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. PREFACE 

The Armenian question as a whole has been lost 

sight of in the tangle of events and alliances that pre­

ceded the First ·,vorld War. As the complicated diplomatie 

background of this period has been treated elsewhere, no 

attempt has been made to include i t he re. ·~Vhere outside 

events had a direct influence on the question; however, 
' 

mention has been made of them. The Arme~ian question,in 

ao far as it concerned Great Britain,found its origine 

in the Congress of Berlin and the Cyprus Convention of 

1878. Although the question was not satisfactorily sol-

ved, after the turn of the century the British public and. 

in turn, the government loet interest in the eearch for a 

successful conclusion to the problem. ·1fi th the Turkish 

Revolution of 1908 a new regime was set ·Up in rurkey and 

Bri ti eh i nterests v;er e diverted to areas :1here the situation 
' 

was more acute. 

The significance of the Armenian question in the·· 

formulation of the general British attitude toward Turkey .. ·· ·· 
' .1. , · : 

.. "1 

has not been previously been emnhasized. This question 

and its repercussions iriEngland ex~lains in large part 

ii 
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some of the otherwise conflicting elements -in British 

policy towards Turkey and the Concert of Europe. No 

other aspect of the Eastern ~ueation had quite so intense 

a reac ti on in JEngland as the treatment the Arme ni ana re ... 

ceived at the hands of the Turks. As British official 

policy was subject to the ·flnctuation of public opinion, 

at one moment i t thwarted government policy and at another 

strengthened it. ~Nhen the public finally lost interest 

in the Armenian question the British government was left 

with a confused policy based on sentiment and politica. 

The Armenian question wae a clear illustration of an in...:. 

stance in which British foreig_n policy fel t the ·force ot 
• ' 

public opinion strongly enough to be seriously influene&d. . : .. 

by it. This conflict between public feelings and governw 

ment politics for~ what may be called the British attitude. 

I would like to express my appreciE.tion to Dr. w. 
Stanford Reid for hie constructive critici s m and guidance 

in the prep~ration of the theeis. Also to Mary Jean Keating 

and Sandra James go my thanke for their assist~nce in the 

final preparation and pro ofre ading. 
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THE ORIGINS OF THE ARMENIAN ~UESTION 

From the very outset the Armenian ~uestion was a 

complicated one. As a race the Armenian people constituted 

a distinct group, but as a political entity, they did not 

exist. There was no auch place as Armenia on the Turkish 

map. Under the rule of Abdul Hamid the very name was for­

bidden. In Turkey any map which described auch a district 

was confiscated. The name simply meant those Turkish 

provinces in north-eastern Asia Minor in which the Armenians 

were most numerous, particularly the vilayets of Ezeroum, 

Van, Sivas, Harput, Bitlis, Diarbekir, and parts of Aleppo. 

It is obvious from this that any observations pertaining 

to the characteristics of the population itihabiting these 

areas must relate to the Armenians as a race rather than 

as a nation. A glanee at the background of the Armenian 

people, however, is necessary for an understanding of the 

problem which faced Europe at the end of the nineteenth 

century. 

1 

The terrain of northern Asia Minor is largely moun­

tainous and, in general, the Armenians inhabited the elevated 

1 
Sir Charles Eliot, Turkey in Europe ( London: 

Edward Arnold, 1900 ), p. 424. 

1 
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plateaus of the region. On the north the plateau drops 

abruptly to the Black Sea while, on the south, its descent 

to the lowlands of Mesopotamia is broken by a series of· 

terraces. To Persia and Asia.:U:inor on the east and west 

respectively, there is a graduai de-scent. Between the 

plateaus are found the rivera of Armenia, flowing through 

high, wide valleys surrounded by grass-covered but treeless 
2 

hills. The Euphrates and Tigris rivera find their sources 

here, but only beyond the boundaries of Armenia do they 

reach any considerable aize. The soil is rather poor but 

the district possesses the largest lake in Asiatic Turkey, 

called Van, which is almost entirely enclosed by heavily 

wooded bills. The climate is one of extremes, character-
3 

ized by long cold winters and hot summers. 

Some writers find excuses for .the political inep-
4 

titude of the Armenians in their geographical position. 

The ieolated areas caused by the high mountains tended to 

separate the population and the long river valleys pro-

vided an accessible route for foreigners seeking the coastal 

2 
Encyclopedia Britannica, Eleventh Edition, II, 564. 

3 
J. c. MCCoan, Our New Protectorate (London: 

Chapman and Hall, 1879), II, 222-3. 
4 
G. H. Perris, Tbe Eastern Criais of 1897 and 

British Policy in the Near East (London: Chapman and Hall, 
l897), pp. 35-6; also Eliot, op. cit., p. 432. · 
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5 
harbours and fertile la.nds of Asie. :.li nor from the east. 

The .A.rmenians did not constitute a majority in any of the 

six provinces loosely described as Ar~enia. In fact, they 

only made up approximately one third of the total popula­

tion in this area, although an estimate is difficult in 
6 

the absence of any scientific eensus. The total number 

in the Turkish Empire at the end of the nineteenth cen· 

tury was judged to be about one million. The largest 

percentage of them were the peasants, ~iho because they 

lived in the mountainous regions of Asia Uinor played an 

insignificant part in Armenian national development. The 

strong tendency of the ·Armenians to emigrate to the large. 

ci ties is shown by the fact that there ·:rere said to be 

approximately 150,000 living in Constantinople. It was in 

the large Ar~enian colonies in Constanti~ople, Brussa, 

Srayrna, and the _ether western cities :vhere these people 
7 

voiced their national consciousness. This migration of the 

population i'Ylcluding the cleverest and most virile elements 

was an important factor in the inability of the peasant 

population to e.meliore.te their sufferings. The scattered, 

5 
Encyclopedia Lritannica, Eleventh Edition, II, 564. 

6 
H. F. B. Lynch prepared a reasonably trustworthy 

estimate: Moslems (Turks 442,946; Kurds 410,812), Chris­
tians (Armenians 387,746; Greeks 4,604; others 6,733}in 
"The Armenian ~u-estion", Conte"'lporary Review, LXVI (1894}, 
442. 

7 
·.r. L. Langer, 

llflli (New York: Knopf, 
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population abroad had no po .1er of united e.c ti on for e i ther 

resistance or reform. 

Lynch placed the presence of the Kurdish popula-
8 

tion on the plateau at the heart of the Armenian question. 

Because the Kurdish and the Armenian populc..tion ,:as mixed 

in most of the districts, especially in the vilayets of 

Erzeroum, Bitlis, Van, and Diarbekir, the connotation 

Armenia was practically interchangeable nith that of Kurdis-

tan, although the Turks preferred to cali the region after 
9 

the Kurds. Kurdish po~·;er dates back to the sixteenth cen-

tury when Armenia was captured by the Turks. The country 

~as governed in the more accessible regions by Turkish 

offic ials, ·.vhile the mount ai nous regions \';ere organized -· 

under local Kurdish chiefs. This policy brought some deg­

ree of peace to the country but fostered the growth of 
10 

Kurdish i -r..fluence and po·.ver. 

There were two distinct classes among the Kurds. 

There were the tri"bal noma.ds ' .. ·ho recognized no lo.N but 

that of :night, and the non-tribal Kurds, who, after their 

conquest by the Turks, represented a reasonably settled 

8 
H.F.B. Lynch, "The Armenian Q,uestion", Contem­

porary Review, LXVI ( 1894 ), 466. 

566. 

9 
Eliot, op. cit., p. 425. 

10 
Encyclopedia Britannica1 Eleventh Edition, II, 
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and peaceful population except when they came in contact 
11 

with the Chriatiana. It would almost seem certain that 

there existed a feudal connection betvJeen the Kurds and 

the Armenians. The Kurde promised the Armenians protee-

tion from other Kurdish tribes in return for tribute paid 

to their chief whom the Armenians must recognize as their 

overlord. One disastrous result of this arrangement waa 

that one Kurd beari ng ill will towards another vwuld' be. as 

likely to kill his Armenians as to take vengeance on the 
12 

Kurds themselves. Forced to find shelter from the severe 

winters the nomadic Kurds were often quartered in Armenian 

villages. They were required to pay a tax for their ac-

commodation but the money usually found its way into the 

hands of the local Turkish officiais rather than the 

Armenians. From the middle of the nineteenth century the 

custom of quartering gradually disappeared through the 

allocation to the Kurde of certain villages vacateà by 

Armenian emigrants, yet, much 1ater, the Kurds were still 

finding justification for their village raids in the 
. 13 

ancient right of quarter. 

11 
Isabella Bishop, Journeys in Persia and Kurdi­

stan (London: J. Murray, 1891), II, 372. 
12 

Eliot, op. cit., p. 434. 
13 

Lynch, op. cit., p. 448. 



6 

Although there were certain very general charac-

teristics which could be applied to the Armenian race as a 

whole,such as soberness, industriousness, intelligence, and, 

on the other hand, greediness, jealousy, and vanity, there 

were two distinct types of Armenians. The peasants and 

farmers inhabiting the provinces of Asia Minor constituted 

the larger claas. Having little contact with the commer-

cial life of the cities, they were little affected by the 

world outside, and knowihg nothing of justice and govern-

ment except through the tax gatherer and his brutal methode, 
14 

they retained a strong allegiance to the Sultan. The 

second type of Armenian waa represented by the "cosmo-

politan financier". The Armenian possessed an extraordi-

nary aptitude for commerce and finance and it was as a 

money-lender that he was beat known to the rest of the 
15 

world. The Porte trusted the Armenian more than any other 

class of non-Moslem and so there waa a small third group 

represented by those who attained good positions in the 

civil administrations of the provinces. The beat features 

of the Armenian race, however, were found in the rural clas-

ses. The Armenian living in Constantinople or the larger 

14 
Bishop, op. oit., II, 3?4. 

15 
Eliot, op. cit., PP• 423-4 



towns of Asia Minor soon degenerated,losing his customs 
16 

although remaining faithful to his religion. 

The Armenian race was held together chiefly by the 

adherence of its members to the Armenian national church. 

They claimed that their ancestors were first exposed to 

religious doctrine by St. Bartholomew the Apostle and 

Thaddeus about A. D. 34,but, St. Gregory the Enlightener 

is supposed to have found the country almost pagan as late 

as 312. By converting the king Tiridates and the people, 

to the faith of the Council of Nicea, he laid the founda-

tions of a national church. He established the Armenian 

Patriachate and became its first incumbent. In the fifth 

century, the invention of the Armenian alphabet led to a 

translation of the Bible into the vernacular and the new 

faith received a more permanent form. A synod of Arme-

nian bishops, in the following century, seceded from the 

Byzantine communion, and from the year 552, the Armenians 
17 

date their calendar and their church. The Gregorian 

Armenians, the adherents of the church founded by St. Gre­

gory , constituted the majority of the Armenian people. 

A schism in the church in the fifteenth century brought 

16 
MCCoan, op. cit., I, 136-7. 

1? 
Ibid., 1?7-8. 

7 



about by Jesuit missionaries resulted in a number of Arme­

nians joining the Church of Rome and becoming a separate 

community known as the 11Catholic Armenian Church" and, 

then, under American missionaries in the last half of the 

nineteenth century a Reformed church was organized as the 

"Protestant Armenian Church". Except for these two com-

munities the Armenian race and national church are iden-
1.8 

tical. Although the Gregorian Armenians did not belong 

to the Orthodox Church the differences which separated 
19 

them were small. The Armenians, however, valued the 

pecularities of their church as an essential national 

characteristic. In fact, the church stood out as prac-

tically the only point of contact between the peasants 

of the Asiatic provinces and the migratory population, so 

that Armenian patriotism has usually been identified with 
20 

the Armenian Church. The Constantinople Patriarch of the 

Armenian church voiced this concept when on taking office 

he dec1ared hia fide11ty to the nation waa identical to 

18 
Bishop, op. cit., II, 335 ( footnote ). 

19 
The chief differences are the denial of the 

supremacy of the Pope, the rejection of the Council of 
Chalcedon which holds with the doctrine of the two natures 
of Christ, and the retention of certain "pagan" rites 

8 

auch as the sacrifice of animale. McCoan, op. cit., I,l??-8. 
20 

Eliot, op. cit., PP• 429-35. 
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his fidel.ity to the church, because it was the duty of the 
21 

Armenian church not to separate the two sentiments. 

The clergy of the church was made up of four pat­

riarche and numerous bishops, preachers.and monks. The 

Patriarch of Echmiadzin, in Russian Armenia, was the 

spiritual head of the church. Under him ranked the Pri­

mates of Sis, Agathmar and Constantinople while the 

lowest in the ecclesiastical rank was the secular head 

of the nation in Turkey who was endowedwith extensive 
22 

civil powers. On the whole the Armenian clergy were 

superior to the Greek, although they were not more edu-

cated. They did not support the side of the Porte against 

that of their fellow Christiane although the average 

Greek or Slav showed less regard than this for his 

Armenian brother. In the provinces the clergy never 
23 

attempted to make money out of their congregations. 

Mohammed the Conqueror had given the Armenian Gregorian 

· Church extensive powers tending towards self government. 

He organized his non-Moslem subjects into communities 

'. 

21 
The Times (Jan. 11, 1895), p. 3. 

22 
MeC oan, op. ci t. , I, l. ?9. 

24 
Eliot, op. ci t., p. 429. 

..... 



10 

or "millets" under an ecclesiastical chief who was given 

absolute authority in civil and religious matters. Ap­

pointed by the Sultan with the rank of vizier, the Pat-

riarch of Constantinople, aseieteq by a council represen-

ted in each province by a bishop became the civil and 

practically the ecclesiastical head of the Armenian race. 

The Armenians were aecured a recognized position before 

the law and the right to practise their religion but the 

priesthood degraded as prieate· became more and more poli-
24 

tical leaders. The post of Patriarch was not coveted by 

any competent Armenian, however, for the liberal consti,; 

tution granted to the community by Mohammed was not in 

harmony with the necessity, as conceived by the Porte, o! 

keeping a close check upon Armenian aspirations for auto-

nomy. Consequently, the Patriarch had great difficulty in 

satisfying the legàl demande of the Armenians while keeping 

at the same time in complete agreement with the Ottoman 
25 

authorities. 

Slow in developing a national feeling to any 

24 
Encyclopedia Britannica, Eleventh Edition, II, 

566. 
25 

The Times (Aug. 21, 1894), p. 3. 

1 J. _., · 



1arge extent, as a race, the Armenians were a political 

failure. They had never displayed any ability to hold 

their own against the onslaught of anemies , as a glanee 

at their history will show how they merely exchanged 

one master for another. At different periode they owed 

allegiance to the : Parthians, the Romans, the Persians, 

and the Greeks. There had been vague stirrings of natio-

nalism directed towards a desire for independance at 

the end of the seventeenth century when, as the instru-

11 

ment of their aspirations, the Armenians looked to Russia. 

The answer they recetved was the Treaty of Turdmenchai 

in 1829, by which Russia took the eastern part of Trans­

caucasia as far south as the Aras River and, thus, a 

1arge percentage of the Armenian population was incor­

porated into that country. At the end of the nineteenth 

century the Armenians were divided between three Empires, 
26 

the Russian, the Persian, and the Ottoman. It is evi-

dent, therefore, that any lack of political unity was not 

entirely due to the conquest by the Turks. 

26 
For a discussion of Armenian political history, 

see Eliot, op. cit., PP• 425-8. 



Under the Turks the Armenians traditionally en-

joyed a relatively good position. They were trusted 

subjecta of the Ottoman Empire, having been given more 

posta in the civil administration of the provfnces than 

any other class of non-~slem. The faveur in which they 

were held depended in large part on the fact that they 

were thoroughly oriental, unlike the Greeks and the Slave 
27 

who were European in culture. During the last decades 

of the nineteenth century, however, western influencee 

began to penetrate the provinces of Asia Minor as foreig­

ners introduced education and books. English and Amer!-

can miaaionaries filled with zeal, gave new force to pat--

riotic feeling~. Secret societies began to appear and the 

Sultan who had always been confident of Armenian loyalty, 

becoming suspicious, began to class the Armeniane with 

other disaatisfied elements auch as the Greeks and the 
28 

Bulgare. This Turkish hostility to the Armenians reau!-

ted from the view that any attempt to eetabliah indepen-

denee was, in effect, a desire to break up the remnants 

of the Ottoman Empire. 

27 
G. P. Gooch, "Problems of the Near East", ~n 

Kirkpatrick, ed., Lectures on the Histor of the Nine­
teenth Century (Cambridge: University Press, 1902 , p.287. 

28 
Langer, op. cft., I, 154. 
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Coupled with stirrings of nationalism ·;1as a second 

factor which tended to aggravate the situation. The Pan-

Islamic movement which laid its emphasis in the Sultan's 

position as Caliph received a great impetus in the 1880 1 s. 

The movement 'Nhich aimed at procuring compensation for 

the territorial shrinking of the Ottoman Empire in a new 

accession of religious power served to accentuate the 

fact that the Sultan and the Mohammedan subjects of his 

empire stood on one aide and ali Christians stood on the 
29 

other. Finding a common meeting ground between the two 

was to all practical purposes impossible. Furthermore, 

the Sultan, an adept hand at playing one force against 

another, did ali in his power to fpster jealousies within 

the different Christian elements of his population in 

order to weaken religious opposition. Consequently, the 

Armenians and Greeks who shared no love for one another 

would have sooner fallen in with the Turks than have 
30 

united against them. 

The Russo-Turkish "l{ar of 1877-8 had been little 

concerned with the suffering populations of Asiatic 

Review, 

29 
Eliot, op. cit., pp. 443-4. 

30 
J. B. Br:yce, "Turkey and Armenia", Q.uarterly 

cxcv (1902), 612. 
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Turkey, for while it had enlightened Europe on the de~ 

plorable conditions existing in Turkey-in-Europe seant 

attention had bee.n paid to Turkey-in-Asia ·#here condi-

tians wère equally bad. When the final settlement was 

made, however, the provinces of Asiatic Turkey vvere 

included in the peace arrangement. By the Treaty of San 

Stefano with Russia, Turkey engaged to carry into effect 

the "improvements and reforma demanded by local require-

ments" and to guarantee the security of the Armenians 
31 

from the Kurds and the Circassians. The Treaty brought 

the Armenian question into the international spotlight 

and whèn it had to be revised at the Congress of Berlin, 

·it was natural for the Armenians to expect sorne recom-

mendati0ns on their behalf. 

The Treaty of San Stefano had been disappointing 

to the Armenians for while the demands of other Chris-

tian subjects of the Porte had been s~ecified in detail 

the Armenians had ecarGely been mentioned and, further-

more, had been given no security that their case would be 

considered at the qongress of Berlin. Consequently, re-

31 
Article XVI of the Treaty of San Stefano, 

March 3, 18?8 in Sir A. Oakes and R. B. Mowat, Great 
Euro ean Treaties of the Nineteenth Centur (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1918 , p. 385. 



presented by the ex-~atriarch of Constantinople, an 

Armenian delegation presented to the Congress of Berlin 

a program requeeting the minimum safeguards for persona! 

safety and justice. They proposed the appointment of a 

Christian governor-general who could not be removed at 

the inclination of the Porte, a militia devoid of irregular 
32 

soldiere, and an effective gendarmerie. Armenian hopes 

were raised for a more satisfactory settlement at the 

Congress of Berlin by the interest shown by Britain in 

the Asiatic provinces, but the British policy at this time 

was not to reflect any deep concern for the condition 

of the populations but rather was to be moulded on her 

basic political and economie interests. 

Russia's offer to protect the oppressed subjects 

of the Sultan renewed British fears of a Russian advance 

in Asia Minor. Consequently, Great Britain's policy was 

henceforth motivated by the necessity of maintaining the 

integrity of the Ottoman Empire, a principle to which 

ehe had agreed after the Crimean War in the Tripartite 
- 33 

Treaty of 1856. Salisbury, Secretary of State for 

32 
Langer, op. cit. 

33 
Great Britain, Austria, and France guaranteed 

"jointly and severally the independence and integrity 
of the Ottoman Empire" and considered any infract i on of 
the trea ty stipul a tions a s a "casus belli". British 
Sessional Pa~ers , House of Commons , LXXXIII (1878), 
Turkey no. 4 • 



Foreign Affaira in 1878, would like to have invoked this 

treaty calling upon England's allies, Austria and France, 

to"assist them in maintaining the integrity of the Ottoman 

dominion", but neither were willing to risk war for the 
34 

purpose of upholding the twenty year old provisions. 

Great Britain's particular anxiety over Asiatic Turkey 

at this time was occasioned by concern for her interests 

in India. Almost immediately after the crisis brought 

about by the Treaty of San Stefano however, she diverted 

her attention from the north-east to the aouth~eaat 

Mediterranean, believing that her permanent route to India 

lay through the Suez Canal and the Dardanelles in the 
35 

future would hold little strategie importance for her. 

Henceforth,Britain hoped to maintain Turkish 

rule ih the provinces of Asia Minor solely as a means of 

preventing an extension of Russian influence, although, 

at the same time, she hoped to accomplish this without 

lô 

condoning the misgovernment of Turkey's subject populations. 

3 
Gommons Sessional Papers, LXXXII ( 1878 ), 

Turkey no. 48, no. 1. 
35 

H. A. Gibbons, New Map of Europe 1911-1914 
( New York: Century, 1914 ), PP• 139-40. 



The country wanted, in short, the moral satisfaction of 
a condamnation of the Turks to be combined in some way 
with the political security provided by the continued 
existence of a Turkish empire, and it is not surprising 
that this gave rise to a good deal of muddled thinking 
and some conscious hypocrisy. 36 

Russian influence in the Balkans was a remote danger but 

her predominance in the Asiatic provinces could prove a 

direct threat to England's hold in India. Salisbury felt 

that for England the question of Turkey-in-Asia was very 

different from that of Turkey-in-Europe and he was afraid 

lest the defeat of Turkey in the Russo-Turkish ·sar would 

cause a "general belief in its decadence" and Russia might 

take advantage of the situation to provide the disinteg-
3? 

rating force. As it was obvious that Russia had no in-

tention of surrendering her Armenian conquests acquired 

during the Russo-Turkish War, the only way to provide 

security for the stability of the Ottoman Empire would be 

an engagement on the part of a strong power to guarantee 
38 

it by force of arms. 

One of Britain's fundamental concerna was the 

36 
w. N. Medlicott, Congress of Berlin and After 

18?8-1880 ( London: Methuen, 1938 ), p. ?. 
3? 

Salisbury to Layard, May 8, 18?8, in Temperley 
and Penson, eds., Foundations of British Foreign Policy 
(Cambridge: University Press, 1938 ), pp. 384-5. 

38 
Gommons Sessional Papers, LXXXII ( 1878 ), 

Turkey no. 36, no. 1. 

1 7 



economie aspect of the problem. The British were afraid 

that an advance of Russia into Asia Minor would bring a 

depletion in their markets. The acquisition of the Suez 

Canal had lessened the importance of the region as a trade 

route,but businessmen were still very much interested in 

Asia Minor as an area for railroad expansion. Although 

the British Government would make no definite statement 

on the value of railroads from the Mediterranean to 

India, Sir Charles Dilke, a Liberal, spoke in favour 

of a line to the Persian Gulf to be used as an alternate 

route because, at that time, there was no guarantee that 

England would occupy a dominant position in Egypt for the 
39 

protection of the Canal. As Britain's other commercial 

interests in the area were large, every advance of Russia 

into Asia Minor meant that that much territory was taken 

from British markets, because every territory annexed 

by Russia was closed to British trade by means of heavy 
40 

protective duties. 

Because of Britain's primary interests in Asia 

39 
D. E. Lee, Great Britain and the Cypress Con­

vention Policy of 1878 (Cambridge: University Press, 1934), 
P• 126. 

40 
L. Wolf, "Lord Salisbury and the Eastern Q.ues­

tion", Fortnightly Review, LXI ( 1897 ), p. 464. 

lS 



19 

Minor the pleas of the Armenians were scarcely heard at 

the Congress of Berlin. Disraeli, who dominated the 

Congress, dictated the proceedings along the lines of 

British interests. He cared little for the Christiane on 

sentimental or moral grounds. Yet,although the Armenians 

did not receive their specifie requests, the Treaty of 

Berlin did offer them substantial gains. The Porte under-

took, "to carry out, without further delay, the ameliora-

tions and reforma demanded by local requirements" and 

guaranteed "their security against the Circassians and 
41 

Kurds. 11 As one writer pointed out,by this article the 

condition of the Armenians in Asiatic Turkey was "raised 

to the dignity, and was invested with the importance of 
42 

an international question." The provisions of the Treaty 

of Berlin reflect the fears aroused by the Treaty of San 

Stefano. In general the Berlin Treaty established two 

principles. The Concert of Europe was given authority 

to control the Near Eastern Question in a collective 

capacity and the right and ob1igation to secure reforme 

41 
Article LXI, Treaty of Berlin, July 13, 1878 in 

Oakes and Mowat, op. cit., p. 358. 
42 

F. s. Stevenson, "Armenia", Contemporary Review, 
LXVII ( 1895 ), 201. 



for the Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire. Dis-

raeli had abandoned the policy of supporting the integ­

rity of Turkey-in-Europe in favour of concentrating all 

his efforts on saving what waa left of Turkey-in-Asia, 

not so much out of love for the Turks as from fear of 
43 

20 

Russia. The Congress of Berlin had the effect of bring-

ing British policy into line with its Asiatic interests. 

To im~lement this policy the Cyprus Convention 

had been signed on June 4, 1878 by Great Britain and 

Turkey, but it waa not made public until the Congresa of 

Berlin the following month. It provided for the defence 

by England of the Sultan's territories in Asia against 

any further encroachment by Russia and, in return, Tur-

key promised to introduce the "necessary reforma ••• for 

the protection of the Christians and the other subjects 

of the Porte in these territories". England was to be 
44 

assigned Cyprus to enable her to carry out her engagement. 

In effect the Convent-ion was no more than a "defensive 
. ' 

alliance" and cou~d not be considered a "guarantee treaty" 

in the true sense of the term •.• The association of Dis-

43 
R. .v. Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone and the 

Eastern Question (London: Macmillan, 1935), p. 561. 
44 

Convention beb,:e en Great Bri tain and Turkey, 
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Turkey no. 36, no. 2. ' 
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raeli and Salisbury, at this point, proved to be fortu­

nate, for the gains Ruaaia had made in Asia Minor by the 

Russo-Turkish .Var and the.._aubsequent treaty were com­

pletely offset by the British acquisition of the Suez 
45 

and Cyprus and the renewal of her alliance .vi th Turkey. 

One contemporary writer believed the Cyprus Convention 

was desttned to strengthen Anglo-Turkish relations and 
46 

in time make the Treaty of Berlin obsolete. 

The summer of 1878 had been an opportune time for 

negotiations \Vi th Turkey, mo lay exhauated from a diaaa­

trous war.ready to yield to the first country which would 

protect her from the ruinous terma of the Treaty of San 

Stefano. England seized the opportunity in the Cyprua 

Convention, the credit for which is usually given to 

Disraeli. It ia true that early in the year he had· 

investigated the feasibility of a Euphratea Valley rail-

way and realized that the -acquisition of Cyprus would be 

beneficiai strategically as the point opposite the 
47 

logical terminus of this railway, but there is evidence 

45 
·3. L. Langer, European Alliances and ·A1ignmenta 

1871-1890 (New York: Knopf, 1950), P• 162. 
416 
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47 
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to show that the initiative belonged to Salisbury .and to 
48 

Colonel Rome. Salisbury was not convinced of the eco~ 

nomic or the military value of the island, but he was an­

xiou.s to commit England to a Turcophile policy in order to 

secure British prestige in the Near East. Although doubt­

ful at first whether England was able to fulfil .the alli­

ance necessitated by her interests, Salisbury decided that 

it was possible,if she insisted on the Porte's giving her 

some assurance of its intention to carry out reforma and 

if she was able to acquire a position near the coast of 

Asia Minor. The proximity of British troops ~ould be the 
49 

beat guarantee of Turkish cooperation. In view of the -

arguments in favour of an alliance with Turkey, Salisb~ry 

accepted the Cyprus Convention as a necessary instrument 

for the execution of British policy. His decision was 

the result of much deliberation but once arrived at was 

strenuously held and received the support of the Conser-
50 

vative government. For the purpose of acting as a support 

to the Turks in a period of criais he felt the Conven,tJ •. on 

48 
D. E. Lee, "A Memorandum Coricerning Cyprus, 

18?8", Journal of Modern History, III (1931), 235-41; · 
the article includes a reprint of "Home's Confidential 
Memorandum" which formed the basis upon which the Con­
vention was agreed. 

