King and Mr. C. R. Crane were the leading
members. At the end of July the Commissioners had completed
their investigations in Syria and Palestine. Their report

—

subsequently famous as the King-Crane Report —was sup-

^ It was subsequently admitted that the French Government of the
time had been aware of the terms of the British undertaking to the Sherif
of Mecca, v. also § 18 , p. 62 .
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pressed, perhaps as being too plain spoken and likely to
embarrass both the American Government and the Peace
Conference if published. However, the general purport of their

findings soon became known, official secrecy notwithstanding.
Their survey, the report stated, had established that a large
majority of the Syrian population desired absolute and un>
qualified independence ; that failing such independence America

» would be prefen-ed as the Mandatory Power, and, failing

America, Great Britain ; but that strong opposition to control
by France had been revealed. The report showed, further,

that general agreement existed in fayour of Palestine and
Syria being placed under the same mandatory. It may be
remarked here, without attempting explanation, that on the
points just mentioned' the report was probably in close ac-

cordance with truth. This American inquiry produced no
practical results, for before the return of the Commission to
Paris the more important treaties had been signed, and President

•Wilson had left for home.
• 13. Further dispuies. With Syrian matters before the

Conference standing in abeyance, the Emir Feisal left France
in the middle of April 1919, visited the Pope at Rome, and
embarked at Taranto for the East on a French battleship the
dav following.

Towards the close of the Emir’s stay in Paris Mr. Lloyd
George had strongly urged him to come to agreement with
M. Clemenceau. An interview resulted, at which, it is said,

the Emir gave the French President of the Council a verbal
promise to the effect that co-operation between the Arabs
and French would be possible on the basis of Arab independence
being established. Indeed, French and Syrian reports credited

him with having actually completed an agreement with
M. Clemenceau ; and immediately after his return to Syria
his public utterances were regarded in France as being ad-
mirably correct.

But his apparent complacency towards France was not
long-lived. Differences between Arab and French aims were
too wide and deep to be removed by a desire for peaceful
settlement on the part of the leaders. When the Emir arrived
in Syria from Paris, in April, he found guerilla warfare of

a kind already in progress between the Arabs and French in

those coastal districts of Syria to which the British had admitted
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French troops and French administration under Lord Allenby’s

control. The Emir could not prevent these disturbances —̂he

would have been equally powerless had his own position been
much more secure than it was. About the middle of May he
addressed an informal meeting of Syrian Notables, assembled
at Damascus, and explained what he had endeavoured to do
in Paris, what he had asked of the Peace Conference. He had
asked for the complete independence of the whole Arab nation, •

from Egypt to Persia; but, recognizing geographical facts

and the difficulties imposed by lack of ready means of inter-

communication, he had also asked that each geographical

subdivision of the Ar|b region should have a separate and
independent government. He desired the Notables to say
whether or not they approved and would support him. Almost
imanimously those present, including chiefs and leaders of the
Lebanon, the Hauran, and Trans- Jordan, as well as of the
more narrow Syria, expressed their approval and pledged their

assistance. The Emir then undertook to convoke a Syrian.

Assembly.
Feisal recognized now that for him there was a choice of

alternatives —either whole-hearted support of the Arab cause
against French pretensions, or loss of his position as Arab
leader and prospective sovereign of a Syrian Arab State. From
this point onwards he seems to have thrown in his lot definitely

with the anti-French party, and to have felt that the chief

hope of preserving Syria from French control lay in the strength,

of the armed resistance the Arabs could offer. Out of deference

to French susceptibilities the British authorities subsequently
refuse^ to allow the meeting of the promised Assembly. The
Emir, however, endeavoured to enlist,, arm and equip a Syrian
army, and at least succeeded in obtaining many volunteers
for the force.

Doubtless the outlook of the Arab leaders was affected by
knowledge of the growing tension which, at this time, existed

between the Goveriunents of Great Britain and BVance regard-

ing Syria. With no ill will on the British part, indeed, not-

withstanding many proofs of British disinterestedness, French
anxiety as to recognition of the claims of France, as to the
ultimate realization of French ambitions in Syria, had greatly

increased since the Peace Conference assembled. French
public opinion, turned always with passionate regard towards
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Syria, saw in the continued British occupation only a sinister

agency —an agency which alone prevented the immediate
transformation of a romantic national dream into actuality

most happy and desirable. British promises to the Arabs,
Arab assistance to the Allies, the wishes of the Arab population,

even the British conquest of Syria, all were conveniently put
aside whenever France approached Syrian questions, llie

• British Government, as has been seen, had declared unequi-
vocally that Great Britain would not accept the Mandate for

S3?ria, even if offered her. Their great interest in Syria at

tMs time lay in securing that British undertakings to the
Sherif of Mecca and the Arabs should bc^ubstantiaily honoured

;

thrir great difficulty that the Syrian policy of France conflicted

with the execution of these undertakings. But British anxiety
on this score was regarded by the French as mere subterfuge

to eliminate France from Syria. British officers and officials

in the Near East were openly charged with influencing the
. native population against France ; with throwing obstacles

• in the way of French officials ; with revealing the calculated

purpose of making a French occupation of Syria impossible.

The prolonged delay in concluding peace with Turkey also

added greatly to Allied difficulties, for Turkish and Syrian
questions were closely interwoven. It is scarcely remarkable
that, amid such Allied differences and confusion, the Arab
leaders pursued an anti-French policy, or that they regarded
possession of an effective army as the one argument which
would secure the final settlement of Syrian questions in

accordance with Arab desires.

14. Provmonal Framo-BrUish Agreement, Septembfr 1919.
At the end of May or beginning of June the Emir Feisal seems
to have received information from the Amb representative

who had remained at the Peace Conference that the with-

drawal of the British garrison in Syria was contemplated. At
about the same time he learned that the proposed inter- Allied

Conunission of Inquiry regarding the Syrian Mandate had
fallen through. Hitherto the Arab leaders had hoped that, in

spite of British statements to the contrary. Great Britain might,
after all, accept the Mandate for Syria. The news r^arding
the proposed withdrawal of British troops, and the abandon-
ment of the Commission of Inquiry, appears to have convinced
the Emir and his supporters that the British Government,



162 EMERGENCEOF ARABNATIONALISM

as far as they were concerned, had def^tely resigned Syria

to France. Arab hopes now turned more than ever towards
the United States, especially as the American Commission
had come out and b^un its investigations.

Matters drifted on thus until the middle of September 1919.

Early in the month Mr. Lloyd George and M. Clemenceau
reached a provisional agreement upon Syrian questions, and the
arrangement was approved by the Supreme Council. In out-

line it provided that, until the Treaty of Peace with Turkey
was concluded, French troops should replace British garrisons

in Syria, and that, thenceforward. Great Britain would have
no responsibilities there. But it also provided that the area
reserved by the Sykes-Picot Agreement for an independent
Arab State, in other words, the area ea^ of, and including the
cities of Damascus, Hama, Homs, and Aleppo, should be
occupied not by French troops but by Arab ; in fact Baalbek
was fixed as the nearest point of French occupied territory

to Damascus. However, the Arab State so foreshadowed was

.

to look to France alone for support and advice.

It should be noted at this point that the area reserved

from French occupation under the agreement between Mr.
Lloyd George andM. Clemenceau, was approximately the region

known as ‘ Occupied Enemy Tei’ritory (East) ’ during the
British military occupation. We have seen how Damascus
was placed under Arab administration from the first by Lord
Allenby. The area so committed to Arab rule was subsequently
extended until it included the area bounded on the west by
the Lebanon, the river Jordan, and the Dead Sea, on the north
by a line which passed roughly east and west a little north
of Aleppo,and on the east by the desert.. The cities of Damascus,
Hama, Homs, and Aleppo all were included within this military

district of ‘ Occupied Enemy Territory (East) ’. It was under
Lord Allenby’s supreme control, and British troops were in

the four cities just named, but the administration was Arab,
and Arab troops formed the greater part of the occupying
force. This Syrian region had been set apart and placed under
the Emir Feisal by the deliberate purpose of the British Govern-
ment in preparation for the future Arab State, and in specific

fulfilment of British pledges to the Arabs. Hence the &itish
reservation withholding the whole of this r^on from French
occupation after British troops should have withdrawn from
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Syria, and British responsibilities there have ceased. But
under the provisional arrangement the southern part of " Occu-
pied EnemyTerritory (East) in other words, the portion now
known as Trans-Jordan, was to remain tmder British control,

though with an Arab administration.

For Great Britain the provisional arrangement between
Mr. Uoyd George and M. Clemenceau fulfilled alike British

•undertaMngs to France, contained in the Sykes-Ficot Agree-
ment, and British pledges to the Sherif of Mecca. The weakness
of the arrangement lay in a cause outside these earlier commit-
ments. It lay in the obvious intention of France to adopt her
own interpretation of promises, actual or implied, which the
Allies had given to the Arabs. One of these promises - the
Declaration of the 7th November 1918—we have already
mentioned ; the other was contained in the Covenant of the
League of Nations, and runs as under

:

‘ Certain conununitics formerly belonging to the Turkish Empire
•have reached a stage of development where their existence as in-

• dependent nations can be provisionally recognized subject to the
rendering of administrative advice and assistance by a mandatory
until such time as they are able to stand alone. The wishes of these
communities must be a principal consideration in the selection of the
Mandatory.’

