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« o « The Dogzer Bank affsalr marked, indeed,
the end of an epoch in European history--the
epoch in which an Anglo-Russian conflict
seemed the most likely outcome of interna-

tional relations.

A.J.P. Taylor, "The
Strugzle for Mastery
in Europe 1848-1918"
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and was replaced as secrédtary for Indla by St. John
Brodrick, whose post as secretary for war went to H.O.
Arnold-Forster, Lord Balfour of Bukfleigh resigned, and
was replaced as secretary for Scotland by Graham Murray.
The Duke of Devonshire resigned, and was replaced as

lord president of the council by Lord Londonderry, who
retained the presidency of the board of education, but
was followed as lord privy seal by the (lately succeeded)
Marquess of Salisbury. March 1905¢r Lord Selborne left
the cabinet to become governor-general of South Africa,
and his place as first lord of the admiralty was taken
by Earl Cawdor. George Wyndham resigned, and his place
as chief secretary for Ireland was taken by Walter Long.
Long was succeeded at the local government board by G.W.
Balfour, who himself was succeeded at the board of trade
by Lord Salisbury. Lord Onslow resigned, and was succesd-
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INTRODUCTION

British suspicion and hostillty toward Russia
developed early in the nineteenth century. It rapidly
assumed the magnitude of a fixed characteristic of the
national outlook. That prevailing friction and mutual
anxiety should have existed between the two wing-States
of Europe was perhaps inevitable. Both had acquired and
developed great colonial areas and a subsequent '"world
policy" to answer the needs of empire. Inauspiciously
the needs of empire intersected sharply or ran headlong
into conflict in three main regions; the Near East
(particularly the Turkish Straits), the Middle East
(Persia, Afghanistan and to some extent Tibet), and the
FPar East (mainly Northern and Central China).

Great Britain, the supreme maritime power during
the nineteenth century, had developed extensive interests
in the Eastern Mediterranean. Her lucrative Levantine
trade and the strategic route to India loomed large in
considerations of foreign policy.l It was also begimne
ing to be felt that Increased Russlan activity in the

Near East would not only effect commercial and financial

1 Puryear, England Russla and the Straits Question, 1844
- 1856, ppo 106-1290
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ventures, but the balance of power Iin Europe as a whole.2

Historically, Russian foreign policy had been
focused on Constantinople and the Straits for an even
longer period.3 The Muscovite urge to "warm water" was
an openly declared aim from the time of Peter the Great.
Alexander 1II merely continued this course when he insis-
ted on his right to obtain the keys of his house-~the
control of the Straits.,

Thus, the perceptlible disintegratlon of the Otto-
man Empire filled the British Government with keen appre-
hension lest the Czar emerge the heir of the "sick man
of Europe." On May 6, 1877, Lord Derby, in a communique
to Prince Gortchakov explained British interests in Cone
stantinople and the Straits as followss

The vast importance of Constantinople, whether
in a military, a political or a commercial
point of view, 1s too well understood to re-
quire explanation. It 1s therefore, scarce-
ly necessary to point out that Her Majesty's
Government are not prepared to witness with
indifference the passing Into other hands than
those of its present possessors, of a capital
holding so peculiar a position. The existing
arrangements made under European sanction which
regulate the navigation of the Bosphorus and
the Dardanelles appear to them wise and salu=
tary, and there would be, in their judgement,
serious objections tz their alteration in any
materlal particular.