49 
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would have the enormous advantage of pledging the national 
51 

honour of England. 

The need for reforma in Armenia had been fully re­

cognized by both the Berlin Treaty and the Cyprus Conven-

....:3 

tion but under each arrangement the measures required for 

the introduction of the reforma differed. Under the Berlin 

Treaty the necessary measures were to be determined by 

·the Sultan and then communicated to the ether signatories 
52 

of the Treaty, who reserved the right of supervision. 

Under the Convention, however, the Sultan engaged to ag-

ree with the English Government upon the details of the 
53 

reforma ta be introduced. In an individual capacity 

England had undertakea the obligations she held only as 

as a member of the Concert of Europe under the Berlin 

Treaty. She now had a separate right ta insist on the 

Porte'a execution of the agreement. 

Criticiam of the Cyprus Convention in England did 

not fo11ow any apparent direction nor waa it organized 

on party lines. The Opposition was torn hopelessly in 

51 
Salisbury to Layard, May 10, 1878, in Temperley 

11Disraeli and Cyprus 11
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tno directions. On the one hand they condemned it for 

forfeiting ~ngland's freedom of action in the Eastern 

Q,uestion and on the other hand, they upheld it for libera­

ting another portion of the Turkish Empire from i ts op-
54 

pressive master. Some criticized the Convention vio-

lently calling it a "derogation of that territorial inte-

grity of the Ottoman Empire which British policy had long 

defended and which the British government :nas still corn-
55 

mi tted to preserve in Asia". Others sa:1 only added res-

ponsibility in the promise to supervise the strengthening 

of Asiatic Turkey. A motion introduced into the Rouse of 

Gommons by Lord Hartingdon caused a lengthy debate on 

the question. By assuming the guarantee of the territo­

rial i ntegri ty of Turkish Asia lvii.nor i t was fel t that the 

military liabilities of the country had been unnecessarily 
56 

extended. The Convention ·.vas also criticized on moral 

grounds. For instance, it ,-ias not judged right for a 

Christian po-.ver to form an alliance \'li th a Mohammedan 

54 
Seton-·.'latson, op. cit., p. 525. 

55 
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Power in arder to secure the latter's protection, although 

there was a precedent in ~ngland's protection of the mil-

lions 9f !.1ohammedan and Hindu su"hjects in her Indian 
57 

Empire.· Critics of the Government q_uestioned her ministers 

on the methode of reform to be ini tiated and other issues 

involved in the .acquisition of the island. The Conven-

ti on ·;1as declared a. "needless offence" to ?..ussia and a 

source of misconstruction of Enelish policy. The same 

end could have been achieved by seme other means a.nd 

Bri tain should not have had to pay as high a priee for 

Cyprus as giving her ·consent to French occupation of 
58 

Tunis. 

The j ustific at ion o:' England' s pol ic ies in _;,si a 

Minor as expressed in parliament and the press did little 

to strengthen the position of the Government. The eva-

sive answers of the government to the Opposition's ~ues-

tians on the methods of reform to be introduced increased 

the assumption that England he.d embarked on a policy 

without carefully exploring its outcome, its obligations, 

57 
Stratford de Redcliffe, The Eastern ;',uestion 

London: J.:~~urray, 1881 ), p. 46. " 
58 
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59 
or its entailment's. The Government defended itself by 

applyi ng the old fundamental pol icy of the protee t ion of 

her interests in India by the prevention of an~r -:'urther 

advances of :aussia into Asiatic Turkey. The .Porte ivas 

not capable of performing ~he task al one so i t -.-.-as England' s 

obligation to secure a position equal to the task of pro-

tee ting Turkey' s provinces from any foreign encroachment 

and of furtheri~ the econo~ic and political improvements 
60 

of Asia 1.:i nor. They ;;ere determined to bolster up that 

part ~f the Turkish Empire by reforming its administration. 

Internai reforms and incre~sed efficiency, order, and 

prosperity <ere felt to be the best deterrent to R.ussia.n 
61 

attack. If the government's ex·;;llanations as to how they 

hoped to reform Asiatic Turkey left somethiU0 to be de-

sired, journalists, engineers, 2.nd promoters sup~;lied the 

deficiency by pointing out that the building of a Euph­

rates Valley railway c ons tituted one of the best methods. 

"It was undoubtedly the recollection of former dreams and 

natura1 drift of British speclllation, set in motion by 

the pros::>ec t of "'}eace in the l'Tear East, ·.Jhich caused the 

59 
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60 
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Cyprus Convention to be connected in the public mind with 
62 

railway enterprise in Asiatic Turkey~ · 

If the Cyprus Convention was met with mixed feel­

ings at home, in the realm of international affaira it was 

an even more controversial subject. Accused of disregar-

ding the rights of the Powers, Salisbury declared England 

had not ignored ether interests,particularly those of 

France as a Catholic power in the Lebanon. England had 

attempted to secure equal rights for men of all religions 

in Asiatic Turkey but had not taken upon herself any ob-
63 

ligation to defend particular religious bodies. The 

Convention removed sorne of the suspicions Britain had 

aroused at the Congress of Berlin but the Sultan and 

many Turks encouraged by the Russians and French Ambas-

sadors at Constantinople developed the belief that her 
64 

object was the partition of Turkey. Britain was assuming 

a virtual protectorate over Turkey which could only be 

viewed with jealousy by any of the other powers having 

62 
Lee, Great Britain and the Cyprus Convention 

Policy of 1878, p. 128 
63 
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Mediterranean interests. It was a departure from the 

principles set forth in the Berlin Treaty and Russia in 

particular could not be expected to look favourably upon 
65 

it. In general, the criticism among the Powers of Europe, 

was "rather envious than bitter". There was an apprecia-

tion of the ease with which Britain had attained the ob-

jects of her policy without disturbing the affaira of 
66 

Europe. Rer critics on the continent, however, were 

aware of the tendency for the British public to combine 

sentiment with business by adding to the interests of 

"realpolitik" the plea of humanitarian interest in re-
67 

.@ f orming the Turks. 
·":f!. 

From 1878 the problems connected with the Armenian 

population of Asiatic Turkey were to play an important 

part in the Near Eastern Q,uestion as a whole. With the 

Treaty of Berlin and the Cyprus Convention to act as the 

Hadder 
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bu1warks of British policy, the efforts of the British 

government vacillated according to the interpretation 

given to these two agreements. As the government em~ 

barked on its policy of introducing the means to better 

administrative conditions in Turkey, the main current of 

opinion was that the Ottoman Empire was worth preserving 

if it could be reformed. 

29 



FIRST EFFORTS AT REFORM AND THEIR FAILURE 

The Cyprus Convention waw instrumental in bringing 

Asiatic Turkey, for the first time, within the scope of 

British national influence. Of all the Powers, Great 

Britain had the most to lose by the decay of the Ottoman 

Empire and the least to gain by its dismemberment. Dis­

raeli had abandoned the idea of the integrity of Turkey­

in-Europe in return for a policy in Asia Minor which would 

preserve British economie and political interests through 

the use of the Turks as a check against growing Russian 

influence. This system of protection formed the basie 

of Salisbury's reform efforts which constituted his par­

ticu1ar contribution to the policy of the time. 

Sir Henry Layard, the British Ambassador appointed 

in 18?8 to Constantinople to represent the government in 

the negotiations for reforma for the Ottoman Empire had 

been selected by Disraeli because of his well known friend-

ship for the Turks, and his general hostility towards 
1 

Russia. Layard possessed a strong persona! likikg for the 

Sultan and considered him a man of some ability with a 

"co~ientious desire to promote the welfare of his subjects 

1 
Sir E. Pears, Life of Abdul Hamid ( London: 

Constable, 191? ), P• 82 
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2 
of a11 classes." Consequently, he came to the Porte with 

the atrong conviction that he could persuade Abdul Hamid 

to accept a scheme of reforma which, while increaaing the 

general prosperity of the Turkish Empire, would bring 
3 

relief to the oppressed inhabitants of Armenia. Layard 

had no desire to fight for the autonomy of the Armenians. 

To him, they were incapable of self-government and the 

agitation for it was no more than a Russian intrigue. 

What was needed was a strong force to protect the Christian 
4 

inhabitants from the lawless tribes of Asia Minor. The 

only policy that could be used with effect to obtain 

promises of reform from Turkey, Layard believed, was the 
5 

"gentle art of persuasion." Disraeli shared the same 

be1ief. " You may bully with impunity the Turks in private, 

provided you uphold them publicly: but strong remonstrances 

accompanied by identic notes, and auch machinery, always 
6 

fail wi th them." 

2 
A. H. Layard~ " Turkey and England", Contemporary 

Review, XLVII ( 1885 J, 611. 
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SirE. Pears, in Vi11ari, ed., The Balkan Ques­

tion ( London: J. MUrray, 1905 ), p. 32 . 
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VI, 3?5. 



The reforma proposed by the British Government 

were practical and specifie. They were to be applied to 

the three elements of Turkish administration which most 

urgently required attention, the maintenance of order, 

the administration of justice and the collection of the 

revenue. Salisbury sent instructions to Layard to ne-

gotiate for the institution of a gendarmerie, organized 

and commanded by European officers, and in the important 

towns, central tribunals with trained European represen-

tatives and jurisdiction over the lower courts. The 

third proposai was for the appointment of a collector of 

the revenue in each province who was to abolish tithe-

farming. Added to these three areas of reform was the 

necessity of securing the terms of office of Valia and 

judges for a fixed number of years during good behaviour. 

Salisbury felt that the institution of representative 

assemblies that the Powers hoped to set up in Europe 

7 

was not practical in the Asiatic provinces. The Christian 

population was too scattered and the Mohammedans were un-
8 

suited to this kind of government. Consequently, Salisbury 

LXXIX ( 

? 
British Sessional Papera, Rouee of Commons, 

1878-9 ), Turkey no. 51, no. 1. 
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instructed Layard, ~hen making reforma, to use India as 

a model rather than any ~urQ~ean state. His main concern 

being the quality of the administrators, he wanted to 

employ intelligent governore and Europeans in governing 

poste wherever possible. Salisbury, therefore, instruc­

ted Layard to direct his attention to "persona rather than 

to paper institutions" which only gave "pernetual subject-
9 

matter for di-plomatie wrangling." 

When communicated to the Porte, the British pro-

po sale met v.ri th partial acceptance. The Grand Vizier 

allowed that the creation of a gendarmerie was not unac-

ceptable, but that it was financially impossible. The 

institution of Central Tribunala brought more criticism 

because Tribunals of Appeal already existed, the Grand 

Vizier said, and all that was needed were good jndges. 

Because they would be }:Iampered without a knowledge of the 

language and their interference would be resented by 

the inhabitants, objections were found to the use of 

European membe rs in the c ourts. Dif ficulties were aleo 

found in the proposai for the abolition of the tithe 

system. Although the idea was not objectionable it waa 

i mpractica l bec ause t here was no survey of the land a s 

a basis .for a money tax or rent. Finally it was stated 

tha t Valis and judge s 1.Yere already supn osed t o be 

9 
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10 
irremovable but the difficulty was in finding good men. 

The Sultan did not seem too displeased with the proposais. 

Layard had not asked for English supervision of the reforma 

which would have created the impression that England was 
11 

trying to extend her influence in Asia Minor. The Porte 

in making sorne recommendations on the proposais offered said 

they were willing to accept European organization of a 

gendarmerie but would not submit to European commandera. 

They would reform their judicial system but proposed 

instead of having a European on every tribunal to appoint 
12 

a few Europeans as inspectors on certain tribunals. 

The general impression Layard received from the 

Grand Vizier was that there would be a good deal of re-

sistance to some of the reforms at first but that they 
13 

would "be accepted in principle". No ambassador ever 

worked harder for reforma than Layard but although he was 

a favourite with the Sultan he could not overcome the 

traditional hostility of the Turks to western interference. 

10 
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Turkey no. 51, no. 2. 
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12 
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There was a party in the government .. ;rhich opposed ali 

foreign intervention as a violation of the 3ultan's 

sovereignty and of the independence of Turke~ giving 

credence to La.yard' s theory that the delays ~vere not due 

entirely to the Sultan and the Grand Vizier but to the 
14 

procrastination of the Porte. Because the Turks did 

not regard any treaty with the "infidels 11 as binding and 

opposed any foreign intervention as a violation of the 

sacred rights of the Sultan, ~ayard had difficulty in 

obtaining any answer from the Porte on the scheme of 
15 

reforma pro,osed by his government. The most important 

thing, Layard felt, ~as to begin with the introduction 

of reforms. He found many of the Turkish obJect±bns 

reasonable and if England would make a few concessions 

now, he was sure, that once European officiais gained .the 

trust of the Turkish government they would be able to 
16 

increase their effectiveness. Fully aware that the Porte's 

final answer did not correspond to the original British 

demanda, salisbury agreed to accept the Turkish propoaa:l,a 

14 
Ibid., no. 3. 

15-
Sir E. Pears, in Villari, ed., The Balkan 

~uestion, p. 41. 
16 
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as an "adequate instalment of the changes to which, • •. 
17 

the Porte had pledged itself"· 

36 

It soon became evident that there would be little 

chance of the introduction of reforma because of the 

financial and economie condition of the Turkish Empire as 

a whole and Asia Minor in particular. The fact that Ana-

tolia in Asia Minor was the main area from which Turkish 

armies were recruited meant that thousands of men needed 

for a recovery program were taken from the provinces. 

Good men for administrative offices were hard to find and 

it was not likely that the government would send them from 
18 

Constantinople to Asia Minor. An even more important prob-

lem came as a result of the bankruptcy of the Turkish Em-

pire. No reform program could be made effective unless it 

was based upon a sound financial system. Good adminis-

trative officers must be regularly paid and farming of the 

revenues abolished. 

Many thought that, like Britain's other imperial 

interests reforma in Asiatic Turkey were "worth paying 

for." Consequently in 1878 when the Sultan appealed to 

17 
Ibid., no. 5. 

18 
N. M. Tyler, Euro ean Powers and the Near East 

1875-1908 ( Minneapolis: u. of Minnesota Press, 1925 , p.l18. 



England for financial assistance certain British ministers 

made efforts to secure a loan. The Sultan's appeal fos-

tered the idea that his need would provide a suitable means 

of pressure for the introduction of reforma. Turkey could 

not raise money without foreign aid and in return for a 

loan England could demand execution of the proposed re-

forma. Salisbury seized the opportunity and presented 

numerous schemes for the raising of Turkish loans to the 

Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir Stafford Northcote, for 
19 

approval. Failing to arouse Northcote's enthusiasm 

Salisbury decided in 1878 before the end of the parliamen-

tary session to "put out a pilot balloon" to ascertain the 

disposition of the House towards the subject, but they put 

an end to any financial schemes which involved a sacrifice 
20 

or risk on the part of the British Government. The 

Turkish government continued to plead for aid, but with 

no result. Turkey was not considered worthy of the con­

fidence and England had financial complications in Egypt. 

The Sultan could not understand the refusai of the British 

19 
Salisbury to Northcote, Aug. 5 and Aug. 22, 

1878 in Cecil, op. cit., II, 306-7, 309-11. 
20 

Salisbury to Layard, Dec. 18, 1878, in Cecil, 
op.cit., II, 313-4. 
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government. To an Oriental sovereign constitution and 

parliament were merely .names, so that the explanation 

that England could not make any large loan aithout the 
21 

consent of parliament failed to satisfy him. 

1 The failure of the Turks to secure a loan from 

England was their chief excuse for delaying the execution 

of .reforma. The British government's impatience at Tur­

kish procrastination found expression at the end of Oeta­

ber, 18?9, '\'rhen a British naval demonstration was made at 

the mouth of the Dardanelles. Because the threatening 

attitude of the British government was "designed to throw 

dust in the eyes of the British public" and influence 

the coming electi1ns, the demonstration failed except as 

a political maneuver. If the fleet had been used effec-

tively and if Smyrna had been seized as a material gua­

rantee of Turkish cooperation, the resulta might have 

been different. Ei ther the Turkish Empire .vould have 

collapsed or it would have been reformed. The Turks made 

every effort to stir up anti-British feeling but they 

were also aware of the nature of the demonstration and 

they realized that a diplomatie defeat would place the 
22 

British government in a very embarrassing position. 

21 
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An excerpt from the Turkish press reflected the general 

attitude. "Our opinion is that the English Government 

has taken up an armed· diplomatie attitude •••• For they 

had expected that the threat of sending their fleet would 

have so struck us with terror as to lead us to comply 
23 

with England's caprices." The only tangible result of 

the demonstration was the appointment of General Valen-

ti ne Baker to a.n· independant command of the gendarmerie 
24 . 

in Asia Minor. The Turks were indignant at the pressure 

put on them and the Christiane were disappointed and 

1ess inclined to place thetr confidence in England. 

A1though the Conservative Cabinet had failed to 

obtain acceptance of their reform program or a loan to 

Turkey, there was tangible evidence of its efforts to in-

troduce reforms in the appointment of military consuls to 

Asia Minor. In 18?9, six military vice-consuls were sent 

under the Consul-General for Anatolia, Sir Charles Wïlson. 

The .need for improvement in the diplomatie and consular. 

services in the Ottoman Empire had been recognized i~-~a7? 

23 
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by the establishment of a school for interpretera in 

Constantinople. These trained interpretera were assigned 

to the military consuls to assist in the task of improving 

the Turkish administration in Asia Minor and of redressing 

the grievances of the Armenians against the Kurdish chiefs 
25 

and Turkish pashas. Anatolia, being divided into four 

consulates with a military vice-consul in each, they were 

able to accomplish a good deal during the first couple of 

years of their work by securing the dismissal of sorne of 

the worst Turkish officiais and in other ways effecting 
26 

considerable improvements in local government. The vice-

consuls travelled throughout Anatolia and Armenia despite 

the fact that they were hampered by restrictions and the 

suspicions of the Porte. They listened to petitions, 

accompanied Turkish commissions appointed at the instance 

of Layard, investigated conditions, and reported faith­

fully on every aspect of the inhabitants complainte. The 

reports gave to the British public the first honest state-
27 

ment made on the character of Turkish rule. "They rep-

25 
Lee, op. cit., p. 156. 

26 
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27 
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resented the only practical effect ever given to the de­

aire of the British Government to reform Turkey by means 
28 

11 

of European and English advisers." The Armenians were en-

couraged by the efforts of the military consuls and if 

these men had been well supported from London, they might 

bave wrought a permanent change. 

Criticism of the government concerning its policy 

in Asia Minor was directed into several channels. Layard's 

miataken estimate of the character of the Sultan and the 

refusai of Sir Stafford Northcote and his parliamentary 

majority to force the financial consequences of their 

commitments in Turkey under the Cyprus Convention were 
29 

considered two grave blunders. Expecting that the Sultan 

would resist reforma it was thought that England should 

have taken a etranger band by taking steps immediately to 

assure the prevention of any designs to obstruct British 

efforts. One member of parliament, reviewing the events 

of the year since the Treaty of Berlin in the light of 

British obligations towards Armenia, indignantly announced 

that the government's policy had shown "la rge promise and 

28 
Lee, op. cit., p. 157. 

29 
R. w. Seton-Watson, Disraeli, Gladstone,and the 
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30 
seant performance". Another Liberal member accused the 

government of taking on responsibilities whose execution 

was impossible and of failing to ask for evidence of the 
31 

42 

Porte's intentions to carry out its promises. In anawer 

to the criticiam that the government had abandoned the 

cause of the Armeniana there were many adherents to the 

idea that England had never promiaed them reforma as their 

critics aasumed. Under both the Treaty of Berlin and the 

Cyprus Convention it was the Porte that undertook the 

introduction of reforma and England did not engage to use 
32 

"force". Salisbury declared that England had no special 

obligation to correct every abuse existent in Turkey, 

and besides, in many cases, the responsibility lay in the 

hands of the Turks themselves, and not their government. 

"It is perfectly useless", Salisbury felt, "to multiply 

codes of diplomatie promises if you expect that by them 
33 

you can alter the nature or temper of a people". One 

30 
Parliamentary Debates, House of Commana, Third 

Series, CCXLVII ( 18?9 ), 818. 
31 

Ibid., PP• 826-9. 
32 

Sir Charles Eliot, Turkey in Europe, pp. 457-8. 
33 
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criticism a little more difficult to answer was that the 

government and the ether signatories of the Treaty · of 

Berlin should have foreseen the fact tha.t the reforma 
34 

·,vere impractical and financially impossible to execute. 

It soon became evident that British policy had 

failed in its attempts to introduce reforma; Sir Charles 

Dilke regretted that as yet either the reforme bad not 

been put into operation or had been carried out in auch 
35 

a manner that no benefit could be derived from them. 

One reason for the failure was that ti~e :fas needed to 

produce re sul ts and both Layard and Salisbury w·ere un-

willing to ' idly watch the disintegration of Turkey before 

England could secure a stronger position for her Indian 

Empire and the Christian population could gradually sup-
36 

plant the Turks. Layard found himself in a very dif-

ficult position during the negotiations, for he had his 

reputation in 3ngland to defend as a friend of the Turks 

while trying to obtain consent to reforms for ··.:hieh the 

Sultan did not care. Britain'a policy bad been ambiguoua 

but, until 1880, Abdul Hamid h~d reserved some gratitude 

34 
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35-
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for Layard's efforts in his behalf. Layard had .œver-

estimated his position, ho,"Jever, because the Sultan's 

gratitude had no political <?PPlication except when it 
3? . 

facilitated an appeal for his own benefit. A general 

hostili ty towards foreign influence had l:een stimulated 

by the Russo-Turkish War and the men about the Sultan 

44 

nourished and tended his distrust and suspicions. They 

succeeded in convincing him that the occupation of Cyprus, 

the appointment of military consuls, and the interest 

England had taken in the Armenian po:mlation were proo! 
38 

of her designs for annexation. 

Salisbury's policy in the Armenian question dur-

ing his administration at the Foreign Office at this 

time has been widely interpreted. The fairest estimate 

that has been presented .vas that he was genuinely inte­

rested in the improvement of Turkish rule in general and 

realized a system of protection as outlined in the Cyprus 

Convention .-Jas needed against the encroachment of Russia. 

He felt that basically the Turkish government ·;;as no 

worse than any other and that wi th British assistanc~ _:tt 

3? 
il• N. liedlicott, The Congress of Berlin and 

After, 18?8-1880, p. 295. 
38 
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39 
could be made effective. At the time of the Cyprus 

Convention, Salisbury had boldly taken the lead in Europe 

in regard to protection of Asiatic Turkey but during the 

last months of 18?9 he began to entertain doubts as to 

whether the Turkish Empire would hold together. Alarmed 

at the turn of events in Europe, he abandoned his reform 

policy and there the question remained until the fall of 

his government in 1880. It is difficult to decide 1.vhether 

Salisbury would have continued his Near Eastern policy had 

he remained in office. There is evidence that he intended 

this relaxation of pressure on the Porte as only tem-
40 

porary until the international situation had cleared. In 

general the Cyprus Convention and the Treaty of Berlin did 

not produce much effect on Armenia but Salisbury believed 

the British government had seen its duty and acted upon 

it. The resu1ts were small but there was sorne tangible 

evidence of their efforts. The British consular staff 

had been increased so that the Turkish government would be 

better informed on abuses in the empire and an inquiry 

39 
L. Penson, "Foreign Policy of Lord Salisbury, 

18?8-9", in A. Calville and H. Temperley, eds., Stud ies 
in A~lo-French History( Cambridge: University Press , 
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40 
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41 
was in progress concerning conditions in Armenia. The 

46 . 

effect in Armenia was one of familiarizing the inhabitants 

wi th the idea that they -.vere enti tled to privileges. Al-

though it was evident that Great Britain l'las anxious to 

keep on friendly terms with Turkey, the Armenians trained 
42 

their hopes of independance on British assistance. 

'IIi th the accession of the Liberal party to po,,ver 

in 1880 there ·.vas an immediate improvement in Anglo.:.R.uesian 

relations. The election eho...,!ed how the war fever had · 

subsided and made possible the r~sumption of friendly re-

lations. Gladstone immediately inaugurated a new poliéy 

based on the C ~ncert of Europe in which he saw the hop·e 

of putting down European disturbances. He felt that it 

was England's particular mission to bring Europe into the 

.Concert and rnaintain it by always acting as the friend of 
43 

freedom to other nationalities. Continually urging this 

plan in his speeches at this time as the essence of Libe-

rai policy, Gladstone never failed to point out the d~n~ . 

P• 825-6. 
42 
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gers of the sing~e-handed action employed by the Conser-
44 

47 

vative party. As applied in Asia Minor the Liberal policy 

was friendly acti~n within the Concert of Europe in an ef-

fort to secure the fulfilment of the Treaty of Berlin. 

Little mention ~as made of the Cyprus Convention because 

the Government did not wish "to give more sanction than 
45 

necessary to its validity~ When Gladstone formed his 

cabinet a general reversai in foreign policy was expected, 

including a repudiation of the international engagements 

of the late government, but, contrary to expectations, the 

Liberais were determined to carry out the provisions of 

the Berlin Treaty. ~ueen Victoria at this point feared 

that the government was becoming engaged on the wrong side 

and was encouraging hostilities which she would not sanc-

tion. She declared that under no condition would she con-

sent to war with "our old . ally Turkey" or even to a reversal 

of the old Conservative policy which she believed was in 
46 

the true interests of the Empire. The Liberal cabinet, 

44 
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however, felt a considerable amount of pressure could be 
4? 

applied j ointly ·.vi thout any risk of ·,7ar. 

At the general election of 1880 a cry ·::ent up. in 
- · · ... 

England for the rec ail of Layard who wa s re garded as _ t()_ o :._ _ · 

violent · a partisan for the majerity of the British public. 

It was· pointed out that there had been no removal of an · 

ambassador on a change of go.vernment for t ·uenty years and 

therefore the political element was negligible. 
t 

It ·.vas 

doubted -.-:hether the Powers would have ·;1elc omed Layard' s 

retention as ambassador because· it vtas thought he ha.d 

been impulsive and indiscreet in his relations with his 

colleagues. The Government felt that the execution of 

reforms had not been pushed with enough vigour and due- to 

the ir ·· new polie y of :;;>res sure through the Concert of Europe 

Layard ·-;~·ould cause "great dissatiJ3faction in the Liberal 
48 

Party".· Actually Layard had ·:;orked hard in the cause of 

reform but as a favourite of the Sultan the philo-Turk 

party in England had expected too much of him. The Libe-. 

rai government in an effort to ? ress execution of the Treaty 

provisions sent George J. Goschen as ambass 2.dor on a 

--------~~------------ --------------------------- - --- ----4?. 
Granville to Victoria, Sept. 19, 1880, in 
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special mission in reference to Montenegro and Greece. 

Abdul Hamid interpreted Layard's recall as evidence of 

a reversai of British policy while Layard pointed out that 

his recall was made as offensive as possible to the Sultan. 

He believed in the necessity of personal relationship be-

tween the English ambassador and the Sultan and severely 

criticised the sending of Goschen to reprimand and lecture 
50 

a sovereign in such a manner. 

Gladstone's plans for a Concert of Europe had the 

psychological effect of enabling the Powers to abandon 

their differences for more zealous and united pressure on 

the Turks. Tne enthusiasm for collective action which 

Gladstone lest no time in utilizing was directed in large 

part to Balkan troubles, especially the Montenegrin and 

Greek claims under the Treaty of Berlin. The cause of 

Armenia was not forgotten, however, because in May, 1880, 

a despatch was sent to British representatives at Paris, 

Ber11n, Vienna, Rome and St. Petersburg calling on the 

united efforts of the Powers to put an end to the pro­

crastination of the Porte in carrying out its treaty 

World ( 
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49 



obligations in respect to J.rontenegro, Greece and Armenia. 

Cons.e~uently, in June, the Po·.-:ers served an Identic Note 

to the Porte demanding execution of the Treaty provisions 

to ~hich in July the Sultan returned an evasive reply 

outlini ng his o·;;n proposais. Goschen, the :ëri tish Ambas-

sador, feeling that there was nothing to be gained by 

isolated notes to the Porte, advocated a policy which 

50 

51 

52 
would l.JUSh the Turks to stop the generéhl anarchy and chaos. 