Between the Declaration of the 7th November and the
Covenant of the League, it is clear that the Arabs were justified

ill expecting that the exercise of self-determination promised
them should at least extend to the choice of the Mandatory
Power under whose control they were to be placed. They were
opposed to the division of Syria between two mandatories

:

they were fiercely opposed to France as mandatory eifher for

the whole or pso^ of Syria. Yet Great Bri^n —an acceptable
mandatory —was precluded by her earlier commitments to
France from accepting the position : and America —the other
acceptable mandatory —was by this time showing a re.solve to
avoid all mandatory responsibilities in the Old World. If

the decision of the British Government to withdraw from
Syria were final and irrevocable, and if the United States
definitely resolved to refuse the Memdate, there remained for

the Arabs only the acceptance of French control or the sectuing
of complete Syrian independence. In this situation the Arab
leaders still hoped that the Peace Conference might reach
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a solution in accordance with the spirit of the Nov^ber
Declaration and the Covenant of the League.

15. General Gouraud, French High Commissioner in Syria,

October 1919. At the middle of September 1919 the Emir
Feisal again came to London at the invitation of the British

Government. They desired to discuss with him the situation

in Syria created by the pending British evacuation ; and that
he ^ould reopen negotiations with the French Government.*
He is understood to have protested against the withdrawal of

British troops from Syria and the replacing of them by French
troops, even in those parts of the coimtry not reserved for

Arab administration by the provisional arrangement. The
British Government made it clear, however, that the British

occupation could be continued no loifger, and urged him to

go to Paris and come to terms with France.
On the 9th October, General Gouraud was appointed French

High Commissioner for Syria and Cilicia, and Commander-in-
Chief of the Army of the Levant. Meanwhile the British

evacuation went on. It was dear that the terms of the pro-

.

visional arrangement between Mr. Lloyd George and M. Clemen-
ceau would be executed.

The Emir accordingly went to Paris, and was received by
M. Clemenceau on the 21st October. Negotiations between
them, however, do not appear to have made much progress.

The fimdamental requirements of each were too opposed to
be reconciled ; the ultimate aims of each lay in opposite
directions. But Feisal succeeded in persuading M. Clemenceau
to defer the French occupation of Baalbek —̂the nearest point
propo^pd for French approach to Damascus—as a matter on
which Arab opinion was already dangerously inflamed. On
the questions of the Syrian Mandate and Syrian independence
Feisal now appealed to the Supreme Council.

The attitude of the British Government at this time is

shown by the answers given to two questions in the House
of Commons^ On the 30th October Mr. Bonar Law said

:

‘ No final statement as to the future government and administra-
tion of Syria can now be made. The settlement of the future of these
territories rests with the Peace Conference, which has not, so far, been
able to consider the question of Peace with Turkey because the United
States of America have not as yet defined their attitude in regard to
the responsibilities they may be able to undertake. So far as Syria
is concerned the British Government announced to the Peace Con-
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ference last March that in no circumstances would Great Britain
be prepared to undertake a mandate for Syria. Owing to the delay
in the conclusion of the Treaty of Peace mready mentioned we are
mi^ng arrangements with the French Government and the Emir
Feisal for the immediate withdrawal of British troops from Syria,
and for tiie assumption of the duties of occupation by the French and
Arabs pending the conclusion of the Treaty of Peace. . . .

’

On the 19th December Mr. Lloyd George added this state-
‘ ment : ,

‘ The situation in Syria is a part of the larger question of the
future of Turkey, arrangements for the examination and settlement
of which were discussed at the recent meetings in London. Con-
versations between the French Government and the Emir Feisal are
proceeding in Paris, and have not yet reached a termination. I am
happy to say that in consequence of these conversations and of the
military arrangements between the British and French Governments
the tension in Syria has sensibly relaxed.’

This may have been true enough regarding Great Britain
•and France ; but it was unduly optimistic regarding France
and the Arabs. Indeed, the Arab aspect of the situation was
daily becoming more threatening and dangerous. By the
beginning of December 1919, British troops had been with-
drawn from Cilicia and Syria in accordance with the terms
of the provisional agreement, and French troops had taken
their place. Great Britain, therefore, would stand more or
less removed from later developments.

* But the possibility of serious conflict between France and
the Arabs had not escaped the attention of those directing the
growing Nationalist movement in Turkey. Such a conflict

might be made to provide valuable assistance in the attainment
of Nationalist ends ; it was an opportunity for embarassing the
Allies, or one of the Allies, not to be neglected. With Cilicia

occupied by French troops Turkish Nationalists, further, had
their own intimate cause of quarrel with France, and were
already preparing to begin hostilities there. They had no love
for the Sherifian movement or for Sherifian leaders : but in

a common cause old quarrels might be forgotten —or at least

conveniently put aside for settlement at a future opportunity.

Turkish Nationalist agents, therefore, using the convenient
theories of Pan-Islamism, and expounding the community of

interest existing between Turkish Moslems and Syrian Moslems
as members of the universal world of Islam, became active in
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inflaming Arab opinion against the French. Many Syrian
Moslems, in fact, adopted the view that imion with Nationalist

Turkey would be preferable to their coimtry passing imder the
control of France.

A word shotdd be spared here to *he attitude of the Arab
Nationalists regarding Palestine. Up to the time of the British

evacuation of Syria the relationship between Palestine and
Syria had been a question of little practical importance. *

Under the agreement between Great Britain and the Sherif

of Mecca, Palestine —as lying west of the Damascus-Aleppo
line —was excluded from the area destined for an independent
Arab State. Besides, the Emir Feisal had declared his agree-

ment with the proposals of the Zionist leaders as laid before

the Peace Conference. But as Arab Nationalism grew, and
especially after the British evacuation, when the prospect
of Syria and Palestine coming under the same Mandatory
Power disappeared, an agitation arose for Palestine being
included in an independent Syria, as containing an inseparable,

part of the Arab nation. The prospect of organized Jewish •

settlement, presented in alarmist and exaggerated form,
contributed much to the agitation. Nor is it a subject for

surprise that, this stage having been reached, the Emir Feisal

and other Arab leaders should urge the unity of Palestine

and Syria as a matter of policy. But, although the growing
insistence upon this claim by the Emir and Syrian Arabs
may be recorded, the matter, as far as it affected the period of

Syrian history now under reAuew, remained more or less

theoretical, and calls for no further mention here.
.
Whatever

should, be said upon it belongs rather to the subject of

Palestine.

16. The San Repw Decisian, 24th April 1920. As has been
seen, Feisal appealed to the Peace Conference again, at the
beginning of November, in another effort to secure a settlement

of the Mandate question in accordance with Arab desires or,

failing that, to obtain complete independence for 83018 . The
distribution of Mandates for the Near East was, in fact, soon to

be settled. Unqualified Syrian independence was a proposal
which stood no chance of acceptance by the Conference, if

only for the reason that the granting of such independence
would mean the definite end of French dreams in the Levant.
The Emir had to await the decisions of the Conference
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regarding Mandates ; and he left France for the East on the
13th December.

By the end of January 1920 France, now in complete
military occupation of Cilicia and the parts of Syria not re-

served for the Arab State, had her hands fully occupied. The
Turkish Nationalists had begun hostilities, and guerilla warfare
was general in north-western Syria. Within a month the

^Nationalist Turks had compelled the French to retire from the
Sanjak of Marash with severe losses, and were threatening Adana
and the Cilician plain.

On the 10th March a Congress of Syrian Notables, sitting

at Damascus, offered the crown of Syria and Palestine to the
Emir Feisal, who thereupon accepted it with the position of

King. How far the Congress was representative of the Arab
people need not be discussed here. That it met and took the
steps it did were political moves, prearranged in the hope of

influencing the decisions of the Peace Conference. Incidentally

it may be mentioned that the same Congress, at the same time,

^
nominated the Emir Abdullah, second son of the King of the
Hejaz, for the Kingship of Iraq or Mesopotamia.

Confronted by this situation the Governments of Great
Britain and France, on the 15th March, repudiated the action

of the Arab Congress, again informed the Emir that the future

of the Arab regions could be decided only by the Peace Con-
ference, and requested him to attend the next meeting of

that body. The Emir replied that he would send a representa-

tive.

Meanwhile the Conference met at San Remo, where, on the
24th April, it decided that both Syria and Iraq should become
independent States, subject to a Mandatory Power until they
were able to stand alone. The Conference further decided
that the Mandates for .Iraq and Palestine should be assigned

to Great Britain, and for Syria to France. In communicating
these decisions to the Emir Feisal the British Government
once more urged Iiim to come to Paris for the next meeting of

the Peace Conference as a course favourable to recognition of

his kingship by the Conference.

The decisions of the Conference gave rise to many protests

throughout Syria, and the strongest indications of hostility to

France as mandatory. In deference to tlie feelings of the
people the Emir Feisal announced that as King of Syria he
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cotdd not acquiesce in any part of Syrian territory being placed
under foreign domination. It appears, too, that at tins stage

he felt that another visit to Paris would be misunderstood in

Syria, and be prejudicial to his position ; he therefore tem-
porized with the request of the British Government that he
should attend the Peace Conference.

