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PREFACE 

From the viewpoint of international law, much bas been 
written about the problem of the Straits, whereas from the 
Tiewpoint of diplomatie history, only the briefest sketches 
exist, most of which are now out-dated. What general ae­
counts of the history of the Straits do exist, all tend to 
consider the problem throughout the centuries and are re­
luctant to dip deeply into the history of any one phase. 

In this paper, we shall consider the Straits question, 
in its final phases, as a dispute of international proportions. 
Between 1902 and 1923, hardly a year passed without there 
occurring, on the horizon of European controversy, a quarrel 
involving the Straits. Yet after 1923, many of the elements 
of this quarrel have vanished; the problem is no longer one 
of primary importance in European dip1omacy. Truly the 
Straits question bas passed into history. 

Prior to 1902, though French and British po1icies in 
the matter of the Straits were fixed along traditional lines, 
elements of change are deteetable. It is these changes that 
constitute our chief interest in the introductory chapter. 
By 1903, both, in varying degrees and from different œotiTes, 
felt the need to modify their Straits policies. This atti­
tude culminated in the 1908 declaration. The third chapter 
records the French and British reaction to the repeated at­
tempts by Russia to secure further modifications in their 
policy. As we shall see, in chapter four, only the con­
tingencies of war would induce the two to acquiesce in the 
Russian scheme for the Straits. However, when the Tsarist 
ré~ime eapitulated, and when Russia bad repudiated the war­
time agreement, France and Great Britain sought a new and 
final solution to the question. The problems that they faced 
and the solutions that they proposed are outlined in the 
last chapter. 
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This thesis bas been made possible through the helpfu1 

direction of my tutor - Professor H.N.Fieldhouse, Chairman 
of the History Department of McGil1 University; thro~h the 
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my proposal his excellent catalogue of Blue Books on British 
foreign policy, which is the work for his Doctoral thesis; 
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Miss Norma Johnston and her staff of the Inter-Library Loan 
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CHAPTER - I 

INTRODUCTION: lggg-1903 

Despite the fact that esseDtially the problem of the 

Straits was one ef Russo-Turkish conflict, it remains aeania&­

less, for the most part, unless the policies of the twe 

European powers, whose interests in that sphere were so deep­

seated, are carefully analyzed. In this study of the Straits 

policies of France and Great Britain, between 1902 8Dd 1923; 

we shall quickly realize that their interests are deeply 

concerned both with Russiaa ambitions in that area, and with 

the Turkish attempts to curb those ambitions. On the one 

hand, once the Franco-Russian 'rapprochemeDt' bad matured 

into an alliance, France becomes intimately inTolged with 

those Russian intentions; no loager ean she solely be aoncerned 

with the protection and the developaent of her own Tested 

interests at the Straits. On the other hand, Great Britain, 

who, well before the middle of the nineteenth ceatury, had 

'espoused the Sultan's cause,' at all tt.es insisteà that 

she was also deeply concerned with both the Russiaa and the 

Ottoman attitudes toward the 'rule' of the Straits. 

From the alignœent of interests, a great number of ques-
• 

tions readily emerge, the answers to which will for.m tàe body 



of this paper. How greatly was Fraace's policy ia the Straits 

question determimed by her alliaace with Russia? Did France 

attempt to curb Russian ambitions at the Straits? As a re­

sult of the Alliance, did Russia attempt to enlist France's 

support to counteract British opposition or to softeB the 

path for her in London, in the matter of the Straits? Despite 

the Alliance, was France as determined as Great Britaia to 

preveat Russian domination of the Straits? How real was the 

British oppesition to Russia at the Wtraits? Would ~rance 

fight for her interests at the Straits? Would France fi~ht 

for Russian interests at the Straits? Once the 'entente' 

with Great Britain had evolved, did France find herse1f in 

an untenab1e position between the Russiaa amd the British 

po1icies? If since 1903 the Admira1ty had realized that a 

Russian-contro1led Straits eou1d not serious1y meftace·British 

interests, why was the Foreign Office so re1uctaat to submit 

to such a scheme? Why was France so re1uctant to initiate 

De~tiations over the Straits problem? How ~ar was France 

prepared to follow the British policy in the matter of the 

Straits, once the entente was established? What aade France 

and Great Britain acquiesce in the Russian plaa for the Straits 

in 1915, and not in 1908 er 1912? Were the Ang1&-Freneh coa­

àitions to this 1915 Accord so vague and of such wide scope 

that their agreement in fact meant little? Did the British, 

iB the immediate post-War era, attempt to set up their own 
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he~emony over the Straits? How great an effect did the Aaglo­

French rivalry in the post-War Middle East have on their re­

spee~ive Straits policies? With their vast interests ia the 

Levant, why were the French so willing to follow the British 

lead, during the post-War period, in the matter of the Straits? 

-3-

To answer these many questions, and others that will un­

doubtedly develop, is to portray the French and British policies 

over the Straits question between 1902 and 1923. 

A - The Develolaent of French Policy over the Straits 
Question: 891-1902 

The policy of France in the aatter of the Straits ques­

tion, prior to 1902, was not one of overt hostility to Great 

Britain. Here,- at least, the two powers had no quarrel. 

There might be bickering in other theaters, almost to the 

point of war, but at Constantinople, the traditional approaeh 

t& the q._stion of the Straits had been one of cooperation 

rather than of rivalry. 

It is with the development of the Franco-Russian rapproche­

aent - a recognized fact by lg91 - that French policy ia the 

Straits question assumes importance for us. Through it, sad 

later because of the Alliance, hopes arose in Russia that an 

agreement over the Straits, satisfactory to Russia, might be 



···--

achieved. Paris quiekly made it clear that a rapproch~e•t 

with the Russians was not intended to strengthen the Russian 

position for a possible 'coup' at the Straits. In Deceaber 

1891, Ribot wrote to his ambassador in Constantinople and 

told him that, lest the Sultan grow anxious and feal that 

France was combining with Russia, he should be told openly 

that there was no intention of putting pressure on the Porte 

-4-

in this regard. 1 Four years later, when the Russians in­

tentionally raised the question of French support for their 

ambitions at the Straits, this attitude was giTen tull ex­

pression. The Russian Minister of Foreign Affaira - Lobanoff -

owing to his deep-seated distrust of British policy in the 

Straits question, proposed to Montebello, the French Ambassador, 

in December 1895, that if the British attempted to force the 

Straits and provoke the partition of the Ottoman Eapire, a 

Russian force would be sent to seeure the Bosphorus. He wanted 

concerted action from France in this scheme, and asked what 

the French desired by way of compensation. 2 After auch hesi­

tation, the French presented their reply. If all efforts to 

preserve the 'status quo' failed and the partition of the 

Ottoaan Empire came before an international congress, then 

France would offer diplomatie support - but not military or 

naval action, unless these pourparlers might include a revision 

of the Frankfurt Treaty, by which Russia would commit herself 

to the recovery of Alsace-Lorraine. In return for this aid, 



France asked for support in securing the evacuation of the 

British from Egypt and towards the neutralisation of Suez, 

together with certain concessions in Syria. 3 

When Hanotaux came to the Quai d'Orsay, he did not veer 

from this attitude. In a despatch to Montebello, in January 

1897, he showed that he had no desire to become involved ia 

the Russian Straits policy. He repeated what he had already 

said to Mohrenheim, the Russian Ambassador, that France wou1d 

not assume an active military role, as the risks were sc great 

and the rewards so improbable. 4 Later when MOuravieff visited 

Paris, Hanotaux again declined to support his ally in aa ad­

venture which could have involved France in war. The most 

that France would offer was to exert her influence to prepare 

the powers to aceept the 'fait accompli.' 5 This policy, 

begun by Ribot and continued by Hanotaux, became axioaatic 

once the Franco-Russian accord of August 1899 was signed: 

Cet accord établissait en somme pour la 
politique française et pour la politique 
russe une esp~ce de parallelisme entre 
la question balkanique et la question 
d'Alsace-Lorraine. o · 

It will beeome apparent that even after France had agreed to 

the Straits Settlement of 1915, she regarded her support of 

Russian ambitions in that sphere as being similar to ber owa 

desire for the recovery of the 'lost provinces.' Not until 

1917 would this be precisely reeorded in an agreement; but 
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~rom the time the Alliance was made, it remained one of the 

prime motives underlying French po1icy at the Straits. 

Though it was manifestly clear that she was not prepared 

to support her a11y's ambitions at the Straits by military 

action, France could not, nor did she wish to, close the door 

on Russia in this quarter. Despite her vast vested interests 

in the Ottoman Empire, Paris, with her eyes forever cast across 

the Rhine, at a11 times considered the problem of the Straits 

to be a secondary point of concern. For this reason, though 

she would not substantia1ly assist her ally there, she certainly 

would not oppose her. Thus while she was a party to the Franeo­

Russian Naval Accord in December 1901, by which the Black Sea 

Fleet was to force the Straits should a Russo-French war with 

Great Britain ensue, 7 at the same time, for Paris, this was 

a concession of little importance as, by 1902, Delcassé was 

working towards a rapprochement with Great Britain. If he 

could achieve that, the Russians would have gained nothing. 

B - The Develotsent of British Poliey over the Straits 
Question: 1 88-1902 

By 1902 the policy of opposition to Russian designs on 

the Straits, which had become an axiom of British foreign 

policy, was showing distinct signs of decay. Salisbury was 



the chief exponent of this new approach. It was not until 

August 1888 that he privately committed to paper ideas which 

indicated that he was modifying his opinion with regard to 

the control or the Straits. He wrote vaguely of a scheme 
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by which the Russians might find themse1ves on the Bosphorous. 8 

At the Congress of Berlin, he had agreed to the c1osure of 

that passage to all warships in peace and war. 9 Even then 

it appeared that he had preferred another solution~ He had 

written, iD March 1878, to Beaconsfield of his preference 

for an arrangement which would guarantee the free passage 

of the Straits at all times 'as if they were an open sea.' 10 

Still he was not prepared to make public this incli•ation. 

For in 1886, when Lord Randolph Churchill insisted that the 

protection of Egypt and India was more vital than the 'sealed' 

Straits, Salisbury reminded him - more from an interest iD 

party unity than from strategie considerations - that there 

could be no question of allowing Constantinople to fall into 

Russian hands. He refrained from mentioning the other possi­

bility - the open Straits. 11 

By 1891 Salisbury had. openly espoused the poliey he had 

hinted at in 1878 and again in 1888. When asked by Joseph 

Chamberlain in July if he considered that a Russian occupation 

of Constantinople would be injurions to British interests, 

as had been assumed at the time of the Crime an War, Salisbury 



replied that Palmerston should have aceepted the Tsar's pro­

posals, as Russia would be far more vulnerable at Constanti­

nople than in the Black Sea. 12 In October he took oae step 

further. Acutely aware of the possibility of a Franco-Russian 

naval combination forming in the Mediterranean as a result of 

their recent Alliance, Salisbury took an opportunity to aake 

a clear exposition of British policy at the Straits. To Sir 

William White, his ambassador in Constantinople, he despatehed 

a detailed note, a part of which concerned the Straits: 

••• any right in respect to the passage 
whieh is a departure from the provisions 
of the existing treaties, if granted by 
the Sultan to one power, should be, as 
a matter of cours~ and ipso facto, 
granted to all. ~J 

In November 1893, Gladstone expressed his full agreement 

with the new policy. 14 The twofold poliey, firstly to contain 

the Russian threat to the Mediterranean, and secondly to ques­

tio~ the sanctity and timelessness of the Straits Coftventions, 

without fully accepting the policy of the 'opea' Straits, 

had been born. Only the Straits Settleaent of 1915 weuld 

mark the complete reversal of this policy, though, as it will 

be apparent, by 1903 the effect of a Russiaa-eontrolled Straits 

would be thought in London to be of small consequence. 

Despite reports, during the succeeding years, that Great 

Britain seriously contemplated the international partition 

_g_ 



of the Ottoman Empire, 15 Salisbury's interest lay mainly 

with the Straits question. As in 1891, so too in 1898, the 

same feeling of weakness in the Mediterranean, faced with a 

possible Franco-Russian naval combination, prompted Salisbury 

to initiate pourparlers with Russia. He desired an Anglo­

Russian understanding over the Ottoman Empire. To O'Conor 

in Constantinople he sent the following despatch: 

••• Merely as an illustration, and bind­
ing myself to nothing, I would say that 
the portion of Turkey which drains into 
the Black Sea ••• interests Russia much 
more than England. 

Would it be possible to arrange that 
where, in regard to these territories 
our counsels differ, the power least in­
terefged give way to and assist the other 
• • • 

The question of China had for.med the other half of the bargain. 

It was in China that Salisbury felt British interests were 

preponderant, not at the Straits. The integrity of China 

was a cardinal point of Salisbury's policy; as long as it 

was preserYed, he would concede a great deal. Though this 

offer, based on the principle of 'no partition of territory, 

only partition of preponderance,' came to naught, it indicates 

clearly the changed position of British Straits policy from 

what it had been in the time of Palmerston. 

During the 'nineties, the Admiralty had been eonverted 

to the new approach. To the naval experts, British policy 
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in the Straits question emerged from a dual consideratio~. 

From the economie viewpoint, the vested interests of Great 

Britain in the Levant were large and were growing, while her 

carrying trade from Russia in cereals and later in oil was 

the largest ef all the powers. From the strategie standpoint, 

it was doubtful if the Fleet could prevent the Russians from 

capturing the Straits, if a determined effort was made. If 

Russia controlled the passage, Great Britain's position in 

the entire Mediterranean would be seriously undermined. 

To Admiral Sir Anthony Hoskins, Commander-in-Chief in 

the Mediterranean, this meant that, with the concentratioa 

of her greatest battleships at Toulon since 1888, France could 

challenge the British in the Mediterranean - if the Black 

Sea Fleet forced a passage through the narrows. 17 As the 

Sultan had deigned to fortify only the Dardanelles and not 

the Bosphorus, such an occurrence was thought by London to 

be very possible: 

Unless we are acting in concert with 
France, the road to Constantinople, for 
a British force bent on a belligerant 
action, lies across the ruins of a French 
Fleet. 18 

So poignantly was this brought home to the experts that 

during the Armenian troubles of 1895, though Salisbury was 

prepared to send the Fleet through the Dardanelles, the First 

Sea Lord, Sir Frederick Richards, refused to associate himself 
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... 

vith the plan - so great was his fear of being trapped in 

the Marmara by a French Fleet anchored outside. 19 This saae 

pessimism pervaded the Baval Intelligence reports of 1895 

and 1896: 

•• ~ Whether the status quo at Constanti­
nople is maintained or the Straits are 
opened to all nations, or to Russia alone, 
our naval and military positio~ in the 
Mediterranean is too weak to meet the 
calls which may be made upon it. 20 

On1y too well was Salisbury aware of his Admirais' hesi­

tations. It was partly his realization of the comparative 

weakness of his Mediterranean Fleet that had allowed him to 

contemplate a possible partition of the Ottoman Empire. Cer­

tainly this same thought had partially prompted him to seek 

an agreeaent with Russia over their mutual interests in Turkey 

and China. Again in 1897, it was directly because of his 

inability to prevent a Russian 'coup' at Constantinople, that 

he was forced to refuse an offer from Austria by which the 

Sultan's position would be guaranteed, on the one hand, by the 

Austrian Army, and on the other, by the British Fleet. 21 

We haYe observed the process of realignment of both the 

French and British policies in the Straits question. The 

French, unwilling to permit their ally to use the Alliance 

as a stepping-stone to Constantinople, unless she was prepared 

to commit herselt to the recovery of the 'lost provinces,' 

felt that the maintenance of the status ~ would serTe their 
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greatest interest. The British, chiefly through Salisbury's 

determiaation but also because they were aware of their eœ­

barrassing naval position, had begun to reconcile themselves 

to the possibility of a Russia-controlled Straits, which how­

ever would not exclude the idea of an 'open' Strait. 

Shortly, two new factors will be introduced which, more 

than anything else, helped to determine the future of French 

and British relations in the matter of the Straits. For both, 

it would mean a slight modification of their Straits policies. 

The first was the British declaration in 1903 that a Russian 

occupation of the Straits, by force or by international ar­

rangement, would not essentially harm British interests there 

or in the Mediterranean. The second was the emergence of a 

rapprochement between France and Great Britain which culœinated 

in the Accord of April 1904. 

But first, by way of immediate introduction, one incident 

must be considered, which demonstrates clearly the respective 

positions of French and British Straits policies prior to 

-12-

their modification. It is the Straits Incident of January 1903. 

C - The Straits Incident of January 1903 

On January 14, 1903, the first of four Russian Destroyers, 

fiying the commercial flag and bearing no araament, passed 



o~f the Golden Horn on its way to the Black Sea. The only 

protest against this action - a direct violation of the 

Straits Conventions - had come from London, and that had gone 

unheeded. French support ~or the Russian moye, or rather 

French failure to protest, had permitted the Russian success. 

As early as August of the previous year, the rumour had 

spread that Zinovie~~, the Russian ambassador in Constanti­

nople, was negotiating with the Porte for the passage o~ cer­

tain war vessels. They were wanted for an inspection the 

Tsar would make o~ Black Sea naval units and installations. 

At first the British felt sure that the Sultan would never 

permit such a violation of the Treaties. 22 But when rumours 

thickened and it appeared that some arrangement might have 

been made, Lansdowne carefully defined his policy: 

••• It would be contrary to their Treaty 
obligatioas if the Turkish Government per­
mitted these vessels to pass through the 
Straits, and in case this permission is 
granted them, we shall reserTe the right 
o~ demanding the privileges o~ a like 
nature. 23 

O'Conor was instructed to approach the Porte in this mannar, 

while Lansdowne set out to enlist the support o~ Rome, Berlin, 

Vienna and Paris. All these attempts ultimately failed. 