The numerical force of the two different races and rel~gions 

should be the c ·mtrolling factor in any: reform program, 

he fel t, and c onsequently the Po· .ers should not c om.mi t them-

selves until the real facts concerning the population were 

available. A cemms would mean loss of ti me but the ob-

jection from Goschen's point of view aas less th~n pro-

ceed~.ng wi thout the information~ The Porte had sent two 

commdssions to Armenia to investigate conditions but they 

refused to recognize in ali areas the predominance of 

Christiane, a fac t -:thich ;iOuld have to be established be-
53 

fore any reform could be carried out. The Collective 

51 
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Uote issued by the ~o .;ers in September cl c.. imins the I>orte f s 

proposais did not meet ~ith either the "s?irit or letter" 

of the Treaty of ~erlin brought to the ?orte's attention 

the fact that, despite the two commissions, conditions in 

Armenia had not im:Jroved and their proposE .. ls .:ere inade-
54 

qua te. 

The PoTte' s answer to the September note wa.s ag-

gressive in a.nnouncing 'ilhat it proposed to do about re-

forms ·::i thout reference ei ther to i ts own earlier proposals 
55 

or to the criticism of the ?owers. As concerted action 

had brought no appreciable re sul ts the zeal of the ro-.'!ers 

began to cool. Goschen feared the inevitable effect on 

the public w-:Juld be the idea that the Po '.·1ers did not ·:!ish 

to press the ir views and agreed wi th: the Porte' a procee- . 
56 

ding to its own solution of the question. If Eng1and did 

not use ali the necessary force to secure thorough 

and honest reform, i t ,._, ould be obvious to ail Europe that 

she did not rega rd the ma intenance of Turkish po'.ver as of 

sufficient i~portance to compensate her for the expense 
57 

and trouble af sustaining it. ?erhaps she did not for 

54 
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in February, 1881, the British government in concert 

with the German and French governments who felt further 

discussion of the Armenian question would only interfere 

with the settlement of the Greek frontier, agreed to 

defer making representations to the Porte with respect 

to the non-fulfilment of the Berlin treaty provisions in 
58 

respect to the Asiatic provinces. Although the Liberal 

government was able to replace the "friendly pressure" 

of Salisbury with "forcible coercion" in the Balkans, 
59 

it never successfully applied it in the provinces. 

The reference made to Armenian reforma in Gran-

ville's circular despatch of May 4, 1880, showed that the 

new administration intended to base its reform policy on 

the Treaty of Berlin rather than the Cyprus Convention. 

Both Gladstone and Granville, his foreign secretary, 

found objections to the Convention and. worked towards 

its repudiation. Granville's policy sprang from a real 

fear that the Turkish government possessed auch a strong 

feeling against the Convention that negotiations with 
60 

Turkey might be made difficult because of it. The 

58 
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53 

policy adopted r1as a negative one r:::ther than a :positive 

denunciation of the Convention. · · .. :\.1 though the Liberais 

would have liked to declare it null and void the ques-

tion was treated delicately because there ·,-;ould have been 

no advantage in declaring to Russia and Turkey that it 
61 

he.d failed. Despi te the ir attitude towards the Convention 

the government .vas not prepared to surrender Cyprus, 

although they considereà its acquisition brought no po­

Iitical or military advantage to Great Eritain. They had 

denounced the Convention at its inception as a "corrupt 

bargain" by which England ac qui red a useless island in re-

turn for e. promise to sustain a despotic and corrupt em-

pire, but in office they repudiated one half of the bar-
62 

gain but not the other. 

After the British made strong their hold on Egypt 

there was a gener ~l feeling that Cyprus h ad lost its 

etrategical importance and. except for the loss of prestige 

England '.7ould have be en '.7ise in hz.ndi ng back Cyprus to 

Turkey• al though undoubtedly there '.vas a stî"ong humani ta-

rian feeling aga inst returning to Turkish domination an 

61 
Granville to Dufferin, 1,~ay 5, 1880, in Temperley 

and Penson, eds., Foundations of British Foreign Policy, 
p. 397. 

62 
R.J. Sontag, Germany and ~ng1~nd, Background of 

Conflict 1848-1898 ( New York: D.Appleton-Century, 1938 ), 
p. 183. 

'1 

•.. 
·' 

;~ .. . ~. 



~-

.. 
,_. 

'· ,. 

- ~ ,: ·- _., 1 -' . 

54 

63 
island ~.-,·hich .·:as three çuarters Christian. Far from 

agreeing Nith Lord Granville 'Hho felt Cyprus was ·::orthless 

as a place of arms, :ueen Victoria relying on the reports 

of military, ne:.val, and other officers mB.intained that it 

·::ould be a poat of great advantage and "hecause the main­

tenance of British po~·ter in Turkey depended on her right 

to insist on reforms i t '.'lould be unwise to totally aban-
64 

don this me-8ns of influence. Ten years later all that 

remained of the Cyprus Convention '::as :.Sritish occupation 

that did not result in the naval authority envisazed in 

the beginning, a defensive ~?-lliance <Iith Tu:rkey tha.t '.vas 

never i nvoked, and a vague promise of reforms in Asia 
65 

1!inor. 

Failing to sympa thize :.: ith the politic ç.l aims 

·;;hich underl ::.y the Conservative policy, the Gladstone 

Government ··::as a nxious to limit its res:•onsibilities in 

the · Levant. On the pretext of a ~.var ag ai nst Arabi in 

Egypt in 1882, the consula r officers ~ere r emoved from 

Asia Miner to ~gypt. To the Liber~ls the very system 

63 
c. -.l. 

1918 ), P• 44 . 
64 
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65 
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of military consuls was enough to stimulate undesirable 

political excitement, for the Ârmenians were already 

changing their pleas for amelioration of their sufferings 

to aspirations of a national character and it was only 

reasonable to assume that the presence of rnilitary consuls 

had stimula ted their ambitions and any reprisais on the 

part of Turkey were justifiable. The military consuls 

threatened the prestige of Turkey with their freedom to 

move about and chastize or cajole Turkish officiais a nd 
66 

interfere with the course of their administration. Gos-

chen, the British ambassador, claimed th&t among the ig­

norant classes of Turks the presence of the military con-

sula created the impression that Britain entertained ideas 
67 

of annexation in Asia Miner. Lord Fitzmaurice stated in 

the House of Gommons that their endeavours to bring about 

reforma had been unsuccessful, and that there was no lon­

ger any justification for a continuation of the expendi­

ture involved. The Liberal government which had c1amoured 

66 
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XII ( 1940 ), 201-2. 

67 
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for a "foreign policy based on humanity" when they were 

in opposition destroyed the machinery set up under the 

Cyprus Convention for securing better government for 
68 

Asiatic Christiane. Before their withdrawal, however, 

the government had nullified the effect of the military 

consuls by sending Sir Jacob Goschen to Constantinople 

whose job it was to threaten and coerce the Sultan rather 

than offer friendly advice. 

One of the chief differences between the Conser-

vative administration and the Gladstone government which 

followed it was not found in the attitude towards Turkey 

but rather the importance with which they held the relation 
69 

of Turkey to the route to India. Layard felt strongly 

that if England was determined to preserve her po si ti on 

in India against Russian influence, it was imperative 

that she return to her traditional Conservative policy 

towards Turkey which Gladstone and the Liberal party 
70 

had repudiated• Even the ·~ueen felt that the Eastern 

question as it stood embraced India as well as Turkey and 

that more consideration should be given to the fact that 

68 
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69 
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Turkey had the po \':er to incite the ~~ohammedan population 
71 . 

of India against ~ngland. The Powers could understand 

and apprecicde a practical interest such as the securing 

of a route to India but they still harb oured suspicions 

of the British sentimenta l attitude to '.·;ords the Turkish 

Christians. Sir ./illiam 7•hi te, the :British A.mba.ssador to 
1 

Constantinople in 1885, concerned over the emphasis given 

to British interests in Asia Minor, admitted tha.t her 

interests there ·.:ere the grea test but still fel t Great 

Bri tain had a =:!:ur ope an po si ti on to Elai nt ain and her course 
?2 

in Europe should not be directed by her Asiatic i nterests. · 

Ali the se f actors tended to influence :Eri t ish pol icy to 

sorne extent but the deterfilining factor w-as the occupation. 

of Egypt. It tended to command the full attention of the 

government and ultimàtely Cyprus and Asia Hinor were ne-

glected. It ~;ould have been impossible for England to 

extend her influence over both areas, because from the out-

set the task ·:ms to o great and any at tempt ·~vould have 
73 

aroused the hostility of France and llussia. The reeall 

71 
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of the military consuls from Asia Minor ·.vas partially 

attributed to a desire to win Turkish consent to British 
74 

occupation --in Egypt. Seeing the increased benefits from 

a virtual protectoro.te the government directed i ts atten-

tions to~ards that end. 

The change in attitude of the :British government 

after 1880 '.':as bound to produce reactionary tendencies 

in Turkey itself. The Sultan, mortified by the coercive 

policy of Bngland, sought to restore his prestige by em­

ploying t·,vo different deviçes, the firs't of which was a 

revival of the spiritual authority of the Chaliphate. 

The Turk used to have "an easy confidence in the grandeur 

of his empire and the sublimi ty of his religion", but his 

contacts ·,'i ith Europe had destroyed this feeling to a 

le,rge extent. "Christendom was everyr.·here encroaching on 
),c 75 

Islam". Consequently, J.bdul Hamid tried to inaugura te · 

a Par.~Islamic policy, but his attempts to create a poli-

tic al movement f ailed. _:\ s 8. purely religious one, however, 
l 76 

it made gre a t strides in ,\sia and Africa. 
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was to strengthen the allegiance of !'~oha.mmedans v:i thin 

the Ottoman Empire to the Sultan, and, in addition, to 

weaken that of Mohammedane outside his Empire to western 

nations who ruled over them, the movement was great in 
77 

its conception. The Sultan's second effort at reb~il-

ding hie power was an attempt to concentrate the whole 

civil and military authority of his government in his 

own hands. In this policy he was extremely successful. 

By destroying ministerial government he Vias able to make 

himself sole ruler. 

The Turkish at ti tude tov;ards Bri tain at Cons tan-

tinople differed noticeably from that of the inhabi-

tante of the Asiatic provinces. In the c~pital the Turks 

had alvvays trusted Disraeli as one... Viho ·:iOuld never desert 

them ~hile the name of Gladstone struck terror in their 

hearts. The change of British policy furnished the anti-

British elements in Constantinople ·,..-!th ne\; arguments. 

There was a ;•idespread feeling that .bngland and Russia 

had come to an understanding before the :msso-Turkish 

·.var and that l\ussian opposition to coercion was only a 

deception to facilitate British acquisition of Cyprus and 

77 
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?8 
Asia 1:inor. The occupation of Egypt in 1882 only served 

to emphasize this belief. In c ·:mtrCJ.st, the attitude of the 

mass of the Turkish population tov:ards :Sri tain was similar 

to that of the Christian nationa1ities. ~s Layard pointed 

out, public opinion in Turkey could hardly be said to 

exist but, -.-:here it ·.:as in evidence, it ~-:as favourab1e 

to Eri tain. lU:ohammedan and Christiane alike in Asia ?ai nor 

bath looked to Great Britain for protection against op-
?9 -

pression and aid in obtaining reforms. One contemporary 

v~·ri ter even -,Ient so far as to say that nei ther the Turks 

of the Asis tic -::; ravinees nor the Christians ,; :':mld offer 
80 

any resistance to a British occupation of the area. The 

Christian nationalities, regarding Disraeli as their 

enemy, believed that • .1 i th the GIQ.dstone gove r nment the ir 

"redemption" -.• as at hând. Layard, ho·.·:ever, ;;as afraid of 

the consequences of a Liberal administration -~·;hich v,·ould 

encourage the various dissatisfied elements unless they 

v1ere c :n wi nced · .. ithout ùel ay not to expect a ny sympa thy 

?8 
":.:ysteries of Administration in Turkey", Con-

temporary Revie·:;, XXXVII ( 1880 ) , 359. --
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Layard to Salisbury, April 2?, 1880, in Lee, 
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80 
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81 
or support from England. 

61 

The sooner, therefore, that English statesmen com­
prehend the bitter antagonism which exists to~arde England 
on the part of the Government of Turkey, and the .,.entire 
devotion to England of the great mass of the Asiatic popu­
lation of the empire, the more intelligently they will be 
able to deal with the question of reform. 82 

Salisbury's administration of the foreign office 

in 1885 was too shortlived to give opportunity to any con-

structive policy. The interruption of the continuity in 

foreign affaira was of little consequence in the European 

schema of relations but there were differences to be noted 

in British relations with Turkey which could be traced to 

modifications of British policy introduced by the pre­

vious Liberal government. Turkey had finally been lost as 

an ally and Salisbury complained the steps towards reform 

which had so consistently occupied his attentions in 18?9 

and 1880 had been nullified and the loss of British para-

mouncy at Constantinople had deprived England of any solid 
83 

basis for further intervention in that direction. Eng-

' lands entry into Egypt had affected Salisbury's attitude 

81 
Layard to White, April 2?, 1880, in H. s. Edwards, 

Sir William White, His Life and Correspondance ( London: 
J. Murray, 1902 ), p. 200. 

82 
"Mysteries of Administration in Turkey", Con­

temporary Review, XXXVII ( 1880 ), 363. 
83 

Cecil, op. cit., III, 219. 
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towards the Asiatic p~rovinces where there W8.s a visible 

contrast between his two administrations. Little had been 

done since his first efforts and his correspondence was 

mostly on other subjects. 

The more pressing issues of the day were con-

centrated in the Balkans where the questions of the Mace­

donian frontier and the unification of Bulgaria occupied 

the energies of European statesmen. British suspicion of 

Russia and sympathy with the subject races of Turkey were 

bath gratified by Salisbury's championship of Prince 

Alexander and the Bulgars. Soon after Salisbury's return 

to office, however, an Armenian appeal did recall to him 

his former enthusiasm, but his warm answer only brought 
84 

reproach from .the Ottoman minister for foreign affaira. 

From Salisbury's correspondence it is evident he attached 

great importance to Asiatic reforma but without sufficient 

backing from the government or from public opinion many 

matters were allowed to go by default which had recently 
85 

been of prime concern. The Sa1isbury government resigned 

84 
Penson,"The Principles and Methods of Lord Salis­

bury' s Foreign Policy", Cambridge Historical Journal, V 
( 1935 ), 96-7. 

85 
Seton-Watson, op. cit., pp. 511-2. 
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and Gladstone once more took over the administration in 

1885. Lord Rosebery fias in command of the Foreign Office 

but . there was little change in British eastern ~olicy. 

The continuity of Anglo-Turkish policy from one Liberal 

administration to the next emphasized the fac·t that Salis-
86 

bury hdd modified the attitude of the Conservative party. 

By the time Salisbury returned to power in 1886, it 

was evident that the whole fabric of his policy of 18?8 had 

collapsed. The time had come to examine the extent of 

British interests in the East. The old policy of main-

taining the integrity of Turkey against Russian aggression 

had been repudiated by such men as Lord Randolph Churchill 

and Lord Hamilton. Salisbury ";':as uneasy about foreign 

affaira because he felt that Lord Randolph was willing to 

give up British influence at Constantinople and that the 

other Powers would not be long in finding out such a change 
87 

in the direction of British policy. Liberal leaders 

believed the real battle 1vith Russia .Jas in Afghanistan 

and that, in having Egypt and Cyprus, British Uedite~~~q~an 

J.H. Rose, The Development of Europea n Natians, 
1870- 1900 (New York: G. Putnam, 1905 ), I, 328. 

87 
Salisbury to Randolph, Oct. 1, 1886, in Cecil, 

op. cit., III, 321. 
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88 
interests were protected. The policy of non-interven-

tion in Turkey gradually became the dominant national view 

although sorne of the Conservatives including Salisbury 

failed to recognize this change of public opinion. By 

virtue of her other interests Britain was obliged to lean 

to the Triple Alliance. Particularly as France tended to 

grow closer to Russia, England sought the cooperation of 

Germany, Austria and Italy. As early as 1880, Layard had 

noticed that France was siding entirely with Russia in 
89 

questions connected with Turkey. Especially to Austria 

did England give her diplomatie support,encouraging her 

to resist Russian expansion in the Balkans because she 

was not content to see Russia paramount at Constantinople. 

For instance Salisbury adhered to an identical note served 

by Austria and Italy outlining a program for the maintenance 

of the status quo in the East and the defence of the in-
90 

tegrity of the Turkish Empire by the contracting powers. 

The policy followed by Sir William ?mite, the 

88 
Salisbury to Victoria, Sept. 7, 1886, in Buckle, 

ed., Letters of Queen Victoria, Third Series, I, 201-2. 
89 

P• 198. 
Layard to White, .Jan. 1880, in Edwards, op.cit., 

90 
Salisbury to Austro-Hungarian and Italian Ambas­

sadors, Dec. 12, 1887, in Gooch and Temperley, eds., British 
Documents on the Ori ins of the War 1898-1914 ( London: 
H. M. Stationery Office , VIII, 12-3. 
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British Ambassador at Const_anti nople duri ng the last four 

years of the decade, was also inspired by Salisbury's 

policy of encouraging German penetration as a barrier to 
91 

Russian aggression. Sir Charles Dilke pointed out at this 

time that for the most part the Liberais gave general 

acquiescence to Salisbury's foreign policy because he made 

no attempt to revive _the pro-Turkish or .varlike policy of 

1878. Therefore, the mass of the Liberal p~rty had to be 

counted as Conservative supporters and Salisbury was able 

to carry out his policy utihampered by any opposition. The 

Conservatives themselves, fearful of Gladstone and the re-

turn of the Liberal party, remained very silent in Par-
92 

liament. 

The first British efforts at refor~ning Turkey-in-

Asia under the Cyprus Convention and the Treaty of Berlin 

had been a fai"Iure, for there v:as seant improvement in 

conditions in the provinces. It would seem that the Bri-

tish government thought it a more practical policy to 

keep the forces of Islam in comparative quiet than to 

excite them by a display of hostility toNards the Turks. 

British political and economie interests took ascendancy 

over the cause for relief of Armeni'an suffering. 

Sir Telford .v·augh, Turkey, Yesterday, Today, 
and Tomorrow (London: Chapman and-Hall, 1930), PP• 31-2. 

92 
c. R. Dilke, "Conservative Foreign Policy", 

Fortnightly Rev iew, LI ( 1892), 3 al so G1vynn and Tuckwell, 
Li fe of Sir Charles Dilke (London: J. Murray, 1917), II, 
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DISTURBAl~ES IN ARMENIA AND THEIR I1~~STIGATION 

BY TBE PO '-vERS 

Origi nally based on poli tic al and economie inte-

resta, British policy in regard to Armenia was to undergo 

a decided change by the time the Armenian question l'las to 

occupy the international spotlight as a result of the 

series of massacres in 1894 and 1895. Humanitarian and 

religious pri ne iples v!ould then take ascendancy over Bri-

tain's paramount interests. Public opinion \7as to play 

a predominant role in the shaping of official policy and 

because public opinion Nas to a large extent formed in 

protest against Turkish methods and administration in A.eia 

Uinor, a revie ·:: of the actual events is fundamental in 

furnishing a background for the development of the unoffi· 

cial British reaction. 

,;"ith the opening of the Armenian auestion at Ber-. . . . 

lin in 18?8, there wae \videspread disorder in the Aeiatic 

provinces which continued, sometimes with more disastroua 

consequences than at other times, throughout the last quar-

ter of the century. The publication in 1880 of the re-

ports of British consuls in Asia Minor gave the British 

66 
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public the first honest statement of conditions in Armenia 

and the general character of Turkish rule. From these re-

ports it ~as evident that following the end of the Russo­

Turkish War an unfortunate situation had developed in Ar-

menia. As a result of the preparations made by the Rus-

sian occupation forces to evacuate Armenia, the Christians 

in this area were in a panic regarding their fate whenever 

they should lose the protection of the Russian &rmy. The 

vice-consul a t Erzeroum, aware of Moslem ·hatred towards 

the Christiane, found justification for their ill feelings 

in the fact that while the Moslems were suffering the mis­

fortunes of the Russo-Turkish War the Armenians had openly 
1 

displayed their arrogance. A second cause for disturbances 

in. Armenia was the antagonism shown by the Kurds towards 

the Armenians. The Kurds, blaming the Armenians for the 

presence of the military consuls and the measures taken 

against them by Turkish officiais, openly and publicly 

vowed that they would redouble their persecution of the 
2 

Armenians in order to wreak their vengeance. 

1 
British Sessional Papers 1 House of Gommons, 

LXXIX ( 1878-9 ), Turkey no. 53, nos. 179, 213. 
2 

"Contemporary Li fe and Thou~ht in Turkey", 
Contemporary Review , XXXVII ( 1880 ), 342. 
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The consequence of Armenian fears '.vas a large 

scale emigration to Russia in the footste:ps of evacuating 

soldiers. Although those Armenians who had compromised 

themse1ves were obliged for their persona! safety to leave 

the district, the Rueeians were not accused of offering 

any encouragement. The rural population being more die~ 

turbed than the town dwellers, a committee was set up at 
3 

Erzeroum by the Armenians to induce the peaaants to remain. 

Layard received countless lattera from Armenians begging 

for intervention on the part of Great Britain and from 

the Archbishop of Erzeroùm and the Armenian Patriarchate 

reporting ·the fears of the inhabitants. There were com-

plaints against the annual tribute which the Armenians 

had to pay, of outrages committed on persona and property 

by the Ku.rds, and even against the Turkish troops sent to 
4 

protect the itihabitants. To these pleas Layard answered 

by urging the Porte to ta~e immediate steps for the secu- · 

rity of the lives and :property of the Armenians. Althoue;h 

the Grand Vizier was certain that the reports .were exagge­

rated and the fears of the Armentans unfounded, he agreed to 

3 
Commons Sessional Papers, LXXIX ( 1878-9) ' · Turkey 

no, 53, nos. 179, 204. 
4 
Ibid., no. 213. 
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send a Com.miss ion to settle c o~:-:Œai nts and deal wi th the 
5 

alleged outrages. In spite of the fact that the Grand 

Vizier had given assurances that the necessary steps had 

be en taken to sec ure tranquilli ty, Layard ~·,as forced to 

make representations to the Porte ,vhen he learned that 

only one Armenian representative .vas proposed for the 
6 

commission at Erzeroum. 

Despite the reports that continued to issue from 

Armenia, British and other officiais were not misled. 

The possibility of outrages committed on the Armenians was 

not denied but the inevitability of a general massacre 

was discounted. The French consul, follovving this line, 

believed that the possibility of any depradations by the 

Kurds was subject to the effectiveness of Turkish autho­
? 

rities. Layard, of much the same o~inion as the Grand 

Vizier, felt that the Armenians had been ,urposely excited 

with the object of inducing them to leave the country. By 

the circ,J.lati.on among the peasants of already ")ublished aè- · 

counts of attacks the populace were led to believe that as 

soon as the 3.ussian forces left the.y i.'ould be . ex:posed to 

outrages from the Turks and Kurds. The British vice-con­

sul was fully a·;:are of this fac t vvhen he ment ioned to Lo.rd 

5 
Ibid., Turkey no •. 54, no. 15. 

6 
Ibid., Turkey no. 53, nos. 85, 86, 154, 155, 191, 

192, 222 , 223. 
? 
Ibid., no. 204. 
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Salisbury that in all the letters and petitions he received 

mention was always made " in general terms of more flag-
8 

rant outrages perpetrated in other districts." Neverthe-

less, Layard felt the necessity of urging the Turkish 

authorities to secure immediate order and deemed it es-

sential that the British government " should be fully 
9 

and accurately informed" of events in Armenia. 

In October of 18?8 official reports from Erzeroum 

began to tell of restored order although the rumeurs of 

outrages continued. General unrest was still prevalent, 

however, for the~e was a revol t amongst the Kurde them­
lü 

selves. Captain Trotter, in charge of the Erzeroum Con-

su1ate, felt that in November the feeling on both aides 

had calmed down and that the fact that danger of an out-

break seemed remote could be &ttributed to the exertions 
11 

of the Turkish authorities. In the following January, 

however, as a means of preventing the Kurds from exerting 

abso1ute authority over the Christian populations with no 

guarantee of their protection he reco~nded the estab-

8 
Ibid., Turkey no. 

9--
54, no. 222. 

Ibid., Turkey no. 53, no. 214. 
10 

Ibid., Turkey no. 54, nos. 112, 153 
11 

Ibid., LXXX ( 18?8-9 ) ' Turkey no. 10, nos. 1, 2. 
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12 
liehment of a ?ermanent consulship at Erzeroum. Still, 

despite the restoration of a degree of tr&nquillity the 

Armenians were dissatisfied. They looked for a permanent 

guarantee of their security in the form of a governor se­

lected by the ?o·;;ers as the minimum requirement for their 

security. Goschen, the British Ambassador at Constanti-

nople, fully a::are of the aspirations of the Armenians, 

explained th~t the Po1vers could not come to an agreement 

in Asia 1:inor ~·:hile the Montenegrin question was still 
13 

unsettled. As the Armenians saw their high hopes shat-

tered once more the.y Nere inclined to blame England for 
14 

.their disap~ointment. 

The policy of the Salisbury government had been 

one of "friendly pressure" motivated genera.lly by Br1 tain' s 

primary interests in Asia Minor. ./ith the advent of the 

Gladstone administr :: tion in 1880 a more sincere interest 

was taken in the Arme ~ians themselves. Goschen, however, 

was not in complete c.ccord with his govern7nent's cha.mpio-

ning of the Christian population. He felt the resul~ ~~u.ld 

XXXVII 

Ibid., no. 6. 
13 

Ibid., LXXIX (18?8-9), Turkey no. 54, no. 269. 
14 

11Armenian ·~ueetion", Contemporary Review, 
(1880), 538-40. 
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be the setting of class against class and eventually the 

alienation from Bri tain of 'vhatever sympathy st ill existed 

amongst the M:oslem population of bath ~uropean and .A.sia-
15 

tic Turkey. During the next few months, however, despite 

Goschen's reluctance, the military consuls >vere instructed 

ta tour the disturbed dist•icts and make reyorts on the 

conditions. Despatches flowed into the foreign office con­

taining tales of outrages committed by the Circassians and 

the Kurds on the Armenians, and information on depopulated 

villages ~nd the disastrous effects of bad harvests and 
16 

cre$ failures. The failure of judicial reforms was at-

tri buted to the i ne ompatabil·t ty of laws framed on the 

European system nith the character, habits, and conaitions 

in Turkey and the lack of experienced officiais to apply 
1? 

them. The consul-general for Anatolia felt that never 

before had the prestige of the courts fallen sa low or the 
18 

administration of j ustice been sa "venal and corrupt". 

By carrying out a reform ~rocedure made known as European 

in as ineffective a manner as possible the consul for the . 

district of Trebizoid was convinced that the Turks wer.~ . . 

15 
Commons Sessional Papers, C (1881), Turkey no. 

6, no. 92. 
16 
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using its failure as a means of impressing the population 

with the disadvantages of the reforms the Powers were en-
19 

deavouring to force upon them. 

Turkish attitude towards the Armenian population 

had undergone a decided change since the years before the 

Russo-Turkish War when they had occupied positions of 

trust. The Turks who had always regarded the Armenians 

as loyal subjects had been filled with suspicion by their 

appeal to the Powers at the Congress of Berlin. A further 

cause of Turkish mistrust was the presence and increasing 

activity of Armenian revolutionary leaders. The inhabi-

tants whom the Turks had regarded as harmless, it seemed, 

were as capable of sedition as much as were the Bulgars 

or Greeks. Evidence of secret committees and revolutio-

nary printing presses was justification enough for Tur-
20 

kish fears. The ambassadors at Constantinople were 

quick to recognize the agitation, reporting from 1888, on, 

the presence of revolutionary and seditious literature. 

Sir William Nhite, aware of both the agitation amongst 

the Armenians and the repressive measures taken by Tur­

kish officiais in the form of imprisonment and exile, 

19 
Ibid., no. 8. 

20-
Eliot, Turkey in Europe, p. 442. 
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found i t imposa ible to ascertai n -.-.,hether the repression 

was the result of the agitation or vice versa. One thing 

'7as certain, ho'tlever, tha.t the publications issued by 

certain Armenians domiciled .inLondon nnd Paris increased 

the irritation between Mohammedan rulers and their Arme-
21 

nian subjects. 