The tense situation in the Near East was compounded

giTemperley, England and the Near East--the Crimea, chaps.
2-5 [ 3

2 Vasiliev, The Russian Attack on Constantinople in 860.
Philipson, Buxton, The Question of the Bosphorus and

Dardanelles, p, 138,
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by continuous strife In the Middle East. Here the Brie
tish acquisltion of Indila introduced the problem of the
defense of the northern frontier. For British imperiale
ists, Persia, Afghanistan and Tibet were looked upon as
one great strategic zone of defense, protecting British
India from her Russian rival,
The defeat of Russia in the Crimea War tempore

arily terminated her activities in the Turkish Emplre
and redirected her military and diplomatic aims to Cen-
tral Asia, Slowly Russian armlies moved south from Oren-
burg and Semlpalatinsk, conquering and annexing region
after region inhabited by poorly organized nomadic tribes.”
By 1884, Russia had annexed the Merv Qasis and in the
following year occurred the most severe Anglo-Russian
crisis in the Middle East, when Russian troops defeated
an Afghan force at Penjdeh on the Afghan border .5

The physical obstacles to a Russlan invasion of India
were overwhelming, but in 1879 the Transcaspian railway
was begun, and lent British fears consilderabls substance.’
Very soon, the Britlsh found the Russlan strategic position
considerably strengthened, in what they felt to be & vule
nerable area, By 1898, the line was completed from Merv

to the small settlement of Kushk on the Afghan border.

5 Lobanov-Rostovsky, Russia and Asia, pp. 147-176.

6 Curzon, Russia in Central Asi& and the Anglo-Russian
Question. See alsoc Habberton, Anglo-Russian Relations
Concerning Afghanistan 1837-1907.

Sumner, Tsardom and Imperialism in the Far Fast 1880-1014.
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Lord Curzon, British viceroy of Indla, who was particue~
larly sensitive to the situation, wrote to London in 1899:
Closely pressing upon Persia and Afghanistan
1s the evergrowing momentum of a Power whose
Interests in Asla are not always in accord with
our own. The advance of Russia across the
deserts that form the natural barrier between

West and East Persia could not be regarded
without uneasiness by the Government of India...

8
The constant threat of an invasion of India, re-
mained a valuable asgsset of Russian policy. British pres-
sure In the Near East could always be balanced by a Rus-
sian advance in the Middle East. It is more that coin-
cidental that ths three periods of acute tension in Cen-
tral Asia between England and Russia (1855-7, 1878, 1885)
should have coincided with war or tense political relations
between the two in Europe. In 1884, Gilers wrote:
Our movement in Central Asia has besen commended
by our own interests, as well as by the neces-
sity of securing a defensive position against
the hostility displayed by the English govern-
mont toward us sincse the Crimean War_and more
recently during the war with Turkey.9
Thus, the Russian advance 1n the Middle East was
meant as a means 1in ltself and as a check to Britlsh poe
licy in general. It also meant an additional impetus to
the growing antagonism between England and Russia.,
Finally, the Britlish onslaught upon Chinats ter-
ritorial integrity in 1842 opened the third area of con-

flict--the Far East. Here the two wing-States touchsd

8 Moon, Imperialism and World Politics, p. 276.
Langer, European Alliances and _:Alignments, p. 309.
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and recolled alternately during the latter half of the
century. The Korean crisis of 1894 accentuated the
differences of the two European rivals, Although Eng-
land was the first to seize Chinese territory, her later
aim was commercial and financial; Russia's on the other
hand, was territorial and political. One was the leading
commercial power in the Far East, the other the outstand-
ing political and military force. One becams anxious to
maintain the independence and territorial integrity of
both China and Korea; the other wished to obtain a pre-
dominance in as much as possible of those two decadent

empires.lo

The conflicting imperial interests of the two
Empires, gravely impaired normal diplomatic relations.
In addition to the problems of an economlc nature, that
caused endless tension between the two States, there ex-
isted a deeper and very articulate sentiment that manifested
itself throughout middle-~class England. The active, hu-
manitarian, Nonconformist segment of population, were
sincerely repelled by the Russian autocratic State, and
1ts frequent brutalities inflicted upon its subjugated
minorities. This movement (which was all too frequently
misunderstood on the European continent) was a force to
be reckoned with by all Governments In England. Lord

Salisgbury, though not in agreement with the Nonconformist

10 Swartz, Anglo-Russian Rivalry in the Far East 1895«1905,

pp. 2=3.