While events in Syria were shaping thus France was con-
ducting a difficult war in Cilicia against the Turkish Nationalists,

,

and action against Feisal and the Syrian State had to be
postponed. However, by the beginning of July the situation

in Cilicia had become safe, and a French Army of some 90,000
men was concentrated in Syria. On the 14th July General
Gouraud dispatched an ultimatmn to the Emir. The ultimatum
required unconditional recognition of 'the French Mandate;
immediate reduction of the Syrian Army, and the abolition of

conscription; the unimpeded circulation of Franco-Syrian
currency ; French military occupation of the Rayak-Aleppo
railway, including Aleppo ; and the punishment of those Arabs^
who had been guilty of attacking French forces. *

,

17. General Gouraud expels Feisal from Syria, July~Augmt
1920. Weneed give only the barest outhne of what followed.

In view of the overwhelming strength at the disposal of General
Gouraud the Emir accepted the terms of the ultimatum. Great
disorders, however, arose at Damascus, where it was foimd
necessary in the interests of peace for Sherifian troops to

suppress by force violent popular demonstrations in favom of

war. Nevertheless, the Arab desire for hostiUties against

France was not to be restrained. On the 22nd July an attack
was made on a French outpost by Arab horsemen ; and on the
23rd JiUy the French replied with a general offensive against

the positions held b^ Syrian troops. The battle resulted in the
rout of the Syrian Army, with great loss in men and material,

and the occupation of Damascus on the 25th July. Aleppo
had fallen a day earlier to a French force from the north
hitherto engaged in opposing the Turks.

On finding themselves in possession of Damascus the French
declared the Enur Feisal deposed, and ordered him to leave

Syria —which he did by retiring into Palestine. They then set

up a new Syrian Government on conditions, including the pay-
ment of an indemnity, dictated by themselves as conquerors.
The plea of military necessity, arising in operations for the
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restoration of order in the mandated territory of Syria, was
invoked to cover French action and the occupation of

Damascus and Aleppo ; and the same necessity was supposed
to explain the occupation of Hama and Homs—̂both these
towns bdng on the line of railway between Damascus and
Aleppo.

So fell the Emir Feisal’s independent Syrian State —a State
created and fostered by Great Britain in fulfilment, or partial

fulfilment, of her pieces ter the Arabs. It fell because its

existence was in direct conflict with French ambitions, in
circumstances which prevented British influence being made
effective for its preservation —̂it fell, in short, because its own
armed strength was insufficient to ensure its survival.

18. British attitude to Syria, 1920. It is difficult to define

with exactness the situation thus created for the British Govern-
ment by French action in Syria. On the one hand were British

pledges which had brought the Arabs into the War as Allies ;

and later British policy in Syria which, in fulfilment of those
pledges, had laid the foundations of an independent Arab

’state in Occupied Enemy Territory (East), and, on the evacua-
tion of Syria by British troops, had sought to perpetuate that
State by specifically excluding, under the provisional agreement
of September 1919 with the French Government, this area
from occupation by French troops. In addition were the
promises contained in Article 22 of the Covenant of the League
of*Nations and the Joint Allied Declaration of the 7th November
1918. On the other hand were the Sykes-Picot Agreement,
and the large fact that the Supreme Council had conferred the
Mandate for Syria and the Lebanon on France with, of course,

a very definite responsibility for the exercise of control Vithin
the territories so mandated.

Between these commitments and promise’s —both particular

and genera) —̂French responsibilities under the Mandate, and
actual French action, any clear-cut solution for the difficulties

of the British Government was exceedingly hard to find. In
fact, if reasons of high expediency be recognized, it may be
admitted at once that a clear-cut solution of British originating

was an impossibility.

The best exposition of the situation, as well as of the views
upon it held by the British Government, is to be found in the
record of questions and answers on the subject in the House
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of Commonson the 19th July 19^, and of the long debate
which followed the same day.

It is impracticable to give here more them the barest outline

of these important Parliamentary discussions. They should be
read in full in the unrestricted pages of ‘Hansard’ if the
various implications of the Syrian situation of the time are
to be understood by the layman of Middle Eastern affairs.

In the greater number of questions asked was evident,

the unavowed purpose of challenging French action in Syria,

of invoking British support for the Emir Feisal. Behind the
barriers of custom and rule which impeded plain speaking in

the House of Commons regarding an Allied Power, it was
sought to show that French action was in conflict with British

pieces to the Arabs. That it was in conflict, too, with Article 22
of the Treaty of Versailles (Covenant of the League of Nations)

;

with the Joint Allied Declaration of November 1918 ; and
with the Agreement of September 1919 between the British and
French Governments. And that the Mandate for Syria not
having been as yet assigned to France by the League of Nations,

,

but so far only by the Supreme Council, French action was
wanting in international legality. It was asked whether in

these circtimstances France had submitted the terms of her
ultimatum to the Arabs to the Supreme Council, and whether
the terms of the Mandate itself for Syria had yet been sub-

mitted to the Allied Powers. . It was suggested that Great
Britain was under pledge to support the Arabs ; that at least

His Majesty’s Government shoiild make immediate representa-

tions to France.
To the particular question addressed to the Prime Minister,

Mr. Bdnar Law, Leader of the House, replied

:

‘ I understand that the Freneh Government, owing to the attacks
made on their forces by Arab troops, and, as they believe, the generally
hostile attitude of the Syrian Government, issued an ultimatum on
the 14th July demanding, by the 18th July, the control of the Rayak-
Aleppo Railway, unconditional acceptance of the French mandate,
the introduction of French-Syrian currency, and the surrender for

punishment of the Arabs who fought against them. The ultimatum
was not sub'. oitted to the Supreme Council. The terms of the mandate
for Syria have not yet been submitted to the Allied Powers.

‘ As regards the last part of the question, His Majesty’s Govern-
ment, who had for some time, but unsuccessfully, been urging the
Emir Feisal to come to Europe to discuss the outstanding questions

with the Supreme Council, do not consider that they can usefully act
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upon the infonnation at present at their disposal, but they are in
communication with the French Government on the matter.’

In answer to other questions, Mr. Bonar Law replied

:

’ I have said that we are in communication with the French Govern-
ment. I do not accept the statement of my Noble Friend [Lord R.
Cecil] that what has happened is against the Treaty of Versailles.
As regards the question of my Noble Friend it [French action] is not
inconsistent with the French mandate and the assumption that it

* [the French mandate] is given confirmation [by the League of Nations].
I do not think I can say anything more. It is very diilieult, I think,
to judge action which is taken on the responsibility alone of the h'rench
Government.’

After a further exchange of questions and answers the
adjournment of the House was moved ‘ for the purpose of

discussing a definite matter of urgent public importance,
namely, *' the immediate danger to British interests in the
Middle East arising from the threatened new hostilities in

Syria.” ’ The motion was supported by more than forty
•members, and the debate followed later in the evening.

* The debate contained not only a close examination of the
Syrian situation and British responsibilities arising therein,

but also Mr. Bonar Law’s explemation of how the British

Government regarded the matter. The debate camiot be
summarized here ; it is too long and does not lend itself to clear

abridgement —̂
it shoiild, if possible, be read in full in ‘ Hansard ’.

But this much can be said in indication of the line followed by
Mr. Bonar Law. He represented that the granting of the
Mandate to France by the Supreme Council was not incom-
patible with British pledges to the Arabs, and that, under the
Mandate, France had wide discretionary powers, the dxercise

of which could not well be challenged by any individual State.

He said, also, that the French Government h&d given assurances
that French military occupation of the territory excluded from
such occupation by the Agreement of September 1919 between
Great Britain and France would be merely temporary. For
the rest of Mr. Bonar Law’s able handling of a difficult and
dangerous matter it may be remarked that, in the course of

the debate, he accepted, as applicable with truth to the Syrian
situation, an aphorism uttered by the late Lord Randolph
Churchill —We have this eternal conflict between what has
happened and what should have happened.’

VOL. VI M
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One other point remains to be mentioned in confirmation
of a statement made in an earlier part of the present chapter.

In reply to a question during the debate Mr. Bonar Law ex-

plicitly declared that the correspondence between His Majesty’s
Government and the Sherif of Mecca containing the British

pledges to the Arabs, had been fully disclosed to the French
Government at the time.^

The overthrow of the Emir Feisal greatly incensed the King
of the Hejaz and caused dangerous excitement in the Arab ‘

regions east of Jordan. For a time it seemed that the French
might have to meet serious Arab attacks from the Hauran
and Trans-Jordan (both of which districts had been in the
area ruled by the Emir Feisal) supported by King Husein
and the Sherifian family. But the danger of organized hostilities

passed away, largely owing to the influence exerted by the
British Government in discountenancing Arab action.

19. The problem of T'-ans- Jordan. Violent expression of

Arab resentment against France and the French occupation
of Syria could not, however, always be restrained. On the*

20th August 1920, Arabs attacked a train near the border of
*

Syria and Trans-Jordan and killed two members of the new
pro-French Syrian Cabinet as well as French officers and soldiers

who were on boeird. The attack was made on the Syrian side

of the border but it reflected Arab feeling in Trans-Jordan.
This territory, though included in the Palestine Mandate,

and under the Government of Palestine, was not occupied by
British troops, and had no organized British administration.