The rumours had subsided, when suddenly, in late December, 

word was received that the passage of the war Tessels was 

imminent. O'Conor, aware of Lansdowne's policy, on January ~ 
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presented the Porte with a protest dated January 1, wherein 

he complained of the forthcoming breach of Treaty obligations. 

He also pointed out that Great Britain would expect the same 

privileges if a similar situation arose for her. 24 This w~s 

the practical expression of Salisbury's policy, first uttered 

in 1891. The Porte became very disturbed over the note, and 

implored the Russians not to carry the plan through, lest 

the British should send their fleet to Constantinople. The 

Russians were adamant aod the Porte regained its nerTe and 

did not eYen bother to reply to the British protest. 25 

Originally, when the facts became known in Paris, Del­

cassé determined not to oppose his ally. In early October 

he had received word that, after some difficulty, Zinovieff 

bad received authorization for the passage. 26 This per­

mission, although its te~s were Aot precisely known, bad 

been granted conditionally on September 19. Four conditions 

were imposed: the ships were to bear no armaMents or war 

stores; they were to fly a flag of commerce; they were to 

pass at intervals of at least twenty-four hours; they were 

to conform to all the formalities observed by ordinary mer­

chantmen. 27 Two weeks later, when presented with an aide­

memoire by Monson, the British Ambassador, in which British 

policy concerning the proposed passage was stated, Delcassé, 

when asked the French opinion, having received only Con-
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stans' warning, was forced to reply that he knew nothing 

about it. Immediately he sent to St. Petersburg for informa­

tion. 28 By the 2lst he had his reply. The four Destroyers 

had been built by the Russian Navy in the Baltic for service 

in the Black Sea; when the Turk was first advised of this 

he had expressed strong opposition; when Zinovieff returned 

to his post to take over the negotiations from his Chargé, 

he had instructions to close the affair, but he was able to 

overcome the Porte's opposition and received approval. 29 

From that moment, Delcassé resolved not to object to the 

victory the Russians had achieved. When O'Conor made his 

official protest in January, Paris saw no reason to support 

it and consequently completely ignored it • 

• 
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CHAPTER - II 

REALIGNMENT OF FREHCH AND BRITISH POLICY: 1903-1908 

Betveen 1903 and 1908 a great number of factors were 

introduced which required both France and Great Britain 

gradually to modify their po1icies in the Straits question. 

It is chiefly the realignment of forces in Europe which 

caused this: the Anglo-French Accord of 1904, the Ang1o­

Russian Convention of 1907. Although the Straits are men­

tioned in neither agreement, both had significant influence 

toward the modified po1icy expressed in the 1908 formula~ 

The destruction of the Russian Fleet, and the ever-increasing 

supremacy of the British Mediterranean Fleet muet also be 

considered. All these items contributed to the evolutioa 

of the Anglo-French 'formula.' Though it was but a partial 

answer to Russia's heartfe1t demands, it did establieh a 

'modus vivendi' at the Straits. 

• 
A - The Rearrangement: 1903-1904 

The Straits Incident had hard1y passed into history, 

when both the Quai d'Orsay and the Foreign Office formally 

began to reappr&ise their Straits policies. By 1903, Delcass~ 
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and many o~ his colleagues vere actively working toward an 

'entente' with Great Britain. As a direct result of the April 

1904 Accord, despite the fact that the Straits were neither 

mentioned in the preliminary discussions nor in the Agreement 

itself, France round herself in a position very chaaged from 

that which she had held during the Incident o~ 19031t 

She faced something o~ a dilemma. She still bad ber 

ally who now, more than ever before, appeared ready to pursue 

an active policy iD the Straits question. France still had 

ber enormous interests in the Levant, interests which she eon­

tinued to feel were best protected by the maintenance of the 

'status quo' throughout the Sultan's realms. But now she 

bad a new friand - a friand who was deeply cammitted to an 

active interest in the disposition of the Straits, and who 

se&med to be diametrically opposed to the Russian ambitions 

there. While preserving her own interests at the Straits, 

France would be forced to play the difficult and unrewarding 

role or iBtermediary between the two. This, however, would 

be subordinated to a greater end desired by French policy -

her vital, more immediate concern in Europe- For Paris, in 

the final analysis, whatever happened at the Straits was a 

problem of secondary importance.. The real probleas l~y in 

Europe; the Straits became vital ~or her only when they 

threatened to destroy the balance Paris vas attempting to 

maintain across the Rhine~ 
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Reappraisal of Straits policy came ea~lier for London. 

But here policy was not directed along raàically new lines. 

The reappraisal partly confirmed the Salisbury principle of 

1891, and partly simplified the British position at the Straits. 

By mid-February 1903, Lansdowne had in his possession a paper 

from the newly-formed Comaittee of Imperial Defence, whieh 

brought home to the Foreign Office the accuraey of Salisbury's 

arguments. This paper bluntly stated that if, by controlliDg 

the Straits, Russia was able at will to move into the Medi­

terranean, though she llight obtain certain tactical advB.Dtagee, 

it would not fundsmentally alter the existing strategie 

position that the British held in the Mediterraneaa. The 

exclusion of Russia from the Straits was no longer a prt.ary 

maval pre-occupation: 

It aay be stated generally that a Russiaa 
occupation of the Dardanelles, or aD ar­
rangemeat enabling Russia to freely use 
the water way • • • would DOt make &RY 
marked difference in our strategie dis­
positions ••• 1 

This was an important turning point in British opinion. It 

completely reversed the conclusions made during the 'nineties 

in the annual Kaval Intelligence reports. Once public opinioa 

ia Great Britain vas conditioned, the Straits could be used 

as bait for the Russians. It was now a question of tiae 

before London was prepared to make her new opinion knowa in 

Paris er in St. Petersburg. 



-

B - Towards the October Formula of 1908 

1. Problems arising from the Russo-Japuese War: With 

the outbreak of hostilities between Franee's ally- Russia, 

and Great Bri tain' s ally - J apan, though all the fighting 

took place in the Far East, the Straits problea once again 

appeared on the horizon of European controversy. This time, 

unlike in 1903, discussion was centered on the possibility 

of a violation occurring, rather than on an actual violation 

of the Straits Treaties. Two distinct probleae arose for 

London. Firstly, would the Black Sea Fleet force the Straits 

and turn the naval balance against J a pan? Secondly '· what 

status had the vessels of Russia's Volunteer Fleet, which 

passed through the Straits flying the commercial flag, but 

which once through the Suez canal, took on the appearance of 

war Tessels? For France, the role of interaediary deaaaded 
. 

that she minimise the chances of a war developing between 

Russia and Great Britain. 

Ubder no conditions would the British allow the Russians 

to cast aside the Straits Conventions. In January 1904, before 

the War broke out, Balfour warned Lansdowne to aake prepara­

tions in Constantinople and in St. Petersburg to ensure that 

British action would be immediate, if the Russian Fleet tried 

to break out. 2 By the end of the month, Lansdowœ had se:rrt 

a warning to Scott in St. Petersburg.3 Shortly thereafter beth 
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Constantinople and Tokyo were simi1arily warned. 4 In mid­

February, the Government was able to reply to a question asked 

in the House that, though no evidence existed that Russia 

contemplated such a move, it would be considered a grave Tio­

lation of the Straits Treaties. 5 Lansdowne went further. 

In view of the newly-signed agreement with France, he warned 

Cambon that the situation in Europe would become very strained 

if the Russians made such an attempt, and as a result of the 

t.mediate action the Navy would take if Russia atteapted such 

a passage. He hoped that Cambon would speak to BeDckeDdorf~, 

the Russian Ambassador, and warn him of this. 6 Throughout 

the crisis, British policy remained firmly fixed along this 

line. At the end of April, Lansdowne still maintained: 

ihe passage of the Straits by a Russiaa 
Squadron for the purposes of attacking 
our ally in the Far East could not there­
fore be tolerated by this country. 7 

To ensure the suceess of this policy, Lansdowne ordered O'Conor 

to tell the Porte that London was closely watehing her aad 

was expecting her to act with as much regard fer the Straits 

Treaties as Great Britain had herself. 8 However, the one 

important factor, which denied Russia any possible success 

in auch an adventure, was that her Black Sea Fleet, at that 

time, was totally unfit for sea. 9 

France, especially in the persona of Cambon in London 

and Bompard in St. Petersburg, was prepared throughout the 
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difficult period to dispel suspicion and smooth over the mis­

understandings. Bompard felt that because of the recent 'en­

tente' between France and Great Britain, Paris could not now 

oppose London at the Straits in any serious dispute, even if 

she so desired. 10 Indeed Cambon had, during recent years in 

Constantinople, come to the realization that a tripartite 

agreement to solve the difficulties of the Straits question 

was a wise and sorely needed move. Since this could not im­

mediately be secured, he felt that the obvious role for France 

to play was that of intermediary to calm both camps and to 

foster understanding between the two. 11 When later, with the 

heat of the Dogger Bank Incident hardly passed, the Russian 

press renewed its polemics in favour of an 'open' Strait, so 

that Admiral Rodjestvensky's Fleet could be re-inforced, 

Benckendorff came hurriedly to Cambon and asked him to impress 

strongly upon Lansdowne that these sentiments were certainly 

not those of the Imperial Government. This Cambon readily 

agreed to do. No doubt, then, that: 

Le rôle de la politique française a 
toujours été de circonscrire l'incendie 
chaque fois qu'on a tenté de l'allu-
mer. ~2 · -

In the contemporary difficulties which developed when 

vessels of the Volunteer Fleet, having passed through the 

Straits, changed from a commercial flag, to a war footing 

once in the Red Sea, France, under Delcassé's direction, once 
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more played her role of pacifier throughout. That the inci­

dents, which do not directly concern us here, were amicably 

solved was due in no small measure to his friendly intervention 

in London and in St. Petersburg. As in the troubles that 

eTolved over the Straits, he had found himself involved in 

the controversy of the two powers which he bad most reason 

to hope would become friends. 13 

The unfortunate position in which Russia found herself 

durin~ the war with Japan added weight to the growing opinioa 

that a new international arrangement or formula was needed 

for the Straits. Though the Foreign Office had not deemed 

it opportune to tell the world that the Straits were no longer 

a vital interest for ber, Edward VII, during the threatening 

days of April, bad spoken to Cambon of his desire to see'Anglo­

Russian relations improTe, through the possible relaxation 

of the existing British policy towards the Straits. l4 We 

shall now attempt to determine what effect this opinion had 

in the cultivation of the Anglo-Russian rapprocheaent. 

2. The Straits and the Anglo-Russian Rapprochement: 

Alaost immediately after the tension of the Dogger Bank inci­

dent bad eased, ruao~s began to eirculate in the capitals 

of Europe which suggested that Russia and Great Britain could 

come to an a~reement over their mutual difficulties, and which 
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agreement undoubtedly must include the thorny problea of the 

Straits. Sparse evidence e•ists, however, that such a suggestion 

was authoritatively voiced before September 1905. A report 

was made to Berlin that, with the first hints of a 'rapproche­

ment,' there was simultaneous talk of a new plan for the dis­

position of the Straits. 15 Another German report, which ori~­

inated in London, re-emphasized the same suspicions, and re­

ferred to a possible accord to include both Persia and the 

Straits. 16 The French too saw the signs which seemed to indi­

cate at least a 1detente 1 between the two. Bompard reporte•, 

on September 23, that there was even possibility of a 'rapproche­

ment' developing, but he warned that the position of France 

would be exceedingly difficult for she could not be too careful 

lest she ruin the tender plant by too hastily initiating pour­

parlers - though she must be prepared to assist whenever asked. 17 

The British were very much aware of these possibilities. 

With the Straits clearly implied, Grey declared on October 20: 

••• there was, indeed, no British Govern­
ment that would not gladly let Russia have 
a free hand in the Near East, if it should 

1
g 

come to a general Anglo-Russian agreement. 

At the same time, Hardinge, his Ambassador in St. Petersburg, 

prepared a memorandum in which he suggested that a modifica­

tion in the 'status quo' at the Straits would undoubtedly 

receive a very ea~er audience in many parts of Russia. l9 



When pourparlers with Russia began, they proved to be 

a tortuous undertaking; time and again they threatened tc 

collapse leaving the two more embittered than when they had 

started out. From the beginning, London determined to let 

St. Petersburg take the initiative to introduce the Straits 

question. In January, Spring-Rioe, Chargé d'Affaires to the 

Tsar, reported that Benckendorff had spoken to him about the 

difficulties involved in initiating such negotiations so soon 

after the Russian defeat and while interna! dissensions still 

divided her. The Russian had suggested that, in order to 

gain widespread popularity for the Anglo-Russian talks, Great 

Britain should first of all enter into a dual agreement with 

Russia to solve mutual problems at the Straits. London round 

this quite unpalatable, as it was felt that by such a con­

cession Great Britain would undermine her bargaining position. 

Besides this, French interests would have to be considered 

and closely consulted in any arrangement over the Straits, 

lest ber apprehension be aroused. It was certain that the 

French felt that any negotiations over the Straits were ae 

much their business as it was the Russians'. 20 

When the Straits problem reappeared in the discussions 

in November, London was still inclined to leave the initiative, 

in this sphere, to St. Petersburg. This time the Russiaa 

Chargé spoke to Hardinge, now Permanent Under-secretary for 
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Foreign Afrairs, about the Straits and the progress that was 

being made in the Anglo-Russian discussions. 21 Since the 

Foreign Secretary was away, Hatdinge had to refer to a letter 

of Grey's, which had been sent to Nicolson in St. Petersburg 

at the beginning or the month. In part it stated: 

So far as the Russian Government are aware 
officially our attitude in the Near East 
has not been ehanged. But it is not for 
us to propose changes with regard to the 
Treaty conditions of the Dardanelles ••• 

~~0~h~~l~u~~i~r~~~~~~u~~sdÎ~~u~~ the ques-

Followin~ closely his chief's advise, Hardinge pointed out 

that since the Straits question was of interest to many powers 

besides Russia and Great Britain as opposed to Persia, Afghan­

istan, or Thibet, in which only the two had direct interest, 

the problem properly should be discussed at an international 

conrerence. However, he expressed his enthusiasm for a solu-

tion to the Straits question, proposais for which he relt 

should be originally formulated by the Imperial Government. 23 

The British had now purposely laid the opportunity to 

formally initiate conversations concerning the Straits in the 

hands of the Russians. To the Foreign Office, whose policy 

had altered in February 1903, this had become the logical 

cou~se. Yet the British had been careful to promise nothing. 

Very hesitantly the Russians took what must have appeared 

as very tempting bait. In mid-March, though as yet without 
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specifie instructions, Benckendorff re-introduced the Straits 

problem into the Anglo-Russian discussions. He felt that if 

the question was to be incorporated into the general agreement, 

it would favourably dispose Russia to put full confidence 

in the entire scope of these discussions. Since Russia had 

lost her Fleet, the Bosphorus must remain closed, though he 

saw no reason why the Dardanelles should not be opened - un­

less Russia could have the right of unhindered exit from the 

Bosphorus, without it being open for entrance to others, she 

would rather the question was Bot raised at all. 24 

Grey disliked this sort of arrangement. He asked for 

further time to consider the proposais, for, as he explained, 

he feared the storm of public opinion at such an announcement. 

Undeniably, public opinion was then extremely hostile towards 

Russia: the Tsar was the arch-enemy of 'progress' and of 

'liberal' institutions; Russia, at the Straits, threatemed 

the life-lines of the Empire; party tradition played a deep 

and vital role. But by April 1, Grey gave his reply. He 

pointed out, in a letter to Nicolson, that, owing to the storm 

of public opinion that was expected, he felt it better to 

omit the Straits question from the proposed Convention alto­

gether. 25 The moment was inopportune; the Russians were forced 

to yield. 26 
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London had taken a large step; a change in policy since 

the Incident of 1903 was now apparent. Russia now realized 

that a rearrangement of the régime for the Straits could not 

be effected merely through an Anglo-Russian understanding. 

France would certainly have to be consulted; and under normal 

circumstances so too would Germany and Austria. Above all 

it would require a definite improvement in Russo-Turkish re­

lations, if the proposed agreement was to be made without 

undue coercion. 

The Russian Foreign Minister thought the moment opportune 

to summon an international conference in October 1908. Im-

mediately he encountered Angle-French opposition. A study 

of this instantaneous opposition, will once again present 

an opportunity to analyse French and British policies in the 

matter of the Straits. 

C - A 'Modus Vivendi' at the Straits is discovered: 
October 1908 

In his Buchlau interview with Aehrenthal, Isvolsky badly 

compromised himself. Against the wishes of the Tsar, against 

Russian popular sentiment, and unknown to his superiors, he 

had agreed to the Austrian annexation of the predominantly 

Slav districts of Bosnia and Herzegovina. In return he had 

received only the promise of Austria's good-will should a 
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new régime for the Straits be proposed before an international 

conference. Early in October, when Isvolsky was on his way 

to Paris to enlist further support for this project, Aehrenthal 

made his move and presented the Russian with the 'fait accom­

pli' of the Bosnian annexation. Now Isvolsky wanted a con­

ference that would deal chiefly with the criais caused by 

the annexation, but which would also attempt to reestablish 

the Straits régime along lines radically different from that 

which existed in the Straits Convention confirmed by the Con­

greas of Berlin in 1878. 

Neither Paris nor London felt that they were bound to 

support Isvolsky's plan. Both considered the idea to have 

been ill-advised and inopportune. Though neither Paris nor 

London hesitated to point this out to the Russian, still nei­

ther wanted to see Isvolsky return home empty-handed. The 

October formula was the outcome. It was this open manifesta­

tion of the intimate sympathy and concern one power felt to­

wards the other's interests - a unique period in Anglo-French 

history - which ultimately defeated the Russian schema, but 

which at the same time held out hope for a future settlemeut 

of the Straits question. 