After the assassination of Armenia's friend Ale-

xander III in 1881, the anti-Armenian policy adopted by 

Russia encouraged Armenian patriots residing in Russia 

to emigrate making Paris, London, and Geneva their head-

quartera. Bismark's refusai to apply coercion to the 

Porte in 1883 checked external assista nce for reforms and 

Armenian revolutionists abandoning the hope of foreign aid 
22 

Iooked to internai intrigue. In 1887 a secret society 

called Hentchak was founded in Paris. The Armenian revo-

lutionary !Ilovement '.vas supported morally and materially 

by Russia but, in order to maintain a neutra! chat.acter, 

it transferred its headquarters to London forbidding any 

branches in aussia. Successful in attracting British 

sympathy, the Armenians were able to instigate a revolu­

tionary movement in Great Britain with the goodwill of 

21 
Commons Sessional Papers, LXXXVII {1889), Tur­

key no.l, no. 17. 
22 

Armenia and Kurdistan (London: H. M. Station­
ery Office, 1920), p. 22. 
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Russia. An ardent patriot, Nazarbek, published for five 

years at Geneva severa! revolutionary newspapers and re-
23 

views under the names Hentch&k and Aptek. Turkish fears 

reached alarming· proportions as these patriote published 

appeals fo~ action on the part of their fellowmen. Part­

ly to counteract the efforts being made to include the 

Kurds in the revolutionary movement, the Sultan in 1891 

organized them into the famous Hamidie regiments to act 

as a frontier defence force. The opportunities thus 

offered for plunder and the gratification of race hatred 

brought out the worst in the Kurds who from this time 

began raiding Armenian settlements sometimes with the 
24 

sup,ort of regular Turkish troops. 

Some~...-hat afraid of appearing in Turkey themselves, 

the Armenian revolutionists sent agents into the provinces 

to distribute literature and arouse the feëlings of the 

populace. The cry -.-ient up to "Organize, arm, - arm wi th 
25 

a~ything .••• Spread the fight for liberation"-. 3ealthy 

Armenians were blaçkmailed into supporting the revolu-

23 
El i ot., op. cit., p. 441. 

24 
La nger, Diplomacy of Imper ial ism, I, 160. 

25 
Hentchak, V (July, 1892), no.? quoted in Langer, 

Diplomacy of Imperialism, I, 159. 
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tionary cause and placarŒs were posted in the citiea. 

Any efforts at total organization failed, however, for the 

whole Armenian populace waa not in eympathy with the move­

ment. The Armenian peasantry dissociated themaelves from 

revolutionary committeea because their recollection of 

Turkish rule was one of goodwill and tranquility. They 

looked for continuance of the Sultan's favour unlike the 

agitators who posseased no real property and harboured 
26 

greedy ide as for power and poaae·esions. A travèller 

through the district in 1891 felt that the Armenian pea­

sant was "as deatitute of political aspirations" as he 

was "ignorant of po1itical grievances". His main con-

cern being protection from the Kurde and Moslem maraudera 

and security of life and property he exPressed no wishes 
27 

for administrative reform or for political autonomy. 

~uite prepared to sacrifice thousande of their country-

men to their cause revolutionary leaders hoped to raise fro~ 

the dieorder a new Armenian socialist state. The fact 

that th~ revolutioniste operated preferably in areas where 

Armenians were in the mdnority led Europeans in Turkey to 

26 
Commons Seseional Papers, LXXXII ( 1890 ), 

Turkey no. 1, no. 1. 
27 

Isabella Bishop, Journeys Through Persia and 
Kurdistan, ( London: J. Murray, 1891 ), II, 3?7. 
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be lieve tho.t the agitation v,ras intended to incite dis-

order resulting in inhuman reprisais thereby provoking 
28 

77 

foreign intervention. From the Armenian point of view, 

the leaders felt the necessity of stirring up disorder 

to draw the attention of Europe to the deploral:le con­

ditions. The publication of this information had been 

suppressed in Turkish and European ne;·:sl.Japers by the 

Sultan èecause of his memory of British a nd Russian in-
29 

dignation after the Eulgarian atrocities of 18??. 

Colonel Chermside in July, 1889 h a ù no doubt as 

to the existence of revolutionary aspirations among the 

Armenians or the political restlessness stirred up in the 

Van district, but he did feel that the situation as it 

stood ~as not sufficiently dangerous for the Porte to 

show any real al"l.xiety. As far as he could see, while or-

ganization '.'las at a minimum, the movement depended up_on 

external support. He hoped White v1ould agree tha t the 
30 

Turkish authorities h ad over emphasized the danger. 

Chermside' s optimism ·.:as proved to be unfounded, however, 

for in the summer of 1890 serious disorders again 

Langer, Dip1omacy of I mperialism, I, 157, 163. 
29 

Pears, Life of Abdul Hamid, p. 240. 
30 
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broke out at Erzeroum arising out of a search for arros 

under the Armenian Cathedral and the Sanassarian College. 

The Armenian nationalists seized the opportunity to create 
31 

a disturbance and riot and bloodshed resulted. Unfor-

tunately the Armenians were to be disappointed because no 

particular action was taken on the part of the Powers. 

The British, French, and Russian consuls urged the res-

toration of arder in the area but there were no despatches 

from the Foreign Office to the British Ambassador to that 
32 

effect. When the reason for this was asked in the House 

of Gommons, the Under-Secretary replied by stating that 

Sir William ~fuite had been instructed in January to urge 

settlement of any disturbances and that " the instructions 
33 

given continue in force, and continue to be acted upon." 

As a result of revolutionary agitation, particu-

larly the events at Erzeroum in 1890, many Armenian poli-

tical leaders were imprisoned. The interest shown by the 

British government bath officially and unofficially was 

largely directed towards securing the release of those 

31 
Bishop, op. cit., II, 383. 

32 
Gommons Sessional Papers, XCVI ( 1890-1 ), 

Turkey no. 1, no. 69. 
33 

Parliamentary Debates, House of Commana, Third 
Series, CCCL ( 1891 ), 205. 
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fal.sely accused and fair trials for the remainder. Sir 

William White in January, 1891, made a request unofficially 
34 

for amnesty for a11 po1itical prisoners. The imprison-

ment of the Archbishops of Marash and Zeitoun, two mis­

sionaries, and other ecc1esiastica1 personages created 

considerable interest in the House of Commons, where har­

dly a week went by in 1893 without requests for British 

representations in their behalf and inquiries into the 
35 

manner in which their trials were conducted. Efforts 

were made to declare their imprisonment a violation of the 
36 

6lst and 62nd artic~s of the Berlin Treaty. The under-

secretary for foreign affaira, Sir Edward Grey, dec1ared 

the archbishops had been tried on charges of sedition, 

and although it was admitted there were irregu1arities 

in the proceedings, without an inquiry into the trial he 

said it could not be stated whether the Berlin Treaty 

had been infringed upon. In answer to a request for a 

commission of examination, Grey declared it was not the 

34 
Commons Sessional Papers, XCVI ( 1892 ), Turkey 

no. 1, no. 2, 4. 
35 

Commons Deba tes, Fourth Series, X-XIV ( 1893), 
passim. 

36 
Article LXII of the Treaty of Berlin guarantees 
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and consula r agent s of the Powers t o give official protec­
tion to eccles iastical perso nages and their establishments. 
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intention of the govern.ment to propose a. conferenc·e of 

the Powers in regards to the condition of Armenian pri-
37 

sonere. The British vice-consul at Angora, however, 

80 

was instructed to report on the proceedings of the trials 

in that district, although many members of the Rouse of 

Commons thought that a higher represente.tive was neces-
38 

sary. The trials began in May and Grey deprecated any 

public discussion until the resulta were known and dec-
39 

lined making any representations until that time. The 

attitude of the Turkish judicial authorities, who did 

not even adhere to the Ottoman penal code, foreshadowed 

the re sul ts of the trial iïhich was reported as extremely 
40 

unfair. 

It was pointed out in a debate in the Rouse of 

Commons that in districts ·.1here there ;r'as no British 

representative more barbarous treatment was meted out to 

prisoners than in areas \Vhere British consuls and vice-

consuls were in residence. Consequently, a recommendation 

·Nas put forward for an increase in the number of consular 

209-10. 

37 
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38 
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40-
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41 
officers. Sir Edward Grey; replied that the existence of 

\ 

a -c onsular staff ·.vas dependent upon the extent of Eri tish 
42 

interests. There ;-.;ere numerous reports on the ridicu-

lous charges on Ylhich Chris tians '::ere i m~risoned. Papers 

found on tra.vellers were misinterpreted, sermons '>'1ere made 

out to be sed i t ious and people v:ere impri s oned by :ne ans 
. 43 

of forged documents and false witnesses. The s~ecific 

charges laid against the higher ecclesiastical personages 

were such as harbouring rebels, fortifying monasteries, 

inciting Armenians to sedition, and atta.cking the Zeitoum 
44 

prison and allo·:iing prisoners to escape. 

Al though no trust·;;orthy estima te c ould be given of 

the exact number, ~ 1895 the record of political prisa-

ners had increased alarmingly. Kimberly feared tha Gaver-

nment ·;,ould be pressed into taking joint o.ction in the 

matter becaus e of the pressure of public opinion. In­

structed to ascertain the attitude of the Powers, Cur~i~-

1152-4. 
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found that France and :::iussia -.~·ould deprecate ~-n:r jolnt 

representation until it could be m~de in the form of .a 
1 

demand for a general amnesty and be incorporated in~o a 
45 

82 

general scheme of reforms. The Sulta n di ù agree, ho<rever, 

in Ma.rch to grant amnesty to ali i~rmenü .. n ecclesia.atical 

prisc:>ners except those accused of murder c..nd ether se­

rious crimes. Currie urged upon the Grand Vizier simila r 

action in the case of lay political prisoners;in addition 

to instructions to Turkish authorities in the provinces 

forbidding the arrest of Armenians 1'/ithout sufficient 
46 

evidence. The ecclesiastical prisoners -,,ere released in 

l::ay and amnesty i?as granted in July t o lay J;)risoners ex­

cept those accusèd of murder, bombthro ~:ing a nd other 

crimes. Letters from Armenians, ho ::e-v er, expresaed the ir 

fears that the lay prisoners would not be released without 
47 

outside pressure. 

In July of 1894 ne ·.vs reached Constantinople of an 

alleged Armenian revoit in the Sassoon district of the 

vilayet of Bitl i s. The sending of additional troops of 

Kurdish irregulars to the region resulted in protesta 

45 
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and warnings to the Sultan by the British Ambassador, 

Sir Philip Currie. In answer to an inquiry, prompted by 

a report of the movement of troops in the vilayet of Bit­

lis, the Porte informed Currie that the troops were being 

moved to quel! a revoit by the Armenians. A strong pro-
48 

test .was addressed to Said Pasha, the Grand Vizier. Ac-

cording to him, the Commander-in-chief of the Fourth Army 

Corps, Zeke Pasha, had been instructed to restore order 

with the aid of regular s0ldiers,being careful to see that 

no excesses were committed. Irregular soldiers were to 

be used to ga rrison those areas where there had been no 

disturbances. Despite the instructions supposedly issued 

to Zeke Pasha, the British Consul had only the worst re-

ports to give concerni ng the "ba rbarous auxiliaries" 

whose employment he was confident would have disastrous 
49 

consequences. Currie was alarmed because of the repu-

tation of the Hamidie regiments but could get no s a tis­

faction from the Porta, which insisted tha t they were not 

so undisciplined as supposed, and were in fact modelled on 

the Russian cossaks. Official Turkish reports declared 

the de spa tch of regul a r troops a s nece ssary to suppress . _ 

48 
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49 
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what the Turkish authorities considered an "armed rebel-

lion fomented by foreign politica1 agitators" and to 

protect Mohammedan subjects from "acta of revolting crue1-

ty" to which they were exposed at the hands of the Arme-
50 

ni ans. Despite repeated declarations of the Porte that 

the Armenians had instigated a revoit, Currie was not 

corrvinced that Turkish military preparations were being 
51 

carried out solely to put down the alleged disorders. 

The British Consul at Van, receiving news of the · 

deplorable c ondi ti ons in Bi tlie, requested authorization:; 

from home to send Vice-Consul Hallward to the regio~ to 
;52 

irrvestigate the actuality of the alleged atrocitiea. Hal-

!ward was subsequently commdssioned to conduct an inves-

tigation and, i n the early days of Oetober, 1894 , his 

despatches began reporting evidence of the suspected con­

ditions. He was able to obta in information on Kurdish 

raids of Armenian villages and the plundering of houses 
53 

and destruction of churches. As an outbreak of cholera 

had placed the district under qua rantine Hallward's re-

ports, unfortunately, were second hand. No amount of 

Ibid., Proces-verbaux of the Comndssion of 
Inquiry, PP• 193-4. 
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pressure applied by Currie :œ.s able to secure his e:::::emp-

tion fro~ the quarantine, the excuse of the ~rand Vizier 

being tha t the presen~e of the vice-consul in the dist~rbed 

districts \7ould only serve ta ~ncourage rene 11al of the in- -
54 

surrection through expectation of British intervention. 

Hallr;ard, ho-.Iever, saw a. more satisfactory answer for the 

Porte's objection to an investigation in the fact that the 

recent occurrences did not bear examination. If he had 

not been ~revented from having communic~, tion rith the 

population, he might have felt there was so!ne exaggeration 

in the reports, but as àny close inc:uiry was prevented he 

could only be led to believe that the Turkish authorities 

were hopi ng for the pas si ng of --.~inter to obli te rate any: 
55 

evidence of their misdeeds. Accusations ::ere made by the 

Vali of Bitlis and the Grand Vizier that not only 7ere 

Hallward.r s - reports unfounded but that he •Jas guil ty of 
--~ - 56 

inciting the Armenians against the Turkish government. 

Currie, although he was confident of Hallward's integ-

rity, immediately p~oposed an investigation of the accu­

sations by Colonel Chermside, the mil ita ry a ttache of _ 

54 
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57 
the 5ritish Embassy. 

Currie ~arned the Grand Vizier of the seriousness 

of his accusations against Hallward and on the basis of 

Hallward's reports urged an independent inquiry into the 

disturbances and the severe. punishment of the guilty offi-

cials. The Armenians, charging the Governor-General with 

the d.iscrediting of ·;;itness'es and the extortion of false 

evidence j oined -_ ;i th the British in demanding an inves­

tigation. As a result of this pressure the Grand Vizier 

urged the abandonm.ent of the Chermside mission, v,rhile the 

Sul tan declare.d the accusations a.gainst HaiL·:ard as null 
58 

and void and proposed a Turkish commission of inquiry. 

The Sult~n, refusing to believe the charges made against 

' '.' ·"" Turkish troops, declared the commission only an instru-
59 

ment for the maintenance of good relations 'J i th 'England. 

The Porte employed the usua.l deviees of 'I'urkish procras-

tination, so that it -.vas only as a result of constant 

temind,ers a nd ~· arnings of independant Bction on the part 

of the British !unbassador that a Commission of Inquiry 
60 

·,yas eventually disp c-,tched in Je.te Uovember of 1891. 
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Before this took place, however, there was to be consi­

derable controversy over the nature of the Delegates and 

the question of action in concert with the Powers to be 

so1ved. Both problems were confused by the different pur­

poses of the Commission as conceived by the Turks and the 

British. 

From the British point of view the investigation 

was to be conducted along specifie lines. Their delegate 

was instructed to endeavour to show whether any massacre 

had actually taken place and if so whether it was com­

mitted by regular troops or Kurdish irregulara and from 

whom the soldiers received their authority. If àuperior 

orders were given were they founded on facts and if the · 

presence of armed Kurds was justified could not the Ar­

menians have been subdued by a show of force or punish-

ment of the leaders rather than the reported atrocities. 

~e Turkish Commissioners, on the other hand, set them-

se1ves the task of proving tnat a state of open rebel-

lion existed amongst the Armenia ns who committed b arba­

rous acta against their fellow men and the Kurdish popu-
62 

lat ion. The notification in Turkey of the Commission!··S 

ôl 

purpose to inquire into the "criminal conduct of Armenian 

l..'\: ........ 1 :.;...,;?, ·t.,r * _ .,~ :,, .... 

61 
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brigands" led tc re ~on3tranceô by the 3ritish government. 

In ans.1er tc :British objections the Sultan mc:.intained 

that the nature of the official announcement ·;-ras !Ileant 

to counteract the exaggerated accounts that had appeared 
63 

in Turkish newspapers. In fact, the Sultan never ceased 

to emphasize that the conduct of the Armenians had been 
64 

seditious and :tas receiving encouragement in :!:ngland. 

On the appointment of the Commission the British 

government decided that if the Po ·.vers ·:,ere to receive 

any satisfaction or guarantee of an honest inquiry there 

would have to be seme facility made for foreign represen-

tatien. Consequently, Currie p~o:pos.ed com:nunication by 

the consuls ~.vith the commission and suggested an invi-

tatien to France and Russia, as the only other Po ;:;ers 

·.~ri th consular representat-ion in the disordered districts, 

to join ;";i th the British consuls. Uot regarding such a 

. . -,.. .. -.. """'. '" ·~ ·-,· .. ·.·. 
. •, :. ~ . 

~: ,, :, 

. '•.· 

88 

course as sufficiently forceful, Kimberley looked for more 

effective action in the conducting of a separate investi-

gatien and sent instructions for Currie ta sound France 
. 65 

and ~ussia on the subject. Informed of the Sultan's 

willingness ta accept :British consular represente.tion on 

63 
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the Commission, Kimberley was willing to compromise,de-

ciding the offer could be accepted on the clear unders-

tanding that a separate report should be made by the Bri­

tish co·nsuls. France and Russia were advised to demand 
66 

similar rights. Austria-Hungary would have liked to as-

sociate herself with the action but her absence of c on-

sular representation hindered her from giving the co-
67 

operation she thought desirable. Germany, on the other 

band, replied that as she waa not directly interested, 

the only support she could give was in advising the 

Sultan to appoint a commission which would satisfy the 
68 

demanda of the Powera. The Russian and French govern-

mente agreed to participate in the investigation and in 

the punishment of the guilty officiais but were opposed 
69 

to the raising of any political questions. Although 

the British government gladly accepted the cooperation 

a nd participat i on of the other Powers, Kimberly was c a re­

ful to point out that British acceptance of t he Turki sh 

proposai was i ndependent of the action of the other 
70 

governments. 
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Àlthough the idea of foreign representa tion on 

the Turkish Commission had been accepted by both the J?o:,rers 

and Turkey, there ~ere still two problems ~ith ;fuich to 

deal. The firs t nas c oncerned wi th the question of ;:7ho 
' 

should be the re:presentatives and the second ;'.'ith the ex-

tent of the po·;:ers given to them. The "S.ussian and French 

governments felt the representatives should be nationals 

and not consuls and although the British government '::ould 

have preferred consular representation they ·.·:ere .. illi:.1g, 

in order to secure the cooperation of the t-.:o :?o-;ers, 
71 

to accept their proposai. Eventually, the 3ritish 

government decided that nationals would be more effective 

than consuls in ascertaining the truth for the stétus 

of the latter c;:ould ha.ve fore ed them to take a :nore ac-

tive part th2.n desired and '/Jould he.ve given the commis-

· •s -ion the charac ter of a "European i nc,.uiry th -.iarted by 
72 

Ottoman authorities." Conse quently, .3hipley, the vice-

consul a t Van, -..vas appointed as the British Delegate • 

Fearful of the partiali ty Turkey ·.·.nuld be lïk:ely 

to sho·,: d1.lri ns the investigation, Kimberley Vil'aS anxious 

to pre serve the rights of the Delegates to ask questions 

71 
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72 
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directly of the witnesses, to report independently to 

their governments, and to refuse to adhere to the report 

of Turkish authorities on the proceedings of the Com-

mission. Furthermore, he inaiated on reaerving to the 

Powers the right to deapatch a consul to the spot if the 
73 

investigation proved unsatisfactory. The 1ast point 

caused aome controveray among the Powera, France and 

Ruesia hesitating to insist on the point, but the British 

goTernment considering the retention of the right aa ab-

solutely necessary to be used aa a lever for exercising 

pressure on the Commission. Although the Porte had pro-

posed the idea of consular representation in the first 

place, Kimberley feared that if once the right were a11o-
74 

wed to l apse it would be difficult to retrieve. Even-

tua1ly these proposais were accepted by all concerned and 

the duties of the Delegates were outlined as securing 

91 

'15 
the impartiality, good faith, and sincerity of the inquiry. 

Even before the Commission could begin there were 

73 
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occurrences which threatened the maintenance of this 

good faith and impartiality. The conferring of decora­

tions on the Mufti of Moosh, who was said to have incited 

the troops against the Armenians, and on Zeke Pasha, who 

was in command of the troops, led to an outcry on the 
?6 

part of the British. At the same time, Great Britain in 

conjunction with the other Powers demanded the suspension 

of the Vali of Bitlis, but it was only by the refusai of 

the Delegates to attend the Commission that the Vali's 
?? 

dismissal was effected. During the first si ttings of the 

Commission held in January, 1895 the Turks proceeded with 

a chronological investigation of the disorders v.-i thout 

suggesting any authority for their statements. The Bri­

tish realized that this method of procedure, if adopted, 

would only lose valuable time by leading the inquiry into 

aide issues. The result of the first Tajor difference of 

opinion concerning the conduct of the inquiry was that any: 

attemnt of the Delegates to begin with the investigation 

of charges against Turkish troops was defeated by the. 

?6 
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78 
president. 

The Delegates soon realized that definite steps 

had to be taken to assure an honest inquiry. In order to 

establish the facts and gain the truth from and confidence 

of the witnesses the presence of interpretera, speaking 

Armenian and Kurdish, was advocated by the British Dele-

gate. The British, by threatening either wtthdrawal 

from the Commission of the despatch of a consul to the 
79 

district obtained the Sultan'a acceptance. There were, 

however, addi tiorial problema connected wi th wi tneases 

which were eventually to cause the breakdown of the in-

vestigation. Although the Turkish Commissioners denied 

it, there was strong evidence to prove they employed 

bribés and threats to secure false testimony. Coupled 

wi th the proble.m of the extensive length of time spent on 

immateria1 evidence and the counter-balancing of Armenian 

report s by witnesse s on their own side was the refusai of 
BO 

the Commissioners to take evidence of certain witnesses. 

The European Delegatee, threatening to provide a separate 

inquiry, endeavoured to countaract these difficulties 

78 
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79 
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by insisting upon the examination of the witnesses in 

question. Despite ail the efforts of the Delegates to 

institute an impartial inquiry, the British Ambassador, 

in April, could only i nform Kimberley that "the proc ee­

dings of the Commission are conducted in as unsatisfac-
81 

tory a manner as ever". 

With the refusai of the Commission to summon 

certain witnesses, the European Delegates, issuing an 

identical telegram to their governments in June, declared 

their intention to examine the witnesses separately and 

closed the inquiry. The British Ambassador at Constan-

tinople, however, refusing to support the declaration, 

instructed the Delegates to remain in attendance until 

the inquiry was closed by the president. The Delegates, 

accordingly, remai ned vli th the Commission but as far as 

94 

82 
they were concerned the official inquiry was terminated. 

Instructed not to sign or otherwise adhere to the Tur-

kish Commissioners report, unti1 it was submitted in a 

complete form, the Delegates continued with the prepa-

ration of their own reports. In August, a copy of the 

226~ 
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Joint Report of the Delegates was submitted to Salis­

bury and the Delegates were authorized to leave the dis-
83 

95 

trict. The result of their efforts was the Joint Report 

and the Proces-verbaux of the sittings of the Commission 

which were suomitted to parliament in September 1896. 

Although there was sufficient evidence and tes­

timony presented é:;. t the Commission of Inquiry to prove 

that there had been a massacre, the Turkish authorities 

were able to confuse the issue so completely that no 

definite statements or united opinion concerning the ex-

tent of the massacres or the persons r esponsible was ever 

published. Hepworth, a contemporary writer, was convin-

ced that the Sultan honestly believed that the facts of 

the case h ad be en misstated to Euro~e and t hat he al lowed 

the investigation only because he felt it vtould prove 

the i ni ti al reports false. He further pointed out tha t 

the Sultan was not the only one to be misinformed for no 

one could possibly know t he number of deaths . The Ar-

menian's stories could not be trusted because "terror 

make s mul t iplication e asy" nor could the Turk ish authori-

t ies be trusted bec ause Europe wa s infur iat ed a nd they 
8 4 

must of necessity minimize the affair. There was little 

8 3 
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confidence in the Commission on the part of the Powers. 

Prince Lobanoff had been doubtful of its success and felt 

that more attention should have been given to what should 

be done when the Commission was concluded. The British 

Delegate was of a somev;hat similar opinion. His despat­

ches related all the evidence presented at the sittings 

but he failed to draw any conclusions as to the conduct 
85 

or the probable results of the inquiry. If the inves-

tigation ended with little feeling of accomplishment and 

seant promise of any effective solution it did bring to 

light many aspects of· the situation heretofore undis-

closed by the Turks. 

Prior to the sittings of the Commission the 

British consul at Erzeroum had refrained from reporting 

officially on the disorders because of the lack of trust-

worthy evidence to confirm Hallward's reports, but, as 

early as November 1894, he h ad ventured to say that no 

intelligent person save a Turkish official could have 
86 

doubted the outrages. Although the murdering of women and 

children was absolutely denied, by the Turks, lists of 

8 5 
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the number of houses destroyed and inhabitants killed 

or i~ured were obtained from several witnesses,testifying 

to the accuracy of the early reports. Shipley, the 

British Delegate during the course of the inquiry, de­

clared that he and his colleagues were gradually being 

forced to admit that an amount of suffering had been af­

flicted on the Armenians out of ali proportion to any of­

fanees of which they might have been guilty, and contrary 

to their first impression, the magnitude of the affair 
87 

had not been exaggerated. Six depositions of Armenians 

taken separately by the European Delegates gave the most 

~rid account of the atrocities which took place. The 

burning of houses, the theft of cattle, the pillage and 

muraer, and the destruction of fruit trees and farmland 
88 

headed the list of complainte. The Turks had no diffi-

eulty in denying these statements or in finding witnesses 

to dispute them, but it was obvious from the testimony 

that many witnesses had been intimidated and many others 

prevented from appearing at all. 
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The European Delegates,having satisfied themsel-

ves of the fact that the disorders had actually taken 

place
1
began to look for the persona responsible. From the 

information pieced together from the testimony of Armenian 

wit~esses the best exp1anation of the origins of the 

Sassoon massacres laid the reaponsibility on Turkish 

authorities, In 1893, the Armenians having been forced to 

pay for Kurdish protection were unable to meet the demanda 

for taxes from the local Ottoman officiais. When atten-

tion was called to the fact there existed an untaxed 

Christian district the Turks decided to teach the inhabi-

tanta a lesson by instigating a massacre. The Kurds took 

advantage of the situation to plunder the Armenians but 
89 

the massacres were chiefly attributed to the troops. 

The military precision with Which the massacres were exe­

cuted and the f act that the motive was political and not 

religious, although it became anti-Christian by the fact 

that many Armenians were offered their lives in return 

for renunciation of their religion, were two remarkable 

features of the disorders. In consequence of these cir-

cumatances it was believed that the massacres were direc-

ted from Constantinople forming part of an official 

89 
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po1icy to depopulate and impoverish the Armenian dist-
90 

ricts. 

It was alleged but not proved that secret agents 

of the Armenian committeee had been working in the dis-

tricts prior to the Sassoon massacres. Two Armenians, 

Damadian and Murad, were accused of inciting their people 

to found an Armenian kingdom but they denied encouraging 

reTolt against the government or war against the Kurde, 

maintaining that if the Turks continued the existing 

system of injustices the inevitable result would be 
91 

quarrels between the Armenians and the Kurde. Du ring 

the early months of 1895, the British consul at Erzeroum 

noticed a remarkab1e absence of politica1 agitation at-

tributable, he thought, part1y to the terror inspired by 

the massacres and partly from fear of compromising the 

good resulta the Armenians hoped to obtain from the Com-
92 

mission of Inquiry. It soon became evident to the 

Armenians, however, that no action cou1d be expected from 

the Powers and the revolutionary committees resumed their 

99 

activities. A letter from the disturbed district reported 

efforts of the Hentchak Society to establish committees 
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in the villages. Emboldened by the liberation from prison 

of their political leaders they were able to incite the 
93 

itihabitants to violence through foolish demon~trations. 