It was loosely supervised through local chiefs guided by
resident British Political Officers. How to control the tribes

of Traiis-Jordan without military occupation, without appear-
ing to derogate British imdertakings to the Arabs, and yet
to ensure that the region should not become an Alsatia, a
scene of turbulent unrest, and a danger to French Syria, was
a problem to which the British Government gave serious

consideration. The solution eventually adopted was to form
an autonomous Arab State of the territory, with the Emir
Abdullah, second son of King Husein, as its ruler, assisted

by British advisers. In this way a central Arab authority
was set up ; an authority with sufficient prestige, responsible

for the maintenance of order, and yet acceptable to the in*

» V. § 11, p. 147.
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habitants. At the same time it was obvious that the pledges
of the British Government to the Sherif of Mecca and to the
Arabs were being fulfilled in this part of the Arab countries.

20. The problem of Iraq. A similar policy was followed later

in the British mandated area of Iraq. The policy followed
there has an important bearing upon the period of Syrian
history now imder review, and therefore calls for mention

^
here.^

When the British Govendment decided in 1921 to establish
Iraq as an independent Arab State they allowed the Emir
Feisal to become a candidate for the throne, subject to election

by the people. That this opportunity should have been given
him was both just and wise. He had shown himself a valuable
and loyal ally during the most doubtful and difficult period of

the War. British policy had laid the foundations of his Syrian
State from which he was ejected by the French in drciunstances
precluding any British intervention. He had supported this

disaster with dignity, and without seeking to make trouble,

^recognizing that it was not, at the time, in the power of his

British ally to assist him. It was natural, therefore, that the
British Government should regard him with sympathy and
goodwill, and be ready, and, it may be, even glad to accept
him as King of Iraq if chosen by the people. The more so,

too, that as a possible ruler for this Arab State he had much
in his favour —̂his personal appearance and manner, the prestige

oi^ his family, his reputation among men of his race for his

part in the War and for his efforts to establish Arab indepen-
dence in Syria. Moreover, he possessed a knowledge of the
West, of the tangled skein of European politics, of the British
position in the Middle East and in the world ; he had already
had experience in statecraft and in the thanj^ess task of ruling

Arabs. He was accepted by the people of Iraq, and crowned
king in the course of August 1921, and has since filled this

difficult position with general approval and greater success than
is gener^y admitted.

Of course the French found unofficial, if not official, cause
for offence in the elevation to the throne of Iraq of a Prince
they had chosen to regard as an enemy. That sentimental
disadvantage, however, was, perhaps, a small matter when
balanced against the weighty advantages of the Emir being

> V. Part in, passim.
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accepted by the Arabs of Iraq as their king, with Baghdad as
his capital and the whole of Iraq as his kingdom, and the
aspirations of the Arab race for independence being thus in

large part attained. And not the least of these advantages
was that, with the creation of an autonomous Arab State east

of Jordan, it demonstrated the fulfilment of those British

pledges to the Sherif of Mecca and the Arabs, on the strength
of which they had come into the War.

,

21. Franco-British Boundary * Settlements, 23rd December
1920-7 th March 1923. Wenow must leave the overthrow of

the Emir Feisal and the independent Syrian State by France,
and the subsequent measures adopted by the British Govern-
ment in fulfilment of their pledges to the Arabs, and pass to

an outline of ^what has happened since in the Syrian area placed
by Mandate under French control.

With Great Britain as mandatory in Palestine and Iraq,

and France in Syria and Lebanon, it was necessary that the
frontiers of these mandated areas should be definitely laid^

down. During the latter part of 1920 a convention was negoti-
^

ated between Great Britain and France having such delimitation

as its chief purpose.

The Syrian-Iraq boundary presented no difiiculties. The
line agreed upon left to Great Britain the Mosul region which
had already been the subject of negotiation and agreement in

principle between Mr. Lloyd George and M. Clemenceau at the
Peace Conference. •

The frontier between Syria and British mandated territory

in the south involved various contentious questions, and was
not so ^easily settled. The successful economic development of

Palestine in the future depended on Water-supply, both for

power and irrigatipn. Water adequate for these purposes and
at sufficient elevation existed only in streams flowing through
the border districts between S3aia and Palestine —̂in the

Litani River, the Upper Jordan, the Yarmuk River, itself the

chief tributary of the Jordan from the East. But these streams,

either in whole or in part, lay within the Syrian area pro-

visionally assigned to France by the Sykes-Picot Agreement

—

Palestine then not having been envisaged as a possible area

of industried development and closely settled population.

At the Peace Conference, indeed, Mr. Lloyd George had
asked for a Palestine restored to its ancient confines of ‘ Dan
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unto Beersheba and M. Clemenceau is understood to have
conceded the claim in principle. But just what, geographically,
did the naune Dan imply ? Doubtless Dan of old included the
basin of the Upper Jordan, very likely of the Litani, too. With
the future of the Jewish National Homebefore them the Zionist
Organization rightly pleaded that Palestine should include not
only the basins of the Upper Jordan and the Litani, as part

• of Dan, but the northern half of the basin of the Yarmuk

—

all of which areas fell within the territory claimed by France
under the Sykes-Picot Agreement. The attainment of such
advantageous frontiers for Palestine was, however, out of the
question at this time. On all Syrian questions the French
had ever been difficult and uncompromising, as on matters
closely affecting vital 'French interests. They now declined

to make any concession of Syrian territory except a small
extension which brought the noi*thern extremity of Palestine

up to (but not including) the town of Beisan —which of old

.was Dan. They also insisted on retaining the eastera shores

* of the Sea of Galilee. But they granted Palestine the privilege

of using, within French territory, the surplus waters of the
Upper Jordan and the Yarmuk (though not of the Litani) for

irrigation and the production of electric power, when the require-

ments of French mandated territory should have been satisfied.

After protracted negotiations the French Government would
yield so much but no more, and the frontier between Syria

alhd British mandated territoiy was provisionally settled

accordingly.

A significant ai’ticle affecting Cyprus^ which appears in

the Convention must be mentioned We. It provides that,

owing to the strategical position of Cyprus in regard to Syria,

the British Government shall not open negotiations for the
cession or alienation of the island without the previous consent
of the French Government.

The Convention * defining the boundaries of Syria with
Iraq and Palestine and matters connected therewith, was
signed on the 23rd December 1920. It provided for the
demarcation of the frontiers by an Anglo-French Boundary
Commission, and the conclusion of an agreement between

^ V. also pp. 195. 205 and n.
^ Known as the ' Franco-British €!onvention of December 28, 1920, on

certain points connected with the Mandates for Syria and the Lebanon,
Palestine, and Mesopotamia * (Cmd. 1195).
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the two governments upon the frontier line thus finally deter*

mined.
This Agreement ^ was signed on the 3rd February 1922.

It was ratified by the British Government on the 7th March
1923, and came into effect three days later.

The line as eventually determined by the Boimdary Com-
mission differs slightly at some points from that defined in

principle in the Convention of 1920. The chief change is •

that the whole of the Sea of Gajblee remains in Palestine.

22. French policy in Syria ; Angora Agreement, 20th October

1921. It was in quite a different manner that the French
Government dealt with the northern frontiers of the region
assigned to France by the Supreme Council. In Cilicia the
French were faced by the Nationalist Turks, who showed no
signs of acquiescing in loss of territory there, however resigned

they might be to surrendering the more strictly Arab countries.

Besides, the French Government were already cherishing

Eastern ambitions in which France should succeed to the

.

position of political influence and economic advantage in

Turkey held by Germany in 1914; and Turkish hostility

to France was incompatible with the success of their plans.

Moreover, the French people had become critical and restive

under the growing cost in money and blood required to maintain
the French position in Cilicia and Syria.

On the 20th of October 1921, the French Government,
therefore, concluded a remarkable agreement with the Turkish
Government at Angora, which, making a bold bid for Turkish
friendship, changed the outlook and in a large degree affected

Syria.®
,

Under this pact, negotiated by M. Franklin-Bouillon,
France not only restored Cilicia to Turkish sovereignty and
evacuated the province, but surrendered a part of the area
placed in her keeping as mandated territory by the Supreme
Council. France, in fact, abandoned the line laid down by
the Treaty of Sevres as the frontier between Turkey and terri-

tory mandated to France, and substituted a new line. It

began at Pyas, a few miles north of Alexandretta, passed
eastwards tlience to a point on the Baghdad Railway some
thirty miles north of Aleppo, and thereafter followed the course

^ Tills Agreement was published as a White Paper (Cmd. 1910) on the
1st ^Vuaust 1923

® For text v. App. II, Part II, B, and for British protest Part I, B, § 6,

pp. 33-5.
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of that railway to Nisibin in such a way as to place the actual
railway line in Turkish territory. From Nisibin the new
frontier turned north-east to the Tigris at Jeziret Ibn Umar.
The territory included within the frontier of the Treaty of

Sevres and the new frontier and thus surrendered, comprises
about 9,000 square miles.

Criticism of the French Government for their action cannot,
apparently, be supported b^ the argument of illegality. The
Treaty of Sevres, on which these matters hung, had not been
ratified, and was therefore non-existent as a binding instru-

ment ; nor had the Mandate for Syria been issued by the
League of Nations. Neither were Allied pledges as to freeing

the Arabs from Turkish rule unduly strained by the surrender,

for the territory shoVs no preponderating Arab element in

the population.
The Pact of Angora gave France at least a temporary

security against the Nationalist Turks, and by removing French
,

public alarm on the score of staggering credits, heavy casualties,

and an uncertain future in the Levant, may be said to have
strengthened the French hold on Syria.