Once it was clear that Isvolsky meant to include the 

Straits question in the programme for the proposed conference, 

British policy was far from being adverse. Grey immediately 
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insisted that be~ore a conference could be summoned, sorne pre­

liminary understanding over the questions to be considered was 

vital. If the Straits problem was to be discussed, London 

would require time to study the issue, while public opinion 

was given an opportunity to develop favourably. Grey also 

insisted that the objections which the Porte was expected to 

make would also have to be carefully considered. 27 

The immediate reaction from France was very similar. 

Clemenceau admitted that if the Question of the Straits arose, 

British public opinion would require preparation, while time 

for consultation with the Porte was considered imperative. 

So convinced were the French of this, so great was their re­

gard for British opinion over the question, that Pichon was 

able to convince Isvolsky that he should postpone his proposal 

for a conference until he had spoken to Grey in London. 28 

Paris allowed London to take the lead, while she would give 

only "des assurances de bon vouloir et d'appui diplomatique.• 29 

France would show as much interest in this Russian plan, as 

the Russians had shown towards France during the MOroccan 

crises. 

The new formula for the Straits was resolved in London 

during Isvolsky's visit. Responsibility for it rests initially 

with the British Cabinet, but in this they were unhesitantly 

seconded by Paris. On October 10, Grey saw Isvolsky. Within 
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two hours he had convinced him that the Straits questioD should 

be omitted when the agenda of the proposed conference was 

submitted, but that it should be made the subject of a separate 

Russo-Turkish agreement at a more opportune time. Grey, who 

had already made inquiries with the Portet had deter.mined not 

to embarrass the 'Young Turks' at that time by such a request, 

lest the new-found British prestige in Constantinople be com­

promised. 30 He wrote: 

The conference should not deal with the Dar­
danelles question, which Russia and Turkey 
should discuss privately, Turkey's consent 
being necessary before any change could be 
made ••• 

It is not ••• the moment to discuss 
the Dardanelles question, which might make 
it sppear as if Russia were pursuing self­
ish motives in profiting by the recent 
events an~ concluding a bargain with Aus­
tria ••• 1 

Once this was decided, Grey set out to discover s.ome 

sort of 'modus vivendi' for the Straits, without having to 

replace the existing Straits Convention. To do this he em­

ployed the only argument which would convince the Russians, 

despite the tact that to do so he completely disregarded the 

advise the experts had given his predecessor in 1903. He 

pointed out to Isvolsky that if Russia sought a solutioB which 

would enable Russian warships to enter the Mediterranean from 

the Black Sea and, in time of war, raid foreign shipping and 

then slip back into the security of the narrows, Great Britain 

-33~ 



would stand opposed. In fa ct Grey' s constant worry, a• waa 

eTident in 1906 and again in 1907; was the adTerse public 

opinion which he felt would be aroused if he was forced to 

announce that he had supported Russia at the Straits. The 

British public felt that Russia had shown bad faith in her 

dealings in Persia, eTer since the Anglo-Russian Convention 

had been signed. Some tangible indication that the Russians 

were prepared to cooperate with Great Britain was demanded 

from many quart ers. 

But Grey sought Cabinet approval for his policy. Thougà 

Isvolsky was able to see many of the leading Ministers, the 

Cabinet fully agreed with Grey, and concluded that the moment 

was exceedingly inopportune and that British public opinion 

would be unwilling to support a one-sided arrangement in the 

Straits question. 32 The popularity of the Young Turk party 

in Great Britain, even among many of the Members of Parlia­

ment, and the reluctance of the Cabinet to offend the Porte 

confirmed this decision. 

But Grey was quick to make it clear to Isvolsky that 

he had no intention of refusing absolutely the Russian's sug­

gestion. He told him that some sort of agreement must one 

day be decided upon - at a more opportune moment. 33 At the 

same ttme, he sent a warning to his ambassadors: 
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M. Isvolsky urged very strongly that if Rus­
sia could satisfy Turkey that an arrangement 
about the Straits was safe for Turkish in­
terests, England should not oppose it ••• 
It would be fatal to a good understanding 
with Russia if, when the question of the 
Straits was raised, it ~~s found that En­
gland blocked the way. J4 

Thus, Grey desired a solution whereby the Straits would be 

opened on terms which, while being acceptable to Russia, would 

not place the Porte or any other interested goveroment at an 

unfair disadvantage. 35 He was even prepared to support such 

a scheme in Constantinople at a more favourable time, since 

the Porte had specifically requested that no pressure be ap­

plied to Turkey to do then reluctantly what she might later 

do willingly. 36 

French policy solidly supported Grey's formula. When 

Isvolsky had left for London, Pichon had told Bertie that he 

considered the Russian plan to be unacceptable to both Great 

Britain and to the Porte. He added that it was not for the 

French Government to indicate to St. Petersburg the objections 

to it. However, he strongly desired that some sort of agree­

ment be reached, as he believed that a failure would have 

serious repercussions in Russia. Any weakening of the Ally's 

position in Europe must be prevented. 37 Throughout the period 

of tension, Cambon played the role of the helpful intermediary. 

He had advised Grey of the necessity for the Cabinet to show 

its good-will by being prepared to accept the possibility 
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of a re-examination of the Straits Convention, in order to 

di~cover a form more agreeable to Russia. But he was not 

enthusiastic over Isvolsky's proposals. He advised Pichon, 

on the one hand, to prepare Berlin to receive favourably tjis 

idea of a modified Straits Convention, and on the other hand, 

he advised Isvolsky to pursue: 

••• les négociations directes entre la Russie 
et la Porte, communication ultérieure au 
Foreign Office des résultats de ces pour­
parlers, et accueil favorable du Cabinet 
de Londres. 36 

On his return to Paris, Isvolsky realized that the French 

had fully subscribed ~o London's views. French interests 

were mainly financial and would be satisfied with any improve­

ment in the security for, the returns from, and the redemption 

of its vast investments in the Levant. 39 The scheme proposed 

by Isvolsky was, above all, a risky business proposition, 

a bad investment; while, if they adhered to Grey's compromise, 

they had committed themselves to nothing. She was prepared 

only to play the role of pacifier: "Dans la crise ••• la 

France intervint pour calmer et pour pacifier •••" 40 

London and Paris had once more soothed St. Petersburg 

with a promise. The Russians were far from being disappointed. 

The absence of a solution had merely whetted their appetite. 

London's answer to Isvolsky's suggestions, and Paris' 

acquiescence in that reply, was bound onl y to be a temporary 
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measure. His Majesty's Governaent was aware that Russia must 

once again later seek an opportunity to modify the restric­

tions she experienced at the Straits, which recent events 

had shown were extremely inconvenient for her. Grey had long 

foreseen that if the Anglo-Russian 'entente' was to flourish, 

some definite agreement over the Straits, mutually arrived 

at and sanctioned by an international accord, would eventually 

have to result. This the October 'fOrmula' failed to supply. 

The French too had long since realized that if forced 

to an extreme by dire circumstances in Europe, they could not 

unconditionally oppose their ally in the matter of the Straits. 

The 'opportune moment' became the vital factor. Paris as 

ever convinced that her interests were best served if the 

'status quo' at the Straits remained unaltered, would not 

gladly submit to her ally's ambitions; and if she did yield, 

she would insist that her interests must be guaranteed to her. 

We shal1 now consider the various attempts made by Rus­

sia in the years prior to the Great War to induce Paris and 

London to modify further their Straits policies. But each 

time Paris, after determining what London proposes to reply, 

will give a similar response: the moment is inopportune; the 

October formula must suffice for the present. 

- - ~ - - ~ - - - -
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CHAPTER - III 

TESTING THE OCTOBER FORMULA: 1908-1914 

Once the Russians had been pacified by the rather doubt­

ful concession granted them in 1908, both France and Great 

Britain seemed content to preserve the 'status quo' at the 

Straits. Yet in the last few years before the War, Russia 

again grew anxious and attempted to induce the two to accept 

a new régime for the Straits favourable to her. As long as 

trade through the passage was not obstructed by·war both France 

and Great Britain remained rather unconcerned. lot even when 

it became obvious that the real threat to the security of 

the Straits came not from St. Petersburg but from Berlin did 

they begin to worry. With the threat of war hanging over her 

head, Russia grew reluctant to make further demands upon her 

friends, and was prepared to postpone to a more favourable 

moment the summoning of an international conference to init­

iate discussions to revamp the outmoded Straits Convention 

of 1871. 
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A - French and British policies: The Tcharykoff Affair 

Despite occasional rumeurs and alarms after 1908, for 

three years the Straits problem lay dormant. The quiet was 

shattered, shortly after the outbreak of war between Italy 

and the Ottoman Empire, when the Russian Ambassador in Con­

stantinople - Tcharykoff - proposed to the Porte a Russo­

Turkish Convention. Russia was prepared to guarantee to the 

Sultan his realms in Europe and in Asia in return for certain 

wide privileges to be exclusively exercised by Russia 1 which 

would ultimately mean Russian domination at the Straits. 1 

The Russians felt that their prospects of success were bright. 

The Porte was distracted by the war. France, whom Russia 

had supported at Agadir, would feel bound to repay her in 

the same coin. 2 Great Britain 1 s promises of 1908 could now 

be carried through. The greatest pressure would be put on 

the French. Neratoff would speak to the French Chargé -

Panafieu, Tcharykoff would speak to Bompard, and Isvolsky -

now Ambassador in Paris - would see de Selves. 3 

France was embarrassed by the Russian proposa!, 4 once 

it came to be known precisely, as she still needed Russian 

support in her negotiations with Germany in Morocco. 5 The 

plan was not thought to be sound. It was, above all, ill­

timed. When it appeared that Great Britain was not prepared 
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to advance beyond her 1908 position, France quickly agreed. 

But, at first, Paris was not prepared to refuse outright the 

Russian scheme. De Selves instructed Bompard in Constanti­

nople to act sympathetically towards the draft convention. 

He even offered to make the Russian path easier in London; 

but this was refused. 6 

However, Isvolsky introduced a further and much wider 

plan by which France was to allow Russia a free hand in the 

economie development of North China. It was his intention 

that France's support for the proposed Straits agreement, 

along with this concession in China, was to balance the sup­

port Russia had offered at Agadir. De Selves became wary. 

He tmmediately sent to St. Petersburg to verify the fact that 

this was the official Russian policy. When it became clear 

that the Russian Ambassador had overstepped his authority, 

not even a highly enthusiastic letter from Bompard - wherein 

he argued that France must assist her ally to regain her lost 

prestige in Constantinople, a step which would in turn display 

to Europe the solidarity of the 'entente' - could lessen the 

Foreign Minister's suspicions. 7 He now looked to London. 

For the moment he was not prepared to proceed beyond the 1908 

promise. 

News of Tcharykoff's proposais had come more slowly to 

London. Once the facts had been verified, the Foreign Office 

determined to stand by its 1908 policy. Grey wrote: 
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I would support what I had promised M. 
Isvolsky about the Straits three years 
ago with the consent of the Cabinet. 
More than this I would not

8
say without 

consulting my colleague~. 

N1colson, in St. Petersburg, felt that the moment was inop­

portune in view of the Porte's embarra~sment in her war with 

Italy. Grey fully agreed as he felt that a lasting rapproche­

ment between Russia and Turkey could be achieved only when 

the Porte was at peace. However, he did suggest that the 

solution to the Straits question, desired by Russia, might im 

part be realized. In time of peace Russia could have un­

hindered access to the Mediterranean; in time of war such 

an arrangement would be unfair to the powers interested in 

the trade passing through the Straits, and to the powers at 

war with Russia. 9 But Grey was unwilling to sanction the 

proposed Russian territorial guarantee, which Benckendorff 

had at first failed to mention. 10 He felt this to be an in­

novation, a new element, beyond the scope of the 1908 arrange­

ment. De Selves had also hesitated over this item. Thu~, 

London and Paris substantially agreed with each other. 11 
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The Porte had been sufficiently wise to consider the Rus­

sian offer only after the most careful appreciation of the atti­

tudes manifested by Paris and London. 12 It was Anglo-French de­

termination not to promote the Russian proposal which convinced 

the Turk that the Russian plan should be ignored. From the very 

out~et, London indicated that her policy would lar8ely depeftd 



on the Turkish reaction to Tcharykoff's offer. Paris was 

of the same opinion. The Turk knew that pressure to accept 

the draft proposal came only from Russia. He suspected also 

that neither France nor Great Britain were willing to give 

Russia a tcarte blanche' in the matter of the Straits. The 

Porte quickly deduced that the French, from whom the Russians 

would expect the strongest support, identified their policy 

with that of the British. As Panafieu bad said: 

Nos intér3ts généraux dans cette question 
sont sensiblement identiques à ceux de 
l'Angleterre. 13 

It bad been the failure of France to support the Russian 

motion that bad been the chief cause of the Russian failure. 

Yet by the time France had transmitted an official notice of 

her policy to St. Petersburg in January 1912, 14 it was obvious 

that the Quai d'Orsay could not have supported the Russian 

interests at the Straits without having seriously jeopardized 

ber own more tangible interests in the Levant. Bompard, who 

had at first been so concerned to ensure that the Russian 

achieved a diplomatie success, gives us the best insight into 

the attitude which made Paris so reluctant to support her 

ally in this project: 

Les intér3ts si complexes de la France dans 
le Levant, intérêts politiques, intér~ts in­
tellectuels, intérêts religieux, intérêts in­
dustriels, intérêts financiers, tous nos in­
térêts en un mot, matériels et moraux, nous 
commandent de vivre en bons termes avec la 
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Turquie, comme de favoriser son développe­
ment, sa prospérité, et sa puissance, car 
l'hostilité du Gouvernement ottoman et la 
ruin ou simplement l'appauvrissement du 
pays les rtteindraient aux-mêmes profondé-
ment ••• 5 . 

B - The Straits during the Balkan Conflicts 

1 - Bulgarian threats on Constantinople precipitate a 

criais: With the astounding early successes of the Balkan 

allies, which had so ne~ly brought with them the collapse 

of the Ottoman Empire, the Straits question once again threat­

ened to upset the precarious balance in the Near East. It 

had appeared that nothing could prevent the Bulgarians from 

marching on Constantinople. 

The alarm had sounded in St. Petersburg, despite the 

repeated assurances received from Sofia, Athena and Belgrade 

that they would leave the political aspects of the Straits 

question to the decision of the interested powers, as long 

as they were guaranteed that the Porte would not, in future, 

be al1owed to use the Straits from which to launch an of­

fensive. 16 Here too, as in 1911 and in 1908, the panic in 

Russia was greatest. The threat that another power shou1d, 

by an act of war, settle the Straits problem, was galling 

to her. While the possibility that trade through the passage 

might again be disrupted - as in the Italo-Turkish War -
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should the Porte, as a defensive measure, close the Straits 

with mines, was intolerable. l7 Quickly a communiqué was sent 

which warned the Bulgarians that a Russian fleet had been 

made ready to sail for the Bosphorus, in conjunction with the 

French and the British, 'to protect Russian interests', if 

they were felt to be threateaed. là 

Paris continued the policy she had pursued during the 

Italo-Turkish War. Along with Great Britain and Russia she 

supported all attempts to keep the Straits open for navigation. 

But when a proposai to determine a new Convention for the 

Straits was made, she expressed her disapproval, and would 

commit herself no further than she had in 1908. Poincaré was 

disposed to lend support to the original Russian warnings to 

Sofia, and he instructed Bompard to support the Russian ooa• 

munications to the Porte, w~ch had warned the Turk against 

closing the Straits with mines. He was even prepared to offer 

a guarantee of the territorial 'status quo' for Constantinople 

and the Straits. 19 

This sound policy had not committed France to any new 

scheme. Yet Paris, ever watchful over her interests in the 

Levant, ever fearful lest a Balkan or non-European criais 

should precipitate war, was careful not to foster Russian 

ambitions in the matter of the Straits. France drew back 

when Louis, the Ambassador to the Tsar, reported that Russia 
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hoped to use the existing crisis to resolve many pressing com­

plications in the Near East, once a peace conference had been 

summoned. The Straits question was to be thoroughly exaœined. 20 

On hearing this report, Poincaré tmmediately insisted that 

Isvolsky submit a thorough memorandum, which was to explain 

precisely Russia's ultimate intentions and future policy in 

the matter of the Straits. He felt that, as the position of 

France in the Mediterranean had greatly altered since the 

Tcharykoff crisis of 1911, he must have exact information. 21 

For by the Naval Agreement signed in St. Petersburg in August 

1912, it had been decided that, in the event of war with the 

Central Powers, the French Mediterranean Fleet was to ensure 

that the Austrian Fleet was prevented from attacking Russi~ 

through the Straits. 22 At the same time, with the decision 

of the British Admiralty to decrease sharply its naval power 

in the Mediterranean in order to redistribute its fleets to 

meet the steadily-growing threat from Germany in the North Sea, 

and with the Anglo-French Naval Convention of November 1912, 

which formally handed over the command of the Mediterranean 

Area to the French, France became the real protector of Rus-

sian interests at the Straits. 23 In reply to Poincaré's request 

for precise information, Sazonoff made it clear that, despite 

the existing criais, it would not be necessary to raise the 

Straits question in ite entirety, but that certain unspecified 

modi fications to the 190$ formula would have to be intro-



duced. Though she would not initiate such a proposa!, Russia 

would expect sympathy and support from France, if it arose. 24 

Paris promptly decided that it would be best if the ques­

tion was left untouched. At the Conference of Ambassadors in 

London, summoned to discuss a peace settlement, Cambon took 

the lead in the Straits question. On 15 December 1912, he 

had received a full letter of instructions: Constantinople 

was to remain in Turkish bands; so too were her European pos­

sessions in Thrace; with regard to the Straits, despite Rus­

sia's policy, lest any Balkan power should assume great am­

bitions in that area, it would be best - while bearing in 
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mind the British attitude - not to raise the question at all. 25 

As a result, on December là, Cambon moved that: 

Le gouvernement français est fermement 
attaché en ce qui concern.e Constantinople 
au maintien du statu quo. Cette ville 
devra donc rester dans là possession de 
l'Empire Ottoman. La Turquie devra en 
outre conserver en Europe un territoire 
longeant la ~er de Marmara et les Darda­
nelles ••• 2 

This received immediate and unanimous support. 