6

opinions of Russia realized the potency of the movement
when he criticized former Governments who were "guided

by common sympathies instead of common interests,"1ll Thus,
naked economic conflict was reinforced by an acute differ-
ence in social development; which in turn, made the gap
between Englamd and Russia, all the more difficult to

close.

In view of the sharp rivalry and ceaseless struggle
that marked Anglo-Russian relations for a century, many
European states began to accept British antipathy for
Russia as axiomatic., The Central Powers, in particular,
continued to construct foreign policy with this principle
in mind.

During the War Scare of 1875, several European
States sseriously feared that Germany contemplated the
destruction of France through preventive war. When news-
paper articles appeared stressing the possibility of Anglo-
Russian cooperation in thwarting German intentions, Bis~
marck replied:

In any case, real material bases could be more
easily found for cooperation between Germany

il B.De VI p. 780. To borrow an illustration of Dean Field-
house's, perhaps no better ihdication . of the Nonconformist
attitude can be shown than the prevailing feeling that ex-
isted amongst them during the First World War. Nonconformists
constantly urged that an allied victory over the Central
Powers was impossible as long as despotic Russia was a meme
ber of the allied cause., It was only after the Kerensky
seizure of power, that Nonconformity, in a first flush of
excltement over the Czarist fall, was willing to accept

Russia as a righteous member of the allied powsers,.



and France than for cooperation between Russia

and England...The whole scheme (combination)

would certainly be adsurd (unsinnig) but the

idea of an Anglo-Russianlgombination would be

at least just as absurd.
Bismarck's successors reflect the same persistent cone
viction that England would never be able to draw close
to her bitter Russian rival. Bulow'!s dispatch to the
Kaiser on January 21, 1901, merely repeats the ingrown
bellef that an understanding between England and Russia
was impossible:

«eeDie von den Englﬁndern angedrohte Verstéan-

digung mit dem Zwelbund ist ein nur zu unserer

Einschiichterung erfundenes Schreckgespenst,

wonit die Englander schon seit Jahren operieren.l5

This was the conclusion to the crystalized animosity of
a hundred years of sharp Anglo-Russian conflict. In the
ninetlies it was a foregone concluslion that, when war broke
out, i1t would involve England and Russia. The beginning
of the Russo-Japanese war seemed to bring thils assumption
even closer to realization. When the Dogger Bank incident
occurred, on October 21, 1904, it was momentarily felt
throughout Europe that that the dénousment of the century
old struggle had arrived. Although the situation seemed
balanced on the razor's edge, the two Governments kept
their heads and war was averted, |

In the short space of three years after the ser-

ious Dogger Bank affair, the great Anglo-Russian conflict

I2Langer, op. cit. pp. 54=55,
G.P. XVII p. 21.
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was resolved in an Anglo-Russian entente, In this rather
abrupt fashion the entente sesmed to spring into belng
and altered the complete alliance system on the Europsean
continent,

The purpose of this thesis 1s not to trace the
rivalry that exlisted between England and Russia, but to
examline the development of the British desire to settle
the conflict that had poisoned Anglo-Russian relations
for so long. Roughly, this development falls between
the years 1898-1906. Particular attention will be de-
voted to the Dogger Bank incident which later proved to
be the catalytic event in bringing about the Anglo-Rus-
sian entente.

Two distinct threads emerge in this inquiry;
firstly, England's deslre to settle colonial issues with
the entente Powers in the face of growing German hos-
tility; secondly, France's determined effort to bring
Great Britain and Russia together, ever since her di-

sastrous defeat at Sédan.,



EARLY ATTENMPTS AT ANGLO-RUSSIAN COOPERATION

The growing German preponderance on the con-
tinent after 1871 induced France to search for allies.
The ideal combination would have been an Anglo-French-
Russian entente; unfortunately Anglo-Russian hostillity
seemed almost insurmountable. Persistently, howsver,
French statesmen charted a policy of winning cooperation
from Russla and Britain with the ultimate hope of form=
ing an entente. Thiers was the originator of this plan15
in the early years of the Third Republic. It was con-
tinued, although pursued with greater activity, by the