The territorial organization of Syria and Lebanon adopted
by the French after they had consolidated their position merits

a little attention now as indicating how they regard these

mandated areas.

Under the Sykes-Picot Agreement, France was to enjoy
complete liberty of action in the portion of Syria bordering
on the Mediterranean —̂the area including the Lebanon —in

other words, these districts were destined for French annexa-
tion. But the mandatory system subsequently adopted by
the Peace Conference at Paris rejected the whole principle of

annexation, and replaced it with the principle of trusteeship.^

23. French policy in Lebanon. Nevertheless, the policy of

France as mandatory has been to treat the Lebanon upon
a different footing from Syria. One of the earliest acts of

General Gouraud after the expulsion of the Emir Feisal, was
to visit the chief town of the Maronites, in the Lebanon, and
annoimce the creation of a Greater Lebanon State. This was
done by attaching the plains of Bekaa, not occupied by a
Lebanese popiilation, to the Lebanon district. As long ago

^ The text of the Syrian and Lebanon Mandates are given in App. V,
Part III.



168 EMERGENCEOF ARABNATIONALISM

as 1862, General Gouraud said, it had been the purpose of

France to reincorporate the Bekaa with the Lebanon, and
now, after all these years, France had realized her ideals. He
further announced the decision of the French Government
that henceforward no inhabitant of Lebanon would be allowed
to emigrate. The motive behind this mediaeval ordinance lay,

perhaps, in the fact that the Lebanese in general were by
tradition sympathetic towards French ambitions in Syria, cuid .

thus formed an invaluable asset which could not be allowed
to diminish itself.

The internal policy subsequently followed by the French
in these mandated areas always sought to foster the idea that
the Lebanon State was a political entity apart from the rest of

Syria. That, while it had economic interests in common with
its S3rrian hinterland, its political interests and aspirations

were, or should be, quite divorced. The French Administra-
tion, in fact, already regarded the Lebanon as being an integral

portion of France, in much the same way as Algeria, and their

,

policy was based upon this unavowed but governing assump-
tion.

The remainder of Syria was eventually divided into the
three States of Aleppo, Damascus, and of the Alouites, the
latter being the country of the Ansariya —̂the Mediterranean
littoral extending from a point north of Tripoli to the Orontes
River.

There was at first no attempt at providing representativfe

government, either in Lebanon or the Syrian States. Even
when the election of representatives to the State Councils was
adopted and the Syrian States were officially called ‘ autono-
mous ’, ‘ the form of government remained a facade behind
which French officials exerted complete power. Perhaps it is

as yet too soon to expect that greater progress should have
been made with native self-government.

24. Conchmon. In June 1922, a decree was issued pro-

viding for the provisional federation of the autonomous States
of Syria, but excluding the Lebanon. The Federal Council
consists of five members from each of the States of Aleppo,
Damascus, and of the Alouites, with the President of the Coimcil
as the President of the Federation. The Council sits alternately

at Damascus and Aleppo, one year in each city.

This short survey of recent Syrian history would be need-
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lessly incomplete if closed without some reference to the delay
which has supervened in promulgating the Syrian Mandate.

The Mandate for Syria and Lebanon was conferred on
France by the Supreme Council on the 4th April 1920, confirmed
6th May. The terms were to be prepared by the mandatory,
and then submitted to the Council of the League of Nations
for approval and promulgation. The Mandate for Palestine

.was conferred on Great Britain at the same time. In preparing
these instruments the British and French Governments dis-

cussed the terms in consultation with each other, and the draft
Mandates for Palestine and for Syria and Lebanon when
deposited with the Council of the League in December 1920,
had then been examined and agreed upon by both of the
mandatory governments. The draft Mandates so submitted
were approved by the League on the 24th July 1922 ; they
were then ready for promulgation.

But at this stage the Italian Government opposed the
promulgation of the Syrian Mandate before various matters

.regarding Syria, in dispute between France and Italy, should
have been cleared up. Executive decisions by the I^eague
have to be unanimous, and unanimity as to promulgating the
Mandate could not be obtained ; on this point, therefore,

a deadlock arose.

The difficulty was partially surmounted by the League
deciding to approve the Mandate, and defer promulgation until

thte dispute was ended ; and that whenever settlement was
reached promulgation should follow automatically. Meanwhile,
the League requested France to administer Syria and Lebanon
in accordance with the Mandate as approved. ,

It may be mentioned here that the deadlock produced
by the dispute has also prevented the Mandate for Palestine

becoming operative, for the French Government have insisted

upon the simultaneous promulgation of both Mandates.
So far ^ the dispute remains unsettled.

^ September 1923.
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B. PALESTINE ANDZIONISM

II. Palestine since the 30tii October 1918.

The history of Palestine since the Armistice of Mudros has
been shaped chiefly by the influence of three agreements or
undertakings already described or referred to in other chapters
of the present voliune. These agreements are : the British

commitments to the Sherif of Mecca in 1914-16, the Sykes-Picot
Agreement of 1916, and the Balfour Declaration of 2nd
November 1917.^ For Syria, Arabia, and Iraq —̂for the more
strictly Arab regions —̂the two first named have been of domina-
ting influence. For Palestine, on the other hand, the Balfour
Declaration has had by far the chief importance. In a political

sense, indeed, Palestine of the present day is the direct outcome
of that British —or Allied —policy expressed in the vague but
pregnant sentence of sixcy-eight words which constitutes the
Declaration.

Any attempt, however brief, to outline the recent history of.

Palestine must concern itself largely with the Declaration and
its results, how the remarkable policy represented by the
Declaration came to be adopted, how the Declaration itself

harmonized with other Allied Agreements and declarations

affecting Palestine and its inhabitants, and how the broad
principles expressed or implied in the Declaration were given
administrative form, and thus in application influenced fhe
whole current of Palestinian life and history.

1. The Balfour Declaration (House of Commons), 2nd
Noveipber 1917.

^ His Majesty’s Government views with favour the establish-
‘ ment in Palestin'e of a National Home for the Jewish People,
‘ and will use its best endeavours to facilitate the achievement
* of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall
‘ be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of
‘ existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine or the rights
‘ and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.’

This apparently simple pronouncement, so brief, so casual in

manner, yet so careful in phrasing, was, in truth, the resultant of

various conflicting and involved interests of world-wide influence

* For coinmitments to Huscin i’. pp. 128-7, 132-8 ; for terms of Sykes-
Picot Agreement v. pp. 16-17, 128 ; t'. also maps opp. p. 6 and p. 82.
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and importance. A brief reference to these interests and their

interplay is essential to the purpose of the present chapter.
Much is heard of the Declaration as an instrument conferring

upon the Jewish race vmwarrantable privileges in a land from
which that race had been effectively dispersed. There has
been remarkably little said as to the reasons of high policy
which impelled the Allies to adopt the purpose of the Declaration

«as one of their war aims.
To some extent altruistic motives influenced certain Gentile

protagonists of the Zionism expressed in the Declaration. At
a time when justice for oppressed races and small peoples
had become an Allied slogan it was at least consistent to
include the Jews among those whose wrongs might be righted
as an outcome of the War. But we well may doubt how far

such considerations, standing alone, would have carried the
Allied Goveriunents towards accepting the restoration of the
Jewish people to Palestine as a war aim. The truth is, of course,

that for Great Britain and her Allies the policy indicated in the
.Declaration was most definitely a war measure, well calculated
to yield results of immense importance to the Allied cause.

And, further, that for Great Britain special reasons existed why
she should adopt and support the policy of the Declaration.

These may. be found in the obvious advantages of covering
the Suez Canal by an outpost territory, in which important
elements of the population would

,
not only be bound to her by

e>fery interest, but would command the support of world
Jewry. That was the long view of British Imperial interests,

taken in 1916 and 1917 ; it counted for much then, but for even
more after the war. ,

But apart from exclusive British interests, the Declaration
may be described as essentially a war measiu^ adopted by the
Powers of the Entente in the furtherance of their own vital

interests. Defined in greater detail, it was a bold, imaginative,

and statesmanlike effort to prevent the incalculable and
universal influence of Jewry being exerted on the side of the
Central Powers —as, indeed, it was, to a serious extent, then
being exerted —̂and to transfer this highly important influence
to the cause of the Entente. Nor was it a project of sudden
origin, or hastily embraced. The advantages to be gained
if the policy of the Declaration were adopted had long been
urged ; opposition to that policy had long been active. Before
the British Government gave the Decimation to the world
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it had been closely examined in all its bearings and implications,

weighed word by word, and subjected to repeated change and
amendment. Unless full weight be given to these antecedent
facts, no correct judgment upon the Declaration and its policy

in operation can be formed.
2. The Zionists and the Declaration. Zionism had been a

living and ambitious force in the Jewish world long before 1914.
While awaiting its real opportunity it had, in 1905, rejected the.

tempting offer of territory for the creation of a Zionist State in

Uganda, imder the British flag. It had steadily looked to
Palestine as the one land which could provide the historical

connexion essential to Zionist aims. The entry of Turkey into

the war brought the hitherto impracticable dreams of Zionism
within the bounds of possible attainihent. If the goodwill
of the Allies, particularly of Great Britain, could be secured, and
provided that ultimate success should attend the Allied arms,
much might be done to realize the dearest ambitions of Zionism.
It lay with Zionist leaders to bring their ideal before the British

Government as a scheme likely to be of advantage to the Entente.