British policy in this affair was on many points similar 

to the French. Prior to the outbreak of hostilities, Great 

Britain, like France, was prepared to support Russian measures 

lest the Straits once more be closed to commercial navigation. 27 

However, when the driving successes of the Bulgarians presented 

the possibility of a new geographie demarcation in the Aegean-



Black Sea area, which might have given equal claims for free 

passage through the Straits to the Bulgarians also, the Cabi­

net, which had not committed itself to any steadfast policy, 

was reluctant to support any plan proposed by Russia to remake 

the Straits Convention. 28 Indeed, Asquith even proposed to 

the French Chargé - de Fleuriau - that a schema for the neu­

tralization aad the internationalization of Constantinople, 

with consequent effects on the Straits, might be the best 

solution, if the Bulgarian advance was successful. Paris, 

doubtful that Russia would accept such an idea, discouraged 

the project. 29 
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With the failure of the Bulgarian attempts to take the 

city, all thoughts of neutralization and internationalization 

disappeared. Now London told St. Petersburg that she had 

British sympathy, if she wanted to discuss the Straits question 

once the Balkan conflict had been settled. There was one 

condition: it was to be preceded by a Russo-Turkish agreement -

the solution of the Straits would not be forced unconditionally 

on the prostrate Turk. 30 

As a result, when Grey discussed with Cambon the proposed 

agenda for the Conference of Ambassadors, he said: 

••• after what had passed in 1908, we 
could not object if Russia desired to 
raise the question of the Straits; but 
it was not for us to suggest that this 
question should be raised. 31 



For this reason, when Cambon suggested that the question 

should not be raised at the Conference, Grey did not object. 

London had not substantially moved from the position of 1908, 

though she had reasserted her willingness to consider a 

well-planped, fair, and well-timed modification of the exist­

ing Straits Convention. 

Throughout the remaining conflicts, until the Treaties 

of Constantinople and Athena officially brought the wars to 
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a close, the status of the Straits remained unaffected. France 

and Great Britain, once more, had offered promises and no 

more. For Russia, a solution to the Straits question remained 

as distant as it had ever been. 

2 - The Aegean Islands and the Straits Problem: When 

the Italians began leisurely and systematically to occupy the 

Islands in the Aegean, shortly after their bombardment of 

the Dardanelles in April 1912, a problem of international 

proportions, not to be solved with any degree of satisfaction 

for a dozen years, was born. We are interested in this ques­

tion - the disposition of those islands strategically placed 

near the entrance to the Dardanelles - because through it we 

can receive a further demonstration, from a somewhat differ­

ent view-point, of the French and British policies with re­

gards to the Straits. 



So important to the defence of the Straits were these 

islands considered, so vital a hold on the Black Sea commerce 

could be maintained in time of war by a hostile fleet har­

boured among these islands, that the French quickly determined 

that if the Porte could not retain possession of them, the 

islands should be neutralized. More than this, Poincaré was 

greatly disturbed by the Italian and later by the Greek occu­

pation, lest the Porte, as a defensive measure, should once 

again close the Straits and so disrupt international trade. 
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Above all, France was opposed to the development of either a 

Greek or an Italian naval base in that part of the Mediterranean, 

as Russia and other powers woüld undoubtedly demand compensa­

tion of the same kind. Control of the Straits again would 

be the Russian demand. 32 As a result, at the Conference of 

Ambassadors, in December 1912, Cambon was firmly instructed 

to press for the neutralization of those islands commanding 

the entrance to the Dardanelles. 33 

In pressing for the same type of solution - neutraliza­

tion - British policy was as definite. An Admiralty memoran­

dum had pointed out in June that a determined enemy could 

present a real problem by holding certain Aegean Islands as 

points of refueling and rearming. Besides this: 

••• A fleet making use of the harbours 
of any of these islands, can control the 
exit of the Black Sea trade through the 
Bosphorus and the Dardanelles. 34 



-~ 
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A later note from the same source further advised the Foreign 

Office that His Majesty's Government, along with the other 

signatory powers of the Straits Treaties should protest against 

any permanent occupation of the islands by any of the prin­

cipal naval powers. 35 When later the Greeks occupied some 

of these strategie islands during the Balkan conflicts, rea­

lizing that she might be forced to enter the scramble for a 

new base in the Eastern Mediterraneen, since Cyprus vas so 

unsuitable, London maintained her hostility to any occupation. 

With the Conference of Ambassadors in session, Grey spoke to 

Venizelos and outlined both British and French apprehensions 

in this regard. The two powers would not. interfere in the 

peace-making, as long as this particular problem was amicably 

solved. 

Throughout this aspect of the problem, we can see that 

neither Paris nor London had altered their policies towards 

or interest in the Straits. Two principles underlay their 

demands for neutralization: strategically, they could not 

tolerate a third naval power in that part of the Mediterranean; 

economically, the obvious threat to their vested interests 

and to their vast s ea-borne trade through the Straits was 

also intolerable. As ever these two outstanding principles 

determined their policy in the matter of the Straits. 



C - The Effect of the Sanders Affair on the Straits Question 

In the autumn of 1913, word ~pread from Constantinople 

that a German Military Mission under General Liman von Sanders 

would arrive to train the Sultan's badly-shaken armies. 

Sanders, as General of the Turkish Army Corp~ stationed in 

Constantinople, was to act as Inspector-General of the Turkish 

Army, a position of authority and wide influence. 

Just as Russia had feared a Bulgarian victory, which 
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would have recreated in one blow a new situation at the Straits, 

so too now she feared a German military 'coup' in Constantinople. 

Here again, as in the question of the strategically-placed 

Aegean Islands and in the Bulgarian episode, the essential 

difficulty involved in the Straits question did not arise, as 

it had in 1911 and in 1908. Yet by a careful consideration 

of French and British diplomacy involved in the Sanders Affair, 

we can once more adequately demonstrate their policies in 

the matter of the Straits. 

The real heart of the problem in this crisis, which France 

had to face, was not in Constantinople, but in Berlin. Here 

again, she was not prepared to abandon her interests at the 

Straits. She fully discerned that Russia's consternation 

arose not so much from the emergence of a German military 

threat, as from the fear that her own ambitions in that sphere 



would be defeated. What support she offered to her ally was 

motivated chiefly by the desire to display the solidarity 

of the Alliance and to bolster Russian 'amour propre.' This 

she had declined to do in the Tcharykoff affair. 36 Through-

out the crisis, as far as France was concerned, the question 

of the Straits, though always in the background, never really 

boiled over. What is of interest here is, on the one hand, 

her efforts to enlist British opinion to support the Russian 

proposals, and on the other, her care, when the Straits ques­

tion became the chief concern, to advance no further in the 

matter than Great Britain. 

' 
France was not unsympathetic. As long as Russia was not 

weakened by a diplomatie defeat, France would be content. 

She was not prepared to initiate a new policy in the matter 

of the Straits, and she was unwilling to foster Russian am­

bitions linked with the question. From the moment that Sazon­

off intimated that French diplomatie support was required, 37 

the policy that Paris would pursue would determine the degree 

of success his protests would achieve. 38 Pichon complained 

to the Turkish Ambassador, while Bompard spoke to the Grand 

Vizier. Both threatened that compensations 'moraux et maté­

riels' would be exacted unless either the Mission was stopped 

or the contract was modified. 39 
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This support did not slacken, despite the fact that by 

the end of November France knew that Sanders' duties would 
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not include the administration, discipline and supply of the 

troops used for the defence of the Straits, or the organiza­

tion of these defences. 4° Indeed, the same day as this news 

was received, Pichon reaffirmed his policy, when he interviewed 

the British Chargé. 41 

Only when Grey proposed to modify the original strength 

of his support to the Russian protest, on December 10, after 

it was discovered that the Military Mission would have no 

authority over the defences of the Straits, did Paris begin 

to doubt the advisability of supporting the Russian protest. 

She shied away from associating herself with the proposed 

identic note to the Porte. 42 On December 16th, Doumergue, 

Pichon's successor, declared that he would await the outcome 

of the Russo-German pourparlers over the problem, before he 

would give his approval to such a note. 43 French enthusiasm 

was visibly waning. The following day, Isvoleky expressed 

his annoyance at what he felt was a lack of Anglo-French in­

terest. In denying this charge, Doumergue displayed increased 

reluctance to support the Russian protest. He insisted that 

a modified protest was warranted, since this information con­

cerning the nature of Sanders' duties virtually nullified the 

Russian proposal. 44 Even when St. Petersburg was prepared 

to present a second note at the end of December, Paris remained 



unenthusiastic. Following closely the lead now given by Lon­

don, she demanded prior agreement on ultimate policies in the 

matter of the Straits before she would offer further assist­

ance. 45 

By the middle of January 1914 the crisis had passed. 

Sanders was promoted by the Kaiser, which forced him to re­

linquish his command of the Army Corps stationed in Constanti­

nople. This had been the chief point of contention. 46 
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Thus after having insured that her interests in the Levant 

were secure, France had resolved to aid her ally. This diplo­

matie assistance was sustained despite the fact that she short­

ly became aware that the German Mission had no direct control 

over the Straits defences. Serious hesitations had developed 

only when the British, for this very reason, proposed to modify 

their original position. 

What was the original British policy, and why was it 

altered? When Sa~onoff had first indicated his need for as-

sistance to protest Sanders' appointment, the Foreign Office 

showed.sincere interest, partially because it sympathized 

with the Russian feelings of insecurity in the Black Sea, but 

mainly because the German stroke threatened the entire 1 status 

quo' of the Straits area. It was one thing to acquiesce in 

a Russian occupation of the Straits; it was quite something 

else to sanction a similar German ambition. Grey visuali~ed 



the total eclipse of the Ottoman power. To him, the Straits 

would be come a German pawn, if the German Mission was gi ven 

'free-rein' in the Sultan's army. 47 So serious did he con­

aider the threat to be, tnat ne immediately consulted his 

Cabinet colleagues to ascertain the exact policy to be under­

taken. Dispatches were sent to Buchanan in St. Petersburg, 

to Mallet in Constantinople, to Bertie in Paris, and to Rodd 

in Home. All were instructed to cooperate in the formulation 

of an identic - but not a collective note - to be communicated 

to the Porte: 

••• the effective executive command of the 
Constantinople Army Corps by a German Offi­
cer would involve the control of the Straits ••• 

A change in policy developed almost immediately. By 

the end of the first week in December, when Mallet reported 

that, contrary to what had been supposed, the defence of the 

Straits was not within Sanders' command, the affair assumed 

a totally different complexion. Mallet discouraged the idea 

of demanding compensations, and he suggested that only in­

dividual verbal approaches be made to the Porte. 49 Simul­

taneously, after consulting the Admiralty, Grey realized that 

the German Mission was preparing to do to the Sultan's Army 

exactly what the British Mission was attempting to do with 

the Sultan's Navy. He was now prepared only to make an of­

ficial inquiry; he felt he could not support an identic note. 

His interest had been in the security of the Straits. When 



it was clear that the Straits were not directly involved, he 

did not feel directly concerned. 50 Henceforward, London took 

a more detached view. On December 27, when Sazonoff made a 

second proposa!, Crewe, in Grey's absence, put several ques­

tions to Benckendorff, which indicated that London was more 

interested in Russian ultimate aims and intentions than in 

the immediate means to solve the problem. 5l 
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The 1908 arrangement over the Straits remained as secure 

as it had been before the crisis. Even in the face of growing 

tensions in Europe, circumstances had not developed which 

would force the Quai d'Orsay or the Foreign Office to make 

the slightest concession to Russia in the Straits question. 

Indeed, Russia soon became convinced that the real opposition 

to her ambitions at the Straits, as in the Balkans, lay in 

Berlin, not in Paris and London. So rather than initiate a 

new criais over the Straits, Russia, in 1914, to the satis­

faction of France and Great Britain, steered clear of the 

political aspects of the problem, and seemed interested only 

in the more precise reconstitution of the 'triple entente.' 52 

Sazonoff's proposal for a conference of the French and Russian 

Ambassadors in London, under Grey's presidency, specifically 

to discuss problems and policy of the Near East, was a clear 

indication of that. 53 Thus, as Europe unknowingly moved closer 

to war, there seemed little prospect of a crisis developing, 

which would induee either Paris or London to modifY their 

Straits policies. 
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CHAPTER - IV 

WAR BRINGS A SETTL~ffiNT: 1914-1917 

The difficu~ties of the World War, which threatened Rus­

sia with an early collapse, were the real reason why a solution 

to the Straits problem was demanded while the War was still 

in progress. The immediate cause was the Russian suspicion 

that Anglo-French policy in the eventual peace-making would 

deny them their 'heritage' of the Straits. Once the settle­

ment was agreed to, neither France or England thought of break­

ing their promise, so great was their regard for the Russian 

war contribution. But once this war effort had collapsed, and 

once the Russians themselves had purposely abandoned that 

heritage, France and Great Britain did not hesitate to propose 

a solution for the Straits problem vastly different from the 

one they had agreed to in 1915. 

A - First Hints of the Need for a New Arrangement 

With the outbreak of War, Turkey, as had been expected, 

immediately declared her neutrality. She also proposed to 

mobilize her armies as a defensive measure. For the Straits 

this would mean increased preparedness among the forts. There 
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was no cause for alarm in Paris or London. Marchant shipping 

would move as usual through the passage. However, when the 

two German warships - the battle cruiser 'Goeben 1 and the 

cruiser 'Breslau' - applied for pe~ission to enter the Dar­

danelles and were immediately granted it, the security and 

neutrality of the Straits suddenly became highly problematical. 

When, after repeated protests, the Porte appeared to have no 

intention of demanding that they withdraw, the suspicion grew 

that Turkey itself would not remain neutral. 1 

French policy did not appear to be deeply concerned over 

the possibility of a closed Strait, which would result from 

the Turkish entry into the war. 2 Delcassé felt that the Porte 

should be shown a strong hand by being clearly warned of the 

dire consequences she would suffer, if she persisted in her 

German flirtation. 3 Although Paris associated itself with 

the Russian-initiated collective note to the Porte on August 30, 

which offered the Ottoman Empire a territorial guarantee if 

she remained neutral, the French were unenthusiastic about 

matching German bribes. Above all for France the Turkish 

problem was of secondary importance: 

Dans le fait, on attend le résultat 
de la premiêre bataille pour se pro­
noncer. 4 

British policy, as ever interested in the maintenance 

of international trade, viewed with alarm the steady movement 



by the Porte towards the Central Powers. Iet it does not 

seem possible that London fully appreciated the consequences 

of such an alliance. At any rate, she took little action 

which was capable of achieving her avowed desires. On the 

one hand, Churchill was prevented from sending the Fleet 

through the Dardanelles, because of British regard for Moslem 

opinion in India; 5 on the other hand, Grey felt that it would 

be very awkward for Britain in Egypt and in India if the Porte 

ttcame out against us.n 6 It must be remembered that, above 

all, 'entente' diplomacy needed a victory in Belgium of suf­

ficient proportions to impress the Porte, before any hope of 

diplomatie success could be harboured. In this war, diplomacy 

was bound to follow the battles. Without a striking success 
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in Europe, the 'entente' policy could not succeed at the Straits. 

When it became apparent, once the Straits were closed 

late in September 1914, that war with the Porte was merely a 

matter of time, the problem of the Straits, for France and 

Great Britain, acquired a new complexion. Paris and London, 

as ever, were content to let Russia take the lead in these 

affairs. During the period when it was still believed that 

the Porte would remain neutral, Russia had suggested that the 

Straits should be. given a new régime, once victory had been 

achieved, by which all the coastal states of the Black Sea 

would receive identical privileges of passage. 7 The day the 

Porte closed the Straits, Petrograd spoke again. Buchanan 



and Paléologue were advised that Russia would demand the 

permanent freedom of the Straits to be guaranteed by the in­

ternationalization of Constantinople, the neutralization of 

the Straits themselves, with a Russian naval station at the 

mouth of the Bosphorus. 8 

There were many argUilents in Sazonoff's favour. The old 

Byzantine dream of Russian domination over Tsargrad was reviv­

ing, 9 while the closure of the Straits, coming as it did a 

full month before the Turkish declaration of war, a crippling 

effect had set in on Russia. The Baltic was closed; the coast 

of the White Sea and the Arctic Ocean were seldom free from 

ice for more than four months of the year and the few existing 

railways were wholly inadequate, there being only one between 

Archangel and Moscow. 10 To encourage the scheme in Russia, 

Isvolsky had reportetl that they could depend on complete sup­

port from France towards the freedom of the Straits, and that 

they could look to her to soften the path in London. 1l 

With the unprovoked attack of the Ottoman fleet upon 

Russian naval units and installations along the Black Sea 

coast, which induced the Russians to declare war, the fate 

of the Ottoman Empire at the Straits was sealed. To Russia 

it necessitated a new and decisive approach to the whole Near 

Eastern problem, which in turn would have profound effects 

on the Straits. 12 Sazonoff immediately made this clear to 
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Paléologue and Buchanan. As far as he was concerned, the 

Porte could retain Constantinople, but Russia must demand 

guarantees at the Straits or be doomed to many years of 

economie weakness and to the continued possibility of ex­

tema! attack in that quarter. 13 

The German armies were lying but seventy kilometers from 

Paris, so the French were bound to be sympathetic to the 

Russian plan. Yet they were not willing to give their ally 

a 'carte blanche' in an area in which her financial, intel­

lectual, political and religious interests were so deep-seated. 