French minister of foreign affairs the Duc de Decazes

1o Langer, op. cit., p. 32. According to A.J.P. Taylor
both "Russia and Great Britain...welcomed French friend-
ship and wanted a strong France, neither feared Germanys
they wished to use France as an ally only in the Near
Bast--and against each other. 1In 1870 France could have
won Russlan favour by supporting the freeing of the
Black Sea; or she could have won British favour by
opposing it. Nelther would have been of any use to
her against Prussia. The French were determined not
to repeat the policy of the Crimean War; on the other
hand, they had important financial interests bound up
with the maintenance of the Turkish empire and there=
fore had to hope that England would go to the defence
of Turkey, though they would not do so themselves. To
win Great Britain without losing Russia; to win Russia
without losing Great Britain; and not to lose Turkey
to either--this was the central problem of French dip-
lomecye..." A.J.P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in
Europe 1848-1918, pp. 221222,
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and later by the Republican leader Gambseitta. The task
proved to be a formidable one.

Aside from the jarring colllisions in areas apart
from Europe, England and Russia had entered a period of
diplomatic 1solation on the continent in relation to one-
another. The last time that both had worked together was
on the Sleswig question in 1850. It was not until 1875,
during the Franco-German war scarse, that the two states
showed vigorous signs of breaking through the diplomatilc
rust that had set in after the Crimea War, Neither Eng-
land nor Russia was prepared to see Germany elimlnate
France to the detriment of the balance of power in Europe.14

On May 5, 1875, the British forelgn minister, Lord
Derby, expressed his opinions to the Queen concerning the
instability of Franco=German relations; he believed that
more active intervention would be necessary in order to
preserve peace. Clearly the Queen and Disraell shared

his anxietyl5

and approved of his message to the British
Ambassador, Lord 0do Russel, in Berlin on May 3, enquir-
ing whether reliance could be placed on Russia for inter-
vening. On May 6, Disraeli wrote to Derby:

My own lmpression 1s that we shd. construct

some concerted movement to preserve the

peace of Europe like Pam did when he baffled
France and expelled the Egyptians from Syria.

14 For the "war scare" episode see Puller, The War Scare

of 1875 (American Historical Review XXIV, July 1926)
also Taffs, The War Scare of 1875 , (The Slavonic Re-

15 view, IX, 1930-1) pp. 535-49; 632-49.
Letters of Queen Victoria, (2nd Ser. 1926) II, 389-92.
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There might be an alliance between Russig
and ourselves for this special purpose.

The following day Lord Odo Russel was ilnstructed "to
support the Tzar's movement for peace."l7 Meanwhile,
the French were intent upon capitalizing on the situa-
tion. Decazes, in Paris worked hard to bring about con=-
certed action by London and St. Petersburg in support of
France.18 The determined moves of Britain and Russia
checked Bismarck before the situation deteriorated fur-
ther. Within a matter of weeks, the war scare had blown
ovaer. The incident was important because it showed that
the two wing-Powers of Europe could work together in the
face of a common danger; and that it gave the French
hope for an amiable alignment of Forces in Europse against
Germany. After twenty years, Britain and Russia were
momentarily brought together; "apprehension of Germany
had for once smoothed away the memories of the Crimean
Wapr "19

The excitement of the war scare and the sudden
grouping of the two o0ld European rivals were speedily
followed by another acute problem that threatened the
peace of Europs, and played havoc with the French plan

to win her two prospective allies. 1In July 1875, the

Christian population of Herzegovina rose in rebellion

18 Moneypenny and Buckle, Life of Disraeli, II p. 762.
Ibid. p. 762. Also Pratt, La Diplomatie Francaise
_de 1871 a 1875, (Revue Historique OLXIL) pp. 60-84.

%”D.D.F., [Ist Seriss) Nos. 400, 403, 405.