.

Suffice to say that at this crisis of its fortunes Zionism was
fortunate, that in Dr. C. Weizmann and Mr. N. Sokolov it

found two leaders equal to the great occasion, that British

Statesmen, including Mr. (now Lord) Balfour, Lord Milner,

Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Robert Cecil, immediately recognized
the political importance and value of the Zionist suggestions,

and that in the subsequent long negotiations and discussions By
which the aims of Zionism were harmonized with the political

realities of the situation, the British negotiators were Mr.
Balfouf and the late Sir Mark Sykes, both of them convinced
and ardent supporters of Zionist asphations. These British

representatives and the Zionist leaders just named must be
credited with the chief part in framing the policy of the
Declaration.

Support of Zionist ambitions, indeed, promised much for the
cause of the Entente. Quite naturally Jewish sympathies were
to a great extent anti-Russian, and therefore in favour of the
Central Po'tirers. No ally of Russia, in fact, could escape sharing
that immediate and inevitable penalty for long and savage
Russian persecution of the Jewish race. But the German
General Staff-desired to attach Jewish support yet more closely

to the German side. With their wide outlook on possibilities

they seem to have urged, early in 1916, the advantages of
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promising Jewish restoration to Palestine under an arrange-
ment to be made between Zionists and Turkey, backed by a
German guarantee. The practical difficulties were considerable

;

the subject perhaps dangerous to German relations with
Turkey ; and the German Govermnent acted cautiously. But
the scheme was by no means rejected or even shelved, and at
any moment the Allies might have been forestalled in offering

.this supreme bid. In fact in September 1917 the German
Government were making the*most serious efforts to capture the
Zionist movement.

Another most cogent reason why the policy of the Declara-
tion should be adopted by the Allies lay in the state of Russia
herself. Russian Jews had been secretly active on behalf of
the Central Powers from the first ; they had become the chief

agents of German pacifist propaganda ; by 1917 they had done
much in preparation for that general ^sintegration of Russian
national life, later recognized as the revolution. It was believed
|hat if Great Britain declared for the fulfilment of Zionist
aspirations in Palestine under her own pledge, one effect would
be to bring Russian Jewry to the cause of the Entente.

It was believed, also, that such a declaration would have a
potent influence upon world Jewry in the same way, and secure
for the Entente the aid of Jewish financial interests. It was
believed, further, that it would greatly influence American
opinion in favour of the Allies. Such were the chief considera-
tions which, during the later part of 1916 and the next ten months
of 1917, impelled the British Government towards making a
<!ontract with Jewry.

But when the matter came before the Cabinet for decision
delays occurred. Amongst influential English Jews Zionism
had few supporters, at all events for a Zion in Palestine. It had
still fewer in France. Jewish influence both within and without
the Cabinet is understood to have exerted itself strenuously
and pertinaciously against the policy of the proposed Declaration.

Under the pressure of Allied needs the objections of the
anti-Zionists were either over-ruled or the causes of objection
removed, and the Balfour Declaration, as we have seen, .was
published to the world on 2nd November 1917. That it is in
purpose a definite contract with Jewry is beyond question.
Subsequently the Declaration was accepted and endorsed by the
Governments of France, Italy, and Japan.

That it is in purpose a definite contract between the British
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Government and Jewry represented by the Zionists is beyond
question. In spirit it is a pledge that in return for services to
be rendered by Jewry the British Government would ‘ use their

best endeavours ’ to secure the execution of a certain definite

policy in Palestine. No. time limit is set for performance

;

completion alone appears to have been intended as the conclu-
sion of the contract. It would thus seem to be an agreement
incapable of being greatly varied except by consent.

,

How far the implied services »of Jewry have been or may
yet be rendered cemnot be estimated, and must always remain
a matter of opinion. The Declaration certainly rallied world
Jewry, as a whole, to the side of the Entente. The war was won
by the Entente ; and to the Declfiration as a measure to that
end may be attributed a share in achieving the great result.

And it is possible to understand from many sources that
directly, and indirectly, the services expected of Jewry were
not expected in vain, and were, from the point of view of

British interests alone, well worth the price which had to be paid.

Nor is it to be supposed that the services already rendered are

the last —̂
it well may be that in time to come Jewish support

will much exceed in importance any thought possible in the
past. That, however, is a possibility for Palestine of the future

to demonstrate.
3. The Declaration in relationship to other Allied Agreements.

The Declaration was the latest of the three chief agreements
bearing on Palestine. Each had been made independently of

the other ; two were secret agreements ; all had been made
under the compulsion and stress of war ; and between the
negotiations for each, entirely unforeseen changes of policy had
been forced upon the Allied Powers. Complete harmony between
the provisions of these various agreements might not therefore

always have been presei-ved.

No difl&culties worth mentioning arose between the Declara-
tion and the Sykes-Picot Agreement. But between the Declara-
tion and the imdertakings to the Sherif of Mecca an imfortimate
discrepancy of territorial definition is alleged. It turns upon the
question wheth-'r Palestine was or was not excluded from the
territory in which the British Government pledged itself to

support Arab independence. The complete correspondence
embodying the negotiations and pledges has not been published ;

for the purpose of this chapter the matter is purely theoretical

and requires no discussion; it is enough to say, therefore.
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that the British Govenunent maintained their reading of

the letters that Palestine was so excluded. But it may be
remarked that had the Sherif’s son, the Emir Feisal, not
been ejected from Syria by the French, much less might have
been heard of his father’s claim to Palestine.*

4. Palestim after the War. With Palestine thus secm*ed
territorially as a National Homefor the Jews, we come at this

point to a brief outline of subsequent events.
Zionism pleaded its cause before the Supreme Council at the

Paris Peace Conference on 27th February 1919.® The proposals
made by the Zionist representatives were ; That the Powers
should recognize the historic title of the Jews to Palestine, and
their right to re-establish there their National Home. That the
sovereign possession of Falestine should be vested in the League
of Nations, and the Government entrusted to Great Britain as

Mandatory of the League. They also asked that certain

specific provisions should be included in the Mandate. The
chief of these were : For the establishment of such conditions

ds would in the end permit the creation of an autonomous com-
monwealth. To promote Jewish inunigration and close settle-

ment on the land. That the Mandatory should accept the co-

operation in economic matters of a Council representing the Jews
of Palestine and the world, and leave matters of Jewish education
to the same Coimcil. And that the Mandatory should confer

the widest possible measures of self-government upon localities.

.Long delay followed before the Supreme Council could
arrive at its decisions. During this period Anglo-French
rivalries in regard to Syria and Palestine became acute ; the
Emir Feisal and the Arab movement for an independent Syria
played their part ; the Arab Nationalist movement also

developed in Palestine ; and anti-Zionist Jewish influence

exerted itself against the scheme of the • proposed Jewish
National Home in Palestine.

But on the 25th April 1920 the Supreme Council, sitting at
San Remo, allocated the Mandate for Palestine to Great Britain.®

The Coimcil also adopted the division of Ottoman territory in

Syria as provisionally arranged between Great Britain and
France in the Sykes-Picot Agreement. In the Treaty' of

Sevres, signed on 10th August, 1920, Zionist claims regarding
Palestine were recognized and the promises of the Balfour

* V. further, pp. 25, 80, 126-7, 140-1, 180-2. * Cf. Vol. I, p. 246.
® V. pp. 50^6, 519, 521-3 and App. V. 645.
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Declaration incorporated in the text of the Treaty. On ^h
July 19^ civil government was established in Palestine,

and the first British High Commissioner, Sir Herbert Samuel,
entered upon his duties.

(a) Frontiers of Falestine.

The frontier separating Palestine from French Syria gave
rise to much negotiation between the British and French
Governments. This subject has,' however, already been dealt
with elsewhere in the present volume,^ and requires no special

mention here except to remark that as ultimately fixed it was
not to the advantage of Palestine.

(b) The Palestine Maiidate.

The preparation of the Draft Mandate for Palestine and
Trans-Jordan was the next important step by the British
Government as Mandatory. It was effected in consultation,

not only with Zionist representatives, but with the French
Government, in order to secure such general agreement of

terms between the Palestine Mandate and the French Mandate
for Syria as might be advisable. The Draft was submitted to the
League of Nations on 7th December 1920, and approved in

July 1922. Promulgation was delayed, as explained in the
Syrian chapter of this work.®

As interpreting and expanding into practical administrative
form the compressed enunciation of policy contained in the
Declaration the text of the Mandate ® well repays careful study.
In effect the Mandate grants to Zionism nearly all that Zionist

representatives asked for at the Paris Conference in 1919. On
the other hand, its provisions guard with scrupulous care the
civil and religious rights and interests, and even the suscepti-

bilities, of the diverse races inhabiting Palestine. While estab-
lishing the conditions necessary for the creation of the National
Home for the JeAvish People, it accords no rights to individual

Jews as citizens that it does not equally accord to individuals of

any other race or faith. The policy of the Declaration may be
justifiable or unjustifiable, the adoption of that policy wise or

unwise. But conceding that the policy must now be executed,
the terms of the Mandate are difficult to criticize except in a
spirit of factiousness.

* V. pp. 87 n., 164r-6, and maps opp. pp. 32 and 116.
* See p. 169. » Cmd. 1785, 1922.
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(c.) Arab opposition to execution of the policy of the Declaration.