On November 7, Delcassé told Isvolsky that it would be advis­

able to develop a plan of common action with regard to the 

Ottoman Empire, in view of the complexity of interests in­

volved. 14 At the same time, he desired to know Russia's ex­

act intentions in the matter of the Straits. 15 Delcassé was 

motivated not only by respect for his ally's ambitions, but 

also by the reports received from the Balkans - especially 

from Roumania - which told of widespread uneasiness at the 

Tsar's recent declarations about the Straits. It was here in 

the early months of the War, that the heart of French policy 

can be found. Her ever-riding concern was not with her ally's 

ambitions at the Straits, but how these ambitions would ef­

fect the intervention on the side of the 'entente' of those 

still-uncommitted Balkan powers. 



British policy appeared to be somewhat more receptive 

to the Russian suggestions. To the British, the Porte had 

acted in an unpardonable manner. Asquith had called it the 

political suicide of the Ottoman Empire. With the Turk an 

enemy, it meant the end of the long-standing policy of back­

ing the Porte. It meant also the end of the vell-established 

axiom that the integrity of the Ottoman Empire was worth pre­

serving. The British naval units watching the mouth of the 

Dardanelles took immediate action and, for a short time, bom­

barded the outer forts. 16 Simultaneously, Grey told Bencken­

dorff that, once Germany was defeated, the fate of the Straits 

and of Constantinople could only be decided in conformity 

with Russian interests. The Russian immediately reported: 

••• Sir Edward Grey estime que la conduite 
du gouvernement turc rend inévitable la 
solution de la question turque dans son en­
semble, y compris la question des Détroits 
et de Constantinople, d'accord avec la Russie. 
La solution de cette question ne pourra in­
tervenir naturellement qu'après la défaite 
de l'Allemagne. 18 

The King, the day before had expressed similar sentiments, 

and is reported to have said: 

Quant A Constantinople il est clair que 
c'est A vous qu'elle doit appartenir ••• 19 

Later when he visited Paris, Grey further clarified his state­

ment when he told Bertie that he felt that Great Britain must 

execute her promise of 1908 to give Russian vessels freedom 

of movement in the Straits. 20 
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At the same time, there had developed a small but unde­

fined group in the Cabinet, in the War Office and in the Ad­

miralty, lead by Churchill, whose ideas moved along more 

definite, more concrete paths. They proposed a plan for an 

attack on the Dardanelles with a force sufficient to knock 

the Turk out of the War in one blow by sending the Fleet to 

Constantinople. The plan was first officially discussed at 

the November 25 meeting of the War Council. The attack was 

ostensibly intended for the protection of Egypt. 21 Other 

motives were not difficult to uncover: Turkey would be forced 

out of the War in one dramatic blow; Germany would be gravely 

shaken; arms would flow into Russia from the West; wheat and 

oil would return from Russia; the economie balance in Russia 

would be restored; the uncommitted Balkan states would be 

greatly impressed. 

B - Russian Fears and Suspicions force a Settlement 

1 - Suspicions aroused: Primarily it was Russian fears 

and suspicions over the ultimate intentions of the Allied 

attack on the Dardanelles that moved Sazonoff, early in March, 

to demand, in an unprecedented fashion, an immediate settle­

ment of the future disposition of the Straits. Yet the im­

mediate motivation for the expedition had been supplied by 

the Russians themselves. In late-December 1914, Grand Duke 
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Nicholas, knowing his own inability to launch either a mili­

tary or naval attack of any kind against the Straits or else­

where, told the British representatives at his headquarters 

that he felt threatened on his Caucasian flank. What could 

his allies do to relieve the pressure? The Dardanelles at­

tack was the answer. 

Enthusiasm for the Dardanelles scheme, as a solution 

for the Russian embarrassment, lay chiefly with the British. 

Most French opinion, by contrast, was reluctant to admit of 

any secondary fronts. For Frenchmen, the War would be won 

or lost in Europe. Delcassé, like Grey, felt that the Straits 

question could be adequately solved in the future Peace Treaty. 

But in London, it gave an opportunity for the 'Dardanelles 

Party' to display its wares: 

The Russian appeal was welcome in London, 
where many ministers dreaded the deadlock 
on the western front and wished to find a 
way around it by the use of sea-power. 22 

By the end of January, French cooperation for the attack had 

been secured, though Augagneur, the Minister for Marine, had 

little faith in the proposed scheme. 23 While the Russian 

statesmen remained suspicious, their admirals and generals 

were enthusiastic. 24 

In the preparations for the siege, Anglo-French policy 

showed no signs of attempting to exclude Russia from the 

Straits. On the contrary, it was anxious to enlist Russian 
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aid. With the initial successes of the attack, both London 

and Paris pressed Russia to make a similar attack on the Bos­

phorus, so _that all three could meet simultaneously off the 

Golden Horn. 25 But though various schemes were advanced, no 

practical assistance of any worth ever arrived from Russia. 

Russian suspicions, aroused by the very idea of the at­

tack itself, were now strengthened by the attempts made by 

Paris and London to enlist the assistance of Greece in the 
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attack, and later of Bulgaria and of Roumania. When the Greeks 

had first volunteered their assistance in January, Sazonoff 

had made no objection, though he had warned them against a 

Greek attempt to challenge Russian interests at the Straits or 

in Constantinople. 26 On March 3, Sazonoff heard that both 

Paléologue and Buchanan had reacted favourably to the advances 

made by the Greek Minister in Petrograd, who had made the same 

kind of offer. His suspicions were not allayed despite the 

fact that Delcassé told him that there was no evidence to 

suggest that London was encouraging Venizelos in this scheme. 

Yet the Cabinet's enthusiasm for such a scheme could easily 

be suggested. Not only would Greek assistance greatly aid 

the actual attack, but the effect on the other Balkan powers 

would not be inconsiderable. 27 The Quai d'Orsay was thinking 

along the same lines. Yet both realized that if Greece was 

allowed to take part in the campaign, little could prevent 

Bulgaria, Roumania or even Italy from also similarily ex-



pressing their desire. · The future payment of compensatiôns 

would present a problem of incalculable difficulties. 28 The 

Russia veto, on March 7, to the Greek plan solved the problem. 

2 - France and Great Britain accept the Straits Accord: 

It was solely through Russian initiative that a solution for 

the Straits problem was determined in the heat of war. Both 

Paris and London had expected that this qùestion would be 

solved jointly in the Peace Treaty, once Germany was defeated. 

Grey had expressed these very sentiments, on February 25, in 

answer to a question raised in the House of Gommons. There 

he expressed his complete sympathy with the Russian desire 

to solve the political and economie problems bound up with 

the question: 

The precise form in which it will be rea­
liaed will no doubt be settled in the terms 
of the peace ••• 29 

Not only did Sazonoff find this insufficiently precise, but 

he saw also the conf usion and conflict that would ensue once 

the victorious powers came to draw up the Peace Treaty. He 

decided to risk the passions of war rather than await the 

rivalries and jealousies of peacemaking. Not even a joint 

Anglo-French proposai which stated that if the Dardanelles 
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attack was successful, no peace, but only a severe armistice, 

would be granted to the Porte, could remove those suspicions. JO 



.-

Sazonoff bad made up his mind. The prospect of continued 

economie weakness due to the insecure passage was intolerable; 

while Tsargrad presented itself as the only possible compen­

sation to the Russian people equal to the sacrifices they 
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had already made and would be called upon to make. 3l He in­

sisted that the problem of the Straits be solved at once rather 

than in the conditions of peace. He assured Paris and London 

that Petrograd would scrupulously guarantee their interests 

at the Straits. 32 

Paris disliked the proposal, and undoubtedly would have 

found arguments to show how inopportune it was had not the 

European picture looked so grave for her. The importance 

of this is paramount in the understanding of French policy 

in this question. As it was, France did her best to avoid 

the agreement, and gave her final reply a full month after 

Great Britain had submitted hers. Delcassé was most hostile 

to the proposal. Isvolsky was unable to convince him ether­

wise. He felt that Russia had always desired only the inter­

national guarantee for merchantmen in peace and war. 33 Poin-

. caré too felt that since Russia was to play no real part in 

the Dardanelles attack, that since the proposals would prove 

unpalatable to both Greece and Roumania, and that Russia, 

assured of her prize, would lose interest in the destruction 

of Germany, the proposal could not be accepted at that time. 34 

Paris immediately suggested, however, that the proposal was 



so portentous, it ought to be submitted to the direct exam­

ination of the three Foreign Ministers. 35 This was unaccept­

able to Petrograd. On March 8, Paléologue verbally informed 

Sazonoff that France would not oppose the Russian annexations 
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on the condition that sorne definite guarantee for international 

commerce in the Straits be secured. 36 Sazonoff was not satis-

fied with the form of the French reply, for by March 12 he 

received a written reply from the British. Isvolsky was in­

structed to bring this to Delcassé's notice. Although the 

Frenchrnan twice subsequently indicated that he would so in­

struct Paléologue, we find that at the beginning of April, 

Isvolsky was forced to ask a second tirne. 

French hesitation manifested by Delcassé, was deep-seated. 

Poincaré, early in March, had written privately to Paléologue 

that he fully understood Russian motivation behind the Sason­

off proposa!, yet he was not prepared to sacrifice French 

aspirations and interests to it. 37 Delcassé had eehoed these 

sentiments, for Isvolsky reported: 

La France ne contestera pas notre prise d~ 
possession de Constantinople et des Détroits. 
Ce qui est important pour elle, c'est prin­
cipalement la garantie de la liberté du com­
merce international dans les Détroits et elle 
espère que de notre côté nous consentirons A ô 

donner des garanties suffisantes ~ ce sujet. Jo 

Still a third time Isvolsky went to see Delcassé to get a 

written acceptance for the March 4th proposa!. The Russian 

ambassador was highly suspicious for he well knew of the 
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influential spheres of opinio~ in France, which would be satis­

fied with an international control for the Straits, rather 

than a Russian control: 

••• des importants intérêts financiers que 
la France poss~de en Turquie et de l'influ­
ence des financiers intéressés sur le Gou­
vernement et sur la presse ••• l'opinion 
personelle et invariable de Poincaré, tou­
jours imprégné des traditions séculaires de 
la politique française en Orient. 39 

But on April 10, the French submitted their written accept­

ance, on the condition that a final victory was achieved: 

••• sous réserve de la réalisation par 
la France et l'Angleterre de leurs pro-
jets en Orient; et ailleurs, conformément 
au memorandum russe ••• 40 

The 'projets en Orient' vague as the term was could well 

be guessed at by the Russians. For the French, as Paléologue 

had already suggested in earlier discussions, in a Peace Treaty 

with the Porte, Syria must be secured as a beginning. 41 

British policy had been less hesitant, though it had 

made its demands far more precise. Somewhat surprised at the 

form in which the Russian proposa! had been presented, Grey 

quickly realized that Sazonoff had to be supported, for by 

agreeing to the Russian memorandum he would thereby be strongly 

encouraging the Russian war effort. 42 It meant of course 

that he, like Delcassé, would have to reverse his policy and 

agree that the Straits should be secured for Russia at that 

moment rather than later at the Peace Conference.43 It was 



on March 3rd that he had told Benckendorff that, though he had 

no objections to discussing the Straits at that time, he first 

felt that he must consult French views. The Russian note was 

submitted to the Cabinet for study, while at the same time 

some interest was shown Delcaesé's plan for a meeting of the 

three Foreign Ministers. The iesue was not pressed when 

Sazonoff objected. By the 12th, Buchanan had received his 

instructions to submit the official comm~iqué: 

If war ends in a triumphant conclusion, 
and if the aspirations of Great Britain 
and France in the Ottoman Empire are rea­
lized, as exposed in the Russian commun­
ication ••• 44 

The conditions of acceptance were, indeed, very wide and 

ob~cure. The following day, Buchanan added a cautionary note 

by explaining that Great Britain was not altogether pleased 

to promise outright such vital territories to Russia before 

the general war aims had been jointly formulated. He wished 

to impress upon Sazonoff that the British. acquiescence in 

the Russian scheme was a vital change in British policy; at 

the same time he assured the Russian that the British would 

remain loyal to their promises. 45 He further gave warning 

that Great Britain would make certain demands with regard to 

the Anglo-Russian 1907 Accord. 46 By the 20th, the Cabinet had 

formulated its desires: Constantinople was to be a free port 

for goods in transit; there was to be commercial freedom for 

merchantmen of all flags; Russia was to make no difficulties 
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for the powers interested in investment in that area; Russia 

was to continue strenuously to influence Bulgaria and Roumania 

to intervene on the 'entente' side; Russia was to bear in 

mind, at all times, 'entente' interests in Asiatic Turkey; 

the neutral zone in Persia would revert to British control. 47 

London, secure in Egypt, had now found security in Persia, 

and had developed unlimited prospects in Asiatic Turkey. 
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Vistas were now opening which, before the War, were unimagined. 

Thus, the French, besides making vague reference to their 

future 'projets en Orient', had made but one condition to 

their approval of the Sazonoff note - the successful comple­

tion of the War. It was shortly apparent to the Russians 

that the French note of acceptance had not been as wide as 

it had appeared. France planned to return to her position of 

power in Constantinople by once again controlling large por­

tions of the commercial and financial institutions as well as 

the civil administration. Even while the Russian demands were 

still being debated upon in Paris, there were indications 

that both the French and British directors of 'La Banque Otto­

man' and probably the delegates of the 'Le Conseil de la 

Dette' fully intended to return immediately to their former 

positions in the city, once the Fleets had broken past the 

Dardanelles defences and the Porte had capitulated. 



Russia knew well that if she was to control the city and 

the Straits in anything more than in name, she would have 

to reconstitute and control such institutions. Paris, at 

one time, suggested that commissions be appointed by the three 

'entente' powers, which, under the military commander, would 

control the administration, and the financial and commercial 

institutions in the city. 48 When Petrograd substituted a 

modified plan, Delcassé, in an interview with Isvolsky, re­

asserted the profound interest France had in the future ad­

ministration of the city and the Straits. It left no doubt 
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in the mind of the Russian that whether France approved or 

rejected the Sazonoff memorandum, the vast financial interests 

of France would never be discarded. 49 On March 26th, Isvolsky 

further reported that a group within the Quai d'Orsay, in 

concert with Bompard, was preparing a plan for the recapture 

of all formerly-held French commercial and financial interests. 

It appeared to him that the power of Anglo-French capital in 

the city would make the Russian control of Constantinople and 

of the Straits no different from that of the Porte. 50 

Throughout the spring and the surnmer of 1915, there con-

tinued unabated this stream of diplomatie correspondance be-

tween Paris and Petrograd in an attempt to finalize the plan 

for the detailed administration of Tsargrad. In the end, it 

was decided that until peace was declared from the time that 

the Straits were captured, a system of joint control would 



be employed. The dream was shattered and the plan was never 

tested for towards the end of December 1915 and in early 

January of the following year, Gallipoli was abandoned, and 

so too went many of the Russian dreams. 

C - The Straits Settlement of 1915 Confirmed 

From the moment when Paris and London gave their consent 

to the Russian plan for the future disposition of the Straits, 

to the time, in the spring of 1917, when the Provisional Gov­

ernment in Russia renounced that heritage, we can discern 

no change in the attitudes of the two towards the Straits 

question. Despite this, frequent reports reached Petrograd 

which indicated that the allies might forget their promises. 

On the other hand, frequent reports reached Paris and London, 

which indicated that Russia might accept a separate peace 

from the Central Powers, if, while maintaining the 'open' 

Straits, she renounced her plan to annex Constantinople. 

The Russian fears, in this matter, as ever, were deepest. 

Ever distrustful of her allies, ever fearing that they would 

attempt to avoid their promises, Russia sought more binding 

assurances. 