Armenian youths were accused of reckless behaviour as 

demonstrated by their ortaniza.tion of large gatherings 

ta sing national songs and parade through the towns. 

Revolutionary excitement spread and the organization of 

a demonstration in Constantinople claiming encouragement 

from England led to the shedding of Armenia n blood for 

the first time in the capital itself. Althoùgh local 

leaders arranged that their followers should be weil armed 

they denied responsibility for any "regrettable conse-
94 

quences" which the intervention of troops might have. 

The ostensiblé purpose of the Commission was not 

only to discover the facts concerning the massacres but 

by the introduction of effective reforms to ameliorate 

the sufferings of thè population. Before discussing any 

scheme with French and Russian ambassadors, Currie had 

outlined a provisional program. In large part it was 

concerned with administrative reforms in an attempt to 

93 
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institute a political system devolving from an executive 

to small divisions of local government. There were :..~urther 

provisions for a gendarmerie containing Illoslems and 

Christiane and over all a governor to be appointed only 
95 

with the approval of the Powers. There would be diffi-

culty in satisfying the Armenians without reforming the 

whole administration of Asia Miner but although the 

Treaty of Berlin gave the Powers the right to insist on 

reforma there was difficulty in giving them practical 

shape. As Prince Lobanoff pointed out, there were no 

vilayets in which the Armenians constituted a majority 

and the three districts of Bitlis, Angora, and Alexan-

dretta in which they were numerically in control were 

so far apart they could scarcely be united in one pro-
96 

vince. The Sultan, however, made his position clear 

by declaring the Commission would suggest remediai mea-

sures " without any alteration of existing laws and re-

gulations" unless i t was absolutely. ·necessary to intro-
97 

duce modifications. In answer to the Su1tan's request 

for the nature of reforma the Powers would present, 

no. 1, 

95 
Commana Sessional Papers, XCV ( 1896 ), Turkey 

96 
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Currie was not at liberty to offer details but stated 

the ir gui ding pri:nc iple wou1d be sec uri ty and contentment 

for the Armenians based if possible on existing laws and 

maintaining the rights of the Koslem community but giving 
98 

to the Armenians a fair share in the administration. 

In May, 1895, the three Powers approved a pro­

ject which outlined administrative, financial and judi-

cial. reforms "conceived in accordance· with the existing 

laws of the Empire", pointing out measures indispensable 
99 

for the practical workings of the project. The proposed 

reforms as presented to the Sultan for his acceptance 

fell far short of what the British envisaged as the mini-

mum requirements for relieving the distress of the Ar-

menians • The British government was convinced that 

nothing lesa than Armenian acquisition of the control 

exercised by the Turks would satisfy the Armenians and 

were apprehensive lest the proposed .guarantee for the 

execution of reforma would be found in practice to be 
100 

inadequate. Fearing it would render the Sultan's con-

sent more difficult to obtain,France and Russia refused 

98 
Ibid., no. 21. 

99 
Ibid., no. 45; full text appeared in The Times 

( June 6, 1895 ), p.5. 
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to supnort any drastic reform program. Conse quent1y 

the British Government attaching great importance to imme-

diate and unanimous action had not insisted on their 
101 

proposais. Also, v1ell ac quainted wi th the habits of 

the Turkish government, the British rea1ized the need of 

impressing urgency on the Sultan. Currie was instructed 

to inform the French and Russian Ambassadors that a com-

munication should be presented to the Sultan stating that 

the proposed provisions .were the minimum that v:ould be 

accepted. If no answer was recèived by the end of the 

month some agreement must be reached as to the manner in 

which pressure vJo uld be applied because Jeeling in Eng-
102 

land was "becoming more acute every day". Prince 

· Lobanoff in consequence of Bri tain' s proposa1 for having 

recourse to measures of constraint stated that in no case 
133 

woUld the Rus sian Government as soc iate i tself '.ii th such mean~. 

During the summer of 1895, the Porte submitted 
104 

three separate answers to the proposed scheme of reforma. 

The scheme as presented to the Turks, while giving the 

101 
Ibid, nos. 36, 3?. 

102 
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103 
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104 
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Armenians no guarantee of better government,was suffi­

e iently "c ompl ica ted and formidable" to exaspera te the 

Turks. Most of the proposed reforma existed already in 

Ottoman statute books but had never been put into prac-

tice. The scheme's most important aspects were the crea-

104: 

tion of a governor-general for six Armenian vilayets and 

the development of various institutions of local and muni-

cipal government to secure representation of Christiane 
105 

as weil as Mohammedana. Russia, however, proved a 

stumbling block. She would have been glad ta see reforma 

applied to all subjects of the Sultan but "she could not 

consent to the creation of a territory in proximity to 

her frontier where the Armenians should possess excep-

tional privileges---to the creation~ in fact, in Asia 
106 

Minor of another Bulgaria~ Russia,while willing ta 

jo in Bri tain in urgi ng on the Turkish government a tem­

_porary committee to supervise the introduction of reforma, 

refused to sanction the formation of a permanent super-

visory commdttee because it would make the Powers direct­
lü? 

ly responsible. The refusai of Russia to exercise 

key no. 

105 
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105 

force on the Turkish government left Great Britain help-

less in the situation. 

The procr~stination of the Porte meant that when 

the Libera~ government was defeated in June, Turkey had 

not accepted the proposed aeheme. With the return of the 

Conservative party u;nder the leadership of Salisbury ail 

attempts at coercion were abandoned. Salisbury, dismissing 

any idea of autonomy for the Armenians, was intent only 

on securing simple justice and a governor in whom Europe 
108 

could have confidence. In October, 1895, the Turks finally 

accepted the reforma in a modified form but refused to 

make them public. This refusai of the Porte to publish 

the scheme of reforms was interpreted by the Armenians 

as conferring new privileges upon them and by the Moham­

m~dans as placing them in a position of inferiority to the 
109 

Christian~. The result was increased enmity ·between the 

two rao es which gave ri se ta new disorders. The Porte, 

making only a feeble attempt to implement the reforma by 

the appointment of a Commiseion,was to see the culmination 

of Armenian revolutionary ferveur in the Constantinople 

massacre of September 1896. 

102-4. 
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CONFLICTING PUBLIC OPIN~ON 

Until the massacres of 1894-5 British public 

opinion did not express itself with any great vehemence 

on the subject of the Armenian question. In parliament 

there were occasional questions raised c oncerning the 

detention of po1itical and ecc1esiastica~ prisoners in 

Armenia and after the Zeitoum affair in 1890 there were 

sorne requests from organized groups for official inves-
1 

tigation and action on behalf of the oppressed inhabitants. 

For example, in 1893, the Anglo-Armenian Association as­

ked Gladstone to receive a joint deputation of protes-

tant churchmen and Armenians with a view to urg ing the 

government to accept what they called their duty to the 
2 

Armenians. The newspapers carried not.ification of events 

in Asiatic Turkey but the public as late as the fal1 of 

1895 offered little comment. 

One reason for the apparent unconcern of the 

British public might be found in the fact that coupled 

Series, 

P• 5. 

1 
Parliamentary Debates, House of Gommons, Third 
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2 

The Times( Oct. 3, 1893 ), p.7; ( June 28 , 1893 ), 
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with the accounts of disturbances were often other re-

ports testifying to the fact that the reported outrages 

were exaggerated and stories of Turkish fanaticism or op-

pression were unfounded. One writer after a mission of 

inquiry in Armenia went so far as to say that he was con-

vinced there was no Armenian question at all and no revolt 

of the Christians against the Turks in the district in 
3 

question. But, if the British public was not yet fully 

aware of the conditions in Armenia the re v'7ere organiza-

tiens which did not fail to keep before the British govern­

ment the effects of Turkish misrule. The committee of 

the Armenian Patriotic Association residing in London and 

represented by the chairman Hagopian, aa early as 1888 

petitioned the government to make representations on 

behalf of their fellow Armenians, who sent appeals from 

Asia Minor claiming the right to expect great things from 

Great Bri tain •Nho "stood forth as the powerful champion 
4 

of the down-trodden Christians". 

The British Cabinet made a strong effort to con-

ceal the information it received from its ambassador and 

3 
Ibid., ( April 1?, 1893 ), P• 5. 

4 
British Sessional Palers, House of Gommons, 

LXXXVII ( 1889 ), Turkey no. , nos. 1,6. 



consular officers in Turkey. Members of the House of 

Commons requesting information in 1893 in reg~rd to the 

imprisonment of Armenian political and ecclesiastical 

prisoners invariably received the answer that the laying 

of the papers in the House would not benefit either the 

prisoners or the other Armenians whose welfare was the 

first consideration. The government did not wish to 

lay papers regarding only one aspect of the Armenian 

question when full publication vJould be of no advantage. 

Wi th the outbreak of the massacres in 1894 demanda inc-

5 

reased for the publication of official reports concerning 

the disorders and the conditions ' in Armenia prier to 

these events, but the release of information was felt 

detrimental to the proceedings of the Commission of In-

quiry. When asked if the reports were being withheld 

because they were too terrible for publication, Sir Ed-

ward Grey, the under-secretary for foreign affaira, re-

plied in the negative adding that publication would not 

promote the combined action of the Powers so necessary 

for good resulta. He also completely denied the charges 

that the government had made an agreement with the Turks 

1747-8f 
XXVII \ 

5 
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to withold parliamentary papers relating to the Armenian 
6 

question. Consequently, the government was attacked by 

Dillon for being in possession of the facts, and finding 

109 

it impossible to have them remedied, also deemed it unad• 
7 

visable to have them published. 

\Vi thout access to tiffic ial papers reliable in-

formation on the conditions in Armenia was difficult if 

not impossible to obtain from other sources. One ~ery 

good reason for the lack of confirmed accounts was the 

re sul t of the \'!Ï thdrawl of the mili tary consuls by the 

Gladstone government. Always sensitive to the influence 

of the foreign press, Abdul. Hamid did all in his power 

to create the impression that Turkish action in Asia Minor 

was nec es si tat·ed by the troubles fomented by Arme ni an 
8 

revolU:tionists. Turkish authorities were not allowed to 

let private commnnications circulate which d~alt harahly 

with Turkish participation in the affair and the Armeniane 

were afraid of reprisals for giving detailed informatio~ •. 

6 
Ibid., xxx ( 1895 ), 186-7. 

7 
E. J. Dillon, "the Condi tien of Armenia", Con­

temporary Review, LXVIII ( 1895 ), 189. 
8 
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In addition English press correspondents were prohibited 

by the Turkish government from visiting the disturbed 

districts during the meetings of the Commission of In-
9 

quiry. Although European newspaper correspondents in 

Constantinople endeavoured to remain loyal to the truth, 

they soon realized very little news was allowed to reach 

the capital and events 'Nere taking place about which they 

could obtain no trustworthy evidence. An outcry was 

raised in England against the concealment of information 

by the government,for reports were gradually leaking out 

and British newspapers and periodicals were printing what 

were said to be eyewitness accounts of the tortures and 

other cruelties perpetrated on the Armenians. 

Because the first reports of the Armenian massacres 

that reached England were unconfirmed they were received 

with considerable skepticism by many, particularly as 

they vwere from anonymous sources trans mi tted through the 

Anglo-Armenian Association which was known to sympathize 

wi th the Armenians. Some said the reports v,;ere exaggerated, 

others laboured under the impression that further news 

would diminish the extent and the gravity of the massacres. 

9 
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A report from a Constantinople correspondent stated there 

was proof of much exaggeration and errer in regard to the 

most commonplace facts purposely circulated in the Euro-

pean press by irresponsible Armenian National Committees 

abroad with the object of arousing public feeling againet 

Turkish authorities and sympathy for the Armenian popula-
10 

tion. As Lynch pointed out, nothing effective could be 

accomplished until the nature of the political situation 

was understood. The reason that nothing had been dona 

since the Berlin Treaty was due to the conflicting atate-

ments_ and the lack of any defini te conception of the si­
li 

tuation. The lack of confirmed accounts meant, there-

fore, that both pro-Turks and Armenian sympathizers could 

put their own interpretation on the news they did receive. 

Previous to official confirmation of the atroci-

ties one member of parliament complained that it was open 

to a few philo-Turks to deny the truth of the ghastly 
12 

report and lay a11 the b1ame on the Armenians. Another 

member claimed that thë Turks never received fair play 

in this country because of overstatement of the Armenian 

37-42. 
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cause. The reason he found for this was the cleverness 

of the Armenian revolutionists who appealed to the emo-

tional principles of religion and national rights in 

contrast to the dullness and etupidity of the Turks whoee 
13 

cause claimed no champions. ·Aware of the fact that in-

formation from Asiatic Turkey was difficult to obtain,· 

another member failed to understand why one aide should 

be believed rather than the other. As far as he could aee 

no greater credence could be _ give~ to the imaginative 

foreign corres~ondents of the Armenian Association whose 

members had never been to Armenia than to the official 
14 

utterances of the Turkish government. ~.vhile it was 

possible to share in the detestation of the alleged crimes, · 

Ashmead-Bartlett pointed out at a meeting of the Moham-

medan Society of London it was not only unjuet but im­

politic to condemn "so old and friendly an ally" as Turkey 

before trustworthy evidence could be obtained, full con-

eideration given to ali sides of the question, and the 

origin as weil as the nature of the disturbances taken 
15 

into account. 

13 
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Vfuile the philo-Turks contented themselves with 

denying the reports from Asia Minor, Armenian aympathi-

zers took more active itepa to express their loyalty. 

There were organized in England several groupe intereeted 

in improving conditions in-Asiatic Turkey. According to 

their members they were not revolutionary although ~ny 

auspected them of such tendenciea. One auch group formed 

in the interests of the Armeniane was the Grosvenor House 

Committee which Canon MacColl helped organize in the 

a-pr i ng of 189 5. It was a amall commit tee .pres ided over 

by the Duke of Westminster and 'through the efforts of 

its chief members, Stevenson and Schwann, it was enablsd 

in some degree to investigate the suffering of the aur-
16 

vivors in the Sasaoon reg1on. 
~ 

The Committee, in so far 

as it was able because of the concealment of official 

reporta, supplemented the accounta from foreign correa-

pondents found in the leading newspapers. 

The most important a nd the most ac t ive of the groupa 

formed in aid of the Armenians was the Anglo-Armenian 

Association, f ounded in 1890 by J. B. Bryce. It was a 

society made up of, s eve ral prominent Engl i shmen uncon-

nected with the British government or the Armenian revo-

16 
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I.utionary soc ieties S'.lCh e.s :rentche.'r. l'::..e three le<'.d i. ;:1& 

::Ln-1. ·no9t v oc 3.1 members of the ::~ ssoc iat ion -.vere Canon 

MacColl, ::!'. S. Stevenson, and C. :!:!: • Schwann, the latter 

two bei ng members of pa.rliament. In answer to accusations 

c oncerning i ts poli ti cal affiliations Cano.n Ma.cColl sa.i4 

the re had never been an Arme ni an revolutionary commi ttee 

in London and the efforts of the Anglo-Armenian Associa­

tion were directed towards furthering education in Ar-ia· 

by means of schools and of improving conditions throngh ef· 

forte made in Great Eritain. The only political aim of 

the Association was the fulfilment of the terme of the 

Berlin Treaty, although i t :·could easily b~ understood ., 

why the Sultan regarded it as revolutionary when the 
. 17 

spread of educa~ion was not looted upon favourably • 

Its main object was to ameliorate the conditions of 

the Armenians and to secure the in~roduction of reforms 

promised by treaty but its project was hampered by igno-
18 

rance of the spirit and methode of the East. 

The Anglo-Armenian Association frequently addres-

aed petitions to the Cabinet demanding redress of the 

1? 
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18 
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Armenian grievances following the massacres. They thought 

it important that this criais be brought to the attention 

of the British public as a "diabolical conspiracy of si­

lence" seemed ta exist at the Foreign Office in defiance 

of the wish of liberal newapapers to publicize the facts 
19 

of the persecutions in Armenia. At a special meeting of 

the Association in December of 1894, a series of resolu-

tions was drawn up to be presented to Lord Kimberley. They 

insisted upon the introduction of reforms and the imme-

diate appointment by the Powers of a governor-general 

for Armenia. Until provincial governors were responsible 

to auch a man, the Association was convinced any com-

missiçn of inquiry not composed exclusively of the Powers 

would be futile because the witnesses would have no ae-
20 ' 

curity after the departure of the commission. Although 
?i 

opinion varied on the nature of reforma to be introduced 

the members of the Anglo-Armenian Association agreed on 

the general lines on which they should be carried out and 

on the necessity of their introduction. The governor-

general should be appointed by the Sultan with the consent 

of the Powers with certain guarantees of tenure of offic_e_. 

19 
The Times ( Dec. 12, 

20 
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He should be sup-ported by a mixeà gendarmerie i'li th a cer­

tain pere entage of European c Om.rrJ.<.;;.nders. Also the Kurde -

should be made Iiable to military servièe and subjected to 

military discipline while the courts should undergo reor~ 
21 ~ 

ganization. The Anglo-Armenian Association in considering 

what steps should be ta.ken to · secure these re:forms resol-. 

ved in the early months of 1895 that the British government 
22 

must take the initiative in insisting· upon reforma. 

When the project of reforma drawn up by the Com­

mission of Inquiry into the Saasoon massacres was made 

public in May of 1895, the Anglo-Armenian Association 

protested that the provisions feil short of the essential 

requirements in the situation by virtue of the absence 

of any definite stipulation for adequate and continuoue 
23 

European control. Actually, two months before their accep-

tance by the Powers, Lord Kimberley was weil aware of the 

dissatisfaction that would result from the reform pro-

posals. He knew that the failure to appoint a governor­

general subject to the approval of the Powers,with tenure 

,LXVII ( 
F.S. Stevenson, " Armenia ", Contemporary ReTiew 

1895 ), 206-7. 
22 

The Times ( Feb. 5, 1895 ), p. 9. 
23 
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of office fixed for a certain number of years~would 
24 

bring forth strong public criticism. The Anglo7.A~me-

nian Association's attacks on government policy ~~re 

11'7 

viewed wi th disfavour by many Englishmen who would other-

wise have , be en included amongst i ts supporters. Glad- . 

stone,who would have joined their numbers,wished them suc .. 

cess but would not give the Association his backing. Also 

in this group of disapproving S3lDJ.Pathizers were such men 

as the Duke of Westminster, the Duke of Argyll, the Bis-

hope of London and J~nchester, and the Archbishop of 
25 

Canterbu:by. 

Like the Anglo-Armenian Association the Armenian 

Relief Committee declared it had "no connection with any 

political organization either in the United Kingdùm or 

elsewhere''• They stated its sole purpose ".ïas the col-

lection and distribution of funds throughthe Secretary 

of State to the British Ambassador at Constantinople 

for food and clothi ng for the de s t .i tu te survi vors of the 
26 

Armenian massacres. Entirely non-sectarian appeals were · 

made to every conceivable group, civic leader, or religioue 

24 
Gommons Sessional Papers, XCV ( 1896 ), Turkey 
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body,and notices appeared regularly in The Times of the 

contributions made by various communities. The Scottish 

Episcopal Church entreated its congregation to support the 

fund, and circulars were issued to the American, Canadian 

and Australian press, calling upon the bond between Eng-

lish speaking countries throughout the world to provide 

for the destitute Armenians. Special communications were 

opened with the French, Russian, and Greek clergy for univer-
27 

sal collecti ons in aid of the Armenians. The president of 

the Armenian Relief Fund, the Duke of Argyll, gave full 

discretion in allotting the funds to Sir Philip Currie 

who established numerous depots - in Asia Minor for the 
28 

distribution of the funde. The distribution of the funde 

was not always successful, however, for it was reported 

in the House of Gommons that Currie had been forced to 

make representations to the Porte because relief funde 

in one district had been seized by Turkish officials 
29 

for the payment of taxee. In answer ta a request from 

the Relief Committee that he take the initiative in creating 

P• 8; ( 

P• 32. 
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a national fund,Sa1isbury pointed out that the collec­

tion of funds for such a purpoee bad invariably been 

the work of private persona or local authoritiee and no 
30 

advantage would be gained ~ the interference of the Crown. 

~omen working in the field of Armenian relief came 

gradually to the conclusion that more help was needed for 

the victims of Turkish atrocities than replenishment of 

their immediate needs. A frantic appeal was made by Mrs. 

Hickson of the Women's Armenian Relief Fund, who pleaded 

with English men and women not to grow accustomed to 

tales of horror nor let the "recitation of them harden 

their hearts and deaden their conscience and imagination". 

The suffering was of such an extent that people might fold 

their hands in despair of touching it, but she reminded them 
31 

that that was no way to remedy it. One relief worker 

writing from Armenia felt sure that the only hope for 

countless numbere lay in emigration and she expressed a 

hope that the British government and others would advocate 
32 

auch a course. In answer to her hopes there were two 

funds established to assist Armenians by means of emig­

ration. One was the Women' a Armenian Relief Commi ttee 

30 
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31 
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. established in concert wi th friends in the United States • 

Although the details of the Committee were not made public 

it aimed at removal of the suffering to another country 

in so far as it proved practical~ The seàond group was 

the Armenian Refugees Fund for the purpose of establis­

hing cheap quartera in safe districts especially for 
33 

widows and orphans. 

Mrs. Sheldon Amos, a champion of the oppressed 

Armenians, went further by suggeating a scheme for the 

establishment of Armenian widows and orphans on the island 

of Cyprus. Al though :Mrs. Amos did not put her scheme 

prominently bef ore the public another wri ter investigated 

its feasibility. She found the Cyprus government relue­

tant ta foster any immigration, and the British government 

indifferent if not obstructive to the idea. British 

officiais in Cyprus although unable to act officially 

gave their sympathy ta the project and Mrs. Amos's Eng­

liah Committee made a grant in aid of the destitute 
34 

Armenians making their way to Cyprus. The whole project 

brought forth criticism on the economie aspects of the 

33 
Ibid., ( Aug 21, 1896 ), P• 11. 

34 
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scheme. One wri ter, seei ng that a dole funci would saon 

be exhausted and public interest diverted eventually to 

aome ether situation,recommended that the relief funds 

be invested. By rallying the "captains of industry and 

the chiefs of agriculture", he felt the exiles could be 
35 

gainfully employed and technicalLt developed. By early 

1897, however, it was reported there had been no large 

scale emigration to Cyprus although a small number of 

.widows and orphans had been received by private· agencies. 

The Brittsh government feared that if there was a large 

influx of destitute refugees there would be pressure put 

on by local authorities to prevent their landing because 
36 

of the lack of funds of the Cyprus government. 

During the latter months of 1894 the demands on 

the part of societies, groups, and individuals for govern-

ment intervention in the Armenian question reached .enar-

mous heights. Hagopian, the chairman of the Armenian 

Patriotic Assgciation, addressed an appeal to Kimberley 

publishing with it a letter disclosing the horrors per~ 

petrated on the Armenians to give strength to his cry 

35 
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37 
for aid. The Council of the Baptist Union sent a memo-

rial in a similar vein, thanking the government for insie-

ting on an impartial investigation of the massacres and 

hoping for vigoroua effort.a·.i n the puniahment of the 
.38 

guilty. The Armenian population and their patrons abroad 

would have liked to have aeen Great Britain act single-
.~<. • • 

handedly and innumerable appeale were made privately and 

through the British Ambassador at Constantinople to the 
. . 

Foreign Office for its effective intervention. On be-

half of a body of English Presbyterian Ministers in Lon-

don, MX. Schwann presented a petition to parliament clai-. . 

ming that the government'e duty through the . reeponsibi-

lities it incurred under the Berlin Treaty was to make every 

effort for the introduction of permanent reforma in Ar-
39 

me nia. The pastors of the London Congregational Union 

alao expreased their "detestation of the horrible cruel-

tiea" and -peti tioned the membera of parliament to use 

their efforts to ma.ke it impossible for these atrocitiee 

to ~ver again be perpetrated. A Prèsbyterian miniater, 

Dr. Joseph Parker, "thanked God there was what was anee­

ringly called the Nonconformist Conscience" and felt tha.t 

1400. 

37 
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all diplomatie relations -nith the Sultan should cease 
40 

until the outrages were investigated. 
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The Anglo-Armenian Association and other similar 

groupa, whether organized or unorganized, invoked the 

emotional principles of Armenian rights and religious 

equality~but the religious aspect which crossed all 

denominational barriers created the greatest interest. 

The British public were made to feal shame at the ease and 

. security in which they lived when as a nation they shared 

in the responsibility for the suffering of the Armenians. 

The call was for immediate action as Dillon appealed to 

every "reasoning inhabitant of these islands delibera-

tely to accept or repudiate his share of the joint indi-

reet responsibility of the British nation for a series of 

the hugest and foulest crimes that have ever stained the 

pages of history". Dillon by the use of tales of horrors 

called on the religious and humanitarian feelings of the 

British public to place their protesta on record. He 

feared that as the stories of Armenian massacres and 

Turkish misrule grew familiar they lost their power of 
41 

conveying corresponding definite impressions to the mind. 

40 
The Times ( Dec. 14, 1894 ), p. 10. 

41 
E. J. Dillon, "Armenia: An Appeal", Contemporary 

Review, LXIX ( 1896), 1-19. 
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In addition to the meetings and petitions to the govern-

ment, individuals E,.nd private societies found diverse 

ways of expressing their sy$pathy. A service was held in 

commemoration of "the Armenian martyrs of the Christian 
42 

faith" ; the Bible Lands Missions Aid Society prepared 

statements on the extent of the outrages and the need 
43 

for help. The British and Foreign Bible Society sent a 

printing press to Armenia so that they might print their 
44 

own bible in the vernacular. Several wealthy Armenian 

gentlemen as a tribute to the English sympathy and to 

Gladstone in particular placed a stained-gla.ss window in 

Hawarden Church in memory of the Armenian martyrs. Some 

objections were raised to this gift on the grounds that 

the money could be better employed in Armeni a but the 

principal subscriber was also a generous contributor 
45 

to the relief fund. 

Some of the religious ferveur of the British 

public found its outlet in attacks upon Mohammedanism 

and consequently the :1Tohammedan religion received far 

more abuse than constructive criticism during this period 

42 
The Times ( March 26, 1896 ) , P• llo 

43 
Ibid. ( May 20, 1896 ) ' P• 12. 

44 
Ibid. ( Sept. 7, 1894 ) ' p. 7. 

45 
Ibid. ( April 2t:. , 1896 ) ' P• 1 3 . 



of violent emotional outbursts on the part of religious 

fanatics and humanitarians. Typical of the general pu-

blic opinion were statements such as "Islam with its 

fanaticism, narrowness, obstructiveness, and grooviness 

is really at this moment the greatest obstacle to every 

species of advance beth in Turkey and Persia, and its 

present activity and renewed proselytizing spirit are 

omens of evil as much for political and social progress 
46 

125 

as for the higher life of men"• The idea that the Moham-

medan religion was unfit to be a moral code for a nation 

to live under underlay the ·.vhole Eastern ~uestion in 

every country except Russia. According to Gambier, the 

idea sprang partly from a desire to pander to the Chris­

tian voter and partly from the idea that Constantinople 

was of no importance to Great Britain. He felt there 

was nothing in Uohammedanism to make it incompatible with 

good government. The massacres in Armenia though appa-

rently religious he described as racial and the moral 

degeneration of a nation had nothing to do with its re-

ligion. In fact, the Mohammedan religion was perfectly 

suited to the Oriental and if western morais were better 

46 

II, 33?. 
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than theirs it was only because of more adequate law 
4? 

enforcement. Another wri ter drew attention to the fact 

that although the Turkish authorities showed sorne par­

tiality to their Mohammedan subjects they were substan­

tially no better off. Persona! outrages against the 

Mohammedans were not so frequent but they were robbed 

like the Christiane and yet had no recourse to foreign 
48 

intervention. ~ueen Victoria called it a great dif-

ficulty and a misfortune that the impression that England 

was opposed to Mohammedanism should be encouraged by the 

"impolitic half-mad " attitude of certain men and women 

who had no regard for the consequences if the idea gained 
49 

ground in India • 

Canon l~acColl was an outstanding offender i~. 

this matter. He declared tha.t the Commission of Inquiry 

was "an ut ter farce, ~aving no other obj ect · than to throw 

dust in the eyes of civilized Europe," the authority 

for his statement being based on his interpretation of 

the sacred law of Turkey. Because no Christian evidence 

was ever received against a Mohammedan and because a 

gious 

4? 
Gambier, " The Turkish Q,uestion in its 

Aspects", Fortnightly Review, LX ( 1896 ), 
48 

Reli-
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Review, 
J. B. Bryce, " Turkey and Armenia", Q.uarterly 

cxcv ( 1902 ), .606-?. 
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of Q.ueen Victoria, Third Series, II, 5?1-2. 
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Mohammedan would never give evidence against a member of 

his own faith in favour of a Christian, the Commission 
50 

could not reach the facts. JiacColl found sorne support 

for his opinion in a letter from a Turkish official who 

found :British policy incompatible with the Hohammedan 

creed. The pressure brought to bear by the Pov:ers to 

com:pel the Sul tan to introduce reforms ignored the fact 

that no reform based on an equality of races and creeds 

before the law could possibly be carried out by the 

Sultan. The Turk was astonished that England who ruled 

over a large 1iohammedan population should have accepted 
51 . 

such a policy. MacColl -accused the English people of 

being unaware of the impossibility of reforming Asiatic 

Turkey and the British statesmen of closing their eyes 

to the difficulties. Turkish administration based on 

the Koran put an impossible barrier betv1een Kohammedans 

and non-1\!l:ohammedans and to c ompel i ts ruler to cha nge 

or modify his state was to ask him t6 forfeit the alle-
52 

giance of his subjects. 