With the earliest measures for establishing a civil govern-
ment Arab opposition to the prospect of a Zionist Palestine
redoubled. Adopting the wild and extravagant utterances of
extreme Zionists as representing the truth, the Arab population
created for themselves a future of offensive Jewish domination
speedily ending in complete dispossession. Under the pressure

* of such apprehensions Moslem and Christian Arabs made
common cause. The old-time friendly tolerance of Jews gave
place to a hatred in which the compelling influences of race,

faith and fear all foimd violent expression. Serious riots

occurred at Jerusalem in April 1920, and in Jaffa in May 1921.
The Report ^ of the Commission of Inquiry which investigated
these outbreaks provides an exhaustive and admirable survey
of the situation in Palestine at the time, and exhibits the
difficulties attending execution of the policy of the Balfour
Declaration.

• Meanwhile a Palestinian Arab Congress had registered a
formal protest against the Declaration, demanded the repeal of

past legislation, and the creation of a National form of Govern-
ment representative only of the Arabic-speaking population.*

In order to make Arab opposition to Zionism effective, the Con-
gress established a permanent organization to unify and direct

Arab efforts, collect funds, and ensure continuity for the
movement. This Moslem-Christian movement, in fact, soon
became powerful and secured influential external support.

In February 1922 the Congress dispatched a Delegation to

London to press the opposition of the Moslem-Christian popula-
tion to the whole policy of the Balfour Declaratioif. The
negotiations and correspondence which followed® with the
Colonial Office were protracted and marked by plain speaking,

and laid bare the fundamental fact of the situation —̂that what
the Arab Congress demanded would, if conceded, render im-
possible the fulfilment of British pledges to the Jewish people.

On22nd July 1922 the British Government therefore reaffirmed

the Balfour Declaration, and there, both in principle and
practice, the matter remains.

^ Cmd. 1540, 1921.
* The census of 1922 shows, in round figures, a population includuig

589,000 Moslems, 88,000 Jews, 78,000 Christians, 8,500 others.
Published as Cmd. 1700, 1922.

VOI« VI N



CHAPTERI

PART III

EMERGENCEOF ARABNATIONALISM
I

C. THE PROBLEMOF MESOPOTAMIA(IRAQ ANDMOSUL)

1. Inirodtiction. The entry of Turkey into the war forced

us to attack the Turkish Empire through its Arab subjects.

The plan was adopted of an advance from the various extremities

of the Turkish Empire. In each of thesd campaigns, and in the
Mesopotamian campaign most of all, military success was
bound to lead first to the destruction of the existing government,
and next to some attempt to construct a substitute. Assuming
the actual soimdness, from the political point of view of the.

war, of a campaign in Mesopotamia, there was no reason
to stop, in fact there was every reason not to stop, between the
landing at Fao and the setting up of an administration for the
whole of the occupied territory.^ If oil protection was the object,

it would doubtless have cost us less to protect Abadan and the
pipe-line than it actually did cost us to extend our arms and
at the same time our civil obligations over the three vilayets

of Baghdad, Basra, and Mosul, though in the two latter thefe
was also valuable oil. But the advance to these was apparently
due to a political desire to avenge the surrender of .Kut and to
uphold ^our prestige. If the campaigns in any one theatre cost

relatively more than elsewhere, it does not follow that their

contribution to the general result is to be dismissed as not
worth while.

2. SUtiation at the Armistice, 30th October 1918. The
conquered territory was administered on the only possible

lines, the higher officials and political officers in nearly every
case being lent by the army, the subordinate clerical staff

drawn from India. In posts between these two grades Iraquis

^ Sir W. Robertson, Daily Express^ 22nd February 1923, is reported as
saying ‘Troops were sent to Mesopotamia in 1914 to guard our oil interests

;

but policy was allowed to override strategy, and troops pushed on and on,
till they got to Mosul.’
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were employed, whenever suitable or wiUing. But these two
necessary provisoes limited the field of choice. Wewere at war
with the Turkish Empire, and most of its officials, the only
people in the country with administrative experience, retired
with the Turkish armies.

The Armistice brought under our control an area equal to
about half the United Kingdom. The communications of this

•area consisted, in addition to the rivers, of about 650 miles of
railway and 10 miles of macadamized roads. The administra*
tion of an area so large and so badly served by communications
put a great strain on the army and on the civil government.
It was a remarkable achievement, out of the resources at hand,
to provide a coherent and efficient form of government for

the whole.
Whatever the official view of the future of Iraq, this view

ought to have governed the measures taken for the settlement
of the coimtry. The transfer, after the fall of Kut, of the
control of Mesopotamia from India to the HomeGovernment
made no apparent difference to the official policy. The British

had a chance if not a duty to improve the social, economic, and
political conditions of a backward people. They saw the life

of the Arab ‘ solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short ’ without
perhaps realizing that the Arab preferred it so. But even if the
Arab did prefer it so, it does not follow that the Arab was right,

or that we were wrong in trying to improve him. It may be
tlfat we went too fast, and that, instead of aiming at the best,

we should have been content with the second best. Our
proclamation soon after the landing, and General Maude’s
after the fall of Baghdad, at least implied an obligation,to give
the Arabs our best. And anything short of that would have
exposed us to the more formidable charge of depriving them
of one government without giving them anything better in its

place.

It must be remembered too that after the fall of Baghdad
in March 1917 the battle line was separated from the base at
Basra by a distance of 350 miles as the crow flies and 470 miles
measured along the shortest possible route by rail, road, or
river. An efficient administration of the country, that is an
administration by British officials, was essentiad even with the
security of the military occupation.

3. Questionof the Mandate. This administration, surviving the
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Annistice, was found to be too enterprising and too expensive.
It is easy to say that this result ought to have been foreseen.

It is not easy to discover either how early it actually was
foreseen, or what different system could have been adopted.
But in any case with the beginning of the n^otiations for the
Peace Treaty, the problem of Iraq ceased to be a local adminis-
trative problem and became part of a world-wide political

problem.
This might seem, indeed, already to have been indicated

in the Anglo-French Declaration of the 7th November 1918,
which stated that the object of British and French in the East
was the establishment of national governments and adminis-
trations deriving their authority from the initiative and free

choice of the indigenous populations ’ 'and to recognize these
governments as soon as they shall have been effectively

established. This was aimed primarily at Syria and the Hejaz,
but was applied of course by Iraquis to Mesopotamia. Almost
simultaneously the theory of the Mandate made its appearance,

In the sketch given by General Smuts of the working of the
Mandatory System there was nothing to show that the work of

the Mandatory was to be other than slow or expensive. The
discussions on the form of Mandate to be applied to Iraq had
little effect on, and were equally little affected by, the comvse
of events in Iraq. As a matter of fact, scarcely any progress

was made in the assignment or drawing up of Mandates until

May 1919, and after that the whole question of Mandates over
countries formerly in the Turkish Empire was postponed
until the announcement of a decision by the United States. The
Mandate for Iraq was not formally accepted by Britain imtil

May 1^20. The delay in its publication and still more the delay
in the si gning o{ the Peace Treaty with Tiiidcey, however
unavoidable, had disastrous results in Iraq.

Between the Armistice £md the actued publication of the

terms of the Mandate it might have been possible, at the
expense of efficiency, to introduce into the government a greater

number of native officials. But any form of government in

this period was bound to be subject to many embarrassments.
The first of these was the progress of the Arab movement in

Hejaz and Syria. This had been indispensable to our military

success in Palestine, but it very soon committed us to an
explicit general recognition of Arab independence so far as we



THE PROBLEMOF MOSUL 181

could promote it, in return for an implicit obligation on the
part of the Arabs to help us in the war. The fact that we had
discouraged Arab co-operation in Mesopotamia was not likely

to help us, after the establishment of an Arab kingdom in Hejaz
and Syria, still less after President Wilson’s pronouncement on
self-determination, followed by opinion said to emanate from
the same source, that Mesopotamia might be regarded as one

,of the countries ready for self-determination; all of which
seemed to be confirmed by the Anglo-French proclamation of
the 7th November 1918.

4. Negotiations as to oil and Mosul at the Peace Conference,
1918-19. It has already been pointed out that the French and
British interests in the Middle East had seriously conflicted

witli one another. They differed about Arab policy, about
spheres of influence, and also about control of oil. It was the
latter which came to the front in connexion with Mesopotamia.

(a) Discussions of Clemenceau and Lloyd George, December
Jt918. Prior to the War British commerce had interests in

Mesopotamian oil, indirectly through the Anglo-Persian Oil

Company, which drew its chief supplies from Persian territory,

and directly through the Turkish Petroleum Company. The
capital of the latter was 75 per cent. British and 25 per cent.

German. On the 28th June 1914 it obtained from the Turkish
Government the exclusive right to all oil in the vilayets of

Mosiil and Baghdad.^ This transEiction was completed before
the War, and the 25 per cent. German capital was liquidated
during the War. By the beginning of 1916 it had become
necessaiy for the British and French Governments to delimit

their spheres of influence in the Middle East, and in this act
of partition Mosul was, under the Sykes-Picot Agr^ment,
assigned to France.^ But at the time of ,the Armistice the
French were at a disadvantage in having only a few battalions

in Syria, while the British had not only conquered Syria with
Arab help, but were also firmly fixed in the occupation of

^ Tardieu, L* Illustration, 19th June 1920, v, also a debate on the subject
of oil in the House of Commons, 10th March 1922.