Though Russia had been assured of achieving her 'historie 

task', upon the successful completion of the War, in all sub­

sequent pourparlers and negotiations with France and Great 
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Britain over the further partition of the Ottoman Empire, 

she insisted that these discussions, and any agreements that 

might evolve from them, were entirely dependent upon the Straits 

Settlement of March and April 1915. Thus, in March 1916, 

Sazonoff warned both Paléologue and Buchanan that Russian 

adherence to the proposed Tripartite Agreement for the par­

tition of Asiatic Turkey was directly dependent upon a further 

Angle-French assurance that they would stand by the Straits 

Settlement: 

••• l'acquiescement de la Russie ••• reste 
conditionné par l'éxecution de son accord 
avec la France et l'Angleterre au sujet 
de Constantinople et des Détroits. 51 

A few days later, he re-emphasized this when he wrote to Is­

volsky. To him, the secret treaty with France and Great Britain 

must remain inviolable and must never be questioned, while no 

future arrangement must disturb the binding power of the agree­

ment over the Straits. 52 

As a result of this, France and Great Britain reaffirmed 

their determination to grant to Russia the Straits and Con­

stantinople, by making a clear declaration of this intention 

in the initial article of the Tri partite Agreement. Similar­

ily, in later discussions over the further division of spoils 

in Asiatic Turkey with France, in April 1916, Russia once 

more insisted on this pre-requisite and was duly granted it. 53 



Sudden generosity had not been the only moving spirit 

which had advised France and Great Britain to make these fur-

ther concessions. They both well knew the importance of the 

continued Russian contribution to the war effort. Here too, 

as in March and April 1915, it was more a question of exped­

iency than of generosity or selflessness. But even here the 

two did not depart empty-handed. First of all, they insisted 

that Russia once more outline the special privileges that 
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would be granted to France and Great Britain: Constantinople 

was to be a free port for merchantmen, which also would enjoy 

free unhindered passage; Great Britain was to control the 

neutral zone in Persia; the Holy Places of Islam were to remain 

inviolate; Russia was to recognize the Anglo-French division 

of the Ottoman Empire, once it was precisely determined. 64 

Their second move was to proceed with the actual division of 

the Ottoman Empire. In this way the Straits Settlement became 

the true progenitor of the Sykes-Picot Agreement - the original 

Anglo-French settlement for the future control of Asiatic 

Turkey. 55 Despite the fact that this agreement too was made 

on the avowed assumption that the Straits would become a Rus­

sian-controlled waterway, it had been conceived by both the 

French and by the British, partly at least, as a counter­

balance to the Russian advance in the Straits area. Russia 

had furnished them not only with the pretext for negotiations 

but also with the solid base from which discussions could 

begin. 56 



Though there were still elements of French public opinion 

that found the Straits Settlement distasteful, and though 

these came to be expressed rather pointedly in the press and 

in parliament, the Quai d'Orsay did not seek to challenge 

the 'fait accompli.' 57 By the end of 1916, Isvolsky was able 

to report that beth governmental and public opinion in France 

were thoroughly convinced that the Straits and Constantinople 

were necessary bait to whet the appetite of the Imperial Govern­

ment and of the Russian people to persuade them to persist 

in their ever-depressing and ever-lengthening war. He noted 

that even the socialist minority, who had been so outspoken 

in their denunciation of Russia, realized the importance of 

this factor and were silent. 58 

However, without changing their policy towards the Straits 

Settlement, France did attempt, in February and March 1917, 

to achieve one real advantage. When the Straits Accord had 

been agreed upon in the spring of 1915, Great Britain had 

been careful to demand territorial as well as economie and 

political concessions, or at least the promise thereof from 

Russia. France had sought no definite concession for herself. 

Criticism of Delcassé for this short-sightedness culminated 

in a formal communiqué, which was presented by Paléologue on 

17 February 1917. France sought a precise guarantee from 

Russia to persist in her war effort until Alsace-Lorraine 

once again formed part of the Republic. This was to be given 



in return for the French acquiescence in the Russian plan 

for the Straits. 59 At the Inter-Allied Conference in Petro-

grad, Doumergue emphasised the French concern over this point. 

In Paris, Isvolsky saw no reason to re-open the question. 60 

Overruling his ambassador's hesitations, Pokrovsky insisted 

that Isvolsky act in a conciliatory manner towards the French 

proposals. The agreement was concluded on March llth. 6l 

Great Britain was equally steadfast in maintaining her 

policy towards the Straits Accord. Indeed, the British Govern­

ment went out of its way to reaffirm its determination to 

abide by its promises. In September 1916, King George V wrote 

to the Tsar, in an attempt to counteract the propaganda of 

German agents and sympathisera in Petrograd, who were trying 

to convince the Tsar and the Russian'people that the Allies 

would not remain faithful to their promises. The King stated 

categorically that his government had no intention of obstruct­

ing the Russian possession of Constantinople and the Straits. 

Leaders from all sections of the House of Gommons were of 

the same opinion: 

Moi et mon gouvernement considérons la 
possession par la Russie de Constanti­
nople et des autres territoires déter­
minés par le traité que nous avons conclu 
avec la Russie et la France au cours de 
cette guerre, comme une des garanties 
premi~res et permanentes de la paix, 
apr~s avoir abg~ti A la fin heureuse 
de la guerre. 

Three days later, Benkendorff verified this feeling of good­

will. In a letter to Sturmer, he insisted that Great Britain 



would not disappoint Russia once peace had been achieved, 

just as she was not a disappointment in the War. He felt 

that the British policy in the matter of the Straits had been 

most conciliatory throughout the many difficult crises of 

the War. 63 

The contingencies of war, which had practically forced 

the hands of Paris and London to accept the Russian plan for 

the future régime at the Straits, proved as equally unrelent­

ing throughout 1915, 1916, and until the Tsar had abdicated. 

At that juncture the Provisional Government determined on 

the policy of 'no annexations.' Undoubtedly had Russia re­

mained in the War until the final victory had been achieved, 

the Straits and Constantinople would have been hers. Paris 

and London never again appeared officially hostile to the 

proposed Russian annexation once the Straits Settlement had 

been agreed upon. It was only the Russian abandonment of 

her 'heritage' that forced France and Great Britain to re­

appraise their policies in the matter of the Straits. 
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CHAPTER - V 

PEACE-MAKING PRODUCES A SETTLEMENT: 1917-1923 

The existence of an active and at times hostile rivalry 

between France and Great Britain by the end o~ the War, and 

which was much in evidence durin~ this immediate post-War 

period, will form the background in the analysis of the 

Straits question between 1917 and 1923. let, whatever rivalry 

was brewing in the Near and Middle East, during the closing 

months of the War, at the Peace Conference in Paris, through­

out the period of the Graeco-Turk War, and up to the signing 

of the Lausanne Treaty, one field remained comparatively free 

of controversy between the two - that of the Straits Question. 

Both France and Great Britain became convinced, for one reason 

or another, after Russia's defection, that a Straits open 

and free for navigation in peace and war for merchantmen and 

warships alike was the most desirable solution. In this 

regard, President Wilson's Twelfth Point, in his faœous 

declaration, was merely an accurate rephrasing of Anglo­

French feeling. On the other hand, the French and British 

policies, in the matter of the Straits, were subtended by 

their approach to the Bolshevik 'menace' in Russia. From a 

commercial and military as well as a political point of view, 
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the 'open' Straits princip1e would provide a quick and direct 

1ine to Russia. 

A - Aa!1o-Freneh Reaction to the Russian Abdication of 
Rer Heritage 

The overthrow of the Tsarist régime iD Russia and the 

emergeace of first the Provisional GoTernaent and 1ater of 

the Bolsheviks had wide amd immediate repercussions GD ~he 

Straits question. Both France and Great Britaia, already 

committed to the RussiaB sche-e for the Straits siftce 1915, 

round the new circumstances far from being displeasing or 

unacceptable. 

It was the change in Russian policy in the aatter et 

annexations in general, which required the Fremeh and the 

British to similarily modity their Straits polieies. At 

-~-

first Milioukoff, the Minister of Foreign Affaira, insisted 

that Russia would remain strictly taithful te tàe interna­

tional obligations eoneluded by the Tsar. He soon fouad hia­

self iA a minority of one. 1 Kerensky, by the ead of Mareh 

1917, had hinted that Russia really had no need of the Straits, 

but that they should be internationalized, thereby creating 

aa effective protection to ensure the free flow of co.meree. 2 

Pri~ce Lvov, a week later, gave a fuller explanation of this 

startlingly aew foreign policy. He deelared that Russia did 

not seek to dominate foreign peoples, nor to destroy their 



aationalistic aspirat.ions, nor to annex foreiga territories, 

but sought only to establish a firm peace on the basis of 

self-determination. 3 

The Provisional Government, which sustained increasing 

pressure from the Soviet workers deputies, was eontinually 

urged to make official their renunciation of the secret trea­

ties which involved the Straits. Despite further official 

declarations of foreign policy in this matter, in May, at 

the end of July and at the end of September, the Governme•t 

failed to comply with these wishes. 4 It was aot until the 

Bolsheviks took power la Rovember and quickly declared that 

they had no ambitions to satisty by the occupation of the 

Straits, that the Russian abandonaent was complete~ 
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It was the collapse of the Russiaa war effort and this 

pelicy cf 'no annexations', which reopened the Straits ques­

tion. The French, who had reeonciled themselves te the Rus­

sian possession of the Straits, and who with the British had 

subsequently embarked on a whole series of treaties coatingeDt 

en the maintenance of this agreeaent, felt that if the Pro­

visional Government unilaterally disregarded the Straits Settle­

aeat, the subsequent partition of the Ottomaa Empire aight 

be invalidated. 5 Paléelogue advised his GoTerameat to address 

a strict note to Petrograd which would emphasize: "l'iapossi­

bilité d'une révision des accords interalliés." 6 To Albert 

Thomas, the special envoy from Paris to Petrograd, it was 
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evident that Milioukoff's opinion held little authority, and 

that such a statement could not be made. Finally on May 26th, 

Paris sent an official reply to Lvov's statement of policy 

of April 9th. It was mild and vaguely sympathetic, but giving 

a hint of disapproval more by what it left unsaid than by 

what it said, it remained non-committal. Paris was still 

very suspicious. During the summer of 1917, when there arose 

the question of the possible publication of the secret treaties, 

it became clear from her hostile attitude, that France intended 

to hold Russia to her international committments. 

British reaction to the 'no annexations' policy of the 

Provisional Government was far more favourable. By the end 

of March 1917, the tendency, in the British press and among 

certain parliamentarians, towards a policy which demanded 

internationalization for Constantinople and neutralization 

for the Straits was much in evidence. 7 London took Petrograd 

at its word and congratulated it for its stand. Russian with­

drawal from the Straits would certainly solve the problem 

of an unwanted competitor for Turkish spoils. Yet at the same 

time, the usefulness of France, who had always acted as an 

inter.mediary in the Anglo-Russian disputes in the matter of 

the Straits, could now be questioned; and the long history 

of Anglo-French rivalry in the Levant would again have the 

opportunity to reappear. 8 



It was the Bolshevik formal declaration of disinterest 

in the Straits, however, which forced the British Government 

to seek a new formula for the Straits. On 2 January 1918, 
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Curzon composed a memorandum in which the Straits and Constan­

tinople were to be entrusted to the hands of a Power or group 

of Powers other than the British Empire. The Straits were 

to be given an international guarantee under the protection 

of the League of Nations, with a regulatory commission, under 

the chairmanship of the United States, and charged with the 

task of securing the open passage of the Straits and of safe­

guarding Constantinople. 9 Three days later, in a carefully 

prepared address, Lloyd George further clarified British policy: 

••• While we do not challenge the mainte­
nance of the Turkish Empire in the home­
lands of the Turkish race, with its capi­
tal at Constantinople - the passage between 
the Mediterranean and the Black Sea being 
internationalized and neutralized - Arabia, 
Syria, Armenia and Palestine are to our 
judgment entitled to a recognition of their 
separate national conditions. 10 

Thms, from the reaction of France and of Great Britain 

to the Russian abandonment of her heritage at the Straits, a 

number of conclusions can be drawn. France found the 'no 

annexations' policy disagreeable as she visualized the whole 

basis of the secret agreements over Asiatic Turkey being 

shattered. More deeply than this, she saw the Russian war 

effort collapse; she knew the immediate affects this would have 

on her own war in Flanders. The problem of the Straits itself 



was far from her minà. On the other hand, Great Britaia wel­

comed the changed situation. Though she saw the disappearanee 

of a powerful rival, nevertheless she also realized that the 

Russian capitulation would have serious repercussions ea the 

War. Yet rather than take calculated steps to secure the 

Straits for herselt, once Turkey was defeated, she resurrected 

the ttme-worn scheme to internationalize and neutralize the 

Straits. 

These were the policies that aolded the peaee settlement 

for the Ottoman Empire at S~vres in 1920. From a study of 

the negotiations which culmiaated in that settlement, we can 

further determine more precisely the respective French and 

British policies in the Straits question. 

B - Towards the Peace Treaty of S~vres 

When President Wilson first announced his scheme for 

the future peace of the world, in his Fourteen Points, auch 

apprehension was aroused in many quartera. Yet no complaints 

came either from Paris or London over that part of the Twelfth 

Point which dealt with the future of the Straits: 

••• and the Dardanelles should œe peraa­
aently opened as a free passage to the 
ships and commerce of all nations under 
international guarantees. 11 
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This declaration was entirely compatible with Lloyd George's 

public statement and with Curzon's private memorandum. Al­

though we find less precise declarations of French policy 

in the matter of the Straits, nevertheless France, vitally 

concerned with the attempt to create an Anglo-French Pact or 

better still a wider agreement with the United States to act 

as a counter balance to the fUture rise of German power, 12 

would do nothing to oppose the determined po1icy of these 

her two greatest rriends. It was that concern with the German 

'menace', even as Germany lay in military, political and 

economie collapse, which moved the French to allow the British 

to assume the initiative in the determination of the future 

régime at the Straits. 

1 - The Straits and the Turkish Armistice: Even before 

the final victory in Europe was achieved, France had given 

Great Britain the opportunity to take the initiative in the 

matter of the Straits. It is doubtful, indeed, if she could 

have prevented it. On à October 1918, General Franchot 

d'Espérey, Commander-in-Chief of the French forces in the 

Balkans, was enjoined by Paris to send the British divisions 

under his command against Const~tinople. 13 This order left 

the British under General Milne in unquestioned supremacy 

in the Straits region once the Turk had been overwhelmed. 

This concession, which Lloyd George had obtained from Clemen­

ceau, enabled Great Britain to impose an armistice on the 
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Turks almost without having to e0nsult either France or Italy. 

Clemenceau, however, attempted to preveat the British 

~rom al~o holding the future naval command ia the Straits. 

He felt that, since the supreae naval eommand in the Medi­

terranean was held by a French Admiral, and ~iaee France had 

the greatest financial intere~ts in the Levant, a Freneh Fleet 

was needed to proteet them. He took little Rote of the fact 

that the vast aajority of the naval forces ia the Aeceaa were 

British. 14 Two factors preTeated hiD from insisting on this 

poiat. He was aot prepared to press his demands to the peiat 

of controversy. Secondly, the British armies, under Allenay 

in the South, and under Milne ia the North, were working their 

way steadily towards the encirclement of the Turks. His 

insistance would have meant little. 

While the An,lo-French discussion went on in Paris, Ad­

airal Calthorpe, the Commander of the British ~diterranean 

Fleet, hastened from Malta to Mudros to open negotiations 

with the Turk~. He round them more willing to deal with the 

British, from who• the Turks hoped to get easier ter.ms, thaR 

with the FreDeh. 15 With official sanction, he set to work 

immediately with the assistance of General Townshend - a 

prisoner of the Turk~ - to achieTe an ar.mi~tice, which was 

sigaed on October 30th. It left Constantinople and the 

Straits under occupation by the allied forces, whieh vere 
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co•pesed al•ost exelusiTely of elements of the British Ex­

peditionary Force in the East. The British troops and warshipe 

had made themselves the guarantee of Turkish submissiTeaess. 

British policy had dictated the terms of the armistice; 

yet, in the articles eonceraing the Straits, France had not 

been Gpposed. Cle&enceau took an epportunity to express his 

dislike for the way in which Adœiral Aaet - the French iele­

gate at Mudres - had been oYerlooked. FreDch popular epinion 

felt that the British had set a pattern tor future agcrandize­

aemt in the LeTant. They knew well that now France could 

initiate ao poliey in the Straits question which was contrary 

to the British attitude. It meant that she was dependent on 

British policy in that sphere. Yet; so ~eat was her concern 

in Europe that she would Rot think seriously of questioning 

that attitude. 

FGr the moment, the ~wo did not find their polieias in 
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the matter of the Straits diverging. Both felt that the Straits 

had to be made seeure by adequate naval and military occupa­

tion. What is of interest now is to discover how these at­

titudes toward the internationalisation and neutralizatioa •f 

the Straits would be applied in the Turkish Peace Treaty. 

2 - New Straits Régime Evolves from the Treaty of S~Tres: 

Once Russia had expressed ber disinterest in the Straits aDd 

the Porte lay defeated at the feet of the Allies, one should 
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expeèt that the creation of a aew régime at the Straits would 

~. a •~•paratively straight-rorwarà affair. This is especially 

true, since it was maaifestly elear that the Strai~s shouli 

be apen aad free to aaTigation, aad that they should be e0n­

trelled by ao single power. But it was the fact tha~ tàe 

Straits preblem was sc olesely baund up with the whele questiQa 

of the partition of the Ottoman Eapire, with all its jealeusies 

and riTalries, which delayed its solutioa for two years. 

A hiat of this rivalry bas already been liTeR ia the 

rather 111-huaoured diplo•atic negotiatioas àetweea Fraaee 

aat Great Britain, which ensued over the ArMistice with Turkey. 

The questioa 9f prestige ia the MOslem W&rld aaà ia Europe, 

the question of securiag former investaents ia the Otto•aa 

Eapire, and of pursuinc new oaes, proTided the sharp eà1e 

te these discussions, though àoth France and Great Britaia 

had felt that the Porte eould not be left as the '&uaràiaa 

•f the gates.' 

Ia the Straits questioD duriag the years of peace-makin~, 

FreBch pelicy did not differ widely froa the British. It 

vas felt iR London that, f0r reasons of expedieaey, France 

bai disinterested herself in C0nstantinople aaà the Strai~s, 

and was prepared to follow the leaà set by the British, as 

she inteDded to adhere with passionate inte•sity te her Syriaa 

pretensions. 16 At aay rate, she ~bided by the pelicy that 
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the 'freedoa of the Straits' was to be guaranteed by an inter­

national force or by a power suffieiently powerful to p•lice 

the sone, and suffioiently disinterested not te ,ursue a 

coTeteus poliey. They did aot want the British ia control, 

just as the British Œid not want to see the• im control. The 

result was that they strengly seconded Lleyd George•s ill­

fated suggestion that a aandate oTer the Straits and Constan­

tinople should be held by the United States. 17 

It was really British pelicy which deterained the réctae 

at the Straits whieh was contained iA the S~vres Treaty. 