50 
The Times ( Nov. 28, 1894 ), p. 7. 

51 
Letter from a Turkish Official published in 

MacColl, "The Cri sis in the East", Contemporary Review, 
LXXII ( 1897 ), 500. 

52 
M. l6acColl, " The Crisis in the East", Con-

temporary Review, LXXII ( 1897 ), 497. ----
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MacColl's ideas on Moslem religion and law did not 

go unrefuted, however. .. _..Turkish wri ter stated that there 

was no law to be found in the Koran or the traditions of 

the Prophet atating that crhtiatian evidence was not ad­

missable .against a Mohammedan and, therefore, it was not 

a precept of the umchangeable sacred law. Other aspecta 

of the law auch as the carr_y:.ing of arma by Christiane 

and the gratuitous hospita.lity they were forced to grant 
- 53 

were all dis-puted as having· no foundation in aacr,ed law. 

~anon MacColl's interpretation of Turkish law was labelled 

by Aehmead-Bartlett as contrary to the spirit of Chris-

tianity and his doctrine of Islam a:~··, pure nonsense. A 

general protest was made by th& liohammedan Society of 

London against the "mierepreeentation of Islamic law and 

religion". It deplored all attempts to excite religioua 

animosity between Christiane and Moslems and expressed 

"regret and indignation that this matter should have 

been made a subject of pulpit oratory and .given a re-
54 

ligious aspect when it was purely political". 

53 
The Times ( Dec. 22, 1894 ), p. 11. 

54 
Ibid., p. 7. The massacres had a religioua 
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The number of articles and books published on the 

subject of distreaa in Armenia was considerable. Eliot 

givea one of the beat accounts of ·whLt actually happened, 

although he is taken to task ori eeveral e.ounta by a late:r 

writer. Bryce wrote that eontrary to Eliot's interpreta-

tion the friends of Armeniane in England did everything 

in their power to denounce conepiracies or attempts at 

rebellion knowing how fruitlesa they would be. Their ap .. 

· peal to the British government waa based on the Cyprua 

Convention and the Berlin Treaty which bound Britain to . . 

provide the l.Jrofection that .Ruaeia would have given under . 
55 

the Treaty of San Stefano. Jia.ny efforts ·.:;ere made by · 

friends of the Armeniane to convince the British public 

of the gravity of the Armenian question. Such was the 

purpose of a corres-pondance carried on between two Bri-

ti ah travellera in Aaiatic Turkey and the ir friends in 

England. The letters '.'Jere moderate in tone partly out 

of neceasity becauae of the danger of interception by 

Turkish authorities and partly in an effort to convince 
56 

thoughtful persona of their reliability. 

After the publication of many reports c oncerning 

the Arme ni ans, espec ially tho se contai ni ng descriptions. 

55 
J.B.Bryce, "Turkey and Armenia", Q.uarterly 

Reviww, CXCV ( 1902 ), · 609. . 
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R.J. and H. B. Harris, Let ters from Sce·nea 
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of the terrib1e conditions in the Asiatic provinces,most 

Englishmen were full of sympathy for the Armenians who 

possessed an "identity of ideals, aspirations, and re-

ligious faith". By virtue of their heroic stand against 

the "hurricane of persecution" the British felt the Arme-
57 

nians had strong claims on their sympathy. A long de-

bate in the House of Commons was analyzed as a definite 

expression of this sympathy and an assurance that past 
58 

efforts would not be relaxed in the future. One member 

of parliament summed up the feeling of the country.as "a 

mixture of pity and indignation; pity for the most awful 

sufferings of modern times and indignation that this dia-

bolical crime should have been consummated in the face of 
59 

a selfish and corrul'_)t Christendom". 

Like every other aspect of the Armenian question 

there was little agreement on whom the blame should be 

laid for the massacres. There nere sorne Englishmen who 

refused to consider that the fault lay any\vhere except at 

Turkey's doorstep. Canon MacColl made such an unequi-

vocable assertion using as his authority "an intimate 

57 
E. J. Dillon, "Armenia: An Appeal", Contempo­

rary Review, LXIX (1896), 2-4. 
58 

C ommons Deba.tes, Four th Series, XXXVIII ( 1896), 
125. 

59 
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60 
knowledge of the methode of Turkish administration". 

A much more 1 i beral view was ta.ken by Lynch who, \Vhi1e 

refusing to "exonerate the Turkish officiais from b1ame", 

nevertheless, did not ignore the responsibi1ity of the 

left wing of the Armenian party for having promoted the 
61 

troubles in Sassoon. Kennaway, a member of the Gros-

venor House Committee, would not deny that the Armenian 

agitators had done sorne unwise things but fe1t that to 
62 

say that they had provoked the atrocities was ridicu1ous. 

Others went further by favouring the interpretation that 

the Turks, forewarned of an Armenian revoit organized in 

the Sassoon and Zeitoum regi~ns by warlike herdsmen, were 

entirely justified in taking strong measures to restore 

order. Regardless of the backing that the latter theory 

received from the Turks, British public opinion re1ying to 

a large extent on the events of the past few years, con-

c1uded that what happened at Sassoon in 1894 was not a 

epur of the moment po1icy but a planned one. According 

to one writer the preparations were elaborate and known 

to a11. Turkish authorities encouraged by the official 

British attitude which adhered to the idea of refra ining 

46 -8. 

60 
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from meddl i ng ·.'li th "the domestio a.ffairs of a friendly 
63 

power" proceeded with the massacres as advertised. 

After the publication of the Blue Books in September of 

1895, the Armenian sympathizera found new evidence to 

support their theories. The consular despatches showed 

that the massacres were delïberatel·y planned and that 

any evidence proving the Armenians had provoked them wae 

obtained under threat of torture. 

Although public opinion wae never completely in 

agreement i t was forceful .enough to have a direct effect 

on government policy. The Libe.ral administration fourid 

itself subject to domestic attack when it did not meet 

.the demande of the public and open to international 

criticism which ever Tiay it turned. 

63 
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ROSEBERY AND THE CONCERT OF EUROPE 

The fluctuation of recent events in Europe had 

made it impossible to secure any united action for re-

forme on the part of the signatories of the Berlin Treaty. 

The same situation also made it highly probable that the 

Powers would combine against Great Britain if she em-
1 

barked on any coercive enterprise of her own. The tangle 

of alliances and alignments which would eventually em­

brace all Europe was begun by Germany in the aftermath 

of the Congress of Berlin. After her defeat at the 

Congress, Russia never again quite trusted Germany and 

she felt betrayed when she saw hereelf defrauded of ·her 

Balkan gains. Germany, in an effort to placate Russia, 

consented to a renewal of the Dreikaiserbund in 1881 

by which these two Powers and Austria agreed to remain 

neutra! if . attacked by a fourth,and in the event of 

Turkey being divided they would agree in advance on the 

spoils. Austro-Russian jealousy in the Balkans, however, 

wrecked the Dreikaiserbund9 and an agreement between 
1 

L. -Nolf, "Lord Rosebecy's Second Thoughts", 
Fortnightly Review, LX ( 1896 ), 622. 
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Austria, England, and Ita1y in 1887 to preserve the stàtus 

quo in the Near East relieved Germany of the task of set-

tling the Austro-Russian dispute. The same year Germany 

made a curious reinsurance treaty with ;i.ussia. but after 

Bismark's resignation in 1890 the German emperor refused 

to renew the treaty. The Kaiëer, on the contrary, made 

every effort to cultivate the friendship of the Sultan 

and in general seemed to have resolved upon a consis-
2 

tently pacifie policy. 

Inevitably Ruseia and France were driven together. 

It was Germany and the interests of England that cemented 

relations between the t1.vo countries. Bath Ruesia and 

France had grievances against England, the former on the 

Afghan border and the latter in Egypt and on the upper 

Nile. In addition, there was the likehood in the 1890's 

that England might have become a fourth partner in the 

Triple Alliance which would have left Russia and France 
3 

isolated. As the network of alliances grew, however, 

it was England Tiho wae to find herself alone. Relations 

2 
For the background of the international situa~ 

tion see Langer, European Alliances and Alignmente 1871-
1890 and the Diplomacy of Imperialism 1890-1902; a1so 
R. J. Sontag, Germany and England. 

3 
.The Triple Alliance was formed in 1882 by the ad­

di tian of Italy to the Dual Alliance bet·ween Germany and 
Austria. 
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with Germany were strained as Anglo-German trade rivalry 
4 

and misunderstandings were intensified. In 1894, there-

fore, Europe was divided into two hostile camps neither of 

which would show much friendship for England in her ef-

forts to find a solution to the Armenian question. It 

was hardly likely that if Great Britain took any decisive 

action in the Uear East her venture would receive <=my 

praise or support. 

The liberais had itiherited from Salisbury in 

1892 a policy of moderation in dealing v!i th Turkey. Lord 

Rosebery, however, on G1adstone's retirement from public 

life in 1894, discarded the Conservative tradition of 

friendly pressure and adopted a po1icy of strong lan-

guage and threats which v;ere eventually to estrange the 

Sultan. Convinced that a strong foreign policy was the 

only foreign policy, Rosebery saw the first requisite of 

such a po1icy as consistency. It was intolerable to him 

that European dip1omats shou1d be able to count upon the 

domestic conf1icts of English parties as counters in 

their game. Aware of the fact that an English minister 

was never safe from attack for being either tao warlike 

4 
For further discussion see R. J. Hoffman, 

Great Britain and German Trade Riva1r 1875-1914 ( Phi­
ladelphia: University Press, 1933. 
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or too •;;reak, he found himaelf a.t a hopeless disadvantage 

with the di-plomate of couritriea hampe-red by none of these 
5 

embarrasaments. As a reault of the extraordinary diver-

eity of view exhibited by British etatesmen the old dis-

ti nguishi ng li nes in British foreign policy were al most 

obliterated~and worse stil~ the plain facts were to be 
6 

lost "in ·a mist of partisan controversy". Rosebery, howe-

ver, never felt the Armenian massacres were a party ques-

tion nor that the British people should look to the Li-

ber al party for an answer, b'ecause the res-ponsi bil i ty lay 
? 

less with the British government than with the Po\'rers. 

But des~ite Rosebery's personal convictions, the Liberal 

government was :orced by popular agitation to take a 

at ronger li ne than i t might otherwise have do ne. Caught 

between the forces of public opinion and the hazards of 

the international situation,Rosebery sought to use the 

Concert of Eurone and the policy of Gladstone as the only 

practicable instrument to solve the Armenian question. 

To the beat of their ability, Rosebery and Kim-

berley, his foreign secretary,tried to bring about common 

5 
J.L. Garvin, "Disraeli of Liberalism: Lord 

Rosebery", Fortnightly Review, m ( 189? ), 133. 
6 

G .• H. Perris, Eastern Criais and British Policy 
~n the Near East, p. 612. 

? 
The Times, ( _Sept. 14, 1896 ), p. 5. 
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action v:Tith France and Russia in an effort to remedy Bri-

tain's isolated position. There was evidence that Rosebery 

was willing to allow the Russ"ians to occupy Armenia in 1894 

in return for recognition of Britain's special position 

in Egypt, but Emssia was averse to raising any political 
8 . 

questions over troubles in Asia Minor. This was a greater 

concession to Russia than most of the Cabinet could ac-

cept as they believed that the occupation of the Armenian 

provinces by any European Power wi'ihout the consent. of the 
9 

Sultan would be a violation af the Treaty of Berlin. 

There was, hov.;ever, little division on the necessi ty of 

coming to a definite understanding with Russia, as many 

saw the rashness of misguided attempts to r~open the 

Eastern question wtthout it~ They felt that;no Power 

except Rus sia \·,ras capable of saving the .A.rmenians from-, the 

Turkish extermination policy. Sir William Harcourt, the 

Chancellor of the Exchequer, was one of the chief ad-

vocates of such an unders tanding. The only -.vay of streng­

theni ng the po si ti on .of the British government, he fel t, 

8 
British Sessional Papers, House of Gommons, 

CIX ( 1895 }, Turkey no. L, no. 91. 
9 . 

Parl iame ntarr Debate s , House of Gommons , 
Fourth Series, XXXVII 1896 ), 456-7. 
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was by an agreement with Ruasia "ae a friend, and not as 

an enemy, as an Asiatic nei·~hbour, and not as an Asiatic 

foe". The first step in forming a closer relationship 

would be the repudiation of tÀ& Cyprus Convention which 

stood as a declaration of British hostility towards 
10 

Rusaian interests in Turkey• British efforts towards a 

rapprochement wi th Rusaia eoon bec ame obvious to Europe. 

Two Auatrian newspapers accused England of exaggerating 

the calamitous events in Armenia not on the grounds of 

humanity but in order to influence Russia. England'e 

·efforts to make herself agreeable to Russia they felt 

were not the "first folly çf which Liberal poli ticians on· 
11 

the Thames had been guilty". The truth of this statement 

, . was aoon made evident by t~e failure of the Anglo-Russia.n 

negotiators to come to any ·agreement for the sol vi ng of 

the Armenian question. 

According to a statement . in The Times the Rus-

eian government, believing British interests were not 

·· . auch as to le ad her to any independent ac ti on, desired 

to abstain completely from any intervention in the 

10 
Speech of Oct. 5, 1896, in A.G. Gardiner~ Life 

of Sir William Harcourt ( London: Constable, 1932 J, 
I, 415. 

11 
The Times ( Dec. 8, 1894 ), p. 5. 
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12 
Armenian question•· A correspondent in St. Petersburg 

reported there we;_ s no sympathy there for Turkish Armenia 

and that the details of horrors published in the British 
13 

press did not have the slightest effect. Russia's whole 

policy on the Armenian _question as directed by Prince 

Lobanoff was later described by one writer as "detestable 

in its cynical selfishness and its absolute indifference 
n14 

to human suffering. The Ruesian attitude was understan-

dable, however, in view of the fact that the large number 

of Armenians lying within Russia's borders had success-

fully resisted the introduction of her language and in-

stitutions. However, when it became apparent ta Russia 

that Great Britain might take action on her own and there-

by reap all the moral and material advantages for her­

self, she decided that the more practical policy was to 

take part in any negotiations. She therefore subsequen-

tly joined with France in the investigation of the Arme-

nian massacres and the presentation of the scheme of 
15 

reforms that followed. 

l§ 
( Ibid. Dec. 25, 1894 ) ' P• 3. 

13 
Ibid. { April 4, 1895 ), P• 5. 

14 
"Year of Shame ", Westminster Review, CXLIX 

( 1898 ), 12?. 
15 
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The Concert of Europe as it waa revived in 1894, · 

therefore, became an underatanding.between England, France 

and Ruasia, the ether Powera remaining neutral, for the 

investigation of the Sassoon massacres and the prepara­

tion of a acheme of reforms as provided under the Treaty 
' 

of Berlin. The relationahip eat·a.blished has been refer• 

red to as the "Armenian Triplice" but in actual fact it 

was "not so much a grouping deaigned for the attainment 

of a common aim as a combination in which two of the 

partners regarded it as their ohief taak to hold back 
16 

the third". Actl:lally Russia waa more concerned with pre-

venting an Armenian revolution than in introducing 

reforma or granting autono~; and France joined in to 

:teep the question international and exercise her pero~ 
17 

gative as a Russian ally.· From the British point of 

view the association waa the auccesaful reault of Rose-

bery1 a desire to es.tabliah contact wi th Russia and at the 

eame time focua her attention on Near Eastern affaira. 

Bath partisane and critics of the Concert of 

Europe seemed to take it for granted that the main abject 

of the Concert was to aettle the ~astern ~uestion by 

16 
Langer, Diplomaey of Imperialism, I, 147. 

1? 
Gommons Sessional Papers, CIX ( 1895 ), furkey 

no. 1, nos. 103, 109, 121, 129. 

·.~<:! 

w dit" crm· u t' r ,;,;, .· .~-.;.~-*' i1 au!&èe,;,iew~ ztttftidtt:?tnwr ·if 



141 

bullying or cajoling the Sultan into accepting schemee 

of reform. The truth -:1as, hovrever, that the Po ;,·ers ori-

ginally united themselves for the purpose of preaerving 

the peace of Europe by ma.intainirig the territorial statua 

quo in the East, and theoampaign for administrative re-

forma was only employed to serve that ,urpose and to as­

sure their solida.rity. If the British public was not 
18 

aware of 'this fact, the Sultan certainly ·;:as. In the 

yeara immediately following the Co_ngress of Berlin the 

Sultan had lived in perpetuai apprehension of interven-

tion in Aaiatic Turkey, while hia Armenian subjects were 

reaaonably assured that they were· under special pro-

tection of the Christian Powers. Gradually, however, 

as his crimes "!ent unpunished the Sultan realized his· 

apprehension was groundlese and the massacres from 1894 

through 1896 illustrated the fact that he waa little 

concerned with any repurcussions his mistreatment of 
19 

the Armenians might have in Europe. 

Few persona would h ave believed after the defeat 

18 
L. Wolf, nThe Sultan and the Concert of Europe", 

. Fortnightly Review, LXII ( 1897 ) , 315-6. · 
19 . 

Evidence in the Blue Books showed that the maa­
sacres were carried out, if not under the Sultan' e 
direct ·orders, at least wi th his a?proval. Gommons 
Sessional Papers,. CIX ( 1895 ), Turkey no. 1; XCV (1896} 
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of Turkey in 1878 that the Sultan would ever have dared 

to disregard the mandate of the Powers, but then no one 

could foresee the weakness and the cynicism of their 

142 

policy towards Turkey. Great Britain was the worst offen­

der in confusing objecte and methode in regard to the 

solution of the Armenian question. Other nations which 

probably had less sympathy for the Ottoman Empire knew 

better how to deal with the Turks. Although every Power 

was gui1ty in varying degrees of bullying and cajoling, 

threats and bribery, Great Britain went farther in bothe-

ring the Turk about his customs, his social system,and 
20 

his mode of administering his own affaira. Britain tried 

to campel the Turks to accept reforma inconsistant with 

usages of the ir religion and, O\' ing to the British zeal 

without judgement, the Turks came to despise the "refor-
21 

mer within his gates". Turkish ministers interpreted 

British efforts at reform and education as a threat to 

British policy towards the Turks was in sharp 
contrast to her policy towards the Mohammedans of India 
and Egypt where Britain governed without interfering 
with their religion. Salisbury maintained this situation 
was an inault to the Sultan as Caliph and the basis of 
much Turkish hostility towards England.. Salisbury to 
White, Sept. 14, 1891 in Cecil, Life of Salisbury, IV, 338-9. 

21 
Edward Dicey, "The Isol 2. tion of England", Fort-

nightly Review, _LIX ( 1896 ) , 335. -
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the Sultan's position as Caliph and successfully instil-

led these fears in the Sultan himself. There was one 

stateaman, Fouad Pasha, howe~er, who tried to dispel this 

hatred of progress and modern concepts, although he was 

fully aware that the majority regarded him as an enemy 
22 

of the Turkish religion and government. 

British representation at Constantinople formed a 

good reflection of the attitude of the Foreign Office 

towards the Armenian question. Sir \'lilliam 'Nhi te, the 

British Ambassador at Con~tantinople,had been succeeded 

ïn 1892 by Sir Clare Ford. Due to the comparatively 

short period of his embassy, Ford was unable to gain 

much persona! influence over the Sultan and,as the situa-

tion in Turkey grew steadily worse, as evidenced by the 

recurrence of massacres, the Armenian question became 

acute. In a manner auch as to make "it appear a favour 

ardently desired and aolicited by the Sultan", Rosebery 
23 

appointed Sir Phi~ip Currie to succeed Ford in 1893. 

The im~ortance attached at the Foreign Office to the 

22 
Fouad Pasha to the Sul tan in H. A. Salmone, 

11 The Real Rul ers of Turkey", Nine t eenth Cent ury, XXXVII 
( 189 5 ), ?31-2 . 

23 
Rosebery to Victoria, Dec. 19, 1893, in Buckle, 

Le ttera of Q.ueen Victoria, Third Ser ies, II, 333. 
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situation in Turkey ~as made evident by the appointment 

of a man w'i th _auch; .a reputation for skill and determina .. 

tion. Currie lost no time in ·taking up tpe question of 

Armeni,an ref orms wi th tne Porte but, unfortunately, his 

r&monatrances and even threate were of no avail since 
24 

the British government was not prepared to use force. 

From the daye of Canning to those of Disraeli 

England had been a constant and fairly successful cam-

petitor for the f:riendship of the Sultan. However, 

Great Britain's popularity at Constantinople had not long 

survived the conclusion of the Cyprus Convention. The 

Turks recognized Gladstone as the friand of subject popu-
' 

lation~ and British prestige, impaired by the return of 

the Liberal party to office in 1880, was finally ehattered 

by the British occupation of Egypt. British relations 

with Turkey were further · atrained,chiefly owing to the 

eupp~rt England gave the Bulgarians in incorporating 

Eastern Roumelia into the Bulgarian principality. In 

addition, Sir Wïlliam -\fui te fostered German initiative 

particnlarly in economie enterpriaes as a counterpoise 
25 

to Russian influence. The period of Germany's greatest 

24 
Commone Seseional Papers, CIX (1895), Turkey 

no. 1, passim. 
2!5 

A. H. Hardinge, 01d Diplomacy (London: J. 
Hurray, 1947), p. 4?. 
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expansion in Asia Minor came at the time when the outrages 

in Armenia led to the belief among sorne Englishmen that 

one of the best methods of giving security to the Arme-

nians was by foreign rule,particularly Russiam. If Ger­

many, therefore, were allowed a free hand in Asia Minor 

she would not be likely to let it fall into the hands of 
26 

Russia. 

Germany, profiting by Turkish dislike of England 

and fear of Russia, so extended her influence at Constan-

tinople that her comme re ial policy was c ompletely sucees-

sful in that the wealth of Asia Minor passed into her 

hands. She gained these advantages by acting on the belief 

that morais did not count in foreign policy. The Ger-

man Ambassador at the Porte, Baron W~rschall von Bieber-

stièn, convinced the Sultan that Germany was his only 

friend as she was the only one of the Powers with no 

political aspirations in Turkey. Anxious to promote 

economie development, Bieberstien encourage~ Abdul Hamid 

in his Pan-Islamic policy and his hope of recovering 
27 

Egypt~ Britain did not consider Germany's methods 

26 
Sir Edwin Pears, Life of Abdul Hamid, p. 160. 

27 
B. E. Schmitt, England and German~ 1740-1914 

( Princeton: University Press, 1918 ) pp. 2 6-1; see 
also J. B. ~olf, The Di lomatic Histor of the Ba dad 
Railroad, University of Missouri Studies, XI 1936 ,no.2. 
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cynical while there was opportunity for the enterprise 

of both. In fact British statesmen and politicians paid 

little attention to German activities in Asia Minor. 

Sir Edward Grey pointed out years later that British 

policy in Turkey was made at the cost of British material 

interests because her representations over the Armenian 

massacres made her hated at Constantinople but not fea-

·red. As Germany exploited the situation to her ovm ad-

vantage, Britain prided herself that she had kept "her 

hands clean" and acquitted the national conscience, but 

she had done this without effectively helping the objecta 
28 

of her sympathy. It was a barren and unsatisfying result. 

Germany successfully paralysed the Concert of Europe in 

its efforts to secure reforms in Turkey by refusing to 
29 

aid the Anglo-Franco-Russian alliance. In an effort to 

divert Russia as !TIUch as possible from the Near East, 

Germany was willing to support Russia to the limit in the 
30 

Far Eastern crisis. 

Russi~following just such a course of action as 

the one advocated by Germany., made overtures to the 

28 
Sir Edward Grey, Twenty-Five Years ( New York: 

F. Stokes, 1925 ), I, 12?-8. 
29 

Gommons Sessional Papers, CIX ( 1895 ), Turkey 
no. 1, no. 78. 

30 
Langer, Diplomacy of Imperialism, I, 195. 
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British government in 1894 to join with her in inter-

vention in China with a view to keeping Japan off the 

Asiatic mainland. Intimating that Rosebery could almost 

make his own terms, she offered Great Britain the op-

portunity of securing Russian support or a free hand 

in Turkey in exchange for British support in China. No 

official papers v:ere published dealing with the Far Eas-

tern criais so that nothing is known of the motives which 

lay behind British policy. The~e is sorne evidence. in 

Queen Victoria's correspondence, however, that Rosebery 

would have liked to cooperate with Russia but he was 
31 

·Unable to convince his colleagues. The Cabinet failed, 

therefore, to seize the opportunity , but "peddled away" 

at the scheme of reforms confident that as saon as the 

project was completed it would receive the -Sultan's ac-
32 

ceptance. Since the British Cabinet itself did not 

grasp the fact that the development of the Near Eastern 

question v:ould be largely governed by the outcome of the 

Chino-Japanese War it ~as not surprising that the public 

in general failed completely to undèrstand the international 

31 
G. E. Buckle, Letters of t~,ueen Victoria, Third 

Series, II, 496, 499, 50?. 
32 

L. V/olf, "Lord Rosebery's Second Thoughts", 
Fortnightly Review, LX ( 1896 ), 622-3. 
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complications. The public was interested only in imme­

diate action in the Armenian question,and as the govern-

ment could not ignore what was virtually a command,it 

turned to deal directly with the question of Turkish 

misrule without looking to the right or to the left. It 

excluded by its policy the more subtle and comprehensive 

plan of merging the two Eastern questions and a spirited 
33 

policy in the Far East was dropped. 

The Cabinet's refusal to recognize the interna-

tional implications of the Near Eastern question was 

partly attributable to its lack of foreign policy. Bri-

tain's foreign relations had been continued without 

much comment during the preceding decade for the Liberal 

attitude had been one of vigilance rather than of action. 

Emphasis having been laid on the domestic issues of in-

dustry and labour, the Empire, and home rule, the Libe­

rale had lost grip of their fundamental principles of 

foreign policy. For ten years foreign relations had beep 

placed in the background by the controversy over home 

rule and it was even longer since an acute crisis had 

occurred in the Near East. Therefore, when the Rosebery 

government was faced for the first time with a need for 

33 
"Two Eastern Questions", fortnightly Review, 

LIX (1896), 205-6. 
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a clearcut policy they did not know vvhat to do. 

149 

On the one hand, the British government and, in 

particular, R~sebery was accused of falling back on ita 

po~icy . of maintaining the Turkiah Empire as a barrier 

against any Russian advance to the Mediterranean and in 

so doing of forfeiting all hope of protecting the Chria-
35 

tians under Turkish rule. On the ôther hand, those who 

adhered strie tly to the Berlin· Treaty and ~aid seant at-

tention to the Cyprus Convention held the other signato­

riea equally responsible and felt that any British action 

ahould be in concert. Because the original engagement 

·under the Berlin Treaty was such that it could only be 

executed by coercive measures on the part of ail its 

aignatories, they were held responaible but in varying 

degreee. Although Rusa·ia's refusal to apply pressure 

on the Sultan was the immediate atumbling block, 

.. the reason for her decision was · frequently pla.ced at Ger-

many's dooratep, particularly the political regime of 

Biamark which eliminated all sentiment from politics. 

Great Britain could still remember that Russia at the time 

34 
"Foreign Policy of the Liberal Party", ;/est-~ 

minster Revie~v, CXLVII (1897), 617. 
35 
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of the Russo-Turkish .'/ar had been 'Nilling enough to come 
36 

to the aid of persecuted Christiane. 