9. above, Chap. I, Part I, A, §76, pp. 15-17; Part III, B, § 7, pp. pp. 141-2.
According to Tardieu, loc, dt.. Sir E. Grey obtained from M. Cambon, 15th
May 1916, a declaration that France was ^ ready to sanction, in the regions
which should be attributed to it or should be liberated by its action, the
different British concessions of a date preceding the War This covered
the Turkish Petroleum Company, and the declaration was* ratified by both
Governments 17th May 1916. Cp. R, S. Baker, III, pp. 1-19.
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Mosul. Further, the Turkish Petroleum Company had been
recognized by the French Government as having the exclusive

monopoly of oil in the vilayets of Mosul and Baghdad.
The story is not fully known, but the following is the state-

ment of M. Tardieu.^ He states that M. Clemenceau arrived in

London in December 1918 fully primed with the facts.

Mr. Lloyd George demanded a British, instead of an inter-

national, administration in Palestine and a transfer of Mosul .

from the Franco- Arab to the British- Arab sphere. M. Clemenceau
indicated approval of these demands on three conditions : (1)
France to obtain some share in the oil of Mosul by modification
of the agreement (15th-17th May 1916) ; (2) full support to

France against American objections
; (3) if the Mandate system

prevailed —̂Damascus and Aleppo, Alexandretta and Beirut
were to be under one Mandate (the French).

(b) Berenger-Long Oil Agreement, 18th April 1919. Negotia-
tions were resumed at the Peace Conference and an oil agreement
negotiated between M. Berenger and Mr. Walter (Lord) Long^
(8th April)

:

(i) France to receive 50 per cent, of all the oil rights which
the two countries could obtain in Russia, Rumania,
and Galicia.

(ii) France to receive 34 per cent, of disposable oil in British

Colonies.*

(iii) Great Britain to receive 34 per cent, of disposable oil in

French Colonies.

(iv) France to receive the German share (25 per cent.) of

the capital of the Turkish Petroleum Company in

, Mosul and Baghdad.
(v) (jreat Britain to have the right of carrying a pipe-line

from Mosul across French Mandated territory to the
Mediterranean.

(vi) Negotiations fail over Mosul, May-December 1918. This
question of oil concession was, however, complicated by that
of territorial control. On the 21st-22nd May M. Tardieu
declares that two discussions {tr^ vives de ton) took place

between M. Clemenceau and Mr. Lloyd George. They ended by
M. Clemenceau sa3dng :

^ If you had told me in December (1918)

^ UlUustraUon^ he. cit., cp. R. S. Baker, Wilson and World Settlement^.
Vol. I, pp. 70, 74, *76.

^ Crown Colonies must be meant.
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that the cession of Mosul would entail, in addition, the cession
of an immense territory I should, from that moment, have
declined to assign you Mosul.’ ^ The Berenger*Long Agreement
had been ratified by the French Foreign Oflfice on the 16th May,
but M. Clemenceau declined to assent to it as being contingent
on a satisfactory territorial adjustment. An attempt to renew
the accord failed again in December, and the question, according

,
to M. Tardieu, was still unsettled when M. Clemenceau resigned
on the 20th January 1920. It is usually unsafe to question the
facts of M. Tardieu, but M. Briand did so in the French Chamber
on the 25th June 1920. He declared that, in one of those
informal conversations, of which no record exists, during the
Peace Conference, ‘ The French agreed to abandon Mosid and
Palestine ’ at a moment which was full of difficulties for them.
M. Tardieu contradicted him in a speech, giving the version of

the facts above cited, which seem to be confirmed by Mr. Baker.
5. The Mesopotamian Mandate assigned. Whatever be the

.correct explanation, the oil and territorial questions had been
settled by May 1920.

{a) San RemoOil Agreement, 24th April 1920. The San Remo
Oil Agreement signed on the 24th-25th April 1920 was a modi-
fication of the Berenger-Long Agreement.®

(i) France was to receive 50 per cent, of oil rights acquired
by the two countries in Rumania, but, as regards ‘ the

. territories of the late Russian Empire ’ no proportion
was mentioned, and also nothing was said about
Galicia.

(ii) and (iii) Great Britain to receive not less than 33 per
cent, (instead of 34 per cent.) of disposable oil in

British Crown Colonies, same proportion for British in

French Colonies in North Africa, but not in Tomini or

New Caledonia where oil is reported.

(iv) and (v) France to receive the 25 per cent. (i.e. Genoan
share) of the Turkish Petroleum Company and to

facilitate transport of oil by pipe-line or rail from
both Mesopoteunia and Persia across French Man-
dated areas to an East Mediterranean port.

' Tardieu, Zoc. dt . ; according to R. S. Baker, Vol. I, pp. 78-9, Mr. Lloyd
George and M. Clemenceau both stated that they knew nothing of the oil

agreement till the 22nd May 1919.
® V, Text of San RemoAgreement in App. II, Part I.
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{b) Assignment of the Mandate, 3rd May 1920, and Sivres

Treaty, 10th Avgust 1920. It is not clear why M. Briand had
consented to an arrangement which M. Clemenceau is said to
have refused. But at this time the Emir Feisal, the son of King
Husein, and the leader of the Arab revolt, was posing as king
at Damascus and asserting his claims over Syria. The French
press asserted that British support was promised against Feisal,

provided Mosul was handed over to her Mandatory area. At

.

any rate, it was announced on the 5th May that France had
been assigned the Mandate over Syria, and that Great Britain

had received that of Mesopotamia including Mosul. In July
1920 General Gouraud deposed Feisal, chased him out of Syria,

and entered Damascus in triumph on the 7th August. On the
10th August the Treaty of Sevres was signed in which Timkey
* provisionally recognized Syria and Mesopotamia as indepen-
dent states subject to the rendering of administrative advice and
assistance by a Mandatory until such time as they are able to

stand alone ’. In each case the Mandatory was already chosen.
^

6. The Rebellion in Mesopotamia, August 1920. Wliatever
be the true history of these complicated negotiations, it is quite
clear that uncertainty and misunderstanding prevailed up to

the last moment. The uncertainty as to the poUcy of the Home
Government was naturally reflected in the attitude of the
oflicials on the spot in Mesopotamia and had the worst possible

effects. New American wine vas fermenting in old Arabian
bottles. A wild unreasoning hope as to complete national
independence on the Wilsonian model had been actually sug-

gested to the Iraquis by some oflicial actions. Thus the Civil

Commissioner in the winter of 1918-19 was instructed to ask
the local population three questions : (1) Whether they
were in favour of an Arab State including the vilayets of

Mosul, Baghdad, afld Basra vmder British tutelage
; (2) if so,

whether the new state should be under an Arab Emir
; (3) and

in that case, whomwould they suggest ? The disturbing novelty
of consulting the natives seems to have excited them greatly

without resrdting in the production of many helpful answers.
Later on di^Wbances began to break out. At the end of

1919 a really serious movement broke out in favom of Feisal

and of a federated Syria and Mesopotamia under his rule.

British outposts were attacked on the Euphrates and forces

dislodged from certain outlying points. This was a great
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blow to British prestige. The pro-Feisal movement, as above
related, spread to Syria and fanned the flames in Mesopotamia.
On the 5th May the assignment of the Mandate to Great
Britain was announced. On the 3rd June two British officers

and their staff were murdered by Arabs at Tel Afar, west
of Mosul. All the elements of a revolt were now present,
discontent of wild tribesmen, pan-Arab feeUngs among tamer
i^ownsmen, wild religious enthusiasm. It was in vain that the
British Government announced on the 20th June that Mesopo-
tamia was to be constituted * an independent State under
guarantee of the League of Nations ’ and that ‘ due regard ’

would be paid ’’

to the rights, wishes, and interests of all the
communities of the country ’. The proclamation also said that
Iraq was * subject to the Mandate of Great Britain ’. The
rebellion broke out, and the crisis was a dangerous one. During
one anxious and critical month (August 1920) the safety of the
communicating line between Baghdad and the outer world
depended upon the loyalty of one or two sheikhs. Then the
tide turned, and the rebellion gradually subsided. With it

fell the previous system of government, and Sir Arnold Wilson
made way for Sir Percy Cox, who was instructed to conciliate

the native population (October 1920). At the same time
(December 1920) a Middle East Department was created and
placed under the Colonial Office which Mr. Winston Churchill
now controlled.

*7. The Cox System, 1921. The new system of government
was a provision^ one, pending the decision by a national
Assembly of the future constitution of the State. Like the old
one it was expensive but it was at least more effective. Ag Arab
Ministry was formed, presided over by the Nagib of Baghdad,
the former British secretaries or directors became their advisers.

Similarly Arab notables appeared as Mutasanifs, with British

political officers in the background. The ’ stopgap ’ system
can never be ideal, but this one seems to have tided over an
awkward period.^ The real question was, what was to be the
future constitution, and in the winter of 1920-1 the shadow of

a republic dissolved into the more definite outlines of a consti-

tutional monarchy. But who was to be the monarch, and how
was he to be elected ? After much hesitation a choice was made.

^ A series of sensational articles on Mesopotamian politics appeared in
Times of the 27th December 1921 and following days.
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