Taylor, op. cit., p. 226.
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against the Ottoman government. The Great Powers called

a conference at Constantinople in December 1876. In was
hoped to settle the Balkan outbreak so as to satisfy the
three states (Austria, Russia, and England) who stood
outside the actual ground of conflict, but who were dil-
rectly affected by any change in tne status quo in the
Balkans, The conference, as was expected, ended in failure
on January 20, 1877. During the conference, Decazes
utilized all opportunities tc lay the basls for an en-

tente with England and Russia.zo

Comte de Chaudordy,
the Frenclh plenipotentiary, sided demonstratively with
Ignatisev and Salisbury on every point, while Decazes
pointed out to the English ambassador, Lord Lyon, that
the German chancellor'!s policy was to disrupt any develop-
ment that would lead to an Anglo-Russilan-French combina-
tion.

Gambetta's attempt to draw closer to Russia and
at the sams time win British friendship, was the contine
uation of the Thiersa-Decazes pollicy. It is generally
looked upon as a ludicrous gesture, by succeeding gener-
ations who are aware of the alliance concluded between
Russia, Germany and Austria in 188l. However, 1t 1is too

often neglected to recognize the strength of the anti-Ger-

=0 DD, (lst Series) II Nos. 126, 127, 131,
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man Pan-3lav movement that was steadlly growing in
Russia, particularly after the disappointment which-
Russia suffered at the Berlin Congress.gl The new Czar,
Alexander III, was a staunch adherent of the nationalist
doctrine. He was surrounded by rigid pan-Slavists like
Miluitin, Ignatliev and Pobliedonostsev. Michael Katkov,
the famous editor of the Moscow Gazette and violent Ger-
manophobe was at the height of his career when he wrote:

What a pitiful role, our diplomacy has besn

playing in subordinating Russia to ths ally

of our enemy. Germany is closely bound to

Austria, and Austria is crowding Russia out

of the East and damaging her most vital in-

terests. Austria could never have compseted

with Russia so boldly, and alas, so success-

fully %f she had not been supported by Ger=

many. <
Katkov left a lasting influence on the Czar.

In the short duration of the "Great Ministry",
Gambetta'ls cautious conservatism and the appointment of
men like Miribel and Chaudordy impressed Alexander. Al-
though he could not sympathize with Republicanism, he
was concious of the benefit of close relations with France.<®

In 1882, General Skobelev, just after Gambetta's fall,

visited Paris., Here he addressed a group of Serblan stu-

g% Fay, The Origins of the World War,I p. 67.
2,§pender, Fifty Years of Europe, p. 82.

uToutain, Alexandre ITI et la Republique Francgalse, pp.
7-11 also Potiemkine, Histoire de la Diplomatie, II, p. 91.
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dents, expressing the innermost feelings of the Pan-
Slav hops:

A struggle is lnevitable between the Teuton
and the Slav. It cannot be long defserred.
It will be long, sanguinary, and terrible
but I have faith that it gill culminate in
the victory of the Slavs.

The French press hailed the words of Slobelev with en-
thuslasm. Gambetta had recognizsd the underlylng anta-
gonism that exlisted between Slav and Teuton. He saw an
opportunity of bringing this to the advantage of France.
In a letter to Ranc, Gambetta showed himself free

from any aversion to autocratlc Russia, openly declared
his desire for a Triple Entente and also reveal ed some
Iinteresting opinions of the Prince of Wales:

.. Leg réves politiques de la Russie vont otre
entraveés par L'Autriche, qui prend dés mainten-
ant une attitude hostile., Elle influe sur la
Roumanie. Voyez-vous par la suite L'Autriche
s'allier & la Roumanie et & 18 Turquise contre
la Russie? Quel conflit! Le prince de Galles
le preévoit pourvant., Il ne partage pas lthos-
ti1lite” d'une partie de la nation anglaise cone
tre la Russle. Il s'opposs de toute sa jeune
autoritd a l'application des mesures quil pour-
raient lui 8tre prédjudiciables. Je sens en

lui 1'étoffe d'un grand politique. ...Je sou=-
haite que 1la Russie &1t pour ennemls nos
ennemis. Il est clair que Bismarck veut
stallier aux Autrichiens. TI1 faut done que 1la
Russis s'appercoive que nous pourrions 8tre

ses allids. Avant qu'il soit longtemps, je
vols la Russie et l'Angleterre 8tre avec nous,
pour peu qug nous ayons une politique intérieure
convenable.