Despite the attitude of the Powers towards any united 

action against the Sultan, the Cabinet refused to abandon 

the idea of the Concert of Europe completely, because the 

only alternative,.which was a "free band for England", was 

believed to mean war with Russia. The war scare, according 

to one writer, was a formula invented chiefly for the pur­

pose of preserving the statua quo in Turkey,and this de­

votion to the status quo paralysed the Concert for any useful 
37 

action in promoting freedom or good government. The scare 

was real enough, however, for Sir William Harcourt was no 

more disposed than the rest of the Cabinet to plunge into 

war and was privately alarmed at the attitude of Bryce and 
38 

others who were in favour of independent action. Although 

Rosebery felt the pressure of public opinion he refused to 

go forward into what he thought would involve a European 

War. The duty of the government as he saw it was to take 

every measure which did not encourage war. ilith the pub-

lie demand for the deposing of the Sultan he could not 

agree. in the face of Russia's statement in May of 1895 

LXXI ( 

36 
Ibid. ( Dec. 4, 1896 ), p. 6. 

37--
"The Concert of :2urope", Contemporary Review, 

1897 ), 618-9. 
38 

Gardiner, op. cit., II, 413. 
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39 
opposing separate action on the part of the Powers. 

Rosebery saw no reason to think that Russia had changed 

her mind or that the Turks would have to stand alone in 
40 

resisting British aciion. He was co~pletely defeated 

by a Russian government which refused to countenance 

independent British action and yet would not come to an 

agreement on united action. 

The German government seemed to exult in the de-

feat suffered by British diplomacy. The publication of the 

Blue Books in London in September of 1895 brought forth 

the remark from Germany thàt it was a fortunate circum-

stance that the British inquiry into the massacres was snb­

jected to French and Ruesian control as it compelled the 

British government to adhere more cloeely to the truth-
41 

than it would otherwise have done. The German govern-

ment thought it too much for the British foreign office 

to expect the Powers to cooperate wïth British policy, 

which tried to beguile them into dangercms action. Furthe:r• 

more, it expressed its reeentment at the accusations made 

39 
Commona Sessional Papers, XCV (1896), Turkey 

no. 1, nos. 65, ?1, 76. 
40 . 
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against the European Powers for the responsibility for the 
42 

. defeat incurred by British diplomacy. One British write~ 

found justification for the attitude of Europe for, as he 

pointed out, if England was actuated at the time of the 

massacres by a sense of duty how could she have ignored 

that duty persistently for years. It must be obvious to 

Europe, therefore, that Engla.nd only remembered her duty 

at a time -,'ihen it would bring her some political advantage 

and .he could hardly affect surprise when the Pov1ers re-
43 

garded her policy as a political trick. 

The Powers v:ere not the only cri tics suspic ious of 

Rosebery's motives. Dillon claimed that the Armenians we~e 

the innocent victims of Britain's pursuit of her own sel- · 

fish interests,and regardless of the fact that she was left 

empty handed there were stil~ the calamitous resulta of the 
44 

situation to be faced. .-.He thought Rosebery would have 

shown more benevolence by ignoring the Sassoon massacree 

than by irritating the Turks to the point of madness arid 

I.eaving them free to vent their fury upon the Christiane, 

42 
. Article from the Cologne Gazette pub. in The 

Times (Feb. 1, 1896), p.5. 
43 

E. J. Dillon, "The Fiasco in Armenia", Fort­
nightly Review, LIX (1896), 352. 

44 
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who were protected only by British "sentinental e~oquenee". 

The Armenian question, in his opinion, ought to have been 

treated on the ba~is of either pure politics or pure bene-
45 

volencef for the two were incompatible • He regarded Roee-

bery'e trust in the Powere ae a political blunder because 

it was based neither on diplomatie promise nor on the cur· 
46 

rent trend of European public opinion. 

Most British writere agreed with Dillon that the 

main feature of Rosebery'e policy was its strong-handed­

nese and indecision1 which were particularly conspicJJus 

because of the "friendly eoercion" applied by the previoue 

Conservative administration. Roaebery was accuaed of revi~ 

ving an aggressive policy towarde Turkish misgovernment 

in Aeia Mi nor, which had been in suspense si nee 1881, and 

e:f persisting in i t regaràl.esa of the obvious meaning o-f 

the attitude taken up at the beginning and consistently 
47 

maintained by the Russian government. It was said that 

G.reat Bri tain had had no auch absurd Anglo-Franco-Russian 

eoero~on of Turkey under Disraeli or any abortive eon-

certe of Europe. Since the Liberale ha,d come into office · · 

45 
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46 

Dillon " The Fiasco in Armenia", Fortnightly 
Review, LIX ( 1896 ), 347-8 • 

47 
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they had done nothing to reform Turkey, had irritated the 

Sultan, excited liiohammedan fanaticism, and alarmed the 
48 

Powers. This criticism was carried into the House of 

Gommons where the diversity of view among British poli-

ticians on the Armenian question was greater than was 

usually the case. In the face of all the attacks Roae­

bery deemed his position untenable and called for an elec­

tion in June of 1895. His party was defeated and Salis­

bury was handed a policy that was no longer practicable 

in the eyes of hostile Europe. 

"ihen, on October 8, 1896, Rosebery resigned his 

leadership of the Liberal party, the announcement startled 

the country. His resignation, ·however, was directly re-

lated to the Armenian question. Only two weeka prior to 

the announcement Gladstone had uttered against the Turks 

his "clarion cali to the nation". Gladstone' s moral au- · 

thority in the country was still unrivalled and the rank 

and file of the party received any utterance from him 

with reverence. Rosebery condemned his outspoken appeals 

which demanded separate action by Great Britain and the 
49 

ultimate possibili ty of war. Gardiner suggested that 

48 
Gommons Debatee, Fourth Series, XXXVIII ( 1896), 

53-8. 
49 

G. H. Perris, op. cit., pp. 107-8. 
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· the Armenian question and Gladstone 1 s speech were the 

occasion rather than the cause df Rosebery's resignation, 

because there was not sufficient divergence of opinion 
50 

between the two statesmen to justify the split. Be 

that as it may, as a result of Rosebery's desire to re-

gain his freedom of action, his speech at Edinburgh in 

defence of his resignation directly and through the rift 

it made in the Liberal party practically destroyed the 

agitation for Armenian reforma. As one writer suggested, 

by the paralysing of the Armenian agitation, the Great 

Assassin was given a "carte blanche" as Rosebery's policy 

of "drift, impotence, and despair" triumphed on his re-
51 

signation. 

126. 

50 
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51 
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3ALISB.URY AND THE C O~TSTrl.lil'T INOPL:H: 1&\.SS~"-CllE 

The Liberal party had be en thro·Nn out of office 

in 1895 largely becauae it failed to do anything about the 

Armenian massacres. Salisbury, therefore, v;as faced wi th 

the task of satisfying public opinion in order to hold 

his majority. The ~ublic aa a whole gave him its support. 

In fact many looked to him as the only man capable of put-
1 

ting a sudden end to the "Armenian Pandemonium". Salis-

bury regretted that the Sultan had taken no steps to aa­

tisfy public demands~although on coming back to office 

he noticed how rnuch ground the Armenian question had lost 

in British opinion. A settled conviction was growing 

that nothing could be hoped for in the way of improvement 

or reform. Salisbury held to the principle that the Ot­

·toman Empire should be maintained and the rightful p:itë·:ro­

gatives of the Sultan protected. Therefore, the easential 

matter in securing equitable government f.or the Armenians 

was the dismissal of all ideas of autonomy or special 

privileges. He, therefore, sought only a meana to put an 

1 
E. J. Dillon, "The Condition of Armenia", Con­

temuorary Review, LXVIII ( 1895 ), 189. 
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end to the Armenian question rather than to find a settle-

ment that ·.-;-ould satisfy the t~ational as')irations of the 

Armenians, the rights of the Turks, and the demands of 
2 

British public opinion. 

In contrust to Rosebery, Salisbur~ seemingly 

unaware of the presence of ~ublic opinio~habitually ig­

nored i ts current. Al though i t v:as seldom vigorous enough 

to be seriously consulted it was never apathetic enough 

to be completely ignored. Salisbury tended to work ab-

eolutely independently of ali influences, even his o·-m 

Cabinet vfi th which he waa rarely in agreement. He acce-

pted the double responsibility of Prime Minister and head 

of the Foreign Office with complete confidence, and par­

ticularly in the latter with its extremely centralized 
3 

organization, he enj oyed full independence of authori ty. 

Because of his talent for decision without recourse to the 

restraining hand of his Cabinet Salisbury'a vie\'lS were of 

overwhelming importance for both ·England and Europe. His 

policy, motivated by Britain's political interests as op-

posed to her political sympathies, was towards isolation 

2 
House of Gommons, Sessional Papers, XCV ( 1896 ), 

Turkey no. 1, no. 112. 
3 
Lady Cecil, Life of Salisbury, III, 200-1. 
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among nations. The "sheet anchor" of his ::>olicy was -peace 

because it ~as the foundation of confidence and confidence 

was the object of his political creed. In order that 

peace should prevail each i ndividual nation, · he thought, 

should agree to a policy of give and take and the Concert 
4 

of Europe should become a reality. 

Salisbury, at first, sought a solution of the 

whole Eastern Q,uestion by a friendly agreement with the 

Powers. He seemed to have loat his use for the Turks and 

his confidence in the ir ahili ty to reform. Consequen-

tly, he abandoned for the moment the old Disraelian tradi-

tion of op-posing the advance of Russia towa rds Constanti-

nople. He saw nothing to be gained by the policy of his 

predecessors if only because of Russia' s refusai to coerce 

the Sul tan. There ~vas no reason to bolster up a tottering 

Turkey when he did not believe the route to India would 

be menaced or Britain's other interests jeopardized. 

Instead, he visualized a -partition of Turkey by '.'lhich 

the Turks ::Vould retain Anatolia, Russia would fall heir 

to Constantinople and the Straits, Austria -v-lOuld be com-

pensated in the Balkans, Italy in Tripoli, France in 

4 
H. E. Egerton, British Foreign Policy in Europe 
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Syria, and England would maintain her hold on Egypt and 

extend her influence to Mesopotamia. Salisbury first 

sought the approval of Germany, aware of the fact that he 
5 

would have to make some concessions to her. European 

statesmen, however, were confused by this revolution in 

British policy and came to the unwarranted but plausible 

conclusion that Salisbury was trying to concentrate the 

attention of the Pov1ers in the Ne ar East where they would 

most certainly quarrer. His proposais, therefore, met 

with hostility and foundered because of the suspicion 
6 

they aroused. The Russian Chancellor Prince Lobanoff 

made it clear that he would not sanction any course which 

might lead to forceful interference with the internai 
7 

affairs of Turkey. ~ithout the support of the Powers, 

Salisbury was forced to abandon his scheme. He returned 

to the policy of forcing the Sultan to accept the propo~ 

sed scheme of reforma. 

5 
Commons Sessional. Papers, XCV ( 1896 ), Turkey 

no. 1, nos. SS1 91, 92, 94, .110. Also an analysis of Ger­
man official papers in The Times ( Jan. 8, 1924 ) • p. 14. 

6 
The miaunderstanding with Germany over the presen­

tation of the acheme was known as the"Cowe's Incident". 
Although British official papers on the subject were not 
published important accounts are thoae of Valentine Chiral, 
The Cambridge History of BritiSh Foreign Policy, III, 275; 
and his Fifty Years in a Changing World,pp. 289-91; R. ~. 
Sontag, "The Cowe's Incident and the Kruger Telegram"-, Poli­
tical Science Quarterly, XL (1925), 217-47; and Buckl~,~ 
Letters of Qpeen Victoria, II, 544-8. 
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With Salisbury at the Foreign Office the Turks were 

inclined to expect a relaxation of pressure on the part of 

the Powers. They miscalculated, however, for it was due 

to Salisbury's insistance that the Porte accepted in Oc-

tober of 1895 the scheme of reforme drawn up by the Com-
8 

mission of Inquiry for the aix Armenian vilayeta. The 

Turks, somewhat alarmed at the massacres they had allowed, 

amazed at their own audacity, and fearful of the vengeance 

of Europe, had accepted the reforms on paper. These refe-

' rms if carried out would do much to ameliorate the auffe- 1 

rings of the Armenians. The opportunity for Great Britain 

to take some decisive action to see that the reforma were 

carried out had arieen but the importance of the moment 

was not fully appreciated in London. Instead, Salisbury 

tried ·once again to revive the Concert of Europe. 

A large British naval squadron was assembled at 

the entnance of the Straits indicating that the British 

government intended to take some decisive etepa, but 

Salisbury would not take action without first consulting 

the Powers. Both Russia and France feared that Britain 

meant to put an end to the Armenian question by the oc­

cupation of the Dardanelles or at least the islands at 

8 
Ibid., nos. 199, 201. 
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its entrance. Salisbury could not be sure v.'hat action 

the ir fleets would take if he proceeded ;vi thout eoJjle 

guarantee of their cooperation. In 1Tovember, 1895, the 

Italian and Austrian fleets offered their servic:es and in 

return Salisbury promieed to oppose any Russian encroach-
9 

ment on the Straits. Germany protested at both Italy and 

Austria becoming toola of British policy and warned them 

to avoid taking the lead until England committed herself. 

Salisbury, however, was ~revented from taking action 

at this time because of embarra.sement arising out of the 

policies of his predecessors, the geographical ~osition 
Il 

of Armenia, and the conduct of Ruesia. Instead of ac-

ting, he consulted the PoYc'ers wi th probably the same 

faith in the Concert of Europe as Lord Rosebery and he 

10 
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in England, that if. Salisbury had used the fleet he would 
12 

not have met with any serious opposition. Ille Timea 

correspondent in Rome felt that "Salisbury had made an 

amu1 muddle of it" while confessing that nobody in Italy 
13 

could understand his policy. 

As the months passed, the Turks realized. that 

Europe was too indifferent or too divided to take any 

serious action in forcing them to introduce reforma and 

they began to feel correspondingly reassured and conf-ident. 

The result of this newly found c'onfidence was the outbr.eak 

of massacres in the Spring of 1896. Conflicts broke out 

at Zeitoum, Trebizoid, and Van which could be traced to 

attempts made by Armenian revolutionary committees to stir 

up a~ insurrectionary movement in an effort to attract the 

attention of Europe to the deplorable conditions still 
14 

existent in the Armenian provinces. There were fewer 

tales of horror accompanying this series of outrages but 

the British government was kept fully informed of eve nts 

by its consular officers in Asia Minor. The inability of 

the Concert of Europe and the ineffectiveness of Brit_:l,sh, 

1 . . 

G. H. Perr is, The Eas tern Criai s and Briti sh 
Policy in the Near East, pp. 86-8. 

13 
History of the Times ( London: Times Publishing 

co., 194? ), III, 276. 
14 
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efforts without the support of the Concert clearly demon-

strated that the Powera had failed to carry out the policy 

they had undertaken under the "Armenian Triplice". The 

Armenians of ali classes, therefore, saon felt that neither 

Russia nor England could be depended upon to act as cham-

pions of Christianity unless it auited their own interests 

and they saw it was useless to manufacture stories of 

horrors which failed to attract the attention of Europe. 

The Sultan had defeated Europe and successfully asserted 

his .right,in defiance of treatie~ to deal with his Chris­

tian subjects as he pleased. 

After the failure of the Concert of Europe to en-

force the scheme of reforms,the British government relaxed 

any pressure it had applied on the Porte. Representations 

were made when cases of hardship or claims for compensation 

for property destroyed came to the attention of the ambaa­

sador at Constantinople, but the British government refused 

to take the initiative in finding a satisfactory or per-
15 

manent settlement of the Armenian question. Consequently, 

Salaèbury had no objection to the publication of the con-

aular reports on the most recent outbreaks in Asia Minor. 

15 
~ommo!r Debates Fourth Series, XXXVII (1896), 
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He did feel, ho'.7ever, that an expression of sympathy on 

the part of the British public,while having no effect 

on restraining the action of the Turks,might increase 

between Moslem and Christian the intensity of feeling 

which should be diminished as quickly as possible. Re-

ligious hostility would only increase the difficulties 
16 

between the two nations. 

It was at this poïnt in August of 1896 that the 

Constantinople massacres broke out in the capital. The 

outrages, caused by the exploits of Armenian revolutio-

164 

nists, came as a shock to the governments of Europe although 

their embassies at Constantinople had received threats 

from Armenian revolutionary committees if the Powers 
1? 

continued to do nothing. It was natural for Armenian 

revolutionists to strike their final blow in Constanti-

nople where they bad a bet.ter chance of concealment and of 

extorting concessions from the Turks through terrorism 

and where their institutions sueh as the Armenian Cathe-

dral and Patriarchate were situated and recognized by the 

Porte. The new revolutionary society called "Dashnak-

tsutiwn" appeared more violent in its me::thode and objecte 

16 
Commons Debatee, Fourth Series, XLIII (1896),11~. 

1? 
Commons Sessional Papers, CI (189?), Turkey no. 

1, Correspondence respecting the disturbances at Constan­
tinople in August of 1896. 
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than the old Hentchak Society. Armed ·.1ith dynamite, on 

August 26th, .the revolutionists attacked and captured the 

Ottoman Bank in Galata,threatening to blo;v it up if their 

demanda for reforma ·,vere not granted. The conspirators 

did not push their advantage, however, because of the 

death of their leaders in the first rush on the :Bank. 

Consequently, :.coslems armed wi th clubs and other vœapons 

paraded the streets killing all the .Armenians they sa·.7· 

The victims were chiefly of the peasant class and the 

Turkish police did nothing to stop the massacre as an 
18 

eatimated six thousand persona periahed. 

The re sul t ï:hich the Arme ni ans· honed to ob tain 

from their demonstration, as Eliot suggesteà, was .a matter 

of uncertainty. .'lhether the revolutionists expected to 

capture the Porte ~Nas open to conjecture although on the 

aame day bo'!'Ilbs ·::ere thrown near Galata Serai and i t aeemed 

p1ausible that the Armenians contem~lated a series of at-

tacka. The Turkish ~alice with their system of espionage 

must have been informed of the pl&.ns and allowed the plot 

18 
For the beat conte~orary accounts see Eliot, 

Turkey in Europez pp. 43 ff. and the "Constantinople 
MassacrE?" ,Contemporary Review, LXX ( 1896 ) , 457-75. 
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to develop. "They justl.y caHsulated that it would disc­

redit the Armenians in the eyee of Europe,· and if it suc-
19 

ceedèd it would merely blow up a pack of Christian clerks". 

'I'here -were many who cou~d find no justification for the 

Constantinople outbreak. The re was provocation enough in 

the treatment the Armenians had received for the previous 

twenty years for any recourse within reason but there 

was nothing in their plan to attract the sympathy of the 
20 

Powers or to arouse a favourable public reaction. 

Despite the general reaction against the Armenians 

which attended the attack on the Ottoman Bank, public 

opinion was expressed with more vehemence than previous-

l~although it was to be shorter-lived. Great public mee­

tings attended by thousands and demonstrations with parades 
21 

and brasa bands illustrated the fervour aroused in England. 

One writer warned the n~tions of Europe that if they al-

lowed the Turks to continue their "scourge of savage 

barbarism" they would write the "saddest chapter in the 
22 . 

history of the nine teenth century~ Professer Ramsay, 

a stude nt of Arme nian history, compa r ed the massacres 

19 
Eliot, op. cit., pp.455-6. 

20 
"Constantinople Massacre", Contemporary Reviaw, 

LXX 1896 ), 458-9. 
21 

Letters and reports of meeting a ppea red in 
The Times from Sept. 1896. 

22 
The Times (Sept. 23, 1896 ), p. 8. 
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23 
to Diocletian's persecution of the Christiane. He fur-

ther added to the frenzy by publishing an account whereby 

he claimed that Abdul Hami~ because of his Armenian mothe~ 

was the Armenian Sultan who, according to ~rophecy cir-

culated in Turkey in 1880, would cause the ruin of the 
24 

Ottoman Empire. Despite the risk of war that British 

active intervention would inc~~, the horror and indigna­

tion deepened and broadened into an agitation on the part 

of seme Englishmen for the dethronement of the Sultan and 

the destruction of his government. This section of the 

British public felt that a frank appeal to the sympathies 

of the people was the answer. It was only by per~eating 

the minds of individuals and by creating a favourable 

environment that State action and Christian principles 

could be fuaed. Gladstone, a1though careful to avoid-- cen-

suring the British government, was an outspoken adherent 

to this theory. With the memory of the Bulgarie.n horrore 

etill in his mind he felt that the time of year was favou-
25 

rable for the instigation of a national movement. 

There were some Engliahmen, however, who refuaed 

to leave the settlement of <·the Armenian question to the 

23 
w. :M. Ramsay, "'fwo Massacres in Asia Mi nor", 

· Contemporary Review, m (1896), 435. 
24 

The Times (:Oert. 20, 1896), p.4. 
25 

Ibid. (Sept. 15, 1896), p.8;(Sept. 16, 1896), 
p.8; (Oct-~1896), p.6. 
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country in general. They v;ere determi ned to keep i t 

alive as a party issue. The Liberal Forward movement was 

begun, therefore, in protest against what ~as considered a 

lack of moral leadership in regard to the Armenian question. 

Complaining that the·clergy of the Eatablished Church 

had abandoned to Uonco.nform1et ministers the work of gui- . 

ding the national conscience in this great issue between 

right and wrong, George Russell claimed the movement was 

an effort on the part of soma Liberais to lead themeelves, 

and do that 7lhich the non-party movement had promised 

but failed to do. Russell never trusted Salisbury to 

deal adequately with the criais and resented the sup~oTt 
26 

t~e Prime Minis ter ·received from both parties. Tho se 

Libera.l.a who adhered to Rusaell.'a ideas seized Rosebery'a 

resignation of the leadership of the party, in October of 

1896, as the opportu~ity to launch their movement. The 

group announced to the world that its name was "Mr. George 

Ruasel.l's Comrnittee" and that the new departure which it 

recommended was to be known ·as the Liberal Forward Move-
2'7 

ment, 

Russell ~id the blame for the present situation 

in the East on Conservative policy1particularly Salia­

bury'e record of little accomplishment in ameliorating the 

26 
G.7v.Russell, "Armenia and the Forward Movement", 

Contemporary Review, LXXI ( 189'7 ), 21-3. 
27 

The Times ( Dec. '7, 1896 ), p. 8. 
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sufferings of the Christiane. Clayden, another active 

member of the group, denounced Salisbury as co-author with 

Disraeli of the "moral spoilation" of Russia and published 

a pamphlet, ''Armenia: the case against Lo-rd Salisbury", 

in which he accused him of maintaining a Turcophile po-
28 

licy. According to Russ~ll the movement was enthusias-

tically received and the "stJIUg philistinism of the com­

fortable classes found it incredible that se.nsible men 

shou1d take an unpopular aide for the sake of a moral 
29 

cause". The movement was criticized as being deplorable, 

however, because 'i ... t aroused emotions of the heart but 

was so lacking in faith that it refused to advocate the 
30 

action in which its enthusiasm should have resulted. 

Joseph Chamberlain, the British Colonial Secre-

tary, saw a means of settling the Armenian question by an 

appeal to the humanity of the Christian Powers. He for-

mulated a plan for utilizing the sympathy e~pressed 

by the American public for the condition of the Armenian 

population. There had been notices published frequently 

in English newspapers of meetings in various American 

cities, held mainly under church auspices, in which ali 

.,. 28 
.Il2.j.g_. 

29. 
Russell, op. cit.~ PP• 25-6. 

30 
, "Foreign Policy of the Liberal Party", ~­

minster Review,CXLVII (1897), 268-9. 
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denominations protested against the alleged Armenian 

atrocities and criticized the refusai of the Sultan to 
{: 31 

allow the Americans to make an inquiry. Also American --~· 

sionaries had been very active founding schools and col-

leges in Asia Minor, bettering the conditions of the in-

habitants, and endeavouring to dispel their excessive 
Z.2 

ceremonialism and superstition through religious education. 

Chamberlain, . in an effort .to employ this humani tarian 

interest of the United States, had euggested in December 

of 1895 that a strong ~peal based on the Sassoon horrore 

might bring about joint naval action by British and h.mer­

icans to subdue the Sultan. Salisbury's refusai to con-

eider auch a move because of the naval, political, and 

military difficul.ties did not changè Chamberlain's feelings 
33 

·· that something ought to be do ne.. Therefore, when vistting 

the United States in Sept·ember of 1896 after the recent 
. ~ 

:· lc:instantinoule massac res, he brœached the ·aubj ec t of 

. ·Jülgl.o-American cooperation to stop the "~rmen.iém massac-

· ;· ·· ·· res. Chamberlain was astonished at the . t'eply of the 

'" ' ,. 1896 ) ' 

31 
The Time& (Dec. ;51, 1894 ) , p. 5; ( Jan. 25, 

p. 5; ( Jan~ 26, 1896 ), p. 5. 
32 

Eliot, op. cit., pp. 442-3. 
33 

J.L. Garvin, Life of Chamberlain-(London: 
Macmillan, 1932 ) , III, 68-9. 
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American Secretary of State, Olney, who vmile admitting 

a common cause with England would engage in no entangling 

European alliances. Salisbury was relieved of the res-
34 

ponsibility of following Chamberlain's initiative. 

Although ~mpathy with the .A.rmenic..ns ·uas .videly 

expreseed the same feeling was not held by ali English-

men. There 11as an effort on the part of so!Ile to reduce 

the excessive emotional frenzy that accompanied the re-

ports of these latest crimes. The only conspicuous dif-

ference they sa-;; between British agitators and the Arme-

nian Revolutionary Committees was that the former "sat 

in the ir armchairs and inc i ted and enc ouraged while the 

unhappy Armenians duped by false hopes s <.: crificed their 
35 

lives 11
• It was a relief to ali sensible minds to eee 

that The Times was attempting to steady public opinion 

in regard to the criais. To rail against the Sultan 

was easy, wrote one man, but there was no necessity for 

enlarging his crimes. It was right for the stories of 

dieorder and bloodshed to be met with a revulsion of 

feeling and for people to hate the selfish motives from 

which the atrocities arose but the way to remedy the dis­

tress was not by invoking "Christian intolerance" against 

34 
Ibid., PP• 166-7. 

35 
The Times (Sept. 19, 1896), p. 8. 
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36 
that of hlohammedanism. 

The public agitation as a result of the Constan­

tinople massacres was described as being directed solely 

against the Sultan and in ·no way hostile to Salisbury' s 

government, but, if i t ·~vas meant to strengthen the handEl 

of the government in its dealings with Europe and the 

Porte, it feil far short of its ~urpose. Instead it 

involved Salisbury in serious difficulties in his nego­

tiations 'Nith the Powers and unconsciously embarrassed 
37 

him at every turn. The Economist,vmile agreeing with 

tho se v:ho c ondemned the i nfamous rule of the Sul tan, 

emphasized the considerable danger that the agitation 

for intervention contained when there existed s omething 

like an agreement among the Powers to do nothing to coerce 

Turkey,but to maintain the status quo. The question was 

whether England was justified in acting alone and if she 

did v.hether the Pov1ers would make coercive action a "casus 

belli". It \'!OUld be mad ness to pree ipi tate a war or a 

ç0alition against England l'.'hich might be organized by 

France to force the British out of Egypt. If the people 

of England wi shed to depose the Sultan they woul.d have 

36 
Ibid. (Sept. 16, 1896), p. 3 ; (Sept. 18, 189 6}, 

P• 8. 

37 
"Lord Salisbury's Silence", The Economist, 

LIV ( 1896), 1312. 
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38 
to come to an agreement with Ruasia. The outcome of 

such an agreement would have to be Russian repudiation 

of their policy of refusing to countenance coercive ac-
39 

1?3 

tian. For as Salisbury pointed out, independent action 

was out of the ·1uestion because "No fleet in the wo:r:ld 

can get over the mountains of Taurus to protect the Arme-
40 

nians." 