Iaflueneed by the fear of a strong aaà hostile force ia pes­

sessioa of the aarrows, eonseious of the diffieulty or oceu­

pying the Straits theœselTes ia the face Gf Fre•eh epposition, 

the Cabinet sought an agreellent which would guarantee the 

1epea Straits.' As Lord Robert Ceeil had said in the House 

~f CQamons, in NoTesber 1918: 

••• we must secure that the Bospherus aBd 
the Dardanelles are abselutely free ••• it 
we caa go straight thraugh to the Black 

~==s~!:t~=~=~! ~::~:!:a;fs~::;et;;!~:ice. 18 

The British ~oliey was not aati-French, oa the contrary it 

was international. The Straits régime would come uader the 

1aegis 1 of the Leacue of Natioms, the administratioa of whieh, 

it wae hoped, would be assumei by the United States. 19 On 

2 January 1919, the Foreign Office presented the British dele­

gation to the Paris Conference with these views: 



••• the sone of the Straits should be 
eeparated entirely from Turkey aad formed 
iato an imdependent State, and the League 
of Nations should then appoint a Mandatery 
who ••• ~uld have the double èuty of 
supervisiag the local aàainistratioa ••• 
and of guarding a great i•ternational ia­
terest - the passage of the Straits. 20 
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But despite tàe urci-rs of several Ministers, espeeially Curson 

and Balfour ia the Foreigu Office, Wilson aad Churehill ia 

the War Office, and Montagu in the India Office, te deal proapt­

ly with the Turkish question, it was shelTed witb French ap­

preTal until the United States Senate decided on the prcposed 

Mandate. 

Not until the end of November 1919 was it apparent to 

the Fr&nch amd the British that the United States would .et 

aetept the Mandate. Inte its place retur.aed the earlier 

seheae of aeutralization under a strict international cuara.­

tee. As a :prelude to serions and detailed ne,;otiations •n 

the Eastern question, Pichon met Curscn in London. A plaR 

was elaborated alon~ liRes very siailar to the ene Curzen had 

ceneeiTed iD January 1918: absolute freedom of the Straits to 

be guaranteed and controlled by soae uaspecified fora of in­

ternational or~anisation under the auspices of the League of 

Nations. 21 In Deeeaber, Clemenceau was il'lvitecl to tendon, 

where the talks were continued. 22 Cleaeaeeau elaborated oa 

the stateaent he haà made in A~ust at a meeting of the Supreae 

Council. To hia the Straits should be placed under Allied 
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eontrel, and taken altogether out of Turkish bands. He su~­

gested that the Turks could remain in Constantinople, but that 

a firm control had te be placed over their military operations 

by demilitarizing a Straits sone deep into ARatolia. 23 These 

concepts were embodied in the draft proposal èrawn up by 

Berthelet: 

La garde des Détroits, de la Mer Neire 
A la Méditerraaée, sera confiée A une 
organisation internationale assuraRt la 
neutralité effective du passage. 24 

Clemeaceau's greatest concera, which he opealy expressed, was 

to avoid Anglo-French friction. For ht., France and Great 

Britaia would play the preponderant rele ia this propesed 

international organization. As their interests vere greatest, 

it would be their ailitary and naval forces which would serve 

as the guarantee for the security of the Straits. 

London penaitted Paris to aake these proposals, all of 

which she bad suspeeted beforehand and all of which agreed 

with her own Tiews. The scheme propesed by Berthelet was, 

in faet, Curzon's and Lloyd George's. But they went further 

than the Frenehmen. With French consent, they determined to 

constitute a new state - the Straits zone. It was to be 

financially and administratively distinct from the rest •t 

Turkey~ 25 The aeutrality clauses, both agreed, would serve 

as a guarantee against a future Russian resurcenee •f power 

in the Black Sea, while the proposed demilitarized sene would 



serve to diseourage any sudden aoTe by the Turkish military 

authorities. 26 
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Once these preliminary discussioDs were satisfactorily 

eompleted, the two were prepared to broadem the scope of the 

neg~tiations and enter into the feraal discussions with the 

other interested powers and Turkey to effect a Peace Treaty. 

Though unofficial, but Devertheless Tery real, suspieiens of 

eaeh other's ulttaate intentions in the defunet Ottomaa Empire 

were rampaa~~ ~he official &ttitudes of Paris a&d Londoa, ia 

the aatter of ~he Straits, did not vary once Cl~eaceau re­

turned home. 

But let us examine the baekcround of these pelicies, se 

akin to each other. Though the French colonial party and 

mueh of the French press were conTinced taat the real eaeay 

in the Levant, was aot Russia or Turkey, but Great Britaia -

self-confident and vietorious, Paris acquiesoed in the Straits 

project. Though the French diplomate could disceTer aaay 

points of contention with Great Britain in the affairs ef the 

Near East, yet little eriticism arose over the ~roposed ré~ime 

for the Straits. Paul Cambon, one of Franee's elder statesmen 

and authority both on Great Britain and on Turkey, fully agreed 

with the international solution for the Straits. He was uader 

no àelusions, for he was fully aware of the serious decrease 

in Fremeh prestice in the Levant. He saw œlearly that the chief 
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cause of this had been the British ascendancy in the same area, 

as a result of their triumphal march from Suez to Aleppo. 27 

Millerand, the chief French delegate at the London Conference 

in February 1920, also felt that it was indispensable to es­

tablish an international control over the Straits. At the 

same time he, like Cambon, saw the necessity to revitalize 

Turkey, as France still had there financial inte~ests of wide 

extent. 28 He emphasized this at the Conference of San Remo 

in April of the same year, in which the principal business 

had concerned itself with the Turkish Treaty: 

The French Government had deemed it indis­
pensable to organize a revitalized Turkey ••• 
This conception is very compatible with that 
indispensable clause: freedom of navigation 
in the Straits, which must be safe-guarded 
by an international organization. 29 

When the formal negotiations began in February 1920 to­

wards the creation of a Treaty of Peace with Turkey, British 

opinion held sway. In his opening address to the Conference, 

Curzon pointed out that both Great Britain and France were 

determined to establish an international control for the 

Straits. 30 Having stated the principle, he was prepared only 

to discuss the details. What authority ought to exercise 

control at the Straits? Should it be a commission? If so, 

how should it be composed? What forces should be at its dis­

posal? What should be the area of its jurisdiction? What 

should be the area of its administrative or executive powers? 



Tàese questions flowed aaturally from the assuaption aade by 

Lloyd Geer~e that the Straits problea was chiefly .aval aad 

military: control over the Straits depended direetly upoa 

the size of the force which the sigaatory po~rs were pre­

pared te maintain at Co&stantinople t~ oversee the workia~s 

of the Turkish Governaent. 31 This he said ia the House of 

Coamons, en February 26th, when he p•iateà oat that Londom 

would thereby exereise pressure on the Porte t• easure geod 

treat•ent was aeted out to the various racial •inorities of 

Aaatolia, while the Royal Navy would have aeeess to the lit­

toral states of the Black Sea. Of the Straits, he said: 

It is essential that we haTe a free roaà 
••• whateTer ~àe opinion of the Turks aay 
be. His keepiBg of the gates proloageà 
the war, and we eaanot have that acaia ••• 
Her forts are ~o be dismantled. She is 
to haTe no troops anywhere within reach 
of these waters. 32 

It was this absolute deter.aiaation that gave the Treaty 

of S~Tres its character of a peace dictated te a reviled and 

prostrate foe. 33 Aecording to Article 37, the Strai~s weuld 

De epen in peace and war to all vessels, merchantaeR and war­

ships alike, without distinction of fla«. 3~ By Article 381 
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a Straits Commission was sanetioned, whereby the Porte dele­

gated all its powers of control over the Straits to this in­

ternational body, eomposed of the United States, if she signed 

the Treaty, of the British Eapire, France, Italy, Japaa, Greeee 

and Rouaania, and of Russia, Bulgaria and Turkey, if they 
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joiaed the League of Mations • . In Article 178, all fortifica­

tions, within the closely defined demilitarized sone, woulà 

be disaaatled and demolished, while rècomatructioa or further 

buildiag or strategie roads and railways was strietly for­

bidde•. 35 The Straits were to beeome an international high­

way free of aenaeing forts aad fleets. Still the Royal Havy 

would reign supreme in those waters, on the one hand, acting 

as a deterrent to any threat, on the other, acting as a threat 

to the littoral powers of the Black Sea. 

But the Treaty had been signed by a defUnet administra­

tion whose p&wer and prestige were dwindling iaily. The Turk­

ish nationalist •oveaent, under Keaaliat àirectioa in Ankara, 

aroused chiefly in oppeaitioa to the Greek aad Italiaa in­

trusions into Anatolia, played haToe with the Treaty even 

before it was signed. More than this, opinion in France, 

discouraged by the cost ot •aintaining large bodies of treops 

in the Near and Middle East for little gain, grew hostile to 

the settlement. Even in Great Britain, though for her the 

settleaent appeared far more satisfactory, eppositiea to Lloyd 

George's anti-Turk policy intensified. The need for a re­

T~ped Treaty was shortly brought home both to Paris and to 

London. This œoveaent towards the revision of S~Tres, whieh 

had scae effect on the Straits Convention, will be the aext 

consideration. 



C--Revision of the Peace Treaty and its Effect on the Straits. 

The Treaty of Sèvres proved to be ~ dead-letter even be­

fore it was signed. Despite this, though dissenting voices 

found many items worthy of criticism, little unfavourable 

comment arose over the Straits Convention. A good example of 

this is found in the attack on the Treaty launched by Lord 

Wester Wemyss in the House of Lords. In a brilliant speech, 

which was in part replied to by Curzon, he touched on every 

aspect of the Treaty except the articles dealing with the 

Straits. 36 By the end of 1920, it was generally agreed upon 

in London that a revision was needed. Townshend, who had 

played such an important part in the formation of the original 

Turkish Armistice, strongly advised that a delegation in con­

cert with the French be sent to the Kemalists immediately. 37 

Lloyd George was opposed to this. In February 1921, Churchill 

further urged the Prime Minister to set in motion a machine 

which would work for an immediate peace with Turkey, not one 

forced on her. Otherwise he feared that she would fall into 
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the arms of the Bolsheviks, while Great Britain would be courting 

disaster in her relations with France. 3B Two factors induced 

London to seek revision: firstly, London became aware that the 

unchecked force of the Kemalists, who refused to recognize 

the Treaty, was rapidly increasing; secondly, London realized 

that the French had lost f aith in the Treaty. 39 
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Indeed, before the Treaty bad been signed, elements ia 

French public opinion had appeared who supported the attitude 

that, in the interests of France, even a restoration of un­

fettered Turkish soTereignty over the Straits might be prefer­

able to, what they felt was, British control. WheaeTer hesita­

tion develops, on the part of France, te aliga herself quiekly 

and responsively to British proposals in the matter of the 

Straits, it is not àecause she disagrees with the proposals, 

but it is partly her distrust of British ultimate intentions 

in the Levant, and partly it is her preoccupation with the 

German question. In the first instance, Lloyd Geerce's co~­

tinued support for the Greeks iR their war agaiast the Kemslists, 

uaofficial as it was, and his apparent hostility towards the 

Turks was incomprehensible to the French, who could detect no 

British iaterest underlyiig it and as a result suspected all 

sorts et aotiTes. 40 In the second instance, Paris felt that, 

as a necessary prelude to peace in the Near East, the European 

picture had to be seeure. This she felt was best aehieved 

by the signing of an Anglo-French pact against a passiàle rise 

of Geraan power in Europe. 41 Both Briand and his successor 

Peincar~ stood in substantial agreemeat ever this point. 

Their interests in the Straits question or in the fiDancial 

questions of the LeTant were of secondary iaportance. If the 

Turk could be of assistanee, and if French policy in the matter 

of the Straits could be eœployed as a lever against the British 



to induce them thereby to enter into the proposed European 

pact, so much the better. 

Though Poincaré had compared the Treaty of S~vres to 
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the fragility of the porcelain for which this town was famous, 

Paris would not oppose the schema for the newly-constituted 

international waterway. Even in her agreement of October 1921, 42 

when she gave her 'de facto' recognition to the Kemalist régiMe 

in Ankara, despite the fact that she had not bothered to con-

su1t the British, Paris would aot permit the question of a 

revision for the Straits Settlement to enter these conversations 

with the Turk. 

Concerted Anglo-French action to propose a change in the 

Peace Treaty, which would at the same time attempt to put a 

stop to the Graeco-Turk War, began at the Paris Conference of 

January 1921. As a result of these discussions, towards the 

end of February a second conference was held, in which the 

military restrictions on the Turks, imposed by SèTres, were 

whittled down, the size of the demilitarized zones surrounding 

the Straits was considerably reduced, and an early evacuation 

by the Allies of Constantinople was promised. 43 Neither the 

Greeks or the Turks were interested, so a second offer of 

concessions was made in March 1921. The Turks were granted 

the chairmanship of the Straits Commission, while the military 

status of Constantinople would be revised, and again the area 



o~ the demilitarized zones would be diminished. 44 For a secomd 

time the of~er was refused, Annoyed at their inability to 

solve the problem of the war in Anatolia, the Allies official­

ly proclaimed their neutrality on May 15th, and simultaneous1y 

declared the existence of a neutral zone, to be respected 

by both belligerants, which extended on both sides of the 

Bosphorus and the Dardanelles. 45 A third attempt to effect 
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a satis~actory revision, in June, also failed. Further attempts 

were made in February and March of 1922, and though the con­

cessions at the Straits and elsewhere were considerable -

Turkish sovereignty was to be restored over the Asiatic shore 

o~ the Straits, while the European shore as far as Rodosto 

on the Sea of Marmara would be constituted as a zone of perma­

nent Allied occupation, and again an early evacuation of Con­

stantinople was promised - they were unable to satisfy the 

Kemalists, who felt that the position of dependance on the 

Allies at the Straits would not thereby be fundamentally 

altered. 46 In the end, it was diplomacy which followed upon 

the heels of war: 

Les victoires de Mousta~a Kemal en Anatolie 
devaient annuler cet instrument diplomatique 
{Treaty o~ S~vres), dont le résultat ~ût été 
de supprimer l'indépendance turque. 41 . 

From the signing of the Treaty of S~vres, in August 1920, 

to the final victory of Turkish arms over the Greeks, in Sep­

tember 1922, the policies of France and of Great Britain; 
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in the matter of the Straits, did aot essentially change. 

Concessions of detail, rather than of a vital nature, had been 

offered. The premise on which the Anglo-French policy had 

been based was: the Straits would aot be allowed to be closed 

by the attitude or the forces of any individual power, to 

the detrimeBt of the other interested powers. Thus under no 

circumstances would the Porte be allowed to control both shores 

of the Dardanelles. This was the very point that Curzon 

stressed, and to which Poincaré readily agreed, when he ad­

dressed the allied conference in Mareh 1922, which had met 

to consider certain further amendments to the Treaty of S~vres. 48 

This was the principle underlying the Anglo-French policy 

in the Straits question. 

With the Turkish victory, it was evident that a Rew Treaty 

of Peace would have to be drawn up. We shall aow finally 

consider the policies of Franee and Great Britain im the Straits 

question during the P~ace Conference of Lausanne, and in the 

crisis which ~ediately preceded it. 

D - The Straits Question Finally Settled 

1 - The Tchanak Criais Forces an Immediate Solution: 

The attitudes adopted respectively by Paris aad London, when 

the Kemalists forees, flushed with their dramatic and over­

whelming victory, threatened the neutrality of the Straits, 



a~~ords one of the best illustr~~ions o~ the French and Brit­

ish policies in the aatter of the Straits during the post-War 

period. The British, especially through the Prtae Minister's 

insistance, decided to take vigorous action, and thereby un­

doubtedly prevented an Anglo-Turk war, while they succeeded 
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in maintaining the neutrality and the freedom of the Straits. 

The French, on the other haad, refused to associate themselves 

with any plaa which contemplated a possible war in the Near 

East, so concerned were they with the German probleœ. They 

refused to oppose the Kemalist advance with military naval 

forces, though they were prepared to discuss proposals ~or a 

peaceful solution. 

After a brief aoment's hesitation, the British Government 

resolved to protect the threatened Straits. On 11 September 

1922, in concert with the French, the British High Commissioner 

in Constantinople elearly warned the Kemalists of this inten­

tion. 49 British troops and warships were rushed to the 

threatened area, while rein~oreements were ordered ~rom Cy­

prus, Malta and Egypt. The French and Italian generale in 

Constantinople resolved to 'show three flags instead o~ one' 

and followed suit. Meanwhile a strong group iR the Cabimet, 

composed of the Prime Miaister, of Churchill, Balfour, Austin 

Chamberlain, Birkenhead, Horne, Worthington-Evans, along with 

the three Chiefs-of-Staff, Beatty, Cavan and Trenchard ex­

pressed their preparedness to fight for the security o~ the 



Straits, if necessary. 50 On September 15th, Churchill was in-

structed to draft a letter to be sent to the Dominions and to 

the Balkan power~, which asked them to come to the defence of 

the Straits. 5l While claiming that French support was assured, 

the latter gave warning of the possible consequences to India 

and in the rest of the Moslem world, if a humiliating exodus 

from Constantinople was forced on the Allies. It also pointed 

out that the War would probably be carried on into the Balkans, 

giving rise to untold complications. The whole victory of 

the Allies over the Turks would be forfeited. 52 

At this point, French opinion reversed itself. On 

September 12, and again on September 14, first the French 

Charg~ in London and then Poincar~ himself, had said that 

France was in complete accord with London in the maintenance 

of the freedom of the Straits, if Turkish rights were taken 

into consideration. Poincar~ had insisted that any violation 

of the Straits neutra! zone should be strongly resisted. 53 

Now that the British Government had publically committed it­

self to that very policy by the 'call to arms', without having 

previously consulted with the French, Poincar~ used this op­

portunity to extricate himself from the controversy, and so 

ordered the French forces to be withdrawn to the European 

shore of the Straits. On the làth, he wired to London: 

The French Government has been profoundly 
surprised at the serious initiative public­
ally announced by the British Government 
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on the subject of the affairs of the East, 
before any entente with its allies and 
particularly with France ••• 54 

He reaffirmed the determination of the French Govermment te 

preserTe the freedom of the Straits, but he differed in the 

means to attain that end. Behind his statement was his sus-

pieion that the French Gevernment, which ordered a shot t• 

be fired in the East, would not survive a single day. Above 

all, he wanted a peaceful solution at the Straits, and was 

prepared to make any concessions the Kemalists might ask. 