25% Eohne R eitbet R, (Poris 1910) p. 198.
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By continuing Thiers!' policy, Gambetta constructed the
bridge that would link England and Russia together in
1907. Clearly, he envisaged the Triple Entente of later
years, which was to smash the German preponderance 1in
Europe. But with Gambetia's fall from power on Januvary
26, 1882, and the British occupation of Egypt in the
same year, Anglo-French relations deterlorated. DBecause
of continusd colonlal strife between the two in South

East Asia and Africa,<®

France turned from England to
Russia, eventually completling an entente in 1894. The
first 1ink in French foreign pollicy was completed. Anglo-
Russian relations remained bitter and strained because

of the Bulgarlan problem of 1885-7 and the Penjdeh crisis
(1885) in the liiddle East. This condition lasted until
the middle of the nineties, when the Conservative Govern-
ment under Lord Salisbury began a revision of policy in
regards to Russia.

The Anglo-Russlan Entente of 1907, sprang into
being with sudden surprise to many European diplomets.
Actually, direct British overtures to Russia were made
as early as 1898, to find some baslis for settling colonial
and flnancial disputes.27 The actions that led up to

England's friendly approach to Russia could be observed

6 Moon, Imperialism and World Politics, pp. 139=153;
o 312=319.

B.D' I ppo 1-410
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in Lord Salisbury's cabinet in 1886, and later in the Near
Eastern crisis caused by the Armenian Massacres; which in
turn insplred a deluge of articles that appeared in re-
sponsible British periodicals, reflecting English publilc
opinion. These incidents presaged a shift in England's
relations with Russlsa.

The kidnapping of Prince Alexander of Bulgaria,
in 1886, by orders of Russlan officials produced a new
Balkan crisis. The policy of Lord Salisbury and, par-
ticularly, the Queen,28 was to support the new Bulgaria,
in contradiction to England's previous position of
thwarting Russla's attempt to construct a greater Bul-
garian state. The reason given by Sir William White,
British ambassador at Constantinople,was that a "Bulgaria
consolidated on a national basis afforded the best defence
against an advance on the part of Russia."<9

The Cabinet showed slgns of serious disagreement
on the issue. Lord Randolph Churchill, the Chancellor
of the Exchequer, led the opposition. He believed that
a wiser policy would be to cease opposing Russila, and
work rather for an understanding with her, which in turn

would secure the Indian frontier at the expense of the

ggrLetters of Queen Victoria, (2nd Ser. 1926) III, p. 261.

Pribram, England and thie International Policy of the
Buropsean Great Powers, p. 54.
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Balkans. Obvliously, he cared little for Turkey or Con-
stantinople, 1if he could bring about bpetter relations be-

tween London and St. Petersburg. On Septemver 15, 1886,

he wrote to Lord Salisbury:s

eeelM. de Staal has just been to see me. ...He
tried to ascertaln my views as to our 1interests
in the Balkan territories; my reply was (speak-
ing only for myself) that our chief interests
were Egypt and India, and that anything which
affected our interests in those countries,
would necesgsitate very strong action on our
part. ...Finally, I hinted at an understand-
ing with Russia by which she should give us
real support in Egypt, abandon her pressure
upon Afghanistan, in which case she might
settle the Balkan matgars as she would--or,
rather, as she couldl

Lord Salisbury appreciated the seriousness of the sit=-
uation and perhaps realized that a revision in policy
was necessary. On September 7, 1886, he had already
written to the Queen stating that:

essA sectlion of the Cabinet showed a strong
Iinclination to depart from traditional policy
of this country of resisting the designs of
Russia upon the Balkan Peninsula. Lord R.
Churchill, Lord G. Hamilton and Mr. Smith
were the three who took this view. It was
not shared by the majority of the Cablnet
and therefore will not effect the pollicy

of the government. DBut it may at any mo-
ment produce dif’ficulties3 inside the Ca-
binet, of a serious kind. 1

The following day he wrote to Lord Cranbrook:

°0 churchill, Lord Randolph Churchill, IT pp. 157-158.