The recent massacres had their consequences in 

Turkey itself '.·.·here the British Ambassador from-Aleppo 

reported tbere bad been disastrous effects on trb.de. The 

political troubles had hindered the development of native 

manufactures and the restriction of credit had resulted 

in a decline in imports,although British importa had not 
41 

suffered as much as those of sorne other countries. The 

Armenian Relief Fund appealed to European nations and the 

United States to supply their diplomatie and consular 

agents v:i th adequate funds to meet the terrible a tate of 

destitution. Houses were opened in England for the vic-

tims of the massacres and, because the United States and 

Russia refused admittance to the refugee~ the Armenian 

( 1896)' 

38 
"Anti-Turkish Agitation", The Economist, LIV 

1212-3. 
39 

The Times ( Oct. 1, 1896), p. 3. 
40 

GuildHall Speech, ~Tov. 9, 1896, in A. L. 
Kennedy, Salisbury (London:J. Murray, 1953), 2?3. 

41 
The Times (Oct. 10, 1896), p. 12. 



Rel.ief Fund was prepared to accept a large number in 

England. Many of them found their v:ay to Greece, howevel:', 

where the British embassy supervised the distribution of 

relief. But the majority were settled in Bulgaria where 

the government established them on farms as subsidies 

sent by English funds provided only for their immediate 
42 

needs. Despite the real need of the Armenians none of 

the .Powers were prepared to i ntervene offic ia.lly be cause 

they were not sufficiently moved by events to be willing 

to make sacrifices, incur risks, or endanger prospect1Te 

advantages, to rescue the itihabitants of the Ottoman Em-
43 

pire from its present ruler. 

From the beginning Salisbury had been influenced 

by the "mildly pro-Tu:rkish and strongly anti-Russian" 

policy of Disraeli. The closest he came to repudiating 

the old Disraeli policy was his partition scheme in 1895, 

but he returned to the policy of maintaining Turkish in-

tegri ty as he sav,r no ether al ternat ive. In his speech 

on the re-opening of ~arliament in 1897, which is famous 

for its catch phrase "we put all our money upon the wrong 

horee", Salisbury seemed to disown the pro-Turk poJ.icy 

42 ~ 

Ibid. (Oct. 13, 1896 ), PP• 4-5; ( Oct. 26, 1896) 
P• 6; ( Nov. 9, 1896), p. 6 and ( Dec. 12, 1896 ), p. ? • 

. 43 
"Co-nstantinople Masso.cre", Contemporary Review, 

LXX ( 1896 ), p. 465. 
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he had accepted in 1878 and almost consistently maintained. 

Medlicott refuted the attitude generally attribu~ed to 

Sàlisbury that the speech was a repudiation of his old 
44 

policy. Penson reaffirms Medlicott' s---i nterpretation ·stating 

that Salsibury's policy in so far as it existed could be 

explained by the shifting of his interests in the Ottoman 

Empire. At one time they lay more heavily in Asia Minor 

and at another Egypt but behind ali his changes underlay 

consistency in the idea of "protection". _Salisbury wà.s 

convinced from the beginning that Turkey could not stand 
45 

alone. 

44 
w. H. Medlic ott, "Lord Salisbury and Turkey", 

History, XII, 244-5. 
45 

L. Penson, "The Principles and Jlliethods of Lo.:r:d. 
Salisbury's Foreign Policy", Cambridge Historical Journal, 
v. 89-106. 

1 
~~~ 

. ;j·~.· · ,~ ·,, 
, ·.,~ 

', 

. ~· ; 



1 DECLINE OF BRITISH INTE~ST 

Although .Salisbury' a efforts to bring relief to 

the pers~cuted Armenians had been in vain, during the 

lat"ter part of his administration the pressure from the · 

·British public for decisive action disappeared and the quee .. 

tion of reforma for Asiatio Turkey went by default. Mean-­

while the public at ti tude towarda· the Turkis}l government 

had not changed, except in its inte,nsity and its direction. 

Crete and the Greco-Turkiah War occupied the immediate . 
attention of Great Bri tain in 1897, while South .h.frica and. 

the Boer War ·:œre to occupy the international spotlight 

a few years later. Although the British government did 

not entirely abandon the cause of Turkish reform during 

the decade following the Constantinople massacre~ its 

energies 'i7ere primarily directed towards relieving the 
. 1 

· lla.cedonians ·:1hose plight was more obviously cri tical. 

1 
The 1~cedonian question became critical in 1903 

and was not settled until the Turks were expelled during 
the Balkan Wars of 1912-13· see H.N. Brailsford, Macedonia 
(London: Methuen, 1906), C. Anatasoff, The Tragic Peninauia 
( at. Louia:Blackv:ell, 1938), and Gooch and Temperley, eds. 
Bri ti eh Documents on .the Origi na of the ·:Var, V, 55 ff. 
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As the furor arouaed by the Constantinople massacres 

subsided the British public retained a feeling of hatred 

and disgust for the Turks. The general opinion ':ras that 

there was no longer any hope for the introduction of re­

forms such as had been in the air since the sig_ning of the 

Cyprus Convention. In considering the future of the 

Ottoman Empire i t v1as fel t t:hat the Sultan could not be 

prevented from continuing his misdeeds by any action on 
2 

the part of Gre a t Britaip or the other western Po~ers. 

In fact Europe was accused of encouraging ;·~bdul Hamid in 

the very course 7:hich i t so violently c ondemned. The 

Po~ers continually affirmed and strengthened the Sultan's 

position by turning only to him when seeking tne intro-

duction of reforma in Turkey although there existed a 

group of reformera cal led "Young Turks" to ';:hom they might 
·3 

have appealed. There was a grc:.dual drift on the continent 

towards British opinion ·.:hich by 1897 .Jas pretty '::ell 

agreed on the merita of the Sultan and his government. 

Up until the massacres in 1894, Disraeli's favourable 

view of the Sultan had held its ground although with 

2 
J.B.::Sryce, "Turkey and Armenia", Q,uarterly Re­

view, CXCV (1902), 610. 
3 

"A Study in Turkish Reform", Fortnightly Review, 
LXI (1897), 649. 
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diminishing force, but in 189? there wa.s hardly a. states-

man in England who ';muid not repudiate this concept. 

Salisbury offered proof of his country's feeling V!hen he 

declared that in any negotiations with Turkey the anti-

pathy towards assisting the Sultan would be so extreme 

that regardless of the motive behind British policy he 

did not think it would induce the public to support a 
4 

government which they so thoroughly detested. 

Since the failure of the Sultan to implement the 

reforme presented in 1895 the ambassadors of the ?owers 

at Constantinople had steadily been working to wards a 

scheme of reforma that would be acceptable. Ear ly in 

189? the scheme was ne 2.r cDmpletion but it .;o.s never to 

be submitted to the Turks bec ause of the series of events 
5 

:vhich follo·;.·ed. At this time Crete and Greece were the 

source of trouble rather than Armenia and British interests 

were diverted to that are a . As a conse quence Anglo-Tur-

kish relations were determined by the outcome of that 

dispute. ~n insurrection in Crete agai nst Turkish mis-

government occurred in 1896. The British Cabinet was 

4 
Salisbury to Rumbold, Jan. 20, 1897, in Gooch 

and Temperley, op. cit., ~' 775. 
5 - T~ -
British Sessional Pa ers House of Commana 

CV I (1898 , Turkey no. 1, Further corre spondence res­
pecting the Asiatic provinces of Turkey. 
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informed that several of the :?owers were disposed to 

aup~ort a naval blockade of the island in an effort to 

prevent the sending of G~eek troops to the aid of the 

insurgents. Salisbury, however, declined these overtures 

on the grounds that England traditionally refused to 

interfere by force between insurgent populations and their 

' sovereign,adding that the Sultan'a proceedings in the 

Armenian question made it unfitting that England join 
6 

in helping the Sultan to subdue his subjects. As a re-

ault of the sending of Greek troops to the aid of the 

Cretana, the Greco-Turkish War broke out in the following 

year. Ultimately the Greeks were defeated and the Powers 
? 

stepped in to save them from a humiliating settlement. 

The importance here of the Greco-Turkish War lies 

in the ef fect it had on the general current of opinion 

towards Turkey and her subjeet populations. The defeat 

that Gr~ece suffered at the hands of ~urkey had import~nt · 

6 
Salisbury to Victoria, July 31, 1896 in G.E. 

Bttckle, ed., . Letters of Q.ueen Victoria, Third Series, 
III, 58. 

? 
The events of .the Greco-Turkish ·.riar and the set.­

t1ement arranged by the Powers are given in the Cambridge 
History of British Foreign Pol icy, III, 238-42; Lettera 
of Q.ueen Victoria, - Third Series, III, l30-60J ·&nd Gommons 
Sessional Pa.pers, XCVI ( 1896 ), Turkey no. 1, CII ( 1897 ) 
Turkey nos'• 4,5,8,9,10, and CV! ( 189? ), Turkey nos. 
11 and 12. 
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implications for Europe. Ail the Sultan's failures in 

the eyes of his subjects were covered by his victory, 

and he had proved to Europe that even 7Jhen his adminis-

tration was nearly bankrupt and weakened by corruption 

that he could not be defeated in the field except by a 

lBO 

force superior in numbers. It was a fact which impressed 

Europ~an diplomats and tended to limit the extent of their 

pressure on the Porte. Before this victory modern policy 

in relation to Turkey had been based on the assumption 

that she was dying and her total destruction was only 

delayed by European jealousies. The collapse of Greece 

was a serious event for Ëurope for i t involved a sort of 

revivification of Turkey. The Cretan question and the 

poor figure eut by the Greeke in the war lessened British . 

sympathy for ali Christian races struggling against the 
8 

Turk. 

As a consequence of ihis change in attitude to­

~arde the subject populations of the Turks, Salisbury 

turned his attention to the protection of Britain's material 

interests in the Ottoman Empire and the Mediterranean. 

It v;ill be remembered that he had suggested to the Powers 

in 1895 that they partition the Turkish Empire. Undaunted 

8 
"Turkey and Greece", The. Economist, LV (189?), 

598, 634 ... 5. 
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by the rebuff Salisbury received ~t th, t time he tried 
9 

again in·l898. The occasion was tbe seizure of a north 

181 

China port, Kiaucho~, by Germany. Salisbury realized that 

the policies of England and Russia ·.:ere so op 'Osed in re-

lation to the Chinese and Ottoman Empires that they only 

served ta neutralize each other's. efforts. He, therefore, 

contemplated an understanding -.vi th .rtussia by which both coun-

tries -.vould gi ve · ·ay to and assist the other in tho se ter-

ri tories ·.1here they v;ere least i nterested. Aware of the 

difficulties inherent in such a scheme Salisb1J.ry aimed 

not at a 11 :pa.rtition of territory" but at a. ":gé::.rtition of 
10 . 

prenonderance". Russia, however, was unfavourably dis-
----

posed to the discussion of any scheme involving Turkey and 
Il 

the idea lapsed. One of the reasons for Salisbury's 

efforts may be found in the fact that ".Jhen he was not 

prepared to fight he was reluct~nt ta threaten Turkey in 

order to ~rotect British interests. 

Although Salisbury abandoned his efforts towards 

forcing the Sultan ta implement the reform scheme, there 

9 
Commana Session~ Panera, CV ( 1898 ), China no. 1 

Corres:pondence reapecting~he affaira of China. 

.and 
PP• 

10 ·.·;· 

. Salisbury to 0'Cono.1f,c Jan. 25, 1898, in Temperley 
Penson, eds., Foundations of British Foreign Poiicy, · 
500-1. 

ll , 
Gommons Seesional Panera, CV ( ._ 1898 ) , China. 

no. 1, nos., ?2, ?ô, 82, 83, 87. . 
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were others who still looked for a means to that end. 

The idea gained ground in England that the only real solu-

tian to the question of reforma was to invite rlussia to 

occupy Constantinople. There vrere many objections raised 

to the idea; not the least of which were :aussian methods 

of government, the improbability of Russian acceptance~ 

and the jealousies of the other Po~ers. Answers to these 

objections were looked for in the fact th&. t Russia mi ght 

accept a friendly European mandate, that their form of 

government was superior to that of the Turks, and that 

the Ottoman Jtmpire ·:ras v E,st enough to compensate each 
12 

European po•,ver. The main objection raised to any plan 

which destroyed the integrity of the Turkish Empire, however, 

was that i t would g ive offence to Indian Mohammèdans. 

On the other hand, it was maintained tha.t ~ngland could 

not govern her relations with Christian Europe in regard 

to Mohammeda n pre judices. The only policy which would 

encourage the respect of he r Indian subjects was one of 
13 

justice and strength. England would not gain credit 

with Indian ~ohammedans on the score of fri endship with 

12 
R.K. \-vi l s on, "Shall. We Invite t h e Russ i ans t o 

Constantinople? 11
, Contemporary Review, LXXI ( 189? ), 2?0-5. 

13 
"Year of Shame", Westminste r Review, CXLIX 

( 1898 ) ' 1 44-6. 
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the political head of their communion except at the coat 

of bolstering up a government that she had come to loathe. 

It was not for 1ngland to accommodate her notions of 

national duty to the supposed requirements of ano t her 
14 

faith. 

After the turn of the century England no longer 

attempted to play a decisive role in the international 

politics of the Uear East. Since her l&..st a ttempt to 

take the initiative in the Armenian question her sympathy 

with the Christiane of Turkey in general had cooled not 

solely on the grounds of expediency but also because they 

had not always shown themselves worthy of the interest 

shovm in them. J.B.Bryce, taking time to reflegt on the 

merita of the Armenia n rac.e, could come to no definite 

conclusion on their ·..vorthinese. The British Turcophiles 

felt bound to disparage them while the humanitar i ane dwelt 

on the more attractive features of the Armenian character 
15 

and traditions. The remonatrances Grea t Britain still 

occasionally addressed to the Porte bec ause of t he te r -

rible conditions in Armenia were, according to one writer, 

"entirely platonic" and proceeded from a desire to sav.e. . 

14 
Wilson, ibid., p. 2?5. 

15 
J .B.Bryce, "Tur key and Armenia", Q,uart erly 

Reviev; , CXCV ( 1902), 602-3. 
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16 
appearances rather than to d0 any good. The Sultan's 

celebration of his jubilee in 1900 gave rise to the comment 

that no one would ever have expected after 1878 that at 

the turn of the century the Turks would be stronger than 

at any time since the liberation of Greece. From a super-

ficial point of view the Turks had just cause for cele­

brating for they had successfully thwarted all the attempts 
1? 

of the Powers to întroduce reforma into the Turkish Empire. 

By 1907, according to Sir Nicholas O'Conor, the 

British Ambassador, Anglo-Turkish relations in so far as 

they depended upon the Sultan were little more tolerable. 

The reason for this v,ras that Turkish policy in regard to 

oppressed nationali ties, particular1y !.fucedonians and 

Armenians, continued to be as objectionable and hateful 

as ever. Any display of friend1iness the Sultan made 

towards Great Eritain was due to the f 8ct th~t he believed 

that a very large percent age of his subj ec ts ·:re re friendly 

to England and mindful of the serVices rendered by her in 
18 

the past. Alfred Stead was also a Tiare of the hostile 

16 
A.R. Eilinski, "Situation in Turkey", Fortnightly 

Review, LXXVIII (1902), 87-8. 
17 

"The Sultan's Jubilee 11
, The Economist, LVIII 

( 1900)-, 1238-9. : 
18 

Annual Report for Turkey for 1907, Gooch and . 
Temperley, op.cit., V, 43~4. 
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feeling between the two countries. Early in 1908 he said 

it ~ould be difficult to find more hatred of Great Britain 

than was fel t at Constantinople or more contempt for 
19 

Turkey than was found in Great Britain. Because of 

this antipathy one writer was certain that ~ngland defied 

the old Machiavellian maxim that an ambassador should be 

a "persona grata" to the · Sovereign to whom he is accre-
20 

dited. 

An important factor in Turkish hostility towards 

Great Britain was the latter's association with Russia. 

After 1907 England and Russia became fast friends,having 

been driven i nto each ethers a.rms not so .:nuch by mutual 
21 

love as by fear of Germany. Consequently, England's 

anti-Russian policy directed towarde Turkish protection 

had to be revised. British opinion was still confused 

by the historie question "Shall Russia be allowed to oc-

eup the Dardanelles?", while the Conserva.tive party re~em­

bered that they had supported the Turks. It ·aas impos-

19 
Alfred Stead, "Great Britain and Turkey", Fort­

nightly Revien, LXXXIX (1908), 417. 
20 

s .. 'Jhitman, "England and Germany at Constanti­
nople", Fortnightly Review, L XXXVII (1908), ??5. 

21 
Reasons for Anglo-Russian rap,rochement are 

explained in two letters from Nicholson to Hardinge, D~c. 
4, 190? and Jan. 2, 1908 in Gooch and Temperley, op. cit., 
VIII, ?22-4. 
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sible to preserve the Turkish Empire y;ith one hand and to 

destroy it with the other. The wobbling of Britain's 

policy naturally filled the Turks '.':ith misgivings as to 

the sec uri ty of the ir Empire. It was ali very ·Nell, as 

one wri ter poi nted out, to argue that Anglo-French inf-

luence would keep Russian expansionism in dheck but not 

many Turks believed it. After ali the British fleet 

could not keep Russia from encroaching on Kurdistan and 

British enmity precluded any decieiTe action on behalf . of 
22 

the Turks. They had, therefore·, adequate grounds for the ir 

apprehension. As many as fiTe years earlier, Bryce felt 

that the acquisition by Ruaaia of Armenia and north~eaa­

tern Aaia Minor was an event that might happen at any 

time and that British public opinion was even at àhat time 

such that i t would not support a war undertaken to aid the 
23 

Turks against Russia. 

Ail other aspects of Turkish affaira were forced 

into the background by the Turkish Revolution of 1908. ,~~· 

The Young Turk movement .vas one which embraced all subject:· 

peoples of the Ottoman Empire as they forced their Turkish 

nationalism upon Turks and non-Turks, ~ohammedans and 

22 
P.P. Graves, Briton and Turk, p. 159. 

23 
J.B.Bryce, "Turkey and Armenia", ·~.uarterly 'Re-

CXCV ( 1902 ), 615. . 
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Christiane alike. 'I'heir dream was of a great Turkish 

state embracing all the peoples ever claimed ·.vithin the 

Ottoman Empire. In the intel~ectual sphere the Young 

Turks owed a large debt to Franee. It v1as among the 

Turkish exiles in Paris that the ideas of French democ-

racy \"!ere first a'·'akened and the idea of a definite orga.ni":' 

zation suggested to the reformera. At the end of 190?, 

according to the French press, there Wh B formed in Parie 

a secret revolutionary cobgr ese a.t vrhich the Turks, Arme-

nians, Greeks, Bulgarian~and ~thers, resolved to work 

forthe abdication of the Sultan and th'e estc..blishment 
24 

of a consti tutional government. Turkish exilee9 of whieh 

there were countless number~ were the aatural medium for 

the epread of revolutionary ideas. In 1908 >1hen they 

judged the moment auspicious the revolutionists made known 

their discontent in Constantinople and demanded a constitu ... 

tion. The Sultan \7as forced to cooperate and a new regime 

.was inaugurated•. The following year the Sultan'a attempt 

at a counter revolution failed and he was arrested, dep~-
25 

aed, and exiled to Salonika. 

24 
C.R.Buxton, Turkey in Revolution (London:F. 

Unwin, 1909}, PP• 42-3. 
25 

For further details of the Revolution of 1908 
eee: w.M. Ramsay, Revolution in Constantinople and Turkey 
(London: Hodder and Stroughton, 1909); SirE. Peare, 
Forty Years in Constantinople (London:H.Jenkine, 1916) · 
and. Life .. ..Q,Ubdul Hamid. 
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The ne·:: Turkish regime which ad mi red the J3ri tish 

and their institutions and disliked the Germans as friends 

of Abdul Ramid received with enthusiasm the ne'.V British 

Ambassador to Constantinople, Sir George Lo~1ther. As 

British influence rose and German feil the op,ortunity 

appeared for England to retrieve her dominant position 

at Constantinople. M:ost writers at the time and Jater 

agreed that British diplomacy lost its chance because 

her embassy \·ms hostile to the Young Turks and her capi-

talists lacked enthusiasm beca~se they doubted the sta-
26 

J bility of the ne.'l government. Sir Ed·Hin Pears placed the 

fault with the diplomats among whom it had become the 

fashion to be skeptical in ail matters relating to the 

progress of the Turkish people. In the Young Turks they 

aaw young, inexperienced, and largely uneducated men 

atriving to attain ideals which England had held up to 

the world a century and more before. Even though they 

had lost sorne of their sympathy for these ideals, Pears 

felt the British government could have shown sorne frien-

dly feeling towards inexperienced idealists instead of the 
2? 

cold distain ·::ith ;:hich she met the announcement. The 

26 
Graves, op. cit., PP• 152-3 and The Times (July 

31, 1908), P• 3. 
2? 

Pears, Life · of Abdul Hamid, pp. 326-? • 
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ne·:1spapers continued to be ma.rked by a distinct note of 

ske~tic ism and doubt until the movement ·::as seen to be 

general and the Sultan had apparently succumbed to its 
28 

demanda. Then the new regime received applause and sym-

pathetic assurances. The general agreement seemed to be 

that sympathy had always existed between the people of 

Great Britain and Turkey and that British grievances were 

held only against the Sultan and his rule. The British 

government now felt that reforma could be looked for 
29 

from wi thin. 

The Armenian Question seemed to have solved itself 

upon the inauguration of the ne~ government at Constan-

tinople. The British Ambassador remarked how extrao~-

dinary it was that si"l'lultaneously with the disappe:arance 

of Palace rule the !·e was a lmost a complete disappearance 

of the complainte from ·desperate Armenians. He accounted 

for it by the fact that the Kurds fearing the nature of 

the ne v1 government had ceased the.dr outrages. Indeed, 

he noticèd that in sorne places the Armenians, elated by 

their new freedom, had assumed as attitude prove.cative 

of further disturbances but the Young Turks and the Arme-

28 
The Times (July 25, 1908), p. 11 and (Ju1y 27, 

1908), P• Il. 
29 

Ibid. (July .31, 1908), p. 13 and the Annual Re~ 
port for Turkey for 1908 in Gooch and Temperley, op. c it., 
v' 305. 
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nian Patriarch successfully checked the excesses on bath 

sides. Large numbers of Armenians begs.n returning to their 

homes from across the frontiers whither they had fied and 

the main difficulty at the end of 1908 did not seem to be 

the prevention of further attacks by the Kurds but the 
30 

restitution to the Armenians of their confiscated prq~~~ty. 

30 
Annual Report for-Turkey for 1908, Gooch and 

Temperley, op. cit., V, 305. 
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THE CONSE~UENCE OF BRITISH POLICY 

Since 1878 the whole foundation of British policy 

had undergone marked changes. The Cyprus Convention, 

because it had never been fully implemented, had lost its 

significance. In fact, ali that ·aas left of the Conven­

tion was British occupation of the island. The Treaty of 

Berlin had been violated in practically ali of its aspects 

and the Balkan .~rs of 1912-13 would finally bring to an 

end the Turkish Empire in Europe, which the Tre&,ty had so 

carefully sought to preserve. Further~ore, Great Britain 

was no longer sure of her stand in relation to the Turkish 

Empire. The Conservatives remembered that they had sup-

ported the territorial integrity of the Empire ~hile the 

Liberais remembered their outcry against the persecution 

of the Christian races under the Sultan's rule. Both 

parties had incorporated some of the ideals of the other 

and had lost sight of their original purpose. The Arme-

nian question itself was lost in the tangle of more 

alarming disturbances on the European scene. ~ihile for 

a li mi ted time the condition of the ~'>.rmenian population 

v1as .measurably improved the question rernained of whether 

British interference had benefitted the hrmenians or 

· ,: 



' ' 

19~ 

only incited the Sultan to take revenge on them for the 

intrusion i nto his domest ic a.ffuirs. 

~uch of the biarne for England's uncertain policy 

in her relations with Turkey lay in the conflict between 

sentiment and politics. The Cabinet oscillated between 

"democratie action and diplomatie reaction\ bèt'::een 
1 

"tender-minded radicals and tough-minded realpolitiks 11 • 

Pro-Turkish elements were stronger in government circles• 

which '.vere closer in touch y;ith imperialistic ideas, while 

the general public gave freer reign to their idealism 

and sympathies. One wri ter claimed that ~nglishmen stood 

in the humiliating position between easy skepticism and 

credulity or 'between dangerous excitement and apathy. 

Many paid their "conscience money" ta Armenian relief 

funds, he said, a.nd then turned to domestic duties wherè 
2 

they sav: their 'day more clear1y. The British Cabinet's 

position \':as not an easy one, however, because in time 

of crisis it had to appeal to the people for support and 

the measure of their support ',vas generally pro:yortionate 

to the understanding of their leaders' aims. It was 

not surprising, therefore, that the public did not have 

1 
George Young, Nationalism arid ,/ar in the Near 

East, (London: Milford, 1915), pp. 57-8. 
2 
Perris, The Eastern Crisis of 1897 and British 

Policy in the Near East, pp. 28-9. 
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a clear picture of the factors ~iliich governed British 

relations vii th Turkey .vhen the Cabinet i tself had lost 

sight of the fundamental principles of its foreign policy. 

As a consequence of their failure to understand 

the Turks, the British knew little that ·Nas weil informed 

about the revolution of 1908. The general attitude was 

that a complete victory had been won by the Young Turks. 

Basically this was true but there soon developed t~o 

parties in the government who se differences lay a.s much 

in personal feelings as in political principles. The 

Liberéüs, i·:ho ·,·.'ere the original idealists, supported some 

form of "home rule" which would leave the provinces free 

to manage their own internai affairs, ~·:hile, on the other 

hand, the Committee of Union and Progress felt that it was 

impossible to maintain unity '.vithout a stro!lg centralized 

government. The former party which held most of the 

official positions in the n~w administra tion rec•ived the 

support of England. The latter, although largely a secret 

committee at first, gradually increased its power and it 

became evident that nationalistic principles had triumphed 
3 

over those of liberalism. Germany, '.'Jho had supported the 

attempt of Abdul Hamid to overthro '.ï the Young Turks, gave 

her support to the Committee of Union and Progress as it 

3 
Ramsay, Revolution in Constantinople and Turkey, 

PP• 7-8. 
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gained control of the government. Largely trained in the 

German army, the ne.v leaders turned to Germany for assis-

tance in reforming the Turkish militi a and returned to the 
4 

centralizing system of Abdul Hamid. It ···vas sorne time 

before the British government recognized the change in the 

aspirations of the reformera. Sir Ed.;in Pears, a journa-

list in Constantinople, admitted, ho~eve r, that he and his 

colleagues .'Jere most indulgent to the Young Turks and that 

there existed a , "practical conspiracy on the part of news-

paper correspondents" not to let the .vorst of the situation 
5 

be knovm • 

• rhen consti tutional government had been proclaimed 

at Constantinople, British policy had again beco"(Ile pro-

Turkish as British ministers seized the opportunity to 

regain their influential position. .fuile England had 

hailed the overthrow of the Sultan as the end of a hate-

fui tyranny, she also ;';elcomed it as the possible end of 

German ascendancy. Germany, ho.vever, .<a.s not prepared to 

relinquish her position and although t he Young Turks ha~ 

orig inally sought the friend ship of E ngland it saon became 

evident that their leaders had no use for liberal principles. 

Germany '.';as t h e first to recog nize a nd s upport the changed 

sy!TI!!athie s of the revolutionists s o tha t '.'.'hen the Firs.t ... 

4 
Sch :::itt, Germ.any and England, p. 283. 

5 
Graves, Brit on and Turk, p. 153. 

, 
,J 

. .. . 
~·· •iiiri"' . iiil- .•. ' ..•. '-._. ·~- . ' . .. .. .. .... -·'--~-..... ~~~ ....... ;.;'&....rYÎÎ 



. ·. 

195 

·Norld Jar broke out, i t was inevitable that Turkey should 

take the side of Germany. The friend that the Turks had 

found in England at the Congress of Berlin had throvm her, 

unintentionally to be sure, into the bands of the very 

power ·<Iho hoped to profit most from her friendship. Ger-

man ascendancy at Constantinople .vas, ho ·11ever, a planned 

policy so that British indecision as to Nhether to main­

tain her position at the cost of compro~ising her principles 

was the opportunity for rather than the cause of the . esta-

blishment of Ger~an control. 

The .part that the Armenian question played in the 

formation of the anti-Turkish feeling prevalent in Great 

Britain ';;as a large one. At the cast of subordinating 

her material ~nd strategical interests to her humanitarian 

and religious principles,England had allowed to lapse her 

policy of acting the friend of Turkey in an effort to 

keep her from falling into the hands of a great European 

power. 

: ~~-~ 
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