With his eyes fixed on the Rhine, he refused te be committed 

to a war over an Eastern question, especially when it appeared 

to many of his colleagues that only British interests were 

at stake. 55 

London was stunned by the French withdrawal. Curzon 

was despatched to Paris to ask Poincaré for naval cooperation 

in the defence of the Straits, and to demand an immediate 

explanation of the: 

astonishing news that the French, after 
su~gesting solemn warning to Kemal, up~n 
which we at once and loyally acted, had 
withdrawn from Tcanak. 'b 

He pointed out that a French retreat, at that moment, would 

'ive the Turk the impression that there existed a laek of 

solidarity among the Allies. Great Britain, he explained, 

wanted to be firm with the Kemalists, yet she did aot wamt 

to destroy the chances of a future conference on Near Easterm 

affairs from taking place. The French agreed that such a 
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conference should be conTened. An invitation was sent te 

the Turks on September 23rd, to this effect. 57 Two days later, 

Lloyd George elaborated on Curzon's policy: 

••• the freedom of the Straits remains. That 
is a vital interest to us as a maritime and 
commercial pewer ••• Whatever happeas at the 
Cenference we shall not abanden the policy of 
seeuring the freedom of the Straits. 58 

He went on to say that Great Britain bad ao intention of making 

the Dardanelles iBto a second Gibraltar; it would be the League 

of Nations, which would guarantee the Straits to remain open 

for navi~ation to all nations. 59 In a letter to the London 

Times, on October 6th, Bonar Law lent his suppert te that 

po licy: 

••• the retention also of the freedom of 
the Straits is not especially a British 
interest, it is also the interest of the 
world. We are at the Straits and iB Con­
stantinople not by our action alone, but 
by the will o6othe allied powers which 
won the War. 

After much haggling, agreement was reached and the 

Arœietiœwas sigaed on October 11. British and French policy 

had been vindicated. It bad sacrifieed Eastern Thrace, which 

was to revert to Turkey, for the principle of the 'Freedom 

of the Straits.' The Turk would find it difficult to ignore 

this equality of interest once the peace conference wae 

summoned. 



2 - Straits ProDlea SolTed at Lausanne: In the ma,ter 

of the Straits, the Lausanne Conference was a complete suecess 

for British and French pelicy, though the terms of the Straits 

ConveRtion were far different from those of S~vres. Curzon 

bad insisted that, before Great Britain would participate 

in the conference, a foraal aad explicit understanding was to 

be arrived at beforehand, so that the three powers - FraAee, 

Italy, and Great Britain - would present a unified policy 
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to the Turks. On November lSth, at a special Allied Confer­

ence in Paris, Poincaré gave his eomsent to this. A communique 

was made public, to the effect that tbese preliminary discus­

sions: ~rully confi~ed the complete accord between ~he allies 

on the aatters to be diseussed ••• ~ 61 At the saae tiae, it 

had been decided to outline individual interests ia the Levant, 

which would be of most concern to one power rather than the 

other. The French confirmed their historie interest chiefly 

in the fimancial, administrative and juridic fields; while 

Great Britain found her interest to lie in the problems of 

the Straits and of the 'minorities.' 

The British delegation, 62 lead by Curzoa and Rumbold, 

set the pace when the Straits question came under diseussiou 

during the first week in December. Curzon, who had been ap­

poiated chairman of the commission dealing with the Straits 

problem, dominated the discussioa aad pursued the Turk evea 

into the most minute details, whenever the subject arose. 



The British, who had long since reconciled themselves 

to the return of Turkish rule in Constantinople, insisted upon 

the creation of a sound Convention for the regulation of the 

Straits. They pushed along three main lines: demilitarized 

zones, international Straits Commission, absolute freedom 
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of passage in the Straits. Despite his determination, Curzon 

had to surmount certain grave difficulties: Turkey, victorious, 

would demand a victor's peace; Anglo-French rivalry might 

reappear, at a most inopportune moment; the Mussolini 'coup' 

might have serious repercussions in this international con-

ference. The suspicion that the public at home had lost in­

terest in the Straits question at all times remained with him. 

Despite all this, he set himself the task of keeping open the 

sea-lanes to the Caucasus. To do this he had first to destroy 

the Russo-Kemalist accord, which had sanctioned the closure 

of the Straits to warships. 63 To achieve that, he had to 

force the Kemalists to disavow that Treaty and in turn aceept 

the Anglo-French plan for the Straits. 

In opposition to the Russian plea for the 'closed' Straits, 

on December 6th, Curzon, in speaking for the Allies, proposed a 

scheme for an 'open and free' Strait, but one which would in 

no way threaten the security of Turkey itself. 64 He suggested 

that there should be complete freedom of passage through the 

Straits for warships as well as merchantmen, in times of peace 



and war, if Turkey remained neutral, and freedom for neutral 

shipping, if Turkey was a belligerant. 

France, Italy, the United States and the Balkan powers 

quickly supported him. 
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It was, however, the decision of the Kemalists to trust 

to the Russian scheme less than to the one proposed by Curzon, 

that gave the Anglo-Brench policy its victory. Ismet Pasha, 

though he knew of the grave concessions that Turkey would be 

called upon to make - the greatest of which was the proposed 

demilitarized zone - found the Russian proposals basically 

unsatisfactory. They promised only a return to the former 

Russo-Turkish rivalry in the Black Sea. 65 

The Turks asked for several minor amendments to be made 

to Curzon's proposals, the most important of which was to 

limit the aize and number of foreign warships in the Black 

Sea. These the Allies immediately conceded. 66 A draft pro­

posed for the Straits Convention was submitted on December 

14th, and within a week the Turk bad accepted it. 67 

But all was not well in London. At the end of Decem­

ber, Curzon visited Bonar Law, the new Prime Minister, and 

found him ready to "clear out of Mosul, the Straits and Con­

stantinople." 68 The Prime Minister, who had come to Paris 

to dissuade Poincaré from occupying the Ruhr arter the failure 

of the Reparations Conference in London, was willing to forfait 



all the gains that Anglo-French policy had made at the Con­

ference, lest a split with France whould materialize. 

Further trouble developed; this time at Lausanne. 

Throughout January the Conference had dragged on. By the 
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end of the month, Curzon, anxious to draw some sort of con­

clusion, attempted to accelerate the proceedings. He pro­

posed that a draft copy of the Treaty be presented to the 

Turks as a final offer. The French accepted the idea, though 

they realized that most of the problems still unresolved were 

of interest to her and not to Great Britain. When the draft 

was presented, a press report appeared, which was later dis­

avowed, which claimed that the French really did not consider 

the drart Treaty to be final. The Turks turned it down. 

The rumour of an Anglo-French split had been sufficient to 

encourage the Turk to hold out for further demands. Curzon, 

deeply annoyed, left the Conference on February 4th; and the 

Treaty went unsigned. Yet before he had departed, Curzon 

had heard Ismet Pasha, on February lst, accept fully the draft 

Convention for the Straits. 70 

Towards the end of April, the Conference resumed its 

sittings; and the Treaty was finally signed on July 24th, with­

out any changes in the Straits Convention having to be made. 7l 

By Article 23 of the main Treaty, all contracting parties 

accepted the principle of the freedom of the Straits, which 

meant the freedom of transit and navigation, in peace and war 



in the Straits ~or all shipping. 72 The Straits Convention 

itsel~ appeared as an annex to the main Treaty. In Article 2 

o~ that annex, the various rami~ications o~ that principle 

are clearly written down. 73 It was obdered that no one power 

could have warships in the Straits and in the Black Sea which 

together exceeded the size of the largest ~leet in the Black 

Sea. It also determined that, even in wartime, Turkey could 

not take such measures to prevent enemy shipping from using 

the Straits, which would hinder the movement o~ neutral 

shipping. The demilitarized zone was to enclose both shores 

o~ the Bosphorus and the Dardanelles, while for the most part 

the Sea o~ Marmara would be ~ree o~ this restriction. 74 

Constantinople would become the headquarters o~ the Inter­

national Straits Commission, whose ~unctions were to be 

carried out under the 'aegis' of the League o~ Nations. Fin­

ally, in Article 18, to secure the Straits from threat of 

attack or actual attack, the contracting parties determined 

to meet such threats or attacks by all the means that the 

League might decide were necessary. To the statesmen of 1923 

this was the surest guarantee imaginable. 

The ~actors that had permitted the Allied success in 

the matter of the Straits, at Lausanne, were chiefly two. 

The first was the determination on the part of France and of 

Great Britain to present a unified front at the Con~erence 
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by supporting each other's policies. The second was the de­

cision of the Kemalists to look to the West and accept the 

Allied scheme for the Straits rather than the Russian. 

• • • • • • • • • • 

Throughout the period of this study, eTer siBee the 

ori,inal Straits Incident of 1903, ae essential clash of in­

terests between France and Great Britain is deteetable in the 

matter of the Straits. What there has been was for the aost 

part a difference in degree of interest, sometimes a differ­

ence in time, a natural difference found between two distinct 

peoples, the difference of arrivin~ at the same eonclusioa 

tbrough different means. Generally speaking, this is a period 

of the closest intimacy between the two nations. In their 

relations over the Straits question their policies sometimes 

seem as one. The danger, commonly conceived until 1918, had 

auch to do with this. The need for common aetion to make 

peace in the first years after the War also had much to do 

with it. 

Yet an adequate understanding of the French and British 

polieies, in the matter of the Straits, is impossible to 

achieve, unless we have continuously been made aware of their 

individual interests and over-riding concerna involved. For 

France, her policy in the Straits problem was forever but a 

reflection of her European preoccupation. Prior to the War, 
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her Straits policy was modified by her Alliance with Russia; 

in the post-War period, it was modified by her quest for an 

Angle-French pact against the expecte« resurgence of German 

power in Europe. Yet at both times, her policy was subtended 

by her persistent concern to protect her enoraous financial 

interests in the Levant. 

For Great Britain, though the problem of the Straits had 

been clothed in a diplomatie ensemble, it oan be readily as­

serted that it was essentially a question of naTal strategy. 

For this reason, the Straits problem ceases to be a question 

of primary importance for her, Qnee the Straits ean be eir­

euavented by air and by rail. As early as 1920, one observer 

had noted; 

••• the great strategie waterway from the 
Dardanelles is of diminishing value daily. 
The routes to the Caucasus in the future 
will aot lie through water. The most im­
portant military routes, and eventually 
the passenger and ~oods earrying routes 
will be by air- 75 

It must be added, however, that for Great Britain, it was also 

her coDcern for India, as the jewel of her colonial power, 

which would aot allow her to tolerate any threat t~ the la-
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perial sea-lanes through Suez. It was only whea she was secure 

in Cyprus, and in Egypt, and had excellent prospects in Arabia, 

with the Russian fleet scattered and destroyed, and with her 

OWll fieet at its zenith in the Mediterrane.aa.,.-only then dià 

she sanction the policy of the 'open' Straits. 

~ - - - ~ - - - - -
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APPENDIX - A 

List of Ambassadors 

1. I• Constantinople: 

Frelleh British Russia. 

Montebello: 1886-91 
P.Camboa: 1891-98 
Constans: 1898-1909 
Bompard: 1909-1914 

White: 1886-91 
Ford: 1892-93 
Currie: 1894-98 
O'Comor: 1898-1908 
Lowther: 1908-13 
Mallet: 1913-14 

Nelideff: 1883-97 
ZiBevieff: 1897-1909 
Tcharykoff: 1909-12 
Giers: 1912-14 

• • • • • • • • • • 
2. Ia St. Petersbur~: 

Freaeh 

Labou1aye: 1886-91 
Montebelle: 1891-1903 
Bompard: 1903-0S 
Louis: 1908-13 
Delcassé: 1913-14 
Paléologue: 1914-17 
Noulens: 1917-19 

• • • • • 

3. In Paris: 

British 

Lytton: 1887-91 
Dufferin: 1891-96 
Manson: 1896-1905 
Bertie: 1905-18 
Derby: 1918-20 
Hardin~e: 1920-22 
Crewe: 1922-

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

British 

Morier: 1884-93 
Lascelles: 1894-95 
O'C0nor: 1895-98 
Seettt: 1898-1904 
C.Hardinge: 1904-06 
Nicolson: 1906-10 
Buchanaa: 1910-17 

Russiaa 

Mohreahei.rl: 1884-98 
Ouroussoff: 1898-1904 
He1i~&ff: 1904-10 
Isvo1sky: 1910-17 



4.. In London: 

Frelleh 

Waddington: 1883-93 
Coureel: 1894-98 
P.Cambon: 1898-1920 
St. Aulaire: 1920-

• • • • 

Russie 

de Staal: 1884-1903 
Be•ekendorff: 1903-17 

•••••••• 
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APPENDIX - B 

Outline of French and British Interests 
in the Levant: 1902-1914 

I - French Interests on the Eve of the War: 

A. Creusot and Chantiers de la Méditerranée were build­
ing submarines and destroyers for the Sultan; 

B. Other groups owned the greater part of the wharves, 
docks, warehouses, waterworks, the Electricity 
board and telephones in Constantinople; 

c. The lighthouses administration was French controlled; 

D. Also the Heraclea coal mines; 

E. As well as the Balia-Karaidin lignite and lead mines; 

F. The Arghana and Ak Dagh syndicates; 

G. The Karvel mines; 

H. The Pilot, Tugboat and Salvage concern was French; 

r. And the Orosdi Back concern; 

J. French finance controlled the; 
1 - Société Immobli~re Ottomane, 
2 - Société Nationale de Commerce, d'Industrie 

et d'Agriculture, 
3 - Sociéte Générale d'Entreprise des Routes; 

K. France had acquired from the Porte concessions for 
port construction in: Haifa, Jaffa, Tripoli, Beirut, 
Zunguidak, Panderma, Ineboli; 

L. As well as concession for railway construction in 
Syria, Armenia and Anatolia; 

M. She had already built and controlled the railway 
net-works: 

1 - Panderma-Soma-Magnesia, 
2 - Smyrna-Kassaba-Aifium-Karahissar, 
3 - Mudania-Brusa, 
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- -

4 - Beirut-Rayak-Damascus, 
5 - Rayak-Homs-Haaa-Aleppo, 
6 - Tripoli-Homs, 
7 - Jaffa-Jerusalea; 

N. They controlled the main financia1 bouses in Beirut; 

o. The Sayrna Quai Company; 

P • The Land Bank; 

Q. 30% share in the Baghdad line; 
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R. The Crédit Lyonnais was firmly entrenched throughout; 

s. 63% of the Ottoman Public Debt was due to France; 

T. The Imperial Ottoman Bank, which eajoyed the pre­
rogatiTes of a State Bank, was controlled by French~ 
British capital; 

u. This Bank in turn controlled: 
1 - The Tobacco monopoly 
2 - various utilities, 
3 - the railway and industrial issues; 

v. The Civil Police was trained and under French di­
rection; 

w. The Inspector-General of Finance was a Frenchman; 

x. Finally, a third compatriot directed the Tobacco 
Monopoly. 

• • • • • • • • • • 

II - British Interests on the Eve of the War: 

A. Controlled almost 40% of Turkish trade; 

B. Controlled the Smyrna-Aidin railway and all its 
branches; 

c. Sir Er.aest Cassel had founded and comtrolled the 
National Bank of Turkey; 

D. Ar.sstrong and Vickers owned the Golden Horne aad 
Stenia docks; 



--

F. They held orders for two dreadnoughts, two cruisers, 
six destroyers, and two submarines; 

G. The Anglo-Persian Oil Company and Shell possessed 
75% of the shares of the Turkish Petroleum Coapany, 
which bad a monopoly in the Sultan's reala; 

H. E.Abbot and Co. controlled the lucrative eaery de­
posits in Aidin; 

I. In Constantinople the British controlled: 
1 - the lar~est cotton aill, 
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2 - much of the shippin~ and insurance business, 
3 - the Telephone Company, 
4 - the most prominent mercantile firms; 

J. They ran the largest c0tton-seed oil plant at Mersiaa; 

K. As well as machinery stares in Beirut, Aleppo and 
Baghdad; 

L. In Smyrna, they further controlled: 
1 - two factories for yarn dyeing, 
2 - a cloth mill, 
3 - limited liability companies dealin~ ia 

carpets, cloth, figs and oil, 
4 - and held a commanding position among the 

European Commercial Houses (MacAndrew & 
Forbes, Whittal) 

M. They were paramount in Turkey' s exports of textiles 
and coal; 

N. Had concessions for: 
1 - shipping on Lakes Beyshehir and Egerdir, 
2 - road transport between Baghdai and Bakuba, 
3 lead œinimg near the Dardanelles, 
4 - railway extensions and port development 

in Trepizond and Samsun; 

o. The British controlled the Euphrates and Tigris 
Steam Navigation Company; 

P. 22% of the Ottoman Public Debt was held by Great Britain; 

Q. - The British Naval Mission controlled the Sultan's 
Navy; 



R. An Englishman had effective charge of the Turkish 
Cu~tom3; 

s. Another was the Chief Economie Advisor to the Porte; 

T. Finally, other Englishmen acted as advisers to the 
Min.i3trie~ of: 

1 - Interior, 
2 - Justice, 
3 - Public Works, 
4 - Civil Service. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
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