1 Lady Cecil, Life of Robert Marquls of Salisbury,
IIT p. 319.
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«eeW8 had a rather dlsagreeable dlscussion
in Cabinet from which it appeared that three
of the members--Churchill, Hamilton, and
Smith--and possibly Beach--were dlsposed to
abandon all efforts toc stay the progress
of Russia in the Balkan Peninsula, and even
tc see her in Constantinople without rais-
ing any objection. This difference of
opinion will cause gery serious trouble, I
fear, before long.5
The breach in British hostility to Russla had appeared.
It was to grow much larger in the near future.

Growing Armenian nationalism in the Ottoman Eme
pire, chafing under constant misgovernment and heavy
Turkish oppression, resulted in rebellion and massacre
(1894-1897). The Turskish Government viewed with alarm,
the growth of the nationalist movement and dealt harshly
with the Armenians in a series of massacres that cul-
minated 1n the great slaughter at Constantinople. The
Armenian nationalists, meanwhile, had established far
fiung propaganda posts throughout Burope and America, in
order to announce to the world the misery and humiliation
suffered by the Armenian people under the Turkish yoke.
They were convinced that only by active European interven-
tion could the plight of the Armenian people be ameljior-
ated., These natlionallst activities proved immensely success-

ful in arousing public opinion. Most important was the

receptlon that the cause received in England.

2
Cecil, op. clt., p. 319,
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The sincere humanltarian outcry that carried
through England, forced the Rosebery Government (which
was now in office) to take decisive steps. Russian in-
terests were equally concerned in this area as they were
the rulers of the remaining segment of Armenian populations
in Russia. Russia could not remain indifferent to the
situation in north east Anatolia, particularly if any
other state showed signs of intervening on behalf of the
Armenians.

Lord Rosebery revealed his position in a speech
delivered at the Lord Mayor's banquet on November 9. He
stated, that in the Far East, "Cordial action with Russia
is a fact over which we may rejoice" and that relations
between the two countries had never been "more hearty".

He made similar statements about Anglo-French relations.%®
Following events showed that Lord Rosebery's efforts were
designed to bring about a rapprochement with Russla and

with France. The Armenian question chartered the course

that England, France and Russia were to follow,%%

85 Times, November 10, 1894,
There can be little doubt that France and Russia joined
England to form a Near Eastern Triplice, in order to pre-
vent BEngland from forcing & radical change in Turkey. A
change 1in the status quo in the Ottoman Emplre was not
desired by either France or Russia. Russia, in partic-
ular, who was committed qeavily 1n the Far Bast, wanted
Near Eastern questions "put on ice" Thus, their only
hope was to work with England in order to check her.
Radolin, German ambassador to St. Petersburg, reported
to Berlin that official circles in the Russian foreign
office wished to put a damper on the English: "Beide
MBchte hAtten sich daher den En”landern angsschlossen,
um diesen einen D&mpfer aufzusetzen und ein Recht zu
haben, magsigend in die Entschliessun en einzugrelsen,
Die englische Politik in der Turkei konne in Russland
niemals gebilligt werden." G.P. X No. 2446.
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When Lord Salilisbury entered office in June, 1895,
it was genserally expected that he would execute a volte
face by resurrecting old tles with the Central Powers.
The Armenian question, which he was obliged to settis,
prevented this. He Informed the German ambassador, Count
Hatzfelt, that England was preparing to make extensive
concessions to Russia in the Turkish Empire, in order to
secure her cooperation on the Armenian question.55 There
is much evidence that hls diminishing faith in the recu=-
perative powers of the Porte had led him to believe that
collapse was inevitable. If collapse was inevitable, it
was desirable to prepare partition diplomatically in order

to avold anxiety which might provoke a war.%® This con-

Whereas the Franco-Russian Entente was designed
as a thrust against the German preponderance on the
continent, ironically it was isolated England that
first felt the impact of the new combiantion, in the
FPar Bast, Near Iast and Africa. It was natural for
England to respond to the situation by either drawing
closer to the Centrar Powers or to lay the foundation
for better understanding with France and Russia. Lord
Rosebery chose to cooperate with the Entente (as in-
dicated by his speech at the Lord iayor's banquet on
November 9, 1894). The German reaction was essentially
the same, as whenever Engiand showed signs of advance
to the Entente Powers; Berlin would not permit itself
to believe that British cooperation with France and
Russia could materiallize into a Triple Entente. Mare
schall, expressed his opinion on the Tripllce to Bu-
low on January 8, 1895: "An gine Versténdig ung zu
Dreisn--mit Frankreioh--vermogen wir nach wie vor nicht
bAb clauben, da es uns ausgeschlossen erscheint, dass
England genlgende Kondessionen zu machen bereit und in
der Lage ist, um Russlana und Frankreich zu befriedigen
wahrend bei einer entente zu Zweien--ohne Frankreich--
der Dreibund voraussichtlich unschwer weine Rechnung
wiurde finden KOnnen." G. P., IX, No. 2201.
G.P. X No. 2396.

A dispatch of Lord Salisbury's in the British Documents

35
36
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clusion was perhaps, the most cruciai decision of Lora
Salisbury's career. Russla was to be offereu the Bos-
phorus and Constantinople, while the Triple Alliance

was also invited to partake of the division. The ilmmed-
iate foreign reaction to his proposal was disappointing.
Russia displayed a very suspicious and cautious attitudes;

quite the contrary to what was generally expsetsd I1n

explains this decision in e most lucid menners There
is no such thing as a fixed policy, because policy
like all organic entities is always in the making.

I do not know that I can sum up the presant trend of
English policy better than by saying we are engaged
in slowly escaping from the dangerous errors of 1846=
1856. Palmerston was a disciple of Canning and with
him believed that foreign policy should follow your
political proclivities. France was Liberal, Russia
and Austrla dg¢spotic,--therefore in his mind, it was
our policy to shake off the Russlan and Austrian
alliance and cultivate that of France. Such a poliey
is obviously unsound,--similarity of political faith
1s no more indicative of a useful aliy than similarity
of religious faith woula be.

Politics 1s a matter of business: QOur allies
should be those who are most likely to help or not to
hinaer the interests of which we, as a government, are
the trustees. Now the interests of France ciashed
with ours on almost every coast; those of Russia only
on the Afghan-Perso frontier, those of Austria no=
where. Therefore it was our policy to maintain the
friendshlp with Russla and Austria which haa existed
during the first half of this century, ana by 1ts
hely to keep France within bounds.

But Paimerston woula be guided by common syme
pathles instead of by common interests. He maue war
with Russia; he insulted Austria; ana he ostentiovusiy
made friends with France. 1In order to baulk and
baffie Russia he, and his school, set up as a politi-
cal faith the Independence ana integrity of the Otto-
man Empire.

Forty years have past away and Look at the results.
We have not kept France--~she is more our enemy than
ever. But the feud with Russla remains. Austria has
become of less importance, because out of the fragments
of her dominions or her following Germany and Austria
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the face of past Russian activity in the realms of the
Turkish Empire. Committed in rar Eastern schemes, Russla
suspected that England was trying to involve her in a
Buropean conflict which would relisve pressure in the
Far Bast for England.57 The Chinese problem was soon to
be setitled and England stood in complete 1solatlon at
Peking.

Baron von Hosteiln, commanded considerable power
in the German foreign office. His anti-British views
were commonly known., At the particular moment of Lord
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